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Introduction

Break O’Day Council has participated actively in all Stages of the review process, which has
included making submissions at all available opportunities. In this submission we have
focussed on addressing the questions raised by the Board as well as providing our position on
the reform options. We have also addressed a number of questions in our submission that we
believe the Board needs to consider in the development of the next Report.

Break O’Day Council believes that a hybrid approach focused on boundary reform and service
consolidation is the approach that will ensure local government is best placed to meet future
challenges. We have taken the opportunity to draw the Board’s attention to previous studies
which have occurred in relation to potential amalgamation or boundary adjustments relating
to Councils on Tasmania’s east coast.

Frustrations

State Government Activities

Break O’Day Council has repeatedly raised with the Board our concerns around activities
that we feel may be more logically placed with Local Government and vice versa. It is with
disappointment we note that this discussion is yet to be addressed formally in the board’s
reports.

The Minister for Local Government (Roger Jaensch) at a special meeting of the Local
Government Association of Tasmania on 4 November 2021, was asked, “Whether the
proposed review process would also focus on what activities the State Government
currently undertook which might be more logically placed with Local Government?” The
Minister advised that “Yes it would”.

From our perspective, it is frustrating that the opportunity to discuss this in detail has been
effectively ignored. Interestingly, the Options Paper identifies the reform area of ‘Councils
collaborate with other Councils and State Government to deliver more effective and
efficient services to their communities’ and goes on to mention ‘front desk’ services (pg26)
however a deeper discussion on this topic is lacking. This is a very much a missed
opportunity through the reform process.

It is all well and good to focus on Local Government but many of our challenges come from
our relationships with the State Government and its many agencies. When they suffer from
systemic under funding, under resourcing, gaps in responsibility and lack of clarity and
purpose, it also impacts at a Local Government level. Managing weeds, pest animals, rivers,
beaches and estuaries, the State Planning Scheme etc are some examples of where Local
Government can become significantly hamstrung by under resourcing at a state level and
State Government legislation.
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This review should also consider what’s working and what isn’t between the two tiers, just
looking at Local Government doesn’t give a full, 360 degree picture.

Questions to the Board —

1. The Options Paper has not examined opportunities for State Government processes

that may be more logically placed with Local Government despite the assurances of
the Minister for Local Government, why not?

How will the Board ensure that they have a clear picture of what the future of local
government should look like without this discussion?
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Impact of Performance of State Agencies

As mentioned previously, the performance of State Agencies can significantly effect the

performance and position of Councils. We are yet to see this assessed, considered or even
acknowledged within the work that the Board is undertaking.

Values, Rating and Titles

For a number of years there have been problems with the Valuer Generals Office (VGO)

delivering services to Councils:

Revaluation delays have recently occurred with a number of Councils. The VGO have
demonstrated an inability to uphold their obligations under the Valuations Act and
their obligations to Councils and Local Government. Market failures, inadequate
contractual oversight and communication with Councils relating to the capacity and
ability of the VGO to deliver required services undermines not only the VGO itself, it
materially impacts the rating systems Council’s apply.

With the rapid increase in property values the State has seen over the past decade,
municipal revaluations once completed, often see radical increases in value. With no
agreed or legislated approach to how these increases should be passed on (unlike
Land Tax adjustments) differing approaches to “smoothing and adjusting” often
result in large changes to valuations between cycles and it then falls on each Council
to make judgement calls as how these should be applied. This leaves the system
open to local judgment on capacity to pay, political will to implement and often
completely differing approaches from one Council to another. The Board should be
cognisant that this is an area that requires a detailed review as part of this process.
The Lands Titles Office (LTO) are not delivering their core services in a timely
manner, issuing of titles can take months and the capacity to engage with Officers to
explore title anomalies and issues has been substantially curtailed over the past
decade. The LTO is a stripped back skeleton of its former self and its ability to deliver
a reasonable level of service has demonstrably changed.

In a coordinated system, Land Tax could be calculated on the same model as rates. A
new approach by both parties could save time, money and complexity. Two property
taxes both based on the same standard methodology and application could well
alleviate some of the problems and challenges that are evident with the VGO under
its current operating model. If a fair and equitable approach to rating is being
considered by the Board then the application of Land Tax by the State should be
reviewed in unison.
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Asset Management

Service standards, condition assessments and depreciation rates applied to assets are not
standardised between Councils nor the State Government. Understanding the detail as to
what the Board intends these reforms to deliver is critical before Council can assess its value
(or not).

Asset management is a complex task for local government that often relies on
interdependencies with other asset owners such as TasWater, TasNetworks and the
Department of State Growth. The replacement of a road asset for example may require
coordinating with TasWater to upgrade their own infrastructure while the road is out of
service.

Effectively there is little if any coordination of capital works programs between Council(s)
and these other organisations leading to delayed, disjointed and often costly duplication of
effort and on-ground works. This is an area that has significant potential for improvement.

Service standards differ dramatically across the State with regional areas such as Break
O’Day receiving far lower standard of road assets than other more populated parts of the
State. The recent closure of St. Marys Pass and the generally poor condition of the Esk Main
Road and Elephant Pass (which also had to be closed for maintenance) are examples of
funding being directed to other areas of greater “importance” by the Department of State
Growth.

Natural Resource Management
Break O’Day Council has always had a great working relationship with our local division of
the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife (PWS) agency, however, due to a lack of resourcing, this
relationship has become strained.

Local Governments regularly require advice and approval from PWS and Crown Land
Services to undertake minor and major projects. Due to under resourcing, advice and
permits are more often than not significantly delayed — sometimes by more than 12
months. This leaves Local Government dealing with community fall-out because a project is
not progressing. It can also mean blowing out grant funding deadlines and project costs.

Weed management can, and only should be, managed at a State Government level to
ensure a consistence and cross boundary approach. Weeds do not recognise municipal
boundaries and therefore one Council may heavily resource weed management only for it
to be undone by neglect from the neighbouring Council, the State, or private landholders.
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Section 2: The enduring importance of local
communities

Options Paper Discussion

We acknowledge the 21 Century challenges and commend the approach to view these as
opportunities to strengthen local communities. “Contemporary local government
boundaries need to be informed by a clear understanding of how communities shape, pay
for and access crucial services and infrastructure.” (p.14) In addition to services and
infrastructure use shaping communities, communities are also coalesced around shared
interests for example a lifestyle or recreational pursuit suited to a particular landscape.

The social, economic and environmental wellbeing domains of each community is
underpinned by people feeling that they belong, are valued in their community, and have
the opportunity and capacity to do things that help them live a good life. Neighbourhoods
and townships, in particular in our rural setting, develop a sub-localised, co-constructed
sense of place that influences domains of community wellbeing and becomes part of the
appeal to those living and visiting there. A flexible and responsive role-system of local
government across wellbeing domains will require localised responsiveness and contextual
awareness. It will also require resources and capacity to work collaboratively with these
communities at the ‘collaborate’ and ‘empower’ IAP2 Levels which are underpinned by
trust, inclusivity and accountability. This approach will identify needs gaps as well as
community strengths that will foster flexibility to ensure the best outcomes.
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Section 3: The future role for local government

Response to Board’s Questions

1. Which of the four core roles (see Table 2) of councils needs more emphasis in the future?
Why?

Facilitate or partner. Working with community at the ‘collaborate’ and ‘empower’
IAP2 Level is a proven mechanism for taking a strengths-based approach and
fostering healthy relationships with our communities.

2. Doyouagree that there is general community support for councils continuing to deliver
their current range of functions and services? Are there any functions and services
councils deliver now that they shouldn’t? Why?

In the absence of anything to the contrary, Council believes that there is general
community support for Councils to continue to deliver their current range of
functions and services. Council is not aware of any specific work undertaken in this
area nor of any information to consider.

In its submission to the Board’s Interim Report, Council noted that waste
management was clearly under consideration for a consolidated approach on a
statewide basis. The Break O’Day Council continues to believe that there is merit in
exploring this situation due to the overall small scale of this activity in the State
when compared to mainland Australia activity levels. Through a coordinated state-
wide approach opportunities to achieve economies of scale will be maximised and
the impact of the existing duopoly on market forces will be reduced

3. Assuming they have access to the right resources and capability, are there services or
functions you think councils could be more involved in? Why?

e Delivering preventative health programs and/or supporting the
development and delivery of them by others. Making it easier for our
communities to lead, design and deliver health, social and cultural activities
with less barriers and red-tape.

e More could be achieved with cat, weed and pest animal management using
existing frameworks for partnerships and collaboration that already exist
between state agencies, the community and local government. This will
require the right resources and capabilities - and not just for councils.
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e Councils should not be involved directly in management of rivers and
forests, where there are gaps in state functions, services and responsibility.
With the right resources and capability local government could play a
collaborative role by ensuring community views and vision are reflected in
decision making.

4. Where do councils currently make the biggest contribution to community wellbeing?
What wellbeing functions and services should they provide in the future and how can they
be supported to do that

Councils can make the best contribution by being an informed, skilled and resourced
facilitator or partner, working ethically, equitably, respectfully and authentically with
community.

Functions and services will be unique to the setting and LGA. Councils can fill gaps
and/or support communities to fill gaps in service delivery and is resourced and
skilled to do so. As already stated in the Interim Report feedback, wellbeing
outcomes involve systems-thinking and place-based approaches that support public
participation in decision-making and employ strengths-based practice. The Options
Paper has made progress towards defining community wellbeing.

We must resist the temptation to specify what wellbeing functions and services are
for local governments as they will vary from area and even time. By collaborating
with our community we can better understand what functions and services they
need and can resource. The core function of local councils is to build a strong
connection to community so that we can create the future and place we want
together.

The third of the eight priorities speaks to community engagement, but appears
limited to council decision-making and reporting back to community. It does not go
far enough to explain that collaborating with community on shared visions is a
fundamental approach to achieving outcomes in wellbeing domains and place-based
outcomes. Involvement and accountability is important but people feel worthwhile,
valued and inspired to create thriving communities when they are supported to
identify their community strengths and needs and conceive ways to take action
together. This also means that community ‘owns’ decisions rather than feeling they
are being dictated to.

Councils have already been focusing on the aspects of wellbeing, using the Victorian
example, of the environment and climate, social inclusion and connection, and
identity and belonging. Councils can continue to increase functions and services in
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these important areas with more resources and capability - through scale, sharing

and additional funding and partnerships.

Healthy, safe,

Culturally rich

Dynamic resilient Sustainable

Democratic

and inclusive and vibrant local economies  built and natural and engaged
communities communities environments communities
Waste Recreation Roads, cycle Community
Service provider management facilities paths, parks engugerr_l ent
on council
plans
Food safety Land-use
zoning,
Regulator building and
plumbing
permits
Recovery Supporting Encouraging Climate action Acting as
from natural visiting arts investment (including an ‘anchar’
Facilitator or disasters, and culture and jobs sustainable to support
partner preventative programs energy collaborative
hedlth use and projects and
programs renewables) programs
Lobbying for Advocating Seeking Representing
better GP for local investment in local priorities
Advocate services vocational affordable to State
training housing and Federal
support Governments

Table 2: Examples of council roles in community wellbeing

The future of local government review Options Paper, Dec 2022, pg6
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A proposed role statement for local government in Tasmania -

Discussion

1.

Harnessing and building on the unique strengths and capabilities of local communities

The wording of this statement is problematic and does not represent the most
important aspect of Council and community connection — empowerment. It is
disappointing that throughout these discussions around engagement that the Board has
not used the IAP2 (International Association for Public Participation) framework for
engagement — something that most Councils use to determine their own Community
Engagement activities.

Suggestion to the Board
Rather than the word harnessing which indicates a dictatorial approach, we suggest

rephrasing to: Understand and empower the community to build on their uniqueness,
strengths and capability.

We are also most concerned that Role 1 is not going to be achieved by the current eight
reform outcomes. Reform Outcome 3 needs to be stronger in recognising the
importance, challenge and workload of working collaboratively with the community.

Providing infrastructure and services that, to be effective, require local approaches.

While the explanation beneath this statement provides more clarity around what the
Board is trying to achieve with this reform — it is ambiguous and not reflective of the
collaborative approach the Board is pushing, both with community and State
Government Agencies. We question the focus on ‘local approaches’ when there are
many activities and services being delivered on a regional and sub-regional approach
now. This statement must also reflect sustainability in delivery of infrastructure and
services from a long term perspective in terms of on-going management, community
capacity as well as environmentally.

Suggestion to the Board

We would recommend a rephrase: Providing effective and sustainable infrastructure

and services in a ‘local’ way at a local level where appropriate.
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3. Representing and advocating for the specific needs and interests of local
communities in regional, statewide, and national decision-making.

This statement is perhaps the most important from our perspective but is missing an
important piece around understanding the needs and interests of the community.
Without listening and understanding we may not be representing the views of the
community at all.

Suggestion to the Board
We would recommend a re-phrase: Understanding the needs and interests of local

communities and advocating for and representing them in regional, statewide and

national decision making.

Framework for Wellbeing

It is anticipated that a Tasmanian Framework for Wellbeing will provide a shared language
and clarity regarding wellbeing domains, targets, indicators and roles and will facilitate the
work at all levels of government and community.

A matrix mapping these wellbeing domains against the roles of all levels of government
might be helpful in attaining role clarity and identifying gaps and partnerships. However, a
shared vision of what each domain looks like (co-designed at the local level) will be more
useful and leaves flexibility for delivery. Resources, skills and consistent processes to
develop these visions would be valuable.

The theme of wellbeing in essence is simply put, a lens that should be applied to all Council
activities and decision making as wellbeing itself is a broad, varied and individual in nature.

Under 45 and Aboriginal Observations

The options paper acknowledges that young people and Tasmanian Aboriginals are
underrepresented in council decision-making but does not provide systemic solutions.

While these groups may be underrepresented, it does not mean that government agencies
have not tried to engage with these groups. Local councils and Government agencies would
benefit from consistent approaches, skills, resources and supported pathways to help
establish meaningful engagement with young people and Tasmanian Aboriginal
communities.
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Climate Change

The Board’s attention to the challenge of climate change during the Review so far is
welcomed. However the framing of local government’s role in responding to climate
change (p.23) has several shortcomings.

It overlooks the Adaptation role (and liability) councils have to make prudent decisions to
avoid and minimise future losses and harm to communities and infrastructure from climate
change. Applying development planning and approvals to manage the future risks is the
most important Adaptation role local government has to date.

Question to Board — Will the Board acknowledge the Adaptation role which local

government must play in the Options paper including requiring Councils to apply
development planning and approvals to manage future risks?

We expressed our concern that this was understated in the Interim Report last year and still
there is no mention of this as a tool to protecting the community from Climate Change.

It is not surprising that many younger Tasmanians are concerned about climate change
(Engagement and advocacy, p.23). Being closer to the community local government has a
role helping “citizens navigate the challenges of climate change” locally. However, it is the
Tasmanian and Australian governments, not Councils who are “uniquely positioned” —
closest to the science and policy-making required to manage the risks, emergencies and
impacts. Climate Action must start at a State and National level to ensure a consistent
approach is taken across the board.

Rather than local government simply “align” with regional and national agendas it will take
two-way Coordination and collaboration (p.23) for state and national policies and programs
to help communities meet the challenges ahead. Local, state and national governments will
need to cooperate together and should include local government, industry, community and
individuals so there is a deep understanding of risks and how they should be managed.

Climate change challenges are area specific and therefore must be informed at a local level,
however a whole of region, state and even national approach will be required.
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Section 4: Reform outcomes

Response to Table of reform outcomes and options

Table 3: Future of Local Government Review reform outcomes and options

Reform outcomes Options

Councils are clear on [Establish a Tasmanian Local SUPPORTED IN PRINCIPLE- Clearly this will require substantial amendment to the Local

their role, focussed Government Charter which Government Act 1993, and whilst the broad thrust of the concept is supported by Council the
on the wellbeing of
their communities
and prioritising their
statutory functions

summarises councils’ role and| level of importance that this can play means that without detail to consider Council is unable
obligations, and establishes a | to give full support. Detailed engagement on the content will be required and it is presumed
practical set of decision- that this will mean that the Role Statement discussed by the Board in the Interim Report will
making principles for councils| not be pursued.

Embed community wellbeing | SUPPORTED IN PRINCIPLE - This is a commendable aim and will be facilitated by the
considerations into key establishment of a Tasmanian Wellbeing Framework.
council strategic planning and

. . Guidance, support and consistent processes will be needed to facilitate each council to
service delivery processes

embark on this work.

Saying local government should focus on early intervention in health is an example of
responsibility shifting from the Federal government which in recent years has shifted its focus
from primary health care to acute health care. Nevertheless this is the area where Councils
can add most value as long as it comes with capacity and resources it is similar to the Health

Consumers Tas model where you establish a collaboration with community and then design
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and deliver preventative health programs. This would work best through local government and
has the added bonus of nurturing trusted relationships with our community.

Require councils to undertake
Community Impact
Assessments (CIAs) for
significant new services or
infrastructure

Councillors are
capable, conduct
themselves in a
professional manner,
and reflect the
diversity of their
communities

Develop an improved
councillor training framework
which will require
participation in candidate
pre-election sessions and, if
elected, ongoing councillor
professional development

QUALIFIED SUPPORT — Council can see the merits of this concept and the benefits of a focus
on whole-of-life costs as a critical part of informed decision making. The reason for Council’s
qualified support is the lack of discussion in the Options Paper around the term ‘significant’.

QUESTION TO BOARD — What is meant by ‘significant’?

SUPPORTED — Council is supportive of the Learning and Development Framework which is
being developed by the Office of Local government with the support of an industry working
group. Requiring candidates to undertake mandated pre-election training is important,
however consideration should be given to making this a requirement prior to nomination

Review the number of
councillors representing a
council area and the
remuneration provided

There are provisions in the Tasmanian Local Government Act 1993 that enable inquiries into
councillor allowances to be undertaken. The last inquiry, held in 2018, recommended that the
formula for categorisation of councils and base allowances be reviewed. As this review has not
yet occurred, BODC strongly supports this review taking place, this would provide an
opportunity to increase allowances and to reduce the disparities in councillor allowances that
exist between councils. It would also provide an opportunity to examine how councillor
allowances are paid.

Current allowances can be a limiting factor in attracting, and retaining, a diverse range of
individuals to the role of councillor, currently we observe that council is often only a viable
option for people who are more financially secure, older and/or need to work less. Rural
councils are impacted greatly by their limited rate base and the ability to provide a higher
remuneration in councillor allowances. This issue impacts on the equity and parity that is the

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission
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fairness of treatment and equal opportunities and representation, of local councils being able
to attract a diverse group of elected members to represent their local community.

Rural councillors are often on call in the local community, travel very large distances to
engage with their communities and have a different level of interaction with local
community, when compared to urban based councillors. It is simply unjust that the
allowances show such a great disparity between Council areas, whilst work-loads and
obligations remain the same between Councils. If Council allowances are to be reviewed, the
review should also look at a provision of funding from State Government, to be provided to
local government to achieve the equity and parity referred to above, a small rate base
particularly impacts rural communities, but it is unfair that a community should not be able
to attract candidates from a wide range of backgrounds.

SUPPORTED — Council supports the following:

e Council sizes being an odd number to reduce the risk of Tied vote situations

e A review of remuneration as the current level is a potential barrier to working
community members needing to take significant amounts of time off work. There was
concern amongst Councillors in relation to the impact of an increase in remuneration on
Councils budget position.

NOT SUPPORTED - Council does not support the following:

e A reduction in the number of Councillors if one of the outcomes is the creation of larger
Councils.

e The introduction of a Ward system as this has the potential for Councillors to not focus
on the betterment of the whole Council area

Review statutory sanctions
and dismissal powers

QUALIFIED SUPPORT - the Office of Local Government is taking action as a result of the
Review of Local Government Legislation which involves engagement with the local
government sector. The concerns that exist regarding the impact on the reputation of the
sector through actions of poor councillor behaviour are very real, however there is work going
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Establish systems and
methods to support equitable
and comprehensive
representation of
communities

on so it is a question of what value can the Board bring to the process. We need to avoid a
duplication of effort.

QUESTION TO BOARD — What value does the Board think it can bring to this matter that is

not being addressed through existing processes?

NOT SUPPORTED — Council does not support the introduction of a Ward system nor does it
support the introduction of any mandatory requirements to establish engagement hubs or a
committee structure. Council believes that the engagement should happen within the
parameters of a Community Engagement Framework which Councils must establish in
consultation with the community it represents. This enables a Council to co-create its
approach to community engagement.

The community is
engaged in local
decisions that affect
them

Require consistent,
contemporary community
engagement strategies

SUPPORTED — Council has recently developed and adopted a Community Engagement
Strategy which provides a framework for a consistent approach to community engagement.

However, these Reform Statements do not go far enough to meet the aspirations of Role 1.
We agree that Consistency and Accountability are important and welcome the systems and
support to improve. What is still missing from the Reform Statements is an Option that defines
the importance of working collaboratively with community on shared goals. This is deep,
contextual work that requires skills and resources. It could be supported by a shared
‘knowledge hub’ among councils; and the training and resources to work with community at
the ‘Empower’ level of IAP2 to achieve create the future and place we want together.

Establish a public-facing
performance reporting,
monitoring and management
framework

QUALIFIED SUPPORT — There is qualified support for this because Council has previously
expressed concerns about the comparability which is occurring. As Council has stated this is
not a case of ‘comparing apples with apples’ this is simply not good enough. It MUST be
about ‘comparing Pink Lady Apples with Pink Lady Apples’. In previous submissions Council has
identified the impact of creative accounting data.

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission
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Establish clear performance-
based benchmarks and
review ‘triggers’ based on the
public-facing performance
reporting, monitoring and
management framework

QUALIFIED SUPPORT — Council is concerned that the performance-based benchmarks could
be quite broad in their nature and not sufficiently nuanced to be a realistic measure of
performance. In the past the Break O’Day Council has expressed concern regarding some of
the benchmarks previously published by the Tasmanian Audit Office were too broad and
generic and did not take into account or comment on why the financial KPls of some Councils
could vary significantly from a broad benchmark.

There is more merit in the Local Government Board resuming a rolling program of ‘efficiency
and effectiveness’ reviews as this is a more proactive approach that can even lead to good
outcomes for a well performing Council.

Councils have a
sustainable and
skilled future
workforce

Implement a shared State
and local government
workforce development
strategy

SUPPORTED - This is logical but will take time to secure meaningful outcomes. The current
labour market is highly competitive leading to headhunting and increased mobility in
employees.

An additional impact on attractiveness which is not mentioned and which is very real, is the
community’s attitude to Council employees and the way that some community members
attack Council employees whilst they are undertaking their roles. As the level of Government
closest to the people, Council employees are the most easily targeted. State and Federal
Government employees are in a large part shielded from this due to the customer service
structures they have in place.

This Priority Reform Outcome needs to include strategies to increase the attractiveness of this
as a career direction and to improve community attitudes.

Target key skills shortages,
such as planners, in a sector-
wide or shared State/local
government workforce plan

SUPPORTED - the discussion in relation to this Priority Reform Outcome has failed to actually
understand why statutory planning in Local Government is not a career pathway that is seen
as attractive. The question needs to be asked of recent graduates and those within the sector
as to why?
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Greater investigation and understanding of the situation in relation to key professional areas
such as planning building, environmental health, engineering and more recently human
resources needs to be developed. The investigation needs to go beyond why these careers are
not chosen to also look at the training courses that are offered. Do they actually provide the
training necessary for those entering this field, or is it an academically designed course which
makes effective transition into the workplace difficult.

Establish ‘virtual’ regional
teams of regulatory staff to
provide a shared regulatory
capability

SUPPORTED — nothing new here, it already happens to varying extents depending on needs at
different times

Regulatory
frameworks, systems
and processes are
streamlined,
simplified, and
standardised

De-conflict the role of
councillors and planning
authorities

Refer to comments in relation to individual options below

Option 5.1a Refer complex
planning development
applications to independent
assessment panels appointed
by the Tasmanian
Government

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission

QUALIFIED SUPPORT - A tension exists where Council is required to consider a development
application where Council is the proponent and/or the land owner. In this situation the Council
refers the application to another Council or an external consultant to assess and make a
recommendation for Council consideration as a planning authority. Whilst Council is dealing
with this situation in a professional manner, it can lead to a perception within the community|
or representors that Council is not truly independent.

In relation to the concept of ‘complex development applications’ prior to Council forming a
position on this matter it would like greater definition in relation to this concept of ‘complex’.

Council felt that there might be scope for having an independent group for significant matters
within the Municipal area however it was felt that Council need to have some degree of input|
into decisions being made by an outside body.

QUESTION TO BOARD — What is meant by complex planning development applications and

how is the Board going to undertake engagement to get a consensus on this?
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Option 5.1b Remove
councillors’ responsibility for
determining development
applications

NOT SUPPORTED — Council does not believe that the responsibility for determining
development applications should be removed from Councillors. Council fully recognises the
importance of professional advice in assessing development applications and as
representatives of their community may bring forwards points that have been raised with
them that challenge professional thinking. A Council decision that differs from the
recommendations of the planning officer must record clear reasons (pursuant to the Planning
Scheme) to support the decision.

Option 5.1c Develop
guidelines for the consistent
delegation of development
applications to council staff

SUPPORTED - this largely exists now through standardised delegations prepared through
LGAT and solicitors Simmons Wolfhagen. There is variation between Councils in relation to
some specifics such as where representations have been received.

Greater transparency and
consistency of councils’
resourcing and
implementation of regulatory
functions

QUALIFIED SUPPORTED - there is no doubt that resourcing in some technical areas is
particularly challenging. The Board in this Paper focuses on whether Councils are providing
sufficient resourcing to enable this to occur. Whilst this may be the situation to an extent, the
bigger issue is actually the lack of resources that are available, so no matter how much funding
is available if you can’t purchase the resource, you can’t meet the standard required.

Environmental health is a great example, everyone knows there is a significant lack of qualified
Environmental Health Officers in the State. This leads to questions about why, Is it not an
attractive career option? Is there a lack awareness of this as a career? How accessible and
relevant is the training course?

A public facing dashboard is only going to provide a more open understanding of the situation,
it is not going to do anything to actually fix the problem.

Increase support for the
implementation of regulatory

processes, including support

SUPPORTED - this seems logical and quite important as in general State agencies which create
legislation local government has to implement are not generally helpful in relation to
implementation. Linked to this is a tendency not to consult properly with local government on

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission
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provided by the State
Government

how the legislation can work in practice. The new Building Act and related legislation and
processes is a good example of a State agency not engaging properly with local government or
really caring about what they had created for Councils to deal with.

Strengthen connections
between councils’ strategic
planning and strategic land-
use planning by working with
State and Commonwealth
Governments

SUPPORTED - strategic land use planning activities are essential to well planned growth of our
urban areas with coordination and appropriate resourcing ensuring that duplication of effort is
minimised and progress happens at a reasonable pace.

Councils collaborate
with other councils
and State
Government to
deliver more
effective and
efficient services to
their communities

Require councils to
collaborate with others in
their region, and with State
Government, on regional
strategies for specific agreed
issues

NOT SUPPORTED — Councils in the northern region have for several years worked closely on
regional and sub-regional strategies on specific issues. It should not be necessary to require or
mandate Councils to collaborate when this already happens.

Establish stronger, formalised
partnerships between State
and local government on
long-term regional, place-
based wellbeing and
economic development
programs

SUPPORTED - logical approach as long as it is a genuine partnership approach with the
individual needs of the community being recognised and heard.

Introduce regional
collaboration frameworks for

QUALIFIED SUPPORT — Break O’Day Council is an active participant in Northern Tasmania
Development Corporation (NTDC) which is an important ‘vehicle’ for a regional and sub-
regional focus. Making participation mandatory or introducing prescription around design of

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission
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planning and designing grant-
dependent regional priorities

the entity needs to be avoided to enable place based regional approaches to be developed
and operate.

Support increased integration
(including co-location) of
‘front desk’ services between
local and state governments
at the community level

QUALIFIED SUPPORT — There is logic in this occurring to provide a single focal point for the
community in its dealings with Government. The major concern is the ongoing cost shifting
focus of the State Government. This is an example of what could have been examined if this
review process had actually looked at opportunities around delivery of State Government
activities.

The revenue and
rating system
efficiently and
effectively funds
council services

Explore how councils are
utilising sound taxation
principles in the distribution
of the overall rating
requirement across their
communities

Enhance public transparency
of rating policy changes

QUALIFIED SUPPORT — Council is always open to exploring and considering options in relation
to revenue raising activities including the rating system. We note that the Board has proposed
that the State Government work with Local Government to explore this situation. We believe
that this will need to happen outside the current review process and should occur as part of
the process to create a new Local Government Act.

An issue that Councils are constantly dealing with is the failure of the Office of the Valuer-
General (OVG) to properly discharge its responsibilities in a timely manner. Revaluation of
properties where development has occurred is an important part of revenue raising activities
yet OVG are incapable of dealing with this in a timely manner and are literally costing Councils
hundreds of thousands of dollars, if not millions of dollars of lost revenue due to their service
delivery failure.

QUESTION TO BOARD - Can the Board recommend that an immediate review of the

performance of the Office of Valuer-General be undertaken by the State Government?

INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO DETERMINE POSITION — Council rating processes and
decisions are considered and debated in Council meetings and reports Council are considering
are fully available to the public currently. Council’s typically prepare rates modelling which
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show where the burden is laying or shifting. In our case we send out the annual rates notice
with a 4 page newsletter outlining how rates where determined and where it will be spent.

Examine opportunities for
improving councils’ use of
cost-reflective user charges
to reduce the incidence of
ratepayers’ subsidising
services available to all
ratepayers, but not used by
them all

NOT SUPPORTED — as noted in the Appendix document work is occurring through the process
to develop the new Local Government Act.

Consider options for
increasing awareness and
understanding of the
methodology and impacts of
the State Grants
Commission’s distribution of
Federal Assistance Grants

NOT SUPPORTED — Council believes that this is outside the scope of this review process. Itis a
matter that should be raised with the State Grants Commission and they should be requested
to engage with the sector to address the issues raised.

Investigate possible
alternative approaches to
current rating models, which
might better support councils
to respond to Tasmania’s
changing demographic profile

SUPPORTED — Council is very mindful of capacity to pay in our community. With a rapidly
ageing population and a high level of socio-economic disadvantage, Break O’Day is under
increasing pressure to manage this impact on pension concession holders and self-funded
retirees.

Disappointingly the State Government recently did a back-flip and chose not to proceed with
addressing a loop hole in the Local Government Act 1993 which enables charitable institutions
with independent living units to avoid the payment of Council rates. Effectively meaning the
rest of the community, including pension concession holders and self-funded retirees, carry an

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission
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additional burden in their own rates to pay for the services these non-rateable properties
enjoy.

Councils plan for and
provide sustainable
public assets and
services

Standardise asset life ranges
for major asset classes and
increase transparency and
oversight of changes to asset
lives

SUPPORTED — Council has argued strongly in its previous submission that this needs to occur
to ensure that we are actually comparing 'pink lady apples’ with ‘pink lady apples’ to ensure
that create accounting practices are curtailed.

Our previous submission provided a detailed high level examination of the impact of asset life
practices of three Councils on the way the underlying financial position of a Council may be
portrayed.

Introduce requirement for
councils to undertake and
publish “full life- cycle’ cost
estimates of new
infrastructure projects

SUPPORTED - links to the earlier discussion on Community Impact Assessments. This practice
will ensure that fully informed decisions are made.

Introduce a requirement for
councils to undertake regular
service reviews for existing
services

QUALIFIED SUPPORT - it depends on what ‘regular’ means as a timeframe. Whilst a valuable
mechanism to have a conversation with the community, these review processes are resource
hungry with the very real potential of nothing changing.

It is highly unlikely that any service review will result in a service ceasing to be delivered, it is
more likely to be fiddling around the edges as to the level of service being delivered.

Support councils to
standardise core asset
management systems,
processes, and software
across councils

QUALIFIED SUPPORT — Asset management systems, staff capacity, service standards,
condition assessments and depreciation rates applied to assets are not currently
standardised between Councils. There is merit in supporting a standardized approach
but the Board should be clear that this is an area that will be resource intensive and
may take a significant amount of time to deliver effectively.

The future of local government review Options Paper, Dec 2022, pp25-26
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Section 5: Building local government capability and
capacity now and for the future

Response to Board’s Questions

1. Do you agree with the Board’s assessment that Tasmania’s current council boundaries do
not necessarily reflect how contemporary Tasmanians live, work, and connect?

Yes, the Break O’Day Council believes that how contemporary Tasmanians live, work and
connect is not reflected in Tasmania’s current council boundaries. However is this really a
relevant consideration and does it really even matter if there is no alignment. The way
that contemporary Tasmanians live, work, connect and play is very individual and we are
guite mobile. It could be argued that seeking some form of alignment is a utopian fallacy
which can’t be achieved.

2. We have heard that councils need to be “big enough to be effective and small enough to
care”. How big is big enough to be effective? How small is small enough to care? What
factors determine that? How do we strike the balance between these factors?

The use of the word big in this instance we believe refers to the resources capabilities of

a Council — Can we adequately deliver this service/project/outcome with the resourcing

we have. Small enough to care is reflective of a Council’s connection to its community.
This sentiment would perhaps be better reflected by the following statement — Counci
must be adequately resourced and connected to their communities in order to deliver
outcomes for these communities.

Is

3. Thinking about Tasmania now, and how it might change over the next 50 years, what are

the mostimportant things to consider if we were to ‘redraw’ our council boundaries?

The Board has consistently raised and refereed to the importance of Place making

throughout the review and this should be included as a factor in determining boundary

adjustments. For example areas that support similar lifestyles and values.

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission
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Another factor relevant in this space, particularly in regional areas is considering where
the community goes for service. For example, where are members of the community get
their groceries and do their shopping? Where do they send their children to school,
where are the utilizing health services, where are they spending time recreationally.

Options Paper Discussion

Financial Sustainability

Increasingly we see the focus of attention within the Review process turning to the financial
sustainability of Tasmanian Councils. In this response to the Options Paper, the Council
believes that it is important to restate its concerns regarding the financial analysis approach
by the Board.

The Board has commissioned a detailed financial analysis covering a 10 year period to better
understand the current and likely position of Tasmania’s 29 councils. The Board has
provided an initial superficial 10 year picture to substantiate their belief that Councils are in
a large part financially unsustainable with a focus on Tasmania’s 19 rural councils. This is
based on the Tasmanian Audit Office benchmark of ‘break even’. The very same
organisation that has not yet been able to resolve the variation in depreciation calculations
between Councils so that we have a true and accurate comparison happening, comparing
Pink Lady apples with Pink Lady apples.

The superficial perspective does not reflect the significant change which has happened in
the operating positions of some Councils over the last 10 years. Nor is there any
commentary as to why significant variations might happen between years. The Break O’Day
Council provides some additional insight for the Board to highlight the points that are being
made. The Break O’Day Council position is incredibly different over the last 5 years and
even 7 years. We have taken the opportunity to make a small comparative analysis to
illustrate our point.

Underlying Surplus/Deficit

Underlying ratio 10year  7year 5 year
average  average average

Dorset 5.0% 7.9% 6.9%

Glamorgan-Spring Bay -1.8% -2.4% -3.4%

Break O’Day -2.7% 0.6% 2.8%

Break O’Day (with Depreciation -0.2% 3.0% 5.1%

adjustment)

The Break O’Day position with Depreciation adjustment relates to the situation outlined in
section 4.2 of the Break O’Day Council response to the Interim Report
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Population Projections

As mentioned in our previous submission, BODC contracted population demographer Lisa
Denny to undertake a detailed population report on our area. Ms Denny’s findings were
significantly different to those used by Treasury.

To further bolster our argument for more detailed population projections to be used in the
decision making processes of the Board so we asked Ms Denny to provide us with her
comments on the Future of Local Government Review Options Paper. We have provided her
full report (Appendix 1) for your information. A brief summary of Ms Denny’s professional
opinion is provided below:

e Treasury have applied linear growth to adjust population figures — this assumes the
same amount of growth in each year of age and sex. These figures are not suitable
for making decisions regarding infrastructure short, medium or long term.

e The Centre for Excellence in Population Ageing Research has produced population
projections for Tasmania which vary significantly from Treasury projections.

e Local Government major changes are not reflected in Treasury’s figures including;

o Smaller LGAs and periphery LGAs are recording higher average growth rates
than cities and more populated LGAs

o 11 LGAs median age is younger in 2021 than in 2016

In conclusion — The population data currently being used by Treasury to inform State
Government decision making is invalid. Before any final decisions are made we would like
the State to use more robust projections to ensure that their decision making is reliable.

Below is a graph provided by Ms Denny that shows the disparity between Treasury figures, actual and re-based
figures.
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Workforce Shortages & Capability Gap

The expanded capability gap and workforce shortages in 2022 are not specific to the Local
Government sector and are affecting various organisations and industries across the
country. It is a national situation.

The capability gap and workforce shortages in Australia refers to the mismatch between the
skills and expertise required by employers and those possessed by the available workforce.
This is a national problem as industries across the country are struggling to find workers
with the necessary skills and experience to meet their needs. This has led to a shortage of
skilled workers, which has in turn resulted in increased competition for talent and higher
wages for workers with in-demand skills. The capability gap is particularly noticeable in
industries such as technology, healthcare, and construction, where there is a high demand
for workers with specialised skills.

East Coast Boundary Adjustment and Amalgamation Revisited

Inevitably we need to look at the history of amalgamation and boundary adjustment
considerations which have occurred in relation to the Break O’Day area. Formed in 1993 as
part of the last major Council amalgamation exercise, Break O’Day comprised the former
Fingal (except the Avoca/Rossarden area) and Portland municipalities. In 1997 as part of a
failed State Government council amalgamation process, it was intended that Break O’Day
and Dorset Councils should amalgamate.

A merger of the Break O’Day and Glamorgan-Spring Bay Councils was considered by the
Local Government Board in 2009. Recommendations In their Report on the potential
merger included the following:

Recommendation 1: That the Break O’Day Council and the Glamorgan-Spring Bay
Council not be merged to form a new council.

Recommendation 2: That the future of the Break O’Day Council and the Glamorgan-
Spring Bay council be considered as part of a future strategic examination of the
structure of Tasmanian local government.?

1 Report on a Potential Merger: Break O’Day and Glamorgan-Spring Bay Councils, October 2009, pg 10
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The primary rationale for reaching this position was that the Board was of the view that
potential mergers should not be considered in an ad-hoc manner. Further examination of
the Report reveals that whilst KPMG were engaged to undertake the financial analysis the
Board had concerns regarding the accuracy of the projections as both Council’s did not
assist with the level and depth of information required to effectively develop financial
modelling. Nevertheless, the Board made the following observation:

The Board therefore has significant reservations about whether the long-term
viability of the two councils would be substantially improved in a merged council
scenario.?

In recent years there has been an increasing focus on the ‘softer’ social side of how
communities operate and the role of Council’s in this regard. In 2009 the notions of
‘community of interest’ and ‘sense of community’ were becoming increasingly apparent but
were still not understood to the depth they are today. They were very much focused on the
individual towns, east coast residents at the time of the review identified strongly with local
townships. The Board concluded that;

“...the communities of interest centered on the towns and villages and this would not
change with a merger”.3

This situation hadn’t changed when the Boundary Adjustment Study was completed in 2017
by consultants KPMG

The Local Government reform process which commenced in 2015 sparked a number of
voluntary investigations into potential boundary changes. The four Councils in south-east
Tasmania, Sorell, Tasman, Clarence City and Glamorgan-Spring Bay initiated a consultancy
with KPMG to examine at a high level the various options and financial ramifications. Linked
to this Break O’Day Council initiated a parallel consultancy with KPMG looking at the option
of a boundary adjustment between Break O’Day and Glamorgan-Spring Bay wherein the
northern part of Glamorgan-Spring Bay, the area north of Cherry Tree Hill including Bicheno
and Coles Bay, would join Break O’Day, the balance would join the mix of south-east
Councils.

“Communities of interest have been regarded as primarily based around townships and
villages, rather than municipal areas. Each municipal area therefore has multiple
communities of interest.” (KPMG Break O’Day: Boundary Adjustment Modelling, 2017)

Considering the statement above, it is BODC’s belief that there are also communities of
interest outside of municipal boundaries. For example communities who travel to another
municipality to utilise services. This was clarified in KPMG’s report by this statement:

2 Report on a Potential Merger: Break O’Day and Glamorgan-Spring Bay Councils, October 2009, pg 58
3 Report on a Potential Merger: Break O’Day and Glamorgan-Spring Bay Councils, October 2009, pg 71
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“In the context of this study, research would suggest that the major townships of Bicheno
and Coles Bay can form part of Break O’Day and not feel tied to Glamorgan Spring Bay
through any perceived community of interest.” ((PMG Break O’Day: Boundary Adjustment
Modelling, 2017)

These communities already regularly travel to St Helens and surrounds for activities such as
education, sport, groceries and employment.

The concept of communities of interest was recognised as an important concept in
considering structural boundaries of electorates and thereby how communities are
represented. Whilst the Report (Appendix 2) found that communities of interest were still
found to be focused on towns, it also meant that because of this individual town approach,
communities did not feel tied to Glamorgan-Spring Bay.

During the investigation process, the communities of Bicheno and Coles Bay made their
views on where they thought there future lay very clear, they wanted to become part of the
Break O’Day area. This was largely due to where the broader connections in terms of access
to a range of services and activities such as education, sporting and community focused. In
part it was also due to the disconnection they felt with the bottom half of the Glamorgan-
Spring Bay area.

The Glamorgan-Spring Bay Council tested the feeling of the community through a
community survey conducted from 9 October 2017 to 17 November 2017, 76% of
respondents supported amalgamation. Unfortunately the survey did not test the feeling
regarding the boundary adjustment option.

The KPMG consultancy had a strong focus on the financial impact and provided significant
comfort to Break O’Day that the boundary adjustment option was worth considering.
Consultants stated that:

e On the basis of the assumptions used, Break O’Day’s financial position is
improved by the boundary adjustment with an improvement in the underlying
surplus of approximately $0.9 million in Year 1 and $1.1 million p.a. on average
over the 10 years modelled, a 6% increase to surplus ratio, and an improvement
in net cash flows, at a steady state of approximately $0.5 million p.a.

e Overall, on the basis of the analysis undertaken, the boundary adjustment
proposal would appear to deliver a favourable outcome for the communities
involved and strengthen the financial sustainability of the Break O’Day Council*

The Board in its Options Paper discusses in a number of areas structural reform, boundary
consolidation to achieve fewer, larger councils is a pathway which they say needs to be

4 Break O’Day Council: Boundary Adjustment Modelling, September 2017, pg 3
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considered. There is no doubt that when we consider what is best for the eastern part of
Tasmania, the focus is on amalgamation or boundary adjustment involving the Break O’Day
and Glamorgan-Spring-Bay Councils.

Decisions in relation to the future of the Break O’Day area should only be made regarding a
comprehensive investigation of the best options and engagement with the community.
Whilst the Board in 2009 noted, it cannot occur in isolation of the broader picture of local
government in Tasmania, the 2017 KPMG report when considered in conjunction with the
report relating to the south-east Councils shows that it could potentially occur.

In conclusion, Break O’Day Council would like to see the Board consider the influence

communities of interest have on ‘place making’, particularly when considering boundary
adjustments and amalgamations.
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Section 6: Structural reform — three potential
pathways

Response to Board’s Questions

1. Which of the three broad reform pathways do you think has the best chance of delivering
what the community needs from local government? Why?

Council believes Option 3, a ‘hybrid model’ combining both targeted sharing of services
and targeted boundary consolidation offers the best opportunity to progress the work of
the Future of Local Government review process. A focus on one or the other means that
all ‘eggs are being placed in one basket’ so to speak and opportunities to effect change are
being limited.

Sharing of services and collaborative working relationships occur right across local
government now and have done for many years. As an example, in recent years, Councils
in the northern region have been exploring the opportunity for a single IT platform which
would have ultimately led to development of common systems so that staffing could be
moved around flexibly. This project might seem relatively simple and logical but it is
actually quite complex and could generate a range of service delivery efficiencies.

When the last round of Council amalgamations occurred in 1993, technology was light
years away from what it is today. Back then mobile phones looked like this...

1993: The IBM Simon is released, and considered the first smartphone. It acted as a mobile phone, PDA, and fax machine all in one.
It offered a touch screen, which is the precursor to the Apple iPhone which would come 14 years later. It sold for $899.

The IBM Simon

Some of the major technological advancements have changed the way we work and do
business, for example; MS Teams and Zoom - video conferencing, Social media —
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immediate information tool and email — rarely do we receive anything by ‘snail mail’
anymore.

Activity levels at the front counter of Councils is continuing to drop, eight years ago Break
O’Day Council had two people working full-time on the front counter dealing with face-to-
face and back office activities in between customers. Now it is one person face-to-face
comfortably with support if required. We are tracking when people come- in to the office,
we could actually nearly revert to the banking hours of decades ago 10:00am to 3:00pm
such has been the change of face —to face customer service.

This means that many community members no longer require access a Council office. This
means that irrespective of where you live, your ‘normal’ way of dealing with a council will
be electronically, phone or email. This means that being able to access a Council office is
no longer as relevant as it used to be and therefore boundary changes will have less
impact on life from a community perspective.

In its previous submission Council argued that waste management should be considered
on a statewide approach, effectively a shared service arrangement similar to that which
exists with TasWater. Waste management was under consideration by the Board in the
Interim Report, unfortunately the Board seems to be shying away from this opportunity
for a consolidated approach on a statewide basis. The Break O’Day Council believes that
there is merit in exploring this situation due to the overall small scale of this activity in the
State when compared to mainland Australia activity levels. Through a coordinated state-
wide approach opportunities to achieve economies of scale will be maximised and the
impact of the existing duopoly on market forces will be reduced

2. What would be your biggest concerns about changing the current system? How could these be
addressed?

When is an area too big? - Irrespective of the way in which people communicate and deal
with their local Council, the biggest challenge with changing the current system will be
about on-ground service delivery. As a rural municipality with geographically spread
townships, Break O’Day appreciates the challenge with ensuring that communities feel
connected to what is going on at the local Council level and don’t feel lost and removed.

The transition process — the Board needs to look closely at the approach used for the 1993
amalgamation process. There are great lessons there to be learnt in relation to how things
worked.

Managing the fear of job losses — at the end of the day there will be change in relation to
human resources. Importantly it needs to be understood that the vast majority of activity
doesn’t go away with changes to boundaries, from a service delivery perspective, the
maintenance of Council infrastructure still must happen and delivery from the local level is
the most cost effective manner. Office based jobs will in a large part remain at a similar level
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but could change in part. The levels most affected will be at the upper management level
and reductions in this area are going to be partially offset by increases in the mid-level.
After all the issues that are dealt with are in a large part unique, that is they involve a
certain situation affecting a certain person(s) or group. They will not reduce in overall
number through an amalgamation of Councils.

Representation — as an area gets larger, a dilution in the level of representation naturally
occurs if the number of Councillors remains the same. There is no perfect solution as the
argument for the reduction in the number of Councils is also about a reduction in the
number of Councillors —are communities over governed? The recent move to increase the
size of State Parliament is more recognition that a Government has too small a pool of
politicians to draw on the undertake ministerial responsibilities in a sustainable manner.

3. Inany structural reform process, how do we manage the very different needs and
circumstances of rural and urban communities?

Managing the different needs and circumstances of rural and urban communities in a
Tasmanian Local Government structural reform process requires a nuanced approach that
takes into account the unique characteristics of each community. This may involve
considering the following:

e Understanding the needs of each community: Gathering data and conducting
research to understand the different needs, priorities, and circumstances of rural
and urban communities is an important first step in developing an effective reform
plan.

¢ Involving stakeholders: Engaging with key stakeholders, including residents, local
business owners, and community organisations, to gather their input and
perspectives can help to ensure that the reform process is informed by the needs of
the communities it affects.

e Tailored solutions: Developing tailored solutions for each community that take into
account their specific circumstances and needs can help to ensure that the reforms
are effective and sustainable.

e Flexibility: Allowing for flexibility in the reform process to accommodate the unique
circumstances of rural and urban communities can help to ensure that the reforms
are effective and responsive to the needs of each community.

e Monitoring and evaluation: Regularly monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of
the reforms and making adjustments as needed can help to ensure that the reforms
are meeting the needs of both rural and urban communities.

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission 34



Options Paper Discussion

Tourism, Local Promotion and Economic Development

“Some council activities, particularly tourism and local promotion or economic
development functions, make more sense when organised at a regional or state-wide level
than locally.” (Page 37)

The quoted statement implies that efforts of tourism, local promotion and economic
development are organised solely at the local level. That is not the case. However, some local
government responsibilities within tourism and local promotion are inefficient and
reallocation to the State Government, the driver of tourism in Tasmania, should occur.

It is important to acknowledge that the role of the Local Government in these functions is to
support and ensure that tourism, local promotion and economic development within the
region are placed based and reflective of community desire and vision. Removing Councils’
involvement within these functions entirely and reassigning them to a regional and state level
may weaken how these activities reflect community desires.

Regarding tourism and local promotion, Break O’Day Council agrees that these functions are
more a regional and state-wide responsibility. The state government drives tourism activities
and Councils tend to be on the receiving end of its effects (along with the community) in
servicing its increasing demand. Whilst Break O’Day Council acknowledges the importance of
tourism for our community, there is insufficient and inequitable state government funding
and support. For example, The Break O’Day Council financially contributes large sums to
tourism organisations (the Regional Tourism Organisation and the Visitor Information Centre)
alongside providing infrastructure, services and other place-based assets. Whilst some RTOs
benefit from having multiple local government members, ECTT is the lowest funded RTO and
has only two financially supporting local government members. With insufficient resources,
ECTT and Break O’Day Council are expected to provide a high level of infrastructure and/or
services for the increasing tourism activity along the East Coast of Tasmania.

For a more sustainable and consistent delivery of information, Break O’Day Council suggests
that Visitor Information Centres should be an assumed responsibility of the Regional Tourism
Organisation (RTO) and appropriate and equitable funding be provided by the State
Government. The RTO’s purpose is to increase tourism and improve the visitor experience in
the area. This is a natural alignment with the purpose of a Visitor Information Centre.
Therefore, for this review to be useful for areas such as Break O’Day, an exploration into how
Local Governments can work with RTOs and State Tourism Organisations (STO) to provide the
infrastructure that carries out each tier’s objective must be undertaken.

Concerning economic development and as provided in Break O’Day Council’s previous
submission any strategic collaboration or consolidation must acknowledge the differing roles
Councils have within these activities relative to their size and availability of resources. In the
case of Break O’Day, as a smaller local government, the role in economic development may
be seen as more intensive due to smaller markets and isolation. Whilst larger regional Local
Governments may have a less direct impact on the economy and be viewed as enablers for
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growth and diversification. Any consolidation must consider the varying repercussions it will
have upon differing-sized municipalities. Break O’Day Council suggests that any further
discussion relating to local government’s economic development functions should review the
Economic Development Framework Project developed by the Western Australia Local
Government Association (WALGA).> The Framework highlights differing Economic
Development roles between Local Governments subject to their size. It also considers the
relationship between State and Local Government in improving collaboration on Economic
Development activities.

5 Western Australia Local Government Association, “Economic Development Framework,” WALGA, 2018,
https://walga.asn.au/policy-advocacy/our-policy-areas/economics/economic-development-framework.
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APPENDIX 1

Break O’Day Council: Comment: the Future of Local Government
Review Options Paper — Stage 2 and the Tasmanian Treasury interim

rebased population projections
Prepared by Dr Lisa Denny, February 2023

The Tasmanian Department of Treasury and Finance (Treasury) has released ‘interim
rebased population projections’ for Tasmania and its local government areas on the basis
that “the ABS made unusually large adjustments to its Tasmanian population estimates for
the period 2017 to 2021 as part of its post-Census rebasing revisions®. As a result, the
projections Treasury prepared in 2019 became somewhat obsolete.”’

In preparing these interim rebased population projections, Treasury has applied a linear
growth model to the 2019 projections rather than using demographic methods to adjust the
population projections. Their approach essentially assumes that the same rate of change for
each single year of age and sex will apply annually for the projection period rather than
making assumptions for the changes in fertility, mortality and/or migration rates which have
occurred during the inter-Censual years.

Treasury does advise that “the updated projections should be used with caution” and that
they should only be used in the short term and users should consider “whether the interim
projections are fit for any purpose intended” while “Treasury develops revised, more robust
projections based on the new ABS population estimates”.

Despite this caution, the Future of Local Government Review Options Paper — Stage 2
released in December 2022 refers to Treasury’s interim rebased population projections to
claim that:

e A majority of Tasmanian councils (52%) is forecast to experience population decline
over the next 20 years.

e Demographic pressures are especially acute in regional Tasmania; 92 per cent of
rural and remote councils are set to experience population decline or stagnation.

e By 2042, Treasury projections indicated that the median age of over half of
Tasmania’s LGAs will be 50 or higher. 94 per cent of these LGAs are rural®.

6 See Figure A in the Appendix

7 https://www.treasury.tas.gov.au/economy/economic-data/2019-population-projections-for-tasmania-and-
its-local-government-areas

8Future of Local Government Review Options Paper — Stage 2, Local Government Division, Department of
Premier and Cabinet, Tasmania, Page 30, https://www.futurelocal.tas.gov.au/wp-
content/uploads/2022/12/FoLGR-Stage-2-Options-Paper-22.12.2022.pdf

Future of Local Government Review — Options Paper Response Submission 37



Given that the Treasury interim rebased population projections were not developed using
demographic methods or revised assumptions based on recent trends in population change,
the projections should not be used for making short, medium or long term decisions in
relation to planning and the provision of infrastructure and services at a state or local
government area level.

In addition to the Treasury interim rebased population projections, the Australian
Government Centre for Population and cepar (the Centre for Excellence in Population
Ageing Research) have also recently produced population projections for Tasmania. These
projections diverge considerably.

The Centre for Population projects very strong population growth for Tasmania driven by
high levels of migration exceeding pre-pandemic levels by the mid-2020s. The cepar
projections, undertaken by demographer Dr Tom Wilson, show a trajectory consistent with
the population change evident in the recently rebased estimated resident population (ERP)
for Tasmania.

Neither the Centre for Population nor cepar population projections for Tasmania were
produced at the local government area level.

Figure 1. Population projections, Tasmania, various
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Local Government and Break O’Day

From a local government perspective, there has been considerable population change
within and between the LGAs since 2016 in terms of growth rates, ageing and the
composition of the population. More specifically:

e Thereis considerable divergence between the old ERP and the rebased ERP for all
Local Government Areas in Tasmania
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= The ABS under-estimated the annual growth rates for all LGAs by an average of 0.7
percentage points per annum

=  Smaller LGAs and periphery LGAs are recording higher average growth rates than
cities and more populated LGAs

= Remote and small LGAs recorded slower growth rates

= 11 LGAs median age is younger in 2021 than in 2016

= 18 LGAs median age is younger in 2021 than in 2020 (rebased ERP)
=  The rate of ageing (five year average) has slowed for 23 LGAs

= 4 LGAs recorded population decline in the year to 2021 (Flinders Island, George
Town, Hobart and King Island)

= 1 LGA recorded population decline since 2016 (Flinders Island)

From a Break O’Day perspective the population has resumed a very strong growth trajectory
since 2017 after a period of decline from 2012 to 2016.

The growth rate for the year to 2021 was 3.1%, the equal highest rate in the state (with
Brighton) compared with 0.8% for the state.

Since 2016, the growth rate has averaged 2.4% per annum, the 9th fastest growth rate of all
LGAs.

There has been a considerable change in the population age structure since 2016

* 31% are now aged 65 or older compared with 25% in 2016
* There are more 20 to 44 year olds in 2021 compared with in 2016
* There are more 10 to 14 year olds compared with 2016

Despite the increase in the number and proportion of the population aged 65 or older, the
rate of ageing has slowed, due to the increase in the prime working age groups resulting
from in-migration.

* The median age for 2021 was 55.9 years, slightly less than in 2020, but 2 years older
than in 2016 (53.9 years).

*  Fourth oldest LGA

Now 10 fastest ageing compared with fourth fastest in previous analysis period

Will remain fourth oldest LGA if same rate of ageing continues until the next Census

Despite the considerable divergence from historic population change trends for the Break
O’Day local government area, the Treasury interim rebased population projections include
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the same assumptions about fertility, mortality and migration used in the original 2019
population projections.

As is evident in Figure 3 below, Break O’Day’s actual population (yellow line) has well
exceeded that projected by Treasury in 2019 and its interim projections merely reflect the
same trajectory at a higher starting point. Given the substantial changes within the Break
O’Day population as outlined above, the Treasury projections should not be used to inform
decision-making in relation to the provision of infrastructure, services or amenities in the
Break O’Day area.

Figure 2. Population projections and actual population change, Break O’'Day
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While Break O’Day is experiencing strong population growth, it is also ageing rapidly. More
than 31% of its population is aged 65 or older and this is likely to continue to increase.
Migration trends are difficult to predict in the current economic and social climate,
however, an analysis of migration movements in and out of the region between 2016 and
2021 will provide considerable insight to infer future movements. It is likely, however, that
Break O’Day will remain an attractive place for people and families to want to live and work,
raise a family or retire to.

Recommendations:

Given that the substantial changes within Tasmania’s population since 2016, driven by
policy changes and external shocks, will affect Tasmania’s future population change, the
interim rebased population projections produced by Treasury which do not factor in these
changes, should not be relied on to inform decision making. Instead, Break O’Day, and Local
Government more broadly, should advocate the state government to produce robust
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population projections at a state and local government area level which can be relied upon
for decision-making.

Robust, reliable and well-informed assumptions used to develop population projections
enable more comprehensive and population-informed decision-making in terms of
investment in infrastructure, services and amenities, and where that investment should take
place, not just based on the size or growth rate of the population but also by the
composition (age and sex) and change over time.

Key considerations that should be undertaken in developing assumptions for new
population projections for Tasmania and its Local Government Areas include that:

e The ABS considerably under-estimated the size and growth rate of Tasmania’s
Estimated Resident Population (ERP) between the 2016 Census and the 2021 Census.
o The rebased population is almost 30,000 larger than estimated
o Further research is warranted to investigate this discrepancy and inform the
assumptions made to develop the population projections

e Thereis also considerable divergence between the old ERP and the rebased ERP for
all Local Government Areas in Tasmania.

e There is considerable movement within Tasmania and between local government
areas; internal, interstate and overseas migration impact each local government area
directly and have bi-directional relationships. These need to be better understood.

e A number of factors have contributed to the considerable change in Tasmania’s
population and influence the potential for future population change. These include:

o The Tasmanian Population Growth Strategy and associated marketing efforts

o Theimpact of the COVID-19 global pandemic on population movements due
to the closure of the national, and some state and territory, borders

o The associated disruption to economic and social trends e.g. working from
home, lifestyle values, the great resignation, etc

o The mass vaccination roll out and the impact on Medicare change of address
details for measuring interstate migration

o The change in how overseas migration is measured since the cessation of the
overseas departure card on 1 July 2017

o Changes to temporary migration policies
Issues with the quality of data sources for overseas migration from a state
and territory perspective

o The cessation of the Regional Internal Migration Estimates (RIMEs) dataset
until December 2022 by the ABS due to the implausibly high numbers of
change of address data with Medicare meant that the components of
population change at a sub-state level were not available.

All of these factors need to be considered to produce robust and reliable assumptions
relating to fertility, mortality and migration to inform future population projections at a
state and local government area level.
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Appendix - Comment: the Future of Local Government Review Options Paper — Stage 2
and the Tasmanian Treasury interim rebased population projections

Figure A. Tasmania’s population — pre-rebased ERP and preliminary rebased-ERP
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Figure B. Median Age, Tasmania, pre-rebased and rebased (preliminary)
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Figure 3. Break O’Day population — pre-rebased ERP and preliminary rebased-ERP
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Appendix 2. Break O’Day Council: KPMG Break O’Day: Boundary
Adjustment Modelling, 2017)
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KPMG
Enterprise Advisory

Level 3/ 100 Melville Street
Hobart TAS 7000

Mr John Brown
The General Manager
Break O’Day Council

Dear John,
Boundary Adjustment Study

KPMG is pleased to present our Final Report into the feasibility of a potential boundary adjustment
that would facilitate the transfer of part of the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council (to the north of Cherry
Tree Hill) over to Break O’Day Council. This area of 525 square kms comprises a population of
approximately 1,344, 1,991 rateable properties, 200 sq.m of bridges and $17.4 million of assets.

The study have been brought about by suggestion from residents in the area (including the major
townships of Bicheno and Coles Bay) that they are more aligned and drawn ‘to the north’ rather than
being part of Glamorgan Spring Bay. In summary the study has found:

— Communities of interest are more generally based around townships and villages, rather than
municipal areas, which would suggest that the very small communities and major townships of
Bicheno and Coles Bay can form part Break O’Day and not feel tied to Glamorgan Spring Bay
through any perceived community of interest

— Break O’Day Council’s current long term financial indicators point to a sustainable financial
position — operating surpluses, growing cash balance and increasing equity. Asset renewal
would appear to be the only main indicator less than the Auditor General’'s benchmark

— Arange of boundary adjustment assumptions have been developed in consultation with Break
O’Day and Glamorgan Spring Bay senior management, which would maintain or improve
services to the region

— On the basis of the assumptions used, Break O’Day'’s financial position is improved by the
boundary adjustment with an improvement in the underlying surplus of approximately $0.9 million
in Year 1, and on average $1.1 million p.a. (a 6% increase in surplus ratio) and an improvement
in net cash flows, at a steady state by approximately $0.5 million p.a.

Overall, on the basis of the analysis undertaken, the boundary adjustment proposal would appear to
deliver a favourable outcome for the communities involved and strengthen the financial sustainability
of the Break O’'Day Council.

We thank you for the opportunity to have undertaken this study.

e Q)

Tim Rutherford
Director

David Richardson
Director

KPMG

Tel +61 (3) 6230 4000
Fax +61 (3) 6230 4050

Important Notice

Inherent Limitations

This report is given subject to the written terms of KPMG’s engagement. This report has
been prepared as outlined in Scope Section. The services provided in connection with this|
engagement comprise an advisory engagement which is not subject to Australian Auditing
Standards or Australian Standards on Review or Assurance Engagements, and
consequently no opinions or conclusions intended to convey assurance have been|
expressed.

No warranty of completeness, accuracy or reliability is given in relation to the statements
and representations made by, and the information and documentation provided by the
Break O’'Day Council and Glamorgan Spring Bay Council consulted as part of the
process.

KPMG have indicated within this presentation the sources of the information provided,
We have not sought to independently verify those sources unless otherwise noted within|
the presentation.

No reliance should be placed by the Councils on additional oral remarks provided during|
the presentation, unless these are confirmed in writing by KPMG. KPMG is under no
obligation in any circumstance to update this presentation, in either oral or written form, for,
events occurring after the presentation has been issued in final form.

The findings in this presentation have been formed on the above basis.
Third Party Reliance

This presentation has been prepared at the request of Break O'Day Council and
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council in accordance with the terms of KPMG’s engagement
letter/contract dated 12 October 2016. Other than our responsibility to the Councils neither|
KPMG nor any member or employee of KPMG undertakes responsibility arising in any|
way from reliance placed by a third party on this presentation. Any reliance placed is thaf
party’s sole responsibility.

This report is provided solely for the benefit of the parties identified in the engagement
letter/contract and are not to be copied, quoted or referred to in whole or in part without
KPMG'’s prior written consent. KPMG accepts no responsibility to anyone other than the|
parties identified in the engagement letter/contract for the information contained in this|
report.




EXBCUIVE SUmmary - Headines

Background

Current state

Boundary adjustment
assumptions

Future state

The background to this engagement stems from informal discussions between the councils and their communities in
relation to an option to ‘split’ Glamorgan Spring Bay.

The boundary line which has been suggested is in the vicinity of Cherry Tree Hill, located on the Tasman Highway
between Cranbrook and Apslawn. This would transfer the Bicheno/Coles Bay area to Break O’Day with the balance
forming part of Glamorgan Spring Bay.

This area of 525 square kms comprises a population of approximately 1,344, 1,991 rateable properties, 199 sq.m of
bridges and $17.42 million of assets.

Communities of interest have been regarded as primarily based around townships and villages, rather than municipal
areas. Each municipal area therefore has multiple communities of interest.

In the context of this study, research would suggest that the major townships of Bicheno and Coles Bay can form part of
Break O’Day and not feel tied to Glamorgan Spring Bay through any perceived community of interest

Break O’Day Council’s population is forecast to remain fairly flat. However, the proportion of the population in the over 65
age bracket is projected to increase from 24% to 43%. This may put pressure on rating income in the longer term

Break O’'Day Council’s current long term financial indicators point to a sustainable financial position — operating surpluses,
growing cash balance and increasing equity. Asset renewal would appear to be the only main indicator less than the
Auditor General’'s benchmark

A range of boundary adjustment assumptions have been developed in consultation with Break O’Day and Glamorgan
Spring Bay senior management. Break O’'Day management have developed an approach to service delivery in the region
that will require 4 members of the works crew, 2 support staff and a new shop-front at Bicheno

All other additional activity in relation to community services, development/ regulatory services and corporate/ governance
services will be absorbed by existing staff, with some additional outlays required for variable costs

These assumptions would suggest that the communities would not experience any deterioration in services

Based on the assumptions used, additional operating revenue will be approximately $3.2 million p.a., additional operating
expenditure will be approximately $2.3 million p.a. and additional capital works will be an average of $390,000 p.a.

On the basis of the assumptions used, Break O’Day’s financial position is improved by the boundary adjustment with an
improvement in the underlying surplus of approximately $0.9 million in Year 1 and $1.1 million p.a. on average over the
10 years modelled, a 6% increase to surplus ratio, and an improvement in net cash flows, at a steady state of
approximately $0.5 million p.a.

Overall, on the basis of the analysis undertaken, the boundary adjustment proposal would appear to deliver a favourable
outcome for the communities involved and strengthen the financial sustainability of the Break O’Day Council
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Background, Scope & Approach

PLIOSE . 5C0Pe

The background to this engagement stems from informal discussions between
the councils and their communities in relation to an option to ‘split’ Glamorgan
Spring Bay.

The timing of these discussions aligns with another study completed by KPMG
that evaluated four options, two of which would amalgamate the entire
Glamorgan Spring Bay municipal area as follows:

— Option 1: Clarence Council, Sorell Council, Tasman Council and Glamorgan
Spring Bay

— Option 3: Sorell Council, Tasman Council and Glamorgan Spring Bay

The boundary line that has been suggested is in the vicinity of Cherry Tree Hill;
located on the Tasman Highway between Cranbrook and Apslawn. This would
transfer the Bicheno/Coles Bay area to Break O’Day with the balance forming
part of Glamorgan Spring Bay and potentially, one of the South-East Council
options. This would involve approximately 1,500 rateable properties.

The communities around Coles Bay and Bicheno claim to feel more strongly
aligned to the northern townships than those to the south given the range of
connections that exist through education, sporting and other services.

This also provides a natural divide in water catchments and is a logical split on
a geographic basis given the limited local government service and infrastructure
responsibilities around this boundary.

The purpose of this engagement therefore is to explore the financial
implications and analysis of the proposed boundary split.

The Scope for this engagement includes:

— Understand and briefly document the drivers for any potential
variation of the boundary, such as communities of interest and the
broad profile and key social and economic attributes of the sub-region
that may be relevant

— Understand and briefly document material differences in services
delivery, asset management and financial management to the extent
that those matters may be relevant to the sub-region under
consideration

— Model the current financial profile for Break O’'Day based on its
current boundaries

— Estimate the changes to Break O’Day’s costs (capital and operating)
in the event of change to the existing boundary

— Estimate the changes to Break O’Day'’s revenue in the event of
change to the existing boundary

— Project the alternative financial profile for Break O’'Day based on the
proposed alternative boundary

— Provide a report that outlines the findings and conclusions emerging
from the analysis.

It should be noted that there was initially an intention for this engagement
to also model the impacts of any boundary adjustment on Glamorgan
Spring Bay.

Throughout the course of the engagement it became clear that
Glamorgan Spring Bay, without the area subject to this study, would not
be a financially viable or politically acceptable scenario. Therefore, the
likelihood of the boundary adjustment proceeding will depend largely on
decisions taken by Glamorgan Spring Bay Council and its communities in
relation to options to amalgamate with the south-east councils.

Accordingly, the study now focusses solely on the impact of Break O’Day
assuming control over the area of the study.
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Background, Scope & Approach

Approach

In light of the Scope, a summary of the approach is as follows: — Re-run the 10 year financial models for the alternative shared

e . . . . boundary scenario for the council and validate this with the General
Initial joint meeting with the General Managers of each council to discuss y

. e ; . . Manager
the project, understand any sensitivities, discuss data requirements, discuss g
assumptions in relation to changes to costs and revenues if the boundary — Document the current rating and service fee policies as they apply to
was shifted etc. the rateable properties that may be impacted by the proposal and
) . . i ) model the impact of the alternative rating and service policies, all else
Gather key financial and service level data to undertake the financial being equal P 9 P

analysis of the current situation for the council.
— Prepare a short report that presents the research, analysis, findings

Develop a 10 year financial model for the current situation of the council and and conclusions arising from the study.

validate this with the General Manager.

Firm up key financial assumptions relating to the changes in expenses, This report presents the findings of the analysis undertaken, and is
revenues, assets and liabilities in the scenario of a change to the councils’ presented in three sections:

shared boundary. This step demanded a high level of financial modelling
precision, with supporting work papers and analysis undertaken by the
council to justify the assumptions made. Such impacts have included:

1. Section 2: Current State Assessment- this outlines the current
financial, demographic and service level profile of Break O’'Day.

- Revenue impacts: rates income, operating grants, fees and charges 2 .SeCt'.O.n 3: Assumptions- this section outlines the assumptlons .

identified and developed over the course of the modelling exercise

- Expenditure impacts: corporate services, civil works (roads and bridges
maintenance, parks and gardens, other civil works, refuse collection),
community services, land, buildings and facilities, regulatory services

etc.

3. Section 4: Future State Assessment — this section presents the key
financial results of the modelling, analysis of the proposed boundary
adjustment and ends with some overall conclusions.

- Asset impacts: fixed assets such as land and buildings, infrastructure
and facilities (above and below the ground), current assets (debtors,
maintenance related inventories etc.).

- Liability impacts: any liabilities such as payable or debts that can be
specifically allocated or apportioned on a rational basis
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Current state assessment

ommunities of Iterest

Background In 2009, the Local Government Board considered a proposal for a
voluntary amalgamation of the Break O’Day Council and the Glamorgan
Spring Bay Council. In relation to communities of interest in the region, the

The concept ‘communities of interest’ has been widely adopted and
Local Government Board found:

formed part of the discourse around local government and local

government reform. The definition of communities of interest was most — Communities of interest were found to be centred around towns, rather

notably developed by Fulcher (1989), and includes the following than municipal areas, and this would not be impacted by a merger of
dimensions: the two councils.
— Perceptual - a defined sense of belonging to an area or region. — There was also a predominant north/south division across the region,

. . . . . and a merger would change th nami
— Functional - the community’s physical and human services are met with erger woulld change the dy cs

reasonable economy — The demographic trends of an ageing population in both regions would
be exacerbated in a merged council and the viability of health and
social services would not likely improve, given the low population
density of the region.

— Political - a democratically elected body represents the interests of all
its constituents

Jaensch (2008) described a community of interest as “essentially a group — Whilst there was

of people with similar traits — social, economic, language, culture, race acknowledgement of the

etc., and a similar set of interests.” Jaensch also states that in nearly need for change, there oa,
every case, there is a potential tension between different sub-communities was little widespread J‘ v
within a council area. However, there remains a complex challenge of support for the proposed ~

articulating, defining and managing a sense of local identity. merger at that time

In the context of this
boundary adjustment
study, this brief
commentary would
suggest that the major

Communities of interest is an important concept in considering structural
boundaries of electorates. Communities of interest are therefore an
important concept when considering representation, because councillors
are more likely to be representative of the population if the electorates are
divided into areas which represent common interests.

Break O'Day

townships of Bicheno and M
. . o . . Coles Bay can form part Sramorgan = Spring
There is no strict methodology for defining which areas are communities of Break O’Day and not feel s
interest. However, more generally, communities of interest have been tied to Glamorgan Spring
regarded as primarily based around townships and villages, rather than Bay through any perceived
municipal areas. Each municipal area therefore has multiple communities community of interest
of interest.

p and a member firm of the KPMG ne
jty limited by a scheme

with KPMG Intemational Cooperative (‘KPMG International’), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks
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Current state assessment

Popuiation

Historical Population

The population of the Break O’'Day municipal area has experienced
little to near no growth in the last five years. In 2014/15, the
population was estimated to be 6,469. The median age has grown
from 49.8 (2010/11) to 52.2 (2014/15) years of age.

The population breakdown shows a slight shift between the 25 — 64
years bracket to the 65 years or older bracket. The 24 years or less
bracket remains relatively the same.

Treasury Population Projections

The Treasury population projections for Break O’Day Council
indicates that the council will experience minor growth in the
population of 0.1%.

Break O’Day Council’s population is forecast to remain fairly flat.
However, the proportion of the population in the over 65 age
bracket is projected to increase from 27.7% to 43.4%. This is
reflected in the fall in the under 25 age bracket, from 23.2% to
17.5%, and the 25-64 age bracket, from 49.1% to 43.4%. The
median age of the municipal area is projected to be 60 years of age
in 2037.

The ageing of the population and lack of population growth presents
a challenge in ensuring sustainability of the councils into the future.

Australian Bureau of Statistics: 1410.0 - Data by Region, 2011-16

Estimated Resident Population: 2010/11 - 2014/15
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Current state assessment

Industry profie

Industry Profile

The industry share matrix depicts
the size of the industries (by
number of jobs), the level of
growth and the degree of
specialisation.

The largest industries in the Break
O’Day municipal area are retail
trade, health care and social
assistance and accommodation
and food services.

The industries that experienced
the most growth from the 2006
census to the 2011 census
include; electricity, gas, water and
waste services, wholesale trade
and financial and insurance
services.

The industries with the largest
level of specialisation in Break
O’Day include; mining, agriculture,
forestry and fishing and
accommodation and food
services.

Break O'Day: Industry Growth Share Matrix
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Australian Bureau of Statistics: Census 2011 Growth
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Current state assessment

ncome and support

Income

In Break O’Day the average income has grown from $35,222 in
2010/11 to $40,154 in 2014/15. The average income per income
earner is much less than the Tasmanian average of $51,517.

Despite the increases in average income, the number of income
earners has decreased from 2,787 (2010/11) to 2,728 (2014/15).
Only 42% of the Break O’Day population are income earners. There
are currently 3,741 non-income earners in the municipal area.

The amount of total income derived by income earners has also
grown in the last five years. The total amount of income has
increased from $98,2 million to $110 million (11.6% growth).

Government Support

In the last five years the percentage of the population that requires
government support has grown from 39.76% to 42.06%. The
42.06% is greater than the state benchmark of 29%.

In Break O’Day, 21.32% of the population receives pension related
support, 11.05% are on carer/disability support and 7.79% receive
support for Newstart.

Average Income per Earner: 2010/11 - 2014/15
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g 4,000 37,000
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Government Support
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3 25%
8 20% 1 ] I
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m Carer/ Disability mNewstart mParenting mPension = Youth Allowance

Australian Bureau of Statistics: 524.0.55.002 - Estimates of Personal Income for Small Areas, 2011-2015

Australian Bureau of Statistics: 1410.0 - Data by Region, 2011-16
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Current state assessment

S0cI0-economic Index for Areas (SHFA)
Realive Sacio-economic Advantage and Disadvantage

Relative Socio-economic Advantage and Disadvantage SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-economic Advantage and Disadvantage

The SEIFA RSAD presents an index that ranks 1,200 -
municipal areas based on socio-economic

variables such as unemployment, income,

attained post school qualifications,

occupations etc. A higher score/rank means that a council is
relatively greater advantaged or lesser disadvantaged in
comparison to another council.

1,100 +

The box and whisker diagrams to the right indicate the spectrum 1,000 -

and dispersion of the councils SEIFA scores against the Tasmanian

and national results

Key points include: 900 t

— The Break O’'Day municipal area is ranked in the bottom 25% of
Tasmania. This means that the municipal area is relatively
greater disadvantaged in comparison to most other municipal
area.

SEIFA Score

800 -

— The Break O’'Day municipal area is also ranked in the bottom
25% of Australia. As well as Tasmania, Break O’'Day relatively 700
greater disadvantaged than most municipal areas in the country.

— Break O’Day has the 3™ lowest rank in Tasmania and the 48t
lowest rank in Australia. 600 -

500
Tasmania Australia

* Break O'Day
Reference: Australian Bureau of Statistics - 2033.0.55.001 Census of Population and Housing: Socio- Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA), Australia, 2011
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Current state assessment

Fnancidl operating measures

The Break O’Day Council’s current long term financial plan indicates the following:

— A fairly flat forecast underlying surplus is within the 10% Council target. The underlying surplus is a core operating measure of financial sustainability, as it
measures the net result of operating revenue to expenditure.

— A growing underlying surplus ratio in later years, following a negative result in FY16. The underlying surplus ratio is a measure of the operating surplus divided
by operating revenue, and indicates the quantum of the surplus in relative terms.

— Varying cash flows over the period, particularly in FY17 and FY21 with negative outlays due to larger capital expenditure forecasts.
Other analysis into the current long term financial plans also indicate:
— Employee costs on average are 33% of operating revenue, and 34% of expenses. This is around the benchmark of other local councils.

— Rates are still the largest portion of revenue, at around 66% of total recurrent revenue. Grant income represents on average 20% of operating revenue, but
declines slightly over the forward estimates

Forecast Underlying Surplus and Net Cash Flows Break O'Day: Underlying Surplus Ratio (:1)
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Current state assessment

Key financialratios

The Break O’Day Council’s current long term financial plan indicates the following:

— The asset sustainability ratio remains between 60%-100%, with the exception of FY19. The asset sustainability ratio is calculated as asset
replacement expenditure as a percentage of depreciation expense, and the Auditor-General’'s benchmark is 100%. This is an important indicator of
how effectively the Council is replacing its assets, relative to how the assets are being consumed. It is noted that capital expenditure is determined as

per the Council’s asset management plans.

— The self-financing ratio remains above the generally accepted benchmark of 30%. This measures the Council’s ability to finance operations from net

operating cash flows.

— The net financial liabilities ratio increases sharply from -37% in FY16 to 50% in FY17, and falls to 5% across the modelling period, due to a reduction
in liabilities. The net financial liabilities ratio indicates the significance of net amounts owed compared to operating income. Net financial liabilities is

defined as total liabilities less financial assets.

Asset sustainability ratio Break O'Day: Self-Financing Ratio
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Current state assessment

palance Sheet measures

The Break O’Day Council’s current long term financial plan indicates the following:

— Break O’Day'’s cash balance is forecast to increase, as a result of assumptions around increasing operating surplus’ and positive net cash flows being
generated.

— Debt is also forecast to decrease across the period, from around $8 m to $5 m.
— These two major movements has a corresponding impact on equity increasing from $159 m to $165 m in FY25.

— A positive current ratio (above 100%) also is forecast, given the reduction in short term loans and payables over the period.

Break O'Day: Cash Balance Break O'Day: Debt Break O'Day: Equity
8,000 - 9,000 - 168,000 -
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45,000 6:000 .
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Modelling assumptions

Boundary Ghange Assumptions

The geographical area that has been modelled is displayed on the
right. The boundary has been drawn through an existing state forest
boundary, and several property boundaries and waterways.

Population: 1344
Sauare Km 020

Rareanle Properties 1991

Roads: 608 km (46 sealed 16 unsealed)
Bridges: 19907117
Total Assets $1742 million

18



Modelling assumptions

SEIVICE delvery mode

Break O’'Day Council management have considered the service delivery model that would need to be put into place if it was to assume responsible
for the area within the adjusted boundary. This service delivery model is then used to inform the financial estimates.

Function

Governance

Corporate/ Technical Services

Community services
[ ]
Glamorgan
Spring Bay
s Works

Development Services

Customer service

Service delivery assumption

No additional staff resources but an additional
expenditure allowance for activities in the area

1 additional FTE (including 0.4 FTE to cover
reception (based in Bicheno)

No additional staff resources but an additional
expenditure allowance for activities in the area

4 crew members on-ground to undertake
maintenance functions in the region (based in
Bicheno)**

1 additional FTE, including additional
expenditure allowance for activities in the area

New shop front, mostly likely co-located with the
Visitor Information centre.

* The Break O’Day Council may seek to transition these properties onto the council’s rating policy
over time. A differential rating policy can be adopted for a period of transition.

** |t is assumed that the additional area will require 4 additional FTE, which is the current activity

level of the area.

or trademarks of KPMG Intemnational. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation
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Modelling assumptions

BouNndary chande expendiflre assumptions

The assumptions below are the direct inputs into the modelling around the proposed boundary change, and have been estimated by Break O'Day
Council, based on the new service delivery model. These form the drivers to the changes to the financial statements.

. \ Additional Net Operating Expenditure (per annum)
Governance $197,819
' v .
A Corporate Services $165,020
Community Services $51,254
Visitor Centre $151,450
Medical Centre $105,928
Works $1,452,320
clamorgan Development Services $138,348
1 Spring Bay
’ New Shopfront operating costs $25,000

Assets & Capital Expenditure

Assets- Roads, bridges, plant & equipment $17.42 million
Depreciation $389,381
New Shopfront (Capex) $10,000

© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiiated with KPMG Cooperative (‘KPMG ). a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks
or trademarks of KPMG Intemnational. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation 20
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Modelling assumptions

BoUNdary change revenue assumptions

The assumptions below are the direct inputs into the modelling around the proposed boundary change, and have been estimated by Break O'Day
Council, based on the new service delivery model. These form the drivers to the changes to the financial statements.

Revenue type

Rates

User charges

Grants

Dividends/ distributions

Other income

Assumption

Additional rate income to Break O’Day is based on
the rate income currently levied by Glamorgan
Spring Bay Council on properties in the area*

Additional user charges to Break O’'Day includes
animal registrations, infringement notices, building
and planning fees and development applications.

Additional grant income based on higher population
and infrastructure. See further details on the
following page.

Additional dividends/ distributions to Break O’'Day
have been assumed to reflect the additional assets
acquired. This equates to 19% of the Glamorgan
Spring Bay TasWater distributions that transfers to
Break O’Day.

Additional other income to Break O’Day includes
Natural Resource Management income, private
works and facilities leasing.

© 2017 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiiated with KPMG “ooperative (‘KPMG ). a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks
or trademarks of KPMG Intemnational. Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation
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Modelling assumptions

Fnancidl assistance grants

The current Financial
Assistance Grant (FAG) for
Break O’Day Council is
around $2.6 million.

A boundary adjustment
would give rise to the need
for the FAG to be
determined for the new
area.

That calculation cannot be
determined with precision,
as there are a range of
variables that impact the
calculation, including
variables outside the
council area.

Notwithstanding those
limitations, an estimate
has been made for the
purposes of the financial
modelling, which amounts
to an additional $177,522
of grant income to Break
O’'Day Council.

KPMG

The principles for determining the distribution of grant
funding are set by the Commonwealth Government, and are
consequently determined and administered by the State
Grants Commission.

The base grants for councils are made up of a per capita
component, a relative needs component, as well as a roads
component. In considering boundary change alternatives, it
is acknowledged that the modelling can only provide a guide
as to the movement of grants.

The only component of the grants distribution that will likely
change as a result of a council amalgamation that can be
reasonable estimated, is the roads component and the per
capita component, given the complexities in estimating
movement of the relative needs component. These have
been calculated below.

As per the assumption within Break O’Day’s long term
financial plan, for the purposes of the modelling it has been

assumed that these grants remain flat.

2015-16 Grant Funding as per
State Grants Commission

Base Grant

Per Capita

Break O’'Day

$130,173

Relative Needs Share

Relative Needs Grant

4.4%

$1,058,199

Total

$1,188,372

Base Adjustment
Roads Grant

Roads Funding

$435

$1,447,557

Total

$2,636,364

Break O'Day Post-

Grants Analysis (2015-16) Glamorgan Break O'Day Boundary Area boundary adjustment
Per Capita Grant $90,433 $130,173

Population 4,493 6,466 1344 $27,051

Grant $ per head of population $20.13 $20.13

Roads Funding $880,253 $1,447,557

Roads (KM) 351 547 60 $150,470.60
Grant $ per km of roads $2,508 $2,646

Total Impact $177,522

2017 KPMG, an A
or trademarks of KPMG Inte

http://www.treasury.tas.gov.au/Documents/State-Grants-Annual-Report-2015-16-including-2016-17-Financial-Assistance-Grant-Recommendations. pdf
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Modelling assumptions

LOMBINed operating assumptions

The combination of the
operational revenue and
expenditure assumptions
applied to the financial
model projects:

— Additional operating
revenue of approximately
$3.2 million p.a.

— Additional operating
expenditure of
approximately $2.3 million

p.a.

This would suggest Break
O’'Day could achieve an
operational surplus of

around $0.9 million in year
1 by the boundary
adjustment proceeding, all
else being equal.

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

The data tables below represent an extract from the financial model that has been constructed to determine the
changes to Break O’Day Council’s operating financial projections. These have been determined in consultation with
the Councils.

Note that it is assumed an additional $105,928 would be raised as a medical levy. This is also assumed to represent
the operating expenditure allocated to the medical centre at Bicheno.

Income
$
Rates revenue 2,611,021
User fees and charges 117,810
Grants Revenue 177,522
Dividends/Distributions 117,990
Other Income 60,018
Visitor Centre Income 73,927
Total Income $3,158,288
Expenditure ($) Governance Corp(_)rate Comm_unlty Visitor Centre Works Development
Services Services Services
Employee Costs 28,155 79,750 14,054 50,255 185,808 101,500
Other Expenses 169,664 66,398 37,200 101,195 896,003 36,848
Depreciation & Amortisation 18,872 370,509
Total 197,819 165,020 51,254 151,450 1,452,320 138,348
Medical Centre Expense (current medical levy received) 105,928
Additional Shop front 25,000
Total Additional Annual Operating Expenditure $2,287,139




Modelling assumptions

Lania

The capital assumptions
applied to the financial
model projects:

— Break O’Day would
assume control of an
additional $17.4M of
infrastructure

— Break O’Day would incur
additional capital works
ranging from
approximately $150K to
$450K over the next 10
years at an average of
$390K p.a

This represents an

increase in Break O’'Day
Council’s infrastructure
base of approximately 12%

ASSUMPIIoNS

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

The data tables below represent an extract from the financial model that has been constructed to determine the
changes to Break O’Day Council’s operating financial projections.

Balance Sheet Impact $
Bridges 401,480
Buildings + Fixed Assets 4,093,855
Footpaths 486,714
Kerb & Gutter 1,602,764
Land 2,733,256
Road 7,465,358
Stormwater 634,474

Total Infrastructure 17,417,900
Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Capital Works
Forecast
Establishment of Shop 10,000

front

Capital Works- Works
Depot

Total 399,380 389,380 323,380 455,380 389,380 389,380 389,380 389,380 389,380 389,380

389,380 389,380 323,380 455,380 389,380 389,380 389,380 389,380 389,380 389,380




Modelling assumptions

0N termfinancil strategy plan assumpions

Break O’'Day Council’s
Long Term Financial
Strategy Plan is the base
upon which upon which
the data pertaining to the
boundary adjustment is
applied.

These assumptions are
applied in assessing the
future state in the following
section.

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Break O’'Day Councils’ long term financial plan is based on the set of assumptions below, and are in real terms. The
assumptions around the key financial items are summarised below.

Assumption Escalation Rate (Real Terms)

Rate Revenue Escalated at 2% per annum until 2022-2023, and then held flat
Fees & Charges Escalated at 3% per annum

Grants Held flat over the modelling period

Dividend Income (TasWater) Held flat over the modelling period

Other Income Held flat over the modelling period

Capital Grants Held flat over the modelling period

Employee Costs Escalated at an additional 1% per annum

Materials & Contracts Held flat over the modelling period

Other Expenses Held flat over the modelling period

Interest Expense 4.4% of Current and Non-current borrowings







Future State Assessment

Headline projections

On the basis of the assumptions associated with the boundary adjustments and applied to Break O’Day’s long term financial projections, the modelling indicates:
— An improvement in the underlying surplus of approximately $0.9 million in Year 1, and $1.1 million on average over the modelling period

— On average, an increase in the underlying surplus ratio of 6% over the modelling period

— An improvement in net cash flows, at a steady state (post 2020), by approximately $0.5 million per annum.

This would suggest, that on balance, the boundary adjustment presents a favourable long term financial outcome to Break O’Day Council, under the current
assumptions and all else being equal.

Net Cash Flows
Underlying Surplus
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Future State Assessment

Jperating projections

On the basis of the assumptions associated with the boundary adjustments and applied to Break O’Day’s long term financial projections, the modelling
indicates:

— Additional operating revenue of approximately $3.2 million per annum, which is amounts to a 25% increase. This is largely rates revenue, which represents
$2.6 million of the additional year 1 revenue, as well as additional grant and dividend income

— Additional operating expenditure of $2.3 million per annum, of approximately 17%, which has been estimated by Break O’'Day Council in order to service the
additional area

This would suggest, that on balance, the boundary adjustment presents a favourable long term financial outcome to Break O’Day Council, all else being equal.

Revenue Expenses
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Future State Assessment

nirastructure projections

On the basis of the assumptions associated with the boundary adjustments and applied to Break O’Day’s long term financial projections, the modelling
indicates:

— Anincrease in the infrastructure asset base of approximately $17.42 million in Year 1
— This equates to additional infrastructure assets of approximately 12%

The operating forecasts have taken into account the assumed capital renewal and depreciation costs associated with these assets, and the results indicate that
Break O’Day Council does have the capacity to maintain these assets to the level of their estimated depreciation.

Infrastructure Assets

160,000 7 13.0% 12.7% 125% 123% 12.0% 11.7% 115% 11.3% 11.0%
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Future State Assessment

SEIVICES and rating considerations

The Break O’'Day and
Glamorgan Spring Bay
councils currently levy
different average rates per
rateable property. This is
reflective of the different
rating policies.

The study has assumed no
changes to service levels
or rates to affected
properties as a result of
any reform.

Should the boundary
adjustment proceed, it
necessarily follows that
there would continue to be
variations in rates paid by
comparable properties
unless the council and its
communities decides
otherwise.

That scenario can be
accommodated through
the differential rating
provisions of the Local
Government Act.

KPMG

2017 KPMG, an Australian partnersh
or trademarks of

Rating policies

Break O’Day Council and Glamorgan Spring Bay Council
have adopted different rating policies and average rates
levied per residential rateable property across the council
areas:

— Break O’Day’s rating policy is calculated as a $/
Assessed Annual Value i.e. similar properties with
different AAVs will pay different rates

— Glamorgan Spring Bay is based on a flat rate
(Averaged Area Rate) per residential property type,
irrespective of AAV i.e. similar properties with different
AAV will pay the same average rate (see Appendix 2)

Any disparity in rates levied per rateable property may be
broadly explained by the different policies, rather than
differing service levels.

This study has assumed, for financial modelling purposes,
that there would be no changes to total rate income
generated from the area in question, over the 10 year
horizon of the model, other than through the general
increases applied to all properties in the Break O’Day
area.

The study has not sought to model the impact of
harmonising the rating policy applicable to properties in the
area in question, with the policies now applicable to Break
O’Day. Break O’'Day, may, at some point seek to
harmonise rating policies/ service levels, but until that is
determined, there would need to be a mechanism for
Break O’Day Council to levy differential rates, and
potentially offer differing service levels. That mechanism
is differential rating.
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Differential rating

Differential rating recognises that a council may apply a
higher rating differential to communities/ areas that have
higher demands/ expectations and receive higher services
accordingly. Equally, communities/ areas that have lower
service demands/ expectations may attract a lower rating
differential.

The Local Government Act

Section 107 of the Act allows a council to declare that the
general rate, service rate or service charge may vary with
the municipal area, having regard to any or all of a range
of factors including the use/ non-use of the land, the
locality of the land, any planning zone and any other
prescribed factor.

This power would allow an expanded Break O’Day Council
to develop rating policies that are reflective of variations in
services across a broader geographical area, where that is
appropriate and in line with the service demands and
expectations of the different communities of interest.

All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks
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Future State Assessment

Lonclusions

On the basis of the
analysis undertaken, the
boundary adjustment
proposal would appear to
deliver a favourable
outcome for the
communities involved and
strengthen the financial
sustainability of the Break
O’'Day Council.

This same area is also
important to the financial
sustainability of
Glamorgan Spring Bay
Council.

Therefore, the likelihood of
the boundary adjustment
proceeding will depend
largely on decisions taken
by Glamorgan Spring Bay
Council and its
communities in relation to
the options to amalgamate
with the south-east
councils.

KPMG

Current State

— The background to this engagement stems from

informal discussions between the councils and their
communities in relation to an option to ‘split’ Glamorgan
Spring Bay in the vicinity of Cherry Tree Hill. This
would transfer the Bicheno/Coles Bay area to Break
O’Day with the balance forming part of Glamorgan
Spring Bay.

— This area of 525 square kms comprises a population of

approximately 1,344, 1,991 rateable properties, 200
sgm of bridges and $17.4M of assets.

— Communities of interest have been regarded as

primarily based around townships and villages and so
in this context, this would suggest that the major
townships of Bicheno and Coles Bay can form part
Break O’Day and not feel tied to Glamorgan Spring Bay
through any perceived community of interest.

— Break O’Day Council’s population is forecast to remain

fairly flat. However, the proportion of the population in
the over 65 age bracket is projected to increase from
24% to 43%. This may put pressure on rating income in
the longer term, and so an injection of population
should be beneficial for the municipal area from a
demographic and sustainability perspective

— Break O’Day Council’s current long term financial

indicators point to a sustainable financial position —
operating surpluses, growing cash balance and
increasing equity. Asset renewal would appear to be
the only main indicator less than the Auditor General’s
benchmark.

Future State

— A range of boundary adjustment assumptions have
been developed in consultation with Break O’Day and
Glamorgan Spring Bay senior management. Break
O’Day management have developed an approach to
service delivery in the region that will require 4
members of the works crew, 2 support staff and a new
shop-front at Bicheno

— All other additional activity in relation to community
services, development/ regulatory services and
corporate/ governance services will be absorbed by
existing staff, with some additional outlays required for
variable costs These assumptions would suggest that
the communities would not experience any
deterioration in services

— Based on the assumptions used, additional operating
revenue will be approximately $3.2 million p.a.,
additional operating expenditure will be approximately
$2.3 million p.a. and additional capital works will be an
average of $390,000 p.a.

— On the basis of the assumptions used, Break O’'Day’s
financial position is improved by the boundary
adjustment with an improvement in the underlying
surplus of approximately $1.1 million p.a. on average
and an improvement in net cash flows, at a steady
state by approximately $0.5 million p.a.

— On the basis of the analysis undertaken, the boundary
adjustment proposal would appear to deliver a
favourable outcome for the communities involved and
strengthen the financial sustainability of the Break
O’Day Council.
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Appendix 1

New Break Ubay Financlal statemen

Statement of Financial Performance

Income

Rates revenue

User fees and charges
Statutory fees

Contributions

Grants and Subsidies Revenue
Interest

Dividends/Distributions

Other Income

Total Recurrent Revenue

Capital Income

Contribution and recognition of assets

Gain/(Loss) on disposal of assets

Capital grants received

Share of net result of associates under

equity method
Total Revenue

Expenses from Ordinary Activities

Employee costs

Materials and contracts

State Government Levies expense

Other Expenses

Depreciation & Amortisation
Interest expense

Total Expenses

Underlying Surplus/(Deficit)
Net Profit

Amounts specifically for new/upgraded

assets
Other Comprehensive Income

Comprehensive Result

Budget
FY17

11,143
912

2,856
137
700
382

16,130

40

16,170

(4,807)
(4,349)
(1,790)
(3,985)

(375)
(15,307)
823

863

2,221

3,084

vartnership and a member firm of
nternational Cooperative (*KPMG International”), a <

Forecast

FY18

11,367
940

2,856
66

700
382
16,310

50

16,360

(4,855)
(4,149)
(1,790)
(4,158)

(361)
(15,313)
997
1,047

441

1,488

work of independent membe

Forecast

FY19

11,594
968

2,856
63

700
382
16,562

50

16,612

(4,903)
(4,149)
(1,790)
(4,202)

(346)

(15,391)

1,171

1,221
441

1,662

firms affiliated witt

Forecast

FY20

11,825
997

2,856
71

700
382
16,830

50

16,880

(4,953)
(4,149)
(1,790)
(4,233)

(330)
(15,456)
1,375
1,425

441

1,866

Forecast

Fy21

12,062
1,027

2,856
83

700
382
17,109

50

17,159

(5,002)
(4,149)
(1,790)
(4,260)

(314)
(15,516)
1,593
1,643

441

2,084

Forecast

FY22

12,303
1,058

2,856
7

700
382
17,376

50

17,426

(5,053)
(4,149)
(1,790)
(4,274)

(297)
(15,563)
1,812
1,862

441

2,303

Forecast

FY23

12,549
1,089

2,856
89

700
382
17,665

50

17,715

(5,103)
(4,149)
(1,790)
(4,274)

(280)
(15,596)
2,068
2,118

441

2,559

Forecast

FY24

12,549
1,122

2,856
106
700
382

17,715

17,715

(5,154)
(4,149)
(1,790)
(4,274)

(261)
(15,628)
2,087
2,087

441

2,528

Forecast

FY25

12,549
1,156

2,856
122
700
382

17,764

17,764

(5,206)
(4,149)
(1,790)
(4,274)

(242)
(15,661)
2,103
2,103

441

2,544



Appendix 1

New Break UDay Financial statemen

Statement of Cash Flows

Forecast

Cash Flows from Operating Activities
Receipts
Rates
Fees and Charges
Capital Grants- Operating
Grants and Subsidies
Interest and Investment Income
Net GST
Other operating receipts

Payments

Wages and Salaries

State Government Levies

Payments to Suppliers

Interest Paid

Other operating payments

Net Cash from Operating Activities

Cash Flows from Investing Activities

Receipts
Sale of Assets

Payments

Payments for PPE

Loans to Communities

Net Cash from Investing Activities

Cash Flows from Financing Activities

Receipts
New loans

Capital grants

Other financing receipts

Payments

Less Loan Repayments

Other financing payments

Net Cash from Financing Activities
Net Cash Flows

Plus Opening Balance
Closing Cash Balance

Budget
FY17

16,130

(11,321)

4,809

98

(10,324)

(10,226)

(296)

(296)
(5,714)

7,071
1,357

Forecast

FY18

16,310

(11,155)

5,155

50

(4,477)

(4,427)

(317)

(317)
411

1,357
1,768

Forecast

FY19

16,562

(11,189)

5,373

50

(4,124)

(4,074)

(331)

(331)
968

1,768
2,736

Forecast
FY20

16,830

(11,222)

5,608

50

(4,276)

(4,226)

(347)

(347)
1,035

2,736
3,770

> approved under P!

KPMG C

th KPMG Interna

Forecast

FY21

17,109

(11,255)

5,854

50

(5,062)

(5,012)

(363)

(363)
478

3,770
4,248

Forecast
FY22

17,376

(11,289)

6,087

50

(4,515)

(4,465)

(380)

(380)
1,241

4,248
5,490

KPMG International’), a S

FY23

17,665

(11,322)

6,343

50

(4,496)

(4,446)

s entity. All rights reserve

Forecast

FY24

17,715

(11,354)

6,361

(4,498)

(4,498)

(416)

(416)
1,447

6,988
8,435

35

Forecast

FY25

17,764

(11,387)

6,378

(4,364)

(4,364)

(436)

(436)
1,577

8,435
10,012



Appendix 1

New Break UDay Financial statemen

Statement of Financial Position

Budget Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25
Assets
Current Assets
Cash & Cash Equivalents 1,357 1,768 2,736 3,770 4,248 5,490 6,988 8,435 10,012
Trade Receivables 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 600
Inventories 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96
Other Financial Assets 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Other current assets - - - - - - - - -
Total Current Assets 2,083 2,494 3,462 4,496 4,974 6,216 7,714 9,161 10,738
Non Current Assets
Infrastructure assets 149,396 149,715 149,637 149,680 150,482 150,723 150,945 151,169 151,259
Receivables - - - - - - - - -
Ownership interest in associates - - - - - - - - -
Intangibles 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Other non-current assets 32,515 32,515 32,515 32,515 32,515 32,515 32,515 32,515 32,515
Total Non Current Assets 181,985 182,304 182,226 182,269 183,071 183,312 183,534 183,758 183,848
Total Assets 184,068 184,798 185,688 186,765 188,045 189,527 191,248 192,918 194,586
Liabilities
Current Liabilities
Overdraft - - - - - - - - -
Trade & Other Payables (483) (483) (483) (483) (483) (483) (483) (483) (483)
Loans & Other Borrowings (317) (331) (347) (363) (380) (398) (416) (436) (456)
Provisions (450) (450) (450) (450) (450) (450) (450) (450) (450)
Other (367) (367) (367) (367) (367) (367) (367) (367) (367)
Total Current Liabilities (1,617) (1,631) (1,647) (1,663) (1,680) (1,698) (1,716) (1,736) (1,756)
Non Current Liabilities
Provisions- non-current (215) (215) (215) (215) (215) (215) (215) (215) (215)
tﬁﬁgit& Other Borrowings- non- (8,143) (7.812) (7,465) (7,102) (6.722) (6,324) (5,908) (5.473) (5,017)
Other non-current liabilities - - - - - - - - -
Total Non Current Liabilities (8,358) (8,027) (7,680) (7,317) (6,937) (6,539) (6,123) (5,688) (5,232)
Total Liabilities (9,975) (9,658) (9,327) (8,980) (8,617) (8,237) (7,839) (7,424) (6,988)
Net Assets 174,093 175,140 176,361 177,785 179,428 181,290 183,409 185,494 187,598
Equity
Other Reserves (866) (866) (866) (866) (866) (866) (866) (866) (866)
Asset Revaluation Reserve (132,344) (132,344) (132,344) (132,344) (132,344) (132,344) (132,344) (132,344) (132,344)
Accumulated (Surplus)/Deficit (23,455) (24,502) (25,789) (27,147) (28,790) (30,653) (32,771) (34,857) (36,960)
Contributed Capital (17,428) (17,428) (17,362) (17,428) (17,428) (17,428) (17,428) (17,428) (17,428)
Total Equity (174,093) (175,140) (176,361) (177,785) (179,428) (181,290) (183,409) (185,494) (187,598)
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Appendix 2

amorganspring Bay Ratng Polcy

POLICY

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council has a long term goal and commitment to only increasing the rate revenue each financial year by CPI [inflation] as a minimum.
This refers to the overall rate revenue and not the individual properties which may be affected from time to time by movements in valuation. Glamorgan
Spring Bay Council will endeavour to maintain increases on residential properties to the same dollar value each year per township.

— A general rate, with a differential (varied) rate applying to commercial, industrial, primary
— Production and recreation properties, non-use land rated as commercial, industrial, primary
— Production and recreation properties, with minimums, will be applied as a means of raising revenue within the municipal area.

— Averaged area rates (AAR’s), will be applied to residential properties based on the locality and use or non-use of the land as a means of raising revenue
within the municipal area.

AVERAGED AREA RATE (AAR)

According to the LGA Section 109A. Council may make an averaged area rate for residential properties grouped by locality, for example, suburb and by the
use or non-use of the land.

When this option is used the general rate, and any minimums, for those residential properties does not apply, instead the averaged area rate applies.

The AAR achieves a similar outcome for ratepayers as using the current varied rate and minimums for developed residential properties, with a lower AAR
applied to the lower socio-economic areas.

Use of the AAR’s removes any distortions caused by a sudden rise or fall in property valuations, assisting Council to restrict annual increases to a minimum
of CPI and has the benefit of being able to rate residential properties immediately an occupancy certificate is issued.

Extract from Rating Policy adopted by Glamorgan Spring bay Council, minuted 23 February 2016

khiac -

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential



COCDO I=
. O O

]

D < O

CD

1]

10X 3 Local

e

5 D

[

ADIty Indicators



Appendix 3

L0cdl Government sustanabiity Indicators
Autitor Generd

Underlying operating result

The underlying operating result is the difference between day to day income and expenses for the period. This is the Auditor General’s key measure of
financial sustainability.

Calculation: Operating income (excluding amounts received specifically for new or upgraded assets and physical resources received free of charge) less
operating expenses for the reporting period (excluding one-off expenditure such as restructuring costs).

Operating surplus ratio

The operating surplus ratio is the operating surplus (per above) expressed as a percentage of operating income (as calculated per the operating income
above). This provides a relative measure of the operating surplus achieved.

Calculation: Operating surplus (or deficit) divided by general and other rate income and operating grants
Net financial liabilities

Net financial liabilities are a measure of each council’s ability to repay outstanding debts with current cash and cash equivalents, and are a measure of each
council’s liquidity. The net financial liabilities for each council have been determined by subtracting the total liabilities of a council from its cash, cash
equivalents, debtors and other receivables, and other financial assets (i.e. investments).

Calculation: Total liabilities less financial assets (cash and cash equivalents plus trade and other receivables plus other financial assets).
Net financial liabilities ratio

This measure indicates the extent to which net financial liabilities (above) could be met by the operating income of each council. The ratio is calculated by
dividing the net financial assets (liabilities) by operating income for each entity. The Auditor General’s benchmark is between -50%-0%.

Calculation: Net financial liabilities divided by operating income.

e :
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Appendix 3

L0cdl Government sustanabiity Indicators
Autitor Generd

Asset sustainability ratio

The asset sustainability ratio is intended to measure whether assets are planned to be replaced at the same rate as they are wearing out. The ratio is
calculated as a percentage determined by dividing asset renewal expenditure by depreciation.

Calculation: The depreciated replacement cost of plant, equipment and infrastructure assets divided by the current replacement cost of depreciable assets.
Asset consumption ratio

The asset consumption ratio is a measure of how depreciated an asset is, and therefore the percentage of economic benefits that remain in the asset. The
ratio is calculated by divided the depreciated value of a council’s assets by their replacement value.

Calculation: The depreciated replacement cost of plant, equipment and infrastructure assets divided by the current replacement cost of depreciable assets.
Asset renewal funding ratio

The asset renewal funding ratio compares a council’s budgeted asset renewal expenditure with the required asset renewal expenditure that is set out within
the council’s asset management plan. The ratio is intended to compare the net present value of budgeted renewal expenditure with the net present value of
the required renewal expenditure. A full set of data was not available when preparing the baseline analysis and therefore has not been modelled in the
merger scenarios

Calculation: The net present value of projected ten-year capital renewal funding outlays in a long-term financial plan divided by the net present value of
projected ten-year capital renewal expenditures in an asset management plan in current values.

Document Classification: KPMG Confidential
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