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We acknowledge the traditional owners who once
walked this country: the Mumirimina people.

The Mumirimina belonged to the Oyster Bay tribe.
This was the largest tribe in Tasmania and covered
8000 square kilometres. kutalayna levee in Brighton
was a significant meeting place where hundreds of
generations of Aboriginal families hunted, gathered,
corroboreed, camped and traded.

In the course of colonisation, dispossession of the
Mumirimina was early, rapid and extensive.

We acknowledge the Tasmanian Aboriginal
Community today as the continuing custodians of this
land, and pay our respects to Elders past and present.

Through our words and actions we strive to build a
community that reflects and respects the history and
hopes for all the people of Brighton.
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Executive Summary

Brighton Council welcomes the opportunity to participate in the future of local government review.
However, it is disappointing that the Board has chosen to focus on new local government boundaries
rather than the critical step of clarifying the roles and functions on local government.

Brighton Council commends the State Government on their recent announcement that there will be
no forced amalgamations. At this stage Brighton Council will not be seeking to enter into voluntary
discussions with Government or other Councils to further develop detail of proposed boundary
changes, particularly without the critical work outlined below being completed.

The data presented for the scenarios in the Community Catchment Information Packs (the
“Information Packs”) does not provide sufficient information to make a proper assessment of whether
a community will benefit or suffer detriment. Detailed modelling about the efficiency, effectiveness
and sustainability of each scenario is critical.

Brighton Council submits that the Board should not provide its final recommendations until it has:

. Clarified the roles and functions of local government through a Local Government charter or
similar; and

. Undertaken detailed modelling of preferred scenarios that can demonstrate significant
community benefits and more sustainable councils.

Brighton Council’s preferred position

Brighton Council’s preferred position is to retain the status-quo and strongly agrees with the
Governments stated position of no forced council amalgamations. There are no obvious benefits to
the Brighton community and the reasons for the Review largely don’t apply to Brighton Council.

Brighton Council has a proud local identity and has strong local representation that cannot be
replicated under any scenario. In recent years, Brighton has surveyed the community on numerous
occasions and the community does not want boundary changes and have confirmed that they are
satisfied with Council’s performance.

Brighton Council has both strong population and economic growth and is increasingly becoming more
self-sufficient. It plays a role as a north facing regional hub, but it has demonstrated that it can work
with neighbouring Councils through the South Central Sub-region (SCS), which consists of Brighton,
Derwent Valley, Central Highlands and Southern Midlands, to achieve positive regional outcomes and
support emerging industries without the need to change boundaries.

Brighton Council is sophisticated in its strategic and regional planning and has a suite of
contemporary strategic plans across all its functions. Brighton has utilised these plans and its position
as a growth Council to attract over $12 million of grant funding for community projects in recent years.

Brighton Council is financially sustainable across all its functions and continues to see greater
diversity to its revenue base through growth in commercial, industrial and administrative services.

Brighton Council has the lowest rates in Tasmanian and has a flat rating system that is popular with
the community, it is difficult to see how any consolidation would not lead to our rate payers paying
higher rates and losing the flat rating system.

Brighton has a strong organisational culture which has been built over decades. The value of this
culture cannot be underestimated and is reflected by our ability to retain and attract staff and the
regard in which our community hold us.
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Brighton Louncil’s position in a mandatory change context

Brighton Council’s clear preference is for the status-quo to remain and will not be seeking to enter
into voluntary discussions about amalgamation. However, Council recognises that despite the
Governments recent announcement that there will be no forced amalgamations, the Future of Local
Government Review will continue and the Board is still seeking feedback on the Information Packs.

Under the context of mandatory changes to existing Council boundaries, as suggested by the Board,
Council have an obligation to put forward a position that is expected to be the most palatable for the
existing community.

Brighton Council’'s majority position is that it is a north facing regional hub that services the Midlands
Highway growth corridor and Scenario 3, and to a lesser extent Scenario 4, from the Central and
Midlands Information Packs is the best-case scenario in the context of mandatory change.
Consideration should be given to the inclusion of Otago and Richmond under this scenario.

It should be noted that one councillor disagreed with the above majority position and was of the
opinion that Brighton/Pontville should be merged with Southern Midlands Council and the urban
suburbs of Old Beach, Bridgewater, Gagebrook and Herdsmans Cove should merge with Glenorchy.

Brighton Council dismiss all other proposed scenarios from the three Information Packs that include
Brighton.

Under Scenario 3, the Brighton community will continue to have the strongest local representation.
In past community surveys, the community have indicated that if they were forced to merge, their
overwhelming preference would be to merge with Southern Midlands.

Brighton plays an important role regionally, providing an administrative, commercial and service hub
for the northern region. In the Eastern and Western shore scenarios it is likely that Brighton will
become a fringe urban Council and its role as an important regional hub will be neglected at a cost to
the Brighton community and the other SCS communities.

Demographic data also shows that Brighton has more in common with its northern neighbours than
it does with Councils in the Eastern & Western Information Packs.

Brighton recognises that growth is critical for long-term sustainability of any new Council. If Brighton
Council was included in the Eastern or Western Shore scenarios, then you would be removing the key
growth area from all Central and Midlands scenarios, potentially setting them up to fail.

Financial arrangements under any scenario are not understood, but Brighton will almost certainly lose
its flat rating system and a new system will lead to higher costs for existing ratepayers. Under
Brighton's preferred scenario, there is likely to be smoother rates harmonisation and lower shocks
than there would be if consolidating with Clarence or Greater Hobart areas.

State Government funding for a range of assets and functions will be critical to the success for any
mandatory boundary change, such as asset equalisation, repayments of loans, upgrades of new
Council offices and depots, waste facilities, strategic planning updates and merging of software to
name a few.

Brighton does not want to lose its proud organisational culture, but believes that given we work with
Southern Midlands a reasonable amount and resource share some staff, this would be a more simple
transition than other scenarios.

Council deliberations

Following the release of the Future of Local Government Review Stage 2 Interim Report and the
Information Packs, Council held a workshop with the objective of firming up Council’s position to form
the basis of this submission.
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At the workshop, all Councillors expressed their disappointment that the Review was focusing on local
government boundary changes rather than clarifying the roles and function of local government.

Councillors also agreed that there was not sufficient modelling and analysis for them to make
informed decisions about the merits of changing local government boundaries.

8 out of the 9 Councillors agreed that they did not support any form of change to local government
boundaries and that the status quo was their preferred choice. 1 of the 9 Councillors believed that
further investigation of changes to local government boundaries had merit.

In the context of mandatory changes to local government boundaries, Councillors reviewed the
following scenarios from Brighton that applied to Brighton. Those being the following scenarios from
the Information Packs:

) Central and Midlands - Scenario 1to 4
. Western Shore - Scenario 3
. Eastern Shore - Scenario 2

Council also considered alternative boundary arrangements to those above.

7 of the 9 Councillors agreed that Brighton plays a role as a north facing regional hub and that Scenario
3, and to a lesser extent Scenario 4, was the most palatable option for the Brighton community. Under
both of these scenarios, the majority of Councillors agreed that alternative boundary arrangements
should be explored to include Otago and Richmond.

1 of the 9 Councillors held the view that the suburbs of Old Beach, Gagebrook, Herdsmans Cove and
Bridgewater that are located on the Derwent foreshore had a greater connection to Glenorchy,
whereas the inland suburbs of Brighton/Pontville was the true centre of a north facing regional hub.
On that basis, the four Derwent foreshore suburbs could be joined to the Glenorchy LGA and the
remainder of the Brighton LGA to be joined with the Southern Midlands LGA. As indicated above, the
majority of Councillors did not support this opinion.

One Councillor abstained.
Councillors dismissed all other scenarios put forward in the information packs.

Council’'s majority position of the status quo and its majority position in the context of mandatory
boundary changes is explored in more detail below.
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General Feedback

Roles and functions of local government

Brighton Council welcomes the opportunity to participate in the future of local government review
and provide a submission on the Community Catchment Information Packs (the “Information Packs”).
Like many other Councils in Tasmania, Brighton Council welcomed the opportunity for the Board to
clarify the roles and functions of local government in Tasmania as set out in the Terms of Reference.

It is disappointing that the Board seems to have suddenly dropped this critical part of the local
government review and has narrowed the focus solely to new local government boundaries. Without
first clearly articulating the roles and functions of local government it seems very unwise to be
considering scale and potential boundaries. Surely, relevant catchments, boundaries and scale
questions can only be sensibly tackled once we have determined how narrow or broad the role of local
government is to be.

Brighton hopes that the important work of clarifying the role of local government and proposing
appropriate legislation, systemic and structural changes to enable councils to fulfil this better-defined
role has not been sidelined by what should be a subsequent consideration.

Brighton Council welcomes the State Government’s recent announcement that there will be no forced
amalgamations and that the Board can focus on providing advice on the role and functions of local
government.

Brighton submits that a Local Government Charter, or similar, be developed in consultation with the
sector prior to the Board providing final recommendations.

Maodelling and analysis

Brighton Council has significant concerns that the Information Packs do not provide enough detail to
make an informed choice about the proposed scenarios. The scenarios in the Information Packs focus
largely on communities of interest, but this is only one piece of the puzzle.

Detailed modelling and analysis about the efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability of each scenario
is critical for Councils and the community to be able to understand the potential costs and benefits
for each scenario. There is simply not enough detail to be able to understand whether a community is
likely to be better or worse off and to know whether any proposed boundary changes will achieve any
of the drivers for reform.

Council submits that detailed modelling should be done of the preferred scenarios prior to the Board
providing any recommendations on the future of local government. The Board must be open to
revisiting different scenarios or the status quo if detailed modelling indicates that preferred scenarios
do not create significant benefits or more sustainable councils.

Place of work

The Information Packs have a strong emphasis on Place of Work statistics. Brighton submits that this
is not a critical factor when determining the ‘community of interest’ and local government boundaries.
It seems to not understand how cities across the country and the world work, nor the hierarchy of
activities centres and how they all interact. It is an interesting statistic, but its direct relevance or how
to interpret that relevance to local government boundaries has not been demonstrated.

If it were the case that Place of Work was a critical factor then it seems extremely strange that none
of the community catchments or scenarios have City of Clarence in the same catchment as Hobart
City when they are only separated by a bridge and probably have as strong interactions as any of the
two councils in the south. It seems especially odd when Brighton is included with a Western Shore
catchment that extends all the way to Kingston.
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Brighton Council - Our Preferred Position

Brighton Council is opposed to any changes to its current boundaries plus strongly agrees with the
Governments stated position of no forced council amalgamations, with the majority of Councillors
supporting this position.

The Information Packs do not provide any evidence that the Brighton ratepayers will be better off
under any of the proposed scenarios and there is no evidence that any of the proposed scenarios are
sustainable.

Brighton is currently able to provide the focus and attention to each part of its community needs. The
council is concerned that most consolidation scenarios would simply lead to a dilution of attention to

our current suburbs.

The Information Packs include four reform principles to determine the proposed scenarios, as follows:

1. Place and Representation
2. Future Needs and Priorities
3. Financial Sustainability

4, Operational Capability.

These principles are used below to demonstrate how the suggested reasons for consolidation and the
creation of new council boundaries largely do not apply to Brighton.

[ Place and Representation

The Board suggests that a majority of Tasmanians want fewer councils. However, a majority of
Brighton residents do not want Brighton to be amalgamated or consolidated.

The Board goes to great lengths to stress the importance of local representation when considering
each scenario, however there is no way Brighton residents will get better local representation under
any proposed scenario.

The Board suggests some boundaries do not represent today’s ‘communities of interest’. The Board
and the associated UTAS researchers are likely unaware of the strong and valued sense of identity
within the Brighton community and its sub-region and the community interactions that are not easily
extracted from ABS data.

Sentiment and Identity

Whilst there is an element of the Brighton Municipality playing a role as an outer growth suburb for
Greater Hobart and also towards our sub-region to the north, there is a strong and proud sentiment
towards Brighton as a municipality and as a whole. Indeed, it has existed relatively consistent for about
160 years.

It is misplaced to view the suburbs of Bridgewater, Herdsmans Cove and Gagebrook as feeling like
part of Hobart or indeed Clarence. These suburbs have been completely isolated and separate from
Greater Hobart from their creation. They are far more disconnected from Greater Hobart than
comparable suburbs in Glenorchy and Clarence (distance, public transport, river, education,
employment, services, identity) and this plays out clearly in community sentiment.

Clear trends, particularly within the past 5 years also show that increasingly Brighton is becoming its
own self-sustaining regional hub and growth area. The growth trend has enabled the critical mass for
significant public and private investment within Brighton in the past 10 years, which has only increased
a sense of self-sufficiency and identity.
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Sentiment - Evidence and Data

Since 2015, Brighton Council has conducted various community surveys regarding consolidation
and/or mergers, including a full phone polling survey conducted by Myriad Research on mergers and
their options (See Figure 1).

The community has consistently said that they do not want to merge or change boundaries: over 60%,
with a majority in all age groups and all suburbs. The poll was modelled to ensure appropriate
proportional representation across all suburbs, based on population spread.

Preferred merger option

m A Greater Hobart council m A greater rural council
= A merger with a neighbouring council No change
= Don't know/other

Figure 1: Myriad research survey result (2015).

The community were asked again if they ‘would support being amalgamated with other councils’ in
2019, with approximately 400 people responding to the online survey (See Figure 2). 63% were against
merging, 25% were for and 12% did not express a view.

217 NEARLY FINISHED!Would you support Brighton Council being
amalgamated with other councils?

Answered: 364  Skipped: 6
Yes

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 2: Support for Brighton Council amalgamation (Community survey, 2019)
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Whilst Council have not polled the community on mergers or consolidation again since 2019, Council
has tracked community sentiment regarding Council’s performance, including in 2020/21 as part of
the 2050 Vision process. Over 700 people contributed to the 2050 Vision and it showed perceptions
of Council’s performance continue to improve. It can be assumed that the results indicate that the
community’s desire for consolidation with other councils is likely to still be weak and possibly even
weaker.

Brighton Council’s performance

Participants were asked to rate Brighton Council’s overall performance.
A total of 68% responded ‘good’ or ‘excellent’, 26% ‘average’ and only
6% ‘poor’ or ‘terrible’.

18% Excellent

2% Terrible
g 4% Poor

50% Good

26% Average

Figure 3: Feedback on Brighton Council's performance taken from 2050 Vision survey (2021/22)

Figure 4 below also outlines some of the key concerns our community have raised about losing
Brighton Council due to consolidation in the community survey results. A total of 75% of respondents
were concerned about increased rates and charges and 65% of respondents were concerned about
getting poorer services. There is no analysis or information provided by the Board in the Information
Packs or any other publications that do anything to alleviate the key concerns raised by our
community.

Q18 If the State Government forced council amalgamations, what would
be your major worries?

Answered: 363  Skipped: 7

Loss of fair
rating system

Increased
rates and...

Loss local
representati...

Loss of local
identity

Poorer services

Other (please

specify,

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

ANSWER CHOICES

Loss of fair rating system

Increased rates and charges

Loss local representation (a local voice)
Loss of local identity

Poorer services

Other (please specify)
Total Respondents: 363

BO% 90% 100%

RESPONSES
42.15%

75.21%
45.18%
41.60%
65.29%

9.92% 36

Figure 4: Key concerns about amalgamations raised in the community survey (2019)
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Regional and Sub-regional involvement

Brighton plays an active role regionally, sub-regionally and with other councils - it is not an insular
council. Brighton plays a lead role in the two key current activities of the STCA, which are regional
planning and climate change, and Brighton has been the administrator for the STCA for the past
couple of years.

Brighton highly values its relationship and partnerships with SCS. This group of four councils have
demonstrated that they can work together to achieve regional outcomes whilst still providing local

representation for their communities.

The SCS have a long and successful history of:

. sharing resources;

. applying for grant funding;

. coordinating consistent approaches to emerging issues; and
. undertake joint projects and programs.

Examples of joint projects include the South-Central Workforce Network (SWN) regional employment
hub, joint regional infrastructure study, the preparation of Destination Action Plans, amongst other
matters. Brighton administered the group and its work, runs the employment hub and Brighton's
Mayor chairs the group.

2. Future Needs and Priorities

The Board is more critical of smaller Councils, particularly in regard to their growth and sustainability.
This does not apply to Brighton Council as it is already large in population and has strong population
and economic growth.

Brighton Council has also demonstrated that it has the capacity to deliver for its community and the
region. Brighton has high levels of service and sophisticated strategic plans across its functions.
Brighton has demonstrated that it can play a strong role in advocacy for its community.

Population Growth

Brighton Council has had extremely strong population growth of 23.2% in the last 10 years from 15,291
in 2011 to 18,834 in 2021 (ABS Census data). State Government’'s own 2019 Population Projections
report identifies Brighton as the fastest growing Council in Tasmania by percentage, passing the
population of Burnie Council this year to become the state’s tenth largest council.

Further, a University of Tasmania (UTAS) study into regional population trends in Tasmania found that
Brighton was the only LGA in the state that has sustainable growth supported by growth from both
natural increase and migration'.

Community and Council Self-Sufficiency

Increasingly Brighton is hitting critical mass or economies of scale that provide the catalyst for
important public and private investment. The Gross Regional Product (GRP) for Brighton has grown
by about 24% in the past 4 years. Brighton's rate base has been diversifying in recent years after
historically being very much dominated by residential properties. The past few years have seen a
significant rise in industrial and commercial developments with a strong pipeline over the coming
years for developments that are yet to pay rates.

TUniversity of Tasmania 2019. Insight Nine- regional population trends in Tasmania: Issues and options.
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The number of jobs within the municipality has roughly doubled within the past 15 years (see Figure
5). This looks set to double again within the next 10-15 years, increasing the ratio of residents of the
region working within it. This huge employment growth, which spans industrial, commercial and
service/administration sectors is driving an increasingly self-sufficient community with all the
required services and infrastructure available locally.

In simple terms, by ‘self-sufficient’ we mean a greater number of people being able to live, work and
play within the area. Increasingly, our community is able to work, be educated, shop and recreate
within our municipality. This is also supporting the communities of the wider sub-region and reducing
their need to travel into Greater Hobart.

Brighton now has the largest provision of industrial zoned land in Southern Tasmania®, over xz
and the demand for this is projected to increase. The Brighton Industrial Estate is

the major transport interchange for southern Tasmania and provides significant
employment opportunities for Brighton residents. Between 2006° and 2021, the
Brighton LCA experienced a 110% Increase in jobs (31% of which were in the last 5 %
years), with most new jobs in the transport, postal and warehousing. construction, and

accommodation and food services industries. The period between 2016 and 2021 saw some
noticeable changes in jobs and industry of employment, particularly in retail trade, which is
likely a conseguence of the COVID-19 pandemic.

as many jobs

compared to 2006

LGA
Brighton (M)

1M0%

|

Central Highlands (M)

Clarence (C) _ 69%
Derwent Valley (M)
Glamorgan/Spring Bay (M) _ 26%
Glenorchy (C)
Hobart (C) _ 29%
Huon Valley (M)
Kingborough (M) 52%
Sorell (M)
Southern Midlands (M) - 17%
Tasman (M)
Total Southern Tasmania _ 37%
I [ I I I I I I |
-10 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Growth In jobs (2006 to 2021)
Percent (%)

Figure 5: Growth in jobs by LGA in Southern Tasmanian region (2006 to 2021) (ERA Planning and Environment,
May 2023)

These investments in turn lead to the area having more of the services and infrastructure that drive
population and economic growth, which then drive further growth. We are seening a dramatic growth
inlocal employment opportunities, expanded education and health services, expanding sporting clubs
and associated infrastructure and improvements to parks and the public realm.
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Organisationally, Brighton is transitioning from a small to medium council, which is gradually leading
to an ability to provide a broader range of services, better infrastructure and a higher level of service.
In line with the municipal trends highlighted above, this transition will continue for the foreseeable
future.

Ability to facilitate emerging industries and regional development

Brighton Council has demonstrated that it plays a strong role in facilitating regional development
through its own advocacy or in partnership with the SCS sub-region. For example, Police Divisional
Headquarters for the entire SCS Sub-region is based in Bridgewater (new $15 million facility
commenced). The newly completed ambulance centre serves the Brighton and Southern Midlands
parts of our sub-region. The SES, which is based in Brighton, serves Brighton as well as northward
into the sub-region.

The Trade Trading Centre’s catchment aligns exactly to the SCS sub-region boundaries as does the
regional Jobs Hub (funded by State Government, run by Brighton Council).

The new Brighton High School and the recently completed school farm are both intended to serve
part or all of our sub-region.

The Pontville Park sports grounds are increasingly servicing the local community and the broader
region. Brighton was able to attract $6M in federal funding for a new state of the art pavilion to improve
the offering for the local football and cricket clubs. Council also continues to invest in improved
facilities for local poultry, dog and horse groups that use the area.

Brighton Council has also been working closely with key stakeholders to support the establishment
of the emerging hydrogen industry in the Brighton Industrial Hub. Council has also been liaising with
State Government on the creation of a Circular Economy Hub in the area.

Brighton Council will continue to deliver development and support emerging industries that benefit
the region through its advocacy and strong partnerships without the need to change local government
boundaries.

Strategic and Regional Planning

As noted above, Brighton Council has strong economic and population growth. From a strategic
planning and growth management sense, Brighton is playing a critical dual role in the growth of
Greater Hobart and in the significant function as a regional hub.

Brighton Council understands its role as a growth Council and the importance of having strong
strategic plans to ensure growth is managed well. Brighton has demonstrated that it has a
sophisticated approach to strategic planning and updates its strategic land use plan for the
municipality on a 5 yearly basis. This approach has resulted in strategically well-placed land releases
in Old Beach and Brighton which has contributed to the strong growth of Greater Hobart.

Brighton Council has also developed a strong relationship with the State Planning Office over the
years and is often asked for advice or on key consultation groups. Brighton is also project managing
the Outer Hobart residential demand and supply study after playing a lead role of securing
government and partner councils funding for the project. The work is seen as critical to feed into the
STRLUS review and understanding the housing needs of the region. Brighton has also played a key
role, with Hobart City Council and Sorell Council, in developing the Regional Planning Coordinator
role and ensuring they are adequately resourced to deliver a new STRLUS. This work demonstrates
that Brighton Council has the ability to work with both regional and inner city Councils and the State
Government to advocate and deliver strong planning outcomes for the region.



Brighton Council The Future of Local Government Review: Brighton Council Submission 13

Brighton has also been proactive in planning for social infrastructure and has been able to leverage
over $12M of State and Federal for community projects, including new parks in each one of its urban
areas, SWN Jobs Hub, trail network upgrades, commercial streetscapes and new sports grounds and
facilities.

Brighton also has strategic plans across its other functions, such as climate change, community
development, economic development and natural resource management. A list of current strategies
is provided below;

Strategy/Plan Function

Social Infrastructure Plan 2023 Community Development
Land Use Planning

Infrastructure Planning

Foreshore Management Plan 2023 Natural Resource Management

Natural Resource Management Strategy 2023 Natural Resource Management

South Central Sub-Region (SCS) Infrastructure Planning - | Regional Planning

2022 Infrastructure Planning

Weed Management Strategy 2022 Natural Resource Management

South Brighton Master Plan 2022 Land Use Planning

Cris Fitzpatrick Park Master Plan 2021 Land Use Planning

Public Art Strategy 2021 Community Development

Brighton Industrial Estate - Place & Brand Strategy 2021 Economic Development

Land Use Planning

Brighton Structure Plan Land Use Planning

Climate Change & resilience Strategy Climate Change

Greening Brighton Strategy Land Use Planning

Infrastructure Planning

Bridgewater Parkland Master Plan Land Use Planning

Open Space Strategy

Land Use Planning

South Central Sub-Region Workforce Planning Report

Regional Planning

Brighton Street Tree Strategy

Infrastructure Planning

Land Use Planning

Ted Jeffries Memorial Park Master Plan

Open Space Planning

Lennox Park Master Plan

Open Space Planning

Old Beach Zoning review

Land Use Planning

Bridgewater Waterfront Precinct Master Plan

Land Use planning
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J. Financial Sustainability

The Board points to some councils not being financially sustainable. By any objective measure
Brighton Council is financially sustainable.

. Brighton's Long Term Asset Management plan is in total sync with its Long-term Financial
Plan.
. Brighton Council’s last Annual Financial Report met or exceeded every management indicator

identified by the Auditor General.

. Council posted an underlying surplus in the last financial year.
Sustainability/diversity of revenue base

The Board mentions rates being high for people in some municipal areas. Brighton has the lowest per
capita general rate in Tasmania. In addition, ratepayers in Brighton are overwhelmingly supportive of
their unique rating structure. It would be all but impossible to keep this rating structure under any
boundary change or consolidation.

With the cheapest rates in the state and a flat rating system that is popular within our community, it
is difficult to see how any consolidation would not lead to our rate payers paying higher rates and
losing the flat rating system. The community and the council are very unlikely to support either of
these outcomes in the absence of a compelling demonstration of community benefit.

Council has concerns that most consolidation scenarios would lead to the Brighton rate payer
effectively subsidising to bring the infrastructure and services of other areas up to higher standards.

Asset replacement/renewal

The Board suggests some councils are not adequately maintaining their assets. Brighton maintains
its assets to contemporary standards and is independently assessed well in this regard each year. In
fact, Council’'s average asset sustainability ratio that compares asset renewal expenditure to
depreciation averaged 113% over the last four years.

Council asset sustainability ratio forecast over the coming 10 year period illustrate that we are well
positioned and will fully fund our depreciation expenses.

Council is moving to reduce our operating surplus ratio over the coming decade with a view to ensure
that rate payers are getting the best value for money. We are progressively increasing the level of
service for the community in a measured and financially responsible manner.

Council’s historical financial performance combined with our long-term forecasts indicate that the
applied financial management principles stand Council in good stead to be financially sustainable into
the coming decade and well into the future.

4. [Operational Capability

Whilst we understand the rationale behind the ‘blank sheet of paper’ approach, the Board should be
aware of the value of a good organisational culture and a stable and harmonious operation. Such a
thing is difficult to build, takes a long time to create and is easily lost. It would be very silly to risk
throwing away organisations that have this and much smarter to use them as a foundation for the
improvements the Board is seeking to make to local government. Without good organisational culture
there is poor implementation of strategy and there is terrible efficiency.

Continuity is critical for staff culture and mental health, but it will also be critical for ensuring that the
public continues to receive what they need and expect from local government.
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Brighton has exceptional organisation culture and continues to be a highly stable council. This reflects
directly in our staff recruitment, our high retention rates and in the regard in which our community
hold us. Recent staff surveys show that a very high percentage of our staff would recommend us as a
place of employment, believe they have effective and respectful relationships at work, believe we have
an excellent culture from the top down and ‘have a clear understanding of their role and how it relates
to council strategies’.

The Board should also consider the potential loss of invaluable organisational culture and foundations
for success. Brighton has a strong culture, is a stable council and is on a positive trajectory. In seeking
to improve the local government sector as a whole, it would be unwise to risk losing organisations,
embedded cultures and people that would be better viewed as a potential pillar for future
improvement to the sector.

Service provision capacity

The Board suggest the level of service in some areas is not adequate. Brighton's level of service is
comparable to Tasmania's larger councils and is on a trajectory to increase incrementally year on year
in line with the councils strong projected growth.

Part of the reason for Brighton's high levels of service is the continuity provided by our high retention
rates. The Board has made much of this issue in its work and highlighted it as a key rationale of the
need for consolidation. However, they may not be aware that Brighton has not had major issues in this
regard and has very high retention rates. The only area that has been difficult in recent years is
engineering, but this is the same across the country both in the public and private sector and is clearly
not a Tasmanian Council-specific issue.

Brighton benefits from access to a commuting-distance pool of professional staff and expertise. We
effectively have access to a population catchment of over 200,000 people within the Greater Hobart
region within commuting distance and can offer some career advantaged to talented people that the
larger city councils cannot. This ability to recruit and retain is a huge asset to Brighton and our region.
It saves our community money and ensures better service. No other settlements within the Sub-
region have this benefit to the same extent. Any changes to local government should not do anything
to harm this valuable asset for our area.
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Brighton Council's position in a mandatory change context

Brighton Council is in no way advocating for any change to local government boundaries as its clear
position is to retain the status quo and strongly agrees with the Governments stated position of no
forced council amalgamations.

However, Council recognises that despite the Governments recent announcement that there will be
no forced amalgamations, the Future of Local Government Review will continue and the Board’s view
is that mandatory changes to existing Council boundaries is needed . In this context, Brighton Council
has an obligation to put forward a position that is seen as the most palatable for the existing
community.

Brighton Council believes that it is a north facing regional hub that services the Midlands Highway
growth corridor. On this basis, the majority of Councillors agree that Scenario 3, and to a lesser extent,
Scenario 4 from the Central and Midlands Information Packs are Council's preferred scenario.

One Councillor held the view that Brighton/Pontville was the true centre of a north facing regional hub
and that these suburbs should be joined with the Southern Midlands LGA. Whereas the suburbs of
Old Beach, Gagebrook, Herdsmans Cove and Bridgewater had a greater connection to Glenorchy and
these suburbs should be joined to the Glenorchy LGA. As indicated above, the majority of councillors
did not support this opinion.

Council dismisses all other proposed scenarios from the three Information Packs that include
Brighton.

The below information further explores the majority position of Council.

Lommunity of interest

Clear trends, particularly within the past 5 years show that increasingly Brighton is becoming a
regional hub as much or more than an outer growth area. This can clearly be seen in the information
presented below, with some recent specific examples being the developments completed or now
underway of a new high school, school farm, shopping centre, sporting facilities, all of which are based
on serving the wider region to the north of Brighton as well as Brighton itself.

Whilst there is an element of the Brighton Municipality playing a role as an outer growth suburb for
Greater Hobart, community sentiment remains strongly aligned with the area’s more rural recent
history. In addition, the suburbs or Bridgewater, Herdsmans Cove and Gagebrook are massively more
disconnected from Greater Hobart than comparable suburbs in Glenorchy and Clarence (distance,
public transport, river, education, employment, services, identity) and this plays out clearly in
community sentiment.

As mentioned above, Brighton Council also has strong existing relationships with Councils to the
north through the SCS Sub-region and has demonstrated that we can work together to achieve
regional outcomes. Whilst Council does work with the “big 4” Hobart metro Councils on occasion, it
does not have the same collaborative relationships it has with our northern neighbours. For example,
Brighton was not included in the Greater Hobart Committee to deliver the Hobart City Deal.

Local representation and access

Brighton Councillors felt strongly that the existing Brighton community needed to continue to have
strong local representation and that this would be best achieved under scenario 3. Under this
scenario, the existing Brighton community would make up nearly 75% of the ratepayers and its role as
a regional hub would continue to be a core focus for the new council, but with greater consideration
for its role in the broader region.
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Under the Eastern and Western Shore scenarios, Brighton's existing community would have much
less local representation and would likely become an outlier on the fringe of Greater Hobart. It is
expected it would become much more citycentric and its role as an important regional hub neglected
at a cost to Brighton Council and the other SCS Sub-region Councils.

More so than other scenarios, Scenario 3 has the potential to strengthen, rather than weaken the rural
and regional communities within it. It could easily retain and even expand local employment and
service & political access within these areas. It would gain enough scale to assist these areas but
would not be so large that large urban population clusters or key villages, towns or suburbs are able
to dominate attention or decision-making.

It could also enable a better interaction between the inherent links between rural/regional areas and
our cities: they are not two different worlds - they are interdependent on one another and critically
serve one another. It is important not to establish binary councils, but to have some councils that
understand this interdependency and can embrace it as a positive and something with great economic
and social potential.

It would be important to explore all potential models to ensure local representation and local access
remain as high as possible (this goes for access to relevant staff as well as to councillors). There is a
risk that under the current model that the large population centre will dominate where elected
members come from.

All options should be on the table, from the ward council model to more contemporary versions of
them or too far more nuanced and modern systems of participatory democracy. For example, the City
of Melbourne has a hybrid model where a proportion of elected members are elected from an
unsubdivided area and a proportion from wards to ensure a spread of representation.

Lommunity Sentiment

As noted in sections above, Brighton Council has conducted various community surveys regarding
consolidation and/or mergers. The community has consistently said that they do not want to merge
or change boundaries: over 60%, with a majority in all age groups and all suburbs.

The community have also been asked about preferred options if a change was to occur: four times as
many people favoured being part of a larger rural council (with our sub-region) rather than becoming
part of a greater Hobart council (30% versus 8%) (see Figure 6).

Merger preferences (%)
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Figure 6: Merger preferences (Myriad Research 2015)

Also, interesting to note is the question regarding which of the neighbouring councils residents would
prefer to merge with: Southern Midlands was the overwhelming preference with 49% favouring it (see
Table 1).
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Council %
Glenorchy 18.8
Clarence 14.1
Derwent Valley 18.0
Southern Midlands 48.8
Hobart 0.3

Table 1: Response to survey question: “And if Brighton Council were to merge with a neighbouring council,
which council do you think it should be?” (Myriad Research, 2015)

Interestingly, Southern Midlands is the favoured direction by all suburbs, including the southern
suburbs most close to Glenorchy and Clarence, see below:

Table 4d. ii Brighton Old Beach Bridgewater | Gagebrook Other
% % % % %
Glenorchy 11.0 18.7 20.0 33.3 15.8
Clarence 9.9 26.2 6.3 14.8 8.8
Derwent Valley 22.0 11.2 25.0 14.8 17.5
Southern Midlands 56.0 43.9 48.8 37.0 57.9
Hobart 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 2: Response by suburb to survey question: “And if Brighton Council were to merge with a neighbouring
council, which council do you think it should be?” (Myriad Research, 2015)

It is also worth reiterating the key concerns our community have about losing Brighton Council due to
consolidation in the survey results shown in Figure 4 above. The Board will need to seriously consider
how to alleviate the concerns of the community through any mandatory boundary change.

Brighton as a Regional Hub

As noted above, Brighton Council plays an important role regionally, providing an administrative,
commercial and service hub that clearly services the northern region.

For example, the Police Divisional Headquarters for the entire SCS Sub-region is based in
Bridgewater (new $15 million facility commenced). The newly-completed ambulance centre serves the
Brighton and Southern Midlands parts of our sub-region. The SES, which is based in Brighton, serves
Brighton as well as northward into the sub-region.

The Trade Trading Centre’s catchment aligns exactly to the SCS sub-region boundaries as does the
regional Jobs Hub (funded by State Government, run by Brighton Council).

The new Brighton High School and the recently completed school farm are both intended to serve
part or all of our sub-region.

Sporting Clubs

Pontville Park sporting precinct plays a growing role as a regional sporting facility that supports
Brighton and communities to the north.
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Players at the Brighton Football Club based in Pontville, includes roughly 10% SMC residents, 5%
DVC, 5% CHC (as well as engaging another roughly 5% from GCC & CCC).

It can be assumed the Cricket Club have similar numbers. The Brighton Storm Soccer Club likely has
even higher participation from SMC, CHC and DVC given there is very limited soccer facilities and
clubs in those areas and Brighton is becoming a regional hub for soccer (with a further $3.3 million to
be spent this year on the soccer precinct).

The facility also hosts the Brighton Show, horse shows, the poultry club, dog club and other users that
all have roots in the agricultural areas to the north.

Medical

Brighton is increasingly providing a range of medical facilities. Council has just begun construction on
a new extended hours GP clinic in Brighton which will serve the wider region. Dentists and allied
health, including counselling and mental health services are also growing with the medical precinct in
central Brighton.

Aboriginal health and other services are also centred in Bridgewater, associated with Tagari Lia and
Kutalayna Collective.

Education

Brighton has five primary schools, soon to be two high schools and the Trade Training Centre that
services the sub-region of four councils (BC, CHC, DVC and SMC).

The catchment for the new Brighton High School includes significant areas of Southern Midlands.

Bridgewater has two childcare centres and a new facility is currently being constructed in Brighton
which will serve the Brighton township and suburbs to the north.

Government Administration Services

Service Tasmania, Centrelink, Libraries Tasmania and associated services located in Bridgewater
serve much of the region to the north.

Shopping/day-to-day commerce

Whilst council don’t have excellent contemporary data on this (Brighton is likely to commission a full
commercial study in their 2023-24 budget) anecdotal information suggests that people in the
Southern Midlands from Oatlands south get their groceries and supplies in Brighton and Bridgewater.
This is also the same for Bothwell and surrounds with people from Hamilton and Ouse more likely to
head towards New Norfolk.

Brighton Industrial Hub

The Brighton Industrial Hub (the Hub) is increasingly playing a greater role for local employment
opportunities for the sub-region. The Hub itself is northward facing and provides Intermodal transport
with access to National Highway and rail network.

The Hub also provides a critical link between the south-central agricultural industries with their
markets as well as providing the ‘inland freight port’ for Southern Tasmania and a key industrial
precinct.

Increasing the opportunities for integration and mutual benefit between the transport and logistics,
warehousing, agricultural supplies and machinery, manufacturing and other industries at the Brighton
Hub with the surrounding irrigation schemes and growing agriculture is being realised, including the
ability to more readily export products from the region.
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Demographics
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Some examples of demographic criteria where the Brighton community has more in common with its
sub-region than with the Greater Hobart areas of Clarence and Glenorchy are shown in the table

below.

For example, all of the educational attainment for the SCS Council's is vastly different to those of
Clarence and Glenorchy. Similarly, the occupation top responses in Brighton, Southern Midlands and
Derwent Valley are all Technicians/trade workers compared to professionals in Clarence and
Community and service workers in Glenorchy.

Whilst there are some commonalities with Glenorchy in the other criteria, Clarence is a clear outlier
in all criteria. It is evident from the data below that Brighton’'s community does not fit with the more
urban areas of Clarence and Glenorchy.

Criteria Brighton Derwent Central Southern Glenorchy Clarence
Valley Highlands Midlands
Population 18, 995 10,942 2,520 6,675 50, 411 61, 531
Indigenous 11.6% 6.6% 6.1% 6.8% 5.4% 4.3%
Status
Level of 20.7% 22.1% 21.8% 21.2% 15.2% 14.8%
highest
educational
attainment -
year 10
Level of 8.9% 9% 10.5% 9.1% 21.8% 25.8%
highest
educational
attainment -
Degree or
above
Type of 6.4% 6.2% 4.2% 5.6% 12.7% 13.2%
educational
institution
attending -
Tertiary -
University or
other higher
education
Occupation, Technicians/ | Technicians/ | Managers - | Technicians/ | Community | Professionals
top responses trade trade 24.5% trade and - 23.6%
workers - workers - workers - Personal
16.7% 17.3% 16.5% Service
Workers -
16.6%

Industry of Other Social | Other Social Sheep Sheep Other Hospitals -
employment, Assistance Assistance Farming Farming Social 4.8%
top responses Services - Services - (Specialised) | (Specialised) | Assistance

4.3% 5.9% - 85% -5.5% Services -

4.6%

Household 19.7% 22.7% 31.9% 20.8% 22.4% 16.8%

income - Less
than $650 total
household

weekly income

Table 1: Demographic Criteria (ABS Census 2021)
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Growth areas and long-term sustainability

In scenario 3, Area B has a population of 23,688. This number is actually incorrect and should be
25,670 (Brighton - 18,994 + Southern Midlands - 6,675, nearly 2,000 people more). Errors in the data
such as these are concerning and damages the credibility of the Information Packs.

The growth rate for Area B from 2011 -2021 is listed as 19.7%. Regardless of whether this figure is
correct or not, Brighton Council believes growth should be front of mind for any boundary change
scenario and the Board should be mindful to ensure all key growth areas are not lumped into the same
few proposed new council boundaries.

It would be unwise to establish a new council area that had projected population decline, as could be
the case for some potential rural, regional or Midlands based council boundaries.

Growth will be critical for any new councils to ensure long-term sustainability and as such it makes
sense to ensure that each proposed new council area has projected growth to underpin its future
financial sustainability and self-sufficiency.

This is central to Council's thinking when selecting Scenario 3 (or 4) from the Central and Midlands
Information Pack and dismissing all other options.

For example, if Brighton Council was included in the Eastern or Western Shore scenarios, then you
would be removing the key growth area from all Central and Midlands scenarios, potentially setting
them up to fail.

The Activity Centre Network shown in Figure 7 neatly sums up the regional hubs and growth areas as
it highlights New Norfolk, Brighton, Sorell and Huonville and their “zone of influence” in yellow. It
makes some sense to build a sustainable model around those four growth areas supporting the
regional areas that feed into them.

MAP 8: THE ACTIVITY CENTRE NETWORK

Now Norfolk

;

Figure 7: Activity Centre Network - STRLUS
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Regional Planning

Council encourages the Board to consider the Activity Centre Network from STRLUS (see Figure 6)
when considering communities of interest and the roles of different settlements. The Activity Centre
network categorises Bridgewater as a major activity centre and depicts it serving a ‘zone of influence’
(or catchment) generally coinciding with the Brighton municipality.

Furthermore, Brighton township is categorised as a Rural Service Centre which provide
predominantly non-urban communities with a range of goods and services to meet their daily and
weekly needs. They may include local or district level commercial office space and district offices of
government functions. The ‘zone of influence’ for Brighton township is clearly towards the north.

With regards to elements of larger scale strategic planning - the City Deal & Greater Hobart Act are
well-established and well-progressed and do not envisage Brighton or others being involved, this
means key pieces of work under these structures are currently not incorporating Brighton or its sub-
region.

Kates

Brighton is unusual in having a flat rating system rather than one based on AAV. This system remains
the preferred method of rating by a majority of councillors and is considered to be popular, and likely
strongly defended, by the majority of ratepayers.

The Board will need to consider how Brighton's residents will be able to maintain their flat rate under
any new boundary scenarios or to model and demonstrate how the introduction of a new system will
not lead to higher costs over the long-term for rate payers and potential price shocks.

Under Brighton's preferred scenario, there is likely to be smoother rates harmonisation and lower
shocks than there would be if consolidating with Clarence or Greater Hobart areas.

Finances

As noted previously, there is a distinct lack of modelling making it extremely difficult to understand
the financial sustainability of any scenario. Even under Council’s preferred scenario, there are a range
of concerns that will need to be addressed before any commitment to boundary changes is made.

For example, Brighton Council currently don’t know if assets are valued and the consumption method
undertaken the same way between Councils. Some very basic analysis suggests that our neighbouring
Council’'s asset consumption ratios are lower than what the benchmark requirements are.

Councils will need to understand how much investment in assets is required to get them to a
consumption level that is satisfactory for the community to accept. For local boundary changes to be
appetising to all communities the State Government would have to seriously consider initially funding
assets to be brought to a satisfactory level.

Another key concern for Brighton Council is repayment of debt and what benefit will Brighton
ratepayers get for paying off another Councils debt. Again, the State Government would need to
consider having loans potentially wiped by Tascorp so a new Council starts debt free.

Funding far a new Council

State Government funding will be critical for a smooth transition to create any new Councils. In
addition to the points above regarding asset equalisation, State Government will need to provide
funding for a range of assets and functions. Some examples are provided below.
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Main Office

Brighton Council is beginning to outgrow its existing offices and are currently considering upgrades
to increase capacity for additional staff. However, the offices would not have the capacity for the
amount of staff required for a larger Council. Nor are the offices well located for a more north facing
Council and would be better located in Brighton. Funding for new Council offices would be required.

Depots

Similarly, Brighton Council's Depot would need to expand which is not possible in its current location.
Again, it would make more sense to relocate to a larger site, logically in the Brighton Industrial Hub.
Upgrades to other depots in the new Council area would also need to be funded.

Waste Transfer Stations

Improved waste management will be a key focus of new Councils and it is likely that many smaller
facilities could then be rationalised. Brighton Council has acquired land in the Brighton Industrial Hub
to build a new contemporary waste transfer station which could operate as a regional facility. State
Government funding to build contemporary waste management facilities would be required.

Funding of modelling and strategic work

As noted earlier, Brighton Council has a sophisticated suite of strategic plans. These will all need to
be updated to incorporate the larger area to ensure that they are relevant, and parts of the new
Council area do not miss out. This will take significant staff and financial resources and should be
supported by the State Government.

Software

Brighton Council demonstrated what a small innovative Council can achieve by developing its own
local government software company some years ago. The software company grew to a point where it
needed significant investment to reach its potential and Council chose to sell it. As part of the sale,
Council received a favourable deal to continue to use the software at a reduced price. Losing this deal
through the creation of a new Council would create a significant cost where there currently isn't one
and funding should be provided to a new Council as compensation to its ratepayers.

Organisational Culture and Operational Success

As noted earlier, the Board has done little to acknowledge the value of good organisational culture
and how disruptive any kind of mandatory boundary change could be.

Brighton has exceptional organisation culture and continues to be a highly stable council. Whilst we
have no desire for merging organisations, our view is that given we work with Southern Midlands a
reasonable amount and resource share some staff, this would be a more simple transition than other
scenarios. Building a new council with the foundation of the people and organisational culture assets
we already have could be reasonably straight forward - with the appropriate terms, funding and
resourcing applied to it.

Other boundary considerations

Otago: The majority of Councillors agreed that the suburb of Otago should be located within the
Brighton Council area as was previously the case and that the Bowen Bridge is a logical geographical
boundary.

Richmond: The majority of Councillors agreed that consideration should be given to including
Richmond into any scenario which includes Southern Midlands Council. Arguably, Richmond and the
agricultural areas west along Back Tea Tree Road, Middle Tea Tree Road and north along Colebrook
Road are a better fit in a north facing regional Council than an urban Clarence council.



Brighton Council The Future of Local Government Review: Brighton Council Submission 24

Conclusion

Brighton Council's preferred position is to retain the status-quo and strongly agrees with the
Government'’s stated position of no forced council amalgamations.

Brighton Council submits that an additional stage should be added to the Review which includes the
development of a Local Government Charter and detailed modelling of preferred scenarios prior to
the Board finalising its recommendations. This would at least provide the necessary information to
understand whether any of the scenarios are sustainable.

Brighton Council puts forward scenario 3, and to a lesser extent, scenario 4, from the Central and
Midlands Information Pack as its position if mandatory changes to local boundaries are enforced.
Brighton dismisses all other scenarios in the Information Packs.

Brighton believes that scenario 3 is the most appropriate because of Brighton’s role as a north facing
regional hub and its historical ties to the surrounding rural communities. Council believes that it will
be able to retain stronger local representation for its local communities under this scenario and it will
be a smoother transition because of our existing ties with these Councils.

However, Brighton Council’'s clear position is that it does not support any changes to its municipal
boundaries; and for good reason too. The drivers for changing local government boundaries clearly
don’t apply to Brighton. We have strong population, employment and economic growth, strong
financial credentials and the proven ability to attract and retain staff.

We have engaged with our community on various occasions over the last few years and it is clear that
they do not want local government boundaries to change. Survey results show that the community is
more than satisfied with the low rates and the levels of service. Brighton's geographical size means
that it has strong local representation with easy access to Council staff and elected representatives.
It allows Council to be responsive to our community’s needs.

The scale of Brighton Council as an organisation means that we can be sophisticated in our strategic
planning and management as well as be dynamic and in touch with our local community.

The Board fails to touch on organisational culture. Ours is strong and we are proud of it.

Bigger isn't always better.



