


3. Population growth is another significant factor in some areas.
4. More costs are being pushed onto Local Government by State.
5. Some of the staffing shortfalls are simply due to smaller rural councils not having the
rate base to support infrastructure.
On this last point I note that some (Devonport Council for instance) use this as a
justification for amalgamation so that urban areas can cross subsidise rural areas. I would
contend that there are more equitable and efficient ways to subsidise this infrastructure.
Where this is identified as the issue a direct subsidy from the State (that is to say all
Tasmanians) would be a better solution.

On Page 11 the report refers to the PESRAC report as the basis for initiating the current
review. It is therefore surprising that PESRAC is not included in the reading materials
provided by the Board. Nonetheless, I have read it and can’t help being impressed by how
closely the conclusions of the Board accord with those of PESRAC. Similarly PESRAC
does not reveal how they arrived at their conclusions.

Page 78 of the PESRAC report contains the following recommendation:
“In sponsoring the process, Parliament must start with the clear expectation that the process
will: 
• deliver a new structure of local government areas (LGAs) with many fewer LGAs and a
wholesale reconsideration of local government boundaries; 
• result in centralisation of some operations to achieve genuine scale across the new LGAs,
not that each will be delivering the same services themselves; and 
• deliver an outcome that will be implemented without material modification.”
So, the Board are delivering on that expectation rather than taking cognisance of the
evidence and the submissions made by Councils and others.
That would perhaps explain why stage 2 consultation meetings were held in a way to
discourage attendance and attempted to steamroll participants into accepting one of three
versions of compulsory amalgamation and/or service sharing.

Viewed overall (and from outside the tent) so to speak it is hard not to see the public
engagement and process so far as a sham. Dare I suggest that most members of the public
who have tried to engage would have been buried by the weight of material to be read and
absorbed and yet what is actually proposed is hard to discern amongst all that detail. A
casual observer could see that there is so much material presented, so many submissions
made by Local Governments and individuals and an expert panel to review all this material
and come to the conclusion that whatever the Local Government and the Minister decide
has been rationally derived therefrom. (If they have not had the time and energy to as I
have read through it all).
I contend that sadly that casual observer would be wrong.
Apart from the mountain of red tape the Board is proposing to heap upon Local
Government, the main actions thus far proposed by the Board are the very ones
recommended by PESRAC. As PESRAC does not reveal how they arrived at their
conclusions it is entirely plausible that they in fact derive from the ambitions of the current
government.

In considering the submissions by Local Governments it is worth noting that unlike
Federal and State governments, Local Government has an apolitical executive arm and
hence is unable to respond as robustly as can individuals. It is therefore telling that some of
the Local Government submissions are as critical as they are. It is also worthy of note that
with respect to restructuring of LGAs and consolidation of services the most common
response is ‘we can’t comment until you show us what you propose and provide
justification for that particular proposal’.








