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Subject SECOND QUARTER REVIEW AGAINST THE COUNCIL PLAN - 
2015-2019 

 
File Ref SC214 
 
Prepared by Emma Lannan - Executive Policy Officer         
 
 
Reasons To fulfil statutory requirements according to the Local Government 

Act 1993 and the Local Government Amendment (Planning and 
Reporting) Act 2009 

 
Objective To update Council on progress towards the delivery of actions in 

the 2015/19 Council Plan 
 
 
 

Overview of Report 
The report (attachment 1) reflects actions and achievements undertaken during the 
second quarter (October – December 2015) in relation to performance targets as 
determined in the Council Plan 2015-2019. 

 
Background 
This is the second quarterly report presented against the Council Plan 2015/2019. The 
Council Plans sets out the strategic actions that will be undertaken by Council over the 
four year period, to help achieve the community’s vision as defined in the Community Plan, 
Ashfield 2023 – Our Place, Our Future. It also includes relevant performance indicators 
and service levels. 
 
Detailed information on performance against each initiative listed in the Council Plan is 
provided for this quarter in the attachment to this report. The report indicated that, overall, 
significant progress has been made towards the delivery of the programs and initiatives 
that Council committed to for the 2015/206 financial year. 
 
 
Financial Implications  
The financial details have been outlined in the Second Quarter Budget Review, reported to 
Council in correlation with this report. 
 
 
Other Staff Comments 
All Program Managers and Directors have contributed to the review through the delivery of 
their operational plans. 
 
 
Public Consultation 
While not specifically required for this report, on-going community consultation is 
undertaken in order to meet the aims and objectives of the various individual actions as 
noted. The quarterly review is made available for viewing and download by the community 
on Council’s website. 
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Conclusion 
The second quarter review provides detail regarding each of the actions associated with 
the first year in the delivery of the Council Plan. It reflects the performance against each 
initiative listed, as undertaken over the period. 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1  Review against Council Plan 2015-2019 DRAFT 44 Pages  
  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council note Council’s performance over the Second Quarter 2015/16 and 
the report be published on Council’s website. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
VANESSA CHAN 
General Manager  
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Subject SUBMISSION TO COUNCIL BOUNDARY REVIEW PROCESS 
 
File Ref SC1065 
 
Prepared by Emma Lannan - Executive Policy Officer         
 
 
Reasons To respond to the merger proposal for Ashfield, Leichhardt and 

Marrickville Councils, under examination by a Delegate of the 
Office of Local Government. 

 
Objective To inform Council of the proposed response and receive Council’s 

endorsement prior to submitting to the Council Boundary Review 
 
 
 

Overview of Report 
The Minister for Local Government has formally referred a merger proposal for 
Ashfield, Leichhardt and Marrickville Councils to the Chief Executive of the Office of 
Local Government for review. Examination of the proposal, and submissions 
responding to the proposal, has been delegated to Ms Cheryl Thomas. 
 
The community and Council has opportunity to make a submission responding to a 
series of factors, outlined under the Local Government Act. Submissions close on 
28 February 2016. This report presents a proposed submission for Council’s 
consideration. 

 
Background 
On 6 January 2016, the Minister for Local Government formally referred the merger proposals to 
the Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government (OLG), for review under Division 2B of the 
Local Government Act 1993 (NSW). The Chief Executive of OLG has delegated the examination of 
the proposals to 18 Delegates. The Delegate responsible for examining our Merger Proposal is Ms. 
Cheryl Thomas. More information about the Delegates is available at:  
www.councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au/#delegates  
 
The role of the Delegate is to examine the proposals and any evidence or information presented 
through a Public Inquiry and submissions process. It is important to note that the Delegate is only 
required to consider the ten factors identified under section 263 of the Act. Once the Delegate has 
completed their report, it is referred to the Minister and the Boundaries Commission for comment. 

  
Public Inquiry and community consultation 
 
The community consultation process opened on 7 January 2016 and closes on 28 February 2016.    
 
The process has involved the delegate: 

 Meeting with the individual Councils:  

o Ashfield Council met with the delegate on 27 January 2016 

 Conducting a Public Inquiry meeting on 2 February at West Ashfield Leagues Club: 

o Two sessions were held from 1pm to 5pm and 7pm to 10pm.  

o It has been reported that over 300 people attended and about 140 people registered 

to speak, across the two sessions. 
  

http://www.councilboundaryreview.nsw.gov.au/#delegates
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o Individuals were given up to 3 minutes to address the inquiry, with Councils up to 10 

minutes and organisations up to 6 minutes. 

 Written submissions may be made up to 28 February and can be submitted online or by 
mail 

 
Councillor McKenna addressed the delegate, as Ashfield Council’s representative, during the 
evening session. Other Councillors also addressed the delegate, including Councillors Lofts, Drury, 
Passas and Wangmann.  

 
Submission to Council Boundary Review 
The Delegate is required to review the Merger Proposal against the factors set out in s263 of the 
Local Government Act 1993. A submission has been prepared responding to these factors, 
expanding on the outline reported to Council on 27 January 2016.  The full submission is attached 
and a summary is provided below. 
 
Summary of Submission 
 
Ashfield Council remains opposed to forced amalgamation and believes the community’s best 
interests are served by small, connect and agile local government. Ashfield Council is financially 
sound and strongly positioned to provide the services, renew our assets and advocate for our 
community. 
 
There are no financial advantages to the proposed merger in the short term – only costs to be 
borne by the communities concerned. Any financial benefits in the medium to long term are 
significantly overstated and subject to the decisions of a future council. Assuming the underlying 
assumptions for the proposal’s modeling are correct, the purported benefit is $23.60 per resident 
per year, at most. We do not believe that this forecasted benefit is worth the costs to the 
community. 
 
The community of Ashfield is more culturally and linguistically diverse than that of Leichhardt and 
Marrickville councils. Ashfield also has a higher level of socioeconomic disadvantage. There is a 
very real risk that, in a larger council, the needs of non-English speaking, less affluent or 
marginalised communities would be diluted and services may be channeled away from those that 
need it most. 
 
Ashfield Council has a long history of grassroots, local democracy. This active participation by the 
community in decision-making has influenced land-use planning, the conservation of Ashfield built 
heritage, Council’s position and effective advocacy for transport, strategic planning and urban 
renewal that is aligned to the values and needs of our community, for example the GreenWay and 
Inner West Light Rail, and saving of Ashfield Park from the WestConnex M4 East extension.  
 
Ashfield’s gender equity and cultural diversity among elected representatives is unique in local 
government. It is a reflection of a history of active participation of community in local politics and 
smaller population size. In a larger council area, the likelihood of gender equity among councillors 
is greatly diminished. 
 
Community consultation was undertaken by Council in April 2015. It clearly demonstrates that the 
community’s first and strongest preference for Ashfield Council to remain as it is, with 54% 
selecting Ashfield Council to stand alone as their first preference. A merger of Ashfield, Leichhardt 
and Marrickville was most frequently selected as the community’s second preference (41%). 
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The proposed merger threatens the vibrancy of local democracy and will have a significant 
negative effect on local representation. The ratio of residents to councillors will grow from 1:3,708 
in Ashfield Council, to 1:15,499 in a larger, merged council. This is four times more residents per 
councilor and will drastically reduce the local community’s access to their elected representation. 
 
Ashfield Council is among the most efficient councils in metropolitan Sydney. The merger proposal 
purports that the forecasted financial savings will be redirected to improving community 
infrastructure and enhanced service delivery. No modeling has been undertaken to determine the 
new service offerings by an amalgamated council nor the potential cost to deliver these. The 
current three councils have key differences in their services offerings and delivery models, 
reflecting different needs and priorities of their communities. 
 
In the most recent Community Satisfaction Survey (2015), Ashfield residents considered all of 
Council’s services as important, with the lowest rating for a service being 6.1, on a scale from 1 to 
10, and the average ‘importance rating’ being 8.05. This is a reflection that Council’s service mix is 
both appropriate and highly valued by our community. 
 
In the last three years, Ashfield Council has strategically planned and engaged with our community 
on long term infrastructure needs and service levels, culminating in a special rate variation and a 
ten year program of asset renewal. There is no certainty for residents and ratepayers that the 
resources of a new, larger council will be distributed in an equitable manner and in accordance 
with the priorities and needs of the Ashfield community. 
 
The merger proposal purports, falsely, that a larger council will be able to attract better, more 
professional staff and elected representation to local government. Ashfield Council is recognised 
for excellence in strategic planning, environmental management, community engagement, arts and 
theatre, has one of the top turn-around times for Development Assessment in NSW and has been 
rated by TCorp as financially sound. These achievements are the result of our professional, multi-
skilled and highly experienced workforce and leadership from our elected Council. All salaried staff 
are protected from forced redundancy for three years, under the State Award. There is a threat, 
during a merger process, to retain highly skilled staff and their collective corporate knowledge due 
to the immense upheaval that comes with mergers and the risk of a poorly managed, rushed 
organisational change process.  
 
 
There are no financial, social or governance benefits to the proposed merger of Ashfield, 
Leichhardt and Marrickville Councils. All three councils are financially sustainable, responsive to 
their community’s needs and aspirations and have high quality political leadership. The purported 
financial savings are not worth the costs to the community in reducing their access to and diversity 
of elected representation. Local government is the level of government closest to the community. 
Amalgamating three effective and closely connected councils does not benefit the community’s 
which we serve. 
 

 
Financial Implications  
The Merger Proposal has forecast a net financial benefit of $113million over 20 years. There are 
some flaws with the underlying assumptions with this estimate, addressed in detail in our 
submission. 
 
A flyer was prepared and distributed to the community, including translation into Chinese and 
Italian, at a cost of $5,420.24. 
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Public Consultation 
The NSW Government promoted the consultation process via a website and a notification printed 
in the metropolitan newspapers.  
 
To inform our community of the process, a flyer was developed and distributed as soon as possible 
in January to advise residents and non-resident ratepayers of the Public Inquiry meeting and the 
submission process. It was also translated into Chinese and Italian. 

 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1  Submission to CBR - FINAL 34 Pages  
  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council adopt the draft Submission to the Boundary Review, as amended 
if required.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
VANESSA CHAN 
General Manager  
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