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Executive summary 

The Acting Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government has delegated to me 

the function of examining and reporting on the proposal to amalgamate the local 

government areas of Bankstown and Canterbury.  A copy of the Instrument of 

Delegation is attached.1 

In undertaking the examination I arranged for public notification of the proposal 

through metropolitan and local newspapers as well as other media during January 

2016.  I invited comment on the proposal from the public through written submissions 

and verbal comments at two public meetings held on 2 February 2016.  Two hundred 

and fifty-nine people attended the meetings, 82 spoke at them.  I received 712 

written submissions.   

Section 263(3) of the Local Government Act 1993 (the Act) sets the criteria under 

which I am required to examine the merger proposal.  My examination found as 

follows. 

As regards financial factors, both councils’ current financial position would allow 

them to ‘stand-alone’; however, not without rate increases to remain financially 

sustainable in the future.  The estimated net benefits from a merger of between $74 

million and $86 million could be reinvested to improve infrastructure, enhance 

service delivery and reduce rate pressures for the community.  The financial factors 

are therefore in favour of the proposed merger.   

As regards community of interest and geographic cohesion, the communities of 

Bankstown and Canterbury have many similar characteristics.  They are different 

from the metropolitan average in similar ways.  There is also geographic cohesion 

between the two areas through natural features and significant infrastructure.  On 

balance, the facts under this criterion favour the proposed merger.   

As regards historical and traditional values, while these are similar in the two areas, 

they are neither in favour nor against the proposed merger.   

As regards the attitude of residents and ratepayers, the public response to the 

proposal and opinion polls undertaken by the two councils indicate a negative 

attitude to the merger, even though that attitude may not be widely or passionately 

held.  This factor is against the proposed merger.   

As regards the desirable and appropriate relationship between elected 

representatives and ratepayers and residents, the number of residents to councillors 

would rise if the proposed merger proceeded.  This is not necessarily a major 

disadvantage.  This factor is not in favour of the proposed merger but it is not a 

significant argument against it.   

                                                           
1
 See Appendix A. 
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As regards access to and delivery of services, the existing level of services can be 

maintained and even improved with a merger.  This factor is in favour of the 

proposed merger.   

As regards impact on employment of staff, the merger would result in a loss of jobs, 

likely to be at the executive level and in non-executive office staff.  Given that the Act 

provides three-year protection of non-senior jobs (probably extended to five years in 

the case of the Bankstown-Canterbury entity), this factor favours the merger 

proposal.   

As regards impact on rural communities, there is none in the case of the two 

metropolitan councils.   

As regards the division of the new area into wards, I recommend that the existing 

seven wards in the two areas be retained, at least for the first election.   

As regards the effective representation of diverse communities, I found this to be 

extremely well done in both areas.  The proposed merger would allow the councils to 

pool their considerable expertise in communicating with and representing the 

ethnically diverse communities of the area.  This factor is in favour of the proposed 

merger.   

Under other relevant factors, I have considered population size, namely that the 

population of the proposed entity will be 350,000 and may grow to between 400,000 

and 500,000 by 2031.  I do not think that this is a disadvantage in a metropolitan 

area projected to grow to 6 million.  It will make the new council more influential.  

This is a factor in favour of the proposed merger.   

I have reviewed and considered all verbal and written submissions received from the 

public consultation as well as any relevant information regarding this proposal.  

Written submissions and transcripts of the verbal submissions from public inquiries 

will be made public in due course. 

On the balance of the above criteria, I recommend that the proposed merger 

proceed. 
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Chapter 1  Background 

In January 2016, pursuant to section 218E of the Act, the Minister for Local 

Government made 35 proposals for altering existing local government boundaries.  

Pursuant to section 218F (1) of the Act he has referred these proposals to the Acting 

Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government.  Subsequently new proposals 

were added, both by local councils and the Minister.   

Among the proposals is one to merge the existing local government areas of 

Bankstown and Canterbury without any other change of boundary.  The Acting Chief 

Executive of the Office of Local Government has delegated to me the function of 

examining and reporting on the proposal to amalgamate Bankstown and Canterbury.  

My examination is governed by section 263 of the Act.2  

In undertaking the examination I arranged for public notification of the proposal 

through metropolitan and local newspapers (the Canterbury-Bankstown Express and 

the Canterbury-Bankstown Torch) as well as other media during January 2016. 

In addition I invited comment on the proposal from the public through: 

 written submissions lodged via an online portal or sent by ordinary mail to a 

dedicated postal address by 28 February 2016; and 

 verbal comments at two public meetings held on 2 February 2016.  

Prior to my role as Delegate, the NSW Government undertook consultation with the 

community and the local government sector over a four year period.  This process 

was also informed by: 

 the Independent Local Government Review Panel’s (ILGRP) 

recommendations in its report Revitalising Local Government in October 2013   

 the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal’s (IPART) assessment in 

2015 of councils’ proposals to meet the ‘fit for the future’ criteria.   

As delegate, it is not my task to re-visit earlier investigations, or to comment on their 

recommendations.  I am required to report on the proposal before me, not some 

modification of it (barring minor changes) or some other proposal even if that other 

proposal was mooted in one of the reports mentioned above.  My task is to 

recommend whether or not to proceed with the merger proposal before me.  

Therefore, I am not required to find that the proposal to merge Bankstown and 

Canterbury is the best of all possible proposals.  My task is to determine whether, in 

my opinion, it is better to proceed or not proceed with it.   

At the same time as I submit my report to the Minister, I am required to submit a 

copy to the Local Government Boundaries Commission (Boundaries Commission).  

                                                           
2
 Appendix B contains a copy of section 263 of the Act. 
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The Boundaries Commission will comment on my report, following which the Minister 

will make a decision whether or not to proceed with the proposed merger.   
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Chapter 2  The Proposal 

The proposal is to merge the existing Bankstown and Canterbury Local Government 

Areas (LGAs) into an entity which, for the purposes of this report, I shall call the City 

of Bankstown-Canterbury.   

 

 

 

Source: NSW Government, Merger Proposal: Bankstown City Council, Canterbury City Council, (NSW 
Government Proposal), January 2016 
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Chapter 3  Public Consultation 

The public consultation comprised both verbal and written submissions as outlined 
below. 

3.1 Public meetings 

To provide an opportunity for members of the public to express their view, two public 

meetings were held on Tuesday 2 February 2016 at the Bankstown Sports Club.  

The session times, attendance and speaker numbers were as follows. 

 Attendance Speakers For Against 

1pm – 5pm 155 45 - 45 
7pm -10pm 104 37 1 36 

Due to the number of registered speakers and to provide all registered speakers an 

opportunity to speak I restricted speakers to three minutes.  This caused some 

complaints but was preferable to depriving intending speakers of an opportunity to 

present their views.  In the event, as several people who  had registered to speak 

changed their mind, those speakers who wanted to speak for longer than three 

minutes could return to the microphone and finish their contribution.  .   

In addition, several people who had not registered to speak but wished to do so were 

provided an opportunity to address the meeting.  As a result, everyone who wanted 

to speak and remained to the end was heard.  

3.2 Call for submissions 

The advertisements calling for written submissions set the deadline at 5pm 28 

February 2016.  I extended the deadline to allow submissions which were posted by 

the following Monday 29 February 2016.  Submissions could be submitted on the 

Council Boundary Review website, or sent by mail to Council Boundary Review,  

GPO Box 5341, Sydney NSW 2001.  Written submissions were invited from the 

public including those who spoke at the public meetings and those who did not.  I 

received altogether 747 written submissions, of which 35 were duplicates, contained 

corrupt files, were illegible or not specific to the merger proposal, leaving 712 

submissions to be considered.   

3.3 The Mayors and Members of Parliament 

The Mayor of Bankstown spoke at the 1 pm and 7 pm public meetings.  The Mayor 

of Canterbury spoke at the 7 pm meeting.3   

Councillor Khal Asfour, Mayor of Bankstown’s position was that Bankstown should 

stand alone.  IPART had found that Bankstown was ‘Fit for the Future’.  He 

                                                           
3
 See transcript of the public meetings.  Written submissions and transcripts of the public meeting will be made 

public in due course. 
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considered there is no justification for merging it with another council.  Additionally, 

his position reflected the community’s preference and council’s wish.  Councillor 

Asfour outlined his council’s actions when IPART required it to demonstrate that it 

was ‘fit for the future’ which included: 

 extensive and thorough community consultation, which showed that 77% of 

the population wanted Bankstown to remain alone 

 high community satisfaction levels with the services provided by the council.   

Councillor Asfour stated that Bankstown was the only metropolitan council that 

IPART found ‘fit for the future’.  When the Minister for Local Government asked the 

council to indicate its preferred partner in case a merger proposal arose, his council 

indicated a first preference for Strathfield and only a second preference for 

Canterbury, noting that if a merger with Canterbury goes ahead, it will create the 

largest council in the State.   

Councillor Asfour stated that he considered Bankstown’s financial position to be 

sound, noting that the suggested savings in the KPMG4 report from a merger with 

Canterbury are small in the context of what Bankstown could save by remaining 

alone.  As concerns local representation, he noted there are currently about 17,000 

residents for each councillor in Bankstown.  With a merger there will be about 

23,000.5     

Finally, Councillor Asfour noted the things that the two areas shared, such as local 

newspapers, the train line, the M5 expressway, the Cooks and Georges Rivers, as 

well as some sports clubs.  He stated that these have been shared for a hundred 

years without the two areas being amalgamated and would continue to be shared.  

In conclusion, Councillor Asfour re-emphasised his council’s strong preference to 

stand alone.   

Councillor Brian Robson, Mayor of Canterbury said that, at the time of the 

constitution of the Independent Local Government Review Panel, his council had 

supported a merger with another council.  When the current merger proposals were 

made public, it became clear that, with the proposed amalgamations, councils to the 

south, east and north would have populations in the order of 150,000, which is the 

size of Canterbury now.   

As regards Canterbury’s financial position, Councillor Robson noted that IPART has 

accepted that it is ‘fit for the future’ with the exception of the criterion of size which 

Canterbury did not satisfy.  Yet, specifically on this criterion, Canterbury will be in a 

similar position to the newly merged councils to the north, east and south.  If all 

these merged councils are thought to satisfy the size criterion, Councillor Robson 

questioned why Canterbury did not.    

                                                           
4
 KPMG, Outline of Financial Modelling Assumptions for Local Government Merger Proposals, Technical Paper, 

January 2016 (KPMG Technical Paper). 
5
 These figures are corrected from the transcript, where they appear to be wrong.   
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In conclusion, Councillor Robson said that, notwithstanding his council’s opposition, 

he believed that the merger between Canterbury and Bankstown would occur.   

Three Members of State Parliament from electorates in the area spoke.  The Hon 

Tanya Mihailuk, Member for Bankstown spoke at both the afternoon and evening 

meetings.  She pointed out that the merger had no financial advantages for 

Bankstown, as it projected savings that were smaller than what Bankstown council 

could save itself if it remained alone.  Ms Mihailuk repeated Councillor Asfour’s 

argument that, with a merger, the number of residents per councillor would rise, that 

IPART deemed Bankstown “fit for the future”, and that Bankstown was a distinct 

entity completely different from Canterbury.  Ms Mihailuk commented that she had 

never set foot in the suburb of Canterbury.  In her opinion, the communities of 

Bankstown and Canterbury were completely different.   

The Hon Linda Burney, Member for Canterbury, spoke at the evening meeting.  She 

did not support forced amalgamations, and neither did the Labor Party, which she 

represented.  She noted what other speakers had said about the lack of financial 

advantage to either council of amalgamation.  She finished on the note ‘why do you 

have to fix something that is not broken?’ (a sentiment repeated many times also in 

the written submissions).   

The Hon Jihad Dib, Member for Lakemba, also spoke at the evening meeting.  He 

believed that the vast majority of the attendees were opposed to amalgamations, 

which was also his position.  The communities of Bankstown and Canterbury were 

deemed to be “Fit for the Future” on the criterion of finance.  They had no problem 

with each other but they preferred to stand alone as distinct communities.   

3.4 Feedback from public meetings and written submissions 

The sections 3.4.1 to 3.4.10 below summarise the public feedback from verbal and 

written submissions in the order of the factors in section 263(3). 

The figure below provides a breakdown of the section 263(3) factors that were 

addressed in written submissions.  The majority of these focused on the differences 

in communities of interest, attitudes towards the proposed merger, and the impact on 

issues such as service delivery, council finances and elected representation.   

Fewer comments were received in relation to employment impacts, historical and 

traditional values and diverse communities.   

The fewest comments were received in relation to wards and rural impacts with only 

one general comment on rural impacts.   
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3.4.1 Financial factors 

A common theme from several speakers at the public meetings and in written 

submissions was a reference to the healthy financial status of both councils.6  Many 

submitters questioned the need for amalgamation.  Submitters were also critical of 

the assumptions of the KPMG report, which, in their view, was too expensive for 

what it delivered in results.7  Many considered that the assumptions underpinning the 

model were unjustified, that the savings due to a merger were exaggerated and the 

costs of merging the administrations of the two councils minimised.  Submitters also 

pointed to IPART’s finding that both councils were financially fit.  They questioned 

why the government did not accept this and concentrate its efforts on merging those 

councils that are financially in a worse position.   

Some submitters considered that, even if the KPMG forecast of savings was correct, 

the size of the annual saving of $5 million was too small to justify a merger.8 A small 

number of submitters said they would support the merger if the savings could be 

realised and the rates could be kept down.   

Another submission drew attention to the fact that Bankstown had run projections 

which suggest that the savings that can be achieved are larger than those suggested 

                                                           
6
 For example, Speaker 1, 3pm and Speaker 35, 7pm meeting.   Speakers and submitters tended to speak of 

‘healthy financial status’, while in Bankstown Council, Delegate’s Submission, Merger Proposal: Bankstown and 
Canterbury Council, (Bankstown Submission) and Canterbury City Council, Submission to the Council Boundary 
Review (Canterbury Submission) the councils referred to ‘moderate financial sustainability’ or ‘moderate 
status’.   
7
 For example, Speaker 30, 1pm meeting. 

8
 For example, Julie Leslie Submission, 19 January 2016. 
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by the KPMG report (more than $100 million as against $94 million over 20 years).  

The submission also pointed out that Bankstown’s plan to stand alone was based on 

a 21.5% annual rate increase achieved over 5 years.  That increase was above the 

normal annual increase due to inflation allowed by IPART to all councils.   

3.4.2 Community of interest and geographic cohesion  

A large number of speakers and written submissions mentioned that the suburbs of 

Ashbury, Croydon Park and Hurlstone Park (which are all located north of the Cooks 

River) had more in common with areas to the north and east than with Bankstown.  

Consequently, they should be merged with Ashfield-Marrickville-Leichhardt or with 

Strathfield-Canada Bay- Burwood.9     

Several submitters said that the communities of Bankstown and Canterbury were 

different from each other, that is, that they had little in common.10    

Some submitters commented that the distance between Bankstown and Canterbury 

was large.  This would make it inconvenient for many residents to visit their council.11    

One submission mentioned that the two areas had geographic cohesion by virtue of 

shared natural features, such as the Cooks River and shared infrastructure.   

The Canterbury submission referred to the planned light rail in the Sydenham to 

Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor, though it did not appear to consider it a unifying 

force for the two areas.12   

3.4.3 Historical and traditional values 

A small number of submitters commented on the long history of Bankstown and 

Canterbury as municipalities.  For example, a submitter noted the number of 

historical and indigenous sites in the Bankstown area and a very strong Historical 

Society which was supported by the council.13  There was concern that this support 

would not be maintained in a new entity, however, comments on this factor were 

generally limited. 

3.4.4 Attitude of residents and ratepayers 

All but one of the speakers at the public meetings declared themselves to be 

opposed to the proposed merger.14  The speaker in favour pointed out that, on a 

close analysis of the opinion surveys carried out by Bankstown, it appears that a 

large number of respondents would prefer a merger to a rate increase.  As for the 

                                                           
9
 For example, Speaker 20, 1pm meeting and Stuart Carson Submission, 14 January 2016. 

10
 For example, Peter Phillips Submission, 22 February 2016. 

11
 For example, Councillor, 7pm session. 

12
 Canterbury Submission, p. 9. 

13
 Nicole Rae Submission, February 2016. 

14
 Speaker 28, 7pm session. 
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written submissions, while they were weighted against the proposed merger, there 

was evidence of some support.15   

Both councils’ submissions deal with the opinion polling they carried out during the 

two preceding years.16  The Bankstown submission details the extensive work done 

by the council in determining the attitude of its residents. Below is a brief summary of 

the most relevant part of the polling carried out during the last two years.     

In February 2015, Bankstown council engaged consultants to carry out a phone poll, 

with 605 interviews conducted.  Ninety percent of respondents declared themselves 

at least somewhat satisfied with the Council’s performance.  A smaller proportion 

(just over half) said that, even with a rate rise, they would prefer to stand alone.   

In January 2015, Bankstown arranged for a direct mail out of a questionnaire with 

the rate notice. Sixty thousand forms were distributed.  The proportion of 

questionnaires that were returned was 3.8%.  Seventy-seven percent of the 3.8% 

who returned the questionnaire declared themselves against the merger.   

The second phase of this exercise was carried out in April 2015, asking questions on 

community support for financing the funds required to make Bankstown ‘fit for the 

future’.  The survey found that there was a strong preference among ratepayers for a 

gradual rise in rates over 5 years above that allowed by IPART for all councils to 

account for inflation.  This would result in a rate rise of 21.5% at the end of 5 years.  

Asked for their attitude on the basis that their rates would rise, some residents 

switched their views and were supportive or somewhat supportive of merging.   

Ratepayers were asked whether they were aware of the State government’s plan for 

amalgamation.  Seventeen percent knew the plan well, while more than half ‘knew 

the plan a little’.   

In the case of Canterbury, a comprehensive community engagement program was 

developed and implemented between December 2014 and December 2015.  Stage 

one of the program involved focus groups held in December 2014.  The majority 

preferred not to be amalgamated on the grounds that a larger council would be more 

bureaucratic and difficult to deal with.  In February 2015 the Council conducted a 

telephone interview of 453 of a selected 1,397 residents.  The same questionnaire 

was made available on the council’s website in six languages for six weeks.  Nine 

hundred and forty-four surveys were completed on-line.  The surveys found that, 

when offered the options of not merging, merging with the St George group of 

councils and merging with Bankstown, 60% chose “not merging” as their 

preference.17   

                                                           
15

 I am not inclined to count the submissions for and against as this may imply that they have some statistical 
significance which would not be the case.    
16

 Bankstown Submission, Attachment 5 and Canterbury Submission, p. 23. 
17

 The significance of the survey is covered in more detail in Chapter 4, Section 4.4. 
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3.4.5 Elected representation   

Both councils’ submissions deal with this issue, pointing out that the ratio of 

councillor to resident would increase by 2031 as a result of the proposed merger to 

around one to 30,000.18  They based this ratio on the assumption that the population 

of the merged area would grow to over 400,000 by 2031.  This would be much 

higher than in the areas surrounding Bankstown and Canterbury, where the 

proposed merged entities would have a lower proportion of representative to 

resident.   

Not everyone agreed.  Some written submissions expressed the sentiment that there 

are more councillors than needed.   

3.4.6 Services and facilities 

Most of the speakers who referred to this aspect were from Bankstown.19  They 

considered Bankstown’s services superior to those of Canterbury and feared that if 

they had to share them with Canterbury, the level of service would diminish. In fact, 

the sentiment that, following a merger, the residents of Bankstown would be the 

losers was expressed frequently, possibly because there were more speakers from 

Bankstown than Canterbury.  The view was expressed that both councils (but 

especially Bankstown) did an excellent job.  Most commentators thought that a large 

area will be detrimental to good servicing.   

Canterbury’s submission mentioned that Health and Police regions aligned with 

current boundaries and a merger would cause a change in those boundaries.20 

3.4.7 Employment impacts 

The main source of comment came from the two councils and the United Services 

Union.21  The submission of Bankstown City Council states: ‘The new council will be 

requested to prepare a Workforce Strategy which will set out the resourcing 

requirements needed to satisfy the council’s service level commitments, for both its 

administrative and frontline staff.’22
  

The submission from Canterbury states: ‘The only way the proposed merged Council 

could deliver significant cost savings would be by severely cutting the workforce of 

the new combined Council.  This would potentially destroy hundreds of jobs in an 

area already afflicted by very high unemployment.’ 23  

                                                           
18

 Bankstown Submission, p. 20 and Canterbury Submission, p. 25. 
19

 For example, Speakers 26, 27 and 28, 1pm meeting. 
20

 Canterbury Submission, p. 19. 
21

 Bankstown Submission, p. 23, Canterbury Submission, p. 29 and United Services Union - Merger Proposal 
Submission (USU Submission), February 2016, p. 2. 
22

 Bankstown Submission, p. 23. 
23

 Canterbury Submission, p. 29. 



Delegate’s Report on the Bankstown Canterbury Merger Proposal Page 17 
 

Both councils’ submissions refer to the protection provided by the Act for three years 

for all non-senior staff.  Both submissions refer to the councils’ adopted policy to 

extend this period to five years.   

The United Services Union submitted that it was opposed to forced amalgamations.  

However, where these proceeded nonetheless, it preferred those which 

amalgamated whole areas without first breaking them apart.  The Union also drew 

attention to the protection of non-senior staff provided by the Act.  It suggested that, 

were this merger to proceed, the council of the new entity should liaise with the 

Union to agree on a new strategy to deploy staff.   

3.4.8 Division into wards   

Only a few commentators dealt with this aspect.  There was a suggestion that, for 

the first election at least, the council of the new entity should keep the existing three 

wards in Canterbury and the existing four wards in Bankstown.  With two councillors 

per ward and a popularly elected mayor, this would allow fifteen councillors.  The 

reason for the recommendation was that this would make the transition easier as it 

would require the least number of changes.   

3.4.9 Representation of diverse communities  

One speaker referred to the Men’s Shed (a specialised facility for men) at Birrong, 

which was supported by Bankstown City Council.24  Another said that she was the 

co-ordinator of the Asian Women at Work, an organisation that, among other things, 

encouraged Asian women to get out of their homes and participate in community 

life.25  An Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander spoke of the need to respect 

Aboriginal heritage in the areas.26  A speaker, who was a representative of the 

African communities of Bankstown, said that that community was against 

amalgamation.27   

Canterbury’s submission noted that it supports specialised services for ethnic 

groups.28  For example, it supports the Emerging Communities Resource Centre, a 

local initiative that houses fifteen emerging community groups from the Sudanese, 

Sierra Leone, Somali, Bangladeshi, Indian, Samoan, Burmese, Rohingya and 

Tongan communities.  The resource Centre assists members of these communities 

to overcome problems of trauma isolation and lack of access to services.   

Canterbury’s submission suggested that ‘The proposal to merge into such a large 

Canterbury Bankstown entity would impact on our small and emerging communities.  

These are communities that are in need of specific and local support’.  It added that 

“Canterbury has some of the highest representations of Bangladeshi and Burmese 
                                                           
24

 Speaker 31, 1pm meeting. 
25

 Speaker 36, 1pm meeting. 
26

 Speaker 25, 7pm meeting. 
27

 Speaker 7, 7pm meeting. 
28

 Canterbury Submission pp 27-28. 
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Rohingyan communities in NSW and these are concentrated in very small localities 

within our City.  There is a very real risk that these groups will be lost or overlooked 

in a merged Council.’29 

In summary, most of the comments on the diverse communities related to the good 

relation and effective communication between the council and ethnic communities.  

Those who represent these communities said that they worried that in a larger area, 

it will not be possible to keep the lines of communication going.   

3.4.10 Other relevant factors   

There were references to factors that I consider irrelevant to the proposal, such as 

corruption, too much high-density development and alternative merger suggestions.  

I have not taken these into account.   

One other factor which I consider relevant is the size of the new entity in relation to 

neighbouring areas and with respect to the issue of losing the ‘local’ out of local 

government.   

Many commentators, even where this was not their main point, referred to the large 

size of the proposed new entity, particularly in relation to the size of other proposed 

mergers near Bankstown and Canterbury.  These will now be smaller than 

Canterbury’s present size.30  

  

                                                           
29

 Canterbury Submission, p. 27. 
30

 For example, Speakers 1 and 17, 1 pm meeting 
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Chapter 4 Examination of the Proposal 

In examining the proposal, I considered all public comment received (verbally and in 

written submissions) and the publicly available information relating to each of the 

factors in section 263(3) of the Act.  The sections below set out this examination and 

the conclusions I have reached regarding each factor. 

4.1 Financial advantages or disadvantages 

Section 263(3) (a) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the financial advantages 

and disadvantages (including the economies and diseconomies of scale) of any 

relevant proposal to the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned’.   

Chapter 3 noted that submitters predominantly questioned why two ‘financially fit’ 

councils were required to merge and disputed the assumptions of the KPMG model. 

A small minority of submitters also believed a merger could lead to efficiencies and 

lower rates for the community.  

My examination found that 

 Bankstown and Canterbury could exist as stand-alone councils in the short 

term, but in the mid to long term, rate increases would be required to address 

backlogs and financial sustainability; 

 financial benefits in the range $74 million to $86 million over 20 years could 

be realised in a merger of the two councils; and 

 a merger would provide Bankstown and Canterbury with greater capacity to 

effectively manage and reduce backlogs, reduce the pressure for rate rises 

and reinvest savings in better services for the community. 

The examination concluded that the net financial advantages from a merger, 

including economies of scale would benefit the residents and ratepayers of the area. 

The examination included a review of additional information relating to Bankstown 

and Canterbury that was contained in: 

 NSW Treasury Corporation (TCorp) assessments of both councils31, 

 2014-15 audited financial statements of both councils, 

 IPART’s FFTF assessment of councils, and 

 KPMG and other analysis of merger benefits. 

 

 

                                                           
31

 NSW Treasury Corporation (TCorp), Bankstown City Council, Financial Assessment and Sustainability Report, 
November 2013 (TCorp – Bankstown November 2013) and TCorp, Financial Sustainability of the New South 
Wales Local Government Sector, April 2013. (TCorp, April 2013).   
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4.1.1 TCorp assessment 

In 2013, the NSW Government commissioned TCorp to review the financial 

sustainability of each NSW council.  TCorp developed a Financial Sustainability 

Rating (FSR) and ‘Outlook’ methodology relying on a definition of FSR that:32 

A local government will be financially sustainable over the long term when it is able 

to generate sufficient funds to provide the levels of service and infrastructure agreed 

with its community. 

An FSR rating was assigned for each council ranging from ‘Very Strong’ to 

‘Distressed’.33  Councils’ ‘Outlook’ was also rated as ‘Positive’, ‘Neutral’ or ‘Negative’ 

as a measure of the likely change in FSR over the short term (ie, three years).   

As shown in the table below, TCorp assessed Bankstown with a Moderate FSR and 

a Neutral/Positive Outlook34 based on three different scenarios presented in its Long 

Term Financial Plan (LTFP).  The Positive rating was predicated on a proposed rate 

increase through a special rate variation (SRV).  TCorp assessed Canterbury with a 

Moderate FSR but a Negative Outlook.   

The Moderate/Positive rating for Bankstown suggests its financial sustainability will 

improve in the short term, assisted by the rate increases in its LTFP.  Canterbury’s 

rating suggests the council’s financial sustainability is deteriorating or at risk of being 

downgraded from Moderate to Weak.  However, this assessment was made prior to 

the council’s successful application for a 24.23% SRV in 2014.35  (The council has 

since improved its financial position as seen in section 4.1.2.) 

Council FSR Outlook 

Bankstown Moderate Neutral/Positive 
Canterbury Moderate Negative 

Source: TCorp – Bankstown November 2013, pp 6-7 (The neutral rating is based on Bankstown’s ‘business as 
usual’ model.  The positive rating is based on two scenarios that include rate increases through an SRV from 
2017/18), TCorp, April 2013, p 17.   

4.1.2 Council revenue and expenditure 

The table below provides a snap-shot of Bankstown and Canterbury’s recent 

financial performance based on audited Financial Statements for 2014-15.  (The 

figures relating to the merged entity in the table are a simple aggregation and should 

be considered indicative only.)  

                                                           
32

 TCorp, April 2013, p 5. 
33

 No councils were assigned an FSR of Very Strong or Distressed, op cit, p 10. 
34

 Earlier, in April 2013, TCorp assessed Bankstown with a ‘Negative’ Outlook (see TCorp, April 2013, p 17).  
Bankstown commissioned a re-assessment by TCorp based on revisions to its Asset Management Plan and 
Long Term Financial Plan.  TCorp observed that it had previously considered the council to be moderately 
sustainable but not in the long run based on a declining Infrastructure Property Plant and Equipment (IPP&E) 
base and growing population forecast, p.4 in TCorp – Bankstown November 2013.   
35

 IPART, Canterbury City Council’s application for a special variation for 2014/15 under section 508A of the 
Local Government Act 1993, June 2014, p 1. 
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Revenue Bankstown 
($’000) 

Canterbury 
($’000) 

Merged 
($’000) 

Rates & annual charges 111,209 76,099 187,308 
User charges and fees 10,562 9,433 19,995 
Interest and investment revenue 3,673 2,982 6,655 
Other revenue 12,859 4,127 16,986 
Grants & contributions - operating  12,466 13,492 25,958 
Grants & contributions - capital  10,495 23,530 34,025 
Net gain from disposal of assets 150 1,362 1,512 
Total Revenue 161,414 131,025 292,439 
Employee benefits and on-costs 63,137 44,400 107,537 
Borrowing costs 469 400 869 
Materials and contracts 24,384 32,482 56,866 
Depreciation & amortisation 33,649 10,906 44,555 
Other expenses 31,528 13,164 44,692 
Total Expenses 153,167 101,352 254,519 
Operating result 8,247 29,673 37,920 
Net operating result before capital  (2,248) 6,143 3,895 
Net operating result before capital as 
% total revenue before capital  

-1.5% 5.7% 1.5% 

Source: Bankstown, 2014-15 Audited Financial Statements, and Canterbury, 2014-15 General Purpose Financial 
Statements, and internal calculations.  The exclusion of capital grants and contributions from the analysis 
allows isolation of ongoing trends in operating revenues and expenses. 

 

The key observations from this table are that: 

 Canterbury’s reported net operating result before capital of 5.7% places it in a 

stronger financial position than Bankstown which reported an operating deficit 

of 1.5%.  However, Canterbury’s result is assisted by its successful SRV in 

2014 as noted in the last section.   

 Canterbury demonstrates a greater reliance on grants revenue at 28% of total 

revenue compared to 14% for Bankstown. 

Both councils’ operating expenditure per capita was examined as shown below.  At 

$764 and $673 respectively, both Bankstown and Canterbury’s operating 

expenditure per capita could be considered low.  This may signify that the councils 

have limited ability to generate revenue and/or that they are efficient.   

 Bankstown Canterbury 

Total expenditure ($’000) 153,167 101,352 
Population (as at 30 June 2014) 200,357 150,626 
Operating expenditure per capita $764 $673 

Source: Population: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/home and http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury 
Total expenditure: Bankstown and Canterbury 2014-15 Audited Financial Statements. 

Analysis undertaken by IPART suggests that Bankstown and Canterbury’s operating 

expenditure per capita is at the low end compared to many Metropolitan Sydney 

councils as illustrated below.36 

                                                           
36

Bankstown Submission, p 12.  See also IPART, Review of fit for the future, September 2014, p 40. 

http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/home
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury
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___________________________________________________________________ 

 
___________________________________________________________________ 
Source: IPART, Review of fit for the future, September 2014, p 40. 

Bankstown and Canterbury’s performance against key financial indicators was also 

examined and as seen below, with the exception of Bankstown’s operating 

performance ratio, both councils met industry benchmarks for each financial ratio in 

2014-15.   

Ratio  
Industry 

benchmark 
Bankstown 

2014-15 
Canterbury 

2014-15 

Operating performance >(0)% (2.25)% 4.5% 
Own source operating revenue >60% 86% 71.5 
Unrestricted current >150% 256% 258% 
Debt service cover >2 x 9.31x 8.9% 
Debt service <10.0% 2.2% N/A 
Rates and annual charges outstanding <5.0% 4.4% 4.7% 
Rates and annual charges outstanding 
adjusted for pensioner rates  

<5.0% 3% N/A 

Cash expense cover >3 mths 7.57 11.44 

Source: Bankstown and Canterbury 2014-15 Audited Financial Statements. 

4.1.3. IPART Fit for the Future assessment 

In 2015, IPART undertook the role of the Expert Advisory Panel in assessing how 

council proposals met the FFTF criteria.  The aim of the FFTF reforms was to 

improve the strength and effectiveness of local government in providing services and 

infrastructure that communities need. 

IPART was required to assess council proposals against four criteria: 

 scale and capacity; 

 sustainability; 
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 effectively managing infrastructure and delivering services for communities; 

and 

 efficiency.   

The NSW Government established scale and capacity as the threshold criterion for 

councils.  Councils had to demonstrate that their proposal was at least as good as 

the ILGRP’s preferred option in order to meet the scale and capacity criterion.37  The 

other three criteria were financial criteria that councils had to meet overall.  IPART 

assessed Bankstown as ‘fit’ as its proposal to stand alone was consistent with the 

ILGRP preferred option for ‘no change’.   

Canterbury was assessed as ‘not fit’ as the council did not demonstrate its proposal 

to stand alone would be as good as or better than the ILGRP preferred merger.  

IPART noted that the efficiency improvements in the council’s proposal could be 

realised under a merger option, albeit a merger option with ‘St George councils’ 

which was the ILGRP preferred option under FFTF.38 

Notwithstanding the above, both councils were assessed as satisfying the financial 

criteria overall.  

4.1.4. Estimated benefits of the merger 

The KPMG analysis commissioned by the NSW Government indicates that the 

proposed merger of Bankstown and Canterbury is expected to enhance the financial 

sustainability of the new council.  Based on a discount rate of 9.5%, KPMG 

estimated:39  

 net financial savings of $74 million over 20 years (not including the NSW 

Government’s $20 million funding, should the merger proceed); 

 improved council performance with a projected 103 per cent increase in 

annual operating results within 10 years; and 

 on average $7 million in net savings every year from 2020 onwards.   

KPMG notes that these savings over 20 years are largely due to efficiencies across 

council operations through the redeployment of duplicated back office roles and 

administrative functions, and streamlining senior management.  Further savings are 

realised from efficiencies generated through increased purchasing power of 

materials and contracts, and a reduction in the overall number of elected officials that 

would reduce expenditure on councillor fees.40   

                                                           
37

 The ILGRP set out preferred merger or stand-alone options for all councils in its Final Report: Revitalising 
Local Government, October 2013. 
38

 IPART, Assessment of Council Fit for the Future Proposals, Appendix C, p. 165. 
39

 NSW Government Proposal pp 1 and 8-9. The discount rate is based on NSW Treasury Guidelines for 
Government Business Cases, which may be considered conservative in some quarters, eg, from a commercial 
perspective. 
40

 KPMG, Technical Paper, pp 2-3. 
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KPMG notes that its estimated savings are net of costs incurred for information and 

communications technology (ICT) investments and transition costs such as office 

relocation, staff training and general transition-related expenditure.41 

During the FFTF process, IPART noted that its ‘independent consultants Ernst and 

Young calculated a merger between Bankstown City Council and Canterbury City 

Council could produce net benefits of $86m over 20 years using public data.’ 

The KPMG and Ernst and Young work suggests that, firstly, there are net benefits 

from the merger, and secondly, that these benefits could be between $74 million and 

$86 million over 20 years. 

In its submission, Bankstown argues that it is able to stand alone and that through 

implementation of its Business Excellence Framework it is already realising 

significant savings equating to:42  

 $43 million over 20 years from a productivity dividend of 0.1% of total 

operating expenditure, and 

 $140 million over 20 years from internal efficiencies. 

However, Bankstown also noted that realising these efficiencies and finding these 

savings will need additional income from an SRV to address the council’s 

infrastructure and backlog requirements.43  These rate increases could be around 

21.5% over five years from 2017-18.44 

Canterbury argues that due to the size of the Bankstown Canterbury merger, there 

would be diseconomies of scale.45  This argument does not hold in a merger of two 

Sydney-based metropolitan, neighbouring councils as it might for regional and/or 

rural councils with very significant distances between population centres.   

Given both councils have in the past or expect in the future to rely on rate rises to 

improve financial sustainability, a rate comparison with their peer group (Group 3)46 

was undertaken.   

As illustrated below, in 2013-14 Bankstown’s rates were above the group average for 

both residential and business rating categories.  Canterbury’s rates were marginally 

lower than the group average in 2013-14 but are now likely to be higher than the 

group average as a result of its rate increases from the 24.3% SRV in 2014.   

                                                           
41

 Op cit, p 6. 
42

 Bankstown Submission, pp 5 and 11. 
43

 Bankstown Submission, p. 23. 
44

 NSW Government Proposal, p. 4. 
45

 Canterbury Submission, p. 15. 
46

 Bankstown and Canterbury are classified as ‘Group 3’ councils by the Office of Local Government ie, 
‘Metropolitan Large to Very Large with population of 70,000 – 120,000’.  There are 16 councils in Group 3 
including Auburn, Blacktown, Holroyd, Marrickville, Parramatta, Randwick, Ryde, Sutherland and Warringah.  
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 Bankstown Canterbury Average 
Group 3  

Average residential rate 2013-14 945.37 908.62 910.52 
Average business rate 2013-14 5,764.37 4,048.99 5,468.28 

Source: OLG Time series data 2013-14 

4.1.5 Conclusion 

In conclusion, it is considered that both councils’ current financial position could 

allow them to ‘stand-alone’ on a ‘business as usual’ basis.  However, it is likely that 

rate increases would be required for Bankstown and Canterbury to remain financially 

sustainable and to address their infrastructure requirements in the mid to long run.   

Both consultants KPMG and Ernst and Young estimated net benefits from a 

Bankstown-Canterbury merger which are potentially in the range of $74 million to 

$86 million over 20 years.  There may be opportunities to realise even greater 

savings if Bankstown’s business model is adopted in the new merged entity.   

The merger benefits could be reinvested to improve infrastructure, enhance service 

delivery and reduce pressure to increase rates.   

Thus there are financial advantages for the residents and ratepayers of the area 

from a merger between Bankstown and Canterbury.  This is a factor in favour of the 

merger proposal.   

4.2 Community of interest and geographic cohesion 

Section 263(3) (b) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the community of interest 

and geographic cohesion in the existing areas and in any proposed new area’.   

As noted in Chapter 3, much of the commentary emerging from the public 

consultation suggested that the communities of Bankstown and Canterbury are 

vastly different.  I found the facts to show the opposite.   

In examining the community of interest and geographic cohesion of the Bankstown 

and Canterbury areas I found that: 

 the two communities share many important characteristics;  

 both communities differ significantly in these characteristics from the 

metropolitan average;   

 the two communities share a major natural feature, the Cooks River;   

 the two communities share important infrastructure, both existing and 

planned;   

 on the negative side, the proposed new entity would extend a long distance 

from east to west and social cohesion may be harder to achieve with a large 

population than with a smaller one.   
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The examination outlined below suggests that the similarities between the 

communities are greater than the differences.  The examination concluded that, on 

balance, community of interest and geographic cohesion are aspects that support 

the proposed merger.  

4.2.1 Cultural and socio-economic characteristics 

The sections outline the cultural and socio-economic factors unique to the 

communities of Bankstown and Canterbury which are likely indicators of the 

community of interest and social cohesion in the area.  

Birthplace, language and religion 

Birthplace is an important descriptor of a community.  The table below compares the 

birthplace of residents in Bankstown and Canterbury with that of residents in Greater 

Sydney.   

Birthplace (%) Bankstown  Canterbury  Greater Sydney  

China  2.9 7.1 3.4 
Lebanon  7.1 4.9 1.3 
Greece  1.2 3.9 0.7 
Vietnam  6.8 3.1 1.6 
Total  18.0 20.0 7.0 

Source: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/birthplace and http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/birthplace 
(based on 2011 Census) 

The table above shows that in both areas the proportion of residents born overseas 

is significantly higher than for Greater Sydney.  The four major source countries of 

birth include China, Vietnam, Lebanon and Greece. 

Ethnic diversity may also be measured by languages spoken in the home.  The 2011 

Census measured the proportion of households that speak only English at home.   

  Bankstown Canterbury Greater Sydney 

Speaks English only at home (%) 39.7 29.7 62.2 
Source: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/speaks-english and 
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/speaks-english (based on 2011 Census) 

In Bankstown 40% of households speak only English at home.  In Canterbury, this 

proportion is less at 30%.  This illustrates the greater ethnic diversity in comparison 

to Greater Sydney, where more than 60% of households speak only English at 

home.  The other languages spoken at home are shown below. 

Language spoken  
at home (%) 

Bankstown Canterbury Greater Sydney 

Arabic 21.2 13.2 4.1 
Vietnamese 9.1 3.8 1.9 
Mandarin/Cantonese 5.5 11.1 6.0 
Greek 3.6 9.8 1.8 

Source: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/language and http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/language 
(based on 2011 Census) 

http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/birthplace
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/birthplace
http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/speaks-english
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/speaks-english
http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/language
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/language
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In both areas Arabic is the major non-English language spoken at home and 

proportions in both areas are significantly higher than Greater Sydney.  This is 

followed by Mandarin/Cantonese in Canterbury and Vietnamese in Bankstown.   

The table below shows the proportion of residents by religions in the area.   

Religion (%) Bankstown Canterbury Greater Sydney 

Roman Catholic 25.2 23.0 27.5 
Islam 19.1 16.6 4.7 
Anglican 10.2 5.2 16.1 
Presbyterian/Reformed 1.6 1.7 2.4 

Source: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/religion and http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/religion (based 
on 2011 Census) 

Both areas have a lower percentage of Christians (Roman Catholics, Anglicans and 

Presbyterian/Reformed) among their residents than Greater Sydney.  In contrast, the 

proportion of Muslims is more than four times as high in Bankstown as in Greater 

Sydney and in Canterbury it is more than three times as high.   

Tertiary qualifications and income 

A comparison of the level of tertiary education and income illustrates that in 

comparison with the rest of Sydney, the Bankstown and Canterbury communities are 

relatively socio-economically disadvantaged as:47 

 the proportion of residents with tertiary qualifications in Bankstown and 

Canterbury is below that reported for Greater Sydney 

 the proportion of households with low income is higher than in Greater 

Sydney, while the proportion of households with high income is lower than in 

Greater Sydney and 

 both councils had similar proportions of high-earners and in both cases this 

was significantly lower than the metropolitan average. 

Tertiary qualification 
(%) 

Bankstown Canterbury Greater Sydney 

Bachelor’s degree 13.3 18.6 24.1 
Source: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/qualifications and 
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/qualificationsBCC and CCC websites, based on 2011 Census 

 

Household income 
quartiles (%) 

Bankstown Canterbury Greater Sydney 

Lowest group  28 29 21 
Medium lowest  27 29 23 
Medium highest  25 25 26 
Highest  20 17 30 
Source: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/household-income-quartiles and 
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/household-income-quartiles (based on 2011 Census) 

                                                           
47

 This was also noted in the NSW Government Proposal, p. 14. 

http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/religion
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/religion
http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/qualifications
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/qualifications
http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/household-income-quartiles
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/household-income-quartiles
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Weekly income (%) Bankstown Canterbury Greater Sydney 

Earned more than 
$2000/week 

2.8 3.0 8.2 

Source: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/individual-income and 
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/individual-income (based on 2011 Census) 

This suggests that the residents of both areas are ethnically more diverse, have a 

lower level of tertiary qualification and lower income levels than Greater Sydney 

generally.  

4.2.3 Geographic cohesion 

As regards geographic cohesion, the two areas share a major natural feature in the 

Cooks River.  They also share major infrastructure, such as the Bankstown train line 

and the planned Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor, which traverses 

the area from east to west and is likely to bring high density housing along its route, 

clustered around several Metro stations.  Against this must also be considered that 

the distance from east to west of the new proposed entity is large and that in peak 

hours it can take 45 minutes to drive from Campsie to Bankstown.   

Some residents from Canterbury (ie, the suburbs of Ashbury, Croydon Park, and 

Hurlstone Park located north of the Cooks River) consider their community of interest 

lies with the Inner West of Sydney rather than with Bankstown.  However, to suggest 

that those areas should amalgamate with another area would, in my opinion 

constitute a new proposal and is beyond the power conferred on me as a delegate.  

This issue is a matter that should be looked at in the future, when and if the new 

entity of Bankstown-Canterbury is created.      

4.2.4 State Agency regions  

Canterbury noted that the proposed amalgamation ignores the way Bankstown and 

Canterbury are regarded as two different regions by the major NSW Government 

Agencies, such as Department of Planning and Environment and NSW Health.48   

I do not think that this is a strong argument against the proposed merger.  The 

location of State Government services and the boundaries between the areas they 

serve were formed at various times and are subject to change.  There has never 

been (and there will perhaps never be) perfect coordination between them.  A 

merged local government area of Bankstown Canterbury would have no negative 

impact on existing health districts.  The planning districts of the Greater Sydney 

Commission could be changed to coincide with new LGAs, if these were formed.   

4.2.5 Conclusion 

Bankstown and Canterbury have similar characteristics of ethnic diversity, with high 

proportions of residents born in Asia.  Residents in both areas have similarly high 

                                                           
48

 Canterbury Submission, pp 18-19. 

http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/individual-income
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury/individual-income
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proportions of households where English is not the only language spoken.  The 

proportion of the population of Islamic faith is three to four times higher than in 

Sydney generally.  Both areas have lower proportions of tertiary qualified residents 

than Greater Sydney.  As well, households in both areas have lower incomes and 

fewer high earners than in Greater Sydney.   

The statistics outlined illustrate that the communities of Bankstown and Canterbury 

are similar in important ways and that they are different (and similarly different) from 

the Sydney metropolitan area as a whole.   

A negative factor is that social and geographic cohesion may be difficult to achieve in 

an area with a population of more than 350,000 people (and likely to grow to over 

400,000) spread across 110 square kilometres49 than for one of half that size.  Some 

submitters stated that distance was a factor in some residents from Canterbury 

never going to Bankstown and vice versa.  

On balance, I consider that the factors under community of interest and geographic 

cohesion that favour the merger proposal are more significant than those against it.   

4.3 Historical and traditional values 

Section 263(3) (c) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the existing historical and 
traditional values in the existing areas and the impact of change on them’.   

A small number of submitters noted the long history of Bankstown and Canterbury as 

municipalities.  However, commentary on how a merger would impact on that history 

was limited.  In examining the historical and traditional values in the existing area, I 

found that the Bankstown and Canterbury areas have similar histories and timelines.  

Additionally there are considerable overlaps in ‘historical and traditional values’ with 

the factors of ‘community of interest’ as discussed in the previous chapter.   

This examination concluded that the proposed merger would not impact on either 

traditional or historical values of the areas.  The facts outlined in the section below 

are neither in favour nor against the proposed merger.   

4.3.1 History of Bankstown and Canterbury 

Before European settlement, the two areas were occupied by the Gwaegal and 

Bidjigal people.  The tables below show a timeline of the relevant history of 

Canterbury and Bankstown. 

  

 

 

                                                           
49

 NSW Government Proposal, p. 7. 
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Year Canterbury 
1793 The first land grant in Canterbury. 
 First industry - sugar mill by the Cooks River used for transportation. 
1879 Canterbury proclaimed a municipality – population 1,000. 
1895 Railway line completed led to the area becoming heavily populated.   
1919 Local Government Act of 1919, enacted under the Municipalities Act of the 

Colony of New South Wales.   
1933 Canterbury’s population reached 79,000 

Source: http://www.canterbury.nsw.gov.au/Council/About-Canterbury-City-Council/Canterbury-History-
Timeline 

 
Year Bankstown 
 European development with settlement of marines at Garrison Point, near the 

junction of the Georges River and Prospect Creek. District named in honour of 
Sir Joseph Banks.   

1858 Under the Municipalities Act, Bankstown was placed in the control of a Board of 
Trustees (not quite a council yet).   

1894 Auburn and Enfield Councils announced that they wished to absorb the District 
of Bankstown.  To counteract this move, residents of Bankstown petitioned the 
Colonial government to create the Municipality of Bankstown.  This occurred the 
following year.   

1909 Belmore to Bankstown Railway line opened. 
1922 Wards created 
1929  Population reached 29,000. 
1940 Bankstown Airport formed. 
1960 Bankstown’s population reached 146,000.   
1980 Bankstown proclaimed a City. 

http://www..bankstown.nsw.gov.au- Your council- About Bankstown City-History 

The timelines show that Bankstown and Canterbury have grown together, with 

Bankstown’s population being behind Canterbury until it finally overtook it in the 

1960s.  Without implying that this fact has any significance for the proposed merger, 

I note that Canterbury had just over 1,000 residents when it was declared a 

municipality.  It appears that concepts of the appropriate population size for a local 

government area change over time.   

4.3.2  Common values in Bankstown and Canterbury 

Located next to each other, Bankstown and Canterbury are neighbours.  Their 

names appear jointly in the local press and in a local football club.  Many submitters 

correctly noted these have successfully operated under two separate Councils for 

over 100 years.50 

Today, Bankstown is a multicultural community having been a pioneer area, with a 

history of immigration centres and returned servicemen and women.  There are a 

number of historical and indigenous sites in the area and a very strong Historical 

Society and Heritage representation.51  It has a diverse economy based on retail, 

                                                           
50

 For example, Bankstown Mayor’s Verbal Submission, 2
nd

 February 2016, 7pm meeting. 
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 Nicole Rae Submission, February 2016. 

http://www.canterbury.nsw.gov.au/Council/About-Canterbury-City-Council/Canterbury-History-Timeline
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services and light industry.  The Georges River National Park and Bankstown Airport 

are located in the area.52 

Canterbury is predominantly residential but also has substantial industrial and 

commercial areas.53 

The councils’ current local business and employment profiles are shown below. 

Council Number of businesses Local jobs Largest sector 
Bankstown 15,754 69,868 Manufacturing 
Canterbury 12,371 54,664 Retail Trade 
Merged council 28,125 124,532 Retail Trade 
Source: NSW Government Proposal, p 12. 

4.3.3 Conclusion 

The historical and traditional values in the two areas, or the fact that their names are 

sometimes associated with each other, are neither in favour nor against the merger 

proposal.   

4.4 Attitude of residents and ratepayers 

Section 263(3) (d) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the attitude of the 

residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned.’ 

The feedback from the public consultation process indicates that the attitude of 

residents and ratepayers of the areas who participated in this process is largely 

against the merger proposal, notwithstanding that there was evidence of some 

support for a merger among the written submissions.   

Bankstown and Canterbury have both carried out opinion surveys in 2014 and 2015 

which showed opposition to a merger.  However, the response rates to these 

surveys have generally been low and, because of this fact, I do not consider that too 

much importance can be placed on them.  Additionally, in a subsequent Bankstown 

survey the majority of residents were in favour of a merger if it meant this would off-

set any rate increases.   

Despite the observations above, I accept that the evidence presented to me 

suggests that the majority of residents and ratepayers participating in this process 

would prefer the two areas to stand alone.   

4.4.1 Community attitude at public meetings and in written submission 

As noted in Chapter 3, all but one speaker at the two public meetings declared 

themselves against the proposed merger.  Among the written submissions, however, 

there were a number in support and those in support tended to be more reasoned 
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 OLG, Compiled from information provided by Canterbury, March 2016. 
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than those against, many of which relied on slogans such as ‘bigger is not better’ 

and ‘if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it’.   

The most persuasive arguments against the merger were those based on: 

 the financial strength of the existing councils; 

 the long distance between the eastern and western end of the proposed new 

entity; and 

 the relative size of Canterbury-Bankstown, in that the surrounding new entities 

would still only be the size of the present Canterbury and smaller than the 

existing Bankstown.   

I note that as a proportion of the 350,000 residents in the area, only a minority 

attended the public inquiry, around 250 people.  Additionally, the approximately 730 

written submissions received represent only 0.2% of the population (or 0.6% of 

ratepayers).54   

4.4.2 Community response to surveys 

Bankstown and Canterbury consulted their communities in 2014 and 2015 about ‘fit 

for the future’ options. 55  Although the consultation was not specific to the merger 

proposal before me, I have considered responses to surveys and phone polls where 

they reflect residents’ and ratepayers’ attitude to a merger.   

Bankstown 

Bankstown undertook a direct mail-out in January 2015 requesting ratepayer views 

on options available under the ‘fit for the future’ package.  Of the 60,000 surveys 

sent, 2,282 were returned - a response rate of 3.8%.  Of the 2,282 responses, 77% 

indicated a ‘no merge’ preference.  This represents 2.9% of the total number of mail-

outs.  

In April 2015, a further 50,162 surveys were mailed drawing a response from 2,309 

(4.6%) ratepayers.  The information provided by the council in its submission 

suggests that at this time it did not request ratepayer views on merger options but 

sought views only on two proposed rate increases modelled to meet the ‘fit for the 

future’ financial criteria.   

The council also conducted phone polls in February and April 2015.  The results 
from these polls indicated that:56  

 initially nearly 90% of those polled were at least ‘somewhat supportive’ of 
Bankstown standing alone;  
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 There were 113,238 ratepayers in the combined Bankstown- Canterbury councils as at 30 June 2015 (based 
on Office of Local Government data). 
55

 Bankstown Submission, p 14 and Canterbury City Council, Submission to the Council Boundary Review 
(Canterbury Submission), p 23. 
56

 Bankstown Submission, Attachment 5. 
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 with the potential for a rate rise or service reduction, 54% of those polled were 
still supportive of standing alone rather than merging with Canterbury;  

 when more detail on the proposed rate increases was provided in April 2015, 
only 38% of those polled still supported the stand-alone position, that is, 62% 
were ‘somewhat’ to ‘completely’ supportive of an amalgamation with 
Canterbury if it offset rate increases.   

Canterbury 

Canterbury notes that it began community engagement in December 2014 regarding 

its ‘fit for the future’ options.57  Focus groups held at this time found that the majority 

of participants would prefer not to merge with another council as they believed a 

bigger council would be more bureaucratic and result in cuts to services and/or 

facilities.   

In February 2015 Canterbury commissioned QDOS Research to research 

community attitudes on mergers.  A telephone survey of 453 randomly selected local 

residents was conducted and the same questionnaire was made available online.  

The council noted that the questionnaire was available in six local languages 

providing opportunity for all residents to be involved.  The online survey drew 944 

responses.   

Canterbury found that, when given the options of not merging, merging with the St 

George group of councils or with Bankstown, 60% of survey respondents chose ‘not 

merging’ as their first option.   

4.4.3 Conclusion 

From responses at the public meetings and most written submissions, the majority 

attitude of the residents and ratepayers is clearly against the merger.   

However, the low response rates in respect of surveys undertaken by Bankstown 

and to some extent Canterbury, does not indicate that there is a high level of 

engagement with the issue of council mergers among ratepayers.  It is unlikely to be 

any higher among residents who are not ratepayers.  This is confirmed somewhat by 

the results from the April 2015 survey undertaken by Bankstown when 62% of 

residents favoured a merger if it meant off-setting the rate increases proposed.  

I doubt that there are widespread and strong feelings in the two areas about the 

proposed merger.  These doubts were reinforced by my visits to the area.  Whenever 

I came in contact with people in the area, for example by asking directions of 

passers-by or chatting to café owners, waiters and taxi drivers, I found a lack of 

knowledge of the proposal.  Once informed of it, people indicated either indifference 

or support.  When asking for directions within 200m of the councils’ offices, I found 

that people did not know where the council chamber was and in some cases did not 
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know what a council was.  I am aware, of course, that these informal observations 

are neither statistically valid nor conclusive, but they lead me to suspect that the 

majority of the people in the area, even if they are against the merger, are not 

passionately so.   

Despite these observations, I accept that the majority of residents and ratepayers 

who participated in surveys, meetings and submissions, would prefer the two areas 

to stand alone.  The facts under this criterion are against the merger proposal.   

4.5 Elected representation 

Section 263(3) (e) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the requirements of the 

area concerned in relation to elected representation for residents and ratepayers at 

the local level, the desirable and appropriate relationship between elected 

representatives and ratepayers and residents and such other matters as it considers 

relevant in relation to the past and future patterns of elected representation for that 

area’.   

The proposal if implemented would change the representation ratios when compared 

to those currently applicable at Bankstown and Canterbury.  

 if the new entity Bankstown-Canterbury were formed, the ratio of 

representative to resident would be close to one to 24,000;  

 the ratio of representative to resident is not the only, or even the most 

important, indicator of the quality of representation. 

I consider that the facts under this criterion are not in favour of the proposed merger.  

However, they are not a significant argument against it.   

4.5.1  Current and future representation 

Many of the submissions addressing elected representation expressed concern 

about the diminished level of representation that residents would receive if the 

amalgamation proposal is implemented.  Some submissions noted that the proposed 

mergers would lead to very disparate levels of democratic representation between 

merged and unmerged councils as well as those that are to be merged to a size only 

in the order of that of Canterbury.58 

Several submissions also noted the impact from implementation of the proposed 

Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor in conjunction with the 

construction of the Sydney Metro City and Southwest light rail line.  Under this 

scenario, the population of Bankstown-Canterbury is projected to grow to more than 

500,000 by 2031.59 
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Clearly the ratio of elected representative to residents and ratepayers will change as 

seen in the table below.  Bankstown noted that the number of residents per 

councillor in the new Bankstown-Canterbury entity will equal the size of a single ward 

which is currently represented by three councillors.60 

The contrast with other new surrounding entities (such as Hurstville-Kogarah) is also 

apparent, where the representation would be one councillor for about 12,243 

residents. 61  

 Estimated 
Population 2014 

No of 
Councillors 

Councillor: 
residents 

Bankstown 200,357 12 1:16,696 
Canterbury 150,626  9 1:16,736 
Merged Bankstown-Canterbury 350,983 15 1:23,399 
Hurstville-Kogarah 146,916 12 1:12,243 
Ashfield-Leichhardt Marrickville 185,990 12 1:15,499 
Burwood-Canada Bay-Strathfield 163,014  9 1:18,113 

Source: Bankstown Submission pp 19-20. Population: http://profile.id.com.au/bankstown/home and 
http://profile.id.com.au/canterbury. 

Note: It is assumed that the new Bankstown-Canterbury entity will have the maximum number of 
councillors allowed under Section 224 of the Act (ie, 15). 

4.5.2  Relationship between elected representative and ratepayers and residents 

While the figures above are correct, I do not accept that they suggest that 

representation would necessarily be more effective in a council with fewer residents 

to elected representative (eg, in Hurstville-Kogarah or Burwood-Canada Bay-

Strathfield) as it would in the new Bankstown-Canterbury entity.  In the early days of 

local government in England, the ‘riding’ was formed because residents and their 

representatives could find each other within a day’s riding distance.  Subsequently 

the postal service and then the invention of the telephone made it easier to keep in 

touch with larger numbers of people and over longer distances.  Today a local 

representative can contact almost all of his constituents by a single email. Further, 

resources such as teleconferencing and webcasting are now readily available, 

particularly in Metropolitan Sydney to assist in communication.  Face to face contact 

is important, but less necessary than previously.  The quality of representation is the 

most important factor in the effectiveness of the relationship between elected 

representatives and ratepayers and residents.   

I concede that the high level of disadvantage and proportionately lower 

socioeconomic characteristics of the Bankstown-Canterbury area is a factor to be 

considered.  Should the amalgamation proposal proceed, I accept the councils’ 

argument that additional investment in support services may be required to maintain 

engagement with and provide the same level of service to the community.62  
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If the Government decides to implement the proposal, I recommend there be 14 or 

15 councillors depending on whether the council wants a popularly elected Mayor 

(see Section 4.9 for recommendation on Wards.).  

4.5.3 Conclusion 

Based on the above, I do not consider that implementation of the proposal would 

adversely affect the representational rights of electors in the proposed new area.  

The facts under this criterion are not in favour of the merger proposal, but not a 

significant argument against it.   

4.6 Access to and delivery of services 

Section 263(3) (e1) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the impact of any 

relevant proposal on the ability of the councils of the areas concerned to provide 

adequate, equitable and appropriate services and facilities’.   

A significant number of submissions from residents and ratepayers of both 

Bankstown and Canterbury were concerned that the large size of the new entity 

would lead to a diminished level of services.  In examining the impact on the ability of 

councils to provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and facilities, I 

found that: 

 both Bankstown and Canterbury provide high level and specialised services to 

their communities;  

 the service providers have good relationships with their councils;  

 a merger between the two areas should provide savings to invest in improved 

levels and range of services and infrastructure; and 

 the enhanced strategic capacity of the new entity will deliver positive 

outcomes for the community.   

This examination concluded that the potential benefits under this factor favour the 

merger proposal.  

4.6.1 Current service levels 

Speakers at the public meetings provided examples of both councils’ ability for 

delivering services that their communities need. The written submissions reinforced 

a view that the level of services in both areas is high.  The submitters emphasised 

that this was particularly important in these areas with ethnically diverse populations 

needing additional specialised services compared to areas with lower proportions of 

residents born overseas.   

The two councils have built up relationships with the providers of social services, 

which were praised by residents and ratepayers of both councils.  However, the 

general opinion among submitters was that the existing satisfactory levels of service 

would be disrupted by a merger and would decline.   
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To determine the potential impact of the proposal on the new entity’s ability to 

provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and facilities, comparative 

information on selected services compiled by the Office of Local Government was 

reviewed.   

Selected services Bankstown Canterbury Average 
Group 3 

Governance & Admin Exp per capita ($) 212.26 298.09 204.70  

Environmental Exp per capita ($) 48.40 148.07 187.22  

Community Services/Amenities, Education, Housing 
Exp per capita ($) 

209.37 79.22 122.04  

Recreational Cultural Exp per capita ($) 88.96 57.98 134.44  

Public Order, Safety & Health Exp per capita ($) 39.49 19.55 44.57  

Other Services Exp per capita ($) 17.99 6.51 45.84  

Library Services Exp per capita ($) 36.13 28.36 40.23  

Actual Asset Maintenance Exp ($’000) 37,657 7,901 13,319  

Required Asset Maintenance Exp ($’000) 57,747 20,617 16,532  

Number of Development Applications Determined           1,121              501 746  

Mean gross days for Development Applications 62 95 87  

Audited Financial Statements submitted on time Yes Yes Yes  

Source: 2013-14 OLG Time Series Data.   
Note: Expenditure denoted by Exp.   

The table above shows that with the exception of ‘Governance & Administration’ both 

councils’ expenditure per capita in most categories was below the Group average63 

in 2013-14.  Another exception is Bankstown’s expenditure per capita for 

‘Community Services/Amenities, Education & Housing’ which is well above the 

Group average although Canterbury’s is much lower.   

However, although Bankstown’s actual asset maintenance expenditure was higher 

than the Group average, neither council met its required asset maintenance 

expenditure in 2013-14.  It is noted that under-spending on asset maintenance (and 

infrastructure backlogs as seen in section 4.1) can have detrimental effects on 

service levels in the long run. 

Bankstown performed well with respect to Development Application processing times 

in spite of receiving far more Development Applications in comparison to the average 

received by the group.  Canterbury received fewer Development Applications yet 

reported longer processing times than the average for the group.   

The reason for both councils’ lower than average expenditure in most service 

categories is likely to be due to a combination of factors, including lower levels of 

revenue generated  in the area compared to other Group 3 councils, modest 
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community demand for services and a moderate level of efficiency in managing 

these demands.   

4.6.2 Opportunities for improved services and infrastructure 

Based on the above, I do not accept the view that the merger will have a detrimental 

impact on the level of services.  On the contrary, there is scope for increasing the 

councils’ service levels to better align with peer councils in Group 3.   

In my opinion, the merger would occur between two organisations with a great depth 

of knowledge and experience in liaising with social service providers and managing 

the service demands of the community.  For example, the Bankstown Women’s 

Health Centre, which has an excellent relationship with its council, may be asked to 

consider extending its services to the Canterbury area.64  This potentially includes a 

further 150,000 that would benefit from the service.  The proposed merger, if 

implemented, will provide an opportunity (perhaps an imperative) to share skills, 

further improve services and extend them to a larger number of people.   

The KPMG report noted that the efficiencies and savings generated by the merger 

will allow the new council to invest in improved service levels and/or a greater range 

of services and to address the current $64 million infrastructure backlog across the 

two councils.  It suggested examples of local infrastructure priorities that could be 

supported by merger-generated savings including projects like:65 

 upgrades to recreational space and assets; and  

 improving walking and cycling connections throughout the area, and 

especially to train stations from east of the train line between Liverpool and 

the Georges River.   

4.6.3 Strategic capacity for planning and innovation 

Strategic capacity ‘concerns the increased ability of Councils to undertake new 

functions and deliver new or improved services that previously were not possible, 

and shift their focus towards a more strategic view of their operations’.66 

The expected population growth and demographic trends in the area will increase 

demand for new and improved services which will require a coordinated approach 

from a strong organisation.  A key benefit of the Bankstown Canterbury merger could 

be the improved capacity for strategic planning and innovation in service delivery for 

current and future infrastructure projects and community initiatives.  As suggested by 

Aulich et al, strategic capacity is not just about being financially robust but about 

councils having the skills and resources to be ‘high capacity organisations with the 
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requisite knowledge, creativity and innovation to enable them to manage complex 

change’.67 

This theme was reinforced in a written submission:68 

‘A single Council covering most of Canterbury Road will provide greater scope for 

much-needed holistic planning along the length of this roadway. Canterbury Road is 

one of the most defining elements for both Council Areas and most existing 

residential and commercial development along its length is struggling.  There is hope 

that a single Council will be able to deliver a vision and enact change that will benefit 

the communities that live along and travel along Canterbury Road.’   

4.6.4 Conclusion 

I consider that the large size of the new entity will not have an adverse impact on the 

services currently enjoyed by the residents and ratepayers of the area.  On the 

contrary, it is likely to enhance the capacity of the council to provide a greater range 

of services for the community. 

In my opinion, the possibilities and potentials under this criterion reinforce the case 

for the merger proposal.   

4.7 Impact on employment of staff 

Section 263(3) (e2) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the impact of any 

relevant proposal on the employment of the staff by the councils of the areas 

concerned’.   

The proposed merger between Bankstown and Canterbury will lead to: 

 reduction in senior executive positions;  

 reduction in office, administration and corporate support staff after 3 years; 

 at least three (and probably five) years’ job protection for non-senior staff, 

thus causing reduced social disruption; and 

 savings from reduced salary and wage expenditure. 

On balance I conclude that this is a factor in favour of the merger proposal.    

4.7.1  Impact on staffing levels 

In examining the potential employment impacts on Bankstown and Canterbury, the 

current staffing levels for both councils were reviewed.   
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As shown below, both councils employ a large number of staff at 715 for Bankstown 

and 525 for Canterbury respectively.  Bankstown’s staffing level is higher than the 

Group 3 average which is clearly a reflection of the large population of the area.  

However, Bankstown and Canterbury’s Equivalent Full Time Staff to Population ratio 

is also higher by 9% and 12% respectively compared to the Group 3 average.  It is 

likely that a number of these staff will lose their positions, after the staff protections 

provided under the Act expire.   

  Bankstown Canterbury Average 
Group 3 

Full Time Staff Equivalent 715 525 578 

Equivalent Full Time Staff/Population 275 284 253 

Source: 2013-14 OLG Time Series Data  

The number of Senior Executive staff employed by Bankstown and Canterbury are 

shown below.  It is likely that up to four senior staff will be adversely affected if the 

proposed merger is implemented.69  

 Bankstown  Canterbury 

General Manager positions 1 1 
Director positions 4 3 

Source: Bankstown and Canterbury websites 

As noted in Chapter 3, the councils and the United Services Union made specific 

comment about employment impacts.70  Bankstown’s submission argues that its 

allocation of resourcing between administrative and front line staff is effective. 

Canterbury argues that the merger should not take place because it would result in 

increased unemployment in an area of already high unemployment.  Canterbury 

noted that it is experiencing an unemployment rate of 8.1% compared to 5.8% in 

NSW.71  Bankstown also noted that its area has above average rates of 

unemployment compared to the Greater Sydney average of 5.4%.72 

4.7.2 Staff protection under the Act 

Under section 354F of the Act non-senior staff members’ employment would be 

protected for three years if the merger proposal is implemented.  Both councils have 

adopted a policy to extend this protection a further two years.  For the five years 

protection to become a policy of the council of the new entity, it has to be adopted by 

the new council. 

The United Services Union’s submission states that it is opposed to forced 

amalgamations; however, if the proposed merger did occur, it would want to be an 

active participant in arriving at a common strategy to re-deploy staff.   
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4.7.3 Savings from staff reductions 

The KPMG report noted that staffing reductions are assumed to:73 

 occur gradually with a modest level of voluntary attrition in the first three years 

of amalgamation;  

 be generated by reducing duplication of back office, administration and 

corporate support staff functions after the three year employment protection 

period; and 

 not impact staffing allocations for council frontline service delivery roles. 

It also assumes for metropolitan councils that one General Manager and four 

Directors continue to operate after the proposed merger.  

4.7.4 Conclusion 

It is likely that a merger would lead to a loss of employment for Bankstown and 

Canterbury staff.  Most staff reductions will occur in office jobs since the need for 

staff to maintain parks and other infrastructure will remain the same.   

However, the jobs of non-senior staff will be protected for at least three years, and 

probably for five years.  Thus job losses are likely to lead to a minimum of social 

disruption.  I therefore consider that the facts under this criterion are in favour of the 

merger proposal.   

4.8  Impact on rural communities 

Section 263(3) (e3) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the impact on rural 

communities in the areas concerned.’ 

As the merger proposal involves two Sydney Metropolitan councils there are no rural 

communities to which this criterion would apply.   

4.9 Dividing the area into wards 

Section 263(3) (e4) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the desirability (or 

otherwise) of dividing the area or areas into wards.’  Wards are divisions of a local 

government area.  Where there are wards, councillors are elected by the residents of 

a ward, rather than the residents of the whole local government area.  There was 

little comment in the public response on this subject.   

Given that merging two local government areas is a complicated exercise, it seems 

to me that it is important to make the transition as simple as possible.  I recommend 

therefore that:  
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 for the sake of simplicity of transition, the new entity should continue with the 

existing seven wards in the area, at least for the first election; and 

 as the ward system has both advantages and drawbacks; a new council 

should decide whether it prefers to keep it or not. 

The issue of whether there is a ward system neither favours nor disfavours the 

merger proposal.   

4.9.1 Options for ward systems 

Bankstown’s submission makes no suggestion in relation to whether the new entity 

should be divided into wards.  Canterbury’s submission, on the other hand, suggests 

that, with the large number of electors per councillor of the proposed new council, a 

ward system is essential for the maintenance of local democracy.   

Clearly, the simplest way to arrange for a merger would be to keep the existing 

seven wards in the Bankstown-Canterbury area.  With two councillors per ward, the 

new council could either have fourteen councillors and a popularly elected mayor; or 

fourteen councillors with one of them elected by the council as mayor.   

For the long term, the new council can decide whether it wants to keep the ward 

system.  Both the ward system and its absence have their advantages and 

drawbacks.   

Where there are wards, councillors tend to identify with only a part of their local area 

and can therefore maintain a more direct connection with their residents than where 

they represent the whole of their local area.  The ward system also makes it easier 

for independents to stand for council, since candidates without the support of a 

political party tend to lack the resources to campaign over a large area.   

On the other hand, the ward system tends to make councillors more parochial in 

their attitude and ward councillors sometimes sink to the level of suggesting that 

unwanted but necessary development be located in a ward other than their own.74   

4.9.2 Conclusion 

It seems reasonable that the new entity, if formed, continue with the existing seven 

wards in the two local government areas, at least for the first election, in order to 

simplify the process of transition.  It should be a matter for the new council, if 

established, to decide whether to continue with the ward system or change it.  This 

issue is neither in favour nor against the merger proposal.   
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4.10 Effective representation of diverse communities  

Section 263(3) (e5) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘the need to ensure that 

the opinions of each of the diverse communities of the resulting area are effectively 

represented.’ 

In examining this factor, I found that: 

 both councils provide excellent lines of communication with their residents 

from diverse language groups; 

 most of the languages in which information is given are the same in the two 

areas, though Canterbury provides information in more languages than 

Bankstown; and 

 the proposed merger could allow the two councils’ expertise in communicating 

with diverse groups to be pooled and enhanced. 

The facts under this factor favour the merger proposal.  

As discussed in Section 4.2, the populations of both Bankstown and Canterbury are 

among the most ethnically diverse in Australia.  This makes it more difficult for 

councils to communicate with residents.  Both councils have built up an expertise in 

communicating with ethnic communities, though it appears that Canterbury does this 

in more languages than Bankstown.   

4.10.1 Conclusion 

I do not accept the view in Canterbury’s submission that the expertise in 

communicating with ethnic communities will be damaged in a large entity.75  On the 

contrary, by pooling their resources, each council will be able to benefit from the 

experience of the other.  The lines of communication and representation for ethnic 

communities, already better than in most other places, are likely to rise to an even 

higher standard for a merged entity.   

4.11 Other relevant factors 

Section 263(3) (f) of the Act requires me to have regard to ‘such other factors 

considered relevant to the provision of efficient and effective local government in the 

existing and proposed new areas’.   

An issue which I consider relevant was a common theme in the public response, 

namely that the population of the new entity would be 350,000 and may rise to 

between 400,000 and 500,000 by 2031.  This would make the proposed merged 

entity the most populous local government area in the State.   
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While I accept that one’s attitude to population size is a matter of value judgment, I 

do not agree that being the largest local government area in the State is a 

disadvantage.  If Bankstown-Canterbury ends up being the largest council, it could 

also have the potential to; 

 attract the best and most specialised professionals to its staff due to its size;  

 be a partner to both the State and Federal governments in infrastructure 

projects;  

 become one of the most influential councils in NSW. 

I note that there is no agreement on what is the appropriate size for a Sydney 

metropolitan local government area.  There is reasonable agreement that the 

metropolitan area will grow to a population of 6 million by 2031.  In the context of this 

large metropolitan population, the possibility that the population of Bankstown-

Canterbury may approach 500,000 does not seem inappropriate.   

I understand the disappointment of both councils that the release of the January 

2016 merger proposals contained less ambitious mergers for the local government 

areas around them than they were led to believe previously.  However, this fact may 

suggest that future mergers in those areas may become necessary, rather than that 

the Bankstown-Canterbury merger should not proceed.   

4.11.1 Conclusion 

The population of a merged Bankstown-Canterbury of 350,000, and the possibility 

that it will rise to between 400,000 and 500,000 by 2031 is a factor in favour of the 

merger proposal.   
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Chapter 5 Recommendation and Ministerial Proclamation 

5.1 Recommendation 

As a delegate of the Acting Chief Executive of the Office of Local Government, I 

have examined the proposal referred to me, namely a merger between Bankstown 

and Canterbury local government areas.  I have arranged for public consultation by 

way of two public meetings and by inviting written submissions.  I have reviewed and 

considered all relevant information I have received regarding this proposal and taken 

into account all relevant and publicly available material, of which I was aware.  I have 

also met with the two councils.   

When I began this task, in December 2015, I knew little of the Bankstown-

Canterbury area.  As I complete my task three months later, I have not only more 

familiarity with it, but also a great deal of admiration for its people and its councillors.  

It is one of the areas in which the great Australian experiment of multiculturalism has 

been a resounding success.  Residents, many of whom moved to Australia from one 

of 150 countries, live in peace and harmony.   

My recommendation is a balanced one.  On the one hand, I accept that both councils 

could continue into the future by staying alone.  On the other, I believe that a merger 

would bring a great future to the area.  It would create the most populous local 

government area of the State.  I see this as an advantage rather than a drawback 

because the new council would have major influence in its negotiations with the 

State and Federal governments.  Moreover, both councils have achieved excellence 

in serving their diverse communities.  If they pooled their resources, they could 

become an example for the rest of Australia.   

For the above reasons, my recommendation is that the proposed merger should 

proceed.    

I cannot end this report on a better note than by quoting from a written submission I 

received:   

“A merged Bankstown and Canterbury Council will be the largest in the 

metropolitan area.  It will be a strong organisation with outstanding potential to 

partner with both State and Federal governments on infrastructure projects 

and other community initiatives.  The two areas already share a number of 

infrastructure corridors and natural waterways.  A merged council will be able 

to strongly support its community in the development of even more 

infrastructure to enable the future growth of the City.”76   
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5.2 Ministerial Proclamation 

Throughout the report I have referred to the new merged entity as Bankstown-

Canterbury on the basis of alphabetical order, despite the fact that the appellation 

‘Canterbury-Bankstown’ already exists in a local newspaper and a local football club.   

To adopt the name of either Bankstown-Canterbury or Canterbury-Bankstown seems 

to me anchored in the past.  It is also long and hyphenated.  My preference would be 

to select a name that reflects the most important natural feature which ties the two 

areas together, namely the Cooks River, and to call the new entity the City of Cooks 

River.   

I note, however, that, in the case of the amalgamation of two Sydney councils, 

Concord and Drummoyne, the new council arranged for a competition for the name 

of the merged entity.  A competition conducted by the new council would have the 

advantage that, whatever new name is chosen, it would have emerged from public 

input and would be selected by the new council.  I therefore recommend that, if the 

new merged entity is formed, it should be provisionally called Bankstown-Canterbury 

and that the new council arrange for a public competition for a new name.  At that 

time my suggestion of the City of Cooks River can also be considered.   

In Chapter 4.9 I recommended that the existing four wards in Bankstown and the 

existing three wards in Canterbury be kept for the first election and that each ward 

should have two councillors.  Since section 263(3) (e4) of the Act does not refer to 

the election of a mayor, I made no recommendation in that respect.  Given that 

Canterbury has a popularly elected mayor and Bankstown does not, the election of a 

mayor of the new entity needs to be decided for the first election.  I recommend that, 

for the first election, the council should have 14 councillors, two from each ward, and 

that the mayor be elected by the councillors.  This is in order to give the maximum 

flexibility to the new council for deciding which system it prefers to adopt for the long 

run.   
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Appendix A Instrument of Delegation  
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Appendix B Local Government Act 1993 Section 263 
 

FUNCTIONS OF THE BOUNDARIES COMMISSION 

263 Functions of the Boundaries Commission  

(1) The Boundaries Commission is required to examine and report on any matter 

with respect to the boundaries of areas and the areas of operation of county councils 

which may be referred to it by the Minister.  

(2) For the purpose of exercising its functions, the Boundaries Commission:  

(a) may hold an inquiry if the Minister so approves, and  

(b) must hold an inquiry if the Minister so directs,  

but may not hold an inquiry otherwise than as referred to in paragraph (a) or (b).  

(2A) Despite subsection (2), the Boundaries Commission must hold an inquiry for the 

purpose of exercising its functions in relation to a proposal for the amalgamation of 

two or more areas that has been referred to it in accordance with section 218F.  

(2B) Reasonable public notice must be given of the holding of an inquiry under this 

section.  

(3) When considering any matter referred to it that relates to the boundaries of areas 

or the areas of operations of county councils, the Boundaries Commission is 

required to have regard to the following factors:  

(a) the financial advantages or disadvantages (including the economies or 

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

the areas concerned,  

(b) the community of interest and geographic cohesion in the existing areas 

and in any proposed new area,  

(c) the existing historical and traditional values in the existing areas and the 

impact of change on them,  

(d) the attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned,  

(e) the requirements of the area concerned in relation to elected 

representation for residents and ratepayers at the local level, the desirable 

and appropriate relationship between elected representatives and ratepayers 

and residents and such other matters as it considers relevant in relation to the 

past and future patterns of elected representation for that area,  
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(e1) the impact of any relevant proposal on the ability of the councils of the 

areas concerned to provide adequate, equitable and appropriate services and 

facilities,  

(e2) the impact of any relevant proposal on the employment of the staff by the 

councils of the areas concerned,  

(e3) the impact of any relevant proposal on rural communities in the areas 

concerned,  

(e4) in the case of a proposal for the amalgamation of two or more areas, the 

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

(e5) in the case of a proposal for the amalgamation of two or more areas, the 

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

resulting area or areas are effectively represented,  

(f) such other factors as it considers relevant to the provision of efficient and 

effective local government in the existing and proposed new areas. 

(4) The Boundaries Commission is not entitled to examine or report on any matter 

relating to the area of operations of a county council constituted or proposed to be 

constituted for the supply of electricity.  

(5) The Boundaries Commission must allow members of the public to attend any 

inquiry held by the Commission under this section.  

(6) The Boundaries Commission may continue with an examination or inquiry even 

though a commissioner or acting commissioner replaces another commissioner 

during the course of the examination or inquiry.  

(7) The Supreme Court may not make an order in the nature of prohibition in respect 

of, or an order for removing to the Court or quashing, any decision or proceeding 

made or conducted by the Boundaries Commission in connection with the exercise 

of its functions.  
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Appendix C NSW Government Merger Proposal: Bankstown and 

Canterbury City Council 
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