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Executive Summary 

Manly Council does not support the proposed merger between itself, Warringah and Pittwater 

Councils as initiated by Warringah Council in its letter dated 23 February 2016 to the Minister 

for Local Government, and review by the Boundaries Commission (‘Merger Proposal’).  

Manly Council’s first preference is to remain independent; however, it understands that this is 

not an option at present for the NSW Government.  

Manly Council has a long and proud history; it was incorporated as a local government body 

on 6 January 1877. At that time it was well known as a sea side resort, and ‘seven miles’ from 

the ‘cares of Sydney’.  

It is today home to 44,756 residents, and still a place ‘where the natural environment and 

heritage sustain and complement a vibrant cosmopolitan and community lifestyle’.  

Manly is an internationally recognised visitor destination, distinguished by its heritage, culture, 

and environment, and as a place which will continue to draw people from around the world to 

its shores (an estimated 8 million visitors per annum).  

Manly Council supported the consideration of the Merger Proposal between itself, Mosman 

Council and part of Warringah Council as prepared by the NSW Government in January 2016. 

It participated in the public hearing of 2 February 2016, and provided a submission on 28 

February 2016 to the Delegate of the Office of Local Government for the purposes of the 

Boundary Review. The (previous) submission stated that while the proposal was inferior to 

Manly Council remaining independent, it was consistent with Council’s third merger preference 

as provided to the NSW Government on 18 November 2015.  

Council has now considered two Merger Proposals in view of NSW Government’s policy and 

determination to reduce the number of councils in Metropolitan Sydney from 43 to 25, and 

only one is consistent with the third preference of Council.  

Council recognises that reform is necessary and the best outcome would be the formation of 

two councils in the SHOROC region. 

The current Merger Proposal of Manly, Pittwater & Warringah councils as initiated by 

Warringah Council, is inconsistent with Manly Council’s stated Merger preferences. It is also 
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inconsistent with the outcome of a poll of Manly electors in 2004, and the majority of views 

from the community based on preferences, and financial research undertaken to date1.  

Council considers the proposal akin to a takeover of the Manly area that is not justified on 

scale grounds, financial capacity or sustainability, and threatens future local government 

services, and their delivery for Manly residents.  

Council requests that the NSW Government, via the Premier, the Minister for Local 

Government and the Boundaries Review Delegate do not support Warringah Council’s Merger 

Proposal. 

 

  

                                                           
1 This research is detailed in this report, and included independent Taverner Research A Survey of 
Manly Residents on Council Merger Options, May 2015 and the March 2004 Manly Council poll of 
electors.  
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Background  

Manly Council’s adopted Fit For Future position was resolved at its Extraordinary Meeting of 

Monday 22nd June 2015, and was to: 

i. remain Independent,  

ii. reject the recommendation of the Independent Local Government Review Panel for 

one ‘mega’ council on the Northern Beaches,  

iii. submit Council’s improvement proposal (Template 2) and Business Case to remain a 

standalone Manly Council,  

iv. provide IPART with a test case for two councils of equal size on the Northern Beaches, 

and ask the government to demonstrate and prove to the community of Manly how 

such an option will result in an overall reduction in rates in the long term, improve local 

infrastructure and council services, enhance environmental management and most 

important of all how it will advance the democratic and community of interest of Manly’s 

residents.  

Council agrees that reform of local government particularly financing and funding is long 

overdue, and that to date generally, the Fit For Future ‘reforms’ have been sensible.  

However, in the Sydney area, the push for mergers of local government and structural reform 

without any real financial reform initiatives, or joint regional organisation considerations has 

been premature, forced and an unsatisfactory process. 

Manly Council continues to prove that it punches above its weight as far as the other reforms 

are proposed:  

 It is financially sustainable – unlike many NSW councils.  

 It delivers on capital and community projects for its community and has never had to apply 

for a special rate variation to fund essential community infrastructure. 

 TCorp in 2013 found that Manly Council had a sound financial sustainability ratio (within 

the top 23% of councils), and had a neutral outlook.  

Indeed, IPART’s October 2015 report found that Manly Council was financially sustainable 

and fit! 

According to IPART though, Manly lacks ‘scale’ and ‘strategic capacity’.  

Manly's track record proves that the basis for these claims are unfounded; and for this reason, 

we have been highly critical of IPART’s methodology, rationale and reporting to date. 
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The regional collaboration through the SHOROC during the last 20 years has been 

outstanding also. It has delivered on health, infrastructure, waste, the environment, regional 

projects, and working with state government to improve transport, traffic and other services.  

We do not lack scale, as we work with our regional neighbours, and we will continue to work 

together in the future. Council’s formal and informal collaborative efforts with its neighbours 

have delivered services, savings and joint structures that have positioned it well for the future.  

We can further enhance this region’s ability to provide housing and employment opportunities 

for our community. Whether we are merged together, or not! 

Since IPART’s October 2015 report, there have been the following developments: 

 Manly Council was required to consider a merger and provide an obligatory 50 word 

on-line submission to the Office of Local Government on 18 November 2015 stating its 

three merger proposal preferences; and  

 The Minister for Local Government The Hon. Paul Toole’s announcement of 18 

December 2015 proposed a merger between Manly, Mosman and the southern part of 

Warringah councils, and Manly Council considered this proposal as required.  

 We do not propose any minor or major changes to the merger proposal, as although 

inferior to remaining independent, it was in line with community research and 

preferences, Council’s independent financial assessments and research to date. 

 We believe that the NSW Government’s Proposal for a merger between Mosman, 

Warringah (part) and Manly, if transitioned properly could deliver benefits in the long 

run for our community that span financial, the environment, community services and 

infrastructure delivery; 

 Council considers that the current proposal lodged by Warringah Council for a merger 

between Manly, Warringah and Pittwater councils is not in the Manly community’s best 

interests or preferences. At present, it is a real and present threat to local democracy, 

community service delivery and the future protection of Manly’s environmental heritage 

and assets.  
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Consideration of Factors under the Local Government Act, 1993 

Manly Council has considered the following factors in its submission regarding the Merger 

Proposal in accordance with section 263(3) of the Local Government Act, 1993 in its 

submission in the following pages. These are in particular: 

(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, 

(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, 

(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, 

Manly Council has comprehensively assessed all possible amalgamation options with its 

neighbouring councils as part of the State Government’s Fit for the Future (FFF) program. 

As part of this process, Council, together with industry experts KPMG, meticulously analysed 

every financial, social, strategic and practical implication a council merger might have on its 

financial sustainability and our community service delivery. 

Manly Council is ‘fit for the future’ (and financially sustainable in all ratios and performance 

measures) without needing to merge, and Council decided that remaining independent is the 

best outcome for the community in considering this proposal. 
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(a) Financial Advantages or Disadvantages (including economies or 
diseconomies of scale) of any relevant proposal to the residents and 
ratepayers of the areas concerned 

The financial advantages and disadvantages of Warringah Council’s merger proposal are 

considered below. They are considered in the context of the NSW Government and KPMG 

supporting documentation as available in March 2016 as follows: 

 KPMG models that $111 m is achievable over twenty years in net present value terms.  

Gross savings over the 20 year period could be possible as a result of:  

o Streamlining senior management roles ($27 m) 

o Removal of duplicate back office and administrative functions ($75 m) 

o Efficiencies generated through increased purchasing power of materials and 

contracts $19 m;  

o A reduction in the overall number of elected officials that will in turn reduce 

expenditure on councillor fees ($4m) 

 The KPMG modelling contrasts markedly to the Warringah Council proposal that 

shows claims of $127m net financial savings might be achievable over 20 years. 

 This is equivalent to approximately $5.5m per annum over 20 years. As a percentage 

of a new council’s revenue, it is only 1.2%. This is small saving for such large costs to 

Manly.  

 The March 2016 KPMG results show that benefits will be achieved after 2020.  

  

These financial benefits per annum are likely to be small on an annual basis, and only 

achieved after 2020. For instance, the benefits as modelled by KPMG suggest that the 

savings as a percentage of Operating Revenue would be less than 1.4% per for the three 

merged councils, and can only achievable by 2019-20.  

These savings come at a large price in terms of costs and losses for the Manly 

community’s independence and services provision.  

Council disputes that stated financial benefits will be achieved for Manly’s residents. The 

stated benefits will largely be achieved after 2019-20 when the three year award period 

restricting retrenchments of local government employees will be achieved to achieve 

positive net operating results.  

  



Manly Council’s Submission to Warringah Council’s Merger Proposal: 

Manly, Warringah, & Pittwater Councils, Boundary Review, April 2016 

 

8 
 

Infrastructure considerations in financing 

As well, the asset base and backlog between the councils is very different.  

To date, Manly Council has a negligible asset & infrastructure backlog whereas both 

Warringah Council and Pittwater Council have backlogs in the order of 2 and 5 percent 

respectively, and have applied for SRVs to fund their maintenance.  

This means that as a result of the proposed merger Manly residents would be burdened 

with the infrastructure backlog of the other councils, and would spend its capital reserves 

in other areas to reduce this backlog.  

As well it is estimated there is at least $50m of infrastructure for footpaths and kerb and 

guttering that is required in the Warringah Council area. This poses an unfair burden on 

existing and future Manly residents. 

Manly Council supports reducing its reliance on rate increases to fund community 

infrastructure. Manly has not applied for special rate variations in recent years to maintain 

its infrastructure, or provide new infrastructure.  Manly has also not applied for an SRV to 

fund assets maintenance. 

The Manly SRV of 2.2% referred to in the Warringah Council proposal is to fund an expiring 

2.2% business rate in 2017-18 used for capital improvements in the Manly CBD roads, 

footpaths, structures such as seawalls and public amenities – it is not a new SRV! 

Manly Council has been acknowledged by TCorp and IPART as financially sustainable; it 

has saved money, achieved sustained productivity improvements, and undertaken capital 

projects that have a sustainable business case.  

In all capital improvements undertaken in recent years, there has been no additional cost 

to future generations or the community. 

Manly has recently undertaken major capital works to improve its town centre. These 

include laneways, streetscapes, ocean beach front, and stormwater detention projects. 

They are already having high multiplier benefits – in terms of returns to businesses and 

residents in the area.  

Manly has used its capital reserves and rates to preserve its town centre into the future, 

and still has projects that are needed for its continued revitalisation that have regional 

benefits – like car parking infrastructure replacement and catering for increasing 

commuting parking needs.  
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Manly town centre will suffer in the future as other centres like Brookvale and Dee Why 

require propping up with capital and infrastructure!  

Manly’s capital improvements e.g new Swim Centre, CBD laneways, beach and 

streetscapes of recent years, have been funded by no additional costs to future 

generations or the community. 

Manly Council has carefully applied its section 94 funds to infrastructure projects.  These 

include capital works, stormwater alleviation, lagoon improvements, parks and community 

infrastructure upgrades.  

Manly has not just accumulated section 94 reserves. It also has not sold council assets to 

developers to fund public or private developments. But these are the practices of our 

northern neighbour! 

Council has carefully applied its section 94 funds to infrastructure projects required by the 

Manly local area over years, including capital works, stormwater alleviation, lagoon 

improvements, parks and community infrastructure upgrades.  

Manly has managed its financial sustainability with a high level of expertise and 

governance to date, and has been acknowledged both by IPART and TCorp as financially 

sustainable now and in the future. Unlike many NSW Councils, Manly has not had to rely 

on special rate variations to fund its capital works projects, and has no intention to do so 

in its future plans. 
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(b) Community of Interest and Geographic Cohesion in the Existing Areas and 
Any Proposed New Area 

The proposed new local government area comprising Manly, Warringah and Pittwater councils 

is estimated to represent 259,000 people and cover an area of 163km2.  

Analysis of the demographics show that there are different ‘communities of interests’ of 

residents in the proposed area, especially between the Northern and Southern areas of the 

Northern Beaches, and across household incomes, housing, age profiles, education and 

employment. 

These are shown in the table below for the three councils of Manly, Warringah, Pittwater and 

Greater Sydney.  

 

Some observations on these metrics (based on 2011 ABS Census data) is provided below to 

show similarities and differences between Manly, Warringah, Pittwater and Greater Sydney 

area as follows:  

 Comparing the median age across the areas, it is evident that there are more older 

people living in the north (Pittwater) compared with Manly and the rest of Sydney.  

 In terms of median weekly household incomes, Manly households have the highest 

incomes in the region compared to Pittwater and Warringah.  

 As well, there are relatively more ‘couples with children’ in Warringah and Pittwater 

areas; although Pittwater also has more ‘older couples without children’.  
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 The greatest difference in regional terms arise from the types of housing. For instance, 

there are higher numbers of medium and high density housing in Manly area as 62% 

of dwellings comprise this type of housing, compared to Warringah and Pittwater where 

single dwellings are dominant. 

 The high cost of renting is apparent in the median weekly rent details from the 2011 

Census that no doubt have increased in the last 5 years, and Manly is the most 

expensive place to rent, followed by Pittwater and then Warringah areas, and all areas 

are much higher than Greater Sydney. 

 In terms of the education of the population, there are also differences in skill levels in 

the Northern Beaches. Those holding a Bachelor degree or higher live in Manly, 

compared to Pittwater and Warringah where there are more vocational qualifications.  

 The accessibility and usage of public transport is greatest for Manly residents (29%) 

compared to Warringah (16%) and Pittwater (8%) residents, and reflects the problems 

that the region has in this regard with service delivery via the NSW Government. 

Local Economy 

The new Northern Beaches council will not manage and coordinate regional economic 

resources, infrastructure and the jobs growth needed for Manly residents.  

There are substantial differences in the economic fabric of this area to that of the Northern 

Peninsula.  

Some of the local economic characteristics of this area (shown previously in some of the 

demographic comparative data) are:  

 A larger proportion of Manly residents are employed in professional, scientific and 

technical services, and financial and insurance services, and accommodation and food 

service industries compared to Warringah and Pittwater areas. 

 

 In terms of occupations, there are also more people employed as managers and 

professionals in Manly compared to Warringah and Pittwater areas where there are 

greater numbers of people employed as technicians, trade workers, and clerical, sales and 

administrative workers. 

 

 The differences in the employment characteristics are reflected highly in the level of jobs 

containment for the region.  
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For instance, more than 70% of Manly residents leave the area to work in other areas 

primarily the Sydney city area; only 21% of Manly residents work in the Manly area. 

Journey to work data shows that Manly residents have a low containment rate, and are 

mainly ‘commuters’, and understanding this helps us understand the needs Manly 

residents have for future planning and advocacy for roads and public transport provision. 

These statistics contrast with both the higher containment rates experienced in the 

Warringah where 51% of residents living in the area work elsewhere in Sydney, Pittwater 

and North Sydney; and 39% work in the area; and Pittwater where 50% of residents living 

in the area work outside, and 39% of residents work in locally based jobs. 

 

 Manly’s business base is also mixed and dominated by small businesses; it is also very 

geared and skewed to the tourism and visitor economy.  

It contains a large proportion of accommodation, restaurants and businesses and is 

viewed as the ‘tourism gateway’ for the Northern Beaches. 

 

 The economic differences are borne out by the facts and spending priorities for Manly 

Council. A large proportion of its resident income has historically been spent on protecting 

and maintaining its assets, beachfronts, protection measures for future climate change 

scenarios, and community infrastructure to accommodate ongoing visitor and destination 

needs. Services are shaped to reflect the needs of the community, and businesses, 

including cleansing, beach services, waste, events, and visitor marketing and promotions 

services. 

 

 The Northern Beaches has low rates of unemployment (in the order of 3.7 to 3.5 percent) 

and is below the Sydney metropolitan average of 5.4 percent. However, it is important that 

existing Manly & Pittwater town centres and villages are protected and revitalised in the 

future in order to supply the resident needs, rather than large retail complexities in 

Brookvale and Dee Why areas. 

 

 It is expected that the area will have moderate growth in total employment with each of the 

three councils registering growth above 1.2 per cent – but below the Sydney metropolitan 

average of 1.6 percent. This growth in employment opportunities is vital for the area, 

particularly for Manly with a large transient commuting population, there needs to be local 

commercial and professional work opportunities in revitalised and well-maintained centres.  
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 Manly has a highly educated population - higher than the Sydney metropolitan average; 

However, there are subtle differences between the educational attainment levels between 

the north and south of the Northern Beaches as discussed previously. 

 

 According to the 2011 Census data, Health Care and Social Assistance was the largest 

employer in the Manly area making up 17.1% of total employment.  

 

 The top three industries employing Manly residents were Professional, Scientific and 

Technical services, followed by Financial and Insurance services, and then Health care 

and social assistance. In Warringah and Pittwater, these industries also employ people, in 

addition to retailing. 

While, the Northern Beaches area has the potential to prioritise, continue and co-ordinate 

efforts undertaken separately by the various councils and SHOROC in this area that are 

needed for businesses, local employment and jobs, it is considered that businesses in the 

Manly area will suffer as a result of the change in emphasis of a Northern Beaches council 

towards Dee Why and Brookvale areas.  

It is considered that Warringah Mall will continue to dominate over local town centres, and 

neighbourhood shopping centres in the Manly and Pittwater areas. In particular, the Manly 

area with its reliance on tourism and the visitor economy will suffer as a result of lack of capital 

and maintenance, as capital spending priorities move north to those where spending has not 

been prioritised in recent years. 

 

Geography and Environment 

Manly Council believes that the proposed boundaries for the new Northern Beaches Council 

drawing on natural catchments, waterways, park boundaries will be too large to effectively 

manage and protect the environment.  

It is doubtful that the high levels of environmental heritage and asset protection enjoyed at 

present throughout the Northern Beaches of Sydney region will able to be maintained, 

protected or conserved for future generations as a result of the proposal.  

One of the stated claims in the Warringah Council proposal is the ‘harmonisation’ of different 

planning and development control environments between the different councils. Council 

believes that this will effectively ‘dumb down’ the planning controls and existing local 
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environmental plans and development controls that have carefully been constructed to 

preserve the differing environments while controlling development impacts in the region.  

At risk are large expanses of national parks, coastal beaches, harbour access and beaches 

and reserves in the area. The future management of these catchment areas, parklands and 

environmental assets is considered of strategic importance for the future environmental 

sustainability of the region. There will be challenges and opportunities for a northern beaches 

council in coordinating regional resources and ensuring infrastructure is properly built and 

maintained to manage flooding, bushfires, coastal erosion and sea level rises, and other 

arising future issues for a substantially larger region.  

On the other hand, if two councils are established for the SHOROC region, each council would 

be better resourced to co-ordinate these different communities of interest, and environmental 

prioritisation and avoid environmental degradation; and manage differing services, and 

infrastructure needs between the different areas, and local economies in the region in the 

future.   
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(c) the existing historical and traditional values in the existing areas and the 
impact of change on them 

There is little opportunity for existing historical and traditional values in the areas of Manly, 

Warringah and Pittwater councils to be strengthened in the future, and well managed by the 

proposal.  

Manly Council’s proud heritage and history is likely to disappear as a result of the proposal, 

and the infrastructure, heritage and environment protected for so long will dissipate. 

Manly Council is regularly recognised by its peers for its high levels of achievement across 

many fronts, including environmental and financial management, which far surpass those of 

much larger councils. In 2014, it was awarded the winner of the 2014 Sustainable City Award 

(NSW).  

The community engagement undertaken in 2013 showed continued support for the current 

vision that Council has for the Manly area from all groups in the community.  

This is replicated below in Council’s vision and community values. 

Vision for Manly   

Where natural environment and heritage sustain and complement a vibrant 
cosmopolitan and community lifestyle. 

In addition, we will work in partnership to deliver enhanced safety, cleanliness, 
accessibility, connectedness, and sustainability in Manly for current and future 
generations.   

Manly’s Community Values 

Various community values were also considered important during the next ten years 
to support the community vision for the future of Manly.  

In the Manly area, the following values describe what we believe in and how we aspire 
to live together, and working towards: 

 A sustainable environment and economy; 
 Affordable housing; 
 Accessible places; 
 Connected & involved local community that is culturally vibrant; 
 A clean environment; 
 Protecting its natural and built environment; 
 A place for both residents and visitors to enjoy; 
 Managing its population growth; 
 Well managed and accountable local government; and 
 Clearly defined plans. 
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These values are represented in a variety of ways in which Manly Council delivers its services, 

projects and plans in working with the community now, and will be important in the future.  

This includes delivery of services that span the social, economic, environment and governance 

structures.  

These values are evident in the importance of community consultation and social capital 

initiatives via community panels, precincts, special advisory committees, partnerships, 

volunteering, environmental heritage conservation, protection through development controls, 

waste services, cleansing services, community events and cultural activities, traditional 

ceremonies, and all services for the community.  

These values will be threatened by the proposal, especially as the council will struggle to 

create a new culture that binds different communities, builds on different values, historical and 

traditional connections in the Northern Beaches area.  

Of particular concern is the likely loss of Manly’s long proud history and heritage through future 

cuts in staff, services and new arrangements that will prioritise other areas to the North.  

It will be important too that Manly’s historic and traditional cultural values are maintained to 

ensure continuity of community services, consultation, events, celebrations, places, and 

memorials.  

Some of the key historic and traditional community values in the Manly area that will be 

threatened and challenged as a result of the proposal will be:  

 Manly’s sense of place in Sydney’s northern beaches, Sydney and its gateways; 

 Manly’s important environmental heritage and legacy in the future (from pre-European 

history to now & beyond); 

 Manly’s historic settlement patterns, as well as the role of transport in the development of 

the area to Sydney and beyond; including ferries, trams, buses, building of the Spit Bridge, 

and the challenges and opportunities provided by the harbour and its beaches;  

 Manly’s continued natural environmental protection, including native species, bushland, 

terrain, natural waterways, lagoons, and waterways, beaches and Harbour foreshores, 

and management of future development, housing and employment pressures; 

 Manly’s current and future infrastructure needs and capacity to provide local, regional and 

Sydney services, beyond the domain of councils, such as major roads, sewerage, 

electricity, utility services, etc; 
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 Manly’s management of major events such as the Jazz Festival, the Arts Festival, and the 

Food, Wine and Sustainability Fair; 

 Manly’s community infrastructure and the future management to balance competing public 

and community demands, including community swim centres, halls, beaches, parks, public 

assets, sporting clubs; and 

 Working with Federal and State agencies to prioritise resources and co-ordinate agencies 

that deliver important services, and allocate grant funds for the Manly community. 

Some of the community values that are considered important and demonstrated in current key 

community partnerships, shared regional services and facilities that will be challenged by 

future governance and democratic arrangements in a future merged Northern Beaches council 

entity are as follows: 

 Input to strategic planning, developments, infrastructure and service delivery; Manly 

Council currently manages a range of 19 Special Purpose and 5 Joint Committees that 

provide an opportunity for community members, non-government organisations, and other 

NSW agencies to advise Council in strategic and operational areas of service delivery; it 

also supports a Precincts Community Forums system that provides comments on 

development applications and significant strategic planning issues; 

 Volunteering – Council currently has approx. 600 people registered to assist deliver events 

(Australian Open of Surfing Event), tourism, art gallery services, meals on wheels, library 

services;  

 Good working relationships with a variety of clubs and sporting associations including: 

football, volleyball, soccer, and cricket clubs, including Manly Warringah Sea Eagles, 

Manly Rugby,  Manly Cricket Club; Surf Life Saving clubs: Manly, North Steyne and 

Queenscliff surf clubs; Surf Lifesaving Australia; 

 Key community partnerships to support and deliver services: Northern Beaches Lifeline, 

Radio Northern Beaches, Northern Beaches Community College, the Pioneer Club House, 

the Manly Community Centre and the Women’s Shelter. 
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(d) the attitude of the residents and ratepayers of the areas concerned 

Manly has extensively consulted its community and neighbouring areas on possible options 

as part of its Fit For The Future processes during the last 12-18 months.  

 

Over the last 12 months, Manly has consulted approx. 3,000 Manly residents, 600 Warringah 

residents, and 400 Mosman residents to find out preferences for mergers if forced. It does not 

believe that these preferences would change much statistically if another survey was 

undertaken today. 

 

During this consultation, Council found that the community’s clear preference out of all ‘forced 

merger’ possibilities, was to have two councils of equal population size. 

 

Independent research also has found residents prefer two councils of equal size. 

 

In a random survey of a representative sample of 499 Manly and 405 Pittwater residents, 

independent researchers2 found that both Pittwater and Manly residents overwhelmingly 

rejected the mega council option advocated by Warringah.  

 

However, in this research, the majority of Manly (75 percent) Pittwater (89 percent) 
residents support the option for two councils of equal size if the status quo was not an 
option. 
 

In similar random survey of 478 Warringah residents, independent researchers found that if 

neither the status quo nor forming one council on the Northern Beaches was a preferred 

option, seventy four percent (74%) of Warringah residents indicated that two councils of equal 

size is their most preferred and second most preferred option. 

 

In other words, independent research found that most of the residents of the Northern Beaches 

support two councils of equal size; contrary to the current proposal.  

 

This recent research supports the March 2004 Manly Council poll of electors undertaken in 

conjunction with local government elections. It found that in relation to the questions: 

                                                           
2 Independent researchers: Taverner Research, and Micromex Research 
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 Do you support the amalgamation of the council of Manly with any other local government 

area or areas? Results were Yes 25.7% to No 74.3%.  

 Do you support any boundary adjustments in involving the adjoining councils with the 

council of Manly? Results were Yes 17.5% to No 82.5%. 
 

Further independent research undertaken of Mosman residents in 2015 shows that they were 

split on whether to merge with their neighbours to the west (e.g North Sydney), or the north 

(e.g Manly and Warringah).  
 

This consultation is detailed in the paragraphs below. 

 

Independent Manly Community Survey, November 2014 

In November 2014, Manly residents (approx. 302) were asked as part of the annual Customer 

Satisfaction Survey, four questions about their preferences to merge with a neighbouring 

Council, and in order of most preferred merger options.  

These were: 

1. Are you aware of the NSW Government’s proposal to reduce the number of 
metropolitan councils in Sydney? 

2. Are you aware that this proposal includes reducing the number of Sydney Metropolitan 
Councils from 41 to 18? 

3. Do you support having one single council on the Northern Beaches incorporating 
Pittwater, Warringah and Manly councils? 

4. If Manly Council has to merge with a neighbouring council which are would you prefer 
to merge with (in order of preference), Mosman, Warringah Council; and Warringah 
Council up to Dee Why? 

There were 89% of respondents that were aware of the State Government’s proposal to 

reduce the number of metropolitan councils in Sydney, and 63% of respondents were aware 

that the proposal includes reducing the number of Sydney council from 41 to 18. 

In terms of the proposal to form a single council on the Northern Beaches, 57% of respondents 

rejected the proposition of a Manly merger with Pittwater and Warringah Councils to form one 

local government area (extending from the Middle Harbour to Palm Beach). 

In response to the question if Manly Council had to merge with a neighbouring council, the 

following first preferences for Manly residents were observed: 

 Area south of Dee Why up to Warringah Road (42% preferred); 

 Whole of Warringah (39% preferred); 

 Whole of Mosman (19% preferred). 
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Manly Community Survey, May 2015 

Manly residents were specifically asked about their merger preferences for Council in May 

2015 by independent research company, Taverner Research. This was conducted by a 

telephone survey of 499 adult residents of the Manly Council LGA. 

The survey aimed to: 

 Measure awareness of the NSW Government’s plan to reduce the number of councils; 

and 

 Identify support or opposition for different amalgamation options. 

The majority of residents surveyed indicated being aware of the proposed amalgamation of 

councils put forward by the state government. Awareness was lowest among younger 

residents and highest among those who reported having received the council provided 

information packs regarding amalgamation. Knowledge of the detail was significantly lower 

with two out of five (41%) of all respondents aware of the nature of the proposed reduction of 

41 councils through amalgamation. 

Amalgamation Preferences 

There was greater support (51%) for the status quo (i.e. remaining as a standalone council) 

and this was one and a half times greater than opposition (35%) to this option. 

If remaining as a standalone council was not an option, 61% of residents surveyed indicated 

support for amalgamation. 

If amalgamation was forced by state government, the preferred option for amalgamation was 

for two councils on the Northern Beaches of approximately equal size in population (59%). 

Manly Community Feedback Forms, June 2015 

In May/June 2015, there was also a separate consultation conducted to test community 

support for ‘forced options’ with 18,000 brochures and feedback forms distributed to every 

residential address in Manly. There were 1,963 people who responded to the request for 

feedback via Council’s Feedback form or on-line survey as part of the ‘Your Manly Your Say’ 

campaign. 

The people responding to this campaign included Manly Council staff, residents with a specific 

Manly address, and those providing online survey responses on the options provided in Manly 

Council’s community brochure (as required under the Fit For Future NSW Government 

submission).  
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These responses were independent tabulated, collated and analysed by research company 

Taverner Research in June 2015 for the period 11 May to 5 June 2015. 

There were two options surveyed via the Feedback Forms and Community Brochures were: 

 Option A “Two Councils of Equal population based on existing suburb and catchment 

boundaries”; and 

 Option B “The State Government’s proposal to merge your Council with Pittwater and 

Warringah Councils into one Mega Council”. 

The results were:  

 That 76% of feedback forms received show support for Option A (Two Councils on the 

Northern Beaches). This is in preference to Option B One Mega Council (24% support).  

 That of the online survey responses, there was 67% support for Option A (2 Councils) as 

opposed to Option B One Mega Council (33% support).  

 That in terms of staff support, there was greater support for Option A Two Councils (85% 

support) than Option B One Mega Council (15% support). 

Warringah Community Survey, March 2015 

Manly Council also commissioned surveys of its neighbouring communities to ascertain their 

views on amalgamations and council mergers.  

In a similar random survey of 478 Warringah residents in March 2015, independent 

researchers found that if neither the status quo nor forming one council on the Northern 

Beaches was a preferred option, seventy-four percent of Warringah residents indicated that 

two councils of equal size is their most preferred and second most preferred option. 

The Research Report titled ‘A Survey of Warringah Residents on Council Merger Options’ was 

undertaken in March 2015 by independent Taverner Research on behalf of Manly Council.  

The survey was undertaken to: 

 Measure awareness of the NSW Government’s plan to reduce the number of councils; 

 Identify support for or opposition for different amalgamation options; and 

 Enable comparison of results for residents living in the North and South areas of 

Warringah Council. 

Awareness of Proposed Reduction in Council numbers 

The results confirm that three quarters (75%) of all Warringah residents surveyed indicated 

they were aware, generally, of the proposed reduction in council numbers. 
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There were no significant differences in awareness amongst residents living in the south or 

north of the Warringah LGA. There were significant differences in awareness based on age, 

with 84% of those aged 55+ years aware, compared to 67% of those aged 18-54 years. 

Support or Opposition for Amalgamation Options 

In response to the question: ‘if neither the status quo nor forming one council on the Northern 

Beaches were an option, which of the following do you most prefer’, the responses from 

Warringah residents were:  

 Creating two councils of equal size, was most preferred for 33% of residents and second 

preference for 41% of residents.  

 Warringah amalgamating with Pittwater residents was most preferred for 35% of 

Warringah residents and second preference for 27% of Warringah residents.  

 Warringah amalgamating with Manly was most preferred for 32% of residents and second 

preference for 31% of residents. 

 

Summary 

 The current Northern Beaches Merger Proposal is inferior to remaining independent.  

 The current proposal was not supported in Manly Council’s community consultation.  

 The current proposal is inconsistent with Council’s Fit For The Future submission, 

independent surveys and research by Taverner of residents of Manly and Warringah 

areas, and Pittwater surveys.  

 The current Merger Proposal is also inconsistent with Council’s third preference 

submitted to the Office of Local Government as required on 18 November 2015, and 

supported in its submission to the NSW Delegate of the Boundaries Review on 2 

February 2016, and Council’s Compendium submission on 28 February 2016.  

 The current Warringah Council Merger Proposal is inferior to the NSW Government’s 

proposal for the Northern Beaches as supported by both Manly and Pittwater Council’s 

respective submissions to the various delegates in February 2016. 
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(e) the requirements of the area concerned in relation to elected representation 
for residents and ratepayers at the local level, …for that area 

The current ratio of elected councillors in Manly Council (namely 1 in 4,976 residents) is likely 

to be reduced as a result of the Northern Beaches Merger Proposal.  

Warringah residents at present have approximately 15,529 residents per councillor, and 

Pittwater residents have one councillor per 7,038 people.  

According to the KPMG paper prepared by the NSW Government for the Warringah proposal, 

Manly residents are likely to be much worse off as a result of the proposal. This considered 

the scenario that there were 10 councillors for the new population of 263,413 residents, and 

resulting in one councillor per 26,341 people. This is a five-fold reduction in democratic 

representation for Manly residents. 

As well, according to the proposed merger documents as prepared by Warringah Council, it 

is suggested that there be 13 councillors, and as a result of the new population of 263,413 

there would be approximately 20,262 residents per councillor. This is a four-fold reduction in 

democratic representation for Manly residents.  

This democratic loss in both scenarios as a result of this proposal is not acceptable, and 

inferior to remaining independent.  

The Warringah Council Proposal does not consider the future of Manly community’s existing 

network of community consultation or propose to continue servicing the Manly area’s special 

purpose committees, precincts and various community groups. These provide vital links to the 

community and enable continuous consultation mechanisms. 

It is important that any proposal enables the Manly local area to continue to be well 

represented, and that the interests of the communities, including services needed are 

resourced and provided.  

This proposal fails to adequately consider or propose alternatives for effective democratic 

representation, or methods to properly engage or communicate with its new areas.  

Possibly wards might be the best way to ensure effective representation in the areas that make 

up the new merged entity.   

However, the suggested four wards in the Warringah proposal would more than likely polarise 

the region, resulting in decisions that are not workable, fractious and likely to lead to a split 

region that would not achieve its objectives of good governance and leadership. 
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Given the challenges ahead with ensuring effective political representation for the new entity 

and from existing areas, it is considered that the Proposal fails to represent the democratic 

interests of the Manly community.  

The proposal will make the Manly community worse off, and inferior to the rest of the Northern 

Beaches community. It will result in a deterioration of services, and benefits for the area that 

it has known and prospered to date. 

 

(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 

The Northern Beaches merger proposal provide no details of how the various services and 

facilities that Manly residents enjoy at present will be delivered in the future, or detail how they 

might be continued to be provided.  

These services, while delivering expected savings, require careful planning, negotiation and 

transitioning to ensure that Manly residents would not be worse off due to the proposal.  

For instance, Manly Council provides a variety of unique and bespoke services that are not 

readily provided for by other councils.  

Manly Council provides its own domestic garbage for its ratepayers; and undertakes its own 

cleansing, street sweeping, recycling, vegetation pick-up services that are unique, and not 

delivered by either Mosman or Warringah Councils.  

Transition arrangements arising from an amalgamation proclamation will also require Manly 

Council to retain its workforce for a period of three years in accordance with the award 

stipulations. The new council will need to consider how to service domestic garbage waste 

services for the new areas, and additional waste & cleansing service areas will require further 

examination, testing and investigation. 

In addition, Council provides community services across all areas that are at risk of being lost 

in servicing the new Northern Beaches area. These are as follows: 

 Social services: Community safety services; Healthy and active living via professional 

lifeguard services at Manly Ocean beach, Swim Centre; community development services; 

playground maintenance, public open space and sports facilities; high quality library and 

cultural information services such as the Manly Art Gallery and Museum, sister city & 

cultural exchanges support programs; children & youth services including operations at 2 



Manly Council’s Submission to Warringah Council’s Merger Proposal: 

Manly, Warringah, & Pittwater Councils, Boundary Review, April 2016 

 

25 
 

long day care centres, preschools, family counselling;  programs supporting aged, 

disabled, ATSI, CALD groups. 

 Environmental services: Protection and conservation of natural heritage, bushlands, 

waterways and biodiversity via key environmental projects, the Manly Environment Centre, 

key community environmental partnerships with schools, precincts and special community 

groups; creating liveable neighbourhoods by protecting & regulating the built and natural 

environment via development, building and health controls and standards; responsible 

waste management including domestic waste collection services, cleaning public places, 

facilities, parklands, road reserves and storm water catchments, waste avoidance and 

resource recovery programs, and regional partnerships to facilitate regional waste 

collection systems; 

 Economic services: Projects to upgrade Manly CBD Laneways and CBD infrastructure, 

commuter and visitor parking; Manly Tourism support via place making, events program, 

Hello Manly supporting visitors, partnerships with Chambers of Commerce, 

 Infrastructure services: Traffic, parking stations & permits & maintaining key amenities 

and physical infrastructure to acceptable service standards. This includes the 

implementation phase of the Manly 2015 Masterplan. 

 Detail on some of the specific ‘Manly’ services at risk include the following: 

o Library services that provide a number of distinct social capital building community 

activities and events (such as electronic resources, numerous children activities & 

youth book reading, teen & HSC workshops, local studies, films, displays, 

exhibitions and events & services etc). Council library services are vast as the 

majority of Library services to residents (69% of card holders) and non-residents 

(greatest proportions of card holders 24% are Warringah residents, with Mosman, 

Pittwater and North Sydney each comprising 1% of card holders); 

o Community services (including community development, Meals on Wheels, Hop 

Skip Jump Buses, counselling); the majority of services are currently provided 

primarily to residents; 

o Aquatic services including management of the Manly Andrew ‘Boy’ Charlton Swim 

Centre, programming, health club programs, and community facilities, and beach 

services; approximately 58% services are provided to residents and the remainder 

to non-residents primarily from neighbouring areas (e.g 38% Warringah); Manly 

Council also is unique in providing professional lifeguards throughout the year 

compared to our neighbours that provide this seasonally, and this is a real threat 
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and risk for drownings in the area that services provides rescues and preventative 

actions for many visitors to the area; 

o Children’s and Youth Services provision including two long day care centres that 

cater primarily for residents 68%, and two preschools that are 100% resident, and 

youth programs, projects and services including counselling where more than 70% 

of these services are provided to non-residents from a variety of areas around 

Sydney; 

o Hello Manly Visitors Centre; the majority of services are provided mainly to non-

resident and international visitors (e.g credit card records this is approximately 

56%, Hello Manly website records indicate that visitors from Australia are 85%, and 

international 15%, and Hello Manly Facebook shows that 67% of visitors are 

international); 

o Partnerships with the Manly Chamber of Commerce, provided to business 

residents; 

o Volunteers support to run events (e.g Australian Open of Surfing Event), services 

(libraries , MAGM, exhibitions); a large proportion of volunteers are local Manly or 

Northern Beaches residents (40%), and another 40% come from the Western 

suburbs, 15% from the city and 5% from the Southern Sydney suburbs; 

o Manly Art Gallery and Museum – with a variety of popular exhibitions, public 

programs and activities, including collections, art festivals and partnerships with 

other galleries in Sydney and NSW, servicing 66% residents, and the rest made 

up of tourists, visitors and the wider NSW, Sydney and international community. It 

is not clear whether this facility would be retained as a result of the proposal. 

o Sister Cities and cultural exchange programs: these have run for over 30 years at 

Manly with other councils and Government organisations nationally and 

internationally, such as Manly Friends of Oecusse, Japan and Yeongdo, Korea. 

Representatives from City of Huntington Beach also visited Manly for the 2014 

Australian Open of Surfing. 

o Manly Environment Centre – this relies on community partnerships (e.g Friends of 

Cabbage Tree Bay and others) and volunteers and provides opportunities for 

advocacy and education for the local area on the environmental assets; it is unclear 

how this might be maintained across the region given other coastal and 

environment centres at Narrabeen. 

o As well, council provides a number of major events that continue to draw visitors 

from internationally, the rest of Sydney and locally. Some of these include World 
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Food Markets (on average 1,200 attending on Friday nights during summer), Jazz 

Festival in October (detailed below), Food and Wine Festival (detailed below). 

These events have high economic multiplier benefits for local businesses during 

these periods, and most likely not to be continued or seen as a priority in a new 

Northern Beaches council.  

o Manly town centre, as a destination and thriving centre is most likely to suffer as a 

result of this proposal as a result of non-renewed infrastructure, fewer events, 

marketing and resources.  

o Environmental assets (e.g beaches, sea walls, walkways, footpaths, etc) protected 

over the years in this area would also suffer over time from lack of maintenance 

and renewal as funds go north and elsewhere where infrastructure is lacking. 

o The proposal would enable resources to be drawn from Manly and its villages to 

others in Sydney’s Northern Beaches, and possibly Dee Why town centre as it is 

in the middle of the region; and those lacking basic footpath, kerbs and guttering 

infrastructure, as well as council car parks.   

Some of the likely losses in a Northern Beaches Council would be as follows:  

Taste of Manly (Food, Wine and Sustainability Festival, 2015): 

The 2015 event was very popular, with crowds reaching record levels for recent years. 

However, this event is undertaken via subsidy from Manly residents. 

An estimated 46,000 visitors attended the event over the weekend in 2015. Festival 

volunteers surveyed almost 900 event participants and gathered the following 

audience age information: 

o 15 – 24 = 14% 
o 25 – 34 = 34% 
o 35 – 44 = 26% 
o 45 – 54 = 13% 
o 55+ = 13% 

There was a 60/40 female/male split in attendees.  

As well, 72% were from NSW, 5% interstate and 23% international3. Of the NSW 

residents: 

                                                           
3 The reported number of international attendees is much higher than previous and comparable events so is not 
deemed entirely reliable. As many of the survey volunteers were international and/or English-language students, it is 
suspected that they may have focused their survey efforts towards people similar to themselves, hence the apparent 
strong international skew. 



Manly Council’s Submission to Warringah Council’s Merger Proposal: 

Manly, Warringah, & Pittwater Councils, Boundary Review, April 2016 

 

28 
 

o 45% are from the Manly LGA 
o 27% are from Sydney’s Northern Beaches 
o 28% are from the rest of Sydney 

About half (52%) of those surveyed came to Manly specifically for the Festival with a 

similar number having been to the event previously. 

Average spend was $67.76 of those surveyed. The event is estimated to have 

generated approximately $810,400 of new economic activity over the event weekend.   

$599,700 of this was spent with event stalls of which 23 (62%) were run by local (Manly 

LGA) businesses. 

An additional $162,000 was injected into local stores directly including food/beverage, 

accommodation and clothing/sports goods. 

Manly Jazz 2015: 

The 2015 event was again very popular, with crowds reaching a new record since 

collection of accurate crowd data. Again, this event is undertaken via subsidy from 

Manly residents. 

A total of 117,880 people visited the event over the long weekend. The weekend was 

a ‘perfect storm’ of very warm weather, the Manly Jazz event, a long weekend and 

many obvious interstate visitors in Sydney for the Queensland-dominated NRL Grand 

Final doing some site seeing. Unfortunately neither Harbour City Ferries or Manly Fast 

Ferries put on additional ferry services for the huge crowds at Circular Quay so there 

were many reports of people giving up waiting for a ferry (approx 1.5 – 2hr wait) or not 

even attempting the journey. Festival volunteers surveyed event participants and 

gathered the following information: 

As expected, there was an older audience with over 45% being 55 years and over: 

o 15 – 24 = 14.59% 
o 25 – 34 = 12.16% 
o 35 – 44 = 13.98% 
o 45 – 54 = 13.98% 
o 55 - 64  = 20.06% 
o 65+       = 25.23% 

There was a 50/50 male & female split in the audiences. In addition, 83% were from 

NSW, 5.5% interstate and 11.5% international. Of the NSW residents: 
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o 20.43% are from the Manly LGA 
o 20.43% are from Sydney’s Northern Beaches 
o 36.84% are from the rest of Sydney 

79% of those surveyed came to Manly specifically for Manly Jazz with 58% having 

been to the event previously. 

The Average Spend was $31.36 of those surveyed, significantly lower that Taste of 

Manly (albeit at a different type of event). The event is estimated to have generated 

approximately $1,460,203 of new economic activity over the event weekend with two 

thirds of this in cafes, pubs and restaurants. 
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(e2)  the impact of any relevant proposal on the employment of the staff by the 
councils of the areas concerned 

Given the employment protection standards for three years in the Local Government Award, 

it is estimated that the greatest savings in employment due to the proposal will be in the Senior 

Management contracts across the three council areas.  

Council has yet to have information to properly estimate the likely savings in this area, and 

Warringah Council’s estimates of savings in the order of $85million are widely exaggerated.  

KPMG estimates that these savings will be more modest and achieved through the removal 

of duplicate back office, councillor and administrative functions and streamlining senior 

management roles.  

Evidence from amalgamated councils in New Zealand, Victoria and Queensland, shows that 

the purported savings in staff pre-merger rarely occur. 

As well, the demand for the multitude of services delivered by the various councils is not 

expected to decrease, therefore, there may be expanded services and hence greater 

employment costs as a result of the proposal. Furthermore, many services governed by 

regulation have to be delivered for an area at an accredited and acceptable service level. 

These services include Rangers, Swimming Pool inspections, Development Assessment, 

Health & Building Inspections, and Childcare, so it is doubtful there is much scope for 

efficiencies and savings in these service delivery areas, or within a larger delivery 

organisation. 

As well, the proposal fails to consider that all three councils over recent years have been 

reducing their workforces and achieving productivity savings for the last couple of years. 

Council does not believe that this proposal will benefit Manly employees in the future.  
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(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 

This submission has already shown that the communities of interest on the Northern Beaches 

are different, and will not be effectively serviced as a result of this proposal.  

The communities of the Northern Beaches did not support this proposal in surveys to date as 

undertaken by Manly Council in the last 2 years, and most recently in the middle of 2015.  

Council does not believe that these results would change if they were undertaken again now, 

and that there is no majority of support in Manly for this proposal.  

The proposal provides insufficient evidence in the proposal of how the diverse communities 

existing between the areas of Manly, Warringah and Pittwater councils will be effectively 

represented in the new council.  

At present, Manly’s community is well represented in all decision making via an extensive 

precincts system for land use planning and development decisions, and major projects input.  

Manly Council also has more than 19 special purpose committees and five external 

committees that provide an opportunity for community members, non-government 

organisations, and other NSW agencies to advise Council in strategic and operational areas 

of service delivery.  

Input to decisions relating to the following is at risk of loss as a result of this proposal: access 

& mobility, art and culture, community environment, community gardens, community safety 

and place management, economic development and tourism, harbour foreshores and 

coastline management, heritage and local history, human services and social planning, manly 

scenic walkway, manly sister cities, playground management, meals on wheels, public 

domains, sport and recreation facilities, sustainable transport, and waste management. 

This proposal does not effectively and democratically represent Manly’s community interest. 

There is no thorough community consultation program, policy and strategy proposed to be 

developed to inform the key strategies, operations and resourcing strategy for the new council 

entity.  
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Conclusions 

There are no substantial financial, democratic and community of interest future benefits and 

savings from this proposal via the creation of a new Northern Beaches council. 

This latest proposal is likely to make the Manly community worse off in terms of democratic 

representation, services losses, infrastructure burden, environmental and asset protection 

measures than it currently enjoys. 

Manly Council considered that there were more benefits of merging Manly with Mosman and 

the southern part of Warringah Council as already submitted to the NSW Government and the 

Boundaries Review Delegate in February 2016.  

However all proposals are at the considerable cost of Manly’s democratic independence, loss 

of services, and infrastructure burden to the benefit of other areas, and its stated preference 

to stand alone; as this is in the best interests of Manly residents at present. 
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1. Executive Summary 
A telephone survey of N=499 adult residents of the Manly Council LGA 
were conducted in May 2015. 

The survey aimed to: 

 Measure awareness of the NSW Government’s plan to reduce 
the number of councils 

 Identify support or opposition for different amalgamation options 

Awareness of Amalgamation Proposal 
The majority of residents surveyed indicated being aware of the 
proposed amalgamation of councils put forward by the state 
government. Awareness was lowest amongst younger residents and 
highest amongst those who reported having received the council 
provided information packs regarding amalgamation. 

Knowledge of the detail was significantly lower with two out of five 
(41%) of all respondents aware of the nature of the proposed reduction 
of 41 councils through amalgamation. 

Amalgamation Preferences 
Support (51%) for the status quo (i.e. remaining as a standalone council) 
was one and a half times greater than opposition (35%) to this option. 

If remaining as a standalone council was not an option 61% of residents 
surveyed indicated support for amalgamation.  

If amalgamation was forced by state government the preferred option 
for amalgamation was for two councils on the Northern Beaches of 
approximately equal size in population (59%); however two out of five 
residents (41%) still indicated support for one single Northern Beaches 
Council. 

  

http://www.taverner.com.au/


 4973 Manly Residents Amalgamation Survey Report 
 

Taverner Research, Level 2, 88 Foveaux St, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010, Australia   t +61 2 9212 2900   f +61 2 9212 3920   www.taverner.com.au 
4973_report_v03.docx Page 6 of 18 

2. Project Background & Objectives 
Manly Council commissioned Taverner Research to conduct a survey of 
residents in the Manly Council LGA to gauge support or opposition for 
the various different amalgamation options available to be able to 
respond to the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future objective. 

The full questionnaire is included as Appendix 1 to this report. 
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3. Methodology 
The research was conducted amongst residents of the Manly Council 
area by Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI).  

A selected respondent in each cooperative household was contacted 
from a list of Random Digit Dial (RDD) residential telephone numbers 
expected to fall within the Manly Council LGA. All households reached 
were screened to ensure that they fell within the Manly Council area. 

Sample 
The sample for this project included adult residents in the Manly Council 
area with a landline telephone number. A total of n=499 residents were 
surveyed. Due to the increasing difficulty in obtaining interviews from 
those aged under 35 (and especially those aged 25-34) using landlines, 
many households called had to be screened out as there was no 
resident in the target age range as quotas of older residents had been 
met. 

Quotas 
The original sample design aimed to achieve a sample that was fairly 
representative of the population aged 18+, with a slight under-sampling 
of the hard to reach 18-34 year old cohort. 

Quotas were set for each of the three age cohorts (18-34, 35-54 and 
55+) to achieve results. Residents from rental properties and household 
members aged under 35 have been under-sampled. This could not be 
avoided as these population segments are more likely to rely on mobile 
phones only. 

Weighting (based on age and gender) was applied to the data and 
compared to non-weighted results. The differences between weighted 
and unweighted results were not significant (less than 3% difference on 
the key measures at the total sample level). As such the unweighted 
results give a good estimate of what would be found in a fully 
representative sample and have been displayed for analysis in this 
report. 

Gender was controlled to closely match the population proportion of 
males and females, and there were very few differences in the 
responses obtained from males and females. 

The following table (see Figure 1) shows the distribution of residents 
within the Manly Council area using ABS Census of Population data 
from 2011 by age group. 

While the table has not been split by gender, quotas for gender to 
match population figures of 49% male and 51% female were set and 
nearly achieved (45% male and 55% female). 
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Figure 1: Age Groups According to 2011 ABS Census Data 

Age Groups 
2011 Census 
Population 

Data 

2011 Census 
Population % 

Sample 
N 

Sample 
% 

18-34 years 9,374 30% 101 20% 

35-54 years 12,443 40% 217 43% 

55+ years 9,285 30% 180 36% 

 

Questionnaire Development and Structure 
The questionnaire developed for the research, was designed by 
Taverner Research in consultation with the Manly Council project team.  

Where order bias may have been a concern, the order of phrases such 
‘support or oppose’ were assigned to each respondent in a different 
order (i.e. respondent one was asked ‘do you support or oppose’ and 
respondent two was asked ‘do you oppose or support’). 

Error Variance 
Based on the sample size of n=499, the sample error variance for the 
survey results at a 95% confidence interval is approximately +/- 4.4 %. 
This implies that for a response figure of 50%, the true population figure 
will be between 45.6% and 54.4% in 19 samples out of 20. On this basis 
the survey results can be deemed to be an accurate account of the 
views of Manly Council residents. 

Demographics of the Survey Sample 
Figure 2 provides a demographic breakdown of the survey respondents 
for this project.  
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Figure 2: Demographics of Survey Sample 

Demographic Group % # 

GENDER   

Male 45 223 

Female 55 276 

AGE   

18 - 24 8 39 

25 - 34 12 62 

35 - 44 12 60 

45 - 54  31 157 

55 - 64 13 64 

65 years or older 23 116 

LOCATION*   

Balgowlah 23 117 

Balgowlah Heights 9 43 

Clontarf 4 19 

Fairlight 17 83 

Manly 29 146 

Seaforth 18 91 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE   

Living with partner and children 41 204 

Single parent with children 2 9 

Living with partner, no children at home 28 138 

Living alone 14 72 

Adult living with parents 9 47 

Share home with other adults 4 22 

Other & prefer not to say 1 7 

HOME OWNERSHIP   

Own/mortgage 84 417 

Rent or share house 16 82 

TOTAL 100 499 

*Please note that residents living in these suburbs were only included in 
the research if they lived within the Manly LGA. 
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4. Detailed Findings 
This section of the report provides charted and narrative commentary 
for all questions asked in the survey.  

Note that where two or more responses have been combined the sum 
of the combination may be different (+/- 1%) to the sum of the 
individual items due to rounding. 

4.1. Awareness of the Proposed Reduction in Council 
Numbers 

As shown in Figure 3, more than four out of five (83%) of all residents 
surveyed indicated they were aware, generally, of the proposed 
reduction in council numbers. 

Not surprisingly those residents who could recall receiving an 
information pack were significantly more likely than those who could 
not recall receiving it to say they were aware of the proposed reduction 
in council numbers (96% compared to 76%). 

There were significant differences in awareness based on age, with 94% 
of those aged 55+ years aware compared to 52% of those aged 18-34 
years. 

Figure 3: Awareness of the Proposed Reduction in Council Numbers 

Q4. Are you aware of the NSW Government’s proposal to reduce the 
number of metropolitan Councils in Sydney? 
Base: All Respondents, n=499 
Charts shows those who said ‘Yes, aware’ 

 

 

Figure 4 shows that awareness of the exact nature of the proposed 
changes was significantly lower, with two out of five (42%) respondents 
aware of the exact detail. 

Awareness did increase amongst those who recalled receiving the 
information pack, 52%, significantly higher than 34% amongst those who 
didn’t recall receiving the information pack. 
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Recall receiving information pack
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Figure 4: Awareness of the Precise Reduction in Council Numbers 

Q5. Are you aware that this proposal includes reducing the number of 
Sydney metropolitan Councils to from 41 to between 15 and 18? 
Base: All Respondents, n=499 
Charts shows those who said ‘Yes, aware’ 

 

 

4.2. Support or Opposition for Amalgamation Options 
Support (51%) for Manly Council remaining as it is now (i.e. a standalone 
council) was one and a half times greater than the level of opposition 
(35%) - see Figure 5. 

Support did not differ amongst those who did and did not recall 
receiving the information pack. However; support for standing alone 
declined as the respondent got older; 64% of 18-34 year olds supported 
standing alone, compared to 50% of 35-54 year olds and 46% of 55+ 
year olds. 

Figure 5: Support for the Status Quo 

Q6. Do you support or oppose/oppose or support the option of your 
council remaining as it is now i.e. a standalone council? 
Base: All Respondents, n=499 
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Figure 6 shows that the majority of residents surveyed indicated support 
for amalgamation of Manly Council with one or more councils (63%) if 
the status quo were not an option; however 29% of residents surveyed 
still opposed amalgamation in this situation. 

There were no significant differences in support or opposition across any 
demographic variable or whether or not a respondent could recall 
receiving the information pack. 

Figure 6: Support for Amalgamation of Manly with Other Councils 

Q7. If the status quo were not an option, would you support or 
oppose/oppose or support the amalgamation of Manly Council with 
one or more other councils? 
Base: All Respondents, n=499 
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Residents were then asked their opinion regarding a preferred 
amalgamation option if Northern Beaches Councils were forced into 
amalgamation. 

Figure 7 shows that there were significantly more residents (59%), 
statistically speaking, who supported the option of two councils of 
equal population compared to those who supported the 
amalgamation into one single Northern Beaches Council (41%). 

The only significant difference identified was that females were more 
likely to support the two council option (67%) than males (48%). 

Figure 7: Support for Amalgamation Options 

Q8a. If the state government forces councils on the Northern Beaches 
to amalgamate, which scenario would you support? 
Base: All Respondents, n=499 

 

 

4.3. Recall of Information Pack 
All residents surveyed were asked if they could recall receiving an 
information pack regarding council amalgamations. 

Across all residents one third (33%) reported that they had received the 
information pack (see Figure 8). Recall was significantly lower amongst 
those aged 18-34 years (17%) than amongst other residents (35% 
amongst 35-54 year olds and 39% amongst 55+ year olds). 

Figure 8: Recall of Information Pack 

Q8b. Do you recall receiving an information pack about Council 
amalgamations in your letter box in the past 2 weeks? 
Base: All Respondents, n=499 

 

59 

41 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Two councils of
approximately equal
population based on
existing suburb and

catchment boundaries

The State Government's
proposal to merge Manly

Council with Pittwater and
Warringah Councils into

one mega council

Percentage 

33 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Total Sample

Percentage 

http://www.taverner.com.au/


 4973 Manly Residents Amalgamation Survey Report 
 

Taverner Research, Level 2, 88 Foveaux St, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010, Australia   t +61 2 9212 2900   f +61 2 9212 3920   www.taverner.com.au 
4973_report_v03.docx Page 14 of 18 

4.4. Conclusions 
Significantly more residents (51%) support remaining as a standalone 
council than those who oppose (35%) this option. 

If amalgamation is to occur residents appear more in favour of two 
approximately equal sized councils on the Northern Beaches (59%), 
although two out of five (41%) did indicate support for merging Manly 
with Pittwater and Warringah; the proposed approach by the State 
Government. 
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Appendix I: Questionnaire Used 
Introduction 

Good [.....] my name is [….] from Taverner Research, an independent market research 
company based in Surry Hills. 

Today we are conducting a very short survey about the NSW government’s proposal to 
reduce council numbers and would appreciate your input.  

For this survey we need to speak to the youngest person in your household aged 18 years of 
age or over.  

1. Yes  CONTINUE 
2. No  THANK AND TERMINATE 

1. In order to ensure we ask you the relevant questions, please tell me the suburb and 
postcode in which you live? SINGLE RESPONSE 
 

1. Balgowlah 
2093 

2. Balgowlah Heights 
2093 

3. Clontarf 
2093 

4. Fairlight 
2094 

5. Manly 
2095 

6. Seaforth 
2092 

7. (Rather not say) 

TERMINATE: Unfortunately we need this information in 
order to ask you the relevant questions in the survey. 

 

2. Please tell me your age group. Is it  READ OUT SINGLE RESPONSE 
 
1. 18-24 
2. 25-34 
3. 35-44 
4. 45-54 
5. 55-64 
6. 65+ 
7. (Rather not say) 
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3. RECORD GENDER 
 
1. Male 
2. Female 

 

Generic Survey Questions  

4. Are you aware of the NSW Government’s proposal to reduce the number of metropolitan 
Councils in Sydney?  SINGLE RESPONSE 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Not sure/DK 

 
5. Are you aware that this proposal includes reducing the number of Sydney Metropolitan 

Councils from 41 to between 15 and 18?   SINGLE RESPONSE 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Not sure/DK 

 

Standing Alone 

6. A. Do you support or oppose the option of your Council remaining as it is now, i.e. a 
standalone council?  SINGLE RESPONSE 

6.   B. Do you oppose or support the option of your Council remaining as it is now, , i.e. a 
standalone council?    SINGLE RESPONSE 

1. Support 
2. Oppose 
3. Not sure/DK 
 
DP: PLEASE SET UP SO THAT Q6A AND Q6B ARE SHOWN ALTERNATIVELY FOR EACH SURVEY 

 

Amalgamation 

7. A. If the status quo were not an option, would you support or oppose the amalgamation of 
Manly Council with one or more other councils?  SINGLE RESPONSE 
 

7.   B. If the status quo were not an option, would you oppose or support the amalgamation of 
Manly Council with one or more other councils? SINGLE RESPONSE 

 
1. Support 
2. Oppose 
3. Not sure/DK 

 
DP: SET UP SO THAT Q7A AND Q7B ARE SHOWN ALTERNATIVELY FOR EACH SURVEY 
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Other Council amalgamation Options 

Q8a. If the state government forces councils on the Northern Beaches to amalgamate, 
which scenario would you support? READ OUT (ROTATE LIST ORDER) 

 

1. Two councils of approximately equal population based on existing suburb and 
catchment boundaries 

2. The State Government's proposal to merge Manly Council with Pittwater and 
Warringah Councils into one mega council 

 

Other Questions 

Q8b. Do you recall receiving an information pack about Council amalgamations in your 
letter box in the past 2 weeks? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

Demographic Questions 

9. I now have a few questions about yourself so that we can better classify your responses. 
Which one of these categories best describes your household? READ OUT  

SINGLE RESPONSE 
 
1. I am a single parent with children at home 
2. I am living with partner – children at home  
3. I am living with partner - no children at home 
4. I live alone 
5. I am an adult living with my parents 
6. I share a home with other adults only (not my parents or partner) 
7. Other (specify) 
8. (Rather not say) 

 

10. Do you own (includes having a mortgage) or rent the home you are living in? IF 
SOMEONE IS LIVING WITH PARENTS/SHARE HOUSE ETC. RECORD OWNERSHIP BASED ON THE 
RESIDENCE. SINGLE RESPONSE 

 
1. Own/mortgage 
2. Rent (public/private) or share house 

 

USUAL THANK AND CLOSE 
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1. Project Background & Methodology 
Manly Council commissioned Taverner Research to data enter the 
survey responses from the hard copy survey and analyse the data from 
both the online and hard copy survey and provide a report on the 
findings. 

A copy of the hard copy survey form used is shown in Appendix 1 to this 
report. 

1.1. Methodology 
The research was conducted using both a hard copy mail out and reply 
paid mail back form and an online survey. 

The survey was closed on the 5th of June 2015, only responses received 
on or before this date are shown in the analysis. 

Quotas 
No quotas were set for this project, with only those who self-selected to 
participate being included in the results. 

Sample Achieved 
Figure 1 shows the sample achieved by each of the methods. The 
number 

Figure 1: Sample Achieved by Method 

Method 
Total 

Received 
N 

No 
Response 

Given to the 
Key 

Question 

Total Base 
N 

Online 839 319 520 

Hard copy returns 1,124 45 1,079 

TOTAL 1,963 364 1,599 

 

Error Variance 
The sample error variance for each of the methods based on the 
usable sample sizes of n=520 and n=1,079 at a 95% confidence interval 
are approximately: 

 +/- 4.3% for the online sample 
 +/- 2.9% for the hard copy sample 

This implies that for a response figure of 50%, the true population figure 
will be between 45.7% and 54.3% and 47.1% and 52.9% in 19 samples 
out of 20 for the online and hard copy methods respectively.  

On this basis the survey results can be deemed to be an accurate 
account of the views of those who chose to respond to the survey. 
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2. Detailed Findings 
This section of the report provides charted and narrative commentary 
for the question asked and shows results for the online and hard copy 
samples separately. 

Note that where two or more responses have been combined the sum 
of the combination may be different (+/- 1%) to the sum of the 
individual items due to rounding. 

2.1. Preference for Amalgamation Options 
Two options were presented to respondents in both the online and hard 
copy surveys. The respondent was asked to select which of the 
following options they supported if the State Government forces 
councils on the Northern Beaches to amalgamate. 

Option A: Two Councils of equal population based on existing suburb 
and catchment boundaries 

Option B: The State Government’s proposal to merge your Council with 
Pittwater and Warringah Councils into one Mega Council 

As shown in Figure 2, two thirds (67%) of the online sample supported 
option A, twice as many (33%) than who supported option B. While 
three quarters (76%) of respondents to the reply paid hard copy survey 
supported option A, three times the proportion (24%) who supported 
option B. 

Figure 2: Support for Option A or B by Method 

If the State Government forces councils on the Northern Beaches to 
amalgamate, which scenario would you support? 
Base: All Respondents, online n=520, hard copy n=1,079 
Charts shows those who selected each option 

 

 

Amongst those who responded to the hard copy survey form there was 
no significant difference in support for option A amongst those who 
indicated they resided in the Manly Council are (76%) and those who 
did not (75%). 
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Appendix I: Hard Copy Survey Form 
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1. Executive Summary 
A telephone survey of N=478 adult residents of the Warringah Council 
LGA were conducted in March 2014. 

The survey aimed to: 

 Measure awareness of the NSW Government’s plan to reduce 
the number of councils 

 Identify support or for opposition for different amalgamation 
options 

 Enable comparison of results for residents living in the North and 
South areas of Warringah Council 

Awareness of Amalgamation Proposal 
Awareness of the proposed amalgamation requirements from the NSW 
Government did not differ amongst residents in the north and the south, 
with around three quarters indicating they had heard something about 
the plans. 

Knowledge of the detail was significantly lower with less than a third of 
all respondents aware of the nature of the proposed reduction of 41 to 
18 councils in Sydney. 

Amalgamation Preferences 
There was greater support for amalgamation into one single Northern 
Beaches council than there was for the status quo to remain. 

Residents did express interest in creating two councils along the 
Northern Beaches, however there was no clear preference for two 
similar sized councils, merging Warringah with Manly or merging 
Warringah with Pittwater. 
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2. Project Background & Objectives 
Manly Council commissioned Taverner Research to conduct a survey of 
residents in the Warringah Council LGA to gauge support or opposition 
for the various different amalgamation options available to be able to 
respond to the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future objective. 

The full questionnaire is included as Appendix 1 to this report. 
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3. Methodology 
The research was conducted amongst residents of the Warringah 
Council area by Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI).  

A selected respondent in each cooperative household was contacted 
from a list of Random Digit Dial (RDD) residential telephone numbers 
expected to fall within the Warringah Council LGA. All households 
reached were screened to ensure that they fell within the Warringah 
Council area. 

Sample 
The sample for this project included adult residents in the Warringah 
Council area with a landline telephone number. A total of n=478 
residents were surveyed. Due to the increasing difficulty in obtaining 
interviews from those aged under 35 (and especially those aged 25-34) 
using landlines, many households called had to be screened out as 
there was no resident in the target age range.  

Quotas 
The original sample design aimed to achieve enough interviews with 
those aged under 35 to form about one half of the true population 
proportion of residents in that age range, and to obtain a higher 
proportion of the interviews with residents aged 45 or more than would 
be found in the resident population. It was not possible to achieve quite 
this level of younger respondents but the number achieved was 
sufficient to allow the views of the resident population to be estimated 
by weighting the data.  

Weighting will have had little effect on the overall results obtained, as 
even where there were differences in responses between younger and 
older residents, the differences were relatively small. Thus even the 
unweighted results give a good estimate of what would be found in a 
fully representative sample. Gender was controlled to closely match the 
population proportion of males and females, and there were very few 
differences in the responses obtained from males and females. 

The following table (see Figure 1) shows the distribution of residents 
within the Warringah Council area using ABS Census of Population data 
from 2011 by age group. 

While the table has not been split by gender, quotas for gender to 
match population figures of 49% male and 51% female were set and 
nearly achieved. 

Rental properties and household members aged under 35 have been 
under-sampled. This could not be avoided as these population 
segments are more likely to rely on mobile phones only. 
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Figure 1: Age Groups According to 2011 ABS Census Data 

Age Groups 2011 Census 
Population Data 

2011 Census 
Population % 

Sample 
N 

Sample 
% 

18-34 years 28,257 26% 39 8% 

35-54 years 43,032 40% 233 49% 

55+ years 19,722 34% 206 43% 

 

Another reason for data not being weighted was the requirement for 
direct comparisons, and therefore relatively equal sample sizes, 
obtained from each of the Southern (south of Warringah Rd) and 
Northern (north of Warringah Rd) areas. 

Figure 2: Age Split by Region 

Age Groups North Residents 
% (n) 

South Residents 
% (n) 

18-34 years 6% (13) 10% (26) 

35-54 years 38% (85) 58% (148) 

55+ years 56% (125) 32% (81) 

 

Questionnaire Development and Structure 
The questionnaire developed for the research, was designed by 
Taverner Research in consultation with the Manly Council project team.  

Where order bias may have been a concern, the order of phrases such 
‘support or oppose’ were assigned to each respondent in a different 
order (i.e. respondent one was asked ‘do you support or oppose’ and 
respondent two was asked ‘do you oppose or support’. 

Error Variance 
Based on the sample size of n=478, the sample error variance for the 
survey results at a 95% confidence interval is approximately +/- 4.5 %. 
This implies that for a response figure of 50%, the true population figure 
will be between 45.5% and 54.5% in 19 samples out of 20. On this basis 
the survey results can be deemed to be an accurate account of the 
views of Warringah Council residents. 

Demographics of the Survey Sample 
Figure 2 provides a demographic breakdown of the survey respondents 
for this project.  

The results have been crossed by the main location groups (north and 
south) with noteworthy significant differences are summarised in section 
4.7. 
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Figure 3: Demographics of Survey Sample 

Demographic Group % # 

GENDER   

Male 46 221 

Female 54 257 

AGE   

18 - 24 5 22 

25 - 34 4 17 

35 - 44 19 93 

45 - 54  29 140 

55 - 64 12 55 

65 years or older 32 151 

LOCATION* (POSTCODE)   

2084 1 6 

2085 17 79 

2086 9 42 

2087 13 61 

2093 17 80 

2096 3 13 

2097 8 36 

2099 20 94 

2100 6 30 

2101 8 37 

TOTAL 100 600 

*Please note that residents living in these postcodes were only included 
in the research if their area was within the Warringah area. 
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4. Detailed Findings 
This section of the report provides charted and narrative commentary 
for all questions asked in the survey.  

Note that where two or more responses have been combined the sum 
of the combination may be different (+/- 1%) to the sum of the 
individual items due to rounding. 

4.1. Awareness of the Proposed Reduction in Council 
Numbers 

As shown in Figure 3, three quarters (75%) of all residents surveyed 
indicated they were aware, generally, of the proposed reduction in 
council numbers. 

There were no significant differences in awareness amongst residents 
living in the south or north of the Warringah LGA. 

There were significant differences in awareness based on age, with 84% 
of those aged 55+ years aware compared to 67% of those aged 18-54 
years. 

Figure 4: Awareness of the Proposed Reduction in Council Numbers 

Q4. Are you aware of the NSW Government’s proposal to reduce the 
number of metropolitan Councils in Sydney? 
Base: All Respondents, n=478 
Charts shows those who said ‘Yes, aware’ 

 

 

Figure 4 shows that awareness of the exact nature of the proposed 
changes was significantly lower, with less than one out of three (29%) 
respondents aware of the exact detail. 

Again, there were no significant differences in awareness amongst 
residents from the north or south areas. 
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Figure 5: Awareness of the Precise Reduction in Council Numbers 

Q5. Are you aware that this proposal includes reducing the number of 
Sydney metropolitan Councils from 41 to 18? 
Base: All Respondents, n=478 
Charts shows those who said ‘Yes, aware’ 

 

 

4.2. Support or Opposition for Amalgamation Options 
Support (42%) for Warringah Council remaining as it is now (i.e. a 
standalone council) was very similar to the level of opposition (41%) - 
see Figure 5. 

While support was slightly higher amongst residents in the north than the 
south, the differences were not statistically significant. 

Figure 6: Support for the Status Quo 

Q6. Do you support or oppose/oppose or support the option of your 
council remaining as it is now? 
Base: All Respondents, n=478 

 

 

Figure 6 shows that support for amalgamation into one Northern 
Beaches council (61%) was higher than support for the status quo (42%), 
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however a third (33%) of residents surveyed still opposed the single 
council option. 

Again there were no significant differences in the views of those from 
the north compared to those in the south. 

Figure 7: Support for Amalgamation into One Northern Beaches Council 

Q7. If the status quo were not an option, would you support or 
oppose/oppose or support the amalgamation of Pittwater, Warringah 
and Manly councils to form one single council for the whole of the 
Northern Beaches (from the Spit Bridge to Palm Beach)? 
Base: All Respondents, n=478 

 

 

The main reasons given in support of amalgamation into one single 
council for the Northern Beaches were: 

 Saves money/cuts costs/reduces expenditure/cost effective 
(36%) 

 Saves on duplication of services/processes/resources (20%) 
 Less councillors/staff could be reduced (16%) 
 Better parking permits/less parking issues/no need for three 

stickers (16%) 
 Such a small area doesn’t need three councils (14%) 

The main reasons given in opposition of amalgamation were: 

 Area too big for one council/less attention to my area/not as 
effective (48%) 

 Different areas have needs/issues/very distinct areas (24%) 
 Harder to get things done/slow down response times (16%) 
 They all do a good job/leave as is (12%) 

Amongst the small number (n=27) who were unsure if they supported or 
opposed the amalgamation the majority (56%) said this was because 
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they needed more information to understand what amalgamation 
would mean for them. 

Other options for amalgamation were then put to those surveyed with 
respondents asked to select their most preferred and least preferred 
option. 

Figure 8 shows that there was not overwhelming support or opposition 
for any of the three alternative options put to residents surveyed. 
However creating two councils of equal size received less opposition 
(26% selected it as their least preferred option compared to 37% and 
38% for the other options). 

While residents in the south (37%) showed a greater preference to 
amalgamate with Manly Council than residents in the north (26%), there 
preference to merge with Manly (37%) was not significantly different 
than their preference to merge with Pittwater (31%) 

Figure 8: Support for Amalgamation into One Northern Beaches Council 

Q9a. If neither the status quo nor forming one Council on the Northern 
Beaches were an option, which of the following do you most prefer? 
Q9b. And which of the following do you least prefer? 
Base: All Respondents, n=478 

 

 

4.3. Conclusions 
There is neither widespread support nor opposition for amalgamation; 
however there appears to be greater support for amalgamating into 
one single council amongst Warringah residents than there is to stand 
alone. 

In terms of creating two councils on the Northern Beaches this idea 
appears to have general support, however there was no clear 
preference amongst residents as to how this should be implemented. 
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Appendix I: Questionnaire Used 
Introduction 

Good [.....] my name is [….] from Taverner Research, an independent market research 
company based in Surry Hills. 

Today we are conducting a very short survey about the NSW government’s proposal to 
reduce council numbers and would appreciate your input.  

For this survey we need to speak to the youngest person in your household aged 18 years of 
age or over.  

1. Yes  CONTINUE 
2. No  THANK AND TERMINATE 

1. In order to ensure we ask you the relevant questions, please tell me the suburb and 
postcode in which you live? SINGLE RESPONSE 
 

1. Allambie 
2100 

2. Allambie Heights 
2100 

3. Beacon Hill 
2100 

4. Belrose 
2085 

5. Brookvale 
2100 

6. Collaroy 
2097 

7. Collaroy Plateau 
2097 

8. Cottage Point 
2084 

9. Cromer 
2099 

10. Curl Curl 
2096 

11. Davidson 
2085 

12. Dee Why 
2099 

13. Duffys Forest 
2084 

14. Forestville 
2087 

15. Frenchs Forest 
2086 

16. Freshwater (Harbord) 
2096 

17. Ingleside 
2101 

18. Killarney Heights 
2087 

19. Manly Vale 
2093 

20. Narrabeen 
2101 

21. Narraweena 
2099 

22. North Balgowlah 
2093 

http://www.taverner.com.au/
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23. North Curl Curl 
2099 

24. North Manly 
2100 

25. Oxford Falls 
2100 

26. Queenscliff 
2096 

27. Terrey Hills 
2084 

28. Wheeler Heights 
2097 

29. (Rather not say) 

TERMINATE: Unfortunately we need this information in 
order to ask you the relevant questions in the survey. 

 

2. Please tell me your age group. Is it  READ OUT SINGLE RESPONSE 
 
1. 18-24 
2. 25-34 
3. 35-44 
4. 45-54 
5. 55-64 
6. 65+ 
7. (Rather not say) 

 

3. RECORD GENDER 
 
1. Male 
2. Female 

 

Generic Survey Questions  

4. Are you aware of the NSW Government’s proposal to reduce the number of metropolitan 
Councils in Sydney?  SINGLE RESPONSE 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Not sure/DK 

 
5. Are you aware that this proposal includes reducing the number of Sydney Metropolitan 

Councils from 41 to 18?   SINGLE RESPONSE 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Not sure/DK 
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6. A. Do you support or oppose the option of your Council remaining as it is now? 
 SINGLE RESPONSE 

6.   B. Do you oppose or support the option of your Council remaining as it is now?  
  SINGLE RESPONSE 

1. Support 
2. Oppose 
3. Not sure/DK 
 
DP: PLEASE SET UP SO THAT Q6A AND Q6B ARE SHOWN ALTERNATIVELY FOR EACH SURVEY 

 

One Northern Beaches Council 

7. A. If the status quo were not an option, would you support or oppose the amalgamation of 
Pittwater, Warringah, and Manly councils to form one single council for the whole of the 
Northern Beaches (from the Spit Bridge to Palm Beach)?  SINGLE RESPONSE 
 

7.   B. If the status quo were not an option, would you oppose or support the amalgamation of 
Pittwater, Warringah, and Manly councils to form one single council for the whole of the 
Northern Beaches (from the Spit Bridge to Palm Beach)?  SINGLE RESPONSE 

 
1. Support 
2. Oppose 
3. Not sure/DK 

 
DP: PLEASE SET UP SO THAT Q7A AND Q7B ARE SHOWN ALTERNATIVELY FOR EACH SURVEY 
 
8. What is the main reason you say that you [INSERT RESPONSE FROM Q7] this?  

PROBE FULLY: Why else do you feel this way? 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Other Council amalgamation Options 

Q9a. If neither the status quo nor forming one Council on the Northern Beaches were an 
option, which of the following do you most prefer? 

READ OUT -  SINGLE RESPONSE 
RANDOMISE 

 

Creating two councils of equal size for the Northern Beaches based on 
catchment and suburb boundaries 

Warringah amalgamates with Pittwater Council 

Warringah amalgamates with Manly Council 
 

Q9b. And which of the following do you least prefer? SHOW THOSE NOT SELECTED AT Q9a. 

READ OUT IF NECESSARY SINGLE RESPONSE SHOW CODE FROM ABOVE  SEQUENCE 
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Demographic Questions 

10. I now have a few questions about yourself so that we can better classify your responses. 
Which one of these categories best describes your household? READ OUT  
SINGLE RESPONSE 
 
1. I am a single parent with children at home 
2. I am living with partner – children at home  
3. I am living with partner - no children at home 
4. I live alone 
5. I am an adult living with my parents 
6. I share a home with other adults only (not my parents or partner) 
7. Other (specify) 
8. (Rather not say) 

 

11. Do you own (includes having a mortgage) or rent the home you are living in? IF SOMEONE 
IS LIVING WITH PARENTS/SHARE HOUSE ETC. RECORD OWNERSHIP BASED ON THE RESIDENCE.
 SINGLE RESPONSE 
 
1. Own/mortgage 
2. Rent (public/private) or share house 

 

USUAL THANK AND CLOSE 
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1. Executive Summary 
Telephone surveys of N=301 adult residents of the Mosman Council LGA 
were conducted in October 2015. 
The survey aimed to: 

 Measure residents’ awareness of the NSW Government’s plan to 
reduce the number of councils 

 Identify support or opposition for different amalgamation options 
Awareness of Amalgamation Proposal 
The majority of respondents indicated that they were aware of the state 
government’s proposal to merge councils. The level of awareness was 
the lowest amongst the youngest age cohort. 
Amalgamation Preferences 
When given one of two options, a little over half of the respondents 
were in favour of merging with the councils to the West (e.g., North 
Sydney) than the councils to the North (e.g., Manly and Warringah).  
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2. Project Background & Objectives 
Manly Council commissioned Taverner Research to conduct a survey of 
residents in the Mosman Council LGA to gauge support or opposition for 
the various different amalgamation options available to be able to 
respond to the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future objective. 
The full questionnaire is included in Appendix 1. 
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3. Methodology 
The research was conducted amongst residents of the Mosman Council 
area by Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI).  
A selected respondent in each cooperative household was contacted 
from a list of Random Digit Dial (RDD) residential telephone numbers 
expected to fall within the Mosman Council LGA. All households 
reached were screened to ensure that they fell within the Mosman 
Council area (i.e., postcode 2088). 
Sample 
The sample for this project was composed of adult residents in the 
Mosman Council area with a landline telephone number. A total of 
N=301 residents were surveyed.  
Due to the increasing difficulty in obtaining interviews from those aged 
under 35 (and especially those aged 25-34) using landlines, many 
households called had to be screened out as there was no resident in 
the target age range as quotas of older residents had been met. 
Quotas 
The sample was designed to achieve a distribution that was fairly 
representative of the population aged 18+. The quotas were set for 
three age cohorts (18-34, 35-54, and 55+) so that their proportion 
relative to the whole sample was approximately matched with the 
proportions of these age groups in the population. There was, however, 
an under-sampling of the 18-34 year old cohort, as respondents in this 
group were hard to reach.  
Weighting (based on age and gender) was applied to the data and 
compared to the non-weighted results. The differences between 
weighted and unweighted results were not significant (less than 2% 
difference on the key measures at the total sample level). As such the 
unweighted results give a good estimate of what would be found in a 
fully representative sample and have been displayed for analysis in this 
report. 
The proportion of males to females in the sample was matched with the 
population proportion, and there were very few differences on the 
responses obtained from males compared to females.  
The following table (see Figure 1) shows the distribution of residents 
within the Mosman Council area using ABS Census of Population data 
from 2011 by age group. While the table has not been split by gender, 
quotas to match population figures of 46% male and 54% female were 
set and achieved. Within 1%. 

  



 5060 Mosman Residents Amalgamation Survey Report 
 

Taverner Research, Level 2, 88 Foveaux St, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010, Australia   t +61 2 9212 2900   f +61 2 9212 3920   www.taverner.com.au 
5060_report_v04.docx Page 8 of 14 

Figure 1: Age groups according to 2011 ABS census data 

Age Groups 2011 Census Population Data 
2011 Census Population % Sample N Sample % 

18-34 years 5,341 25% 47 16% 
35-54 years 8,327 39% 117 39% 
55+ years 7,904 37% 135 45% 

 
Questionnaire Development and Structure 
The questionnaire developed for the research, was designed by 
Taverner Research in consultation with the Manly Council project team.  
In responses where respondents have to choose between two options, 
order bias may be a concern. Therefore, the order in which the options 
were presented was alternated for each respondent. For example, if 
respondent one was asked whether they prefer to amalgamate with 
councils to the North or those to the West, respondent two would be 
asked whether they would prefer to amalgamate with the councils to 
the West or those to the North.  
Error Variance 
Based on the sample size of N=301, the sample error variance for the 
survey results at a 95% confidence interval is approximately +/- 5.6 %. 
This implies that for a response figure of 50%, the true population figure 
will be between 44.4% and 55.6% in 19 samples out of 20. On this basis 
the survey results can be deemed to be an accurate account of the 
views of Mosman Council residents. 
Demographics of the Survey Sample 
Figure 2 provides a demographic breakdown of the survey respondents 
for this project.  
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Figure 2: Demographics of survey sample 

Demographic Group % # 
GENDER   
Male 47 140 
Female 53 161 
AGE   
18 - 24 5 14 
25 - 34 11 33 
35 - 44 16 49 
45 - 54  23 68 
55 - 64 21 63 
65 years or older 24 72 
HOUSEHOLD TYPE   
Living with partner and children 42 126 
Single parent with children 3 9 
Living with partner, no children at home 28 85 
Living alone 16 47 
Adult living with parents 5 15 
Share home with other adults 3 9 
Other & prefer not to say 3 8 
HOME OWNERSHIP   
Own/mortgage 78 235 
Rent or share house 22 66 
TOTAL 100 301 

*Please note that residents living in these suburbs were only included in 
the research if they lived within the Mosman LGA (Postcode 2088). 
  



 5060 Mosman Residents Amalgamation Survey Report 
 

Taverner Research, Level 2, 88 Foveaux St, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010, Australia   t +61 2 9212 2900   f +61 2 9212 3920   www.taverner.com.au 
5060_report_v04.docx Page 10 of 14 

4. Detailed Findings 
This section of the report provides charted and narrative commentary 
for all questions asked in the survey.  
A collection of the verbatim responses that specify why the respondent 
prefers their option for council amalgamation is provided in  
4.1. Awareness of the Proposed Reduction in Council Numbers 
Awareness of the NSW government’s proposal to combine metropolitan 
councils is shown in Figure 3. On the whole, the results suggest that over 
nine out of ten respondents were aware of the plan.  
When age is taken into account, 79% of the younger cohort (18-34 
years) reported that they were aware of the plan, which is significantly 
lower than the awareness rates for the older cohorts (i.e., 91% for 35-54 
years and 100% for 55+ years). 
Figure 3: Awareness of the proposed reduction in council numbers 

Q4. Are you aware of the NSW Government’s proposal to reduce the number of metropolitan Councils in Sydney? 
Base: All Respondents, N=301 
Charts shows those who said ‘Yes, aware’ 

 
4.2. Preference for Amalgamation Options 
When given one of two options for merging the council, a little over half 
of the respondents (56%) preferred to merge with the councils to the 
West (e.g., North Sydney) over the councils to the North, 44% (e.g., 
Manly and Warringah), which was a statistically significant difference – 
see Figure 4.  
There were no statistically significant differences when preference 
ratings were examined across different age groups. 
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Figure 4: Preference for amalgamation options 
Q5. 5. If Mosman Council was forced to amalgamate, would your preference be to: 
Base: All Respondents, N=301 

 

 
Additionally, when preferences were examined across gender, home 
ownership and living situation, there were no significant differences 
between the two amalgamation options.  
4.3. Conclusions 
The majority of respondents were aware of the government’s proposal 
to reduce the number of councils in Sydney. However, a larger 
proportion of the older age cohorts (91% and 100% for 35-54 years and 
55+ respectively) reported awareness of the plan compared to the 
younger age cohort (79% for 18-34 years).  
On the whole, a little over half of the residents (56%) were in favour of 
merging with the councils to the West compared to those in the North 
(44%). The factors of age, gender, home ownership and living situation 
did not have an impact on the respondent’s preferences. 
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Appendix I: Questionnaire Used 
Introduction 
Good [.....] my name is [….] from Taverner Research, an independent market research 
company based in Surry Hills. 
Today we are conducting a very short survey about the NSW government’s proposal to 
reduce council numbers and would appreciate your input.  
For this survey we need to speak to the youngest person in your household aged 18 years of 
age or over.  

1. Yes  CONTINUE 2. No  THANK AND TERMINATE 
1. In order to ensure we ask you the relevant questions, please tell me the postcode in which 

you live? SINGLE RESPONSE 
1. 2088 
2. Other (SPECIFY) THANK AND TERMINATE 

 
2. Please tell me your age group. Is it  READ OUT SINGLE RESPONSE 
  

1. 18-24 
2. 25-34 
3. 35-44 
4. 45-54 
5. 55-64 
6. 65+ 
7. (Rather not say) 

 
3. RECORD GENDER 
  

1. Male 
2. Female 

 
4. Are you aware of the NSW Government’s proposal to reduce the number of metropolitan Councils in Sydney?  SINGLE RESPONSE 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Not sure/DK 

  5. If Mosman Council was forced to amalgamate, would your preference be:  
1. To amalgamate Mosman Council with councils to the North, e.g. Manly, Warringah 
2. To amalgamate Mosman Council with councils to the Wests e.g. North Sydney  

DP: PLEASE SET UP SO THAT CODES 1 AND 2 ARE SHOWN ALTERNATIVELY FOR EACH SURVEY 
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6. What is the main reason you prefer that option fi amalgamation is forced? 
 PROBE FULLY: Why else do you feel this way? 
  
 _______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Demographic Questions 
7. I now have a few questions about yourself so that we can better classify your responses. 

Which one of these categories best describes your household? READ OUT  
 SINGLE RESPONSE 
  

1. I am a single parent with children at home 
2. I am living with partner – children at home  
3. I am living with partner - no children at home 
4. I live alone 
5. I am an adult living with my parents 
6. I share a home with other adults only (not my parents or partner) 
7. Other (specify) 
8. (Rather not say) 

 
8. Do you own (includes having a mortgage) or rent the home you are living in? IF SOMEONE 

IS LIVING WITH PARENTS/SHARE HOUSE ETC. RECORD OWNERSHIP BASED ON THE RESIDENCE.
 SINGLE RESPONSE 

  
1. Own/mortgage 
2. Rent (public/private) or share house 

 
USUAL THANK AND CLOSE 

 



 

Taverner Research, Level 2, 88 Foveaux St, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010, Australia  
t +61 2 9212 2900   f +61 2 9212 3920   www.taverner.com.au  

 

 



 
 

 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Pittwater Council,  

Pittwater Council Improvement Proposal, Appendix 2,  

Micromex Research Report Fit For Future Random Sample Telephone 
Survey, published on IPART website, www.ipart.nsw.gov.au,  

accessed on 22 February 2016. 

 

  

http://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/
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Methodology & Sample 

Data collection 
 

Micromex Research, together with Pittwater Council, developed the questionnaire.  
 

Data collection period 
 

Telephone interviewing (CATI) was conducted during the period 29th May to 1st June 2015. 
 

Sample 
 

N=405 interviews were conducted. 

A sample size of 405 provides a maximum sampling error of plus or minus 4.9% at 95% confidence. 

This means that if the survey was replicated with a new universe of n=405 residents, that 19 times out of 20 we would expect to see the same 

results, i.e. +/- 4.9%. 
 

For the survey under discussion the greatest margin of error is 4.9%. This means for example that the answer “yes” (57%) to receiving Council’s 

information pack could vary from 52% to 62%. As the raw data has been weighted to reflect the real community profile of Pittwater Council, 

the outcomes reported here reflect an ‘effective sample size’; that is, the weighted data provides outcomes with the same level of 

confidence as unweighted data of a different sample size. In some cases this effective sample size may be smaller than the true number of 

surveys conducted. 
 

Interviewing 
 

Interviewing was conducted in accordance with the AMSRS Code of Professional Conduct. Where applicable, the issues in each question 

were systematically rearranged for each respondent. 

 

Data analysis 
 

The data within this report was analysed using Q Professional. 

 

Percentages 
 

All percentages are calculated to the nearest whole number and therefore the total may not exactly equal 100%. 
 



Sample Profile 
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Sample Profile 

Base: N=405 

The sample 
was weighted 

by age and 
gender to 
reflect the 
2011 ABS 

community 
profile of 
Pittwater 
Council 

0% 

0% 

1% 

1% 

2% 

3% 

4% 

5% 

7% 

8% 

9% 

12% 

14% 

16% 

18% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

*Whale Beach

*Scotland Island

Church Point

Ingleside

Western Foreshore

Clareville

Palm Beach

Bayview

North Narrabeen

Bilgola

Warriewood

Elanora Heights

Newport

Avalon

Mona Vale

86% 

8% 

4% 

2% 

0% 

9% 

91% 

27% 

25% 

24% 

24% 

51% 

49% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

More than 10 years

6-10 years

3-5 years

1-2 years

^6-12 months

Non-ratepayer

Ratepayer

65+

50 - 64

35 - 49

18 - 34

Female

Male

Age 

Ratepayer status 

Gender 

Time lived in area 

Suburb lived in 

^ Note: 1 resident has lived in the area for 6-12 months 

* Note: 2 residents were from Scotland Island & 1 from Whale Beach 



Detailed Findings –  

Awareness of the Local 

Government Review 
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Knowledge of the NSW Government’s Review of the 

Local Government System 

Base: N=405 

Q4. The NSW Government is reviewing the local government system and is encouraging NSW local councils to merge, forming new, larger councils. How aware are you of this 
plan? 

37% of residents claim to ‘know the plan well’ and a further 42% ‘know the plan a little’. 
Whilst there were few who hadn’t heard of the plan at all, those aged 18-34 were 

significantly less aware 

4% 

17% 

42% 

37% 

0% 25% 50%

Never heard of the plan

Have heard about it but know

nothing about it

Know the plan a little

Know the plan well

Those aged 18-34 were 
significantly more likely not to 
have heard of the plan – 12% 
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Prior Knowledge of the Possible Merger of 

Pittwater, Warringah and Manly Councils 

A very high result for awareness, with 85% stating they had prior knowledge of the possible 
merger. This is significantly higher than the Micromex Fit for the Future Benchmark of 59%. 

The most informative medium was the ‘newspaper’, through which 51% of those with prior 
knowledge became aware 

Base: N=405 

Q5a. Prior to this call were you aware of the NSW Government Fit for the Future 
announcement regarding changes for local government, which included 
the recommendation that Pittwater merge with Warringah and Manly into 
one single council? 

Yes 

85% 

No 

12% 

Not sure 

3% 

Q5b. Where did you first hear about this proposal? 

7% 

12% 

4% 

6% 

10% 

12% 

51% 

0% 20% 40% 60%

Can’t recall 

*Other

Radio

TV news

*Word of mouth

Council information pack

*Newspaper

 

 

 

 

Those aged 65+ 
were significantly 
more aware – 93% 

Non-ratepayers 
were significantly 
less aware – 35% 

* Please see the Appendix for detailed lists 

Pittwater 

Council 

Micromex’s 

Awareness 

Benchmark 

Awareness 85% 59% 

Base: N=342 
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Receipt and Perusal of Council’s Information Pack 

Base: N=405 

Q6a. Do you recall receiving a Council information pack on this issue? 

The majority of residents recalled receiving Council’s information pack, more than 
three-quarters of whom actually read it. 

Whilst those aged 50+ were significantly more likely to recall receiving the pack, 
readership levels were similar across the demographics 

Q6b. Did you read the Council information pack on this issue? 

Yes 

57% 

No 

43% 

Yes 

79% 

No 

21% 

Base: N=232 

 

 

 

Those aged 50+ were 
significantly more likely to 
recall having received the 
pack – 70% 

Those aged 18-34 were 
significantly less likely to 
remember receiving the 
pack – 35% 



Detailed Findings –  

Attitudes to Merger Options 
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Concept Statement 

Fit for the Future is the name given to the review of local government being carried out by the NSW 

Government, in an effort to reduce the number of councils in NSW.  

  

The argument for amalgamation is that bigger councils might be more economically efficient in the delivery 

of services, whilst an argument against amalgamation is that bigger councils will be less responsive to the 

local community’s needs and local issues. 

  

The NSW Government Fit for the Future announcement made a recommendation that Pittwater be merged 

with Warringah and Manly into one Council with a population of around 259,000 residents. 

  

Pittwater Council is opposed to the option of one Council for the northern beaches as Pittwater Council is 

completely sustainable and Fit for the Future in its current form and structure according to the NSW 

government Fit for the Future criteria.  Pittwater remains committed to a strong independent Pittwater Council 

providing local representation and delivery of local services to the people of Pittwater on the existing 

boundaries.  Pittwater Council would, however, like to seek the community’s feedback on all three options 

outlined in the recent KPMG report and Council brochure sent to households in Pittwater.   

  

The three options for consideration are: 

 

• Option 1 – Pittwater to maintain the status quo, to remain as they are without any boundary changes  

• Option 2 – Greater Manly/Greater Pittwater – This option involves boundary changes and splits the existing 

Warringah Council, creating two councils of approximately equal population size 

• Option 3 – A single council – comprising the current areas of Pittwater, Warringah and Manly 
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Support for Pittwater to Stand Alone 

Support for 

Pittwater to 

retain its 

status quo 

was high, with 

62% stating 

they were 

‘completely 

supportive’ 

and a further 

27% 

indicating 

they were 

’somewhat 

supportive’ or 

‘supportive’. 

This result was 

consistent 

across the 

community 

Base: N=405 

Q7a. How supportive are you of Pittwater Council staying as it is? 

4% 

7% 

13% 

14% 

62% 

0% 35% 70%

Not at all supportive

Not very supportive

Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Completely supportive

Mean: 4.21 

Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = completely supportive 

Option 1: Pittwater Council to maintain the status quo, to remain as they are without any boundary 

changes 
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The Formation of Greater Pittwater/Greater 

Manly 

Nearly half the 

residents were 

at least 

somewhat 

supportive of 

the formation of 

two councils of 

approximately 

equal size, 

achieved by 

splitting the 

existing 

Warringah 

Council. 

Conversely, the 

remainder 

chose to be 

unsupportive. 

 

Those aged 65+ 

were 

significantly less 

supportive of 

this option 

(2.00) 

 

Q7b. How supportive are you of the formation of Greater Pittwater/Greater Manly? 

34% 

18% 

25% 

18% 

5% 

0% 35% 70%

Not at all supportive

Not very supportive

Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Completely supportive

Mean: 2.41 

Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = completely supportive 

Option 2: Greater Pittwater/Greater Manly – This option involves boundary changes and splits the 

existing Warringah Council, creating two councils of approximately equal population size 

Base: N=405 
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A Single Council Comprising Pittwater, 

Warringah and Manly 

This option 

returned the 
lowest 

support of 
the three, 
with only 

20% 
expressing 

any form of 
support. 

This result 
was uniform 
throughout 

the 

community 

 

Base: N=405 

Q7c. How supportive are you of Pittwater being merged into a single council? 

66% 

14% 

8% 

4% 

8% 

0% 35% 70%

Not at all supportive

Not very supportive

Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Completely supportive

Mean: 1.74 

Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = completely supportive 

Option 3: A single council comprising the current local government areas of Pittwater, Warringah and 

Manly 
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Summary of Support 

There was overwhelming support throughout the community for Pittwater to retain the status quo, 
with a very high result of 62% stating they were ‘completely supportive’. 

 

Q7a. How supportive are you of Pittwater Council staying as it is? 
Q7b. How supportive are you of the formation of Greater Pittwater/Greater Manly? 
Q7c. How supportive are you of Pittwater being merged into a single council? 

4.21▲ 

M
e

a
n

 ra
tin

g
s  

2.41▼ 

1.74▼ 

▲▼ = significantly higher/lower level of support (by option) 

Base: N=405  

66% 

34% 

4% 

14% 

18% 

7% 

8% 

25% 

13% 

4% 

18% 

14% 

8% 

5% 

62% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Option 3: A single Council

comprising the current local

government areas of Pittwater,

Warringah and Manly

Option 2: Greater

Pittwater/Greater Manly - This

option involves boundary

changes that splits the existing

Warringah Council, creating two

Councils of approximately equal

population size

Option 1: Pittwater to maintain

the status quo, to remain as they

are without any boundary

changes

Not at all supportive Not very supportive Somewhat supportive Supportive Completely supportive

Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = completely supportive      



Detailed Findings – 

Preference Rankings 



17 

Preferred Option – FIRST Choice 

Residents have 

emphatically 

chosen to 

support 

Pittwater 

maintaining 

the status quo, 

with nearly 

three-quarters 

selecting this 

option as their 

most preferred. 

This is a 

communal 

attitude, and 

evokes similar 

levels of 

support across 

all 

demographics  

Base: Overall N=405  

Q8a. Thinking about the options we have just discussed, 
which is your preferred option? 

Option 1: 

Pittwater to 

maintain the 

status quo 

73% 

Option 2: 

Greater 

Manly/Greater 

Pittwater  

15% 

Option 3: A 

single Council - 

comprising the 

current LGAs of 

Pittwater, 

Warringah and 

Manly 

12% 

Option 1: Maintain status quo N=297 % of total 

Currently happy with Council's performance 37% 

These council areas aren't compatible/ 

Previous inclusion with Warringah didn't work 
31% 

Effectiveness of current services/efficiency 21% 

Too large an area 11% 

Loss of identity/being ignored 9% 

Increase in rates/Other councils' debts 6% 

Loss of representation 3% 

Development 1% 

Not enough information provided 1% 

Option 2: Greater Pittwater/Greater Manly formation N=61 

Better services/facilities/efficiency 7% 

Area too large for one council 4% 

Economic advantage 3% 

Compatible area/boundaries 2% 

Benefit the residents 1% 

Increased representation <1% 

Option 3: Combine Pittwater, Warringah and Manly N=40 

Economically efficient 8% 

Better services/facilities/efficiency 5% 

Bigger voice/reduce duplication/corruption 2% 

Council area 2% 

Success of other amalgamations 1% 

Dissatisfied with current situation <1% 

Q8b. Why do you say that? 
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Preferred Option – FIRST Choice: Option 1 – 

Maintain Status Quo  
The main 

reasons for the 

majority 

selecting this 

option as their 

first preference 

are that they 

were satisfied 

with Council’s 

performance, 

and that they 

don’t believe 

the other areas 

would be 

compatible. 

This is 

particularly 

true of 

Warringah, with 

many residents 

stating that the 

area was 

better since the 

split several 

years ago, so 

they see no 

point in 

revisiting that 

scenario 

 

Q8a. Thinking about the options we have just discussed, which is your preferred option? 

Q8b. Why do you say that? 

Verbatim responses 

"Amalgamation would negatively impact on Pittwater's urban density" 

"Amalgamation would reduce the performance of council within the local area" 

"Concerned about the deterioration of services if a merge occurs" 

"Council needs to stand alone because the other councils like Warringah have been proven guilty of corruption" 

"Demographics of the three areas are vastly different, and it would be best to keep these areas separate so their 

respective councils can deal with their own populations themselves" 

"Fought for Pittwater to be separate in 1992 and don't see the point in a merge" 

"Have lived in the area under the previous larger Council, and the area has been run a lot better since the smaller 

Pittwater Council took over" 

"Having a smaller council allows Pittwater residents to be properly represented" 

"Merging would create an area that would be too large to look after" 

"Pittwater is responsive to its local residents and we may lose this if it changes" 

"Pittwater works very well at the moment and that would be at risk if they were to merge" 

"Since the Pittwater Council formed, things  have been done to a good standard" 

"Smaller suburbs will lose out if including larger population areas in a merger" 

"Thing are fine the way they are, Pittwater is sustainable and healthy financially" 

"Merging might mean that Pittwater would be neglected and not paid enough attention" 
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Preferred Option – FIRST Choice: Option 2 – 

Greater Pittwater/Greater Manly Formation 

Residents 
believe if 

this option is 
adopted 

there would 
be better 
services 

and 
facilities 

provided, 
and the 

resulting 

council 
areas would 

be more 
efficient 

 

Q8a. Thinking about the options we have just discussed, which is your preferred option? 

Q8b. Why do you say that? 

Verbatim responses 

"Agree with a bigger council being more efficient in terms of outlay of plans and equipment" 

"Efficiencies would be greatest in this option" 

"Pittwater is too inefficient and small, and there might be some cost saving and lowering of rates with a merge" 

"Warringah was involved with the two areas initially and it worked very well" 

"Not too large to still be focused on the locals" 

"There needs to be a more sustainable population size" 

"Although Pittwater is sustainable, I believe that being bigger would give massive economic advantage" 

"Reduction in council related costs" 

"Greater council makes more sense economically then keeping status quo" 

"Natural boundaries match with this split" 

"Manly is quite different to Pittwater, so merging with them wouldn't necessarily be the best idea" 
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Preferred Option – FIRST Choice: Option 3 – A 

Single Council Comprising Pittwater, Warringah 

and Manly 

The most 

frequently 

mentioned 

reason for 

supporting 

this option 

was that it 

would be 

economically 

efficient to do 

so 

 

Q8a. Thinking about the options we have just discussed, which is your preferred option? 

Q8b. Why do you say that? 

Verbatim responses 

"Feel that it would be more beneficial to ratepayers as in lower rates" 

"Having a single council would save a lot of money and be a lot more efficient" 

"Maximisation of finances and resources" 

"Fragmentation of services and facilities across the whole Northern Beaches not well served by having individual 

councils" 

"Having one larger council would be more organised and efficient" 

"Pittwater Council duplicates too many resources that would be better optimised between larger groups of 

people" 

"Merging on this scale would be economically efficient, as it would reduce duplication of services and cut down 

on financial wastage" 

"Greater efficiency to avoid replication with internal systems and council management costs" 

"Control of the area is not in the hands of the people as the managers have too much control. If we merged 

people would have more power" 

"One lot of rules and regulations under one local government would be a lot more logical, and would make living 

in the Northern Beaches area a lot easier" 
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Preferred Option – All Rankings 

When we take into account residents’ second preferences, there is a high level of support (74%) 
for the ‘Greater Pittwater/Greater Manly formation’, however, the option of becoming a single 

council still does not fare well, continuing to receive minimal support 

 

Scale: 1 = 1st preference, 3 = 3rd preference Base: N=405 ▲▼ = significantly higher/lower ranking (by option) 

1.38▲ 

M
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s  

1.96 

2.66▼ 

Q8a. Thinking about the options we have just discussed, which is your preferred option? Second preference? 

12% 

15% 

73% 

11% 

74% 

15% 

77% 

11% 

12% 

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Option 3: A single Council -

comprising the current LGAs of

Pittwater, Warringah and Manly

Option 2: Greater Pittwater/Greater

Manly formation

Option 1: Pittwater to maintain the

status quo

1st preference 2nd preference 3rd preference
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Result of State Government Forcing a Decision 

Whilst there 

was increased 

support for the 

formation of a 

Greater 

Pittwater/ 

Greater Manly 

formation were 

the State 

Government to 

force 

amalgamation 

upon the 

Northern 

Beaches, 

almost twice as 

many choosing 

this option as 

opposed to the 

single council 

option, the 

majority of 

residents opted 

to not support 

forced 

amalgamation 

Base: N=405 

Q8c. If the State Government forces councils on the Northern Beaches to amalgamate, which option would you support? 

Option 2: A Greater 

Pittwater and 

Greater Manly 

Council 

28% 

Option 3: A single 

Council comprising 

the current LGAs of 

Pittwater, Warringah 

and Manly 

15% 

I do not support 

forced 

amalgamation 

57% 

 

 

Those aged 18-34 were 
significantly more likely to 
choose the Greater 
Pittwater/Greater Manly 
option – 49% 

Those aged 65+ were 
significantly more likely to not 
support forced 
amalgamation – 72% 



Summary Of Results 
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Summary of Results 
 

 

The survey consisted of a series of questions eliciting demographic data, levels of support for each 
option and their preferences in relation to each option. It is important to note that respondents were 
asked for their level of support for each option to identify how people felt about each option. The 
respondents were then asked to preference the options to clarify their ultimate choice when it came 
to decision making. 

 

Awareness of the Local Government Review 
 

There was a good depth of knowledge of the local government system review, with 37% stating 
they ‘know the plan well’ and a further 42% that they ‘know the plan a little’. Only 4% claimed to 
have ‘never heard of the plan’, half of whom were in the 18-34 age group. 
 

85% of residents were aware of the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future announcement 
recommending that Pittwater merge with Warringah and Manly to form a new single council. 
‘Newspapers’ was the single most informative medium through which residents gained their 
knowledge (57% of those aware, 43% overall).  
 

57% of residents recalled receiving Council’s information pack, 79% of whom then read the 
information. 
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Summary of Results 
 

Attitudes to Merger Options 
 

There was strong support for Pittwater Council to retain its status quo, i.e. to remain as they are 
without any boundary changes, with 62% stating they were ‘completely supportive’ of this option. 
With a further 27% stating they were ‘somewhat supportive’ or ‘supportive’, this leaves only 11% 
who displayed any negativity towards this option.  
 

When asked about their level of support for Option 2, there was a more equal level of support for or 
against, in comparison to Options 1 and 3 where the community held very strong views in favour or 
against each of those options. 

 

Residents’ support for both tabled merger options was much lower than their support for a ‘no 
merger’ option. As with other Council areas, Pittwater respondents were more supportive of the 
smaller amalgamation option (Greater Pittwater/Greater Manly) than the larger amalgamation 
option of one single council for the northern beaches. 
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Summary of Results 
Preference Rankings 

 

Community preference was for Pittwater to continue to exist as a separate entity. 73% of residents 

selected this option as their first preference and a further 15% as their second.  

 

• The key driver of this preference was that residents are generally happy with Pittwater Council’s performance 

and efficiencies 

• The scale/size of a single Northern Beaches Council, local representation and general compatibility were other 

identifiable areas of concern that led the community to prefer things to remain as they are 

 

Support for the formation of Greater Pittwater/Greater Manly option was low as a first preference 
with only 15% of the vote, however, was significantly bolstered by 74% residents selecting it as a 
second preference. 

 

There was little preference for the State Government’s recommendation of merging Pittwater, 
Warringah, and Manly, with only 23% of residents casting this option as their first or second 

preference. 

 

Clearly Option 1 (no merger) is the most preferred option, with Option 2 (Greater Pittwater/Greater 
Manly) being chosen by 74% of residents as their second preference. Option 3 (one single council) 
was the least preferred option, with 77% declaring this as a last option. 

 

 



Appendix 
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Respondent Breakdown by Subcell 

 All respondents Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer 
Non-

ratepayer 

Base 405 198 207 97 97 101 110 368 37 

 Q5b Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer 
Non-

ratepayer 

Base 342 169 173 70 80 91 101 320 22 

 Q6b Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer 
Non-

ratepayer 

Base 232 115 117 34 51 69 78 220 12 
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Mediums Through Which Residents Became Aware 
Q5b. Where did you first hear about this proposal? 

Newspaper Count  Other Count 

Manly Daily 159 Residents Association 5 

Sydney Morning  Herald 28 Signage around the area 5 

Daily Telegraph 1 Facebook 4 

Can't recall 6 Billboard 3 

Community newsletter - Pittwater Offshore News 1 

Word of mouth Council meeting 1 

Friend 11 Council newsletter 1 

Family member 7 Council's Facebook page 1 

Other residents 7 Emailed newsletter - Pittwater Council 1 

Neighbour 4 Glenn Street Theatre 1 

Work colleague 4 Government Gazette 1 

A ranger 1 Letters in the mail from an independent group 1 

Local discussion group 1 Mayor Regan at a function for Warringah Council 1 

Palm Beach Progress Association 1 Phone survey several months back 1 

Rob Stokes 1 Political group 1 

Warringah employee 1 Protest signage in the local area 1 

Pamphlet at Council building 1 



Telephone: (02) 4352 2388 
Fax: (02) 4352 2117 
Web: www.micromex.com.au      

Email: stu@micromex.com.au 
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TO: Extraordinary Meeting of Council - 22 June 2015 

REPORT: General Managers Division Report No. 8 

SUBJECT: Manly Council’s Report on the NSW Government’s Fit For the Future program       

FILE NO: MC/15/72817 
      

SUMMARY 

Independent research engaged by Council, following its unanimous resolution of 30 March on 
Council’s Fit for the Future Position, has once again found that the majority of the community 
support a standalone and independent Manly.1 

Consequentially, this report, inter alia, recommends that Council, in its response to the State 
Government on Fit for the Future (FFF): 

1. Strongly supports the long-held and repeatedly affirmed position of the community for Manly 
Council to remain independent2;  

2. Rejects any proposal to amalgamate Manly with Warringah and Pittwater into one ‘mega 
council’; 

3. In terms of the FFF requirements, submits Council’s improvement proposal advising the 
government and the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) of Council’s 
business case to remain as a standalone council because: 

i. Manly Council is and will continue to be a highly successful and sustainable 
council;  

ii. Council has demonstrable strategic capacity to deliver services and infrastructure 
to the community into the future; and  

iii. Council has the civic leadership to plan and secure a prosperous future for the 
whole community. 

 

REPORT 
 
Background to this Report 

The State Government announced the Fit for the Future Local Government Reform package in 
September 2014 and published the assessment criteria in October 2014. 

In November, Manly and Pittwater Councils jointly engaged KPMG to analyse the structural options 
for councils on the Northern Beaches, against the government’s stated criteria. 

From KPMG’s work, Council at its meeting of 30 March 2015 unanimously resolved that no merger 
is best for Manly (Attachment 1).  

In late April, Council began consulting the community on amalgamation options. At the same time, 
the government appointed IPART to act as the independent panel for assessing FFF responses.3 

                                                
1 Taverner Research “A survey of Manly Residents on Council Merger Options” May 2015, page 5 – On the status quo question, of 

those who responded, 59% supported a standalone (status quo) Manly. 
In March 2004 Manly Council carried out a poll of electors in conjunction with the local elections. The questions were: 

 Do you support the amalgamation of the Council of Manly with any other local government area or areas? Results were 

Yes 25.7% to No 74.3%. 

 Do you support any boundary adjustments involving the adjoining councils with the Council of Manly? Results were Yes 

17.5% to No 82.5%. 
Taverner Research conducted in November 2014 on mergers found the majority of the community (57%) rejected a merger into one 
mega council  
2 ibid 
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IPART consulted on their assessment methodology in late May, to which the Council provided a 
detailed response4 (Attachment 2). IPART formally released their final methodology on 5 June 
2015, with the submission closing date of 30 June 2015. 

 

Community Engagement 

Following the 30 March 2015 unanimous resolution, Council proactively communicated its decision 
to the community.  

Council produced a community information pack, titled Your Manly Your Say which explained the 
State Government’s FFF process, provided a summary of Council’s decision to remain 
independent and set out two amalgamation scenarios if the government forced councils on the 
Northern Beaches to merge. 

Each pack included a feedback form together with a reply-paid envelope. Residents and 
ratepayers were also given the option to provide feedback online via a secure website. 

Promotion and distribution of this information included: 

 Hard copies of the essential information pack were delivered to Manly ratepayers and 

residents.   

 Hard copies were made available at Council’s Customer Service counter and could be 

requested by email and phone.  

 Electronic copies of the information pack, additional information on the FFF program, and 

independent research papers on council amalgamations were provided on Manly Council’s 

website. 

 The community consultation process was heavily promoted through editorial and 

advertisements in local media, the weekly Mayoral column, social media, and Council’s 

10,000 eNews subscribers. 

To protect the integrity of this process, the results of the feedback forms were collated and 
analysed by independent research firm, Taverner Research. 

Taverner Research also undertook an independent, random telephone survey of a representative 
sample of 499 Manly residents on the council amalgamation options. 

At the close of the Your Manly Your Say campaign on 5 June 2015, the website received 2,573 
direct unique views and 830 requests to complete the online feedback form.  Of these, 520 online 
forms were submitted. Council also received 1,079 completed feedback forms by reply-paid post. 

The total number of completed responses received via post, online and telephone was 2,098. 

 
Result 

1. The Manly community strongly supports Manly standing alone 

The telephone random survey by Taverner Research found that the majority of residents support 
standing alone and an independent Manly (59%).5  

The survey also found that support for Council standing alone was strongest in the 18 to 35 age 
group (66%). 

                                                                                                                                                            
3http://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/Home/Industries/Local_Govt/Reviews/Fit_for_the_future/Review_of_Local_Council_Fit_For_The_Future_p

roposals 
4 Council’s response questioned the IPART’s methodology, particularly its late inclusion of certain criteria that contradicted earlier 

announcements upon which councils have relied and engaged experts to provide advice on. 
5 Taverner Research “A survey of Manly Residents on Council Merger Options” May 2015, page 5. 
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The Taverner Research findings are consistent with the 2004 poll6 and the November 2014 survey 
of residents.7  

 

2. The community does not support a Northern Beaches ‘mega council’ 

Taverner Research found that, if amalgamation was forced, the community would not support one 
mega council on the Northern Beaches. 8 This opposition was also found in the results of the Your 
Manly Your Say feedback forms.9  

 

Discussion10, 11 

The NSW Minister for Local Government, the Honourable Mr Paul Toole, announced the 
government’s FFF program on September 11 last year.  

A summary background to FFF program is attached to the report in Attachment 3. 

The FFF program assumes a number of quantitative and qualitative criteria to guide councils in 
their sustainability and strategic capacity assessments. 

This report affirms that Manly Council meets or exceeds the FFF sustainability and strategic 
capacity criteria. 

In terms of the important “community of interest” test, it is a matter of record and historical fact that 
Manly is a strong, vibrant and cohesive community, bound by the geographic area its citizens 
proudly call home.  

This long-standing sense of community pride is one of the overarching reasons why Manly Council 
is committed to continuously delivering improvements to the local area, and meeting the changing 
needs of its residents and visitors. Council has achieved this by providing sound stewardship and 
strong leadership through the provision of services and infrastructure, and in the protection of the 
environment. 

Continuous improvement, service excellence and civic leadership are core corporate values that 
drive Manly Council.  

It is the conclusion of this report that there is no reason, nor would it be in the Manly community’s 
interest to recommend any structural change in Council’s FFF response to the Minister. 

The State Government has stated they have a 'No Forced Amalgamations Policy' and Manly 
Council fully supports this. Recent experience from Western Australia and Queensland shows that 
council amalgamations will fail if they are forced.12    

                                                
6 In March 2004, Manly Council carried out a poll of electors in conjunction with the local elections. The questions were: 

 Do you support the amalgamation of the Council of Manly with any other local government area or areas? Results were Yes 
25.7% to No 74.3%. 

 Do you support any boundary adjustments involving the adjoining councils with the Council of Manly? Results were Yes 
17.5% to No 82.5%. 

7 Do you support having one single council on the Northern Beaches incorporating Pittwater, Warringah, and Manly Councils? Results 
were Yes 43% to No 57% 
8 Telephone Survey  Number of 

Responses 
Scenario A (%) 

2 Councils of equal size 
Scenario B (%) 
Mega Council 

 499 59 41 

 
9 Self-Completed 
Feedback Forms 

Number of 
Responses 

Scenario A (%) 
2 Councils of equal size 

Scenario B (%) 
Mega Council 

Online  520 67 33 

Reply Paid 1079 76 24 

Total 1599 73 27 

 
10 The General Manager’s Report to Council of 30 March 2015 is substantially reproduced in this report for prudential and consistency 
reasons. 
11 “Merger Analysis for the Northern Beaches” further advice issued by KPMG. June 2015  
12 “The WA Council amalgamation process, how not to do it” presentation by Peter Kenyon, Bank of IDEAS at the 2015 MVA Future of 

Local Government Summit, 28 May 2015, Melbourne, Australia web: www.mva.asn.au  



EXTRAORDINARY MEETING 22 JUNE 2015 
 

General Managers Division Report No. 8 (Cont’d) 
 

 

Extraordinary Meeting Agenda Page 5 

An independent survey of the Manly community conducted in November 2014 by Taverner 
Research showed that the majority of respondents rejected the proposition of a Manly merger with 
Pittwater and Warringah Councils to form one local government area that extends from the Middle 
Harbour to Palm Beach13. This result is consistent with and confirms the 2004 poll of 18,500 Manly 
constituents who overwhelmingly rejected boundary changes and amalgamation propositions.14 

However, the 2013 TCorp Report and the 2014 Independent Local Government Review Panel’s 
Report commissioned by the State Government suggests that no change is not an option for some 
councils. It is therefore fair and reasonable that the Minister for Local Government asks that all 
NSW councils prepare a response to him on how they will become sustainable, provide effective 
and efficient services, have the scale and capacity needed to meet the needs of communities and 
partner with the state.  

The Minister added: “ …. each council must examine itself and propose how it intends to become 
fit for the future.” 

It is important to note that other than financial incentives offered to councils to reach a population 
size of 250,000 by 2036, population size itself appears not to be a criterion for FFF consideration15. 

 

Why structural change is not in the public or democratic interests of the community 

 

1. Localism and community of interest  

Historically, Manly has demonstrated that it is not only a cohesive community; it also has a strong 
and vibrant community of interest, bound by the geographic area defined by its present 
boundaries. The community has also consistently rejected any propositions for structural change to 
their local area.16 

Manly has a vibrant local democracy in which Council delivers high quality and continually 
improving local services. It also provides the community with strong, confident and mature 
leadership.  

Manly Council is regularly recognised by its peers for its high levels of achievement across many 
fronts, including environmental and financial management, which far surpass those of much larger 
councils.17 

Arguments claiming benefits from "economy of scale" are out-dated as Manly Council achieves all 
of these benefits through the use of advanced technology-based systems, by nurturing its staff’s 
skills to ensure they are of the highest calibre and by its strategic use of alliances and 
partnerships.18 

Through SHOROC, the four member councils, Mosman, Manly, Warringah and Pittwater, put 
forward a strategic plan on regional transport and health that has not only been adopted but is 
being delivered. The four councils also have a well-established system of information, technology 
and plant sharing which achieves advantages resulting from size while enabling each council to 
retain the exceptionality and independence of each area.  Retaining Council’s independence also 

                                                
13 Do you support having one single council on the Northern Beaches incorporating Pittwater, Warringah, and Manly Councils? Results 
were Yes 43% to No 57%. 
14 In March 2004 Manly Council carried out a poll of electors in conjunction with the local elections. The questions were: 

 Do you support the amalgamation of the Council of Manly with any other local government area or areas? Results were Yes 
25.7% to No 74.3%. 

 Do you support any boundary adjustments involving the adjoining councils with the Council of Manly? Results were Yes 
17.5% to No 82.5%. 

15 Based on Mr Steve Orr, the Acting CEO, Office of Local Government advice to a workshop of Mayors and GMs held on 29 

September 2014 - Macquarie Graduate School of Management 
16 ibid footnotes 1 
17 Awarded the winner of the 2014 Sustainable City Award (NSW) 
18 “Up to the Job? An analysis of the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future Local Government Reform Policy Package”: Prof Brian 

Dollery, and Graham Kelly, Unive rsity of New England, Feb 2015 
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allows it to remain committed to protecting the history and heritage of the area through tailor-made 
policies and priorities. 

A larger council area with fewer councillors would pose a real threat to Manly residents’ democratic 
interests. Residents would automatically have far less opportunity to be heard, reducing the 
likelihood of their expectations being achieved. 

In addition to meeting its community expectations, which are no less demanding than any other 
areas, Manly also makes welcome, on behalf of the state and the nation, millions of visitors every 
year. While in Manly, it is Council’s role to make sure each visitor has exceptional and memorable 
experiences. 

Therefore, balancing these demands requires a council with staff imbued with a service culture of 
delighting our customers19.   

Successful and sustainable local councils that are strongly supported by their local community, and 
with strong and unequivocal evidence of common purpose and community of interest, are councils 
of the people and by the people.  

By any measure, Manly Council is one such council. 

 

2. Financial sustainability  

Based on the 2013 TCorp assessment of local government financial sustainability, Manly Council 
is one of just 32 out of the 152 councils in NSW to be rated SOUND.  

The Minister’s FFF announcement was predicated on his concerns for the long-term sustainability 
of councils in general, and particularly those councils found not to be sound. 

Table 1 below shows how Manly Council meets or exceeds FFF sustainability criteria. 

 

Table 1 – Assessments for Sustainability20 

 

Manly Council has also achieved a strong track record and reputation for infrastructure delivery. Its 
forward plan is driven by a desire to future-proof Manly’s social and economic prosperity for all its 
residents. This plan is both realistic and visionary, and Council has the means and knowhow to 
deliver it. 

                                                
19 Council’s annual customer satisfaction surveys have consistently showed that respondents’ satisfaction are consistently high in all 

delivery areas surveyed: Governance, Economics, People Services, Infrastructure, Environment, Leadership, and Community Safety; 
and that Council had also consistently met or exceeded respondents’ expectations. 
20 Manly Council’s LTFP 

Criteria Benchmark 2015 -16 2016 - 17 2017 - 18 2018 - 19 2019 - 20 
Benchmark 

Met? 

Operating Performance (%) 
> 0 9.9 8.8 11.7 11.7 13 

 

Own Source Revenue > 60 92 91.5 93 93.1 93.2  

Building & Infrastructure 
Asset Renewal (%) > 100 174.8 132.3 100 100 100 

 

Infrastructure Backlog (%) < 2 .045 .043 .044 .044 .044  

Asset Maintenance (%) > 100 105.4 103.5 103.5 103.5 103.5  

Debt Service (%) < 20 9.01 10.27 9.2 8.76 8.41  

Real Operating Expenditure 
per capita ($ ‘000) Declining  1.307 1.304 1.306 1.286 1.269 
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Strategic Capacity  

According to Professor Graham Sansom, Chair of the State Government’s Independent Local 
Government Review Panel, the strategic capacity of a council is a key ingredient that defines 
capable, successful and adaptive councils. 

Manly is such a council. The analysis below sets out why Manly Council more than meets the FFF 
indicators and objectives and therefore satisfies the FFF strategic capacity considerations. 

 

Finance: Manly Council has an unambiguously strong track record in financial management 

with robust revenue sources and discretionary spending. Council’s audited statements show 

that it consistently meets or exceeds OLG, TCORP and Accounting Code benchmarks.  

Manly Council was one of a small number of councils to be rated as financially sound by 

TCorp’s 2013 review for all the right reasons. Council has the technical skills and experience to 

strategically use its capital structure to ensure there is intergenerational equity in the way, 

when and how infrastructure is acquired. Council also understands the power of applying the 

correct capital structure to contemporaneously invest in enduring public assets for the benefits 

and enjoyment of both present and future generations of residents. Finally, Council has the 

technical expertise to cost-effectively deliver infrastructure that is the best fit for purpose. 

Bringing its experience to bear, Council has confidently delivered significant new infrastructure 

in recent years including the 1.6km Ocean Beach promenade, Long Day Care Centres, the 

revitalisation of The Corso, seawall protection work on the Ocean Beach, a new SES complex 

in Balgowlah, a new depot complex for staff, the rehabilitation and leasing of the former 

Seaforth TAFE - just to name a few. All of these examples are multi-million dollar and multi-

discipline projects that were delivered directly by Council’s own design and construction staff. 

 

Infrastructure: Manly Council has made a long-term investment in our local capacity to deliver 

major capital works projects.  Projects being planned or underway include the Manly Town 

Centre upgrade, Manly Oval car park, flood mitigation works and the new aquatic centre. 

Council understands the economic and social multiplier effects from investments in 

infrastructure and uses this understanding to engender community pride, improve perceived 

community safety and incentivise private investment. 

Council provides and maintains an extensive list of public infrastructure assets that spans the 

whole of the local government area end-to-end.  

More specifically, unlike most council areas, Manly Council has no infrastructure void or 

backlog and all existing assets are technically rated in a good serviceable condition. 

 

Innovation: Manly Council leads local government in technology infrastructure innovation and 

business systems. Many systems that are used at other councils in the country and 

internationally have their genesis at Manly, including Council’s Knowledge Management 

Platform, online services, CCTV technology, crowd pattern recognition technology for use in 

public order management, number plate recognition and parking management and 

enforcement systems. 

Council also has experienced and highly qualified staff resources that are creative and 

innovative in the delivery of programs, infrastructure and activities across the quadruple bottom 
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line, as demonstrated in its Annual Report achievements and ten year Community Strategic 

Plan. For example, the Burnt Bridge Creek water harvesting scheme, Manly Lagoon 

rehabilitation works using Manly Council designed dewatering and bulking up systems, seawall 

toe protection works and environmental education programs such as the award-wining ‘Litter-

Guard’ initiative. 

 

Strategic planning: Council has highly qualified and experienced staff with advanced skills in 

financial management, professional engineering, eBusiness, legal, strategic planning and 

policy development. These in-house skills have enabled Council to meet the needs and goals 

of its community, implement new and improved cost-efficient services and develop forward-

thinking strategies. 

Some of the programs and ideas that have been adopted by other levels government have 

been developed at Manly, such as the Northern Beaches Bus Rapid Transit project announced 

by the State Government. 

Additionally, staff at Manly Council have been recognised for their business analytical skills and 

strategic planning expertise that have helped transformed and strengthen the local capacities 

of developing countries in our region.  

 

Collaboration with neighbours: Manly supported the establishment of SHOROC (partnership 

between Manly, Mosman, Pittwater and Warringah Councils) and its regional collaboration on 

advocacy, resource sharing and strategies.  These are pursued on a variety of regional issues, 

providing coordination and collaboration to achieve desired outcomes. In particular, Manly 

Council, working with Pittwater and Mosman Councils, has formed a strategic alliance on 

shared and purchasing services. 

 

Local community partnerships: Council works with volunteers, special purpose committees 

and local and regional partners, including other councils, to advocate and deliver a variety of 

important services to the Manly and Northern Beaches community. This includes the provision 

of innovative local social, environmental, economic and governance services. For example, 

Street Tree Management Plan with the precincts, the Aboriginal Heritage Office, the Manly 

Hospital community engagement process, the Northern Beaches Hospital, and the Northern 

Beaches Transport Plan. 

 

State partnerships: Council has clearly demonstrated its capability to undertake important 

infrastructure and regeneration projects with a number of state and commonwealth government 

departments over the years. Highlights include protection of open space and environmental 

assets, provision of childcare and SES facilities, revitalisation of lagoons and waterways, and 

the stabilisation of and improvements to the ocean beachfront. Council also works with a range 

of state agencies and not-for-profit groups to deliver services, and advocates when gaps 

appear in funding areas.  

 

Well resourced: Council has access to monetary resources to acquit complex and unexpected 

change and the in-house experience to tackle unusual capital budgeting decisions. While 
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Council uses financial reserves to plan and anticipate future needs, it does not use these 

reserves at the expense of core functions or service deliveries.  

 

Highly skilled and experienced staff: the work of Council is supported by a diverse range of 

staff (approximately 350 FTE) across a variety of roles.  Not only are staff highly experienced 

and qualified, they all share the same customer-focused ethos and an unbreakable “can do” 

attitude towards problem solving. 

Staff are provided with training, education and development opportunities and Council grows its 

own talent pool by offering traineeships, internships, career articulation and mentoring 

opportunities. 

Human resources statistics show that staff at Manly Council are highly motived by their work 

and enjoy working for Council in their chosen careers.21 

Council’s political and managerial leadership is also highly experienced, with a collective 

experience spanning many hundreds of years. This experience manages the delivery of 

services to meet the needs of its 45,000 residents and eight million annual visitors. 

 

Strong community consultation: Council undertakes continual improvements in community 

consultation and engagement, an important component of strategic capacity in the local 

community.  

Council conducts community panel surveys using externally facilitated workshops to help 

develop its Community Strategic Plan, as well as the four year Delivery Program. This research 

is also utilised to capture the new interests and priorities.  

Council continues to record high levels of engagement and use of its website by the 

community. 

Manly Council is one the first councils to establish an effective community precinct system 

through which it receives feedback on area-wide issues. Precincts are also engaged in helping 

prioritise local infrastructure programs.  

 

Strong record of community satisfaction. Since 2003, Council has conducted annual 

surveys of a representative sample of households on the service Council provides to the 

community.  

The 2014 results showed that residents surveyed were again highly satisfied with the services 

they received from Manly Council; and that Council also met or exceeded their expectations in 

all areas surveyed.22 

 

Manly Council’s inherently dynamic strategic capacity is incontrovertible.  It is only matched by its 
strong track record of acting with courage and resolve to achieve solutions, and by its resilience 
and adaptability.  

In summary, there is no case for Manly Council to consider other structural options in its FFF 
response to the government. 

                                                
21 (i) 2014 Staff Climate Survey and (ii) Annual staff turnover is <8% 
22 Based on a 10 factor scale - Economic (7.3), Social (8.5), Infrastructure (7.3); Environment (8.4); Leadership (7.4), Governance (7.4) 
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3. The Sansom’s Structural Option for the Northern Beaches 

The Sansom Report advocates for a single council on the Northern Beaches.23 

The analysis undertaken by KPMG indicates this proposition may deliver, as a proportion of 
operating revenue, a Net Present Value (NPV) of net benefit in 10 years of 1.6% without, or 2.1% 
with government incentives.  

The financial cost of the Sansom proposal was estimated by KPMG to be $20.45 million in present 
value (PV). 

Given all three councils on the Northern Beaches are financially sustainable and the so-called 
financial benefit from a mega merger is 2.1% in 10 years, at best, then the issue for examination is 
whether a mega council will better protect the community and democratic interests of Manly. For 
reasons already discussed in this report, any merger is incapable of delivering prosperity to 
residents, nor would it be in their community or democratic interest, therefore no merger is best for 
Manly. 

While this report concludes that there is no case for Manly Council to consider other structural 
options, Council should formally reject the Sansom recommendation for Manly to merge with 
Pittwater and Warringah to form one council area that runs from Middle Harbour to Palm Beach. 
This option will disproportionally place a costly burden and have adverse consequences on the 
Manly community, as well as diminish its community of interest and geo-political representation. 

Any rationalisation for the Sansom option based on analytics that cannot be sustained is not only 
very disappointing, it is also misguided.24 

 

IPART Announcement Accepting Alternative Proposals25 

Following consultation on its review methodology, IPART announced that it will accept and 
consider alternative FFF proposals. This announcement opens the way for some councils to form 
alternative views. 

The strongest of these, in my view, is SHOROC. This organisation has already been highly 
effective in achieving results for the community through regional co-operation on political advocacy 
and procurements (see SHOROC summary attached in Attachment 4).  

In this regard, Council, in Template 2, will provide a strong business case that also features the 
role and work of SHOROC, which acts to aggregate scale and capacity for its member councils. 

It is also the recommendation of this report to test the ‘two councils of equal proportion’ concept as 
a direct response to IPART’s invitation for alternative options, should amalgamation be forced. 

Taverner Research found both Manly and Warringah residents have shown interest in creating two 
councils along the Northern Beaches.26 

The Taverner Research phone survey and the Your Manly Your Say consultation both found that, if 
amalgamation was forced, the community’s preference would be two councils of equal population 
on the Northern Beaches.27 

While KPMG found, as a proportion of operating revenue, that the Net Present Value (NPV) of 
financial benefit in 10 years is 0.2% and the PV cost of this option is $25.97 million, by any 

                                                
23 Final Report of the NSW Independent Local Government Review Panel, October 2013, p105 
24 An Assessment of SGS Report – Local Government Structural Change: Options Analysis: Prof. B Dollery, University of New England, 

2013 
25 IPART “Assessment Methodology - Methodology for Assessment of Council Fit for the Future Proposals” - June 2015 pp 10,13, 15, 

17, 22, 24, 32, 36, 48, 49, and 50 
26 Ibid 8, 9 and Taverner Research Report “A Survey of  “A Survey of Warringah Residents on Council Merger Options” March 2015, 

page 5,  
27 ibid  
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measure, this option is superior to a mega merger in terms of community and democratic interests, 
but not better than remaining independent. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that Council, in its response to the State Government on Fit for the Future 
(FFF): 

1. Strongly support the long-held and repeatedly affirmed position of the community for Manly 

Council to remain independent;28  

2. Reject any proposal to amalgamate Manly with Warringah and Pittwater into one ‘mega 

council’; 

3. In terms of the Fit for the Future requirements, submit Council’s improvement proposal 

(Template 2) by 30 June 2015, advising the government and the Independent Pricing and 

Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) of Council’s business case to remain as a standalone council 

because: 

i. Manly Council is and will continue to be a highly successful and sustainable 

council;  

ii. Council has demonstrable strategic capacity to deliver services and infrastructure 

to the community into the future; and  

iii. Council has the civic leadership to plan and secure a prosperous future for the 

whole community. 

4. In relation to IPART’s invitation for alternative options, provide it with a test business case for 

two Councils on the Northern Beaches  

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 

AT- 1  1.The General Manager's Report to the 30 March  2015 
ExtraExtraordinary Meeting of Council 

11 Pages  

AT- 2  2. Councils Response to Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal 
(IPART) on its Fit for the Future assessment methodology 

8 Pages  

AT- 3  3. Background to the NSW Government's Fit for the Future Program 3 Pages  
AT- 4  4. Using a Joint Organisation to achieve scale - SHOROC 2 Pages  
  

OM22062015GMO_1 

*****   End of General Managers Division Report No. 8   ***** 

                                                
28 Ibid 1 
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TO: Extraordinary Meeting of Council - 30 March 2015 
REPORT: General Managers Division Report No. 4 
SUBJECT: Manly Council’s Position on the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future Program       
FILE NO: MC/15/37564 
      

 
SUMMARY 
 
The NSW Minister for Local Government, the Honorable Mr Paul Toole, announced the 
Government’s “Fit for the Future” (FFF) program on September 11th last year. 
 
The FFF program assumes a number of quantitative and qualitative criteria to guide councils in 
their sustainability and strategic capacity assessments. 
 
This Report affirms that Manly Council meets or exceeds the FFF sustainability and strategic 
capacity criteria. 
 
In terms of the important “community of interest” test, it is a matter of record and historical fact that 
Manly is a cohesive community with a strong and vibrant community of interest that binds it to the 
geographic area its citizens proudly call home.  
 
This historical attachment to the Manly community is one of the overarching reasons why Manly 
Council has consistently demonstrated its commitment to continuous improvements to anticipate 
and meet the changing needs and expectations of its residents and visitors. Council has achieved 
this by providing sound stewardship and strong leadership through the provision of Council 
services and infrastructure and in the protection of the environment. 
 
Continuous improvement, service excellence and civic leadership are core corporate values that 
drive Manly Council.  
 
It is the conclusion of this report that there is no reason, nor would it be in Manly residents’ interest 
to suggest other structural options in Council’s FFF response to the Minister. 

  
 
 

 
REPORT 
 
Introduction 
 
Manly Council fully supports the State Government’s 'No Forced Amalgamations Policy'. 
 
In an independent survey of Manly residents conducted in November 2014 by Taverner Research, 
the majority of respondents rejected the proposition of a Manly merger with Pittwater and 
Warringah Councils to form one local government area that extends from the Middle Harbour to 
Palm Beach1. This result is consistent with and confirms the 2004 poll of 18,500 Manly constituents 
who overwhelmingly rejected boundary changes and amalgamation propositions.2 
 
The 2013 TCorp Report and the 2014 Independent Local Government Review Panel’s Report 
commissioned by the State Government, suggests that no change is not an option for some 
                                                
1 Do you support having one single council on the Northern Beaches incorporating Pittwater, Warringah, and Manly Councils? Results 
were Yes 43% to No 57% 
 
2 In March 2004 Manly Council carried out a poll of electors in conjunction with the local elections. The questions were: 

• Do you support the amalgamation of the Council of Manly with any other local government area or areas? Results were Yes 
25.7% to No 74.3%. 

• Do you support any boundary adjustments involving the adjoining councils with the Council of Manly? Results were Yes 17.5% 
to No 82.5%. 
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councils. It is therefore fair and reasonable that the Minister for Local Government asks that all 
NSW councils prepare a response to him on how they will become sustainable, provide effective 
and efficient services and have the scale and capacity needed to meet the needs of communities, 
and partner with the State.  
 
The Minister added: “ …. each council must examine itself and propose how it intends to become 
fit for the future.” 
 
Other than financial incentives offered to councils to reach a population size of 250,000 by 2036, 
population size itself appears not to be a criterion for FFF consideration3. 
 
 
Why structural change is not in the public nor democratic interest of Manly’s residents 
 

1. Localism and Community of Interest  

Historically, Manly has clearly demonstrated that it is not only a cohesive community; it also has a 
strong and vibrant community of interest that binds it to the geographic area as defined by its 
present boundaries. The community has also consistently rejected any propositions for structural 
change to their local area.4 
 
Manly also has a vibrant local democracy in which the Council delivers high quality and continually 
improving local services. Council also provides the community with strong, confident, and mature 
leadership.  
 
Manly Council is regularly recognised by its peers for its high levels of achievement across many 
fronts including environmental and financial management that well surpass those of much larger 
councils.5 
 
Outdated arguments claiming benefits from "economy of scale" are out of touch with reality as 
Manly Council achieves all those benefits through the use of advanced technology based systems 
and by nurturing its staff’s skills to maintain its strategic capability as an organisation that residents 
can depend on and by its strategic use of collaborations, alliances, and partnerships.6 
 
Through SHOROC, the four councils, Mosman, Manly, Warringah and Pittwater have put forward a 
strategic plan to government on regional transport and health that were not only adopted, they are 
being delivered. The four partner councils also have a well-established system of information, 
technology and plant sharing which achieves many advantages resulting from size while at the 
same time retains and protects the inherent exceptionality and independence of each area. 
 
The view advocating for larger council areas with fewer councillors would pose a real threat to 
Manly residents’ community of interest as it would result in our residents having far less opportunity 
to be heard reducing the likelihood of their expectations being achieved. 
 
In  addition to meeting our community’s expectation, which is no less sophisticated or demanding 
than any other areas, Manly also makes welcome, on behalf of the nation and state, millions of 
visitors every year, by giving each exceptional and memorable experiences. 
 

                                                
3 Based on Mr Steve Orr, the Acting CEO, Office of Local Government advice to a workshop of Mayors and GMs held on 29 September 
2014 - Macquarie Graduate School of Management 
4 Ditto footnotes 1&2 
5 Awarded the winner of the 2014 Sustainable City Award (NSW) 
6 Up to the Job? An analysis of the NSW Government’s Fit for the Future Local Government Reform Policy Package: Prof Brian Dollery, 
and Graham Kelly, University of New England, Feb 2015 
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Therefore, balancing these demands and interests requires a Council with staff imbued with a 
service culture of delighting our customers7.   
 
Over the years, Council has also demonstrated its total commitment to maintaining and protecting 
the rich and proud history and heritage of the area by its policies and priorities. 
 
Therefore, successful and sustainable local councils that are also strongly supported by their local 
community, and with strong and unequivocal evidence of common purpose and community of 
interest, are councils of the people and by the people.  
 
By any measure, Manly Council is one such Council. 
 

2. Financial Sustainability  

Based on the 2013 TCorp assessment of local government financial sustainability, Manly Council 
was one of just 33 out of the 152 councils in NSW to be rated SOUND.  
 
The Minister’s FFF announcement was predicated on his concerns for the long term sustainability 
of councils in general, and particularly those councils found not to be sound. 
 
Table 1 below shows how Manly Council meets or exceeds FFF sustainability criteria. 
 

Measure Key Indicators
B

en
ch

m
ar

k

Financial sustainability Operating performance ratio
0 3 

Financial sustainability Own Source of operating revenue ratio
60 79 

Financial sustainability Building and infrastructure asset renewals ratio 100 134.3 *
Efficiency Expenditure per person (Average annual Change)

<0% -1% 
Effective Infrastructure and service 

Management
Infrastructure backlog ratio

<2 0 
Effective Infrastructure and service 

Management
Asset maintenance ratio

>1 1 
Effective Infrastructure and service 

Management
Debt servicing ratio

<.2 0.03 

Manly 

 
*5 year average 

Table 1 – Assessments for Sustainability 
 
Manly Council has also achieved a strong track record and reputation for infrastructure delivery. Its 
forward plan is driven by a desire to future-proof Manly’s social and economic prosperity for all its 
residents. This plan is both realistic and visionary, and Council has the means and knowhow to 
deliver it. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
7 Council’s annual customer satisfaction surveys have consistently showed that respondents’ satisfaction are consistently high in all 
delivery areas surveyed: Governance, Economics, People Services, Infrastructure, Environment, Leadership, and Community Safety; 
and that Council had also consistently met or exceeded respondents’ expectations. 
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Strategic Capacity  
 
According to Professor Graham Sansom, Chair of the State Government’s Independent Local 
Government Review Panel, strategic capacity of a Council is a key ingredient that defines capable, 
successful and adaptive councils. 
 
Manly is such a Council. The analysis below sets out why Manly Council more than meets the FFF 
indicators and objectives, and therefore satisfies the FFF strategic capacity considerations: 
 
 Finance: Manly Council has an unambiguously strong track record in financial management 

with robust revenue sources, and discretionary spending; Council’s audited statements show 
that Council consistently meets or exceeds OLG, TCORP and Accounting Code benchmarks.  
 
Manly Council was rated as one of the top 33 sound Councils by TCorp’s 2013 review of 152 
Councils for its financial sustainability for all the right reasons. This is primarily because Council 
has the technical skills and experience to strategically use its adaptive capital structure to 
ensure there is intergenerational equity in the way, when and how infrastructure is acquired; 
Council also understands the strategic power of applying the correct capital structure to 
contemporaneously invest in enduring public assets for the benefits and enjoyment of both 
present and future generations of residents. And Council has the technical expertise to cost-
effectively deliver infrastructure that is best fit for purpose. 
 
Bringing its experience to bear, Council has confidently delivered a significant amount of new 
infrastructure in recent years including the 1.6km Ocean Beach promenade, Long Day Care 
Centres, the revitalisation of The Corso, seawall protection work on the Ocean Beach, a new 
SES complex in Balgowlah, a new depot complex for staff, the rehabilitation and leasing of the 
former Seaforth TAFE - just to name a few. All of these examples are multi-million dollar and 
multi-discipline projects that were delivered directly by Council’s own design and construction 
staff. 
 

 Infrastructure: Manly Council has made a long-term investment in our local capacity to deliver 
major capital works projects.  Projects being planned or underway include the Manly Town 
Centre upgrade, Manly Oval car park, flood mitigation works, and the new Aquatic Centre. 
 
Council understands the economic and social multiplier effects from investments in 
infrastructure, and uses this understanding to engender community pride, improve perceived 
community safety, and incentivise private investments to improve existing developments. 
 
Council’s list of existing public infrastructural assets that it provides and maintains is extensive 
and covers the whole of the local government area end-to-end.  
 
More specifically, unlike most council areas, Manly Council has no infrastructure void or 
backlog and all existing assets are technically rated in a good serviceable condition. 
 

 Innovation: Manly Council leads local government in technology infrastructure innovation and 
business systems. Many of the systems that are extensively used in councils in the country and 
internationally have their genesis at Manly. For example, Council’s Knowledge Management 
Platform, online services, CCTV technology, crowd pattern recognition technology for use in 
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public order management, number plate recognition and parking management / enforcement 
systems, online application tools. 
 
Council also has experienced and highly qualified staff resources that are creative and 
innovative in the delivery of programs, infrastructure and activities across the quadruple bottom 
line, as demonstrated in its Annual Report achievements and ten year Community Strategic 
Plan. For example, the Burnt Bridge Creek water harvesting scheme, Manly Lagoon 
rehabilitation works using Manly Council designed dewatering and bulking up systems, Seawall 
toe protection works, the Litter-Guard, and other environmental programs. 

 
 Strategic Planning: Council has highly qualified and experienced staff with advanced skills in 

financial management, professional engineering, eBusiness and digital media, legal, strategic 
planning and policy development. These in-house skills have enable council to develop a 
proven evidence-based approach for undertaking rigorous research and planning on the needs 
and goals of its community, developing strategies, and implementing services and actions over 
time.  
 
Some of the programs and ideas that have been adopted by other levels government have had 
their initiation, proof of concepts, and delivery methodology developed at Manly. The Northern 
Beaches Bus Rapid Transit project announced by the State Government for example. 
 
Additionally, many of the staff at Manly Council are recognised for their business analytical 
skills and strategic planning expertise that have transformed and strengthen local capacities of 
developing countries in our region.  
 

 Collaboration with neighbours: Manly supported the establishment of SHOROC (partnership 
between Manly, Mosman, Pittwater and Warringah Councils) and its regional collaboration on 
lobbying, resource sharing and strategies.  These are pursued on a variety of regional issues, 
providing advocacy, coordination and collaboration to achieve desired outcomes. In particular, 
Manly Council, working with Pittwater and Mosman Councils, has formed a strategic alliance 
on shared and purchasing services. 
 

 Local Community partnerships: Council works with its stakeholders, volunteers, special 
purpose committees and local and regional partners, including Councils, to advocate and 
deliver a variety of services of importance to the Manly and Northern Beaches community. This 
includes the provision of a range of innovative local social, environmental, economic and 
governance services. For example, Street Tree Management Plan with the precincts, the 
Aboriginal Heritage Office, the Manly Hospital community engagement process, the Northern 
Beaches Hospital, and the Northern Beaches Transport Plan. 
 

 State partnerships: Council has clearly demonstrated its capability to undertake important 
infrastructure and regeneration projects with a number of state and commonwealth government 
departments over the years. Highlights include protection of open space and environmental 
assets, childcare and SES facilities, revitalisation of lagoons and waterways, and the 
stabilisation of and improvements to the ocean beach front. Council also works with a range of 
state agencies and non-profit groups to deliver services, and advocates strongly when gaps 
appear in funding areas.  
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 Well resourced: Council’s services and operations benefit from the highly competent and 
skilled capabilities found in its staff resources. Not only are staff highly experienced and 
qualified, staff all share the same customer focussed ethos and an unbreakable “can do” 
attitude towards their work and in problem resolving. 

 
Manly staff are committed to life-long learning and are provided with training, education and 
development opportunities to improve Council’s inherent capability; Council grows its own 
talent pool by offering traineeships and internships, and by offering career articulation and 
mentoring opportunities to staff.   
 
Financially, Council has access to monetary resources to acquit complex and unexpected 
change. While Council uses financial reserves to plan and anticipate future needs, it does not 
use such devices at the expense of core functions or service deliveries. Furthermore, Council 
has in-house experience to tackle complex and unusual capital budgeting decisions. 
 

 Highly skilled and experienced staff: the work of Council is supported and enabled by a 
diverse range of staff (approximately 350 FTE) across a variety of skilled roles. Council aims to 
be an “Employer of First Choice”.  
 
Council also has exceptional quality in its political and managerial leadership with their 
collective experience spanning many hundreds of years. This experience is mobilised to enable 
Council to innovatively deliver services and apply resources adaptively to meet the needs of its 
42,000 residents and 8 million visitors it welcomes annually. 
 
It is highly evident from human resources statistics that staff at Manly Council are highly 
motived by their work and enjoy working for council in their chosen careers.8 
 

 Strong community consultation: Council undertakes continual improvements in community 
consultation and engagement, which is an important demonstrated component of strategic 
capacity in the local community.  
 
Council undertakes Community Panel surveys as part of the preparation and review of its 
Community Strategic Plan using externally facilitated workshops and detailed community panel 
surveys to help develop its Community Strategic Plan, as well as the four year Delivery 
Program. This research is also utilised to capture the new council interests and priorities.  
 
Council continues to record high levels of engagement and use of Council’s website by the 
community. 
 
Manly Council is one the first councils to establish an effective community precinct system 
through which it receives feedback on local development, and/or on area-wide issues. 
Precincts are also engaged in prioritising local infrastructural works and programs.  
 

 Strong record of community satisfaction on Council services. Since 2003, Council has 
conducted annual surveys of a representative sample of households on the service Council 
provides to the community.  
 

                                                
8 2014 Staff Climate Survey, Annual staff turnover is <8% 
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The 2014 results showed that Manly residents surveyed were again highly satisfied with the 
services they receive from their Council; and that the Council has also met or exceeded their 
expectations in all areas surveyed.9 

Manly Council’s inherently dynamic, nimble and adaptive strategic capacity is incontrovertible, and 
is only matched by its strong track record of acting with courage and resolve to achieve solutions. 
Manly Council is also defined by its resilience and adaptability.  

 
In summary, there is no case for Manly Council to consider other structural options in its FFF 
response to the government. 
 
3. The Sansom’s Structural Option 

While this report concludes that there is no case for Manly Council to consider other structural 
options, Council should formally reject the Sansom recommendation for Manly to merge with 
Pittwater and Warringah to form one council area that runs from Middle Harbour to Palm Beach. 
This option will disproportionally place a costly burden and adverse consequences on the Manly 
community, as well as diminishing its community of interest, geo-political representation and Manly 
localism. 
 
Any rationalisation for the Sansom option based on analytics that cannot be sustained is not only 
very disappointing, it is also misguided.10 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council: 
 
1. Receives and notes the report; 

2. Affirms its support for the state government’s no forced amalgamation policy; 

3. Supports Manly community’s long held position against structural change to their local area.  

4. Advises the Minister for Local Government in Council’s Fit for the Future response that Manly 
Council is and will continue to be a sustainable Council; that the Council has demonstrable 
strategic capacity to deliver services and infrastructure to the community into the future and 
that the Council has the civic leadership to plan and secure a prosperous future for the whole 
community. 

5. Rejects the Sansom structural option for a single council on the Northern Beaches because 
this option is incapable of delivering prosperity to the residents of Manly, while, inter alia, will 
harm the community’s democratic interests; 

6. Affirms that it will not consider any structural option nor will it put forward any structural option 
in its Fit for the Future response, and  

7. Informs the community of this resolution and seeks their support. 

 
 

***** END OF AGENDA *****

                                                
9 Scoring out of 10 - Economic (7.3), Social (8.5), Infrastructure (7.3); Environment (8.4); Leadership (7.4), Governance (7.4) 
10 An Assessment of SGS Report – Local Government Structural Change: Options Analysis: Prof. B Dollery, University of New England, 
2013 
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