	
	


	
	



4
Capacities of local governments as regulators
	Key points 

	· Australia-wide, regulatory activities take up around 11 per cent of local government time and around 3 per cent of their expenditure, although this varies markedly.
· While many local governments have the capacity to undertake their regulatory functions, many others lack the resources to undertake these functions effectively.
· There appears to be high vacancy rates in local governments for town planners, building inspectors and environmental health officers and there is evidence that workloads for existing staff in these occupations are high.
· Urban metropolitan, urban fringe and urban regional local governments consistently showed the highest vacancy rates in key regulatory staff.
· State governments have an important role to play in building and maintaining local government regulatory capacity. Before delegating new regulatory functions, state governments should ensure that local governments are suitably resourced to handle these additional responsibilities.
· It is particularly important for state governments to consult with local governments before devolving additional regulatory responsibilities to them, and provide them support with undertaking these responsibilities.
· Evidence of local governments employing effective cost recovery processes appears mixed. Correcting this is likely to benefit local government regulatory practices.
· Examples of leading practices from state governments include:
· Victoria’s Guidelines for Local Laws Manual and its accompanying documentation in assisting local governments to make local laws
· state-administered ‘Flying Squads’ similar to the planning flying squad of experts used in Victoria
· wide-ranging reviews of local government capacity, such as those currently used in New South Wales, to identify areas in which the regulatory capacity of local governments can be improved.
· A compliance code with best practice principles for regulators to improve the quality and consistency of local government regulatory enforcement and inspection as used in the United Kingdom appears to be leading practice.
· Publication of fee setting guidelines for local governments — as currently done in New Zealand — is also considered by the Commission to be leading practice. 

	


A local government’s (LG’s) capacity to regulate is a significant determinant of the extent its regulatory activity unnecessarily burdens business. It is greatly influenced by the availability of financial resources and, more importantly, whether the LG has sufficient appropriately trained staff to undertake their regulatory functions. Both of these will, in part, be a reflection of the support state governments give to LGs.
This chapter examines LGs regulatory capacity with particular emphasis on:
· their financial capacity (section 4.1)
· their workforce (section 4.2)
· the role of the states and the Northern Territory in supporting the regulatory functions of LGs (section 4.3).
The chapter draws heavily on the Commission’s LG and state surveys to examine the regulatory capacities of LG. The particulars of these surveys, including copies of the questions asked, are available on the Commission’s website. A list of all responding agencies is provided in Appendix A of this report.
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 SEQ Heading2 1
Local government perceptions about their capacity to regulate

In addition to prioritising some regulatory areas over others, LGs without sufficient resources may implement and enforce regulations haphazardly or inconsistently. Evidence presented to this study — in the form of both submissions and survey input — suggests that many LGs do not have sufficient resources to effectively undertake their regulatory functions. This may, in part, be due to state governments devolving additional regulatory responsibilities to LGs without first ensuring they have sufficient resources — both in terms of finances and appropriately skilled staff — to administer them.
As discussed in chapter 2, the quantum of responsibilities devolved to LGs from the state governments has increased markedly over the previous thirty years, but it appears that these additional roles have not been accompanied by appropriate increases in resourcing. For example, the Local Government Association of Queensland stated:
Local government has in the past expressed concerns in relation to the delegation of responsibilities to councils without full consideration of the costs imposed and resource considerations. (sub. 6, p. 6)
This issue clearly extends beyond Queensland. Mildura Rural City Council presented similar concerns to the Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission’s (VCEC) study of Regulation and Regional Victoria: Challenges and Opportunities (2005):
The flow on of State Legislation to LG authority is of growing concern. It is often the requirement of local government to implement or regulate State Government Regulation without any financial or resource allocation to enable them to do so. (p. 1)
It also seems to be of concern to Australia’s largest LG, Brisbane City Council, which noted:
BCC experience of State government consideration of resources of local government is that it varies across agencies, resulting in poor consideration of resource implications in some instances … Often regulatory responsibility is delegated without sufficient consideration of resourcing or implementation requirements. (sub. 26, p. 7)

Table 4.1 shows the percentage of LG survey respondents that indicated that they did not have sufficient resources to undertake all of their required regulatory functions. The variance by jurisdiction is pronounced — in some states, roughly half of survey respondents felt they had insufficient resources, while in the Northern Territory — where LGs have the smallest range of regulatory responsibilities — no respondents indicated that they did not have enough resources to undertake their regulatory roles.
 On a classifications basis, urban regional and rural council types had the highest proportion of respondents who reported as having insufficient resources to undertake all of their regulatory functions.
When confronted with resource constraints, LG will prioritise some of their regulatory functions over others. Of those LGs which identified as having insufficient resources, most indicated that a risk analysis played at least some role in determining what regulatory activities should have precedence over others. However, some LGs indicated that other procedures assisted their planning, including:

· using complaints as a basis for determining regulatory priorities

· giving priority to regulatory functions devolved to LGs by the states (as opposed to focusing on local by-laws)

· coordinating priorities with other LGs

· drawing on input from the community (such as through a community survey) as to what regulatory areas should have priority.
Table 4.
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Per cent of local governments who responded as having insufficient resources to undertake their regulatory rolesa
	By jurisdiction
	Per cent

	Queensland
	50

	New South Wales
	49

	Victoria
	40

	South Australia
	32

	Western Australia
	18

	Tasmania
	17

	Northern Territory
	0

	By local government type
	Per cent

	Urban Regional
	50

	Rural
	40

	Urban Metropolitan
	31

	Urban Fringe 
	30

	Remote
	17

	Capital City
	0


a(Resources refers to finances and sufficiently qualified employees.
Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished).
Over one–third of LG survey respondents indicated that the adequacy of the resources available to them to undertake their regulatory roles had deteriorated over the previous five years. By jurisdiction, this perception was especially pronounced in Queensland and New South Wales, and, by category, among remote and urban fringe LGs (table 4.2). No respondents in Tasmania and the Northern Territory, and only a small proportion of respondents from South Australia indicated that their resources have worsened over the previous five years. While there is potentially many reasons for this, it may be because Tasmania and Northern Territory LGs at present receive more federal funds per person than other states, while South Australian LGs are less reliant on grants than LGs in all other jurisdictions. Further information on the composition of LG revenue is available in chapter 2 and appendix D.
Table 4.
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Respondents’ perceptions about whether their regulatory resources have changed over the last five yearsa
	By jurisdiction
	Per cent who said resources had not changed 
	Per cent who said resources have improved
	Per cent who said resources have worsened
	Per cent who did not answer question

	New South Wales
	18
	31
	42
	9

	Victoria
	33
	27
	33
	7

	Queensland
	0
	19
	69
	13

	Western Australia
	36
	14
	32
	18

	South Australia
	54
	23
	14
	9

	Tasmania
	50
	33
	0
	17

	Northern Territory
	66
	33
	0
	0

	By LG type
	Per cent who said resources had not changed 
	Per cent who said resources have improved
	Per cent who said resources have worsened
	Per cent who did not answer question

	Capital City
	20
	40
	20
	20

	Urban Metropolitan
	38
	21
	38
	3

	Urban Fringe
	13
	27
	47
	13

	Urban Regional
	31
	28
	31
	9

	Rural
	31
	21
	31
	17

	Remote
	17
	33
	50
	0


a Based on 129 valid survey responses. Resources refers to finances and sufficiently qualified employees.
Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished).
In order to encourage regulation to be administered effectively, efficiently and with minimal burden on business, good practice from state governments involves ensuring that LGs have sufficient resources to administer a regulation prior to devolving responsibility to them. One way to achieve this is to include an assessment of LG capacity as part of the Regulatory Impact Analysis process for any regulation that envisages a role for local government.
Leading Practice 4.1
State governments, by ensuring local governments have adequate finances, skills and guidance to undertake new regulatory roles, can reduce the potential for regulations to be administered inefficiently, inconsistently or haphazardly. This could be achieved by including an assessment of local government capacities as part of the regulatory impact analysis for any regulation that envisages a role for local government.

A range of factors can contribute to variations in the regulatory burdens faced by LGs. These include the nature and extent of regulatory functions performed by LG as well as social and economic factors that can affect the number of businesses or people subject to regulation as well as the complexity of regulatory activities — for example, population growth may be associated with more multi-storey buildings being built, which can be more complex to zone and certify. 

Based on responses to the Commission’s survey of LGs, figure 4.1 provides an indication of some of the most relevant factors identified by LGs as contributing to LG regulatory burdens. 

Figure 4.1
Factors contributing to regulatory burdens on LGs
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Data source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished).
The main factors identified by LGs as contributing the highest burden were that laws have high importance to the local community (57 per cent respondents indicated it had a significant effect), laws and requirements were too onerous (48 per cent respondents indicated it had a significant effect), and laws were subject to constant change (41 per cent of respondents indicated it had a significant effect). In contrast, the factors contributing the least burden were population growth and economic changes. 

4.2
Financial capacities
LGs can draw revenue from a variety of sources, including through rates on properties, user fees and charges, statutory charges and fines, developer contributions, interest on investments, state and Commonwealth grants, the provision of goods and services and the sale of assets. In 2010-11, Australian LGs collectively raised $33.5b of revenue between them (ABS 2012b).
State influences on LG fiscal capacity
Capacity to collect rates
Rates on property remain the most important source of LG revenue with their contribution exceeding one-third of total LG revenue in 2010-11 (ABS 2012b). The amount of revenue that LGs collect as rates is essentially a function of:
· the aggregate value of rateable properties which, in itself, depends on the valuation method used 
· the actual taxation rate that is levied — that is, the amount of money LGs collect per dollar of the property’s value.
State governments have the ability to influence these parameters through legislated restrictions on how LGs can levy rates. All states and the Northern Territory prescribe land valuation methods and impose rating exemptions, concessions and rebates. A rate pegging arrangement is also imposed on LGs in New South Wales (PC 2008a, various state government regulations).
 The Commission’s 2008 study into local government revenue raising found that — with the exception of New South Wales — the effects of these restrictions on rating revenue was generally small (PC 2008a).
Capacity to collect fees, charges and contributions
LGs provide goods and services (including regulatory services) to their communities and receive fees and charges in return. In most cases, LGs have the capacity to set their own fees, however, states often regulate the maximum fee that is able to be charged, either in dollar or cost recovery terms (table 4.3). LG fee setting also generally needs to be compatible with the competitive neutrality principles associated with the National Competition Policy (NCP).
Legislated restrictions on the fees LGs can charge for the provision of goods and services (including regulatory services) have the potential to hinder the revenue raising capabilities of LG. In particular, the revenue raising capacity of LGs may be more restricted if state governments set prices on goods and services which LGs are required to provide (either because they have a legislative responsibility to do so, or because of widespread community expectations that they be provided), especially if the price set is at a level which results in the cost of providing these services not being able to be fully recovered (PC 2008a).
Table 4.
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Local government regulatory feesa

( Maximum fee not capped ( Maximum fee capped by the state government in dollar terms ( Maximum fee capped by the state government in cost recovery terms

	Regulatory activity
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas

	Planning scheme amendments / rezoning fees
	(
	(
	 (b
	 (c 
	(
	(

	Assessment of development application fees
	(
	(
	 (b
	 (d
	(
	(

	Infrastructure charges
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Building certification feese
	(
	(
	 (b
	 (f
	 (g
	(

	Food safety inspection fees
	(
	(
	 (b
	 (
	(
	(


a LGs in the Northern Territory do not perform any of the functions identified in this table and therefore have not been included. b There is a general requirement that fees do not exceed the cost of providing the service c For scheme amendments and structure plans requested by applicants, the regulations set the quantums and formulas to be used to calculate the fees. d Maximum dollars set is based on cost recovery. e For building certification fees, there is a general requirement that fees not exceed the costs of providing the service in all jurisdictions except Tasmania. This is explored further in chapter 7. f Maximum fee is determined as a proportion of property value. g Maximum fee is determined through the use of a formula. 
Sources: Various state legislation, personal communications with state departments.

Capacity to levy developer contributions

Developer contributions are levied by LGs to provide the extra public amenities and services that will be required as a result of development. Such infrastructure may include the provision of roads and traffic management measures, open space and recreation facilities and community facilities (such as community halls or childcare facilities). Development contributions are levied in advance of their use (such as during construction) and held until needed.

Developer contributions are utilised in all states and territories for basic infrastructure, however, the types of community infrastructure against which charges can be levied vary between jurisdictions (as shown in table 4.4).
State governments also have the potential to limit or ‘cap’ the maximum contribution LGs can levy on developers. Currently, developer contribution caps apply in New South Wales
 ($30 000 per property for greenfield developments and $20 000 per property for other developments — IPART 2011) and Queensland ($28 000 for a three or four bedroom property and $20 000 for a one or two bedroom property — LGAQ 2011). Victoria also caps the Community Infrastructure Levy — which is used to provide community facilities and recreation areas — to $900 per dwelling (PC 2011b).
Table 4.4
Community infrastructure eligible for mandatory contributions (excluding basic infrastructure)

	
	NSW
	Vica
	Qldb
	WA
	SAa
	Tasa
	NT

	Child care centres
	(
	(
	(
	(
	( 
	(
	(

	Community centres
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Education
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Libraries
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Parks
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Public transportc
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Recreation facilitiesd
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Sports grounds
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


a In some circumstances, developers may be able to negotiate their contributions in these jurisdictions and so any negotiated contribution may cover a broader or narrower range of matters than those listed in this table.  
b Developer contributions for community centres and libraries are limited to cost of land and associated cost of clearing. Infrastructure charges for public transport are limited to dedicated public transport corridors and associated infrastructure. c In some jurisdictions, such as Victoria, public transport is regarded as development infrastructure rather than community infrastructure. d Including areas of open space.
Source: PC (2011b).
Evidence of cost shifting

Cost shifting occurs when LGs are required to undertake responsibilities by another sphere of government with little or no additional financial support. Cost shifting can be manifested in a number of ways:

· LGs may be required to provide services, including regulatory services, that have previously been provided by other spheres of government

· services are formally referred to or are assigned to LGs through legislative and other state or federal instruments without corresponding funding

· government policies are imposed that require LGs to undertake costly compliance activity

· the fees and charges that LGs are permitted to apply, for services prescribed under state legislation or regulation, are not indexed or do not cover the costs of administration (House of Representatives Standing Committee on Economics, Finance and Public Administration 2003; VCEC 2010).
The issue of cost shifting onto LG was examined in detail by the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Economics, Finance and Public Administration in 2003, which found evidence of cost shifting occurring:
The large volume of evidence to the Committee clearly shows that cost shifting onto local government by the States has occurred over many years (p. 30).
The review continues on to suggest that ‘cost shifting is, ultimately, a symptom of what has become dysfunctional governance and funding arrangements’ (p. 139). As a result of the Standing Committee’s review, the Australian Government, the governments of the states and territories and the Australian Local Government Association (ALGA) formed the Inter-governmental Agreement Establishing Principles Guiding Inter-governmental Relations on Local Government Matters which aimed to, among other things, improve consultation with LGs and promote greater transparency in the financial arrangements between the three spheres of government in relation to LG services and functions (box 4.1). Since 2006, similar agreements have been formed in each jurisdiction between the state and local governments. 
Cost shifting was considered by VCEC in its draft report into streamlining local government regulation, which found that there is evidence of cost shifting in Victoria, although quantifying the magnitude of this cost shifting is difficult:

The problem of cost shifting from higher tiers of government to councils in Australia is widely recognised and has been investigated by several official inquires. However, it is difficult to gather reliable estimates of the magnitude of the problem. Quite apart from the definitional and data problems associated with the phenomenon, these difficulties have been compounded by the fact that very few attempts have been made to measure the impact of specific instances of cost shifting in Victoria (VCEC 2010, p. 256).

The Productivity Commission has encountered similar issues while undertaking this study. The Commission has been provided with examples of cost shifting occurring, especially by the states, across a number of regulatory areas. It is also apparent that robust processes to assess the resourcing implications of devolving new responsibilities to LGs are also lacking.

	Box 4.
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Key elements of the intergovernmental agreement on local government matters relating to cost shifting

	Principle 3:

‘The Parties agree in principle that where local government is asked or required by the Commonwealth Government or a State or Territory Government to provide a service or function to the people of Australia, any consequential financial impact is considered within the context of the capacity of local government.’

Principle 8:

‘Where the Commonwealth or a State or Territory seeks through non-regulatory means, the provision by local government of a service or function they shall:

i) respect the right of local governing bodies to decide whether they will accept the responsibility for the delivery of a service or function on behalf of another sphere of government

ii) negotiate on service delivery standards, financial arrangements and implementation with the relevant local governing bodies, or the relevant peak local government representative body

iii) be responsible for developing their own programmes, where appropriate, including the responsibility for programme design, determination of policy objectives, service delivery standards and funding

iv) where possible reach agreement with the relevant local government bodies or peak local government representative body on the terms and conditions.’

Principle 10:
‘Where the Commonwealth or a State or Territory intends to impose a legislative or regulatory requirement specifically on local government for the provision of a service or function, subject to exceptional circumstances, it shall consult with the relevant peak local government representative body and ensure the financial implications and other impacts for local government are taken into account.’ 

	Source: Australian Government (2006).

	

	


However, while there is little doubt that the range of regulatory responsibilities that LGs undertake has increased over the previous thirty years, determining the extent that this represents cost shifting is difficult for the reasons VCEC has given, and is further clouded by the fact that LGs have generally been relieved of responsibilities in other areas — such as the provision of water and sewerage. Nonetheless, leading practice would arguably look to mitigate the likelihood of cost shifting occurring. One mechanism to do this, as identified by the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Economics, Finance and Public Administration, is to incorporate local government impact statements into the Regulatory Impact Analysis  process of any state regulation or legislation which impacts on LGs. This is reflected in leading practice 4.1.
Regulatory expenditure and revenue
The Commission’s LG survey indicates that around 3 per cent of all LG expenditure is dedicated to undertaking regulatory functions relating to business. That said, as table 4.5 shows, the amount that LGs spend on business regulation functions varies considerably, with one council identifying that this constituted two-thirds of their total expenditure. Median expenditure on business regulation functions (as a proportion of total expenditure) was highest in Queensland and Victoria, and among urban metropolitan and remote LGs (table 4.5).
Table 4.5
Per cent of LG expenditure attributed to regulatory activities relating to business

	By jurisdiction
	Median
	Highest

	New South Wales
	3
	50

	Victoria
	8
	47

	Queensland
	10
	20

	Western Australia
	5
	67

	South Australia
	2
	35

	Tasmania
	6
	8

	Northern Territory
	5
	5

	By local government type
	
	

	Capital City
	5
	5

	Urban Metro 
	8
	67

	Urban Fringe
	2
	5

	Urban Regional
	5
	50

	Rural
	2
	36

	Remote
	9
	20


Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished).
LGs may collect user charges and fees, statutory charges and fines while exercising their regulatory functions. This gives LGs the opportunity to recover the costs of providing these regulatory services. Cost recovery includes fees and specific purpose levies used by government agencies to recoup some or all of the costs of particular government activities or products. 
In 2001, the Commission undertook a comprehensive study of cost recovery by Commonwealth agencies. Many of the key findings of this study have relevance for LGs (box 4.2).
	Box 4.
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Cost Recovery by Government Agencies

	In 2001, the Commission undertook an inquiry into cost recovery processes used by Commonwealth agencies. Some of the key findings of the report that have relevance to local governments include:

· Cost recovery has important implications for efficiency and equity.

· There is a general lack of clear policy guidelines governing the implementation of cost recovery.

· There is little published information on cost recovery by regulatory and information agencies.

· The effects of cost recovery may be more pronounced where consumption is discretionary, but may also affect resource allocation in regulated industries.

· Generally, the administrative costs of undertaking regulatory activities should be recovered.

· Cost recovery should not be implemented where:

· it is not cost effective

· it would be inconsistent with policy objectives

· it would unduly stifle competition and innovation.

· Cost recovery should not be used to finance unrelated government activities.

· The presence of market failure — and the government’s chosen response to it — can have implications for whether cost recovery should be applied and in what way.

	Source: PC (2001).

	

	


In general, it is efficient for LGs to recoup from businesses the costs of regulating them. This is because where businesses are the source of risks that require regulation, regulating them is part of the cost of production. Depending on market characteristics, some or all of this cost will then be passed onto businesses’ customers so that the user pays (PC 2001).

That said, the strength of the case for implementing full cost recovery from a regulatory activity is, in part, dependent on whether spillovers or externalities are generated. Where regulation confers benefits exclusively on businesses, full cost recovery should be pursued. As such, registration, monitoring compliance and issuing of exclusive rights should be assessed for full recovery. However, where spillovers exist, they may influence the extent to which cost recovery is implemented (PC 2001). In particular, where a regulation delivers significant positive spillovers — that is, the regulation confers benefits to the wider community as well as those in the market being regulated — it may be appropriate to finance part of the enforcement of this regulation from general taxation revenue. Similarly, setting a price above full cost recovery may be appropriate in instances where governments regulate to address negative spillovers.

Figure 4.2 provides a process that LGs could employ to determine the circumstances in which cost recovery should be pursued. 

Figure 4.2
Cost recovery flowchart

	










Source: Based on PC (2001).  

Leading practice avoids charging a fee for a regulatory service that exceeds the full cost of providing this service (unless it can be substantiated that this is the best means to deal with negative spillovers).

Used appropriately, cost recovery can improve economic efficiency and equity by ensuring that those who benefit from the regulatory service, pay for it. However, LGs should ensure not only that they have the required legal authority to set fees at such a level but also that it would be a cost effective approach given the additional administrative costs that may be involved.

The Commission — through its LG survey — asked LGs to identify the dollar amount of revenue they received from businesses from providing regulatory services, with a view to comparing this to LG regulatory expenditure on a jurisdictional level. However, the financial data that the Commission received from LG was of varying quality and incomplete. This suggests that the financial reporting systems of many LGs are not set up to provide such information.

The data do, however, show that on an Australia-wide level, LGs generally spend more on their regulatory functions than the revenue they collect, with the median amount of regulatory costs being recovered by LGs from regulatory revenue being around 65 per cent. However, given the concerns about the quality of the financial information provided to the Commission by LGs, this figure should be treated with some care.

Throughout the course of this study, the Commission has been informed of specific instances of regulatory services where the principles of cost recovery have generally been upheld. In the provision of building and construction services for example, roughly one quarter of LG respondents were fully recovering costs while 50 per cent of all other respondents were recovering at least half of their outlays. That said, as the stylised examples of building application fees in chapter 7 and appendix K show, there exists significant variation in building application fees both within and across jurisdictions. This may suggest that some LGs are over-recovering costs and cross-subsidising either other building and construction regulatory activities or other completely unrelated expenditures. A move to time based-charging, as outlined in chapter 7, is likely to provide a more efficient pricing model for building inspections and approvals. Development assessment fees are also subject to considerable variation between jurisdictions.

Further guidance from the state governments in regard to the circumstances they expect LGs to undertake cost recovery is likely to be beneficial. Current arrangements in New Zealand provide an example of leading practice in this area, where the New Zealand Controller and Auditor-General has released guidelines for cost recovery by public agencies that includes local governments. These guidelines outline in detail the expectations on public entities by the central government in the setting of fees for goods and services. Box 4.3 outlines some of the key elements of these guidelines that have relevance for Australian jurisdictions. 

	Box 4.3
Elements of New Zealand’s good practice guide for charging fees for public sector goods and services

	· ‘A fee should be set at no more than the amount necessary to recover costs, unless the entity is expressly authorised to do otherwise.’

· ‘[An] entity needs to clearly identify and understand the scope and any constraints or limitations of the empowering provision before taking any steps to decide how much to charge.’  

· ‘Any cross-subsidising must be clearly authorised and transparent, and the reasons for doing so clearly documented.’ 

· ‘Because costs are not static, it is important that fees are reviewed regularly to ensure that they remain appropriate and that the assumptions on which they are based remain valid and relevant.’

· ‘We would usually expect a public entity to disclose its costs and charging practices to give the public an opportunity to comment on and question them. This imposes a discipline on the entity not to pass on inefficient costs to consumers. It also helps the consumers to understand and accept the charging practices.’

	Source: New Zealand Controller and Auditor-General (2008). 

	

	


These guidelines compliment a more general requirement under the Local Government Act 2002 of New Zealand. When a piece of empowering legislation is silent on the subject on the area of cost recovery, under section 150(4) of the Local Government Act, New Zealand LGs ‘must not … recover more than the reasonable costs incurred by the local authority for the matter for which the fee is charged.’ (New Zealand Department of Internal Affairs, pers. comm., April 2012).

Leading Practice 4.2 
The practice of publishing fee-setting guidelines and expectations for local governments, as currently done in New Zealand, assists local governments to set efficient charges for their regulatory activities. 
Leading Practice 4.3
In general, if local governments set fees and levies to fully recover, but not exceed, the costs of providing regulatory services from the business being regulated, this will improve efficiency. There are possible exceptions: it may not be efficient to fully recover costs where public benefits are involved; and it may be efficient to charge more than the administrative costs where this would lead to businesses taking account of external costs imposed on the community. In addition, in order for it to be efficient to not just recover costs, it would need to be determined that fees charged to business are the best way to address these market failures. 
Leading Practice 4.4 
If state governments established systems and procedures to accurately measure the costs of providing regulatory services, and did not cap local government regulatory fees, this would assist local governments to accurately recover regulatory administrative costs.
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Workforce capacities

The LG workforce in Australia is diverse and performs a wide range of tasks. As well as undertaking regulatory roles, LG employees are also responsible for and devote more of their time to the upkeep of infrastructure and public works, providing council operated community services, the collection of rates and addressing constituent queries and complaints.
General workforce
As of June 2011, Australia’s LGs employed approximately 195 000 people, which represents about 10 per cent of all public sector employees (ABS 2011). The LG workforce has grown steadily since 2000, with growth rates averaging over 2.5 per cent per annum (figure 4.3). This is in contrast to the 1990s where the number of people working in LG fell, in part due to the decreasing responsibilities of LGs regarding the provision of water and other utilities. In 2011, LGs constituted over 1.7 per cent of total economy-wide employment.
The size of LG workforces varies markedly. Brisbane City Council — the largest LG in Australia by population — employs over 9000 people (which represents nearly 1 per cent of the LG area population) while some smaller LGs have workforces that consist of fewer than 20 FTE employees. This diversity in the workforce size is reflected in tables 4.6 and 4.7. Generally, rural and remote LGs have the smallest workforces in absolute terms, but have more workers per 1000 population than urban councils.  
Figure 4.3
Size of the Australian local government workforce
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Data sources: ABS (Labour Force, Australia May 2012, Cat. no. 6202.0); ABS (Employment and Earnings, Public Sector, Australia, 2010-11, Cat. no. 6248.0.55.002); ABS (Wage and Salary Earners, Public Sector, Australia, June 2007, Cat no. 6248.0.55.002). 
Table 4.6
Local government full time equivalent employees
By LG classification
	
	Capital City
	Urban Metro
	Urban Fringe
	Urban Regional
	Rural
	Remote

	Number of FTE employees
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	721
	454
	433
	315
	52
	105

	 Highest
	9 693
	2 630
	918
	1 665
	196
	149

	 Lowest
	118
	41
	92
	24
	15
	26

	Per 1 000 population
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	8.0
	4.8
	4.3
	7.9
	13.8
	38.2

	 Highest
	36.3
	8.4
	9.1
	12.4
	31.0
	119.9

	 Lowest
	1.2
	3.5
	3.0
	4.1
	1.1
	9.1


Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 
Table 4.7
Local government full time equivalent employees

By jurisdiction

	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	NT

	Number of FTE employees
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	323
	466
	750
	45
	120
	60
	150

	 Highest
	1 767
	1 143
	9 693
	695
	721
	137
	334

	 Lowest
	49
	118
	70
	16
	15
	19
	22

	Per 1 000 population
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	8.2
	6.1
	9.1
	9.1
	5.3
	6.0
	4.3

	 Highest
	25.0
	14.5
	119.8
	31.0
	36.3
	21.1
	5.4

	 Lowest
	3.0
	1.2
	5.0
	4.0
	3.5
	4.1
	1.1


Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 
Strong competition for workers from other levels of government as well as the private sector has meant that LGs are often subject to a shortage of suitable workers. As a result, vacancy rates in the LG workforce can be high as shown respectively in Tables 4.8 and 4.9 in data for LG type and jurisdiction. While vacancies were persistent across all LG types, median vacancy rates were highest among capital city LGs, and lowest among rural LGs. When examined on a jurisdictional level, vacancies were most pronounced in New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland, with South Australia, Tasmania and Western Australia reporting low vacancy rates.

Table 4.8
Local government full time equivalent vacancies
By local government classification

	
	Capital City
	Urban Metro
	Urban Fringe
	Urban Regional
	Rural
	Remote

	Number of FTE vacancies
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	41
	15
	20
	21
	1
	2

	 Highest
	165
	324
	128
	224
	6
	7

	 Lowest
	11
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Per cent of FTE workforce 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	9.5
	4.1
	4.1
	5.8
	1.3
	2.5

	 Highest
	42.3
	14.6
	18.4
	15.7
	21.1
	5.8

	 Lowest
	1.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0


Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 

Table 4.9
Local government full time equivalent vacancies

By jurisdiction

	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	NT

	Number of FTE vacancies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	22
	18
	16
	2
	1
	0
	5

	 Highest
	165
	107
	324
	128
	42
	5
	32

	 Lowest
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Per cent of FTE workforce
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	4.2
	5.1
	4.9
	3.0
	1.3
	0.0
	4.5

	 Highest
	15.6
	42.4
	15.7
	18.4
	10.2
	21.0
	9.6

	 Lowest
	0.0
	0.0
	2.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	3.3


Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 

Regulatory workforce
The regulatory workforce is responsible for administering and enforcing local laws and a range of state government regulations. As such, the regulatory workforce that has a significant direct impact on business include town planners, building surveyors and environmental health officers (EHOs).
Regulatory activities take approximately 11 per cent of total LG staff time. However, as figure 4.4 shows, the range of time spent on regulatory activities varies markedly between individual LGs even in the same jurisdiction or LG classification. For example, in New South Wales alone, LG respondents indicated as little as 1 per cent and as much as 80 per cent of their time was spent on undertaking their regulatory roles.
Figure 4.5 provides an indication of the staff hours required to provide regulatory functions across specific areas of regulation. Of those regulatory areas which have a direct impact on business, the majority of staff time was spent on regulatory functions relating to development assessment, building and construction and planning and land use. 

Figure 4.4
Percentage of staff hours spent on regulatory activitiesa
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a Capital city observations not represented as a result of too few observations.
Data source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 
Figure 4.5
Staff hours spent on regulatory areas

Average for responding LGs
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Data source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 
The number of FTE employees with a regulatory role as a percentage of total employees tends to be higher in urban areas — this is not surprising given that urban areas also have more businesses to be regulated. When examined on a jurisdictional level, the Northern Territory, on average, has the highest proportion of LG staff with a regulatory role with Queensland having the lowest (tables 4.10 and 4.11).
Table 4.10
Number of full-time equivalent employees with a regulatory role

By LG classification

	
	Capital City
	Urban Metro
	Urban Fringe
	Urban Regional
	Rural
	Remote

	Number of FTE employees with a regulatory role

	 Median
	93
	39
	31
	21
	3
	2

	 Highest
	526
	176
	82
	105
	10
	11

	 Lowest
	24
	5
	13
	1
	0
	1

	As a percentage of total workforce
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	6.8
	9.0
	8.1
	6.2
	4.6
	3.7

	 Highest
	9.0
	13.1
	14.1
	17.3
	13.6
	7.7

	 Lowest
	3.4
	3.8
	4.1
	2.1
	0.0
	1.3


Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 

Table 4.11
Number of full-time equivalent employees with a regulatory role

By jurisdiction

	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	NT

	Number of FTE employees with a regulatory role
	
	

	 Median
	22
	40
	29
	6
	9
	6
	11

	 Highest
	159
	78
	526
	45
	32
	13
	27

	 Lowest
	1
	8
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2

	As a percentage of total workforce
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	6.3
	7.7
	4.7
	7.7
	6.7
	7.1
	8.1

	 Highest
	13.1
	9.5
	10.6
	13.4
	17.4
	14.1
	9.1

	 Lowest
	2.0
	3.8
	1.0
	0.0
	2.1
	4.4
	7.3


Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 

While the number of employees with a primarily regulatory function can provide a broad indication of the amount of resources available to LGs, the relationship between staffing levels and regulatory outcomes is more tenuous. For example, more staff might indicate additional levels of bureaucracy businesses must interact with, and therefore may not necessarily coincide with better regulatory outcomes. Furthermore, regulatory outcomes are not dependent on staff numbers alone, with the quality of staff (in terms of skills, qualifications, experience and effective leadership) integral to determining how effectively LGs undertake their regulatory functions.
Town planners
Town planners have many responsibilities in LGs. On a strategic level, town planners are tasked with designing cities and towns that function well and are environmentally sustainable and highly liveable with a suitable allocation of land uses. On an operational level, town planners are responsible for establishing, modifying and enforcing land zonings, developing and implementing land use and planning schemes and considering development applications. Their interaction with business is considerable, particularly when an enterprise is starting up or extending its operations.
Some basic information on the LG planning workforce is outlined in table 4.12. Reflecting the planning and zoning issues relevant to cities and fast growing towns, unsurprisingly urban LGs employ more town planners than rural and remote councils — both in terms of absolute numbers and as a percentage of the total workforce. In contrast, some rural and remote LGs employ less than one FTE town planner.
The town planners who work for LGs tend to be well qualified with over 90 per cent having a university qualification. However, many LGs have vacancies in their planning workforces — in particular, urban LGs and those in Victoria, Queensland and New South Wales seem to have difficulty in attracting their desired number of planning staff.
The Commission also received, via submissions to this study, additional evidence of planning staff shortages in some jurisdictions. The Local Government Association of Queensland (sub. 6) referred to research undertaken in 2007 that found 60 per cent of Queensland LGs faced shortages of development assessment planners, and 49 per cent had a shortage of strategic planners (Local Government Career Taskforce 2007). The NSW Small Business Commissioner (sub. 18) also identified a lack of planning resources and appropriately skilled staff as a source of delays in assessing development applications. Furthermore, urban and regional planners remain on the Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations’ skills shortage list for all jurisdictions apart from South Australia and the Northern Territory (Australian Government 2011a).
Workloads of current town planners are also high. Over 80 per cent of respondents to the Commission’s planning and zoning survey module (undertaken in both 2010 and 2011-12) indicated that workload pressures were having a moderate or major effect on their ability to assess development applications — one of the core duties of planning and zoning staff. Just under 50 per cent of respondents also cited employee turnover and just over 50 per cent of respondents cited difficulty finding suitably qualified staff as impeding their ability to assess building approvals in a moderate or major way (figure 4.6).
Figure 4.6
Workforce factors impacting on the ability of local governments to assess development applications

Per cent of planning, zoning and development assessment module respondents
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Data sources: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — planning and land use survey  (2011‑12, unpublished); Productivity Commission survey of local governments (2010, unpublished). 
On this basis, evidence suggests that while LG planners are generally well qualified, some LGs are failing to attract sufficient staff, and as a result, may be unable to undertake all of their delegated planning functions effectively.
	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	NT
	Capital City
	Urban Metro
	Urban Fringe
	Urban Regional
	Rural
	Remote

	Number of FTE planners
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	6.0
	20.0
	11.0
	2.0
	5.0
	2.0
	1.0
	22.0
	14.0
	9.0
	7.0
	1.0
	0.5

	 Highest
	90.0
	32.0
	211.0
	14.0
	12.0
	5.0
	1.0
	211.0
	35.0
	36.0
	32.0
	5.0
	4.0

	 Lowest
	0.4
	2.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	4.0
	1.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Per cent of workforce that are planners
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	2.1
	3.3
	1.3
	2.3
	2.1
	1.7
	0.5
	2.2
	2.6
	2.8
	1.9
	1.1
	0.4

	 Highest
	6.0
	18.3
	3.3
	4.5
	6.7
	6.8
	0.7
	18.3
	6.0
	5.3
	6.7
	6.8
	2.7

	 Lowest
	0.5
	0.9
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.3
	0.3
	1.1
	0.9
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0

	Staff turnover last year as a per cent of planning staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	14.0
	15.0
	10.0
	17.0
	12.0
	ne
	0.0
	17.0
	17.0
	14.0
	11.0
	0.0
	0.0

	 Highest
	40.0
	54.0
	33.0
	51.0
	100.0
	ne
	0.0
	28.0
	54.0
	54.0
	50.0
	100.0
	0.0

	Per cent of respondents who reported at least one vacancy
	40.0
	47.0
	43.0
	5.0
	30.0
	0.0
	0.0
	20.0
	44.0
	53.0
	50.0
	3.0
	0.0

	Per cent of planners with university qualifications 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 Median
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	88.0
	100.0
	ne
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	 Highest
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	ne
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	 Lowest
	50.0
	50.0
	0.0
	50.0
	50.0
	57.0
	100.0
	ne
	56.0
	56.0
	50.0
	50.0
	0.0

	Average starting salary for planners with university qualifications ($'000s)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	57.2
	55.0
	58.0
	58.8
	56.2
	47.7
	57.5
	60.0
	57.0
	56.4
	56.0
	55.0
	95.0

	 Highest
	76.4
	67.0
	100.0
	95.0
	78.5
	51.4
	60.0
	62.3
	78.5
	76.4
	71.6
	67.0
	100.0

	 Lowest
	35.3
	50.6
	50.0
	54.8
	51.6
	47.2
	55.0
	57.2
	35.3
	48.3
	50.0
	47.2
	65.0


Table 4.12
Characteristics of the local government planning workforce
ne Not estimated due to insufficient responses. 

Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 
One option available to LGs to increase their capacity to deliver planning services is to contract out some of their planning functions — such as development assessments — to a private organisation. As the Western Australia Systemic Sustainability Study Panel (2008) outline, contracting out planning functions has the potential to deliver a number of benefits to LG including:

· it allows LG to commission work as it is required, rather than maintaining permanent staff when there is insufficient work to support them

· it allows LG access to planning expertise and services even when LG cannot attract appropriately qualified personnel
· it may allow LG to access planners with greater skills and experience than they can afford to employ on a full time basis.
These benefits need to be assessed against the potential disadvantages of outsourcing planning functions. These include contracted firms not understanding local issues and planning requirements and the loss of LG intellectual property regarding planning strategies and policies (WALGA 2008). Nonetheless, for small LGs that typically face simple planning issues or only need to exercise their planning functions intermittently, contracting out planning functions is an effective way to maintain regulatory capability in this area.
Building inspectors and surveyors
Building inspectors and surveyors are responsible for inspecting buildings to ensure they conform to safety standards. This extends to all stages of building development — from the lodgement of an application to build, to inspecting sites during construction, to auditing completed and existing buildings.
The number of building inspectors and surveyors employed by LGs vary markedly — many rural and remote local councils have fewer than one FTE building inspector, while the median number employed by capital city councils was 31 (table 4.13).
When compared to the planning workforce, fewer LG building inspectors have university qualifications — in all jurisdictions, the median number of LG inspectors with university qualifications was 55 per cent or below.
Vacancies for LG building inspectors and surveyors are more concentrated in urban centres. Jurisdictionally, vacancies are highest in Victoria and New South Wales where nearly half of survey respondents indicated that they have at least one vacancy for building inspectors. As with planners, shortages of appropriately qualified building inspector staff have been recognised by the Australian Government with surveyors or structural engineers (or both) being listed in the Skills Shortage List for all states and territories (Australian Government 2011a). Finding appropriately qualified building inspectors may also grow increasingly difficult in the near future — for example, in Queensland, 90 per cent of current building surveyors will be eligible for retirement in 2014 (Local Government Career Taskforce 2009).
The workloads of LG building inspectors and surveyors are high — of the LGs which completed the Commission’s LG building and construction survey, over 80 per cent reported that workload pressures were having either a major or moderate impact on their ability to effectively administer building and construction regulation (figure 4.7). This suggests that without employing additional staff, the capacity of LGs to absorb additional building and construction regulatory functions is generally limited.
Difficulty in employing suitably qualified staff was also identified as having a major or moderate impact on the ability of LGs to administer building and construction regulation in roughly half of survey respondents. The effects of high staff turnover rates were less pronounced — 70 per cent of respondents indicated that turnover was having either a minor effect or no effect on their ability to administer building or construction regulation.
In most state jurisdictions, building certification can be undertaken by the private sector as well as by LG, however the extent that private certification is used varies — for example in Victoria, 86 per cent of building permits in 2010-11 were issued by private surveyors, while in Western Australia, the use of private certification was not permitted until the start of 2012 (as discussed in further detail in chapter 7).
	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	NT
	Capital City
	Urban Metro
	Urban Fringe
	Urban Regional
	Rural
	Remote

	Number of FTE inspectors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	5.0
	3.0
	3.0
	1.0
	3.0
	1.0
	0.0
	31.0
	5.0
	6.0
	5.0
	1.0
	0.5

	 Highest
	49.0
	15.0
	73.0
	12.0
	6.0
	2.0
	0.0
	73.0
	30.0
	24.0
	27.0
	3.0
	2.0

	 Lowest
	0.3
	1.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	6.0
	1.0
	2.0
	1.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Per cent of workforce that are inspectors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	1.6
	0.9
	0.4
	1.9
	1.4
	1.9
	ne
	1.8
	1.6
	1.3
	1.5
	1.3
	0.4

	 Highest
	4.0
	10.9
	1.9
	3.4
	5.0
	2.2
	ne
	10.9
	3.4
	4.0
	2.9
	5.0
	1.9

	 Lowest
	0.4
	0.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	ne
	0.8
	0.5
	0.6
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0

	Staff turnover last year as a per cent of inspector staff
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 Median
	0.0
	4.0
	7.0
	0.0
	0.0
	na
	ne
	5.0
	4.0
	6.0
	9.0
	0.0
	0.0

	 Highest
	200.0
	67.0
	50.0
	67.0
	50.0
	na
	ne
	16.0
	100.0
	67.0
	100.0
	200.0
	100.0

	Per cent of respondents who reported at least one vacancy
	45.0
	47.0
	36.0
	29.0
	10.0
	0.0
	ne
	33.0
	45.0
	40.0
	41.0
	8.0
	0.0

	Per cent of inspectors with university qualifications 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 Median
	50.0
	50.0
	55.0
	13.0
	50.0
	0.0
	ne
	ne
	45.0
	50.0
	50.0
	50.0
	100.0

	 Highest
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	ne
	ne
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	 Lowest
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	ne
	ne
	0.0
	33.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Average starting salary for inspectors with university qualifications ($’000s)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	59.4
	590
	58.0
	60.1
	57.4
	47.6
	ne
	62.3
	57.0
	59.0
	57.0
	57.4
	95.0

	 Highest
	76.4
	69.4
	80.0
	115.0
	80.0
	47.2
	ne
	65.3
	67.0
	80.0
	70.0
	80.0
	115.0

	 Lowest
	35.3
	50.6
	53.9
	54.8
	51.6
	50.8
	ne
	57.2
	35.3
	48.3
	51.4
	47.2
	80.0


Table 4.13
Characteristics of the local government building inspector workforce

ne Not estimated due to insufficient responses. 
Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 

Figure 4.7
Workforce factors impacting on the ability of local governments to administer building regulation

Per cent of building and construction survey module respondents
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Data source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — building and construction survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 

As discussed in chapter 7, the existence of private building certification may result in lower compliance costs for businesses. However, it may also have implications for LGs — most notably, provided that there are adequate procedures to verify the quality of the certification undertaken by the private sector, LGs that operate in areas where the use of private certification is high may be able to provide less certification services themselves and alleviate workload pressures on current staff.
Environmental health officers
LG environmental health officers (EHOs) undertake many different roles, not all related to regulating businesses, including:
· monitoring and controlling water, air and noise pollution and checking the health of the general environment

· inspecting food vendors to ensure they comply with health regulations and investigating complaints about food safety

· initiating and conducting environment health impact or risk assessments

· managing immunisation campaigns

· inspecting and licensing businesses that require LG approval such as tattooists, acupuncturists and hairdressers

· assessing building development applications to ensure that they comply with environmental and health and safety standards (Australian Government 2011b).
EHOs interact with many types of businesses — for example, they ensure that swimming pools are safe to swim in, food vendors sell food that has been hygienically prepared and is safe to eat, tattooists and acupuncturists do not spread diseases communicable via blood and that hairdressing salons do not spread lice. Mostly, this involves EHOs inspecting the businesses to ensure they are compliant with the appropriate health and safety standards.
Table 4.14 outlines some information about the EHO workforce employed by LGs. Urban LGs tend to employ a greater number of EHOs than rural and remote councils, however EHOs as a percentage of total workforce remains fairly constant across all LG types. There is more variation on a jurisdictional level — the median percentage of the LG workforce who were EHOs was 1.9 per cent in Western Australia, but only 0.8 per cent in New South Wales and Queensland.
The EHOs who work for LGs tend to be well qualified Australia-wide, with over 80 per cent of LG EHOs having university qualifications. This is not surprising given the breadth and depth of the tasks that EHOs are often expected to undertake. As of 2011, the Tasmanian Government requires that all EHOs hold a relevant bachelor’s degree before acting as a LG officer (DEEWR 2007).
Many LGs are experiencing vacancies in their EHO workforce. While vacancies are persistent across all jurisdictions, they were highest in Queensland, where over half of responding councils indicated they have at least one EHO vacancy. Over one-third of the urban fringe and urban metropolitan LGs who responded to the Commission’s survey also reported having at least one vacancy.
	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	NT
	Capital City
	Urban Metro
	Urban Fringe
	Urban Regional
	Rural
	Remote

	Number of FTE EHOs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	3.0
	6.0
	5.0
	2.0
	3.0
	1.0
	0.0
	17.0
	6.0
	5.0
	3.0
	1.0
	1.0

	 Highest
	21.0
	15.0
	68.0
	13.0
	8.0
	3.0
	0.0
	68.0
	50.0
	15.0
	17.0
	2.0
	4.0

	 Lowest
	0.0
	1.0
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	5.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	0.0
	0.1

	Per cent of workforce that are EHOs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	0.8
	1.0
	0.8
	1.9
	1.3
	1.8
	ne
	1.0
	1.3
	1.2
	0.8
	0.7
	1.4

	 Highest
	2.1
	11.0
	2.1
	3.4
	2.1
	5.3
	ne
	11.0
	2.4
	3.2
	2.1
	5.3
	2.7

	 Lowest
	0.0
	0.5
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	ne
	0.7
	0.6
	0.3
	0.4
	0.0
	0.1

	Staff turnover last year as a per cent of EHO staff
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 Median
	0.0
	7.0
	12.0
	15.0
	17.0
	ne
	ne
	15.0
	11.0
	20.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	 Highest
	100.0
	50.0
	100.0
	200.0
	150.0
	ne
	ne
	19.0
	200.0
	50.0
	100.0
	100.0
	200.0

	Per cent of respondents who reported at least one vacancy
	21.0
	20.0
	57.0
	30.0
	19.0
	33.0
	ne
	25.0
	38.0
	40.0
	31.0
	11.0
	17.0

	Per cent of EHOs with university qualifications 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 Median
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	ne
	na
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	 Highest
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	ne
	na
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	 Lowest
	0.0
	76.0
	0.0
	0.0
	67.0
	55.0
	ne
	na
	22.0
	50.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Average starting salary for EHOs with university qualifications ($’000s)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Median
	57.5
	61.9
	58.0
	59.7
	57.4
	49.6
	ne
	62.3
	58.3
	58.7
	57.5
	55.0
	72.5

	 Highest
	76.4
	67.0
	80.0
	115.0
	70.0
	65.0
	ne
	65.3
	68.7
	76.4
	64.5
	76.4
	115.0

	 Lowest
	35.3
	50.6
	52.0
	50.0
	51.6
	47.2
	ne
	57.2
	35.3
	48.3
	40.4
	47.2
	55.0


Table 4.14
Characteristics of the local government environmental health officer workforce

ne Not estimated due to insufficient responses.

Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 
There is evidence that the prevalence of EHO vacancies is having an adverse effect on the ability of LG to administer regulation. The Commission surveyed the capacity of LGs to enforce food safety regulation — a core duty of EHOs — as part of the Commission’s 2009 Benchmarking Business Regulation: Food Safety study. Forty per cent of respondents considered that they were not able to enforce all of their food safety regulation and almost three quarters reported that limited availability of food safety staff (who are typically EHOs) was having a medium or high effect on their ability to enforce national and state food safety regulation (table 4.15).
Table 4.15
Degree to which insufficient availability of food safety staff was constraining LGs’ ability to enforce food safety regulation

2009

	Degree of constraint
	Per cent of LG survey respondents

	Low
	26

	Medium
	39

	High
	35


Source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments (2009, unpublished). 
The salary profile of new EHO university graduates indicates that some LGs are finding it difficult to secure appropriate EHO staff, particularly in non-urban areas. For example, the Commission’s survey shows that the median starting salary for an EHO with university qualification was over $14 000 more in remote councils than in urban metropolitan LGs — indicating that many remote LGs may need to offer higher wages in order to attract suitable EHO staff. Difficulties in attracting EHOs to remote areas have also been identified by other bodies such as the Western Australian Government (2011a), which found that 75 per cent of enforcement agencies (primarily local governments) were experiencing difficulties in recruiting EHOs in the Kimberley and Pilbara regions.
This evidence, on balance, indicates while many LGs have the capacity to undertake their food safety, public health and environmental health regulatory functions, many others — particularly in high growth urban and in remote areas — lack the resources to undertake these functions effectively.
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Capacities to enforce regulation
The manner in which LGs enforce regulations has large impacts on business compliance costs. As outlined in the Hampton Review to the UK Government:
The enforcement of regulations affects businesses at least as much as the policy of the regulation itself. Efficient enforcement can support compliance across the whole range of businesses, delivering targeted, effective interventions without unreasonable administrative cost to business. (Hampton 2005, p. 1)

A discussion of what constitutes good regulatory enforcement practices is contained in appendix I of this report and includes the use of risk analysis and escalating enforcement principles. This section explores to what extent these have been embraced by LG.
Strategies toward enforcement

The enforcement strategy of a regulator refers to the broad approach used to implement and administer regulation. This can be examined across a number of dimensions including:
· the degree that regulation is enforced proactively as opposed to reactively

· the degree to which enforcement is discretionary as opposed to prescriptive
· the degree to which a ‘tough’ (punishment orientated) approach is pursued as opposed to a ‘soft’ (persuasion orientated) approach (PC 2009a).
There is no universally accepted ‘best’ enforcement strategy — rather, the optimal enforcement strategy depends on the nature of the regulation being enforced (and the magnitude of the ramifications if they are breached) as well as the behaviour of those being regulated.

Information presented to this study suggests that LGs employ both reactive and proactive approaches towards regulatory enforcement. In many cases, such as in the regulation of noise levels or waste disposal, LG enforcement practices tend to be reactionary, with enforcement generally only initiated in response to complaints. In contrast, LG enforcement approaches to food safety encompass both reactive and proactive behaviour, maintaining the practice of investigating food safety complaints, but typically complimenting this with periodic inspections of businesses even if no complaint has been lodged against them. This is discussed in more detail in chapter 9.
Brisbane City Council has also introduced ‘strategic advisory groups’ which the Commission sees as good practice in the area of proactive regulation enforcement. These groups — which may consist of LG officers, industry representatives and large businesses — consult to develop regulatory guidance material and discuss challenges in meeting regulatory requirements. The partnership is viewed as a low cost, targeted way of encouraging compliance without sacrificing regulatory objectives and gives Council a valuable opportunity to seek feedback on how they are undertaking their regulatory functions. 
Many LGs which indicated in the Commission’s LG survey that they did not have sufficient resources to undertake all of their regulatory functions indicated that a reactionary, complaints orientated approach was the methodology they used to determine regulatory priorities.
LGs, generally speaking, have a considerable amount of discretion when exercising their regulatory functions. Examples of where LG have considerable discretion include the issuing of sanctions for food safety breaches and in the inspection of swimming pools. LGs also have considerable discretion in their implementation and enforcement of their planning functions, although this is often moderated somewhat by the need to comply with regional planning strategies.

While the discretionary enforcement of regulations offers advantages — most notably, it allows regulators to be flexible and adopt ‘common sense’ approaches to remedy regulatory breaches — it does raise the challenge of consistency in enforcement. Evidence presented to this study has suggested that in some areas of enforcement, LGs are failing to deliver consistent regulatory outcomes. This seems particularly relevant to building and construction regulation, in which the enforcement conduct of LG varies markedly even by LGs in the same state jurisdiction, although there is evidence of it occurring in other regulatory areas as well.

LGs have many enforcement tools available to them. These include both ‘soft’ tools such as suasion, inspections and verbal and written warnings, and ‘hard’ tools such as fines, licensing cancellations and ultimately prosecution. Leading practice in the area of regulatory enforcement looks to combine the use of these tools under the concept of ‘escalating enforcement’.
Escalating enforcement — also known as responsive regulation — is a model of regulation enforcement that recommends that a regulator should have an enforcement policy that uses an escalation of sanctions (Ayres and Braithwaite 1992). Central to the idea of escalating enforcement is the notion of the Braithwaite (enforcement) pyramid. A generic Braithwaite pyramid is outlined in appendix I.
The use of escalating enforcement is beneficial in the sense that it allows for a ‘tit for tat’ strategy where a regulator is initially cooperative and adopts a soft approach to encourage business compliance. However, if a business remains uncompliant, the regulator can adopt tougher regulatory options. As such, a regulator can be both confrontational and forgiving and, with a mix of regulatory options, can apply a variety of enforcement tools and approaches to promote compliance and deter non-compliance (PC 2010).
There is some evidence that some LGs have adopted escalating enforcement in their enforcement behaviour. In New South Wales and Western Australia for example, the use of escalating enforcement in food safety seems well developed, with warnings and improvement notices constituting over 80 per cent of enforcement measures in these jurisdictions and tougher options (infringement and penalty notices, seizures, prohibition orders and legal undertakings) used sparingly. However, whether escalating enforcement is being utilised by LG in other enforcement areas is less clear.
Use of a risk-based approach to enforcement
Risk-based approaches to regulatory enforcement sees regulators focusing their enforcement activities on businesses where the risk of non-compliance is highest or where non-compliance carries the greatest risk of harm (PC 2010). A risk-based approach to enforcement is considered to be a leading practice because, if done effectively, it assists regulators to focus on activities that deliver the greatest net benefit to the community, and reduces the regulatory burden on businesses that have a high level of compliance. Further information about risk-based enforcement is contained in appendix I of this report.
The use of risk-based enforcement approaches by LGs appears to be mixed. In the area of food safety, the Commission has received evidence that some LGs determine inspection fees, the frequency of inspections and the duration of inspections on the basis of the risk profile of the business they are regulating. The development of ‘track’ based development assessment systems in all states has also allowed LGs to better align the scrutiny of assessment undertaken with the perceived risk of the assessment, however, less than half of respondents to the Commission’s LG survey indicated that they were using such systems. The use of risk-based frameworks for building and construction, parking and transport and environment regulation appears minimal. States may also play an important role in encouraging LGs to implement risk-based approaches to regulatory enforcement and compliance, as is the case with the Risk-based Compliance (2008) guide produced by the New South Wales Better Regulation Office. 
Of the respondents to the Commission’s LG survey who indicated that they lacked sufficient resources to undertake all of their regulatory functions, well over half explicitly identified that relative risk influenced which regulatory areas were given priority, indicating most use this important practice to help allocate scarce regulatory resources to areas which will maximise the net benefit to their communities.
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The role of the state and territory governments in building the capacity of local governments
State governments and the Northern Territory government have an important role to play in building LG regulatory capacities. In addition to resources, they provide LG with training, support and guidance on how to regulate in the context of each jurisdiction’s constitutional and governance framework.
There are many ways by which state governments and the Northern Territory government can assist LGs to build their regulatory capabilities. These include:

· providing guidance on local law making and enforcement
· providing training to the LG workforce

· providing accreditation of the LG workforce
· developing initiatives to increase the size and skills of the LG workforce
· undertaking reviews of LG regulatory capacities.
Guidance on local law making and enforcement
LGs in Australia can make local laws (also called by-laws)
. To assist, most state governments have prepared guidelines or manuals on the procedures LGs are required to undertake when making and enacting local laws (box 4.4).
The extent of this guidance varies between jurisdictions. The information paper produced by the Northern Territory government is six pages long and provides a broad overview of how local laws should be made. In contrast, the local laws manual produced by the Victorian government is over 150 pages long and was developed as part of wider strategy recognising that LGs often lack guidance on best practice regulation making practices.

There is a strong case for state governments to provide a high level of guidance to LGs on making by-laws to ensure LG laws augment those made by the states and territories and to assist LGs to make laws that embody best practice regulation principles.
	Box 4.4
Local law guidelines from state governments

	Victoria

· Guidelines for Local Laws Manual (2010)
· Guidelines for Local Laws Resource Book (2010)
Queensland

· Guidelines for Drafting Local Laws (2010)
· Information paper on local laws (2010)
Western Australia

· Local Government Operational Guidelines — Local laws (2006)
· National Competition Policy (NCP) Reviews — Competitive Neutrality and Local Laws (1997)
Tasmania

· Making by-laws: Good practice Guidelines (2010)
Northern Territory

· Council by-laws in the Northern Territory (2009)

	


Helpful local law guidelines:

· cover all stages of a local law, from conception to drafting to enactment to enforcement to review
· guide LGs on risk management approaches to regulation and the regulatory and non-regulatory options available to them

· are written using ‘plain English’ language so that any requirements or restrictions placed on LGs when making local laws are clear

· use examples and case studies to guide best practice law making
· provide advice and templates to assist LGs with undertaking RIA
· are reviewed regularly to ensure the information contained is current and complete.
Victoria’s Guidelines for Local Laws Manual and its accompanying documentation encompasses these principles and is considered by the Commission to be leading practice in this area. Box 4.5 provides a brief outline of the manual.
	Box 4.5
The Victorian Guidelines for Local Laws Manual — an example of leading practice

	The Guidelines for Local Laws Manual (2010a) is produced by the Victorian Department of Planning and Community Development and is available to be downloaded from their website. It provides LGs with detailed information on:

· the context of local laws, both internal to and external to LGs
· how to draft local laws, including the requirements for local laws and how to review them
· communicating and consulting on draft local laws
· how to implement local laws

· making local laws accessible and how to communicate them
· how to enforce local laws
· review and sunsetting requirements, including on amending or renewing local laws.
As well as providing information on the legal specifics of LG law making and enforcement in Victoria, the manual adopts an ‘outcome orientated’ approach that specifies the desired characteristics of local laws and the steps that LGs should undertake to ensure these outcomes are met. An example of an acceptable Community Impact Statement is provided in the guidelines, along with a template LGs can use to assist with constructing their own.
The information contained in the manual is augmented by the Guidelines for Local Laws Resource Book (2010b). The resource book provides information on best practice regulation principles that LGs should incorporate into their laws, such as risk management, plain English wording and the accessibility of local laws. The book uses examples and case studies to demonstrate these principles.

These documents were produced under the Better Practice Local Laws Strategy (2008) that identified limitations in the law making capacities of Victorian LGs and recommended actions to raise their capacities to make and enforce local laws. 

	Sources: Victorian Government (2008, 2010a, 2010b).

	

	


Leading Practice 4.5
Guidance for local governments on local law and policy making is useful, with Victoria’s Guidelines for Local Laws Manual providing an example of this. The usefulness of such guidance is maximised when:

· it applies to both regulation development and review

· it is based on best-practice principles
· it includes not only written material but also training and ad hoc support.
In undertaking this study, the Commission has identified that guidance from the states and territories to LG is, generally speaking, deficient in the area of regulatory enforcement. The importance of good enforcement practices is not to be understated, given that the enforcement behaviour of regulators can have as pronounced an impact on business compliance costs as the regulations themselves.

As identified in chapter 2, the absence of any clear best practice principles in the area of enforcement or inspection activities, represents a gap in the current regulatory framework. A possible remedy for this is the development of a Regulatory Compliance Code similar to that adopted in the United Kingdom (box 4.6).
	Box 4.6
The Regulators’ Compliance Code

	The Regulators’ Compliance Code is a statutory code utilised in the United Kingdom based on the principles outlined in the Hampton Review. The Code specifies that, when developing their policies or principles, or in setting standards and giving guidance, regulators must give due weight to the provisions outlined in the code.
The Code asks regulators to consider:

· supporting economic progress — performing regulatory duties in such a way that does not impede business productivity
· risk assessment — undertaking a risk assessment of all their activities
· information and advice — providing information and advice in a way that enables businesses to clearly understand what is required by law
· inspections — only performing inspections following a risk assessment, so resources are focused on those least likely to comply
· data requirements — collaborating with other regulators to share data and minimise demand on businesses
· compliance and enforcement actions — how formal enforcement actions, including sanctions and penalties, should be applied following the Macrory principles on penalties (the Macrory principles are outlined in appendix E)
· accountability — increasing the transparency of regulatory organisations by asking them to report on the outcomes, costs and perceptions of their enforcement approach.
These principles — and the implications they have for regulators — are then expanded out further in handbook form.
The Code aspires to facilitate a risk-based approach to the exercise of regulatory activity, resulting in highly compliant businesses facing less of a burden and regulators targeting rogue and higher risk businesses. 

	Sources: BIS UK (2011b); BERR UK (2007). 

	

	


While this code — which the Commission considers to be leading practice — was developed to be compatible with the governance framework of the United Kingdom, the basic principles of the code have relevance to Australia, and have the capacity to be implemented on an Australia-wide or state-wide level.
The Commission notes that some principles of best practice enforcement, such as the use of risk profiling, is already exercised by some LGs in certain areas (for example, food safety). However, the implementation of a regulators’ compliance code would assist formalising these principles across all LGs, thereby assisting LGs to allocate their enforcement resources more effectively and reducing the burden on highly compliant or low risk businesses. The use of enforcement priorities (similar to the National Enforcement Priorities used in the United Kingdom and discussed in Appendix E of this report) may also assist LG to undertake their regulatory functions by explicitly outlining which enforcement activities state governments expect LGs to pursue most vigorously. The development of a clear list of agreed priorities for LG regulatory services was also recommended by VCEC in its draft report into streamlining LG regulation (VCEC 2010).
Leading Practice 4.6
The use of a regulators’ compliance code, such as that currently in operation in the United Kingdom based on the Hampton principles, would provide guidance for local governments in the areas of regulatory administration and enforcement. Key elements of any guide would include regulatory administration and enforcement strategies based on risk management and responsive regulation.

Training of the local government workforce
State governments have an important role in maintaining an appropriately trained LG workforce. Table 4.16 outlines the nature of the training provided to LG from the state and the Northern Territory governments. While all jurisdictions indicated that training was provided to LG in the area of regulatory administration, training in the areas of regulation making (both in the making of local laws and writing conditions into licences, leases, permits and registration requirements) is less common.
Table 4.16
Areas in which the state governments provide training to LGs
	
	Administration of regulations
	Making of local laws
	Writing conditions into licenses, leases, permits and registration requirements

	New South Wales
	(
	..a
	(

	Victoria
	(
	(
	(

	Queensland
	(
	(
	(

	Western Australia
	(
	(
	(

	South Australia
	(
	(
	(

	Tasmania
	(
	(
	(

	Northern Territory
	(
	(
	..b


a LGs in New South Wales do not have the authority to make local laws however, they can make local orders and approvals policies, which are similar to local laws, although the scope of topics they can cover is narrower. b LGs in the Northern Territory do not have the capacity to write licenses, leases, permits and registration requirements.  .. Not applicable.
Source: Productivity Commission survey of state governments (2011‑12, unpublished).
Most LGs indicated state governments did provide training to assist them in undertaking their regulatory functions, although the frequency of this training varies. Only a small proportion of respondents to the Commission’s LG survey — roughly seven per cent — indicated that they perceived that training was ‘often’ provided by the states and territories. Figure 4.8 provides a breakdown of responses by jurisdiction.
Figure 4.8
Frequency of training provided by state governments to help LGs undertake their regulatory roles
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Data source: Productivity Commission survey of local governments — general survey (2011‑12, unpublished). 
Training of LG officers is particularly important when the responsibilities devolved to LGs are changed or supplemented. In this regard, helpful training:

· is given to LG officers before the new regulations take effect

· is targeted towards LGs and outlines, in practical terms, the implication of the changes for LGs and their enforcement officers

· adopts a holistic approach to training, extending beyond just educating LG officers about the changes, but also the rationale behind them and how they should be enforced by LG officers

· is accessible for all LGs. Multiple training sessions in multiple locations should be offered wherever possible.

While conducting this study, the Commission has heard anecdotal examples of new regulatory responsibilities being conferred on LG with no training on how they should be implemented or enforced. That said, the Commission is also aware of instances where the leading practice principles described above have been embodied. The training program that accompanied Victoria’s Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 is an example of this (box 4.7).
	Box 4.7
The implementation of Victoria’s Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 — an example of leading practice

	In 2008, the Victorian government introduced the Public Health and Wellbeing Act. The Act, and its associated regulations, saw changes to several LG responsibilities relating to health and wellbeing, including their powers to enter premises and changes to nuisance provisions.
As part of a number of measures to assist LG in understanding the implications of the Act, the Victorian Department of Health, in cooperation with the Municipal Association of Victoria, invited LGs to attend one of thirteen training sessions. These sessions, of which many were held in regional and rural Victoria, aimed to educate and train LG authorised officers in the ‘priority matters’ for local government, prior to the new regulations taking effect on 1 January 2010.

	Sources: MAV (2009); Victorian Department of Health (2010a).

	

	


Leading Practice 4.7
Training for local government officers from relevant state government departments develops their capacity to administer and enforce regulations and assists with delivering good regulatory outcomes. The training associated with changes to the Victorian Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 is an example of leading practice in this area.
The Commission acknowledges that state governments represent only one source of training for LG. The LG associations in each jurisdiction offer a diverse range of training programs for their members, including programs on governance, policy writing, professional development, the use of information technology and financial management. Likewise, Government Skills Australia — an Industry Skills Council, established and funded by the Australian Government — offers an extensive range of courses and qualifications, including Certificate III, Certificate IV and Diploma level qualifications in LG regulatory services, LG planning, LG health and environment activities and in LG administration.
There is also scope for LGs to undertake training internally, or through the use of an external training provider.
Accreditation of local government officers
Accreditation is a mechanism by which the states and the Northern Territory can maintain the skill levels of the LG regulatory workforce. This normally requires LG employees to register with a relevant state department prior to undertaking regulatory or enforcement functions. It is typically accompanied by an assessment of the suitability of an applicant’s skills or qualifications.
Several jurisdictions accredit LG regulatory officers (Productivity Commission survey of state governments — 2012 unpublished):

· in Victoria, LG building surveyors must be registered with the Victorian Building Commission

· in New South Wales, LG building certifiers must be accredited under the Building Professionals Board prior to undertaking certification work on behalf of council
· in Western Australia, LG building surveyors must be registered with the Building Commission. Also in Western Australia, the Executive Director of Public Health approves the qualifications of all individuals LG wish to appoint as EHOs

· in Tasmania, building surveyors and assistant building surveyors are accredited under the Building Act 2000. Plumbing inspectors are also typically required to be licensed under the Occupational Licensing Act 2005.

Accrediting LG regulatory staff does have the potential to improve the capacity of LG to regulate effectively:

· it helps to ensure that LG officers are suitability qualified and skilled for the regulatory roles they are expected to perform
· it allows state governments to keep track of the number and qualifications of LG officers, which in turn facilitates more effective workforce planning
· it grants state governments more direct enforcement options in the event of misconduct or underperformance from LG officers
· it can serve as a platform to deliver further training and development to LG officers. This may be especially useful when the regulatory responsibilities they are expected to perform change
· it facilitates workers moving between public and private sectors and thereby enhances the attractiveness of regulatory occupations.
That said, as discussed in section 4.2, the LG workforce is subject to widespread vacancies, and excessively rigorous accreditation requirements are a barrier to having these vacancies fulfilled. As a result, state governments need to ensure that there is a strong nexus between the criteria used to accredit LG officers and the roles and responsibilities they will be undertaking.
Leading Practice 4.8
Accreditation of local government officers ensures that the local government workforce is suitably qualified to undertake all of their regulatory functions, although, there is a need to ensure the accreditation criteria used reflect the roles the officers are expected to perform.
Initiatives to address workforce deficiencies
As discussed earlier in this chapter, many LGs are finding it difficult to secure appropriately trained staff. As a result, there is scope for state governments to build LG regulatory capacity by addressing and moderating the effects of these shortages.

The Commission, as part of its survey of state and Northern Territory governments, requested information on any initiatives undertaken by the states to address skills shortages in their LGs. While most state governments indicated they did facilitate LG general workforce planning, the Commission was also presented with instances of more targeted programs to address LG workforce deficiencies. Victoria, for example, has undertaken several initiatives to alleviate the effects of skills shortages in the area of planning (box 4.8).

	Box 4.8
Victorian initiatives to address planning shortages

	· The PLANET (PLAnning NETwork) Professional Development Program is a professional development and training program designed for planning professionals and other users of Victoria’s planning system. It offers over 50 day long courses on areas such as planning system operations, strategic planning and urban design that aims to — among other things — improve practitioner skills and promote best practices in the operation and effectiveness of the planning system.
· The Rural Planning Flying Squad — a small group of planners that provides short term planning assistance to rural and regional councils in times of need. Further information about the Flying Squad can be found in box 4.9.
· Planning Institute of Australia (PIA) Planning internships and traineeships —the LG internship provides 10 places per year to students in PIA accredited courses to undertake six weeks of paid work in LG planning departments, and the traineeship provides 10 places per year for administrative or technical staff from LG planning departments to attend an intensive course to allow them to undertake some functions otherwise undertaken by qualified town planners. The Victorian Government provides financial assistance to maintain these programs.
· The development of a Certificate IV course in LG planning and a dual Certificate IV course in government statutory compliance and investigation to improve the skills of planning and enforcement officers. The government also assists in the marketing of these courses.

	Source: Productivity Commission survey of state governments (2011‑12, unpublished).

	

	


These programs should assist with overcoming planning shortages in the medium to long term. The Rural Planning Flying Squad, in particular, is a valuable initiative to address planning deficiencies in non-urban LGs and appears to be leading practice in this area. Additional information about the Flying Squad is contained in box 4.9.
As well as moderating the effects of skill shortages, the Flying Squad can facilitate the transfer of knowledge, skills and processes across council areas and encourage consistent decision making between different LGs. The concept of a ‘Flying Squad’ is also compatible with other areas of skills shortages, such as EHOs or building surveyors, and can easily be adopted in other jurisdictions.
	Box 4.9
The Victorian Rural Planning Flying Squad

	The Rural Planning Flying Squad is an initiative by the Victorian Government that provides support to local councils to undertake its regulatory functions relating to planning. Types of assistance the Flying Squad provides include:

· assisting with advice, discussions and assessments regarding major projected development proposals and applications
· providing targeted advice and/or assistance with long term land use issues and plans with the municipality

· providing specialist assistance on wind farm applications

· helping councils to process planning scheme amendments and authorisation requests in peak periods or when council planning officers are not available

· providing occasional assistance to help process planning permit applications to enable councils to meet 60 day statutory time frames in peak periods or when council planning officers are not available

· preparing drafting submissions/presentations to VCAT or Planning Panels Victoria.

	Source: VIC DPCD (2010b).

	

	


Leading Practice 4.9
The use of flying squads, such as the Rural Planning Flying Squad established in Victoria, moderates the effects of local government skills shortages.
Another example of a state government initiative that has the potential to address workforce deficiencies in LG has come through changes to Western Australia’s Building Act 2011 that permits the establishment of ‘special permit authorities’. These authorities, created at the discretion of LGs, allow councils to group building approval services and centralise them at one locality (Western Australia Government 2011b). This offers two basic advantages:

· it nullifies the need for LGs to maintain their own building inspection workforce
· it reduces the burden on developers and builders, in particular where they operate across multiple LG jurisdictions.
Leading Practice 4.10
By making the optimal use of various forms of cooperation and coordination, local governments are able to achieve economies of scope and scale in resources and skills. Provisions under Western Australia’s Building Act 2011 that allow local governments to share building approval services provide an example of this.
A further workforce initiative introduced by the Tasmanian government focuses on assistance for critical surveyor positions prior to full time employment. In particular, the Tasmanian government funds positions for cadet building surveyors with assistance from the Australian Institute of Building Surveyors.  
State government reviews of LG capacities
Reviews of LG capacities provide a means for state governments to ‘take stock’ of the ability of LGs to undertake their regulatory functions efficiently and effectively. These might examine LG workforces, their use of technology and their relationships with key state departments.

The Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission (VCEC) examined the institutional arrangements of LG in Victoria in its draft report Local Government for a Better Victoria: An Inquiry into Streamlining Local Government Regulation. It found that the regulatory performance of LGs would likely improve if:
· the Victorian Government developed a clear list of agreed priorities for regulatory services that councils administer on its behalf
· the Victorian Guide to Regulation was re-written so that it covers regulation implementation and enforcement, as well as regulation development. Councils should be consulted in developing these principles and a training program developed to assist councils in applying them
· Victorian Government departments were required to consult with LGs prior to LGs being appointed to administer or enforce new primary legislation.
The Commission sees considerable merit in these recommendations and believes that these principles if adopted — both in Victoria and in other jurisdictions — will improve the capacity of LGs to act as regulators.
The New South Wales Government, in association with the Local Government and Shires Associations, the Local Government Managers Australia and the Australian Centre for Excellence for Local Government, have developed a final Action Plan as part of their Destination 2036 program that aims to assist LGs with meeting their future challenges. The Action Plan was released in June 2012, and recommended many activities that have the potential to build the capacity of LGs to regulate. These include:

· greater emphasis on Regional Organisations of Councils to both provide certain LG services and to strengthen collaboration on a regional level
· developing a program for sharing specialist professional, technical and other staff between councils in rural areas, on a regional basis and between urban and rural councils
· developing a program for partnering and mentoring between large/small and urban/rural councils
· helping to ensure that councils take advantage of the National Digital Economy Strategy and the National Strategy and the National Broadband Network to improve capacity and service delivery
· more clearly defining the functions, roles and responsibilities of the state and LGs
· improving access to state agency information and data (NSW Division of Local Government 2011b).
The NSW Division of Local Government also undertakes reviews of LGs on an individual basis through its Promoting Better Practice Review program. Under this program, individual LGs are examined across a range of areas including their:
· overall strategic position
· governance

· planning and regulatory practices

· asset and financial management

· community, communication and consultation practices

· workforce relations (NSW Division of Local Government 2011a).

Within each of these categories, the review identifies areas of ‘better practice’ and areas of ‘noteworthy practice’ as well as ‘areas for improvement’ — which are typically accompanied by recommendations as to how improvement can be achieved. Once completed, LGs are given an opportunity to comment on the review, before it is posted on the NSW Division of Local Government’s website. This is an important step in itself — by posting the report on the website, the transparency of the review process is enhanced and the fact that the report is in the public sphere may act as a further incentive for LGs to act on the recommendations.

Reviews are initiated by the Division of Local Government, however they can be undertaken at the request of an individual LG. The program also offers LGs a range of tools they can use for self-assessment, allowing LGs to audit their practices without the direct involvement of the Division of Local Government.
Programs that review LG practices on an individual level have a number of advantages:

· for LGs, reviews allow their practices to be examined by an independent party that can identify areas of deficiency and ways these can be addressed. It may also encourage collaboration between LG and the state and thereby benefit both tiers of government
· for state agencies, reviews can help to identify instances of leading practices in LG which can be transferred to other LGs. They can also indicate whether LGs are complying with state requirements and provide a ‘health check’ of a LG’s overall viability.
Reviews of individual LGs seem to be used sparingly in all jurisdictions apart from New South Wales and Tasmania
, and those that have been undertaken in other states have typically been in response to allegations of misconduct. However, more holistic reviews — similar to those employed by New South Wales — can be a useful tool to foster leading practices and build capacity in LGs.
Leading Practice 4.11
There are benefits from state governments reviewing individual local governments as is the case with the Promoting Better Practice Review program in New South Wales. The benefits of such reviews are maximised when:
· they extend beyond a purely financial focus to encompass other aspects of local government operation such as governance, workforce and the use of technology
· they aim to identify leading and/or noteworthy practices in local governments as well as identify areas for potential improvement
· state and territory governments work with local governments to address identified areas for improvement
· the reviews are made publically available upon completion to enable other local governments to benefit from the relevant findings.
Is charging for the regulatory service consistent with policy objectives and statutory obligations?
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� 	Only a small number of Northern Territory local governments responded to the Commission’s survey. A full list of responding agencies is outlined in Appendix A.


� 	Under current arrangements in NSW, LGs can apply to the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) to seek a rate increase above the pegged amount.


� 	Under current arrangements in NSW, local governments can apply to the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) to seek a developer contribution above the capped amounts.


� 	Based on 41 survey observations, with regulatory revenue including user fees and charges, statutory charges and fines but not rates levied against businesses.


� NSW local governments cannot make by-laws per se, but they can make local orders and approvals polices, which are similar to local laws, although the scope of topics they can cover is narrower.


� 	In Tasmania, until 2009, there was a requirement for LGs to be reviewed by the Tasmanian Local Government Board every 8 years. This requirement has since been removed, although reviews are still undertaken on specific matters.
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		City of Botany Bay						10.3626943005				10.3626943005		10.3626943005		35.2331606218				2.5906735751				7.7720207254						10.3626943005		1.5544041451										10.3626943005								0						1.0362694301		0		0		0										100		10.3626943005		(Please select area of most effort)

		Hawkesbury City Council						10				25		10										10						10						10				5												10								10												100		10		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		Horsham Rural City Council						8.2644628099				16.5289256198		4.958677686		8.2644628099				16.5289256198				8.2644628099						8.2644628099												8.2644628099																				8.2644628099				Animals		12.3966942149				100		8.2644628099		(Please select area of most effort)

		District Council of Tumby Bay						6.6666666667				6.6666666667		6.6666666667		13.3333333333						6.6666666667				20																		6.6666666667																		6.6666666667				Dogs, Fire Prevention		26.6666666667				100		6.6666666667		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Randwick						13.4218289086				5.5309734513		1.8436578171		14.7492625369				1.4749262537				2.581120944		4.4247787611		9.9557522124		6.6371681416		1.8436578171				26.8436578171																2.581120944								0.7374631268		3.6873156342				RW 6		3.6873156342				100		3.6873156342		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort

		District Council of Cleve						15.1515151515				15.1515151515		3.0303030303		15.1515151515				3.0303030303		3.0303030303		15.1515151515						6.0606060606						3.0303030303		6.0606060606																								15.1515151515										100		3.0303030303		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Wakool Shire Council						26.3157894737				26.3157894737				26.3157894737				1.3157894737								0								13.1578947368				1.3157894737								1.3157894737								2.6315789474				1.3157894737				0								100		2.6315789474		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Shire of Brookton						10				10		4		20		2		2		2		2		4								2		20								4						4		6				4						4										100		2		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Shoalhaven City Council										48.9361702128		2.1276595745		38.2978723404				2.1276595745										4.2553191489																2.1276595745																2.1276595745										100		1.0638297872		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort												Significant effort

		Clarence Valley Council						10.0502512563				30.1507537688		2.0100502513		30.1507537688				5.0251256281		1.0050251256		5.0251256281		2.0100502513		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		2.0100502513						1.0050251256		2.0100502513												0.5025125628		2.0100502513		1.0050251256		2.0100502513										100		1.0050251256		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		City of Playford						4.0201005025				20.1005025126				20.1005025126				10.0502512563		10.0502512563				2.0100502513				5.0251256281				0														10.0502512563				10.0502512563		1.0050251256		2.0100502513						5.0251256281		0.5025125628								100		1.0050251256		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		The City of Mitcham						7.0351758794				20.1005025126		6.5326633166		40.2010050251								1.5075376884						10.0502512563												4.0201005025														1.5075376884				1.0050251256		8.040201005										100		1.0050251256		Development assessment		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		Huon Valley Council						30.1507537688				15.0753768844		1.0050251256		25.1256281407				1.0050251256		2.0100502513		5.0251256281		5.0251256281		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		2.0100502513		2.0100502513				1.0050251256		1.0050251256				2.0100502513		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256				0.5025125628				1.0050251256												100		1.0050251256		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Inverell Shire Council						9.0180360721		0		22.0440881764		1.2024048096		9.0180360721		0		0.7014028056		0		22.0440881764		14.629258517		0		2.4048096192		0.501002004		0.2004008016		6.3126252505		0		0		0		0		4.9098196393		0		1.2024048096		0.7014028056		0		5.1102204409		0		0		0		0		0		0				100		1.002004008		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Dont know

		Broken Hill City Council						21.0294412177				21.0294412177		8.011215702		21.0294412177				1.5121169637				1.0014019627				0		7.0098137392						11.3659122772				0		1.0014019627														1.0014019627				1.0014019627		4.005607851		1.0014019627								100		1.0014019627		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		AlburyCity Council						10				10				12				3		5		2.5		10				15						5						10		5								5				5				2.5												100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant

		ARMIDALE DUMARESQ COUNCIL						12		0		12		5		12		5		1		2		0		2		0		2		5		0		5		0		5		8		3		2		0		0		3		0		3		2		3		4		4								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Bankstown City Council						10				15				10				0				2				0		10		13				20				0		10		0				0				5				0				5												100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Blue Mountains City Council						18				17		8		19		1		4		1		4		1				6		3				3																3				2				3		2				Companion Animals		5				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort

		Burwood Council						25				15		10						5		5		10																		25																		5												100		1		(Please select area of most effort)						Significant effort						Significant effort				Some effort

		Campbelltown City Council						10		1		7		1		10		2		5		7		5		8		0		2		4		1		10				2		1		1				3		1		7		1		3		1		1		5		1								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort				Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Council has not been able to understand what information is sought at this question

		City of Ryde						14		1		9		3		29		1		1		2		1		2		1		7		2		1		3		0		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		3		3		3		1								100		1		Development assessment		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Council has not been able to understand what information is sought at this question

		Cootamundra Shire						15		0		15		6		10		0		1		2		6		6		0		2		0		1		10		2		0		2		8		1		2		1		5		0		1		2		1		1		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Greater Hume Shire Council						5				9		2		22								24								1				3								2												15				2		15										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)

		Griffith City Council						5		1		15		3		20		1		1		3		10		8				5				1		5		1				1				1						1				8		2		2		2		1		Airport		3				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Harden Shire Council						20		0		15		2		25		0		2		2		1		5		0		0		2		1		6		1		4		0		2		0		0		1		2		1		3		2		1		2		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Junee Shire Council						25		0		20		5		35		0		1		1		2		0		0		0		1		1		2		1		0		0		1		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		3		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Kempsey Shire Council						7		1		10		0		11		0		1		1		6		1		4		0		2		1		2		0		0		0		7		0		3		0		1		0		1		1		0		4		0		Administration & governance		36				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Dont know		Dont know		Dont know		Dont know		Some effort		Some effort								Note: these answers have been provided for legislation applicable to 'Control of pest animals and plants'.

		Parramatta City Council						10				12		10		12								5		10				15		2				2						5										5				2				5		5										100		1		Development assessment		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort

		Port Macquarie-Hastings council						10		0		15		5		15		0		5		1		7		5		1		5		5		0		1		0		1		5		1		0		1		0		5		0		1		1		5		5		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Snowy River Shire						10				10		10		10				3		2		10		2				1		1				10						2		10								3				5		1		1		9										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort

		Temora						10		0		10		8		10		0		5		2		8		10		0		3		5		0		5		0		5		0		1		0		1		0		5		0		1		1		2		7		1								100		1		Building and construction		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Woollahra Municipal Council						1				16		3		17		2		1		4		3		2		2		10		1				2				2		7		1		14						1				1		4		4		2										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Wagga Wagga						10				10		10		10				2				10		5				2		2				5						10				2						5						5		5		7										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort

		Wyong Shire Council						10				10		5		15				5		5		10		10		1		5		2		1		2		1		1		5		1				1		1		1				1		1		1		5										100		1		Development assessment		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Alice Springs Town Council						5		10		2		0		10		0		2		5		2		17		0		15		5		0		2		0		1		5		1		2		0		0		10		2		0		0		0		2		2								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)										Significant effort

		Litchfield Council																						90																																										Governance		10				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Balonne Shire						8		0		8		8				0		8		7		8		16		0				0				8				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		7		16		0		6										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)

		Gladstone regional Council						19				34				24				3		3		2						3		3				6																										3										100		1		Building and construction		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Ipswich City Council						7				2		1		67								12						4		0				0				1		2				1				0						1				1		1										100		1		Control of pest animals and plants		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Dont know		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Mackay Regional Council						20				20		20										15						5												5																				15										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		McKinlay Shire Council						5				5		5		5				10		5		15		5						5		5		5																5				15		5				5										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort

		Murweh Shire Council						2		2		5		2		2		2		15		3		15		3		0		2		5		2		5		1		2		0		0		0		2		1		5		0		6		5		0		5		0		Flood Mitigation		8				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Needs to be a better balance between environment, social and economic considerations.		Significant effort

		Paroo Shire Council						2		2		18		5		10				5		1		10		20										10				3												2				8		1		1		2										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Inconsistency between legislation regarding how to issue orders or if actual PIN's can be issued. 
Lack of consultation during the review process. 
Local Government Act contains historical sections that cross over into other legislation, eg onsite sewage could sit under POEO. etc.		Some effort

		Scenic Rim Regional Council						12				19		5		20		1		2		1		15		1				1		1		1		1				1						2						1						1		2		12		1								100		1		Planning and land use		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Townsville City Council						6				1		14		20		10						4				1		5		2				1						5														1		1		1		14				Hydraulics/plumbing		14				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Winton Shire Council						3		1		5		1		2		2				2		3		5				2				2		6		1				1		1		20		1		1		5		1		2		2		1		30										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant

		CITY OF HOLDFAST BAY						6.25		0		6.25		18.75		12.5				0		0		0.25		19		0		13		0		0		0		0		0		13		0		0		0		0		1.6		0		0		0		0		9.4				Given the structure of our Regulatory Services it is difficult to estimate percentages.						100		1		Road side parking		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Too much prescriptive regulation.		Significant effort

		City of Mount Gambier						5		0		15		15		20		0		0		0		2		5		0		10		0		0		0		0		0		10		0		3		0		5		0		0		0		0		0		10		0								100		1		Development assessment		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		District Council of Orroroo Carrieton						2		2		3		1		5		1		4		2		4		9		0				10				5				5				15				2				8						2				13		2				5				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Dont know		Some effort				Some effort				Some effort						Some effort

		District Council of Robe						1		0		10		0		10		0		0		10		10		0		0		10		0		0		10		0		5		10		0		2		1		0		5		1		0		2		0		10		0				3				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Regional Council of Goyder								0				5		40		0		0		0		50		0		0		0				0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		4		0		0		0		1								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Dont know		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Tatiara District Council						10		0		20		10		20		0		2		2		4		2		0		2		1		0		5		0		0		0		0		1		2		0		5		0		1		1		1		10		1								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		Wattle Range Council						10		0		10		10		10		0		0		0		0		15		5		0		0		0		5		0		0		5		10		0		0		0		0		0		0		5		0		15		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Derwent Valley Council						25		0		20		1		5		0		5		0		25		0		0		0		3		0		2		0		0		0		2		0		0		0		5		0		2		0		1		4		0				0				100		1		(Please select area of most effort)						Significant effort

		Flinders Council						30		2		20		10		10																				4								8				2				2				10				2												100		1		Planning and land use		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		George Town Council						20				30				30				0		5				5		0								10																																				100		1		Planning and land use		Significant effort		Significant effort		Dont know		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		West Tamar Council						15				10		7		20				5				12				2												1						2		1		1		7				3				4		10										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Banyule City Council						4		0		5		8		16		3		1		1		2		3		0		10		1		1		5		1		1		4		0		4		2		1		5		0		2		3		2		15		0								100		1		Development assessment		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		City of Yarra						10				20		5		25						1		5		5				10						5										5						5								2				2								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Glen Eira City Council						20		0		10		2		25		0		1		5		3		2		0		2		1		0		8		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		10		0		0		1		0		5		1								100		1		Planning and land use		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Greater Geelong						9		1		9		6		9		1		2		4		6		2		2		2		7		2		8		0		2		4		2		4		2		0		2		0		2		4		1		6		1								100		1		Planning and land use		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Indigo Shire Council						35		0		25		6		2				4		4		5		1		0				1		1		2		0														2						2				10										100		1		Planning and land use		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Murrindindi Shire						20		0		15		8		5		0		1		5		1		5		0		1		1		1		15		0		0		1		0		5		0		0		2		0		0		5		1		8		0								100		1		Planning and land use		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		WYNDHAM CITY						9				16		14		28.9						1		16		1				1		1				1						0.5		0.2				0.2				1				0.2		7		2												100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Yarra Ranges Council						15		0		10		10		15		0		5		0		5		0		0		5		0		0		5		0		0		0		5		0		0		0		5		0		5		5		5		5		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		City of Cockburn						5		1		5		5		5		1		2		2		2		5		2		10		10		1		5		1		2		2		2		2		3		1		1		1		1		3		5		10		5								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant

		City of Greater Geraldton						10		1		10		10		3				10				10		3		3		3		3				1				5		3		1				3				1				5		1		3		10		1								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		City of Melville						8		1		8		5		8				5		5		5		5				5		15				5						2				2		4				4				1		2		3		6		1								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Shire of Broome						8		3		6		3		10		6		4		4		8		2		8		2		6		1		3		0		2		1		0		1		2		1		4		1		2		5		3		3		1								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Shire of Dalwallinu						5		0		5		1		3		0		5		1		3		3		0		1		10		0		20		0		5		1		5		1		0		0		5		3		2		5		1		15		0								100		1		Waste disposal and management		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort

		Shire of Dardanup						12				5		5		12				2		5		15		5				2		10		2		5								2				5				2				2		1		5		3										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)						Significant effort						Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Shire of Goomalling						5		5		10		2.5						2.5		2.5		2.5		5				2.5		2.5		5		10		2.5						2.5		5						5				2.5		10		2.5		15										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Shire of Murray						15		0		9		6		20		0		4		2		2		6		0		0.5		2		0.5		4		0		0		0.5		0		0.5		2		0		2		0		2		0		2		20		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)														Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Shire of Williams						20		0		10		5		10		0		5		5		1		5		0		0		5		1		5		0		5		0		0		5		0		0		5		2		0		1		0		10		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant

		Shire of York						20		0		23		10		4		0		0		1		4		1		0		2		0		1		5		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		13		2		2		1		10		0								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)				Significant effort								Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Town of Bassendean						11				16				16								47												5																										5										100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Town of Mosman Park						20		0		10		5		15		7		1		1		10		3		1		2		5		0		5		0		2		0		0		1		0		0		1		0		1		0		2		7		1								100		1		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		City of Charles Sturt						5.9171597633				8.875739645		0.9467455621		43.4319526627								1.1834319527				2.9585798817		29.5857988166						2.9585798817						1.1834319527														2.9585798817																100		0.5917159763		(Please select area of most effort)

		City of Stonnington						10.9375				10.9375		12.5		10.9375						6.25		1.5625		7.8125				13.28125		0.78125				0.78125						7.8125				0.78125						9.375				0.78125				2.34375		3.125										100		0.15625		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

						Delete zero and one hundred percent responses (2)																																																																		Total 9b		Count: significant effort				14		18		25		25		13		24		13		11		15				2

		number				0		909.5913757711		35		1055.0566395937		426.4477638422		1249.7402156673		48		208.8621993065		171.5122963301		660.3683306673		330.9117634087		47.9243823453		337.9473497723		173.1903642175		39.7154761785		406.4703234961		18.5606060606		71.3208145993		203.6546417796		114.3767169179		100.328779465		60.5710658556		23.2074299352		224.3128001315		28.0050251256		165.741913728		126.0100502513		124.4134799402		482.5036045722		29.5039145256		0		126.7506765158						Count: some effort				27		27		24		21		20		23		9		10		25				1

		sum				0		77		41		78		72		74		39		64		59		74		60		47		65		56		43		69		36		45		56		48		44		45		39		61		34		63		51		65		68		39		1		13						Count: not significant				10		8		4		6		19		6		29		31		12				0

		average				0		11.81287501		0.8536585366		13.5263671743		5.9228856089		16.8883812928		1.2307692308		3.2634718642		2.9069880734		8.9238963604		5.5151960568		1.0196677095		5.1991899965		3.0926850753		0.9236157251		5.8908742536		0.5155723906		1.5849069911		3.6366900318		2.3828482691		2.2801995333		1.3460236857		0.595062306		3.6772590185		0.8236772096		2.6308240274		2.470785299		1.9140535375		7.0956412437		0.7565106289		0		9.7500520397				128.43062818

		average		1		0		11.81287501		0.8536585366		13.5263671743		5.9228856089		16.8883812928		1.2307692308		3.2634718642		2.9069880734		8.9238963604		5.5151960568		1.0196677095		5.1991899965		3.0926850753		0.9236157251		5.8908742536		0.5155723906		1.5849069911		3.6366900318		2.3828482691		2.2801995333		1.3460236857		0.595062306		3.6772590185		0.8236772096		2.6308240274		2.470785299		1.9140535375		7.0956412437		0.7565106289		0		9.7500520397				128.43062818

		count		2		0		77		41		78		72		74		39		64		59		74		60		47		65		56		43		69		36		45		56		48		44		45		39		61		34		63		51		65		68		39		0		13

		max		4		0		35		10		48.9361702128		20		67		10		16.5289256198		10.0502512563		90		20		9.9557522124		29.5857988166		15		5		26.8436578171		6.0606060606		5		25		15		20		10.0502512563		5		10.0502512563		13		15		16		10		30		5		0		36

		min		5		0		1		0		1		0		2		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		median		12		0		10		0		10.1813471503		5		14.8746312684		0		2		2		5		5		0		3		2		1		5		0		1		2		1		1		1		0		3		0		2		2		1.0050251256		5.0125628141		0.5025125628		0		5

		sum		9		0		909.5913757711		35		1055.0566395937		426.4477638422		1249.7402156673		48		208.8621993065		171.5122963301		660.3683306673		330.9117634087		47.9243823453		337.9473497723		173.1903642175		39.7154761785		406.4703234961		18.5606060606		71.3208145993		203.6546417796		114.3767169179		100.328779465		60.5710658556		23.2074299352		224.3128001315		28.0050251256		165.741913728		126.0100502513		124.4134799402		482.5036045722		29.5039145256		0		126.7506765158





9a

		Approximately, what percentage of total local government authority staff hours is spent on regulatory functions?

				Q9a				count		63						range

		General_Albury City.pdf		4.75				average		20.1801587302				lowest		0

		General_Alice Springs Town.pdf		2.5				median		14				quartile2		7

		General_Armidale Dumaresq.pdf		5										median		14

		General_Bankstown City.pdf		40										quartile4		25

		General_Banyule City (4).pdf		9.3										highest		100

		General_Banyule City.pdf		25

		General_Blue Mountains City.pdf		16

		General_Broken Hill City.pdf		23

		General_Cabonne.pdf		15

		General_City of Botany Bay.pdf		10

		General_City of Cockburn.pdf		10

		General_City of Greater Geraldton.pdf		7

		General_City of Mandurah.pdf		8.5

		General_City of Melbourne.pdf		30

		General_City of Ryde.pdf		2

		General_City of Salisbury.pdf		60

		General_City of Stonnington.pdf		0

		General_Clarence Valley.pdf		9

		General_Colac Otway Shire.pdf		20

		General_Cootamundra Shire.pdf		15

		General_Dardanup.pdf		30

		General_Dubbo City.pdf		25

		General_Flinders.pdf		5

		General_George Town.pdf		5

		General_Gladstone Regional.pdf		7

		General_Glen Eira.pdf		4

		General_Greater Geelong.pdf		15

		General_Greater Hume Shire (2).pdf		65

		General_Greater Hume Shire.pdf		2

		General_Hawkesbury City.pdf		50

		General_Horsham Rural.pdf		4

		General_Huon Valley.pdf		21

		General_Junee Shire.pdf		8.3

		General_Kempsey Shire.pdf		2

		General_Leichhardt.pdf		10

		General_Lismore City.pdf		10

		General_Litchfield.pdf		50

		General_Mackay Regional.pdf		60

		General_McKinlay.pdf		5

		General_Mount Gambier.pdf		14

		General_Murrindindi Shire.pdf		15

		General_Northern Midlands.pdf		22

		General_Paroo Shire.pdf		20

		General_Parramatta City.pdf		100

		General_Port Macquarie-Hastings.pdf		30

		General_Shire of York.pdf		10

		General_Shoalhaven City.pdf		5

		General_Snowy River Shire.pdf		10

		General_Sutherland Shire.pdf		3

		General_Tatiara.pdf		25

		General_Temora.pdf		10

		General_Town of Bassendean.pdf		33

		General_Town of Mosman Park.pdf		70

		General_Townsville City.pdf		25

		General_Wagga.pdf		10

		General_Wakool Shire.pdf		20

		General_Warren Shire.pdf		9

		General_Wattle Range.pdf		27

		General_West Tamar.pdf		18

		General_Winton Shire.pdf		9

		General_Woollahra Municipal.pdf		1

		General_Wyndham City.pdf		80

		General_Yarra Ranges.pdf		15





9b

		Q10b Of the staff hours spent on regulatory functions, approximately, what percentage of that time is allocated to each area of legislation?

				Time		Staff hours		Direct business impact		Some business impact		Almost no business impact		Unknown business impact

		Transport						0		22.4		0		0

		Public services and Infrastructure						0		18.2		0		0

		Development assessment		16.8883812928				16		0		0		0

		Building and construction		13.5263671743				13		0		0		0

		Planning and land use		11.81287501				12		0		0		0

		Environment						0		10		0		0

		Other		9.7500520397				0		0		0		8

		Control of pest animals and plants		8.9238963604				0		0		9		0

		Community health and public safety		7.0956412437				0		9		0		0

		Food and liquor		5.9228856089				6		0		0		0

		Emergencies		2.470785299				0		0		3		0

		Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander affairs		0.8536585366				0		0		1		0

										100

		Transport

		Traffic management including signage, signals and calming devices		5.5151960568		6%				6%

		Road side parking		5.1991899965		5%				5%

		Street lighting and footpaths		2.9069880734		3%						3%

		Bridges		0.9236157251		1%		1%

		Railroad level crossings		0.5155723906		1%						1%

		Laneways, right-of-ways & road access		2.2801995333		2%				2%

		Non-road forms of transport		0.8236772096		1%		1%

		Weight loads of non-standard vehicles		0.595062306		1%		1%

		Off-street car parking		3.6366900318		4%		4%

		Environment

		Water quality and monitoring		2.6308240274		3%				3%

		Biodiversity and vegetation management		3.2634718642		3%						3%

		Coastal management		1.0196677095		1%						1%

		Carbon management measures		0.7565106289		1%						1%

		Other landcare		1.5849069911		2%						2%

		Wetlands and inland waterways		1.3460236857		1%				1%

		Public services and Infrastructure

		Waste disposal and management		5.8908742536		6%				6%

		Stormwater and drainage		3.6772590185		4%						4%

		Reserves and picnic areas		3.0926850753		3%						3%

		Water collection and reuse		2.3828482691		2%						2%

		Noise and air quality		1.9140535375		2%				2%

		Third party infrastructure		1.2307692308		1%		1%

		Q10b Of the staff hours spent on regulatory functions, approximately, what percentage of that time is allocated to each area of legislation?

		Planning and land use		11.81287501		Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander affairs		0.8536585366

		Building and construction		13.5263671743		Food and liquor		5.9228856089

		Development assessment		16.8883812928		Third party infrastructure		1.2307692308

		Biodiversity and vegetation management		3.2634718642		Street lighting and footpaths		2.9069880734

		Control of pest animals and plants		8.9238963604		Traffic management including signage, signals and calming devices		5.5151960568

		Coastal management		1.0196677095		Road side parking		5.1991899965

		Reserves and picnic areas		3.0926850753		Bridges		0.9236157251

		Waste disposal and management		5.8908742536		Railroad level crossings		0.5155723906

		Other landcare		1.5849069911		Off-street car parking		3.6366900318

		Water collection and reuse		2.3828482691		Laneways, right-of-ways & road access		2.2801995333





9b

		



Direct business impact

Some business impact

Almost no business impact

Unknown business impact

Average per cent of staff hours



Data for 9c

				Population growth means there is greater call for regulation in this area		Laws are vague and require interpretation		The requirements under the laws are quite onerous		Laws and requirements are constantly changing		High importance to local community		Economic changes, such as high growth, has increased demand for regulation in this area		Laws are very prescriptive		Other factor		The social, environmental or economic consequences of non-compliance are so high as to require significant effort		Social or geographical nature of your council area		(please state)

		Count: significant effort		24		29		41		35		43		21		28		2		26		24

		Count: some effort		15		42		32		35		31		14		39		1		38		29

		Count: not significant		41		10		8		11		8		46		11		0		17		25

		Q1		Q9c_VeryPrescriptive		Q9c_VagueAndRequireInterpretation		Q9c_QuiteOnerous		Q9c_ConstantlyChanging		Q9c_SocialOrGeographical		Q9c_HighImportance		Q9c_PopulationGrowth		Q9c_EconomicChanges		Q9c_SocialrequiresSignificantEffort		Q9c_OtherType		Q9c_OtherDefreeOfEffort

		Adeladie City Council

		Adelaide Hills Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		AlburyCity Council		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant

		Alice Springs Town Council										Significant effort

		ARMIDALE DUMARESQ COUNCIL		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Balonne Shire

		Banana Shire Council

		Bankstown City Council		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Banyule City Council		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Bathurst Regional Council								Significant effort				Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Blue Mountains City Council		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort

		Broken Hill City Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Burwood Council						Significant effort						Significant effort				Some effort

		Cabonne Council

		Campbelltown City Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort				Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		City of Botany Bay

		City of Busselton		Dont know

		City of Charles Sturt

		City of Cockburn		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant

		City of Darwin		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		City of Gosnells		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		City of Greater Geraldton		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		CITY OF HOLDFAST BAY		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant

		City of Mandurah

		City of Marion		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort

		City of Melbourne

		City of Melville		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		City of Mount Gambier		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		City of Playford		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		City of Ryde		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort

		City of Salisbury		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		City of Stonnington		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		City of Wanneroo		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort

		City of Whyalla

		City of Yarra		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Clarence Valley Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Colac Otway Shire																				Not able to give an overall assessment

		Cootamundra Shire		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Derwent Valley Council						Significant effort

		District Council of Cleve		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		District Council of Franklin Harbour		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		District Council of Orroroo Carrieton		Dont know		Some effort				Some effort				Some effort						Some effort

		District Council of Robe		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		District Council of Tumby Bay		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Dubbo City Council								Significant effort

		East Gippsland Shire Council

		Flinders Council		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		George Town Council		Significant effort		Significant effort		Dont know		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Gladstone regional Council		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Glen Eira City Council		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Gold Coast City Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Greater Geelong		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Greater Hume Shire Council																				Council has not been able to understand what information is sought at this question

		Griffith City Council		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Harden Shire Council		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Hawkesbury City Council		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		Horsham Rural City Council

		Huon Valley Council		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Indigo Shire Council		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Inverell Shire Council		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Dont know

		Ipswich City Council		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Dont know		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Note: these answers have been provided for legislation applicable to 'Control of pest animals and plants'.

		Junee Shire Council		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Kempsey Shire Council		Dont know		Dont know		Dont know		Dont know		Some effort		Some effort

		Leichhardt Council

		Lismore City Council		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Dont know		Dont know		Some effort

		Litchfield Council		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Mackay Regional Council		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Maitland City Council

		McKinlay Shire Council		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort

		Murrindindi Shire		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Murweh Shire Council		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Northern Midlands Council

		Paroo Shire Council		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		Parramatta City Council		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort

		Port Macquarie-Hastings council		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Randwick		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort

		Regional Council of Goyder		Dont know		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Scenic Rim Regional Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Shire of Brookton		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Shire of Broome		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Shire of Dalwallinu		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort

		Shire of Dardanup						Significant effort						Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Shire of Goomalling		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Shire of Leonora																				Unknown (minimal data recorded)

		Shire of Murray														Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Shire of Victoria Plains		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Shire of Williams		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant

		Shire of York				Significant effort								Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Shoalhaven City Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort												Significant effort		Needs to be a better balance between environment, social and economic considerations.		Significant effort

		Snowy River Shire		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Inconsistency between legislation regarding how to issue orders or if actual PIN's can be issued. 
Lack of consultation during the review process. 
Local Government Act contains historical sections that cross over into other legislation, eg onsite sewage could sit under POEO. etc.		Some effort

		Sutherland Shire Council		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Tatiara District Council		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		Temora		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		The City of Mitcham		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		Town of Bassendean		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Town of Mosman Park		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Too much prescriptive regulation.		Significant effort

		Townsville City Council		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		Wagga Wagga		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort

		Wakool Shire Council		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Warren Shire Council		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		Wattle Range Council		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		West Tamar Council		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		Winton Shire Council		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant

		Woollahra Municipal Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		WYNDHAM CITY		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		Wyong Shire Council		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		Yarra Ranges Council		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort





9c

				Q10c Based on your answer to the previous question, what factors might explain the reason behind the time required for the three areas with the highest administration effort ? (please choose: (1) significant effect (2) some effect (3) not significant)

						1		0.5		-1

		weighted significance				significant effect		some effect		not significant		weighted positive significance

		49		Laws quite onerous		41		32		8		57		49		The requirements under the laws are quite onerous

		43.5		Laws/requirements changing		35		35		9		52.5		43.5		Laws and requirements are constantly changing

		40		Laws vague/ require interpretation		29		42		10		50		40		Laws are vague and require interpretation

		36.5		Laws very prescriptive		28		39		11		47.5		36.5		Laws are very prescriptive

		28		High consequences of non-compliance		26		38		17		45		28		The social, environmental or economic consequences of non-compliance are so high as to require significant effort

		20		High importance to local community		18		26		11		31		20		High importance to local community

		13.5		Social/ geographical nature of council area		24		29		25		38.5		13.5		Social or geographical nature of your council area

		2.5		Other factor		2		1		0		2.5		2.5		Other factor

		-9.5		Population growth		24		15		41		31.5		-9.5		Population growth means there is greater call for regulation in this area

		-18		Economic changes		21		14		46		28		-18		Economic changes, such as high growth, has increased demand for regulation in this area

				(please state)		2		1		0

						Most						second most						third most

						1		2		3		1		2		3		1		2		3

				Laws are very prescriptive

				Laws are vague and require interpretation

				The requirements under the laws are quite onerous

				Laws and requirements are constantly changing

				Social or geographical nature of your council area

				High importance to local community

				Population growth means there is greater call for regulation in this area

				Economic changes, such as high growth, has increased demand for regulation in this area

				The social, environmental or economic consequences of non-compliance are so high as to require significant effort

				Other factor

				(please state)
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Sheet4

				Q9a		Q9b_PlanningLandUse		Q9b_AboriginalTorresStraitIslander		Q9b_BuildingConstruction		Q9b_FoodLiquor		Q9b_DevelopmentAssessment		Q9b_ThirdPartyInfrastructure		Q9b_BiodiversityVegitationMan		Q9b_StreetLighting		Q9b_ControlOfPestAnimalsPlants		Q9b_TrafficManagement		Q9b_CoastalManagement		Q9b_RoadSideParking		Q9b_ReservesPicnicAreas		Q9b_Bridges		Q9b_WasteDisposalManagement		Q9b_RailroadLevelCrossings		Q9b_OtherLandCare		Q9b_OffStreetCarParking		Q9b_WaterCollectionReuse		Q9b_LanewaysRoadAccess		Q9b_WetlandsInlandWaterways		Q9b_WeightLoadsNonStdVehicles		Q9b_StomeWaterDrainage		Q9b_NonroadFormsOfTransport		Q9b_WaterQuality		Q9b_Emergencies		Q9b_NoiseAirQuality		Q9b_CommunityHealth		Q9b_CarbonManagement		Q9b_OtherAreaType		Q9b_OtherAreaValue		RunningTotal		Q9c_AreaSelection		Q9c_VeryPrescriptive		Q9c_VagueAndRequireInterpretation		Q9c_QuiteOnerous		Q9c_ConstantlyChanging		Q9c_SocialOrGeographical		Q9c_HighImportance		Q9c_PopulationGrowth		Q9c_EconomicChanges		Q9c_SocialrequiresSignificantEffort		Q9c_OtherType		Q9c_OtherDefreeOfEffort

		General_Albury City.pdf		4.75		10				10				12				3		5		2.5		10				15						5						10		5								5				5				2.5										100		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Alice Springs Town.pdf		2.5		5		10		2		0		10		0		2		5		2		17		0		15		5		0		2		0		1		5		1		2		0		0		10		2		0		0		0		2		2						100		(Please select area of most effort)										Significant effort

		General_Armidale Dumaresq.pdf		5																																																																0		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_Bankstown City.pdf		40		10		1		7		1		10		2		5		7		5		8		0		2		4		1		10				2		1		1				3		1		7		1		3		1		1		5		1						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort				Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Banyule City (4).pdf		9.3		1				1		1		3.4				0.25				0.75						1		0.15										1								0						0.1		0		0		0								9.65		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_Banyule City.pdf		25		5		1		5		5		5		1		2		2		2		5		2		10		10		1		5		1		2		2		2		2		3		1		1		1		1		3		5		10		5						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Bathurst Regional.pdf				10		1		10		10		3				10				10		3		3		3		3				1				5		3		1				3				1				5		1		3		10		1						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		General_Blue Mountains City.pdf		16		6.25		0		6.25		18.75		12.5				0		0		0.25		19		0		13		0		0		0		0		0		13		0		0		0		0		1.6		0		0		0		0		9.4				Given the structure of our Regulatory Services it is difficult to estimate percentages.				100		Road side parking		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant

		General_Broken Hill City.pdf		23																																																																0		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_Burwood.pdf																																																																		0		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_Cabonne.pdf		15		14		1		9		3		29		1		1		2		1		2		1		7		2		1		3		0		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		3		3		3		1						100		Development assessment		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort

		General_Campbelltown City.pdf																																																																		0		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_City of Botany Bay.pdf		10		12		0		12		5		12		5		1		2		0		2		0		2		5		0		5		0		5		8		3		2		0		0		3		0		3		2		3		4		4						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_City of Cockburn.pdf		10		70				70		80		70						40		10		50				85		5				5						50				5						60				5				15		20								640		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_City of Greater Geraldton.pdf		7		10				30		2		30				5		1		5		2		1		1		1		1		2						1		2												0.5		2		1		2								99.5		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		General_City of Holdfast Bay.pdf																																																																		0		(Please select area of most effort)																				Not able to give an overall assessment

		General_City of Mandurah.pdf		8.5		15		0		15		6		10		0		1		2		6		6		0		2		0		1		10		2		0		2		8		1		2		1		5		0		1		2		1		1		0						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_City of Melbourne.pdf		30		12				5		5		12				2		5		15		5				2		10		2		5								2				5				2				2		1		5		3								100		(Please select area of most effort)						Significant effort						Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		General_City of Ryde.pdf		2																																																																0		(Please select area of most effort)								Significant effort

		General_City of Salisbury.pdf		60		30		2		20		10		10																				4								8				2				2				10				2										100		Planning and land use		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_City of Stonnington.pdf		0		20				30				30				0		5				5		0								10																																		100		Planning and land use		Significant effort		Significant effort		Dont know		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Clarence Valley.pdf		9		19				34				24				3		3		2						3		3				6																										3								100		Building and construction		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort

		General_Colac Otway Shire.pdf		20		20		0		10		2		25		0		1		5		3		2		0		2		1		0		8		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		10		0		0		1		0		5		1						100		Planning and land use		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		General_Cootamundra Shire.pdf		15		10				15				10				0				2				0		10		13				20				0		10		0				0				5				0				5										100		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Dardanup.pdf		30		5		5		10		2.5						2.5		2.5		2.5		5				2.5		2.5		5		10		2.5						2.5		5						5				2.5		10		2.5		15								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		General_Dubbo City.pdf		25		9		1		9		6		9		1		2		4		6		2		2		2		7		2		8		0		2		4		2		4		2		0		2		0		2		4		1		6		1						100		Planning and land use		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		General_Flinders.pdf		5		5				9		2		22								24								1				3								2												15				2		15								100		(Please select area of most effort)																				Council has not been able to understand what information is sought at this question

		General_George Town.pdf		5		5				9		2		22								24								1				3								2												15				2		15								100		(Please select area of most effort)																				Council has not been able to understand what information is sought at this question

		General_Gladstone Regional.pdf		7		1				2.5		1										1						1						1				0.5												1								1										10		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		General_Glen Eira.pdf		4		1				2		0.6		1				2				1						1												1																				1				Animals		1.5		12.1		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_Goomalling.pdf				30				15		1		25				1		2		5		5		1		1		1		2		2				1		1				2		1		1		1				0.5				1										99.5		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Greater Geelong.pdf		15		35		0		25		6		2				4		4		5		1		0				1		1		2		0														2						2				10								100		Planning and land use		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Greater Hume Shire (2).pdf		65		9		0		22		1.2		9		0		0.7		0		22		14.6		0		2.4		0.5		0.2		6.3		0		0		0		0		4.9		0		1.2		0.7		0		5.1		0		0		0		0		0		0		99.8		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Dont know

		General_Greater Hume Shire.pdf		2		7				2		1		67								12						4		0				0				1		2				1				0						1				1		1								100		Control of pest animals and plants		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Dont know		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Note: these answers have been provided for legislation applicable to 'Control of pest animals and plants'.

		General_Hawkesbury City.pdf		50		4		0		5		8		16		3		1		1		2		3		0		10		1		1		5		1		1		4		0		4		2		1		5		0		2		3		2		15		0						100		Development assessment		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Horsham Rural.pdf		4		25		0		20		5		35		0		1		1		2		0		0		0		1		1		2		1		0		0		1		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		3		0						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Huon Valley.pdf		21		7		1		10		0		11		0		1		1		6		1		4		0		2		1		2		0		0		0		7		0		3		0		1		0		1		1		0		4		0		Administration & governance		36		100		(Please select area of most effort)		Dont know		Dont know		Dont know		Dont know		Some effort		Some effort

		General_Indigo Shire.pdf																																																																		0		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_Inverell Shire.pdf																																																																		0		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_Ipswich City.pdf																																																																		0		Development assessment		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Dont know		Dont know		Some effort

		General_Junee Shire.pdf		8.3																		90																																										Governance		10		100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		General_Kempsey Shire.pdf		2		20				20		20										15						5												5																				15								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		General_Latrobe City.pdf																																																																		0		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_Leichhardt.pdf		10		5				5		5		5				10		5		15		5						5		5		5																5				15		5				5								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort

		General_Lismore City.pdf		10		5		0		15		15		20		0		0		0		2		5		0		10		0		0		0		0		0		10		0		3		0		5		0		0		0		0		0		10		0						100		Development assessment		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Litchfield.pdf		50		4		0		5		8		16		3		1		1		2		3		0		10		1		1		5		1		1		4		0		4		2		1		5		0		2		3		2		15		0						100		Development assessment		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Mackay Regional.pdf		60		20		0		15		8		5		0		1		5		1		5		0		1		1		1		15		0		0		1		0		5		0		0		2		0		0		5		1		8		0						100		Planning and land use		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Maitland City.pdf																																																																		0		(Please select area of most effort)

		General_McKinlay.pdf		5		2		2		18		5		10				5		1		10		20										10				3												2				8		1		1		2								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		General_Mount Gambier.pdf		14		10				12		10		12								5		10				15		2				2						5										5				2				5		5								100		Development assessment		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Murrindindi Shire.pdf		15		10		0		15		5		15		0		5		1		7		5		1		5		5		0		1		0		1		5		1		0		1		0		5		0		1		1		5		5		0						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		General_Northern Midlands.pdf		22		15		0		9		6		20		0		4		2		2		6		0		0.5		2		0.5		4		0		0		0.5		0		0.5		2		0		2		0		2		0		2		20		0						100		(Please select area of most effort)														Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		General_Paroo Shire.pdf		20		20		0		23		10		4		0		0		1		4		1		0		2		0		1		5		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		13		2		2		1		10		0						100		(Please select area of most effort)				Significant effort								Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		General_Parramatta City.pdf		100						46		2		36				2										4																2																2								94		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort												Significant effort		Needs to be a better balance between environment, social and economic considerations.		Significant effort

		General_Port Macquarie-Hastings.pdf		30		10				10		10		10				3		2		10		2				1		1				10						2		10								3				5		1		1		9								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Inconsistency between legislation regarding how to issue orders or if actual PIN's can be issued. 
Lack of consultation during the review process. 
Local Government Act contains historical sections that cross over into other legislation, eg onsite sewage could sit under POEO. etc.		Some effort

		General_Shire of Murray.pdf																																																																		0		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		General_Shire of York.pdf		10																																																																0		(Please select area of most effort)								Significant effort				Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort

		General_Shoalhaven City.pdf		5		10		0		20		10		20		0		2		2		4		2		0		2		1		0		5		0		0		0		0		1		2		0		5		0		1		1		1		10		1						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		General_Snowy River Shire.pdf		10		10		0		10		8		10		0		5		2		8		10		0		3		5		0		5		0		5		0		1		0		1		0		5		0		1		1		2		7		1						100		Building and construction		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Sutherland Shire.pdf		3		11				16				16								47												5																										5								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Tatiara.pdf		25		20		0		10		5		15		7		1		1		10		3		1		2		5		0		5		0		2		0		0		1		0		0		1		0		1		0		2		7		1						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Too much prescriptive regulation.		Significant effort

		General_Temora.pdf		10		6				1		14		20		10						4				1		5		2				1						5														1		1		1		14				Hydraulics/plumbing		14		100		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort

		General_Town of Bassendean.pdf		33		10				10		10		10				2				10		5				2		2				5						10				2						5						5		5		7								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort

		General_Town of Mosman Park.pdf		70		10				10				10				0.5								0								5				0.5								0.5								1				0.5				0						38		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Townsville City.pdf		25																																																																0		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Wagga.pdf		10		10		0		10		10		10		0		0		0		0		15		5		0		0		0		5		0		0		5		10		0		0		0		0		0		0		5		0		15		0						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Not significant

		General_Wakool Shire.pdf		20		15				10		7		20				5				12				2												1						2		1		1		7				3				4		10								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Warren Shire.pdf		9		18				17		8		19		1		4		1		4		1				6		3				3																3				2				3		2				Companion Animals		5		100		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort

		General_Wattle Range.pdf		27		3		1		5		1		2		2				2		3		5				2				2		6		1				1		1		20		1		1		5		1		2		2		1		30								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Not significant		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant

		General_West Tamar.pdf		18		1				16		3		17		2		1		4		3		2		2		10		1				2				2		7		1		14						1				1		4		4		2								100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Winton Shire.pdf		9		9				16		14		28.9						1		16		1				1		1				1						0.5		0.2				0.2				1				0.2		7		2										100		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Some effort		Not significant		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort

		General_Woollahra Municipal.pdf		1		10				10		5		15				5		5		10		10		1		5		2		1		2		1		1		5		1				1		1		1				1		1		1		5								100		Development assessment		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort		Significant effort

		General_Wyndham City.pdf		80		15		0		10		10		15		0		5		0		5		0		0		5		0		0		5		0		0		0		5		0		0		0		5		0		5		5		5		5		0						100		(Please select area of most effort)		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Not significant		Not significant		Significant effort

		General_Wyong Shire.pdf				21				21		8		21				1.51				1				0		7						11.35				0		1														1				1		4		1						99.86		(Please select area of most effort)		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Significant effort		Some effort		Some effort		Not significant		Not significant		Some effort

		General_Yarra Ranges.pdf		15		25				15		10						5		5		10																		25																		5										100		(Please select area of most effort)						Significant effort						Significant effort				Some effort





				Q9a		Q9b_PlanningLandUse		Q9b_AboriginalTorresStraitIslander		Q9b_BuildingConstruction		Q9b_FoodLiquor		Q9b_DevelopmentAssessment		Q9b_ThirdPartyInfrastructure		Q9b_BiodiversityVegitationMan		Q9b_StreetLighting		Q9b_ControlOfPestAnimalsPlants		Q9b_TrafficManagement		Q9b_CoastalManagement		Q9b_RoadSideParking		Q9b_ReservesPicnicAreas		Q9b_Bridges		Q9b_WasteDisposalManagement		Q9b_RailroadLevelCrossings		Q9b_OtherLandCare		Q9b_OffStreetCarParking		Q9b_WaterCollectionReuse		Q9b_LanewaysRoadAccess		Q9b_WetlandsInlandWaterways		Q9b_WeightLoadsNonStdVehicles		Q9b_StomeWaterDrainage		Q9b_NonroadFormsOfTransport		Q9b_WaterQuality		Q9b_Emergencies		Q9b_NoiseAirQuality		Q9b_CommunityHealth		Q9b_CarbonManagement		RunningTotal				TOTAL

		General_Goomalling.pdf				30				15		1		25				1		2		5		5		1		1		1		2		2				1		1				2		1		1		1				0.5				1						99.5				99.5

						1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256						29.1457286432

		NEW				30.1507537688		0		15.0753768844		1.0050251256		25.1256281407		0		1.0050251256		2.0100502513		5.0251256281		5.0251256281		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		2.0100502513		2.0100502513		0		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		0		2.0100502513		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		0		0.5025125628		0		1.0050251256		0		0						100

						30.1507537688		0		15.0753768844		1.0050251256		25.1256281407		0		1.0050251256		2.0100502513		5.0251256281		5.0251256281		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		2.0100502513		2.0100502513		0		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		0		2.0100502513		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		1.0050251256		0		0.5025125628		0		1.0050251256		0		0						100

		General_Greater Hume Shire (2).pdf		65		9		0		22		1.2		9		0		0.7		0		22		14.6		0		2.4		0.5		0.2		6.3		0		0		0		0		4.9		0		1.2		0.7		0		5.1		0		0		0		0		99.8				99.8

						1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008		1.002004008						29.0581162325

		NEW				9.0180360721		0		22.0440881764		1.2024048096		9.0180360721		0		0.7014028056		0		22.0440881764		14.629258517		0		2.4048096192		0.501002004		0.2004008016		6.3126252505		0		0		0		0		4.9098196393		0		1.2024048096		0.7014028056		0		5.1102204409		0		0		0		0						100

						9.0180360721		0		22.0440881764		1.2024048096		9.0180360721		0		0.7014028056		0		22.0440881764		14.629258517		0		2.4048096192		0.501002004		0.2004008016		6.3126252505		0		0		0		0		4.9098196393		0		1.2024048096		0.7014028056		0		5.1102204409		0		0		0		0						100

		General_Parramatta City.pdf		100						46		2		36				2										4																2																2				94				94

						1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872		1.0638297872						30.8510638298

		NEW				0		0		48.9361702128		2.1276595745		38.2978723404		0		2.1276595745		0		0		0		0		4.2553191489		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2.1276595745		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2.1276595745		0						100

						0		0		48.9361702128		2.1276595745		38.2978723404		0		2.1276595745		0		0		0		0		4.2553191489		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2.1276595745		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2.1276595745		0						100

		General_Town of Mosman Park.pdf		70		10				10				10				0.5								0								5				0.5								0.5								1				0.5				0		38				38

						2.6315789474																																																														2.6315789474

		NEW				26.3157894737		0		26.3157894737		0		26.3157894737		0		1.3157894737		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		13.1578947368		0		1.3157894737		0		0		0		1.3157894737		0		0		0		2.6315789474		0		1.3157894737		0		0						100

						26.3157894737		0		26.3157894737		0		26.3157894737		0		1.3157894737		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		13.1578947368		0		1.3157894737		0		0		0		1.3157894737		0		0		0		2.6315789474		0		1.3157894737		0		0						100

		General_Wyong Shire.pdf				21				21		8		21				1.51				1				0		7						11.35				0		1														1				1		4		1		99.86				99.86

						1.0014019627																																																														1.0014019627

		NEW				21.0294412177		0		21.0294412177		8.011215702		21.0294412177		0		1.5121169637		0		1.0014019627		0		0		7.0098137392		0		0		11.3659122772		0		0		1.0014019627		0		0		0		0		0		0		1.0014019627		0		1.0014019627		4.005607851		1.0014019627						100

						21.0294412177		0		21.0294412177		8.011215702		21.0294412177		0		1.5121169637		0		1.0014019627		0		0		7.0098137392		0		0		11.3659122772		0		0		1.0014019627		0		0		0		0		0		0		1.0014019627		0		1.0014019627		4.005607851		1.0014019627						100

																																																																				0

		1		AVERAGE

		2		COUNT

		3		COUNTA

		4		MAX

		5		MIN

		6		PRODUCT

		7		STDEV.S

		8		STDEV.P

		9		SUM

		10		VAR.S

		11		VAR.P

		12		MEDIAN

		13		MODE.SNGL

		14		LARGE

		15		SMALL

		16		PERCENTILE.INC

		17		QUARTILE.INC

		18		PERCENTILE.EXC

		19		QUARTILE.EXC






