Local Government Remuneration Tribunal

Annual
Determination

Report and determination
under sections 239 and 241 of the
Local Government Act 1993

23 April 2026

NSW

GOVERNMENT




Contents

Executive Summary 5
Functions of the Tribunal 5
Fees 6
Categories 8
2027 Annual Review 9

Section 1 — Introduction 1
Methodology 11
Summary of submissions 12

Section 2 — 2025 Determinations 15
2025 Annual Determination 15
2025 Special Determination 15

Section 3 — 2026 Review 17
The relevant history 17
2026 Annual Review process - Fees 21

Conclusions about general fee increase in 2026 26
Fees for Deputy Mayors 27
Setting of Fees by Councils 29
2026 Annual Review process — category review 29
Correction of an identified anomaly 33
Proposed renaming of “Principal CBD” as the “Principal City” 33
Proposed reclassification of City of Parramatta Council from Major CBD to Principal CBD 34
Proposed new Metropolitan Major — High Growth Category 37
Metropolitan Major 40
Metropolitan Large 41
Metropolitan Medium 43
Proposed new Metropolitan Small — Fast Growing category 44
Metropolitan Small 46
Major Regional City 46
The proposed change to the Major Strategic Area criteria 47
Regional Strategic Area 51
Regional Centre 53

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination 2



Contents

Regional Rural 54
Rural Large 56
Rural 57
County Councils 57
County Councils — Water 60
County Councils — Other 60
Section 4 — The 2027 Annual Review 62
Structure and fee considerations 62
The conduct of the 2027 Annual Review 65
Section 5 — Determinations 69
Determination No. 1 — Allocation of Councils into each of the categories as per section 239 of
the Act effective 1 July 2026 69
General Purpose Councils — Metropolitan 69
General Purpose Councils - Non-Metropolitan 70
County Councils 72
Determination No. 2 - Fees for Councillors and Mayors as per section 241 of the Act effective
from 1 July 2026 73
General Purpose Councils — Metropolitan 73
General Purpose Councils - Non-Metropolitan 74
County Councils 74
Determination No. 3 - Fees for appointed Councillors and Chairperson as per clause 12(c),
Schedule 11 of the Act effective from 1 July 2026 76
Councils designated as ‘rural and remote Councils’ 76
Appendices 77
Appendix 1 Criteria that apply to categories 77
Principal CBD 77
Major CBD 78
Metropolitan Major 79
Metropolitan Large 79
Metropolitan Medium 80
Metropolitan Small 81
Major Regional City 82

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination 3



Contents

Major Strategic Area

Regional Strategic Area

Regional Centre

Regional Rural

Rural Large

Rural

County Councils - Water

County Councils - Other

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination

82
83
84
85
85
86
86
86



Executive Summary

Functions of the Tribunal

1. Section 241 of the Local Government Act 1993 (the Act) requires the Local Government
Remuneration Tribunal (the Tribunal), by 1 May each year, to determine for each of the
categories of Councils determined under s 239, the maximum and minimum fees to be
paid to Mayors and Councillors in the following year. As well as those of Chairpersons and
members of County Councils: s 400. The Tribunal may also amend a determination it has
made for fees to be paid to the appointed Chairperson and appointed Councillors of a

council designated as a Rural and Remote Council: ¢ 12(c), sch 11.

2. Section 239(1) of the Act requires the Tribunal to determine the categories of Councils and
mayoral offices at least once every three years. It must then also place each Council and
mayoral office into one of those categories. There are presently 135 Councils in the State,
including County Councils, which are allocated into 15 different categories, with Central

Darling Council being the subject of a 2025 Special Determination.

3. The Tribunal must also report its determination to the Minister within seven days: s 244.

The Tribunal’s Annual Determination takes effect from 1 July each year.

4, All of the Tribunal’s functions must be undertaken in accordance with the purposes of the

Act, specified in s 7 to be:

(a) to provide the legal framework for the system of local government for New South

Wales,

(b) to set out the responsibilities and powers of Councils, Councillors and other persons

and bodies that constitute the system of local government,

(c) to provide for governing bodies of Councils that are democratically elected, or for

certain rural and remote Councils, part elected and part appointed,
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Executive Summary

(d) to facilitate engagement with the local community by Councils, Councillors and other

persons and bodies that constitute the system of local government,

(e) to provide for a system of local government that is accountable to the community and

that is sustainable, flexible and effective.

Fees

5. For reasons explained below, the Tribunal has determined that from 1 July 2026 there
must be a 3.7% increase in the current minimum and maximum fees applicable to each
category of Council, as well in the fees of the appointed Chairperson and appointed
Councillors of Central Darling Shire Council. That reflecting increases in the cost of living.

Relevant indicators since the 2025 adjustment, including:

e Consumer Price Index for the 12 months to February 2026 of 3.7%;

e Wage Price Index for the 12 months to December 2025 of 3.4%;

¢ Full-time average weekly ordinary time earnings for the 12 months to November 2025;
e NSW Public Sector Salaries increases for FY 2025/26 of 3%;

e Local Government State Award increases for FY 2025/26 of 3%;

¢ |IPART Rate Peg Base Cost Change for FY 2025/26 of 3.6%;

e The 2025 Public Service Senior Executive remuneration determinations of the

Statutory and Other Offices Remuneration Tribunal; and

e The 2025 State Members of Parliament Basic Salary remuneration determination of

the Parliamentary Remuneration Tribunal.

6. The Tribunal has also taken note of the current war in the Middle East, which is likely
having an adverse impact on the cost of living. But takes the view that its effects and their

potential impact on fee adjustment, cannot reliably be determined at this point.
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Executive Summary

10.

11.

What was advanced in submissions included that not only should there be a cost of living
increase in 2026. But that there should be a much more significant increase in fees, to
reflect that current fees no longer adequately reflect the challenging work which Mayors
and Councillors must undertake in their important elected offices. With the result that fees
should be increased to reflect those determined by the Tribunal for the Chairperson and
appointed Councillors of the Central Darling Council in its 2025 Special Determination. As
well as the remuneration and allowances paid to Mayors and Councillors in Queensland

and Victoria.

The Tribunal accepts that it has the discretion to determine that fees should justly be
increased, by more than a cost of living adjustment, as was urged. That permitting its
consideration of the adequacy of current fees, given the work which Mayors and

Councillors are elected to perform and how that has changed over time.

That is because while s 242A of the Act requires the Tribunal to give effect to the same
policies on increases in remuneration as those that the Industrial Relations Commission is
required to give effect to under s 146C of the Industrial Relations Act 1996 (NSW) when
making or varying awards or orders relating to the conditions of employment of public
sector employees. That section has now been repealed, that removing the prior fetter on

the Tribunal’s discretion to adjust fees in the way urged on this review.

The Tribunal also accepts that a greater increase than that which it has determined, may
be warranted. But has concluded that the amount of any such increase requires further
consideration in light of changes which have taken place over time. Not merely in the
amount of the fees fixed by past Determinations, but also in the work Mayors and

Councillors have to perform in their elected offices.

Understandably, some submissions sought to draw comparisons with the fees fixed by the
2025 Special Determination for the appointed Councillors and Chairperson for the Central
Darling Shire Council and those fixed for other Mayors, as well as with payments made to

Councillors and Mayors in other States.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

When such comparisons are drawn, consideration can not only be given to the amount of
such fees and remuneration. It must also be given to matters such as the nature of the
appointments, the work required and the hours and nature of the work performed as a
result. As well as to how that compares to what is required of Mayors and Councillors of
Local and County Councils in this State and the fees which they receive, as a result. That
also requiring an understanding of the applicable statutory schemes and the reasons for

the past fixation of the fees and remuneration relied on.

The Tribunal was provided with little information or submissions about such matters and
so is unable to come to conclusions about whether increases based on the comparisons

sought to be drawn, can be entertained.

Other submissions about desirable fee adjustment depend on the NSW Parliament
amending the Act, to provide for Mayors and Councillors to receive remuneration or salary,

rather than a fee for office.

Even if such comparisons are presently available to be made, the differences in the
statutory regimes, which were not addressed, as well as similarities and differences in the
work being compared, would have to be considered. Conclusions about such matters

cannot rest merely on opinions advanced in submissions.

Categories

16.

In its 2026 Annual Review, as it has done in past three yearly reviews, the Tribunal
undertook a s 239 determination, having invited and received submissions about proposed
changes. As a result, it has concluded that it is necessary to rectify a criteria anomaly
identified in the Regional Strategic category established by the 2023 Annual
Determination, as well as adjusting the population criteria for the Major Strategic Area
category, from 300,000 to 200,000.

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination 8



Executive Summary

17.  The Tribunal also identified that Dungog Shire Council has met the population threshold
and Councillor to population ratio criteria for Rural Large and will, as a result, be placed in

the Rural Large category.

18.  The Tribunal also concluded that in 2026 there should be no other change to the present

categories, which will thus continue to be:

Metropolitan Non-Metropolitan County Councils
Principal CBD Major Regional City Water

Major CBD Major Strategic Area Other
Metropolitan Major Regional Strategic Area

Metropolitan Large Regional Centre

Metropolitan Medium | Regional Rural

Metropolitan Small Rural Large

Rural

2027 Annual Review

19.  For reasons explained further below, in the 2027 Annual Review the Tribunal will invite
further submissions from every Council, Local Government NSW and the Minister, about
the current categories, criteria and fee structure and whether they remain fit for their
statutory purpose. That will provide an opportunity for reliable information and submissions

to be provided about claimed changes and available comparisons.

20. The Tribunal will then give further consideration to the current structure of the categories
by reference to which it must fix minimum and maximum fees. That consideration may
also have an impact on further fee adjustment in 2027, given that the submissions
advanced on this review have raised the question of whether the current system of
categories and the criteria by which Councils are allocated to them, remain fit for their

purpose.

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination 9



Executive Summary

21.  The new structure and criteria will reflect the requirements of the Act, as will the new criteria
adopted and Councils’ allocation to the revised categories. The Tribunal will also
determine which criteria individual Councils satisfy, which they will have an opportunity to

address, having been invited to provide the Tribunal with the relevant, reliable information.
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Section 1 — Introduction

Methodology

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

The Tribunal’'s inquiries are regulated by s 243 of the Act, which permit it to make such

inquiry as it thinks necessary, before making a determination.

Section 248 requires Councils to pay Councillors fees which are fixed by reference to the
minimum and maximum fees determined by the Tribunal. Section 239 also requires the
Tribunal, at least once every 3 years, to determine categories for Councils and mayoral

office and to place Councils into those categories.

The Tribunal's 2026 Annual Review commenced in October 2025 with the assistance of
its Secretariat, when all Councils and the Association were invited to provide submissions
about fees and categorisation. Its invitation asked that submissions be endorsed by
Councils. All submissions received from Councils were endorsed. The Tribunal also

received a submission from some individual Councillors and the Association.

Some twenty-five submissions were received from Councils, only some of which
addressed fee increases. In its submissions the Association addressed proposed fee
increases, as well as problems with the Determination flowing from the operation of the

Act, proposed alterations to Council categories and the criteria by which they are allocated.

The Tribunal later met with representatives of 19 Councils, seven Councillors and the
Association, who addressed written submissions and, in some cases, provided further data
to support the submissions advanced. Not all of that provided was sourced from publicly
available sources such as the Australian Bureau of Statistics and its reliability was thus not

able to be assessed.

The Tribunal also had regard to the other information referred to in this report.
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Summary of submissions

28. Most of the submissions received focused on the inadequacies of the fees and the statutory

system which requires them to be fixed as they are. Issues raised including that:

¢ The remuneration which the fees generate being grossly inadequate, not adequately
compensating for the skills, knowledge and responsibilities the Act requires

Councillors and Mayors in urban, regional and rural contexts to have and exercise;

e There has been significant, increasing complexity in the work which has to be
undertaken, as well as an increase in the time it requires, without a change in

remuneration to compensate for these changes;

e Thatincluding as the result of changes to the Code of Meeting Practice which Councils
have to observe, which has resulted in increased expenses having to be born, for

which there is no compensation;

e There is a need for a Deputy Mayor fee to be implemented, to reflect what this role

now requires;

e That the current fee structure and meeting requirements act as a barrier to desirable
skilled representation in local government, as well as to desirable diversity in that

representation;
¢ It has also driven the loss of able and experienced representatives;

e The existing differences in fees received by Councillors and Mayors in Metropolitan
Councils, by comparison to those received by those in Regional and Rural Councils,
did not reflect the similarities in their roles and responsibilities. Nor the additional

responsibilities which have to be undertaken in Regional and Rural Councils;

e The Determination drives politicisation of Councils, by requiring them to set their own
fees within the minimum and maximum set by the Tribunal, which also put them into

an undesirable position of conflict: ss 239 and 248; and
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o Fees were out of step with those which are paid to Board members and those who
accept appointments to advisory committees, with which comparisons were also

sought to be drawn, but no concrete information was provided about.

29.  On this review the Tribunal was urged to undertake a similar assessment of fees to that
undertaken in 1995 and not to limit its consideration of what fee increase a cost of living
adjustment would warrant. It was also urged to also consider the range of factors it has

taken into account in the past, in determining what a cost of living adjustment should be.

30. Various submissions also urged the desirability of various other proposed legislative

changes. For example:

e Introducing a new model of remuneration for Mayors and Councillors to replace the

current fee based structure;

e Removing the Tribunal's obligations to fix maximum and minimum fees for Mayors

and Councillors;
¢ Introducing a separate fixed fee for the Deputy Mayor position;

e Deputy Mayors receiving mayoral fees while acting as Mayor, but Mayors still

continuing to be paid their Mayoral fees;
¢ Indexed pro rata remuneration; and

¢ Recognition that the work of Mayors and Councillors involves a full time job. As to
which, it must be noted, no information provided to the Tribunal established this to be

the case.

31.  These matters are not within the Tribunal’s control, but they will be drawn to the attention

of the Minister.

32.  The Tribunal accepting the importance of the various views raised by Councils, Councillors

and the Association and as a result, will draw them to the attention of the Minister. But that
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it has power to act on some of them on this review, has not been established, given the

current statutory scheme.

33. The Tribunal also notes that consideration of future expected developments when Councils
are categorised was also urged by some submissions. While others expressed satisfaction
with the Council’s current categorisation, as the basis for fixing its fees, while not
addressing whether it still satisfied the applicable criteria. This will have to be revisited in
the 2027 Annual Review.

34. If further submissions are then advanced, which provide a basis for different conclusions
being arrived at about any of the above matters, they will of course be considered by the
Tribunal. And if the Act is amended in response to what has been urged, the Tribunal will

then undertake whatever statutory tasks it is given.
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2025 Annual Determination

35.

36.

37.

In 2025, the Tribunal received sixteen written submissions, which included two requests
for re-categorisation. As a result, it reviewed population and other data relating to those

Councils, to ensure categorisation was consistent with the applicable criteria.

The Tribunal found that the then current allocation of the Councils remained appropriate,
with the exception of Mid Coast Council. As a result of it meeting the population
benchmark, it was re-categorised from Regional Centre to Regional Strategic Area: 2025

Annual Determination report at [58]-[59].

The Tribunal also determined that the minimum and maximum fees applicable to each

category would increase by 3% from 1 July 2025.

2025 Special Determination

38.

39.

The Tribunal also made a Special Determination in 2025, following the introduction of the
Local Government Amendment (Rural and Remote Councils) Act 2024 and the Local
Government (General) Amendment (Rural and Remote Councils) Regulation 2025.
Having on 6 June 2025 received a direction from the Minister for Local Government under
s 242 of the Act, to determine the maximum and minimum fees for Appointed Councillors

and the Chairperson for Central Darling Shire Council.

The effect of the legislation was to insert Schedule 11 into the Act, cl 3 permitting a Council
to be designated as a Rural and Remote Council by regulation, as the Central Darling Shire
Council was, when the Minister recommended that it met criteria specified by the
regulation: cl 3(2). The Regulations now provide that a Council may be designated as a
Rural and Remote Council if, at the time of designation, its area has a population of 5,000
persons or fewer as recorded in data series 1410.0-Data by Region published by the

Australian Bureau of Statistics: r 413F.
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40.

41.

42.

43.

Central Darling Shire Council is designated as a Rural and Remote Council for 10 years: r
413G. With the result that it must have six Councillors, one elected from each ward, as

well as three appointed by the Minister r 413G(3).

The Minister must also appoint an appointed Councillor as chairperson of the Council: cl
10(1) sch 11. The Tribunal’s determinations under s 241 do not apply to appointed
Councillors: cl 12(2)(a) sch 11. But it must determine their maximum and minimum fees

and may at any time amend such a determination: cl 12(2)(b) and (c) sch 11.

In its Special Determination the Tribunal determined a minimum fee of $13,830 and a
maximum of $13,930 for appointed Councillors and a minimum of $72,080 and a maximum

of $72,180 for the appointed Chairperson.

This Determination was relied on in this review to advance the Association’s submissions
that the functions of the appointed chairperson of Central Darling Shire Council are
substantially the same as those of Mayors of other Rural Councils. With the result that
their fees should be increased to similar amounts. That was supported by submissions

advanced by some Councils.
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Section 3 — 2026 Review

The relevant history

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

The submissions advanced require not only a consideration of the current fees and what
the statutory scheme provides for, but also of the history by which they have been arrived

at. As well as the impact of changes which have occurred.

The history was not addressed by the submissions advanced.

Relevantly, it includes that in 1994 the Tribunal undertook wide ranging consultations to
establish what was then involved in the roles and functions of elected representatives of
local government, conducting public hearings to obtain a representative cross section

across the State.

It then examined matters such as Councillors’ backgrounds and experience; community
activities engaged in before and after election; time spent on meetings as well as
preparation time; Council’s functions and the issues and problems they had to deal with.
As well as remuneration levels and ratios between Councillors and Mayors. The Tribunal
having received submissions from 66 Councils, 7 County Councils, associations and the

public: at page 3 — 5 of the 1994 Determination.

The functions of Councils and the roles of their elected officials under the Act were
explained, with contrasts drawn with the predecessor 1919 legislation. Under which
members of Councils “were regarded in effect, as performing honorary community roles,
with some provision for recompense for prescribed incurred expenses”. at 11 of the 1995

Determination.

Existing fees were then found not to adequately recompense those elected for the
performance of their duties at regular Council meetings, special community and committee

meetings, communication with the community and representing Council at functions: at 11
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50.

51.

52.

53.

of the 1995 Determination. That requiring lengthy periods to be spent on Council business

and associated interviewing, reading and preparation: at 12 of the 1995 Determination.

The Tribunal had regard to all such activities in setting fees under the 1993 Act, at a time
when they were performed in addition to Mayors and Councillor's normal occupations: at
12 of the 1995 Determination. It then being the common experience that the substantial
majority of Councillors and Mayors were involved in some other employment or

engagement, either full-time or part-time.

The fees then fixed were based on an assumption that Councillors would also be
recompensed for expenditure reasonably incurred in relation to their Council duties. That
being a matter of discretion for each Council, according to the particular circumstances of
that Council. That allowing them to determine the extent of any absorption of expenses in

fees: at 16 of the 1995 Determination.

The minimum fees were determined on the basis that Councillors and Mayors were
‘performing a community service in addition to their normal occupations”. at 16 of the 1995
Determination. The usual practice being “to programme the attendance of councillors and
mayors outside normal business hours for meetings and other activities to accommodate
their other time commitments. Their duties not requiring continuous attendance during the

course of each working day.”. at 16 — 17 of the 1995 Determination.

And that “The duties performed as mayor attract an additional fee for extra delegated duties
and functions actually performed”: at 17 of the 1995 Determination. It was further
explained at 19 of the 1995 Determination:

“The minimum fees determined provide the statutory minimum payment for councillors and
mayors. They are based on an assessment of the average council in each category. As -
with any averaging, the fees may be generous for some councils but modest for others.
The maximum fees provide the necessary ambit of discretion to enable each council to

assess its performance compared with other councils in its category. Such discretion
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54.

55.

56.

S7.

58.

enables each council to determine whether its performance as a whole compared with the
other councils justifies a payment in excess of the minimum to its councillors and/or mayor.
It is conceivable that because of significant delegations by a council to the mayor, this
situation may warrant a fee greater than the minimum for the mayor, but not for councillors.

The reverse situation could also apply.”

What was then being evaluated by the Tribunal being “the knowledge, skills and community

interests of councillors and mayors”. at 19 of the 1995 Annual Determination.

This Determination also explained, in detail, how the categories were then arrived at. With
various distinctions drawn between Metropolitan and Non-metropolitan Councils, with
consideration of matters such as their size, population, assets and expenditure, amongst
other factors. Consideration also then being given to the unique position of the Council of
the City of Sydney.

It also explained how this related to the fees determined, given the relevant history. Which
included a change from the original position under the 1919 Act, that Local Government
elected officials had traditionally been seen as civic minded citizens providing a voluntary
service to the community, being born in mind. As well as what had been recognised when
the Local Government (Payment of Fees) Amendment Act 1993 (NSW) was introduced. It
recognising payment of a fee for attending to Council business, i.e., meetings, inspections,
etc, which did not involve the payment of salaries: at 64-66 of the 1995 Annual

Determination.

Consideration was also given to the statutory roles and responsibilities of Councils in other
States and overseas, as well as of comparisons then sought to be drawn with members of

Parliament.

It was not then accepted that local government representation had progressed to the status
of an independent career. Even though some elected officers chose to spend their time,

full time, on Council duties: at 69-70 of the 1995 Determination.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

It was also explained that the minimum and maximum fee range fixed required Councils to
each evaluate the functions and responsibilities which were actually performed by their

Councillors: at 76 of the 1995 Determination.

After 1995, over time the fees fixed by the Determination have been increased by the
Tribunal, to reflect changes it made to the categories of Councils which the Act required it

to review regularly, in order to fix appropriate maximum and minimum fees.

In 2017 the Tribunal noted that what the Act required was “a categorisation model in which
Councils with the largest number of features in common can be grouped together for
remuneration purposes. This is not straightforward, as each Council has challenges and

issues which are unique”: at [16].

It then found that while the then existing criteria continued to provide an equitable and
transparent model by which to differentiate Councils for the purposes of determining
remuneration, there was some scope to refine the criteria to address a number of
anomalies and to better reflect the composition of Councils after amalgamations: at [18] —
[19] 2017 Annual Report.

It also sought to improve consistency and transparency in the allocation of Councils into
categories, with the result that a number were either recategorised into an existing

category, or a new category: at [19].

Fees were determined for the new categories, having regard to relativities between the

existing groups: [54].

Fees were later increased to reflect not only cost of living increases, but also changes
which the Tribunal made to Council categories and the applicable criteria. But for a time,
the Tribunal’s powers to increase fees were frozen and at other times available fee

increases were capped, as the result of steps taken by Governments.
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66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

These changes to its discretions were explained in the Tribunal's various Annual
Determinations. They help explain the complaints received on this review about the current
fees, which it must be accepted, as a result, do not reflect all increases in the cost of living

over time.

On the Association’s approach, this has resulted in fees which no longer accurately reflect

what the Tribunal first assessed, independently, in 1995.

In 2020 the Tribunal considered recategorisation proposals it received in 2019, about
which it sought and received submissions: at [13]-[19] 2020 Annual Report. Then creating
the new category of Regional Centre; renaming Regional City to Major Regional City and
also adopting some changed criteria. As well as reordering the Regional Strategic Area

criteria, considering that it warranted further differentiation.

It also altered the criteria for Metropolitan Medium and Metropolitan Large categories, with
resulting changes for other categories: at [23]-[30]. In some cases, additional criteria being
significant enough to warrant some Councils’ categorisation into a group with a higher

population: at [30]. Fees were set to reflect resulting activities: at [69].

In 2023 the Tribunal sought to improve consistency of the criteria and also adopted non-
resident population criteria for some categories, with resulting reclassification of some
Councils: at [23]-[25] 2023 Annual Report. As well as creating two new categories, Rural

Large and Metropolitan Major, to bridge identified gaps: [26]-[36].

2026 Annual Review process - Fees

71.

As explained, this year’s submissions pursued various concerns about the current fees.
They not being considered to adequately compensate for the skills and knowledge
Councillors and Mayors are required to exercise, or the time they have to spend in

performing the duties of their offices, given considerable changes over time. In
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72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

considerable part this having been driven by population increases and changes introduced

by Governments.

The view repeatedly urged being that current fees result in a considerable barrier to
desirable diversity in representation in local government, as well as problems in attracting

and retaining suitably qualified people to stand for and remain in office, when elected.

The Tribunal accepts that there are such problems, given the information and submissions

it has received.

There were various submissions that an increase was necessary, given the increased cost
of living. But few submissions addressed the quantum of the increase. Narrabri Council
urging a 10% increase and Lake Macquarie a 3-4% increase. Another that fees should be
doubled. Other submissions urging that Mayoral fees be increased substantially to reflect
the 2025 Special Determination. The Association and some Councils also seeking
increases which resulted in fees similar to the remuneration paid in Queensland and

Victoria.

The City of Sydney Council did not seek such increase in the fees payable to the Lord
Mayor, but urged very substantial increases for Councillors. Some Councillors also
providing, late, further information which the Tribunal did not have the opportunity to give
adequate consideration to, given all they have raised and the time frame in which this

review must be completed.

Some submissions also urged an increase in fees of rural and regional Councillors and

Mayors, to assist in addressing low candidature numbers.

The Association also urged that a significant increase in fees was needed to:

“1. Ensure that Councillors and Mayors in New South Wales do not continue to experience

fee erosion flowing from the former NSW Public Sector Wages Policy;
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78.

79.

80.

2.Reflect the current economic climate in New South Wales and adjust fees according to

recent and relevant economic data; and

3. Recognise the increasing demands and time commitment required of elected local

government representatives.”

The Association noting that the repeal of s 146C of the Industrial Relations Act 1996 (NSW)
had the result that the Tribunal is no longer constrained by a cap when awarding fee
increases. And urging that the Tribunal accept that current fees were manifestly
inadequate, not properly reflecting as they needed to, the current responsibilities and role
of elected Council officials. That preventing Councils’ financial stability and also deterring
quality candidates, of all backgrounds, pursuing civic office, which was not in the public

interest.

It also submitting that fees should now be assessed on the basis that the work of elected
officials was valued at more than 8 hours per week, at the rate of the national minimum

wage. It also advanced economic and wage data to support these arguments

The submissions thus drew comparisons with:

e The salary paid to members of parliament under the Parliamentary Remuneration Act
1989 (NSW);

¢ Remuneration which Mayors and Councillors of Queensland Councils are paid under
the Local Government Act 2009 (QLD) and the Local Government Regulation 2012
(QLD); and

e Allowances which Victorian Mayors and Councillors receive, fixed by the Victorian
Independent Remuneration Tribunal under s 39 of the Local Government Act 2020
(VIC).
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81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

Specific examples were also relied on. Including, for example, that Councillors in
Townsville are paid a maximum remuneration of $135,123, while those in Liverpool are
paid a maximum fee of only $34,820. While in the case of Mayors the comparison was
$225,206 to $136,290.

The difficulty with such comparisons is that the other legislative schemes relied on, do not
provide for a fee based structure of the kind for with the Act provides for NSW Mayors and

Councillors.

Parliamentarians in this State, for example, receive a basic salary and an electoral
allowance payable as compensation in respect of all incidents of the performance of their
parliamentary duties (other than those compensated or reimbursed by other additional
entitlements): s 4 and 10(2B) of the Parliamentary Remuneration Act 1989 (NSW).

Still, some submissions relied on an observation in the 2024 Parliamentary Remuneration
Tribunal Annual Report, where |, in my capacity as Parliamentary Remuneration Tribunal,
said at [28] that:

“Not only should Members of Parliament be fairly remunerated for their important and
challenging work, within the State’s means, but it must also be remembered that such
remuneration and the other conditions and entitlements provided by the Determination play
a real role in attracting people of high intellect, integrity and vigour to stand for election to
the Parliament. People who have the necessary skills to perform such work well and who
are prepared to devote their time to serving the public interest, rather than only their own
interests. Appropriate salary and conditions also help to ensure that such people are also
prepared to continue seeking re-election in order to continue performing the important work

of their offices.”

The view urged being that those observations also apply to NSW Councillors and Mayors,
given the valuable, time consuming and challenging work which their roles now require

them to perform.

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination 24



Section 3 — 2026 Review

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

While the Tribunal was not provided with information which would provide a basis for the
acceptance of these opinions, support for them can be found in s 232 of the Act, which
explains the important roles which Councillors play. As well as in s 233A, which specifies
the oath of office which they must take after election. By which they promise to undertake
the duties of their office in the best interests of the people of their Council area and that
they will faithfully and impartially carry out their functions, powers, authorities and

discretions.

Despite this and no matter how earnestly held, it is not presently apparent how these views
can be acted on by the Tribunal, given the current legislative scheme. All of them seeming
to depend on the Parliament amending this State’s Act, to provide for Mayors and

Councillors to receive remuneration or salary, rather than a fee for office.

As has been explained in past Annual Determinations, that is not a matter within the

Tribunal’s control.

The 20 May 1993 Second Reading speech to the Act explains how its terms were arrived
at. As the result of a lengthy bipartisan reform process, following enquiry into changes
required to be made to the then frequently amended predecessor 1919 legislation:
Hansard p 2414. The Tribunal's 1994 Determination explains the process by which it
initially fixed fees and the subsequent Annual Determinations, how they have been

increased over time.

Tribunal Determinations have thus explained that Mayors and Councillors are paid a fee
for the services which they volunteer to provide when they are elected, not a salary.
Section 241 still obliges the Tribunal to fix such a fee. It follows that it does not have the

power to determine that they should be paid a salary, or remuneration.

Little Information was provided on this review to support the submissions which urged the
view that the current statutory fee model is no longer appropriate. The significantly

increased and more responsible work which it is widely considered now falls to Councils
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to perform and what that requires of its Mayor and Councillors, helps explain why it is also

widely considered that legislative change is now desirable.

92.  Such information is relevant to the determination of an increase in fees. But the Tribunal
has no power to act on the view that the current statutory fee based model no longer
remains appropriate. Nor to determine that a remuneration based model such as that
contained in the Queensland and Victorian legislation should be adopted in this State. Nor

what such remuneration should be.

Conclusions about general fee increase in 2026

93. The Tribunal has considered all it has received, together with the other matters referred to
in this report, having been assisted by its two assessors: s 236. Meeting with them to
consider their views about the submissions the Tribunal received and the exercise of its

functions on this review.
94. The result is the Tribunal’s conclusions that:

e All fees should be adjusted from 1 July 2026 by 3.7% to reflect changes in the cost of
living, in the expectation that there will be further increases in those costs, driven by
the consequences of the war in the Middle East, which is already having adverse

impacts on the entire Australian community;

e To make no other adjustments to fees on this review, but to invite the submissions
further explained below, in the 2027 Annual Review. The Tribunal accepting that
changes have occurred which ought to be reflected in the fees fixed by the
Determination. But also considering that further information and consideration is
required, before conclusions can be arrived at about how those changes can be fairly

reflected by a further fee adjustment.
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95. The Tribunal thus accepts that it is time to undertake a review of the kind the Association
proposed, but has concluded that it cannot be undertaken in this review. That explaining

the process which the Tribunal proposes to undertake in 2027, explained in section 4.

The same fee structure for all Mayors and Councillors

96. Remuneration for a Mayor or Councillor not being based on geographical location was also
urged by submissions advanced. A number contending that the role of a Mayor and
Councillor was fundamentally the same, requiring the same skills, knowledge, experience
and responsibilities regardless of location. With the result that the fees of Regional and

Rural Mayors should be increased to that of their Metropolitan colleagues.

97. These submissions cannot be accepted. The Act requiring the Tribunal to fix appropriate
categories of Council, having regard to specified criteria. The Determination’s history and
criteria helping to explain differences recognised by the categories. Which the Tribunal

must reflect in the minimum and maximum fees fixed for each category.

98. These submissions did not pay necessary regard to these statutory requirements, which

are not for the Tribunal to ignore or abandon.

99. The Act does not permit the Tribunal to fix the same fees for all Mayors and Councillors,
irrespective of their category. If it were to be found that the fees for Mayors and Councillors
of different categories ought to be completely the same, that would necessarily reflect that

those Councils ought to fall within the same category.
Fees for Deputy Mayors
100. The Act also does not permit the Tribunal to fix a separate fee for Deputy Mayors. Despite

which the issue of a distinct fee within the Determination for the role of Deputy Mayor was

once again pressed, as it has been on past reviews. That being supported on this review
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101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

by reports of Mayors being unable to perform the functions of their offices, which had to be

taken on by Deputy Mayors, without receiving any resulting additional fees.

One submission was that Deputy Mayors undertake significant responsibilities, which the
Act fails to adequately recognise or remunerate. Another that a Deputy Mayor must also
step in to represent the Mayor when unavailable, chairs committees and plays a pivotal

role in decision making and advocacy.

The submissions thus urged that the fee structure recognise the additional workload and

responsibility that comes with the role of Deputy Mayor.

The issue of fees for the role of Deputy Mayor was explained in the 2024 Annual
Determination at [53]-[55] and in the 2025 Annual Determination at [62]- [65]. What was

there explained was not addressed in the submissions.

Section 249 (5) still permits a Council to “pay the Deputy Mayor (if there is one) a fee
determined by the Council for such time as the Deputy Mayor acts in the office of the
Mayor. The amount of the fee so paid must be deducted from the Mayor’s annual fee.”

That requires a decision of Council and cannot be dictated by either the Mayor or a Deputy.

The submissions advanced reveal that some Councils have chosen not to exercise this
power. With the result that the Deputy Mayor who took on functions the Mayor was unable
to perform for a period, received no additional fees to reflect the increased duties taken on.
That is an available outcome under the Act and remains a matter for each Council to

determine. It is not within the control of Mayors.

Still, there having been no change to the Act which would permit the Tribunal to determine
a distinct fee for the position of Deputy Mayor, must result in the submissions advanced

being rejected. It will, however, draw the issues raised to the Minister’s attention.
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Setting of Fees by Councils

107. Concerns regarding the setting of minimum and maximum fees by Councils, still required
by s 241, was also again raised by some submissions. A number calling on the Tribunal
to set only one mandatory fee for each category. Another suggesting that the Tribunal
could increase the minimum fees to the same amount as the maximum fee level. Another,

advocating repeal of s 241 of the Act.

108. Such change was urged because it was considered that this would result in desirable
equality of fees and remove the potential for politicisation of fee setting, and potential

conflicts of interest. That also enhancing relationships with the community.

109. In the same way as the Court of Appeal recently explained in Director of Public
Prosecutions (NSW) v President of the Legislative Council of New South Wales [2026]
NSWCA 20 [57], the Tribunal is satisfied that it cannot do indirectly, what the Act does not

permit it to do directly.

110. It follows that these submissions must also be rejected. But this issue will also be drawn

to the Minister’s attention.

111. In the 2027 Annual Review, submissions will be invited about the appropriate range

between the minimum and maximum fees for the categories then determined.
2026 Annual Review process — category review

112. In determining Council categories, the Tribunal is required to have regard to the matters

specified in s 240 of the Act, namely:

e The size of areas;

e The physical terrain of areas;
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e The population of areas and the distribution of the population;

e The nature and volume of business dealt with by each Council;

e The nature and extent of the development of areas;

e The diversity of communities served;

e The regional, national and international significance of the Council;

e Such matters as the Remuneration Tribunal considers relevant to the provision of

efficient and effective local government; and

e Such other matters as may be prescribed by the regulations.

113. The categories of County Councils also require regard be paid to the functions of County
Councils: s 240(2). They are specified in s 394 of the Act to be any one or more of the
functions of a Council under the Act or any other Act, in accordance with a proclamation

made for the purpose of Part 5 of the Act.

114. The Tribunal last reviewed the categories of Councils and mayoral offices in 2023. The
current categories in 2026 attracting the increased minimum and maximum fees earlier
explained. With the result that some of them continue to overlap considerably, others being

but little different and some not readily able to be reconciled.

115. This helps explain why the Tribunal has concluded that limited change is warranted on this
review, without the more extensive review of categories, criteria and resulting appropriate
fees which will be undertaken in 2027. In order to ensure that the statutory intent is
achieved by the Determination. On that review all Councils will be asked to provide
reliable, comparable and publicly available data, on which the Tribunal’s decisions can

then fairly be made.

116. The purpose of the categories and the specified criteria is to enable the Tribunal to annually
determine the maximum and minimum amounts of fees to be paid to Mayors and

Councillors in each of the categories it determines: s 239.
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117.

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

They having no other statutory purpose, it is difficult to see the reason for a number of
current categories attracting overlapping fees; there being limited differences between the
fees attracted by other categories, while fees for the Chairperson of the Darling Shire

Council are very substantially higher than those paid to very many Mayors.

This and the submissions advanced also raise the question of whether the categories and
criteria provided by the 2023 Annual Determination, adjusted in the limited way explained
by this Determination, adequately reflect the requirements of the Act. As well as whether

they continue to remain appropriate and fit for purpose or require further review.

The matters specified in s 240(1) driving the need to take into account relevant statistical
and demographical data, such as that sourced from the Australian Bureau of Statistics and
the Office of the Local Government and Planning NSW, to which regard has been paid in
the past. As well as to data provided by Councils about their particular areas and

operations, which also have to be taken into account.

One of the difficulties on this review was that the Tribunal had no up to date data about the
position of the majority of Councils, which would enable it to determine whether the current
category and criteria continue to be fit for purpose, given the requirements of s 240. As
well as whether the categories into which Councils are currently placed, remain

appropriate.

The history of the categories established by past Determinations began in 1994, when
there were more Councils in existence and fees were fixed having regard to past history.
In 1995, 5 categories were established, with three special categories then also continuing,
S1 — Sydney City Council, S2 Newcastle and Wollongong City Councils and S3 — County

Councils.

In the Tribunal’'s ongoing 3 yearly reviews since then, categories have been altered,
merged and increased for various reasons, including to reflect Council mergers. A new

model being adopted in 2017 when the number of Councils was reduced to 128. That
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123.

124.

125.

126.

having established 5 Metropolitan categories and 4 Non Metropolitan categories. In 2020

criteria for some categories were altered, two new categories created and one renamed.

In 2023 a further two new categories were created, three Councils which met the criteria
thresholds for existing categories were reclassified and criteria consistency improved by
the inclusion of the non-resident population, for a number of categories. A consideration
permitted by s 240(1), which enables the Tribunal to have regard to such matters as it
considers relevant to the provision of efficient and effective local government. The County

Council categories remaining unchanged.

Submissions advanced in 2026:

e Sought the creation of 2 new categories;

e Proposed recategorisation of 7 Councils - Parramatta, Lake Macquarie, Murray River,

Port Macquarie-Hastings, Randwick, Shellharbour and Willoughby Councils;
e Sought that one category revert to a previous name;
e questioned the suitability of current criteria; and

e Urged the Tribunal to take into account other matters which Council now consider to
be relevant to the determination of categories and their categorisation. Visitor

numbers, being the best example.

If accepted, these submissions require consideration of how these aims could properly be

reflected in the category criteria, which the submissions did not address.

It also appears that there may, in 2026, be further Council demergers, which will also
necessitate consideration of the categories and Council allocations, in order that
appropriate fees are fixed for their Councillors and Mayors in 2027.
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127.

This all helped drive the Tribunal’s conclusion that further change is required to current
categories and criteria. But that the submissions and information it has received on this
review, did not enable final views to be formed about what those changes should justly be.

That will be revisited in the 2027 Annual Review.

Correction of an identified anomaly

128.

129.

130.

The current category allocations and criteria appear in the 2025 Annual Determination at

Section 5 and Appendix 1 respectively.

One required change which has been identified results from an anomaly. The criteria for

the category Regional Strategic contains the following sentence:

Currently, only Lake Macquarie Council meets the criteria to be categorised as a Regional
Strategic Area. Its population and overall scale of Council operations will be greater than

Regional Centre Councils.

This is incorrect. There currently being 5 Councils classified as Regional Strategic: Lake
Macquarie, Maitland, Mid-Coast, Shoalhaven, and Tweed. As a result, this erroneous

statement has been removed from Appendix 1 of the 2026 Annual Determination.

Proposed renaming of “Principal CBD” as the “Principal City”

131.

132.

This change in name was urged in order to revert to a prior category name, the Council
submitting that this would properly recognise its regional, national and international
significance, which extended beyond the Sydney CBD. As well as reflecting significant
increases in the roles and responsibilities of its Councillors, in Australia’s only global city

and to ensure that fees they receive appropriately reflect their responsibilities.

The submission explained alterations, over time, to the area which the Council covers. It

now having eight distinct economic precincts, as the result of the area added to the City in
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133.

134.

135.

2004: the Harbour, City North, Pyrmont, City South, Eastern Creative, Tech Centre West,
Entertainment and Recreation and Southern Enterprise. That having had an impact on
representation and other matters relied on to advance a proposed significant increase in

Councillors’ fees.

It was in 2017 that the name change from Principal City to Principal CBD was introduced
as part of a restructure which reflected the evolving shape of local government in the State.
That retaining the Council of the City of Sydney in its own category, while recognising the

emergence of the second CBD in Sydney at Parramatta.

The Tribunal can see no disadvantage from the proposed name change. But is still not
persuaded that it should now be adopted, without consideration being given to such a

change within the wider review proposed for 2027.

No change having been proposed to either the criteria which apply to this category, or to
the Major CBD category into which only the Council of the City of Parramatta falls. It
recognising Parramatta to be the secondary CBD, which some submissions urged was no

longer appropriate.

Proposed reclassification of City of Parramatta Council from Major CBD to
Principal CBD

136.

137.

Council sought to be recategorised from the Major CBD to Principal CBD category, to
better reflect its size, rate of growth, economic influence, operational budget and strategic

and geographical importance.

Council also submitting that it plays a leading role in Greater Sydney’s advancement. With

factors relied on including:

o 30% of Australia’s top 500 companies have offices located in Paramatta;
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e The city is accessible to 2.3 million people within 45 minutes, by car or public transport;

e Creative and cultural institutions such as Riverside Theatre, Olympic Park and the

upcoming Powerhouse Paramatta museum are located there;

e As is a large Health and research precinct which includes six (6) universities and

Westmead Hospital,

e The Engineering and Innovation Hub, as well as Western Sydney Startup Hub also
being located within the LGA; and

¢ |t having the second largest economy, which generates a gross regional product of
$32.88 billion, and 33,000 businesses with over 202,000 jobs.

138. What was advanced did not accord with submissions advanced by some other Councils.

139. The Tribunal is not persuaded that the City of Parramatta Council is incorrectly categorised
or satisfies the criteria of Principal CBD, which reflect the unique position of the Council of
the City of Sydney. Nor did it advance any changed criteria which would fairly capture both
its position and that of the Council of the City of Sydney. That the two can fairly be equated,

has also not been established.

140. The Determination has long recognised the distinct role which the Council of the City of
Sydney plays, with the result the higher fees its Mayor and Councillors receive, which is

reflected in the current criteria:

The Council of the City of Sydney (the City of Sydney) is the principal central business
district (CBD) in the Sydney Metropolitan area. The City of Sydney is home to Sydney's
primary commercial office district with the largest concentration of businesses and retailers
in Sydney. The City of Sydney’s sphere of economic influence is the greatest of any local

government area in Australia.
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The CBD is also host to some of the city's most significant transport infrastructure including
Central Station, Circular Quay and International Overseas Passenger Terminal. Sydney is
recognised globally with its iconic harbour setting and the City of Sydney is host to the
city’s historical, cultural and ceremonial precincts. The City of Sydney attracts significant

visitor numbers and is home to 60 per cent of Metropolitan Sydney's hotels.

The role of Lord Mayor of the City of Sydney has significant prominence reflecting the
CBD'’s importance as home to the country’s major business centres and public facilities of
state and national importance. The Lord Mayor’s responsibilities in developing and
maintaining relationships with stakeholders, including other Councils, state and federal
governments, community and business groups, and the media are considered greater than

other mayoral roles in NSW.

141. The submission and data advanced did not establish that Parramatta satisfies these
criteria. Nor a basis for the conclusion that its Mayor and Councillors should receive the

same fees as those received by the Mayor and Councillors of the City of Sydney.

142. The criteria which apply to its category, Major CBD, being:

The Council of the City of Parramatta (City of Parramatta) is the economic capital of
Greater Western Sydney and the geographic and demographic centre of Greater Sydney.
Parramatta is the second largest economy in NSW (after Sydney CBD) and the sixth

largest in Australia.

As a secondary CBD to Metropolitan Sydney the Parramatta local government area is a
major provider of business and government services with a significant number of
organisations relocating their head offices to Parramatta. Public administration and safety
have been a growth sector for Parramatta as the State Government has promoted a policy
of moving government agencies westward to support economic development beyond the
Sydney CBD.
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143.

144.

145.

The City of Parramatta provides a broad range of regional services across the Sydney
Metropolitan area with a significant transport hub and hospital and educational facilities.
The City of Parramatta is home to the Westmead Health and Medical Research precinct
which represents the largest concentration of hospital and health services in Australia,

servicing Western Sydney and providing other specialised services for the rest of NSW.

The City of Parramatta is also home to a significant number of cultural and sporting facilities
(including Sydney Olympic Park) which draw significant domestic and international visitors

to the region.

The assumptions reflected in these criteria were challenged by other Councils as no longer
being correct. Blacktown Council relying, for example, on data which showed that its
residential population in 2024 was considerably greater than that of Parramatta, 274,956

to 438, 843. As was its total population, including workers not residing within its area.

The data received helped drive the conclusion that the current criteria may no longer be fit
for purpose. And that further consideration needs to be given to what appropriate

categories now are and what criteria should apply to them.

But the reclassification proposed on this review, cannot be accepted.

Proposed new Metropolitan Major — High Growth Category

146.

147.

Blacktown City Council sought the creation of a new category, Metropolitan Major — High

Growth, for which it did not advance either criteria, or proposed fees.

It is now classified as a Metropolitan Major Council, together with Canterbury Bankstown.
They having both last been assessed as falling below the Major CBD category, into which
only the City of Parramatta falls. The current criteria for the Metropolitan Major category

are:
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Councils categorised Metropolitan Major will typically have a minimum residential
population of 400,000.

Councils may also be categorised Metropolitan Major if their residential population
combined with their non-resident working population exceeds 400,000. To satisfy this

criteria the non-resident working population must exceed 50,000.

Other features may include:

« total operating revenue exceeding $300M per annum

* the provision of significant regional services to greater Sydney including, but not
limited to, major education, health, retail, sports, other recreation and cultural

facilities

* significant industrial, commercial and residential centres and development

corridors

* high population growth.

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Major will have a sphere of economic influence and
provide regional services considered to be greater than those of other Metropolitan

Councils.

148. Blacktown contended that the proposed new category would recognise larger, more
complex Councils which exceed the criteria of Metropolitan Major. It being relevant that it
would continue to outstrip Parramatta in various respects, given its current and expected
ongoing growth. This new category thus facilitating fair and appropriate adjustments to the

remuneration payable to Mayors and Councillors.
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149.

150.

151.

152.

153.

154.

The Council relying on data such as population, budget and asset growth, as well as
‘transformational’ projects and ongoing developments which had driven further change and
challenges for it and its officers, reflective of its strategic planning and economic sphere of
influence. It claiming now to be the fourth largest economy in NSW, with significant plans
for further growth to 2041.

It also relied on comparisons which it sought to draw with Canterbury-Bankstown, from
which it said it is now differentiated by a range of factors, which it is not necessary to

explain.

What was not advanced was either proposed criteria for the new category sought, nor fees
which might fairly attach to it. The Council placing reliance on what parliamentarians are
paid in NSW, a reliance which | have explained is not available under the current statutory

scheme.

The difficulty with what was proposed is also revealed by the limited difference between
the maximum and minimum fees for the existing categories, which reflects an assessment

that the work involved cannot be significantly differentiated.

Nor can it be accepted that it is appropriate for criteria to be based on anticipated growth
in population, infrastructure, assets or budgets, as this and some other submissions urged.
That is not embraced by s 240 of the Act. Nor can anticipated developments be accepted
to be a reliable basis on which decisions can fairly be made about categories or criteria,

depending as they do on assumptions.

The basis of what is anticipated at a particular point in time being unlikely to be able to be
established by independent, reliable and publicly available data, which will allow relevant
comparisons to be drawn. And the adoption of such criteria giving rise to the difficulties

which will result, if what is anticipated, does not come to pass.
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155. It may also not be overlooked that when the submissions were received, Major CBD
Mayoral fees ranged from $44,840 to $126,320, while those in Metropolitan Major Councils
ranged from $44,840 to $114,300. This helps explain why the view has to be taken that
there is little purpose to be served by the adoption of the proposed new category, which

would sit between the existing categories.

156. Particularly without identification of criteria which reflect its true differentiation from the
existing categories. That such differentiation does not exist, is reflected in the current small

differences in fees for the existing categories.

157. The result is that the Tribunal has not been persuaded that the proposed new category

can be established.

158. If in the 2027 review the establishment of new categories is pursued, the Tribunal should
be provided with a proposal which addresses not only the name of the proposed category,
but also appropriate criteria, together with the maximum and minimum fees which are
proposed. They will have to have appropriate relationships with other categories, which

will also have to be explained by the submission.

159. As will the consequences of their adoption for other Councils which may be affected. Such
Councils will also have to be given an opportunity to be heard, before the Tribunal comes
to any conclusions about proposed new categories. That will be achieved by service of

the proposed change on other affected Councils.

Metropolitan Major

160. No Council sought any alteration to the criteria or recategorisation to this category.
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Metropolitan Large

161. Both Randwick and Willoughby Councils sought to be recategorised as Metropolitan Large
Councils, currently being categorised as Metropolitan Medium. Despite neither satisfying
the population threshold, although Randwick does satisfy the revenue criteria. Their total
populations as at 1 July 2025 being, 176,656 and 133,052 respectively, including non-

resident workers.

162. Randwick City Council sought to be reclassified from Metropolitan Medium to Metropolitan

relying on:

e Population estimates as at 1 July of 201,000, comprising of 156,000 residents and

45,000 non- resident working population;
¢ A high population growth that regularly exceeds the Sydney average;
e An operating revenue of $221 million;
e A Gross Regional Product of $10.55 billion for the year ending June 2024;

e The provision of reginal services, including major education, health, sporting,

recreation and cultural facilities; and

e Significant industrial, commercial and residential centres and development corridors.

163. Willoughby City Council contending that it exceeded the functions of a typical Metropolitan

Medium Council, relying on:

e A population as at 30 June 2024 of 79,634 with a growth rate of 5.47% between 2022
and 2024;

e A forecast for continued population growth due to the planned construction of
additional dwellings, the likely impact being an increase of 15,000 to 20,000 people in

coming years;
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A high daily visitation rate driven by the employment and commercial hub of
Chatswood with opal data showing in excess of 50,000 entries and exits per day at

Chatswood station;
e Total revenue of $187.9 million for the 2025/2026 financial year;
e A Gross Regional Product of $13.11 billion for the year ending June 2024; and

e The provision of regional services in health, education, culture, transport and two (2)

large retail precincts.

164. The current criteria are:

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Large will typically have a minimum residential
population of 200,000.

Councils may also be categorised as Metropolitan Large if their residential population
combined with their non-resident working population exceeds 200,000. To satisfy this

criteria the non-resident working population must exceed 50,000.

Other features may include:

» total operating revenue exceeding $200M per annum

* the provision of significant regional services to greater Sydney including, but not
limited to, major education, health, retail, sports, other recreation and cultural

facilities

* significant industrial, commercial and residential centres and development

corridors

* high population growth.
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165.

166.

167.

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Large will have a sphere of economic influence and
provide regional services considered to be greater than those of other Metropolitan

Councils.

It follows that the recategorisation sought by Randwick and Willoughby Councils cannot

be accepted, given the current population requirements.

The data also suggested that the Inner West Council may no longer satisfy the applicable
criteria, it having been reclassified in 2020 from Metropolitan Medium, but having in 2024
non-resident workers of only 43,100 and a residential population of 193,125. In the 2027

review this Council will thus be invited to establish which criteria it then satisfies.

The data also shows that Campbelltown Council has a total population over the threshold
for the Metropolitan Large category, but that it does not satisfy the non-resident working

population criteria and so it also cannot be reclassified.

Metropolitan Medium

168.

No changes were sought to the criteria, which are:

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Medium will typically have a minimum residential
population of 100,000.

Councils may also be categorised as Metropolitan Medium if their residential population
combined with their non-resident working population exceeds 100,000. To satisfy this

criteria the non-resident working population must exceed 50,000.

Other features may include:

« total operating revenue exceeding $100M per annum

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination 43



Section 3 — 2026 Review

169.

* services to greater Sydney including, but not limited to, major education, health,

retail, sports, other recreation and cultural facilities

* industrial, commercial and residential centres and development corridors « high

population growth.

The sphere of economic influence, the scale of Council operations and the extent of

regional servicing would be below that of Metropolitan Large Councils.

Canada Bay, a Metropolitan Small Council, does satisfy the revenue criteria and has a
total population of over 100,000, but it does not satisfy the non-resident working population

criteria and so also cannot be recategorised.

Proposed new Metropolitan Small — Fast Growing category

170.

171.

Burwood Council, categorised as a Metropolitan Small Council, proposed the creation of
this new category, in which it sought to be included. It proposing that it be ‘aligned’ to the
Metropolitan Medium category, to recognise its scope, scale and strategic importance,

given the challenges of rapid population growth and increasing service demands it faced.

The criteria for the Metropolitan Small Council are:

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Small will typically have a residential population less
than 100,000.

Other features which distinguish them from other Metropolitan Councils include:

« total operating revenue less than $150M per annum.

While these Councils may include some of the facilities and characteristics of both

Metropolitan Large and Metropolitan Medium Councils the overall sphere of economic
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172.

173.

174.

175.

influence, the scale of Council operations and the extent of regional servicing would be

below that of Metropolitan Medium Councils.

Burwood Council pointed to the criteria for Metropolitan Major, Large and Medium
categories, which were considered to have regard to population growth, economic
influence and impact of services, as well as considerations such as strategic importance.
While Metropolitan Small criteria were confined to population size and operating revenue.

It contending that its inclusion in the proposed new category was warranted due to:

e Its recognition by the NSW Government as a designated strategic centre;

e Increased complexity in planning, service delivery, and intergovernmental

coordination;

e A population that is expected to double in the next 10 years due to major

developments in the town centre and in close proximity to the new metro station; and

e Its economic growth and influence across Greater Sydney, specifically its night time

economic initiatives.

The Tribunal has not concluded that the creation of this proposed new category is
warranted, given the existing criteria and the resulting fees which the current categories

attract.

Given the existing overlap in the fees of the Metropolitan Small and Medium categories
and how their criteria are structured, the Tribunal is not persuaded that an intervening

category is needed.

These submissions did help shed light on the inherent difficulties of the existing fee
structures. Which has to be considered in light of the overlaps and small differences in the
fee ranges between the differing categories. But that still precludes the adoption of this

proposed new category.
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Metropolitan Small

176. No change to the criteria was proposed. They are:

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Small will typically have a residential population less
than 100,000.

Other features which distinguish them from other Metropolitan Councils include:
« total operating revenue less than $150M per annum.

While these Councils may include some of the facilities and characteristics of both
Metropolitan Large and Metropolitan Medium Councils the overall sphere of economic
influence, the scale of Council operations and the extent of regional servicing would be

below that of Metropolitan Medium Councils.

Major Regional City

177. This category applies to Newcastle and Wollongong, and no change was sought to the

criteria, which are:

Newecastle City Council and Wollongong City Councils are categorised as Major Regional

City. These Councils:
» are metropolitan in nature with major residential, commercial and industrial areas

* typically host government departments, major tertiary education and health

facilities and incorporate high density commercial and residential development.
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* provide a full range of higher order services and activities along with arts, culture,
recreation, sporting and entertainment facilities to service the wider community and

broader region

* have significant transport and freight infrastructure servicing international markets,

the capital city and regional areas

* have significant natural and man-made assets to support diverse economic

activity, trade and future investment

* typically contain ventures which have a broader State and national focus which

impact upon the operations of the Council.

The proposed change to the Major Strategic Area criteria

178. Lake Macquarie Council proposed a change to the criteria of this category, which would
result in its reclassification from Regional Strategic Area to the Major Strategic Area
category. By reducing the population threshold from 300,000 to 200,000. That proposal

not impacting any other Council.

179. The submissions it advanced were one of the few which directed required attention to
matters which have to be considered by the Tribunal, when considering change to
categories and criteria. Including the relevant history, the consequences of changes earlier
made, relevant comparisons between positions of Councils in the affected category and

the consequences of the proposed further change.
180. The current criteria for the two categories are:

Major Strategic Area
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Councils categorised as Major Strategic Area will have a minimum population of 300,000.
To satisfy this criteria the non-resident working population can be included. Other features

may include:

* health services, tertiary education services and major regional airports which

service the surrounding and wider regional community

* a full range of high-order services including business, office and retail uses with

arts, culture, recreation and entertainment centres

- total operating revenue exceeding $250M per annum

* significant visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and major events that

attract state and national attention

* a proximity to Sydney which generates economic opportunities.

Currently, only Central Coast Council meets the criteria to be categorised as a Major
Strategic Area. Its population, predicted population growth, and scale of the Council’s
operations warrant that it be differentiated from other Non-metropolitan Councils. Central
Coast Council is also a significant contributor to the regional economy associated with

proximity to and connections with Sydney and the Hunter Region.

Regional Strategic Area

Councils categorised as Regional Strategic Area are differentiated from Councils in the
Regional Centre category on the basis of their significant population and will typically have
a residential population above 100,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-resident working

population can be included. Other features may include:
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* health services, tertiary education services and major regional airports which

service the surrounding and wider regional community

* a full range of high-order services including business, office and retail uses with

arts, culture, recreation and entertainment centres

- total operating revenue exceeding $250M per annum

* significant visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and major events that

attract state and national attention

* a proximity to Sydney which generates economic opportunities.

Currently, only Lake Macquarie Council meets the criteria to be categorised as a Regional
Strategic Area. Its population and overall scale of Council operations will be greater than

Regional Centre Councils.

181. In 2023 the Tribunal determined that the population criteria threshold for the Regional
Strategic Area had to be adjusted from 200,000 down to 100,000, that resulting in Lake
Macquarie Council no longer being the only Council in this category. Council reiterated its
views, urged in 2024 and 2025, that this change had distorted the distinction between the
Major Strategic Area and Regional Strategic Area categories, given the other Councils
which now also fell into the Regional Strategic category.

182. The Council’s population statistics in 2024 were of 221,859 residents, plus a non-resident
working population of 23,769, totalling 246,095. It drew a comparison with that of the
Central Coast Council, which has 354,803 residents, plus a non-resident working
population of 11,043, totalling 365,846. While of the four other Councils categorised as
Regional Strategic Areas, the greatest total population was Shoalhaven, which has
115,435.
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183. The Council also relied on it having similar gross regional product to Wollongong Council,
a Major Regional City. As well as more than double that of the other Councils now in the
Regional Strategic category. Its case that the population threshold for Major Strategic Area

should be revised from 300,000 down to 200,000 also being supported by:

e |Its population, now making it the second largest Non-metropolitan Council after

Central Coast with proximity to Sydney and tourist numbers similar to that Council;

e |ts density of some 338/sqm, being considerably more than Maitland at 245, Tweed
and 76 and Shoalhaven only 24, while Central Coast was 211 and even Wollongong
324;

e |ts predicted population growth to 2046, with resulting ongoing building demand;

e The impact of major NSW Government projects within its LGA, including the Low and

Mid-rise Housing reform announced in February 2025;
e The Renewable energy zone and Transport Oriented Development Program;

e An annual economic output of $30.03 billion, (approximately 20% of the Hunter

economy);
e 14,768 active businesses;
e A Gross Regional Product of $17.39 billion;
e A tourism industry that sees 1.65 million tourists per year; and

e University, shopping, airport and art facilities, as well as Australia’s largest power

station.

184. The Council thus urged acceptance that its output and scale of operations were now
significantly greater than that of other Councils in its category and more akin to Central
Coast Council, with the result that the population threshold for the Major Strategic Area

category should be reviewed.
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185. The Tribunal has concluded that the Council’s submissions should be accepted. The 2023
changes having had unintended consequences, which ought now to be addressed, rather

than awaiting the 2027 further review.

186. The submissions which this Council and some others made, also drew attention to the
considerable impact of significant daily visitor numbers, not taken into account by the
criteria. This is a matter which should be addressed in the 2027 Annual Review, so that
the Tribunal can consider whether and how that might sensibly be reflected in category

criteria.

Regional Strategic Area

187. No change to the criteria was proposed.

188. Port Macquarie-Hastings and Shellharbour sought to be recategorised as Regional
Strategic Areas, but neither satisfy the population criteria. Having populations in 2024
respectively of only 92,772 and 89,967 respectively, including non-resident workers. They

both still satisfying the criteria for their current category, Regional Centre, which are:

Councils categorised as Regional Centre will typically have a minimum residential
population of 40,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-resident working population can be

included.
Other features may include:

* a large city or town providing a significant proportion of the region’s housing and
employment

» health services, tertiary education services and major regional airports which

service the surrounding and wider regional community
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* a full range of high-order services including business, office and retail uses with

arts, culture, recreation and entertainment centres

* total operating revenue exceeding $100M per annum < the highest rates of

population growth in regional NSW

* significant visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and major events that

attract state and national attention

* a proximity to Sydney which generates economic opportunities.

Councils in the category of Regional Centre are often considered the geographic centre of

the region providing services to their immediate and wider catchment communities.

189. Port Macquarie-Hastings Council contended that it met the criteria for Regional Strategic

Area, relying on:

¢ An expectation that Council did exceed the population threshold when non-resident

working population was included;
e A projected total operating revenue of $276 million in 2025/26;
e Gross Regional Product of $13.287 million;

¢ An economic output this is underpinned by healthcare, retail, construction, education

and training, tourism, professional and technical services;

e Tier 1 regional health services that services a catchment area beyond their LGA

boundary;
e Four (4) tertiary education institutions;

e The Council operated Port Macquarie regional airport that services Sydney, Brisbane
and Lord Howe Island and a total of 5,013 flights annually;
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e A tourism industry that attracts over 1.7 million visitors per annum and contributing

$540 million to the economy; and

e Regional commercial and cultural services that include a performing arts theatre, an

art gallery, courthouse and major hospitality, entertainment and conference venues.

190. Shellharbour City Council’s proposal relied on:

¢ Aresidential and non-residential working population in 2024 of approximately 90,000,

with expectations that the residential population will hit 100,000 by 2035;
¢ An annual population growth rate in excess of 1.8%;
e An expected operating revenue of $262 million in 2025/26;
¢ A Council owned and operated regional airport;
e A Council owned marina;
e A Tertiary training campus; and

e Construction of the new Shellharbour Hospital which will deliver improved health

facilities for the lllawarra Shoalhaven Local Health District.

191. The criteria do not encompass categories being allocated on the basis of anticipated

growth in population and revenues and so the recategorisations sought must be refused.

192. It also appears that Armidale Council does not meet the population threshold, but in earlier
reviews the Tribunal concluded that it should remain in this category, for specified reasons.
In the 2027 Annual Review it will be invited to make a submission about its appropriate
categorisation, given the criteria which it then satisfies.

Regional Centre

193. No change to the criteria was proposed. They are:
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Councils categorised as Regional Centre will typically have a minimum residential
population of 40,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-resident working population can be

included.
Other features may include:

* a large city or town providing a significant proportion of the region’s housing and

employment

* health services, tertiary education services and major regional airports which

service the surrounding and wider regional community

* a full range of high-order services including business, office and retail uses with

arts, culture, recreation and entertainment centres
« total operating revenue exceeding $100M per annum
* the highest rates of population growth in regional NSW

* significant visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and major events that

attract state and national attention
* a proximity to Sydney which generates economic opportunities.

Councils in the category of Regional Centre are often considered the geographic centre of

the region providing services to their immediate and wider catchment communities.

Regional Rural

194. Broken Hill Council also no longer satisfies the criteria of this category, which it submitted
it should maintain, its population in 2024 only being 17,839. In the 2027 Annual Review it
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will be invited to address its appropriate categorisation, to ensure that it is then placed into

the appropriate category, given the criteria which it then satisfies.

195. The applicable criteria for this category being:

Councils categorised as Regional Rural will typically have a minimum residential
population of 20,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-resident working population can be

included.

Other features may include:

* a large urban population existing alongside a traditional farming sector, and are

surrounded by smaller towns and villages

* health services, tertiary education services and regional airports which service a

regional community

* a broad range of industries including agricultural, educational, health, professional,

government and retail services

* large visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and events.

196. Murray River Council sought to be recategorised as Regional Rural, it being currently
classified as Rural Large, despite not satisfying the population criteria, its population in
2025 still only totalling 16,042. It relied on large visitor numbers to support its submissions,

which had increased over time, as well as other changes. Referring to matters such as:

e An annual population growth rate of 8-11% in the main centre of Moama, with
predicted population numbers reaching over 18,000 by 2046;

e A growing tourism, accommodation and food industry that supports 14.1% of the
employment figures in their LGA,;
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e Tourist visitation growing on average by 10% per annum, with the average number of
visitors in 2023 and 2024 of 481,595; and

e Significant growth in education, training, health and retail service employment

categories.

197. Despite this, the Tribunal has concluded that this submission cannot be accepted.
Population is an important aspect of the categorisation system which cannot routinely be
overlooked when Councils are categorised. The Act not contemplating subjective

categorisation.

Rural Large

198. No changes were proposed to the criteria, which are:

Councils categorised as Rural Large will have a residential population greater than 10,000,

and a Councillor to resident ratio of at least 1 to 1200.

Other features may include:

* one or two significant townships combined with a considerable dispersed
population spread over a large area and a long distance from a major regional

centre

* a limited range of services, facilities and employment opportunities compared to

Regional Rural Councils

* local economies based on agricultural/resource industries.

199. The Tribunal has identified that Dungog Shire Council now has a residential population
greater than 10,000 and a Councillor to resident ratio greater than 1 to 1,200. As a result,
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Dungog Shire Council will be classified as a Rural Large Council in the 2026 Annual

Determination.

Rural

200. No changes were proposed to these criteria, which are limited to “Councils categorised as

Rural will typically have a residential population less than 10,000”.

201. Although Glenn Innes Severn Council observed that this review provided an opportunity to
“recalibrate the remuneration and categorisation system to ensure its contemporary, fair,
capable of supporting the expectation and responsibilities placed on elected

representatives.”

County Councils

202. A summary of County Council functions produced by the Tribunal Secretariat is:

Castlereagh Macquarie County Council

A local government authority for weed management control in the Walgett, Coonamble,

Waren, Gilgandra and Warrumbungle Shire Council areas.
Central Tablelands Water

Central Tablelands Water is the trading name adopted by Central Tablelands County

Council, a water supply authority constituted under NSW Local Government Legislation.

Central Tablelands County Council was first proclaimed in 1944. The county area
embraces the Shires of Blayney, Cabonne and Weddin. Bulk water is also supplied to
Cowra Shire Council to service rural consumers and the villages of Woodstock and

Gooloogong.
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Goldenfields Water

It is responsible for water supply functions within the local government areas of Bland,

Coolamon, Junee, Temora, and parts of Cootamundra-Gundagai, Hilltops and Narrandera.

It also supplies water in bulk to Hilltops and Cootamundra-Gundagai Councils, which

distribute the water directly to residents in parts of their local government area.

Approximately 11, 974 properties are connected directly to its drinking water supply
network in Bland, Coolamon, Junee, Temora and parts of Cootamundra-Gundagai and

Narrandera.

The facilities it owns and operate include:

» 34 water pumping stations (including river extraction and Jugiong Water Treatment

Plant Pumping Station)

« 72 water supply reservoir sites with approximately 115 reservoirs

* Eight bores

» Six re-chlorination stations

» 2100 km of water mains

Western Sydney Weeds Authority (formerly Hawkesbury River County Council)

Western Sydney Weeds Authority (formally Hawkesbury River County Council) is a special
purpose Council, its goal being to administer the Biosecurity Act 2015 (NSW) throughout

our Council areas of Blacktown, Hawkesbury, Penrith and the Hills Shire. That involving
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weed management, detection of new incursions and containment of high-risk plant species

that impact on biodiversity, agriculture, and property.

Riverina Water County Council

It is responsible for the provision of safe, reliable water at the lowest sustainable cost. over
an area of approximately 15,400 square kilometres with a population of more than 77,000

people.

Rous County Council

Its experts and advisors supply the Northern Rivers with water, weed biosecurity, and rural
flood mitigation. It sources, stores, treats and supplies water to the Ballina, Byron, Lismore

and Richmond Valley Councils, which on-sell water to their communities.

Protecting the region’s biodiversity by managing and eradicating high-risk weed species.
Working closely with communities and Councils in Ballina, Byron, Lismore, Richmond

Valley, Kyogle and Tweed Shire regions.

And also managing the rural flood mitigation for the Richmond River floodplain. Including
monitoring and managing an 80km network of levees, 750 floodgates, and 180km of drains

to reduce inundation and divert flood waters.

Upper Hunter County Council

It is the registered trading name of Upper Hunter County Council a single purpose Council
which is a Local Control Authority for invasive plants under the NSW Biosecurity Act, 2015
(NSW).

Its present area of operation is the local government areas of Upper Hunter, Muswellbrook

and Singleton located at the northern end of the Hunter Valley, New South Wales.
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It provides weed management systems utilizing technology to prevent, contain or reduce
the biosecurity risk of invasive plants to the environment, economy and community within

the area of operation of the County Council.

Upper Macquarie County Council

It is a local control authority for the Biosecurity Act 2015. Two Councillors are delegated
from each of four constituent Councils to form an eight Member Central Tablelands Weeds
Authority Council. Its core function being to detect priority weeds and actively encourage
landholders to correctly manage the identified priority weed in accordance with the Central

Tablelands Local Lands Services Strategic Weed Management Plan.

It carries out its functions across Bathurst Regional Council, City of Lithgow Council,

Blayney Shire Council and Oberon Council.

County Councils — Water

203.

204.

No change was proposed for the criteria, which are “County Councils that provide water
and/or sewerage functions with a joint approach in planning and installing large water

reticulation and sewerage systems.”

The current list of these Councils is accurate.

County Councils — Other

205.

206.

No change was proposed for the criteria which are “County Councils that administer,
control and eradicate declared noxious weeds as a specified Local Control Authority under
the Biosecurity Act 2015 (NSW).”

Two County Councils — Other have been removed from the 2026 Annual Determination,
being the Central Murray and the New England Tableland County Councils. The New

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination 60



Section 3 — 2026 Review

England Tableland County Council was dissolved on 16 June 2025, by the Local
Government (Dissolution of New England County Council) Proclamation 2025. The
Central Murray County Council was dissolved on 1 July 2019, by a proclamation made

under s 397 of the Local Government Act, as noted in NSW Government Gazette No 65-

2205 of 27 June 2019.

207. The resultis that only four Councils now fall into this classification.

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal — 2026 Annual Report and Determination 61



Section 4 — The 2027 Annual Review

Structure and fee considerations

208. Inthe 2026 Annual Review, it has come to light that:

e There has been considerable change which has affected the work of those elected or
appointed to Council offices, in part driven by Government decisions which have
affected Councils over time. Including in the case of Metropolitan Councils those
explained in the Governments draft 2026 Sydney Plan and in the case of Non-

metropolitan Councils, by various regional plans;

e They and submissions advanced raise for consideration whether the current number
of categories remain necessary. Reliance having been placed on Victoria, for

example, where there are only 4 categories;

e The current criteria, first fixed in 2017 and amended since then in various Annual
Determinations, do not accord entirely with the requirements of s 240, which specifies
the matters by which the Tribunal must determine the categories of Councils and

Mayors;

e Some of the current criteria could better assist transparent classification of Councils

into categories;

e There has not for some time been an overall assessment of whether Councils continue

to satisfy the criteria of the categories into which they have been placed over time;

e Changes in the fee structure, over time, have resulted in a considerable overlap
between the maximum and minimum fees payable in various categories, which may

no longer be appropriate, given submissions advanced;

¢ Some light on which was also shed by the conclusions arrived at in the 2025 Special
Determination, in relation to the Central Darling Shire Council, on which reliance has

been placed.
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209. The results are best explained by the following snapshot of the current categories, fees,
overlaps and ratios. It having to be understood that Mayors and Chairpersons are paid
both the Councillor fee, as well as the separate fee fixed for their offices. This also helps

explain the Tribunal’s decision to undertake the further review in 2027.

Table 1 — Table of Councillor and Mayoral fees, by Council categories

Mayoral/Chairperson | Councillor Fees Ratio (Mayor:
Additional Fees (Effective 1 July 2025) | Councillor)
(Effective 1 July 2025)
Category Min Max Min Max Min Max
Principal CBD $193,650 | $254,810 | $31,640 $46,420 6.1:1 5.5:1
Central Darling Shire
Council - Appointed | $72,080 $72,180 $13,830 $13,930 5.2:1 5.2:1
Chairperson
Major CBD $44,840 $126,320 | $21,120 $39,100 2.1:1 3.2:1
Metropolitan Major | $44,840 $114,300 | $21,120 $36,970 2.1:1 3.1:1
Major Regional City | $44,840 $114,300 | $21,120 $36,690 2.1:1 3.1:1
Major Strategic Area | $44,840 $114,300 | $21,120 $36,690 211 3.1:1
Metropolitan Large | $44,840 $101,470 | $21,120 $34,820 2.1:1 2.9:1
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Mayoral/Chairperson | Councillor Fees Ratio (Mayor:
Additional Fees (Effective 1 July 2025) | Councillor)
(Effective 1 July 2025)

Regional Strategic

Area $44,840 $101,470 | $21,120 $34,820 211 2.9:1

Metropolitan $33,630 |$78,480 |$15830 |$29,550 | 2.1:1 2.7:1

Medium
Regional Centre $32,940 $68,800 $15,830 $27,860 211 2.51
Regional Rural $22,420 $50,680 $10,530 $23,220 2.1:1 2.2:1

Metropolitan Small $22,420 $50,650 $10,530 $23,220 211 2.2:1

Rural Large $16,820 $40,530 $10,530 $18,890 1.6:1 211
Rural $11,210 $30,390 $10,530 $13,930 1.1:1 2.2:1
Water $4,490 $19,080 $2,090 $11,620 211 1.6:1
Other $4,490 $12,670 $2,090 $6,930 211 1.8:1
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The conduct of the 2027 Annual Review

210.

211.

212.

213.

214.

215.

216.

In 2027, the Tribunal intends to commence its review earlier than usual, in order to
accommodate the detailed review of the Determination’s categories which it has concluded
itis necessary to pursue. Together with a consideration of appropriate criteria which reflect
the requirements of s 240 of the Act. In order to facilitate the adoption of fees appropriate
for the revised structure, also having regard to demonstrated change over time, as well as

current responsibilities of Mayors and Councillors.

That will also require a review of the category into which each Council should then be

placed, which s 239 of the Act requires must be undertaken at least once every three years.

Submissions will thus be invited in a two stage process.

The first, to determine how the Determination should be amended to achieve the category
and criteria structure which the Act envisages, as well as the appropriate maximum and
minimum fees. That, it must be observed, will not necessarily result in the current number

of categories being retained.

In the second stage submissions about Councils’ placement into the new structure will be

sought.

The Tribunal will then ask Councils to provide reliable data to support their submissions
about which category they fall into. Addressing each of the applicable criteria adopted, as

well as relevant comparisons which they seek to draw with other Councils.

Categorisation having to be as transparent and fair as possible, the Tribunal intends to rest
its decisions on reliable data such as that available from ABS statistics and budgets which
Councils adopt year to year. The Tribunal will thus invite those who make submissions to
provide reliable data and information, on which its decisions can be made. Not merely the

expression of unsupported opinions.
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217.

218.

219.

220.

221.

222.

As it has in the past, the Tribunal will thus also ask Councils, when inviting submissions,
to confirm that the information and submissions advanced have been endorsed by a

Council vote.

It will thus invite submissions and information which will enable it to examine and determine
whether the current categories and criteria remain fit for purpose. Given the requirements
of the Act, the data on which the Tribunal’s decisions must be based and the problems to

which this report has drawn attention, which it will seek to address.

If it is considered that categories require adjustment, submissions should address what
form the new categories and criteria should take, to reflect the statutory purpose of the
categories of Councils and mayoral offices and their role in the fair determination of fees.
As well as addressing proposed criteria which adhere to the requirements of s 240(1) of
the Act, which will help the Tribunal to determine the maximum and minimum fees

appropriate for the new structure, which should thus also be addressed.

At the first stage of this process, Councils will be asked to serve proposals which will affect
other Councils, on all affected Councils, so that they may have a fair opportunity to address

such proposals in their submissions.

What is proposed in order to adjust fees to reflect cost of living increases should also be
identified at the first stage. As well as the final fees proposed. The submissions should
also address changes relied on to warrant their adoption. With reliable information which

supports the claimed changes, also being provided.

An example of potential revised criteria for the current Metropolitan Major category, which
has regard to all of the requirements of s 240 of the Act, as well as to matters which the
Tribunal has in the past identified to be relevant to the determination of the category into

which Councils follows.
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223. What the Tribunal envisages in the 2027 review including the adoption of a structure which,
if dollar figures are specified, may have to be adjusted over time, in order to reflect changes

over time. As may specified population sizes.

224. Arevised category for Metropolitan Major Councils, if it is retained, which has regard to the

s 240 requirements, could thus provide:

Metropolitan Major

Councils categorised Metropolitan Major;

(1) must have a minimum residential population, or a combined residential and non-

resident working population (of at least 50,000), which exceeds 400,000.

(2) will typically serve:

(a) a dense population occupying a built up physical terrain;

(b) a widely diverse community

(c) an area at least as large as those of Metropolitan Large Councils of ?,

(d) industrial, commercial and residential development which is both at least as
significant and as extensive as that of Metropolitan Large Councils, with established

development corridors;

(3) will also have:

(a) to manage a significant volume of business, consistent with its assets and
budgets, which is at least as significant and varied as that of Metropolitan Large

Councils;
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(b) operating revenue exceeding, for example, $394,617,030 per annum, that being
$300 million adjusted by December CPI since December 2016;

(c) a sphere of economic influence and significance beyond the Council area,

nationally as well as regionally, reflective of their service of:

(i) natural and/or developed attractions within the Council area, including
sport, recreational and cultural facilities, which daily attracts significant

tourism and/or visitors from outside the Council area; and

(i) major health, education and other facilities which support the greater

Sydney population; and

(d) a continuing high rate of population growth and development for which the

Council is planning, evidenced by ?.

225. After submissions have been received in the second stage, the Tribunal will make its 2027
Annual Determination, which will include the new categories, criteria and increased fees
the Tribunal has determined will take effect from 1 July 2027. As well as identifying the

category into which each Council will then be placed.

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal

P ——

The Hon Acting Justice M Schmidt
Dated: 23 April 2026
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Determination No. 1 — Allocation of Councils into each of the

categories as per section 239 of the Act effective 1 July 2026

General Purpose Councils — Metropolitan

Principal City (1) Metropolitan Medium (8)

e Sydney

Major CBD (1)

e Campbelltown

Camden

Georges River

e Parramatta Hornsby
. . Ku-ring-gai
Metropolitan Major (2)
North Sydney
e Blacktown Randwick
e Canterbury-Bankstown Willoughby

Metropolitan Large (10)

Metropolitan Small (8)

e Bayside Burwood

e Cumberland Canada Bay
e Fairfield Hunters Hill
e Inner West Lane Cove
e Liverpool Mosman

e Northern Beaches Strathfield

e Penrith Waverley

e Ryde Woollahra

e Sutherland

e The Hills
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General Purpose Councils - Non-Metropolitan

Major Regional City (2)

e Newcastle

o Wollongong
Major Strategic Area (2)

e Central Coast

e Lake Macquarie

Regional Centre (22)

e Albury
e Armidale
e Ballina
e Bathurst

e Blue Mountains
e Byron

e Cessnock

e Clarence Valley
o Coffs Harbour
e Dubbo

e FEurobodella

Regional Rural (14)

e Bega
e Broken Hill

e Goulburn Mulwaree

Regional Strategic Area (4)

Maitland
Mid-Coast
Shoalhaven

Tweed

Hawkesbury

Lismore

Orange

Port Macquarie-Hastings
Port Stephens
Queanbeyan-Palerang
Shellharbour
Tamworth

Wagga Wagga
Wingecarribee
Wollondilly

Griffith
Hilltops

Kempsey
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Kiama
Lithgow
Mid-Western

Muswellbrook

Rural Large (17)

Bellingen

Cabonne
Cootamundra-Gundagai
Cowra

Dungog

Federation

Greater Hume
Gunnedah

Inverell

Rural (37)

Balranald
Berrigan
Bland
Blayney
Bogan
Bourke
Brewarrina
Carrathool
Central Darling*
Cobar
Coolamon

Coonamble

Section 5 — Determinations

Nambucca
Richmond Valleys
Singleton

Snowy Monaro

Leeton

Moree Plains
Murray River
Narrabri
Parkes

Snowy Valleys
Upper Hunter

Yass

Edward River
Forbes
Gilgandra

Glen Innes Severn
Gwydir

Hay

Junee

Kyogle

Lachlan
Liverpool Plains
Lockhart

Murrumbidgee
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Narrandera
Narromine
Oberon
Temora
Tenterfield
Upper Lachlan

Uralla

e Walcha
e Walgett
e Warren

e Warrumbungle
e Weddin
e Wentworth

* Designated as a Rural and Remote Council by the Local Government (General) Regulations 2021

County Councils

Water (4)

Central Tablelands
Goldenfields Water
Riverina Water

Rous

Other (4)

e Castlereagh-Macquarie

e Upper Hunter

e Upper Macquarie

e Western Sydney Weeds Authority

(formerly Hawkesbury River)
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Determination No. 2 - Fees for Councillors and Mayors as per
section 241 of the Act effective from 1 July 2026

The annual fees to be paid in each of the categories to Councillors, Mayors, Members, and
Chairpersons of County Councils effective on and from 1 July 2026 as per section 241 of the

Local Government Act 1993 are determined as follows:

Table 1: Fees for General Purpose and County Councils

General Purpose Councils — Metropolitan

Councillor/Member Annual Fee ($) effective 1 July 2026

Category Minimum Maximum
Principal City 32,810 48,140
Major CBD 21,900 40,550
Metropolitan Major 21,900 38,340
Metropolitan Large 21,900 36,110
Metropolitan Medium 16,420 30,640
Metropolitan Small 10,920 24,080

Mayor/Chairperson Additional Fee* ($) effective 1 July 2026

Category Minimum Maximum
Principal City 200,820 264,240
Major CBD 46,500 130,990
Metropolitan Major 46,500 118,530
Metropolitan Large 46,500 105,220
Metropolitan Medium 34,870 81,380
Metropolitan Small 23,250 52,520
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General Purpose Councils - Non-Metropolitan

Councillor/Member Annual Fee ($) effective 1 July 2026

Category Minimum Maximum
Major Regional City 21,900 38,050
Major Strategic Area 21,900 38,050
Regional Strategic Area 21,900 36,110
Regional Centre 16,420 28,890
Regional Rural 10,920 24,080
Rural Large 10,920 19,590
Rural 10,920 14,450

Mayor/Chairperson Additional Fee* ($) effective 1 July 2026

Category Minimum Maximum
Major Regional City 46,500 118,530
Major Strategic Area 46,500 118,530
Regional Strategic Area 46,500 105,220
Regional Centre 34,160 71,350
Regional Rural 23,250 52,560
Rural Large 17,440 42,030
Rural 11,620 31,510

County Councils

Councillor/Member Annual Fee ($) effective 1 July 2026

Category Minimum Maximum
Water 2,170 12,050
Other 2,170 7,190
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Mayor/Chairperson Additional Fee* ($) effective 1 July 2026

Category Minimum Maximum
Water 4,660 19,790
Other 4,660 13,140

*This fee must be paid in addition to the fee paid to the Mayor/Chairperson as a
Councillor/Member (s.249(2)).
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Determination No. 3 - Fees for appointed Councillors and
Chairperson as per clause 12(c), Schedule 11 of the Act effective
from 1 July 2026

Councils designated as ‘rural and remote Councils’

The annual fees to be paid to appointed Councillors and the Chairperson of councils designated
as a rural and remote Council on and from 1 July 2026, as per clause 12(c), schedule 11 of the

Local Government Act 1993 are determined as follows:

Table 2: Fees for appointed Councillors and Chairpersons of rural and

remote Councils

Appointed Councillor Annual Fee ($) effective 1 July 2026

Council Minimum Maximum
Central Darling Shire Council 14,340 14,450

Appointed Chairperson Additional Fee** ($) effective 1 July 2026

Council Minimum Maximum
Central Darling Shire Council 74,750 74,850

**This fee must be paid in addition to the fee paid to the Chairperson as an appointed Councillor
(s.249(2)).

Local Government Remuneration Tribunal

P

The Hon Acting Justice M Schmidt
Dated: 23 April 2026
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Appendix 1 Criteria that apply to categories

Principal CBD

The Council of the City of Sydney (the City of Sydney) is the principal central business district
(CBD) in the Sydney Metropolitan area. The City of Sydney is home to Sydney's primary
commercial office district with the largest concentration of businesses and retailers in Sydney.
The City of Sydney’s sphere of economic influence is the greatest of any local government area

in Australia.

The CBD is also host to some of the city's most significant transport infrastructure including
Central Station, Circular Quay and International Overseas Passenger Terminal. Sydney is
recognised globally with its iconic harbour setting and the City of Sydney is host to the city’s
historical, cultural and ceremonial precincts. The City of Sydney attracts significant visitor

numbers and is home to 60 per cent of Metropolitan Sydney's hotels.

The role of Lord Mayor of the City of Sydney has significant prominence reflecting the CBD’s
importance as home to the country’s major business centres and public facilities of state and
national importance. The Lord Mayor’s responsibilities in developing and maintaining
relationships with stakeholders, including other Councils, state and federal governments,
community and business groups, and the media are considered greater than other mayoral
roles in NSW.
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Major CBD

The Council of the City of Parramatta (City of Parramatta) is the economic capital of Greater
Western Sydney and the geographic and demographic centre of Greater Sydney. Parramatta is

the second largest economy in NSW (after Sydney CBD) and the sixth largest in Australia.

As a secondary CBD to Metropolitan Sydney the Parramatta local government area is a major
provider of business and government services with a significant number of organisations
relocating their head offices to Parramatta. Public administration and safety have been a growth
sector for Parramatta as the State Government has promoted a policy of moving government

agencies westward to support economic development beyond the Sydney CBD.

The City of Parramatta provides a broad range of regional services across the Sydney
Metropolitan area with a significant transport hub and hospital and educational facilities. The
City of Parramatta is home to the Westmead Health and Medical Research precinct which
represents the largest concentration of hospital and health services in Australia, servicing

Western Sydney and providing other specialised services for the rest of NSW.

The City of Parramatta is also home to a significant number of cultural and sporting facilities
(including Sydney Olympic Park) which draw significant domestic and international visitors to

the region.
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Metropolitan Major

Councils categorised Metropolitan Major will typically have a minimum residential population of
400,000.

Councils may also be categorised Metropolitan Major if their residential population combined
with their non-resident working population exceeds 400,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-

resident working population must exceed 50,000.
Other features may include:
e Total operating revenue exceeding $300M per annum

e The provision of significant regional services to greater Sydney including, but not limited to,

major education, health, retail, sports, other recreation and cultural facilities
e Significant industrial, commercial and residential centres and development corridors
¢ High population growth.

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Major will have a sphere of economic influence and

provide regional services considered to be greater than those of other Metropolitan Councils.

Metropolitan Large

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Large will typically have a minimum residential population
of 200,000.

Councils may also be categorised as Metropolitan Large if their residential population combined
with their non-resident working population exceeds 200,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-
resident working population must exceed 50,000.

Other features may include:

e Total operating revenue exceeding $200M per annum
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e The provision of significant regional services to greater Sydney including, but not limited to,

major education, health, retail, sports, other recreation and cultural facilities
e Significant industrial, commercial and residential centres and development corridors
¢ High population growth.

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Large will have a sphere of economic influence and

provide regional services considered to be greater than those of other Metropolitan Councils.

Metropolitan Medium

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Medium will typically have a minimum residential
population of 100,000.

Councils may also be categorised as Metropolitan Medium if their residential population
combined with their non-resident working population exceeds 100,000. To satisfy this criteria

the non-resident working population must exceed 50,000.
Other features may include:
e Total operating revenue exceeding $100M per annum

e Services to greater Sydney including, but not limited to, major education, health, retail,
sports, other recreation and cultural facilities

¢ Industrial, commercial and residential centres and development corridors
e High population growth.

The sphere of economic influence, the scale of Council operations and the extent of regional

servicing would be below that of Metropolitan Large Councils.
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Metropolitan Small

Councils categorised as Metropolitan Small will typically have a residential population less than
100,000.

Other features which distinguish them from other Metropolitan Councils include:
e Total operating revenue less than $150M per annum.

While these Councils may include some of the facilities and characteristics of both Metropolitan
Large and Metropolitan Medium Councils the overall sphere of economic influence, the scale of
Council operations and the extent of regional servicing would be below that of Metropolitan

Medium Councils.
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Major Regional City

Newcastle City Council and Wollongong City Councils are categorised as Major Regional City.

These Councils:
e Are metropolitan in nature with major residential, commercial and industrial areas

e Typically host government departments, major tertiary education and health facilities and

incorporate high density commercial and residential development

e Provide a full range of higher order services and activities along with arts, culture, recreation,

sporting and entertainment facilities to service the wider community and broader region

e Have significant transport and freight infrastructure servicing international markets, the

capital city and regional areas

e Have significant natural and man-made assets to support diverse economic activity, trade

and future investment

e Typically contain ventures which have a broader State and national focus which impact upon

the operations of the Council.

Major Strategic Area

Councils categorised as Major Strategic Area will have a minimum population of 200,000. To
satisfy this criteria the non-resident working population can be included.

Other features may include:

e Health services, tertiary education services and major regional airports which service the

surrounding and wider regional community

e Afull range of high-order services including business, office and retail uses with arts, culture,

recreation and entertainment centres
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e Total operating revenue exceeding $250M per annum

e Significant visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and major events that attract state

and national attention

e A proximity to Sydney which generates economic opportunities.

Regional Strategic Area

Councils categorised as Regional Strategic Area are differentiated from Councils in the
Regional Centre category on the basis of their significant population and will typically have a
residential population above 100,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-resident working population

can be included.
Other features may include:

e Health services, tertiary education services and major regional airports which service the

surrounding and wider regional community

e Afull range of high-order services including business, office and retail uses with arts, culture,

recreation and entertainment centres
e Total operating revenue exceeding $250M per annum

e Significant visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and major events that attract state

and national attention

e A proximity to Sydney which generates economic opportunities.
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Regional Centre

Councils categorised as Regional Centre will typically have a minimum residential population of

40,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-resident working population can be included.
Other features may include:
e Alarge city or town providing a significant proportion of the region’s housing and employment

e Health services, tertiary education services and major regional airports which service the

surrounding and wider regional community

e Afull range of high-order services including business, office and retail uses with arts, culture,

recreation and entertainment centres
e Total operating revenue exceeding $100M per annum
e The highest rates of population growth in regional NSW

e Significant visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and major events that attract state

and national attention

A proximity to Sydney which generates economic opportunities.

Councils in the category of Regional Centre are often considered the geographic centre of the

region providing services to their immediate and wider catchment communities.
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Regional Rural

Councils categorised as Regional Rural will typically have a minimum residential population of

20,000. To satisfy this criteria the non-resident working population can be included.
Other features may include:

e A large urban population existing alongside a traditional farming sector, and are surrounded

by smaller towns and villages

e Health services, tertiary education services and regional airports which service a regional

community

e A broad range of industries including agricultural, educational, health, professional,

government and retail services
e Large visitor numbers to established tourism ventures and events.

Councils in the category of Regional Rural provide a degree of regional servicing below that of a

Regional Centre.

Rural Large

Councils categorised as Rural Large will have a residential population greater than 10,000, and
a Councillor to resident ratio of at least 1 to 1200.

Other features may include:

e One or two significant townships combined with a considerable dispersed population spread

over a large area and a long distance from a major regional centre

e A limited range of services, facilities and employment opportunities compared to Regional

Rural Councils

e Local economies based on agricultural/resource industries.
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Rural

Councils categorised as Rural will typically have a residential population less than 10,000.

County Councils - Water

County Councils that provide water and/or sewerage functions with a joint approach in planning

and installing large water reticulation and sewerage systems.

County Councils - Other

County Councils that administer, control and eradicate declared noxious weeds as a specified

Local Control Authority under the Biosecurity Act 2015.
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