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DISCLAIMER
This options paper has been prepared by Norman Waterhouse Lawyers for the City of
Prospect. The opinions and estimates contained herein are made in good faith and as far as
possible based on information, data and sources believed to be reliable.
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1.

INTRODUCTION
1.1

Councils in South Australia are required to undertake a representation review in
accordance with section 12 of the Local Government Act 1999 (the Act) at
least once in each ‘relevant period’. The ‘relevant period’ is a period set by the
Minister responsible for the Act by notice in the Gazette. The City of Prospect
(the Council) is required to complete its representation review by October
2021.

1.2

The purpose of a council undertaking a representation review is, pursuant to
section 12(3) of the Act, to determine ‘whether its community would benefit
from an alteration to its composition or ward structure’.

1.3

Section 12(4) of the Act provides that the Council ‘must ensure that all aspects
of the composition of the council, and the issue of the division, or potential
division, of the area of the council into wards, are comprehensively reviewed
under this section at least once in each relevant period that is prescribed by the
regulations’. The Council is currently undertaking this comprehensive review.

1.4

This Representation Options Paper is prepared in accordance with sections
12(5) and 12(6) of the Act and examines the advantages and disadvantages of
the various options available to the Council with respect to its composition and
ward structure.

1.5

In particular, this Representation Options Paper considers the following
matters:
1.5.1

Whether the principal member of the Council should be a Mayor
elected by the community or a Chairperson selected by (and from
amongst) the members of the Council1;

1.5.2

The composition of the Council, including the number of councillors
and how councillors shall be elected (ie ward councillors, area
councillors or a combination of both);

1.5.3

The division of the Council’s area into wards, including whether wards
should be abolished, taking into consideration the ward quota
principles set out in section 33 of the Act;

1

We note that the Statues Amendment (Local Government Review) Bill 2020 presently before
Parliament seeks to abolish the appointment of a principal member of the Council by its elected
members. However, at the time of writing, this still remains as an option under the Act.
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1.5.4

Whether the Council should change from a district council to a
municipal council; and

1.5.5

Whether the Council should change the name of the Council or the
name of a ward.

1.6

The abovementioned matters will be considered as part of this Representation
Review having regard to the principles set out in section 26 of the Act, including
that:
1.6.1

proposed changes to Council’s representation structure should,
wherever practicable, benefit ratepayers;

1.6.2

proposed changes should reflect communities of interest of an
economic, recreational, social, regional or other kind, and be
consistent with community structures, values, expectations and
aspirations;

1.6.3

residents should receive adequate and fair representation, while overrepresentation in comparison with other councils of a similar size and
type should be avoided; and

1.6.4

the extent and frequency of previous changes affecting the council
following prior Representation Reviews.
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2.

BACKGROUND
2.1

The Council’s area was officially named ‘Prospect’ in 1836 due to the beautiful
‘prospect’ the locality presented. The Council area was described as ‘being
well timbered, with waving gum and shady drees’.

2.2

The Council is located immediately north of the Adelaide Central Business
District and includes all or parts of the following suburbs:
2.2.1

Broadview;

2.2.2

Collinswood;

2.2.3

Fitzroy;

2.2.4

Medindie Gardens;

2.2.5

Nailsworth;

2.2.6

Ovingham;

2.2.7

Prospect;

2.2.8

Sefton Park; and

2.2.9

Thorngate.

2.3

The Council’s principal office is situated in the suburb of Prospect.

2.4

The Council had a population of 20,527 people2 in 2016 (this is expected to
increase to 22,310 people by 20263). According to the 2016 Census results,
the most common ancestries in the Council are English (22.8%), Australian
(19.9%), Italian (7.8%), Irish (6.9%) and Scottish (5.5%).

2

2016 Census.
Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure, Government of South Australia, 2016,
Population Projections for South Australian Local Government Areas, 2011-31, February 2016
release.
3
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3.

REVIEW PROCESS

Section 12 of the Act sets out a detailed process which the Council must follow in
undertaking its Representation Review. A summary of that process is set out below.
3.1

Representation Options Paper
3.1.1

The Council will initiate the preparation of the Representation Options
Paper by a person who, in the opinion of the Council, is qualified to
address the representation and governance issues that may arise with
respect to the matters under review.

3.2

First Public Consultation
3.2.1

The Council will conduct its first round of public consultation for a
period of no less than six weeks by issuing a public notice in the
Gazette and publishing that notice on the Council’s website which
informs the public of the preparation of the Representation Options
Paper and invites interested persons to make written submissions to
the Council on the subject of the Representation Review within a
period specified by the Council.

3.2.2

The Council will also publish a copy of the aforementioned notice in a
newspaper circulating within its area.

3.3

Representation Review Report
3.3.1

After the conclusion of the First Public Consultation period the Council
will prepare a Representation Review Report that:
3.3.1.1

provides information on the public consultation and the
Council’s response to the issues arising from the
submissions made as part of that process, if any; and

3.3.1.2

contains a proposal that the Council considers should be
carried into effect, including an analysis of how that proposal
meets the relevant principles and matters set out in the Act.

3.4

Second Public Consultation
3.4.1

The second round of public consultation will last for a period of no less
than three weeks. The Council will, by way of public notice in the
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Gazette and publishing that notice on the Council’s website, inform the
public of the preparation of the Representation Review Report and its
availability for inspection at its principal office and invite interested
persons to make written submissions to the Council on the
Representation Review Report within a period specified by the
Council.
3.4.2

Likewise, the Council will also publish a copy of that notice in a
newspaper circulating within its area.

3.5

Finalisation of Representation Review Report
3.5.1

The Council will provide all persons who made written submissions in
response to the Representation Review Report an opportunity to
appear personally or by representative before the Council and to be
heard on those submissions.

3.5.2

After that takes place (if applicable) the Council will finalise its
Representation Review Report and adopt a final proposal for future
composition and ward structure.

3.5.3

If the Representation Review Report proposes that the composition of
the Council be altered so that the Council will have a Chairperson
rather than a Mayor, the Council must, in accordance with section
12(11a) of the Act, conduct a poll on the matter.

3.6

Certification and Implementation of Changes to Representative Structure
3.6.1

The Representation Review Report and supporting documentation will
be submitted to the Electoral Commissioner who will then, if satisfied
that all legislative requirements have been met, issue a certificate of
compliance and specify a date for the Council to place a notice in the
Gazette.

3.6.2

Any changes to the Council’s composition or ward structure will take
effect from the November 2022 periodic election.
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4.

CURRENT REPRESENTATION STRUCTURE
4.1

The Council conducted its last Representation Review in 2013 and determined
to:
4.1.1

retain the name of the Council (ie City of Prospect);

4.1.2

retain the number of ward councillors at eight;

4.1.3

maintain a principal member who is popularly elected (ie a Mayor);

4.1.4

not introduce area councillors in addition to ward councillors; and

4.1.5

divide the Council area into four wards, instead of no wards as it stood
at the time.

4.2

That structure came into effect from the November 2014 periodic election.

4.3

The Council is currently represented by the Mayor (elected by the community)
and eight ward councillors. The Council area is divided into four wards (Refer
to Diagram 1 on page 9).

4.4

4.5

The current wards are:
4.4.1

North Ward, represented by 2 ward councillors;

4.4.2

West Ward, represented by 2 ward councillors;

4.4.3

Central Ward, represented by 2 ward councillors;

4.4.4

East Ward, represented by 2 ward councillors.

As at January 2021, there were 14,950 electors on the Council’s Voters Roll.
Council’s Voter Roll comprises:
4.5.1

the House of Assembly Roll namely, the persons who are on the roll
by virtue of Section 14(1)(a) of the Local Government (Elections) Act
1999; and

4.5.2

the Council’s Supplementary Roll namely, the persons who have been
included on the Council’s voters roll by virtue of Sections 14(1)(ab) to
14(1)(c) of the Local Government (Elections) Act 1999.
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4.6

Table 1 below provides the composition of Council’s electors within its Voters
Roll.

Table 1 – Composition of Electors on Council’s Voters Roll as at January 2021

Number of Electors
Ward
Council’s
House of Assembly

Supplementary Roll

Total

Roll
North

3,943

4

3,947

West

3,905

12

3,917

Central

3,465

9

3,474

East

3,606

6

3,612

Source: City of Prospect

4.7

Pursuant to section 33(2) of the Act, the number of electors represented by a
councillor must not vary from the ward quota by more than 10 per cent.4 The
ward quota is the number of electors for the area divided by the number of
ward councillors which represent wards. The ward quota for the Council is
1:1,868 calculated by dividing 14,950 (electors) by 8 (ward councillors).

4.8

Table 2 below provides data as at January 2021 with respect to the number of
electors within each of the current wards, elector ratios and ward quota
variances.

4

This tolerance of ±10% may be exceeded if there are demographic changes predicted by a
Commonwealth or State government agency that the ward quota will not, at the next periodic
elections, be exceeded by more than 10 per cent: see Section 33(3) of the Act. However, we are not
aware of any such predictions in the present case.
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Table 2 – Current Representation Details

House of
Ward

Variance

Council’s

Councillors Assembly Supplementary
Roll

Roll

Electors

Elector

from

Ratio

Ward
quota

North

2

3,943

4

3,947

1:1,973

5.62%

West

2

3,905

12

3,917

1:1,958

4.81%

Central

2

3,465

9

3,474

1:1,737

-7.01%

East

2

3,606

6

3,612

1:1,806

-3.31%

Source: City of Prospect

4.9

The Council is not in a position where it must alter its ward structure as the
ward quotas remain within the statutory tolerance of ±10%.

4.10

However, while not mandatory to make changes to its ward structure, the
Council can still consider altering its composition.

4.11

Any alterations should:
4.11.1

provide fair and adequate representation;

4.11.2

avoid over-representation in comparison to other councils of a similar
size and type;

4.11.3

AYG\M0297597F06595175
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Diagram 1 – Current Ward Boundaries
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5.

COMPOSITION OF COUNCIL
5.1

Mayor or Chairperson
5.1.1

Section 51 of the Act states that a council may be constituted on the
basis that the principal member is a Mayor, to be appointed or elected
by the community as a representative of the council area as a whole,
or as a Chairperson (who may be titled the Mayor in any event), to be
chosen by the members of the council from amongst their own
number.

5.1.2

The principal member of the Council is currently a Mayor, elected by
the community at Council-wide elections.

5.1.3

In addition to the differing manner in which a Mayor and Chairperson
are elected, other key differences are as follows:
5.1.3.1

a Mayor is elected for a four-year term, while a Chairperson
is elected for a term determined by the council, which must
not exceed four years;

5.1.3.2

a Mayor does not have a deliberative vote on a question
arising for decision before the council, but has a casting vote
in the event of an equality of votes. On the other hand, a
Chairperson does have a deliberative vote but does not, in
the event of an equality of votes, have a casting vote.

5.1.4

The roles of a Mayor and Chairperson are otherwise identical. There
are advantages and disadvantages to both options, which are
summarised in Table 3 below.
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Table 3 – Mayor vs Chairperson – Advantages and Disadvantages
Mayor
•

Can be seen as
representing broader

Chairperson

•

members, which reflects

electorate or

Advantages

Appointed by elected

majority view of the

community and

Council

provides the electors
with choice
•

Must be appointed by
way of election across

Disadvantages

•

Electors may prefer

the entire council

appointing the principal

area, which may lead

member to reflect the

to additional costs

community’s choice

being incurred by the
council
5.1.5

Mayors are common across South Australia local government. Only a
handful of regional Councils have a Chairperson. Nevertheless, it is
important for this aspect of the Council’s composition to be considered
as this representation review must, as required by the Act, be a
comprehensive review. As previously mentioned, the Statues
Amendment (Local Government Review) Bill 2020 currently before
Parliament seeks to abolish the appointment of Chairpersons.
However, at the time of writing, this still remains as an option under the
Act for the Council.

5.1.6

In the event the final Representation Review Report proposes a
change to the principal member of the Council, a poll must be
conducted on the matter in accordance with section 12(11a) of the Act.

5.1.7

Further, if there is to be a change from a Mayor to a Chairperson, a
change the overall number of council members may be preferred in
order to have an odd number of council members (to avoid tied votes
in light of the Chairperson’s deliberative vote).
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5.2

Ward Councillors
5.2.1

Section 52 of the Act provides that a councillor may either be
appointed or elected as a representative of a particular ward within a
council by the electors of that particular ward (ie a ward councillor) or
as a representative of the council area as a whole (whether or not the
area is divided into wards), by electors for the entire area (ie an area
councillor). A council may have a combination of both ward councillors
and area councillors, or one or the other.

5.2.2

While ward councillors are elected by the electors of their particular
ward, they are still required, pursuant to section 59(1)(b) of the Act, to
represent the interests of all residents and ratepayers, to provide
community leadership and guidance, and to facilitate communication
between the community and the Council.

5.3

Area Councillors
5.3.1

It is uncommon for councils in South Australia to have both ward
councillors and area councillors. Nevertheless, it is important for the
Council to consider as part of its Representation Review the
advantages and disadvantages of having both area councillors in
addition to ward councillors, and whether it wishes to incorporate area
councillors into its composition.

5.3.2

If the Council seeks to abolish its wards, there will be no ward
councillors but area councillors only. The advantages and
disadvantages of having no wards is discussed in paragraph 6 below.

5.3.3

The advantages of having area councillors are as follows:
5.3.3.1

area councillors represent a single community of interest;

5.3.3.2

area councillors are free from potentially narrow ward
perspectives;

5.3.3.3

area councillors can assist the principal member (and ward
councillors if relevant) if and when required; and

5.3.3.4

area councillors can act as a greater source of
communication for electors to contact within the community.
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5.3.4

However, there is also an argument that area councillors are not
required as their roles and responsibilities are the same as for ward
councillors. Further, the disadvantages of area councillors may
include:
5.3.4.1

greater cost to the Council, both in terms of elected member
allowances and election costs; and

5.3.4.2

the addition of area councillors may create a perception that
area councillors have a greater or different status than ward
councillors, given that they are elected by electors for the
Council area as a whole.

AYG\M0297597F06595175
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6.

WARD STRUCTURE
6.1

The Council may divide or redivide its area into fewer or more wards, alter
existing ward boundaries, or may abolish the division of its area into wards
altogether. The abolition of wards would result in the Council only having area
councillors to represent its community. We note that prior to the Council’s last
Representation Review in 2013, the Council had no wards.

6.2

There are potential advantages and disadvantages for having wards versus
having no wards.

6.3

Wards
6.3.1

Arguments for wards include:
6.3.1.1

ward councillors will likely be more cognisant of local issues
concerning that particular ward;

6.3.1.2

electors are more likely to know their ward councillors;

6.3.1.3

wards guarantee a degree of direct representation within
communities.

6.3.2

Arguments against wards include:
6.3.2.1

ward councillors may act as an advocate of the particular
ward they represent to too great an extent, which could
detract from the interests of the overall council area;

6.3.2.2

a candidate may be elected as a ward councillor in a ward
despite receiving less votes than a defeated candidate in
another ward;

6.3.2.3

ward councillors are not required to reside within the ward
they represent, and thus might not necessarily have a strong
affiliation with the communities within that ward.

6.4

No wards
6.4.1

Arguments for no wards include:
6.4.1.1

electors can vote for any of the candidates to be elected to
council, as opposed to those nominated to a particular ward;
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6.4.1.2

the candidates that receive the most votes across the entire
council area will be elected;

6.4.1.3

councillors may be less likely to have narrow ward
perspectives and may be more likely to fulfil their function of
representing the council area as a whole.

6.4.2

Arguments against no wards include:
6.4.2.1

there may be an overrepresentation of knowledge and views
regarding some areas within the Council, at the expense of
other areas;

6.4.2.2

certain councillors may be approached by residents and
ratepayers more regularly, potentially creating an inequitable
workload among Council members;

6.4.2.3

councillors may be less likely to have an understanding of
issues or concerns within particular communities of interest.

6.5

Number of Wards
6.5.1

If the Council is to continue to have wards, it can either have a lesser
number of wards, each with a greater number of Council members, or
it may have a greater number of wards, each with a lesser number of
Council members. Alternatively, it may have a combination of larger
and smaller wards. Each option will need to consider the ward
structure assessment criteria, which are set out below in paragraph 7.

AYG\M0297597F06595175
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7.

WARD STRUCTURE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
7.1

Communities of Interest
7.1.1

Section 26(1)(c)(vii) of the Act states that:
‘a council should reflect communities of interest of an economic,
recreational, social, regional or other kind, and be consistent with
community structures, values, expectations and aspirations’.

7.1.2

Given the small geographical area of the Council, there are no real
distinct communities of interest. The suburb of Prospect itself is the
largest suburb within the Council area, in terms of geography and
electors, comprising the majority of the western half of the area.

7.1.3

However, the main roads of Churchill Road, Prospect Road and Main
North Road may create smaller communities of interest within the
Council area due to particular electors accessing services and facilities
within those distinct corridors.

7.1.4

The options discussed in this Report strive to maintain communities of
interest wherever possible.

7.2

Population, Topography and Demographic Trends
7.2.1

The Council’s previous Representation Options Paper dated February
2013 identified the following residential development opportunities
which had the potential to generate increased resident (elector)
numbers in the Council area over the foreseeable future:
7.2.1.1

the future division and redevelopment of the 5.47 hectare
parcel of land at number 250 Churchill Road, Prospect, for
medium-density residential development has potential to
realise approximately 250 – 330 additional dwellings;

7.2.1.2

the future re-development of land on North East Road,
Collinswood, may serve to realise additional residential
opportunities;

7.2.1.3

the Draft Ministerial Inner Metropolitan Growth Development
Plan Amendment has the potential to afford higher density
residential development opportunities along urban transport
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corridors such as Churchill, Main North and Prospect Roads.
This is consistent with the strategies promoted in the 30
Year Plan for Greater Adelaide (released February 2010),
as they related to the Eastern Adelaide Region.
7.2.2

Council has advised that it has experienced population growth over
five years for the period 2013 to 2018 of just under 0.5%. However,
the introduction of the Urban Corridor Zone (UCZ) in 2014 has seen
positive growth in apartments. In particular, in the three years from
2016/2017 and 2018/2019, apartments numbers fluctuated
considerably from 58 to 125 per annum. The estimated occupancy
rate of these apartments is 1.9 persons per apartment.

7.2.3

Since 2019, the Council has seen an upward trend in apartment
development in the UCZ. Based on estimated apartment completion
between 2019 and 2028, the Council expects to see an average of
140 apartments developed per annum.

7.2.4

To measure its supply of apartments and commercial development,
the Council developed a model of the local apartment construction
market based on building completions and past and future planning
approvals. The model also included estimated rate revenue by class
of property and potential population projections per development
scenario. The three growth scenarios developed by the Council are as
follows:

7.2.5

7.2.4.1

Low Growth – 80 apartments per annum.

7.2.4.2

Medium Growth – 130 apartments per annum.

7.2.4.3

High Growth – 180 apartments per annum.

The population growth in respect of each scenario is estimated in
Table 4 overleaf:
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Table 4 – Population Growth Scenarios
Low

Medium

High

2019

152

247

342

2020

304

494

684

2021

456

741

1026

2022

608

988

1368

2023

760

1235

1710

2024

912

1482

2052

2025

1064

1729

2394

2026

1216

1976

2736

2027

1368

2223

3078

2028

1520

2430

3420

Source: City of Prospect

7.2.6

The Council has further advised that:
7.2.6.1

159 apartments were completed in the UCZ in 2020 which is
above its initial estimate (135);

7.2.6.2

completions in 2021 are estimated to be 90 apartments
(which could be attributed to the COVID-19 pandemic);

7.2.6.3

in 2022, the estimated completions are close to 200
dwellings, reducing to approximately 100 in 2023;

7.2.6.4

2024 may see an upswing with 156 apartments completed,
as sites such as the Renewal SA site on Churchill Road are
completed;

7.2.6.5

2024 could see well over 200 dwellings completed as a
project on a larger site on the corner of Prospect and
Regency Road, as ‘Leadlight Corner’ is currently seeking
planning approval.

7.2.7

In summary, continued growth in the UCZ at the medium growth rate
of 130 dwellings per annum will result in approximately 250 additional
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people per annum. While this does not necessarily equate to an
estimated increase of 250 additional electors per annum, it is clear that
the Council is expecting population growth as a result of residential
development opportunities.
7.2.8

These estimations seem to be consistent with the trend in data
provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics in respect of the
‘Prospect (C) – Local Government Areas’ population in 2006, 2011
and 2016. The Census data from those years indicate an increase in
population from 19,294, 19,955 and 20,527 persons, respectively.

7.2.9

According to the Department for Planning, Transport and
Infrastructure’s projections(now the Department for Infrastructure and
Transport), the Council’s population is expected to further increase to
22,310people by 2026.5

7.3

Adequate and Fair Representation
7.3.1

The Council’s current overall elector ratio is 1:1,868, being 14,950
electors divided by 8 councillors.

7.3.2

Pursuant to section 33(1)(f) of the Act, in formulating a proposal that
relates to the boundaries of a ward or wards, the Council must take
into account:
‘the need to ensure adequate and fair representation while at the
same time avoiding over-representation in comparison to other
councils of a similar size and type (at least in the longer term).’

7.3.3

Table 5 overleaf provides a comparison between the Council and
other metropolitan councils which are similar in size (in terms of elector
numbers as at October 2020) with respect to composition, size and
elector ratio.

5

Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure, Government of South Australia, 2019,
Population Projections for South Australian Local Government Areas, 2016-36, December 2016
release.
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Table 5 – Comparison of elector data and representation amongst various
metropolitan councils
Council

Electors

Councillors

Ratio

27,964

7

1:3,994

Adelaide Hills Council

29,600

12

1:2,466

City of Burnside

31,722

12

1:2,643

City of Campbelltown

35,837

10

1:3,583

City of Charles Sturt

87,107

16

1:5,444

Town of Gawler

18,247

10

1:1,824

City of Holdfast Bay

28,150

12

1:2,345

City of Marion

66,137

12

1:5,511

City of Mitcham

48,668

13

1:3,743

25,575

13

1:1,967

City of Onkaparinga

127,327

12

1:10,610

City of Playford

63,633

15

1:4,242

86,084

17

1:5,063

City of Prospect

18,950

8

1:1,868

City of Salisbury

96,240

14

1:6,874

73,659

12

1:6,138

27,412

12

1:2,284

Corporation of the
City of Adelaide

City of Norwood,
Payneham and St
Peters

City of Port Adelaide
Enfield

City of Tea Tree
Gully
Corporation of the
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City of Unley
Corporation of the
Town of Walkerville
City of West Torrens

5,729

8

1:716

41,843

14

1:2,988

Source: Electoral Commission of South Australia and City of Prospect

7.3.4

As can be seen in Table 5, the number of electors differs significantly
across councils, as does the number of councillors, which makes the
comparison exercise difficult.

7.3.5

The councils denoted in red text above are those metropolitan councils
which are most similar in size (in terms of elector numbers as at
October 2020) to the Council. It is evident that those councils (Town
of Gawler and City of Norwood, Payneham and St Peters) have a
greater number of councillors representing their electors. That can be
said in relation to other metropolitan councils as well, with the average
number of councillors being 12 in the group of councils considered
above.

7.3.6

The average elector ratio in Table 5 is 1:3,892 noting that there are
vast differences in elector numbers and council areas in the councils
listed in the table.

7.3.7

For those councils listed in Table 5 with elector numbers of 30,000 or
less, the average elector ratio is 1:2494 noting however that the vast
majority of those councils have 50% more electors than the Council.
When comparing the Council with the average of those councils
(rather than only the Town of Gawler and the City of Norwood,
Payneham & St Peters) the Council has a higher level of
representation than the average.

7.4

Ward Quota
7.4.1

Any proposal that the Council considers in respect of the formation of
its wards must observe the principle that the number of electors
represented by a councillor must not vary from the ward quota by more
than 10 per cent.
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8.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
8.1

Pursuant to Section 12(2) of the Act, in undertaking a Representation Review,
the Council may also consider:
8.1.1

changing the council from a district council to a municipal council;

8.1.2

altering the name of:

8.1.3
8.2

8.1.2.1

the council;

8.1.2.2

the area of the council;

give a name to, or alter the name of, a ward.

The only difference between a district council and a municipal council is that,
pursuant to Section 81(6) of the Act, ordinary meetings of a municipal council
may not be held before 5 p.m. unless the council resolves otherwise by a
resolution supported unanimously by all members of the council. We do not
currently consider there is a basis to change the Council from a district council
to a municipal council.

8.3

Further, there does not appear to be any factors presently suggesting the
Council ought to alter its name. In any event the Council can at any time
consider changing its name. If the Council resolves to proceed with an Option
which involves the addition of wards, it will be required to give a name to, or
alter the name of an existing ward.
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9.

OPTIONS
9.1

Whilst one option is to introduce a chairperson into the Council’s composition,
regard needs to be had to the Statute Amendment (Local Government Review)
Bill 2020 discussed at paragraph 5.1.5.

9.2

The following ward structure options are examples of how the Council can be
divided into wards, having regard to the principles discussed throughout this
Report. It would not seem appropriate to introduce a chairperson.

9.3

The Options below include four-ward, three-ward and two-ward options. The
abolition of wards is also considered as an option, in accordance with Section
12 of the Act. Other options with more than 4 wards have not been considered
given the small geographical size of the Council and the difficulty to
meaningfully dividing the Council into more than four wards.

9.4

It also does not appear appropriate to introduce additional Council Members
(that exceed a total of 9 Council Members), having regard to the discussion set
out in paragraph 7.3 above.

9.5

It is also noteworthy to mention that the Council’s prior structure prior to
2008/2009 was five wards, each represented by two ward councillors (ie ten
ward councillors plus the Mayor). Since the 2010 Local Government election,
the Council has been represented by 8 ward councillors and the Mayor.

9.6

It does not appear logical, nor does there appear to be a benefit in introducing
additional Council Members.

9.7

When comparing the Council’s elector ratio with those of the two councils listed
in Table 5 with the closest elector numbers to the Council (ie Town of Gawler
and City of Norwood, Payneham & St Peters) one would say that the Council’s
electors are currently adequately and fairly represented. However, when
comparing the Council’s elector ratio with that of other councils in Table 5 with
elector numbers of 30,000 or less, one would say the Council’s electors are
over-represented.

9.8

Whilst the Council’s electors are currently fairly and adequately represented,
options with a reduced number of councillors are presented as part of this
Representation Review. In respect of those options with a reduced number of
councillors, we note that area councillors could be incorporated into the
Council’s composition.
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9.9

We note that the current composition of 8 councillors (plus the Mayor) is
compatible with the proposed ‘cap’ of 12 Council Members set out in the
Statues Amendment (Local Government Review) Bill 2020.
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9.10

Option 1
Description

9.10.1

The division of the Council area into four wards, with each ward being
represented by 2 councillors (ie the Council’s current structure).

Elector ratio
Elector

Ward

Councillors

Electors

Ward 1

2

3,947

1:1,973

+ 5.62%

Ward 2

2

3,917

1:1,958

+ 4.81%

Ward 3

2

3,474

1:1,737

- 7.01%

Ward 4

2

3,612

1:1,806

- 3.31%

Total

8

14,950

1:1,868

-

Ratio

Variance

Comments
9.10.2

This four ward structure option is identical to the Council’s current
structure. As the ward quota tolerance limits for all wards fall
comfortably within the statutory limit of ±10%, the Council is not
required to alter its current structure and may indeed retain this
structure moving forward.

9.10.3

This structure splits the Council area into North, South, Central and
Western wards, with boundaries being full or parts of roads along the
middle of those roads. Wards are not separated by suburb boundaries
in the Council’s current structure, mainly due to the suburb of Prospect
forming a large proportion (geographically and elector-wise) of the
Council’s area.

9.10.4

The majority of future residential development is expected to take
place in Wards 1 and 2. While these wards are able to tolerate some
increase in elector numbers based on current ward quota tolerances,
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this will ultimately depend on the level of growth. It may be that ward
quota tolerance limits for wards 1 and 2 will exceed the statutory limit
of ± 10% in the future if growth in population (and thus elector
numbers) continues as expected. Although, it is important to note that
as the number of electors increases in the Council’s area, so will the
elector ratios.
9.10.5

This proposal is based on a total of eight ward councillors, plus a
popularly elected Mayor, consistent with the Council’s current
composition.
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Diagram – Option 1 – Four Wards (8 Councillors)

AYG\M0297597F06595175

27

9.11

Option 2
Description

9.11.1

The division of the Council area into two wards, with each ward being
represented by 4 councillors.

Elector ratio
Elector

Ward

Councillors

Electors

Ward 1

4

7,346

1:1,836

- 1.71%

Ward 2

4

7,604

1:1,901

+ 1.76%

Total

8

14,950

1:1,868

-

Ratio

Variance

Comments
9.11.2

This two-ward structure option is an adaption of the Council’s current
structure. Ward 1 of Option 2 is a combination of the Council’s current
Wards 1 and 2, although with a slight boundary shift from Johns Road
to Percy Street.

9.11.3

Ward 2 of Option 2 is an amalgamation of the Council’s current Wards
3 and 4, taking into consideration the above boundary shift.

9.11.4

All internal ward boundaries in this Option are split through the middle
of the relevant road.

9.11.5

The ward quota tolerance limits for both wards fall well within the
statutory limit of ±10%, meaning that this option would be able to
tolerate an increase in elector numbers.

9.11.6

This option is based on a total of eight ward councillors, plus a
popularly elected Mayor, consistent with the Council’s current
composition.
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Diagram – Option 2 – Two Wards (8 Councillors)
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9.12

Option 3
Description

9.12.1

The division of the Council area into two wards, with the first ward
being represented by 5 councillors and the second ward being
represented by 2 councillors.

Elector ratio
Elector

Ward

Councillors

Electors

Ward 1

5

10,291

1:2,058

- 3.60%

Ward 2

2

4,659

1:2,329

+ 9.08%

Total

7

14,950

1:2,135

-

Ratio

Variance

Comments
9.12.2

This two-ward structure option is a further adaption of the Council’s
current structure. However, this option is based on a total of seven
ward councillors, plus a popularly elected Mayor, meaning that there
would be a reduction in the number of Council Members (from 9 to 8).

9.12.3

Ward 2 of Option 3 is the Council’s current Ward 4, plus the entire
suburb of Medindie Gardens and the remainder of the suburb of
Nailsworth (which does not already form part of current Ward 4). This
ward is proposed to have 4,644 electors represented by two ward
councillors. While the ward quota tolerance for this ward is +8.75%,
this does not present an issue as there is not expected to be any
significant increases to population and thus elector numbers in this
area of the Council.

9.12.4

Ward 1 of Option 3 comprises the remainder of the Council area, being
an adaption of current Wards 1, 2 and 3. The ward quota tolerance
limit for this ward is -3.46%, which allows significant leeway for
fluctuations in elector numbers, which is to be expected in this area of
the Council given the development within the UCZ.
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9.12.5

All internal ward boundaries in this Option are split through the middle
of the relevant road.

9.12.6
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This option may be modified by adding one area councillor.
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Diagram – Option 3 – Two Wards (7 Councillors)
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9.13

Option 4
Description

9.13.1

The division of the Council area into two wards, with the first ward
being represented by 4 councillors and the second ward being
represented by 2 councillors.

Elector ratio
Elector

Ward

Councillors

Electors

Ward 1

4

10,291

1:2,572

+ 3.25%

Ward 2

2

4,659

1:2,329

- 6.50%

Total

6

14,950

1:2,491

-

Ratio

Variance

Comments
9.13.2

The ward structure proposed for Option 4 is identical to the ward
structure proposed for Option 3 above. However, this option is based
on a total of six ward councillors, plus a popularly elected Mayor,
meaning that there would be a reduction in the number of Council
Members (from 9 to 7).

9.13.3

The only internal ward boundary in this Option (Main North Road) is
split through the middle of that road. This internal boundary also
happens to be the suburb boundaries of Prospect, Nailsworth,
Medindie Gardens and Sefton Park, meaning that entire suburbs are
kept within the same ward (aside from those which straddle across two
councils, such as Broadview and Sefton Park).

9.13.4

The ward quota tolerance limits for both wards within this option are
within the statutory limit of ± 10%.

9.13.5

AYG\M0297597F06595175

This option may be modified by adding one or two area councillors.

33

Diagram – Option 4 – Two Wards (6 Councillors)
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9.14

Option 5
Description

9.14.1

The division of the Council area into three wards, with Ward 1 being
represented by 2 councillors, Ward 2 being represented by 4
councillors and Ward 3 being represented by 2 councillors.

Elector ratio
Elector

Ward

Councillors

Electors

Ward 1

2

3,429

1:1,714

- 8.24%

Ward 2

4

7,909

1:1,977

+ 5.83%

Ward 3

2

3,612

1:1,806

- 3.31%

Total

8

14,950

1:1,868

Ratio

Variance

Comments
9.14.2

The ward structure proposed for Option 4 is a further adaption of the
Council’s current ward structure set out at Option 1 above.

9.14.3

Ward 1 in Option 5 is an adaption of the Council’s current Ward 1,
although the boundary has moved north from Johns Road to Percy
Street.

9.14.4

Ward 2 in Option 5 is an amalgamation of the Council’s current Wards
2 and 3, with the altered boundary explained above.

9.14.5

Ward 3 in Option 5 is identical to the Council’s current Ward 4.

9.14.6

All internal ward boundaries in this Option are split through the middle
of the relevant road.

9.14.7

The ward quota tolerance limits for all three wards within this option
are within the statutory limit of ± 10%. All wards, including Ward 1
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where residential development is expected, can tolerate significant
increases in population and elector numbers.
9.14.8

This option is based on a total of eight ward councillors, plus a
popularly elected Mayor, consistent with the Council’s current
composition.
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Diagram – Option 5 – Three Wards (8 Councillors)
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9.15

Option 6
Description

9.15.1

The division of the Council area into three wards, with each ward
being represented by 2 councillors.

Elector ratio
Elector

Ward

Councillors

Electors

Ward 1

2

5,325

1:2,662

+ 6.86%

Ward 2

2

4,659

1:2,329

- 6.50%

Ward 3

2

4,966

1:2,483

- 0.32%

Total

6

14,950

1:2,491

Ratio

Variance

Comments
9.15.2

Option 6 is a three-ward option with each ward being relatively similar
in size (from a geographical perspective). Each ward is represented
by two ward councillors.

9.15.3

Ward 1 comprises the northern part of the Council area, and
approximately half the suburb of Prospect. Ward 3 comprises the
southern part of the Council area, which includes the remainder of the
suburb of Prospect, in addition to the suburbs of Ovingham, Fitzroy
and Thorngate. The boundary between Wards 1 and 3 travels in an
east-west direction along Olive Street and Wilcox Avenue (with a small
proportion of that boundary travelling in a north-south direction along
Prospect Road).

9.15.4

Ward 2 comprises the Council’s current Ward 4, plus the suburb of
Medindie Gardens and the remainder of Nailsworth.

9.15.5

All internal ward boundaries in this option are split through the middle
of the relevant road.
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9.15.6

The ward quota tolerance limits for all three wards within this option
are within the statutory limit of ± 10%. All wards, including Ward 1
where residential development is expected, can tolerate increases in
population and elector numbers.

9.15.7

This option is based on a total of six ward councillors, plus a popularly
elected Mayor, meaning that there would be a reduction in the number
of Council Members (from 9 to 7).

9.15.8
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Diagram – Option 6 – Three Wards (6 Councillors)
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9.16

Option 7
Description

9.16.1

The division of the Council area into two wards, with each ward being
represented by 3 councillors.

Elector ratio
Elector

Ward

Councillors

Electors

Ward 1

3

7,346

1:2,448

- 1.72%

Ward 2

3

7,604

1:2,534

+ 1.72%

Total

6

14,950

1:2,491

-

Ratio

Variance

Comments
9.16.2

The ward structure proposed for Option 7 is identical to the ward
structure proposed for Option 2 above. However, this option is based
on a total of six ward councillors, plus a popularly elected Mayor,
meaning that there is a reduction in the number of Council Members
(from 9 to 7).

9.16.3

The only internal ward boundary in this Option (Prospect Road) is split
through the middle of that road.

9.16.4

The ward quota tolerance limits for both wards within this option fall
comfortably within the statutory limit of ± 10%. Both wards can
tolerate significant fluctuations in elector numbers.

9.16.5
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Diagram – Option 7 – Two Wards (6 Councillors)
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9.17

Option 8
Description

9.17.1

The division of the Council area into two wards, with each ward being
represented by 3 councillors.

Elector ratio
Elector

Ward

Councillors

Electors

Ward 1

3

7,559

1:2,519

+ 1.12%

Ward 2

3

7,391

1:2,463

- 1.12%

Total

6

14,950

1:2,491

-

Ratio

Variance

Comments
9.17.2

This two-ward structure option is an adaption of the Council’s current
structure. However, this option is based on a total of six ward
councillors, plus a popularly elected Mayor, meaning that there would
be a reduction in the number of Council Members (from 9 to 7).

9.17.3

Ward 1 of Option 8 is a combination of the Council’s current Wards 1
and 4, with no boundaries having been altered.

9.17.4

Ward 2 of Option 8 is an amalgamation of the Council’s current Wards
2 and 3, with again no boundaries having been altered.

9.17.5

All internal ward boundaries in this Option are split through the middle
of the relevant road.

9.17.6

The ward quota tolerance limits for both wards fall well within the
statutory limit of ±10%, meaning that this option would be able to
tolerate an increase in elector numbers.

9.17.7
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Diagram – Option 8 – Two Wards (6 Councillors)
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9.18

Option 9
Description

9.18.1

No wards (ie the abolition of wards).

Elector ratio

Ward

Councillors

Electors

N/A

8

14,950

Elector
Ratio
1:1,868

Variance

0.00%

Comments
9.18.2

A discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of a council having
no wards is set out in paragraph 6.4 above.

9.18.3

The Council may benefit from a no ward structure given its small
geographical area with a high population density in one large suburb
(Prospect). A ‘no ward’ option may also be beneficial if the Council’s
preference is to retain suburbs in one ward, as opposed to splitting
suburbs across multiple wards. It is noted that prior to the Council’s
last Representation Review, it had a no ward structure in place.

9.18.4

On the other hand, it may benefit from the division of its area into
wards to allow for specific areas of representation, which the
community is familiar with. It also appears logical to separate
communities that lie between major roads (such as Prospect Road and
Main North Road) into wards.

9.18.5

This proposal is based on a total of eight area councillors, plus a
popularly elected Mayor.
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Diagram – Option 9 – No Wards (8 Councillors)
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9.19

Option 10
Description

9.19.1

No wards (ie the abolition of wards).

Elector ratio

Ward

Councillors

Electors

N/A

7

14,950

Elector
Ratio
1:2,135

Variance

0.00%

Comments
9.19.2

Option 10 is a further no ward option, however, this proposal is based
on a total of seven area councillors, plus a popularly elected Mayor,
meaning that there would be a reduction in the number of Council
Members (from 9 to 8).
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Diagram – Option 10 – No Wards (7 Councillors)
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9.20

Option 11
Description

9.20.1

No wards (ie the abolition of wards).

Elector ratio

Ward

Councillors

Electors

N/A

6

14,950

Elector
Ratio
1:2,491

Variance

0.00%

Comments
9.20.2

Option 11 is a further no ward option, however, this proposal is based
on a total of six area councillors, plus a popularly elected Mayor,
meaning that there would be a reduction in the number of Council
Members (from 9 to 7).
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Diagram – Option 11 – No Wards (6 Councillors)
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10.

SUMMARY
10.1

The purpose of this representation review is to determine whether the Council’s
community would benefit from an alteration to its composition or ward structure.
The outcome of the Council’s last representation review was reasonably
significant, being the introduction of wards, from having no wards previously. It
is timely to consider how these changes have worked in practice and their
effectiveness and appropriateness.

10.2

The community will be invited to make submissions on the options presented
throughout this report in accordance with the Act. All feedback made by the
community will be considered by the Council throughout the next phase of its
Representation Review.
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