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REPORT:

Executive Summary

This report has been prepared to advise Council of the cutcomes of the Service Level Review
consultations undertaken during August 2016 as part of the Fit for the Future (FFTF) Community
Engagement Strategy adopted by Council at its Ordinary Meeting of 28 July 2018. The report details the
findings of Stage 1 of the Community Engagement Strategy 'Lisfening fo the Communily'. On the basis of
the Stage 1 outcomes, the Report proposes three resourcing options to be presented to residents under
Stage 2 of the Community Engagement Strategy 'lnvesting in Your Fufure', which is scheduled to be
implementad in Cctober and Movember 2018.

Consultation

The issues raised in this report concern matters which require community consultation under Council's
Commumnity Engagerent Policy. As Council has been previously advised, Council's revised FFTF Proposal
included provision for a comprehensive three-stage community engagement strategy to be conducted
between July 2016 and February 2017, This report outlines the cutcomes of Stage 1 of the CE Strategy
and the proposed options for further discussion with residents to be undertaken during Stage 2 of the CE
Strategy during Cctober and Movember 2018.

Bachkground

The develspment and implementation of Council's revised FFTF Strategy has been part of an ongoing
process of review. Since 2007, Council has been implementing measures to improve its long-term financial
sustainability with a particular focus on addressing the legacy of past decades of under-investment in
assets renewal. The release of the NSW Government’s Local Government Reform Program in September
2014 has required Council to accelerate its progress in achieving this task.

There have been a number of key background documents which have highlighted the financial
sustainability challenges faced by local government and informed the direction of the FFTF reform
framework. These include:

# Financial Susfainabilify of the New South Wales Local Government Sector released by MW
Treasury Corporation (TCorp) in in April 2013, The report found that based on current trajectories,
the fimancial sustainability of local govermment was deterorating due to a structural funding shortfall
associated with asset maintenance and renewal. TCorp recommended that councils consult with
their community on the most appropriate mixz of revenue increases, expenditure reductions and
senice level reviews to address this shorfall.

. Local Governmen{ Infrasfruciure Audit released by the NSW Division of Local Government. The
Audit Report identified the management of assels as an important component of council functions

and noted that the majonty of councils in M3W were under-spending in the area of asset
management. The Report also advocated community service level negotiations including a
consideration of loam bormowing and revenue measures to address asset renewal backlogs.
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* Fevitalizing Local Government: The Final Report of the NEW independent Local Govermment
Feview Panel (ILGRF) released in October 2013, The ILGRF Report also highlighted the threat
posed by declining financial sustaimability of local government and that the future of many councils
weere "at risk' due to weak revenues and infrastructure backlogs.

# Fit far the Future: A Bluepnnt for Local Government released by the Office of Local Government in
September 2014 which cutlimed the process for local government reform. Under this reform
framework all councils were required to submit proposals demonsirating plans to achieve long term
fimancial sustainability when measured against seven asset and financial benchmarks.

As part of the FFTF process Council reviewead the condition of assets and undertook detailed long term
financial modelling. This work demonstrated that Council only met three of the seven benchmarks and that
while Council had been taking steps simce 2007 to substantially reduce its annual funding the financial
miodeling indicated that it would still require an additional annual investment of 38.1M to meet the asset
related FFTF benchmarks.

This situation is not unique to the Hawkesbury Local Government Area. Councils across NSW are facing
similar challenges to find long term solutions for managing infrastructure. This has largely been driven
through an improved understanding of the condition of existing assets and a greater focus on long term
financial stability.

Achieving Fimancial Sustainability

Since 2007, Council has been implementing a rolling program of expenditure reductions, operational
efficiencies and revenus measures to generate the additicnal investment required to progressively address
itz structural asset renewal shorifall and infrastructure backlogs. Council has not gone down the path of
closing services or reducing service levels as successive community surveys have clearly indicated that
this opfion is not supported by the community. As a result of this efficiency pregram, Council has been able
to preserve and improve senvice levels while directing substantial additiznal investment towards
miaintainimg and renewing the assets that Council manages on behalf of the community.

Im summary, the following outcomes were achiswved:

# a reduction in annual cperating costs by $2.1M a year in real terms

* the realisation of 31.3M from the sale of properies that were surplus to reguirements (and in the
previous six years an additional amount of 37.9M was realised)

* the implementation of fairer service charging, to increase our annual revenue by $800,000 so that
people not usimg fee paying Council service were not subsidising the people who were

* the generation of an additional 31.4M on average a year in rating revenue through an infrastructure

renewal program funded through a special rate;

These measures enabled Council to reduce its annual operating costs while at the same time increasing
investment in community assets by an average of 37.7M a year, and finding the additonal $203.000 a year
that was required o establish new services in response to community requests and Council resclutions. In
total Council was able to achieve 510.6M in annual savings and revenue measures which enabled it to
increase invesiment in assets by just owver 75% and establish new services and increass service levels
while at the same time reducing its overall operating costs in real tems.
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Im July 2018, Council adopted a revised FFTF Plan, containing a mix of 20 revenue, expenditure, and
business improvement strategies which will build on the progress achieved since 2007 in addressing the
asset renewal shortfall and infrastructure backlogs (an abridged version of the Plan is appended to this
report in Attachment 1). These measures will enable Council to achieve the FFTF benchmarks by which
Council's future sustainability will be measured. The FFTF Plan will achieve the following cutcomes by
2021:

. generate further operational savings of 32.4M a year
. raise a further 51.5M from the sale of properiies
. achieve a further 5386, 000 a year from the continued application of fairer service changing

* generate an additional $1.78 a year in revenue from a combination of dividend payments,
stormwater charges, and a special levy on large scale residential developments
. direct an additional $8. 1M to asset renewal works in accordance with work plans contained in

revised S84/844 Plans and Voluntary Planning Agreements.

In summary, since Council commenced is strategy to achieve the goal of fimancial sustainability, by 2021 it
will hiawe:

* reduced its operating costs by 54.5M a year

» generated $10.7M from property sales

. raised 51.2M a year through fairer service charging

. generated §3.18 a year from octher revenue sources

* increased investment in asset maintenance and renewal by 5 14 4M 3 year.

These gutcomes have enabled Council to make substantial progress in funding its asset renewal shortfall
and infrastructure backlogs. In particular, the recent revision of Council's criginal FFTF Plan has reduced
the balance of annual revenue required to completely address Council's infrastructure renewal and backlog
requirements. Im turn, this has enabled Council to decrease the size of the notional Special Rate WVariation
(SR from 28.7% in the original FFTF Plan to 19.9% in the revised FFTF Flan, which was adopted by
Council on 28 July 2016, The SRV in the revised plan is intended to raise the balance of $4.5M required to
complete Council's transition to a sustainable council by 2021

Current Situation

Central to Council's revised proposal to achieve the FFTF benchmarks (in particular the Cperating
Performance Fatio) is a community engagement strategy to canvass with residents their level of
satisfaction with current service levels, their prigrities fior future investment and their preferred resourcing
apticns for funding the asset renewal shortfall. At its Ordinary Meeting of 12 July Council endorsed the
commencement of this strategy. The strategy is consistent with the key findings of the reports which have
informed the FFTF reform framework.

Stage 1 of the FFTF Community Engagement Strategy 'Liztening fo the Communify’ was conducted in
August 20168, This service level review first stage was|implemesnted via seven public mestings. a

statistically valid telephone survey, an on-line survey and information kiosks set up a six different shopping
wvenues. These activities were supporied by published fact shests and posteards, advertisements in local

rnewspapers and throwgh Council's online engagement portal.
Crutcomes of Service Level Review

In broad terms, the service level review indicated that residents were dissatisfied with the condition of the
assets that Council manages on their behalf, and that residents wanted Council to improve service levels
by increasing imvestment in assets. The priorities for this investment, as identified by residents were roads,
both sealed and unsealed, stormwater drains, town centres and public spaces, public toilets, footpaths and
parks. The outcomes of the consultations are summarised below.
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FPublic Meetings

Seven public meetings were held in Fitt Town, Kurrajong, Windsor, Morth Richmond, Richmend, Colo
Heighits and 5t Albans. At these meetings information was provided to residents about the different assets
that Council manages on their behalf and the challenges faced by Council in maintaining and renewing
thiese assets (3 copy of the PowerPoint presentation presented to residents is appended to this report in
Attachment 2). A Q&A session was then held before residents were asked to participate in a simple
exercise to identify their pricrities for future investment including the option of no further investment
(residents wers issued with tokens o allocate according to their preferences).

A summary of the cutcomes of the public meeting, including written responses to the questions raised by
residents, was subseguently emailed to residents who attended the meetings. Table 1 summarises the
investrment priorities identified by the 200+ people who attended the public meetings; the three top ranked
preferences were reads and drainage, community buildings. and parks and public spaces.

Table 1: Priorities for Future Investment: Public Meeting Attendees

Asset Class " o

s |2 |5 |32 |5 |2 |+

¢ |# | |EE|E |€ |2 |8

= | £ | £ 25| 5 |3 | = |F

5 x x| 8 0
Footpaths and Cycleways 10 17 2] 5 11 1 4 il 106
Rioads and Drainage 58 43 10 24 18 18 L=} 252 45%
Culiural Faciliies 2 11 12 3 3 0 15 L Li g%
Sport and Recreation Facilities 20 10 4 4 4 2 T 51 Ly
Community Buildings B 2 10 g 13 10 18 T4 13%
Parks and Public Spaces 10 2 12 5 i 13 20 T4 13%
Mo Investment Required 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 1%

108 98 57 52 53 45 153 566 | 100%

Telephone Survey

Council engaged Micromesx Research to conduct a telephone survey. The 405 respondents who made up
the statistically valid sample for the survey identified some clear priomties in terms of their preferred
investment. In analysing the survey results, Micromex Research advised Council that there was no
indication that residents were willing to see any investment reductions across any of the asset classes (a
copy of the Micromex report is appended in Attachment 3). Table 2 summarises the priorty rating,
satisfaction and investment priorities identified by the survey respondents. The outcomes are ranked by
order of investment prionty (the last colummn).
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Table 2: Priorities for Future Investment: Micromex Telephone Survey

Asset Pricrity | Satisfaction | Investment
Condition of sealed roads B3% 231 0.28
Condition of public toilets T5% 258 058
Condition of unsealed roads G0% 246 0.G8
Condition of stormmwater drains B1% 2.81 0L&7
Condition of town cenfres and public places BD% 3.1G 063
Condition of parks B3% 341 057
Condition of footpaths T0% 24 0.56
Condition of playgrounds G0% 3.36 0.45
Condition of playing fields and courts 540 332 0.37
Condition of swimming pools 450 34 0.34
Condition of community centres and halls 450 326 0.34
Condition of the visitor information centre 47% 332 0.28
Condition of libraries 52% 3TE 018
Condition of cycle paths 33% 281 016
Condition of the museum 35% 332 0.0g
Condition of the gallery 2T% 3.38 -0.04

The investment score (the third column) ranged from 0.88 for sealed roads, meaning that on balance 88%
of residents would like to see increased investment im sealed roads to — 0.06 % which indicated that on
balance 8% of residents would like to see investment im the regional gallery decreased (this particular
figure represents the difference between the 14% of residents who wanted to see more investment in the
gallery, and the 20% of residents who wanted to see less investment). The Micromex report concluded that
the first sewen asset classes (as identified in Table 2) with an investment pricrity of 0.58 or abowve
represented an above average preference for increased investment

Cin-line sunvey

The 87 people who completed the ocnline survey generally identified the same investment priorities as
those identified in the telephone survey: roads, shared pathways. stormwater drains, public toilets, town
centres and public spaces.

Shopping Centre Information Kiosks

Most of the 685 residents who spoke with staff at the information kiosks set up at six different shopping
centre venues took the opportunity to share their concerns and focused on roads and traffic im particular.

Resourcing Options

The infarmation collected from Stage 1 of the Fit for the Future Community Engagement Strategy has been
used to refine the resourcing strategy options proposed to be presented to residents under Stage 2 of the
CE Strategy.

Council's revised FFTF Plan amended 12 of the 20 strategies in the criginal proposal. These amendments
were aimed at achieving more substantial expenditure reductions and revenue targets to reduce the size of
the moticnal SRV that was included the original proposal.
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The revised FFTF Flan, excluding the motional SRV and taking into account updated financial modelling
will improve Council's operating position but will still leave a shortfall which was intended to be funded
through the notional SRY of $14.49% abowve the projected rate peg amount Council’s revised FFTF Plan
proposad that up to three resowrcing opticns should be presented to the community with each option
achieving (at least) the same FFTF outcome as would notionally be delivered by the notional 14.45% rating
increase.

Cine of these options was to include a mo SRV option with identified service level reductions and the
second option the notional SRV option outlined in the revised FFTF Plan. A third option has been
developed which proposes a larger SRV increase of 22 5% above the rate peg with the additional revenue
directed to an ocngoing program of read and town centre improvements. This option has been included as
the outcome of the August 20168 service level review consultations indicated that residents wanied Council
to undertake a program of works beyond those works which could be funded under the notional SRV in the
revised Fit for the Future Plam.

Table 3 summarises the three resourcing strategy options, their impacts on rates, their capacity to fund the

cost of maintaining and renswing assets, and their perfformance against the FFTF benchmarks.

Tabkle 3: Summary of Strategy Options

Rate option
(impact on

SEmIcE
levels)

Rating increase

Funding impact Asset condition Mew asseis FFTF

benchmarks

Increase of 7.5% over | Ganarate 57.6M Dedine In condition | Mo capadty Tor | Wil nof meet
0 thiree years In line over 10 years which | of assets with 3 new capital banchmarks unkess
Wi rate peg amourt. | wil not be suMcient |focus on managing | works apart | substantial senvice
Deteriorate | Cumulative Increase | o fund the rsk, Includng the from thaose reguctions are
of 7.69% over three Increasing cost of | possible closure and | funded by Implementad
Years Coundl operations. | removal of unsafe granis and
aEGels. developar
contributions
Increase of 14% over | Gaperate 541.8M Condiion of assets | Limited program | W mest Fit Tor the
e the rate peg amount | over 10 wears which | would siablisa and | of 36681 Fumure penchmans
Cumulative Increase | together with a Increasse capachy o | upgrades o
years (inciuding the would allow an malntenance and Tunded from by
rate peqg amourt) addiional spend of: | renewal granis and
«  544.3M 0N I:H!H'Ek]pl!r
roaads contnbutions:
= 5HEM on public
domain
s 314Mon
bulldings
Increase of 21% over | Generate $61.2M Condithion of assets | Able to Tund Wl mest Fit Tor the
e the rate peg amount | over 10 vears which | would siabilse and | new Future benchmarks
Cumulative Increase | togather with a Imiprowe over time Infrastructure
Irm prove of 31.2%% ower threg | DMIWINGs program and Increass
¥ears (inciuding the would aliow an graved road
rata peg amaout) addnional spend of: saailng, noad
« S57.6Mon renaolitation
roads and g"ﬂ F":F"G
oma
i programs
» F13.3Mon
pualic domain
= 3T™on
oulidings

Im addition to the Options presented in the table above consideration has been given to a 'hybrd® approach
comprised of 3 combination of service cuts and rating increases.
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So as o assess whether this would be a viable variation, financial modelling was undertaken to gauge
whether this approach would have a significant impact on the size of the rating increase as compared to
the Options proposed in the above table.

Financial modelling based on a notional amount of $1.5M achieved through service cuts was undertaken.
The financial modelling was based on the assumption that $0.5M in service cuts would occur in the first
year (2017/2018) with the remaining 51M in senvice cuts assumed to occur in the second year
(20182018).

Whilst a notional amount of $1.5M was modelled, the actual amount that would be saved over the two
years would be significantly less when taking inte account matters such as the cost of staff redundancies.
any notice pernods applicable to contractual arrangements and asset holding implications. The erosion of
the $1.5M assumed gross savings due these costs results in & comesponding increase in the extent of the
rating increase required.

It is further to be noted that Cowncil's FFTF Plan already includes savings to be achieved through sendice
lewel reviews, such as reduction in opening hours of relevant services across Council. Also included in this
proposal are target savings to be achieved through reviewing the fee structure for some of the services
that could, if Council wishes to, be cut completely. Due to these existing inclusions in the FFTF, the
assumed notional service culs savings of 51.5M, would be further eroded.

The inclusion of service cuts totallimg $1.5M would result im a cumulative rating increase of 18% including
rate-pegging over the three years compared to a 22.8% as per Option 2.

From a residential ratepayer's perspective this would be eqguivalent to a 31 per week saving, or 352 per
year, cumulative owver three years, when compared to Option 2.

Council would need to determine whether it would be preferable to present the community with an option of
an 18% increase with a rolling program of significant service cuts or a 22% option with service levels
maintaimed.

As outlined earlier in this report, the community does not appear to have an appetite for service closures.
Council's previous experiences in going down this path generated considerable controversy which impacted
on Council's reputation.

Cin this basis, it is proposed that these three resourcing options outlined in Table 3 should form the basis of
Stage 2 of the FFTF Community Engagement Strategy.

Stage Two Consultation — "Investing in Your Future®

It is proposed that Stage 2 of the FFTF Community Emgagement Strategy 'nwesfing in Your Fufurs” should
be conducted over six weeks in Ociober and Movember 2016, As for the Stage 1 consultations, it is
proposed to hold public mestings, telephone and online surveys, and information kiosks supported by
printed fact sheets, adverlisements in local newspapers and through Council's online emgagement portal.

ltis also proposed that an information brochure be mailed out to all residents and non-resident ratepayers,
which will cutline in detail the three options and their impacts on rates, assets and service quality. The
brochure will also provide background information, imcluding the positive actions taken to date by Council
to improve its financial position and the management of community assets. The brochure will include a
reply paid posteard to provide the opportunity for residents to tick their prefemed resourcing option and
provide feedback to Council.
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The following key messages have been proposed for the Stage 2 community engagement strategy and will
be used in the published materials and presentations be conducted as pant of this phase of the strategy:

1. Ciouncil's wision is to build a strong and successful future for the Hawkesbury. Council is committed
fo improving the wellbeing of our community and environment.

2 Ciouncil aims o provide the best possible value for money service for the community while actively
working to sirengthen financial sustainability.

3. Ciouncil has assessed the community's desired levels of service and expectations, and with current
funding, cannot adequately resource this service level expectation.

4. Like many councils, Council is expenencing significant challenges in being financially sustainable
while continuing to provide current level of service into the future.

L Ower the past nine years Council has worked hard to identify savings and operating efficiencies o
maintain service levels. Council has put in place an improvement plan to generate further savings
and efficiencies to increase our invesiment in community assets so that we can mest the
community's service level expectations.

6. Fart of Councils strategy for increasing income is to engage with the community on options for
achieving affordable and acceptable levels of service including a possible special variation on rates.

T. Taking into consideration the outcomes of the community engagement on options for rescurcing our
future, Council will decide wihether or not to proceed with a SRV application.

B. The results of this community emgagement will b2 used in the review of the Community Strategic
Flan and will help ensure that we are working together with cur community to build a successful
future for the Hawkesbury_

Mext Steps

The merger proposal public inguiry process together with the recent Council election have impacted on the
time frame available to underake and complete meaningful consultations with residents under the FFTF
Community Engagement Strategy that Council endorsed in July 2018.

The Office of Local Government and IPART require notification of an intention to apply for a Special Rate
Varation for 201772018 to be submitted by @ December 2018, As a notional rate increase is a key
component of Council’s revised FFTF Plan to transition to a sustainable council by 2021 and to enswre that
Hawkesbury City Council can remain stand alone, the proposed time frame for Stage 2 of the Community
Engagement strategy has been scheduled so that Council can be briefed on the cutcomes of the Stage 2
consultations on 22 November 2018, prior to the outcomes being formally reported to Council on 29
Movember 2018. At this point Council can determine if it wishes to notify IPART of its intention to apply for
a Special Rate Variation.

Shiould Council resobee to notify IPART of its il‘\tenlinn to apply for an SRV, Council’s adopted Delivery
Program, Long Term Financial Plan and Strategic Asset Management Plan will be revised and placed on
public exhibition between December 2018 and January 2017 fior a perod of 50 days; the legislative
requirement is a 28 day exhibition penod and this is extended to account for the ChristmasM™ew Year
Break. The SRY process requires Council 1o revise its Integrated Planning and Reporting (IPR) documents
to outline need and purpose of a SRY and to seek community submissions on the three resocurcing
scenarios so that these submissions can be considered by Council prior to its decision regarding am SRV,

It is proposed that Council would be briefed on the outcomes of the public exhibition of the IPR documents
prior to the outcomes being formally reported to Council on 31 Januwary 2017, This time frame will enable
Council to determine if it wishes to proceed with an SRV application which will be required to be lodged
with IPART by 13 February 2017.
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Other Options

It should be noted that giving notification of an intention to apply for an SRV is not binding and does not
commit Council to proceeding with an SRV, However, Council should be aware that the NSW State
Government has made it clear that it will monitor and hold councils accountable for the implementation of
their FFTF Plams. Given Council's recent experience with the proposed merger, thers is a clear imperative
for Council to satisfy the FFTF requirements and reinforce its commitrnent to working towards becoming
financially sustainable. The implications of not satisfying the FFTF requirements and not procesding with
thie actions within Councils revised FFTF Plan may be significant.

If Council were mot o proceed with the propesal to consult with residents on the proposed resourcing
soenarios, including the SRV options, there would be a need to reconsider its commitment to current levels
of service across a broad range of community programs including the rationalisation of its asset holdings.
The proposed resourcing scenanos which incorporate an SRV are intended to generate sufficient long
term revenue to allow Council to increase its level of expenditure on the maintenance and renewal of
infrastructure without compromising the range and standard of services cumently provided to the
COmmunity.

The cpticn of a possible merger has been comprehensively evaluated as part of 3 public inquiry process
which concluded that the merged entity would not be financially sustainable and would not address the
asset renewal funding shortfall.

Service Level Reductions

At the Councillor Briefing session held on Tuesday, 4 October 2018, there was some discussion of
possible additional service level reductions which could be applied to further reduce the size of the notional
SRV within Council's adopted Fit for the Future Plan. In this respect it should be noted that the 32.4M in
amnual savings within the adopted Plan includes proposed reductions in operating hours for some Council
facilities to bring them in line with current industry benchmarks, a review of service delivery models, the
adoption of new technologies and economies of scale to achiewe further operational and staff savings.

Teo assist Couneil in considering these matiers, Table 4 below outlines a list of discretionary services which
Council is not obliged to provide but which it currently provides because of historical precedents, or to mest
a community senvice obligation, or more generally to respond to community need or gaps in service
coverage by other levels of government. The list excludes those services which Couneil is required to
provide by legislation and also excludes infrastructure related services on the basis that it would not be
appropriate to reduce these services given that the goal of Council's adopted FFTF Plan is to increass
investrmeant in assets.

The table lists services, programs and activities by functional areas and documents the net operating costs
of these services, programs and activities as at 20182017, The takble also translates these operating costs
into & percentage rating equivalent to highlight the scope of a possible reduction in rating increase which
could be achieved should the service, program or activity be discontinued. The third column in the Table
thien translates the percentage rating increase into the average annual saving that would be achieved by
thie rate reduction for each ratepayer (per rateable property). It should be noted that staffing costs
represent the major expenditure item for most of the services, programs or activities listed in Table 4. The
discontinuation of a particular service, program or activity may trigger redundancy and industrial provisions
which would have the effecl. of reducing potential savings and increase the time frame by which the
discontinuation of a service, program or activity could be finalised.

The table should assist Councillors to identify potential savings should they wish to pursue further senvice
level reductions.
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Table 4: et operating cost of discretionary services and their notional rating equivalents

Service, Program or Activity 262N T % rate Indicative
net OPFEX | equivalent annualised
rate savings
per property
Cammunity Programs
Contritaticn o Peppersarn Senvices 93,456 0.32% 5235
Community Sporsorship Program 71,5665 0.23% 5231
Youth Programs + Youth Summit 31,041 0.10% $1.21
Access and Incluskon Programs 95,763 0.31% $3.74
Community Bulldings Maragement 77154 0.25% $3.02
Community Safety Programs 63,620 0.21% 5249
Community Partnamships & Engagamient 179,853 [.55% $7.03
Total Communlity Programs £17,333 2.02% $24.14
Cultural Programs
Windsor Central Libeary 1,215,945 3.05% T4TES
Richmond Branch Library 267,135 0BT 510,44
Liorary Resources pius Materais 297,091 0.57% $11.61
Regional Galery 393,060 1.25% $15.36
Reglonal Museum 335,703 1.10% $13.12
Tatal Cultural Programs 2,500,337 B.20% $=38.07
| Heritage Programs 30,7H 0.10% $1:20
Economic Development Programs
Visitor Infomation Centre 245 446 0E1% 5853
Local Economic Development Program 225462 0.74% $6.81
Uriversty Scholarships 15,100 0.05% 50.50
Total Economlc Development Program 487 028 1.55% $13.03
CHizanship and Clvie Programsa
Fural Alllance 1,500 0.00% 50065
Sister Ciles 25,850 0.05% $1.01
Hawkasbury Show 17,564 0.06% $0.59
Australa Day + Clizenship Actvities 20,750 0.07% 50.31
Major Events Sponsorship fioa.858 0.36% 54.29
Chirlstmas Celsbrations 15,000 0.05% $0.59
Communleations & Publlc Relations 410,542 1.34% $1E05
Total Cliizenship & Clvic Programs B01,424 1.57% $23.50
Recreatlon Programs
Richmand Poii 131,350 [.43% $5.13
Hawkssbury Lalsure Centres 208,256 0.65% $E.14
Community Nursery 57,503 0195 5225
Academy of Spor 11,600 004 5045
Total Recreation Programa 408,731 1.34% $15.57
| Lowsr Portland Fermy | 345,315 | 1.13% | §13.43
| Motlonal back offics overhead reduction IEEE 5.75% | $53.23
Total screbionary Semvices 6772333 21% $264.64
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As previously indicated, the cutcomes of consultations to date have indicated that the community do not
wish to see the closure of services or the reduction of service levels. Faor this reason, the notional
resourcing opticn within Council’s adopted FFTF Plan has been developed to provide a mechanism by
which Council can best respond to the demand for improved service levels with a particular focus on roads.
This opticn will enable Council to deliver an affordable program of sealed road rehabilitation and gravel
read sealing and provide a positive response to community concems expressed during the merger inguiry
process about current service levels.

This opticn will also facilitate a more constructive dialogue with residents about the resourcing
requirements to achieve the proposed works. The expenence of other councils suggests that it would be
more difficult to prosecute a resourcing scenano which would see both service level reduction and
increased special rates.

Conformance to the Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan

The Flan is consistent with the Shaping Our Future Together Directions Statement;

. The Council be financially sustainable to meet the current and future needs of the community
based on a diversified income base, afordable and viable services

. Mlaintain its independent identity and voice through strong local government and community
insfitutions

and is also consistent with the nominated strategy in the 5P being:

. Improve financial sustainability

. Waork with the community to determine affordable levels of service and facilities
Financial Implications

The budget implizations of the three resourcing scenarios have been cutlined in this report.

RECOMMEMDATION:

That;

1. Council receive and note the outcomes of Stage 1 of the Fit for the Future Community
Engagement Strategy and the Micromex Research Asset Management Report (Attachment
3).

2 Council approve the implementation of the Stage 2 Fit for the Future Community Engagement
Strategy including the three resourcing strategy scenarios as outlined in this report.

ATTACHMENTS:

AT -1  Fit for the Future Revised Council Improvement Proposal: Abridged Version (Disfribufed Linder
Separafe Cowver)

AT-2 ‘Lizfering to Owr Communidy' PowerPoint presentation, August 2016

At-3 Hawkesbury City Council Asset Management Report prepared by Micromex Research August
2018 [Distributed Under Separafe Cowver)
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ltem: 153 GM - Cutcome of Investing in Your Future® Community Consultation - (73351,
96496, 96328)
Previous ltem: G0, Ordinary (28 March 2018)

273, Ordinary (13 December 2016
241, Ordinary (8 Movember 2015}
211, Ordinary (11 October 2016)
1468, Ordinary (26 July 2018)

138, Ordinary (12 July 2016)

4, Ordinary (2 February 2016)

85, Extraordinary (23 June 2015)
RM, Ordinary (30 June 2015)

MM, Ordinary (27 October 2015)

REFORT:
Executive Summary

This report has been prepared to advise Council of the 'Investing in Youwr Future' community consultation
outcomes. it briefly outlines the three stage Fit For The Future community engagement process that
Council commenced in July 2016 to gather information from residents about service levels (Stage 1) and
the future directions of the Hawkesbury (Stage 2). The outcomes of these consultations informed the
preparation of the three Investing in Your Future resourcing options presented to the community (Stage 3)
as outlined below:

Option 1 - Amnual rate increases in line with assumed rate peg over three years
Option 2 - Special rate increase of 14.5% above rate peg over three years
Option 3 - Special rate increase of 22 5% above rate peg over three years.

Based on the cutcomes of the consultations undertaken owver the past twelve months the report
recommends that Council identify Option 3 as its preferred invesiment vehicle. This option will provide
Council with the capacity to:

. respond in & meanimgful way to the community investment priorties identified by residents during the
Fit For The Future consultations

. delivering on the key activity areas within Council’s Delivery Program

. progressively realise the community’s lomg term vision for the Hawkesbury as set out in the
Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan 2017-20348.

The repart proposes that Council prepare additional documentation for public exhibition with the outcomes
and submissions of the public exhibition to be further reported to Council pricr to Council determining its
final position on proceeding with a Special Rate Variation application.

Consultation

The issues raised in this report concern matters which reguired community consultation under Council’s
Community Engagement Policy. As Council has been previously advised, Council's Fit For the Future
Improvement Plan included provision for a comprehensive three-stage Fit For the Future community
engagement strategy. The outcomes of Stages 1 and 2 of this strategy have been previously reported to
Council. This report outlines the outcomes of Stage 3 of the community engagement strategy and
proposes the preparation of additional matenal for public exhibition.
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Background

The development and implementation of Council's Fit For the Future Improvement Plan has been part of
an ongoing process of review. Sinee 2007, Council has been implementing measures to improve its long-
term financial sustainability with a particular focus on addressing the legacy of past decades of under-
invesiment in asset renewal.

As a result of these measures Council has been able to increase its spending on asset renswal and
maintenance by an average of 537.4M a year. The release of the NEW Government's Local Government
Reform Program in September 2014 required Council o aceslerate its prograss in achisving financial
sustainakbility.

The measures that have been implemented to date as part of the financial sustainability journey hawve
focused on ensuring that Cowncil retains a lean staffing operation and a diversified revenue base to keep
rates as low as possible. Council has completed extensive financial modelling of its fimancial position
including a comparative assessment of key expenditure and revenue data which indicates that as a result
of the measures taken to date, Hawkesbury Council compares favourably with neighbouring councils and
thixse councils in the same local government grouping as the Hawkesbury (Camden and Wellondilly
Councils) in relation to employee costs and average residential rates. Figure 1 highlights some of this
comparative data. It shows employes costs as a proporiion of total expenditure averaged out over the
three financial years ending in 2018 and average ordinary residential rates (excluding waste management
charges).

Figure 1: Comparative financial data, employee costs and average residential rates

employee costs as % of eperating supanses .
] Average Residential Rate 2016/17

Average
Couneil Resjdantial
Rate

B - | [Tt s $1,049 84
v [ e —
Penrith $1,225 51

o | N -~ Camen $1.22263
p— = Blus Mountains $1.436.43

M B W 1SR Ew SAa WA MR @R M U WEI"I'_'II'II'_‘"”'&I' $1\524.23

The comparative data, indicates that Council’s staffing costs are proportionally lower than neighbounng
councils, while residential rates in the Hawkesbury are significantly lower than the average across
neighbouring councils.

As required under the NSW Government's Local Government Reform Program, Council lodged its oniginal
Fit For The Future Proposal on 30 June 2015, On 20 October 2015, the Independent Pricing and
Regulatory Tribunal [IPART) assessed Council’s Fit For The Future Proposal as 'not fit' as it did not mest
the required Fit For the Future benchmarks in relation to its Operating Performance Ratio.

Following the MNESW Government's decision not to proceed with the proposed merger of Hawkesbury City
Council with part of The Hills Shire Council in May 2016, Council was advised by the Office of Local
Govermnment that it was reguired to revise its original Fit For The Future proposal and resubmit it fior
reassessment. & revised Fit For The Future Reassessment Proposal was subsequently approved by
Council on & Movember 2016 and submiited to the Office of Local Govermnment on 24 November 2016,

As Council is aware, an external consultant has been commissioned to review Council's Fit For The Future
Improvement Plan to identify other possible measures which Council could pursue. The outcomes of this
review are fo be reported to Council at the next Ordinary Meeting on 26 September, 2017.
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O 23 August 2017, Council received advice from the Minister for Local Government, The Hon. Gabrielle
Upton MP that Council has been declared found to be "Fit".

Curmrent Situation

As documented in Figure 2 Council's Fit For The Future jourmey commenced in 2014, In June 2015,
Council adopted its Fit For the Future Improvement Plam and commenced its implementation.

Figure 2: Fit for the Future timeline

214 State Govemnment requires councils 1o prove their future sustainability
201516 Council develops Fit for the Future Plan with 20 strategies
August 2016 Service Level reviesw Consultation with the community
A J
February Community Stralegic Plan and Service Lavel Review update
AT Canaultation with the community

v

July! August ions for ‘Imvesting in ¥our Future’ in Consultation with the communit
217 a ¥
OPTION 1 REDUCE OPTION Z STABILISE COPTION 2 IMPROVE

Rates wolld only Increase by Linder 1his option Councll woulo Ungerthis opiion Councll wauld

ine rabe p=g amount Some apply o IPART 10 Increase rabes apply i IFART to Increase rales
difficult dacizions will have to be  above 1he rabke peg amount over above the rate pen 8 maunt owsr
made abouiihe fubure of our the next bwo years after which the nexithres years afarwhich

SEMVICES and programs to fing thie rate Increas e would become tha rate INCrease Would Became

the tunos we need 10 Keep our permanant pEmMAnEnt.

agaets gafe and funchoning.

v

Septemizer Repart to Council on autcome of ‘lnvesting in Yaur Future Conaultations’
T Council to identify prefemed investment option

OctiMow 2017 Pubhc Exhibiion of Supplementary Resourcing Stategy and Delvery Program

v
November Repor ta Council on suteame of public exhibitian
Ul Council determines final position on Special Rate Varation Application

Two of the measures in the Fit For The Future Improvement Plan required Council to engage with the
community to gather information from residents on their satisfaction and expectations for Council's services
and faciliies, their priorties for future investment as well as their prefemred resourcing options for investing
in the future. At the same time, Council was required to review and update its Community Strategic Plan
and engage with residents as part of this process.
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The cutcomes of the August 2018 and February 2017 consultations have been previcusly reported to
Council. The most recent Investing in Your Future Consultations are now being reported to Council to
enable Council to determine its prefermmed investment option to facilitate the preparation of additional
documents for public exhibition prior to Council determining its final position on a Special Rate Variation
application.

The inter-connected Fit For The Future community engagement elements are summarised below in Figurs
3

Figure 3: Summary of Three Stage Fit for the Future Community Engagement Process

Stage 1: Consultations where Council went out to hear what
Ligterung to Owr Comtmunidy residerts had to say about their sabisfaction and
expeciabions for Council's senvices and facilties and

Lis’rening fo our GDFI'IFI'IUF'I“";" their pnontizs for future imvestment.

e talk aboue . These consultations tock place betwean 22 July and

Stage &

The Hawkesbun P035 s Our Fufure wonsultations whers Council spoke with residents on
_ the things they valued about lving in the Hawkesbury
and atepa to deliver the future that residents wanted to

QORMIN T
STRATEGIC PLAN seg — & vikrant city with a rural feel.
Tha basiacarn X2 .
- Tt Cie Fiipes These conaultations tock place between the 23

January and the 12 March 2017

B

Stage &

‘Imvesting in Your Fufurs’ Consultations where Council briefed residents on iks
financial position and presented three investmant
options for residents to consider and asked them to
idantify their prefarmad option forinvesting in the futura.

These consultations tock place between the 100 of
July and the 12 of August 2017

INVESTING IN
YR

Summary of Community Engagement Activities

This comprehensive consultation program included the following engagement activities:

# 28 town mestings attended by over 823 residents

# 258 information kiosks at shopping centres, markets and Council events where Council staff and
Councillors engaged with over 1,500 residents

# two telephone surveys nun on Coundl's behalf by Micromex Research

. a mail out information brochure and postal ballots to all ratepayers

# public exhibition of key documents and calls for submissions

# two online surveys and information up-dates on Council's cnline engagement portal

# media releases and community newsletters

* targeted engagement with particular community groups.

Stage 3: Investing in Your Future Community Engagement - The Three Investment Options

The focus of the Investing in Your Future consultations was to present information to residents to enable
them to come to an informed decision about investing in the future of their communities. As part of this
process, information about the three investment options circulated to residents im a number of ways.
including:

ORDINARY SECTION 2 Page 13
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L information and notices on Council's website

available to advise Council of their views about the investment cptions

Rates Motice.

The information brochure outlined the impacts of each of the three investment options on Council facilities
and services and how =ach optiom weould affect average rates. Figure 4 is an extract from the Informnation

emails to residents on Council mailing lists
discussions with residents at information kicsks at shopping centres and community events
a telephone survey
a postal ballot distributed to all ratepayers as part of an information package with the 201772018

Brochure which summarised this information.

Figure 4: Outline of three Investing in Your Future Resowrcing Options
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Based on the information provided to them, residents were asked to assess the benefits of each option to
determine their preferred investment option.

Cutcome of Stage 3 Investing in Your Future Consultations

Figure 3 summarises the cutcomes of the Investing In Your Future Consultations. It found that there was
miajority community support for a special rate variation:

57% of the 401 telephone survey respondents supported a special rate option

1% of the 158 on-line survey respondents supported a special rate option

G8% of the 750 postal ballots received from residents supported a special rate option
E4% of the 194 residents who voted at town meetings supported a special rate option.

401 Responses: Telephone Survey 156 Responses: On Line Survey
Opion3 |
%
[ ] o1
43
Option 2
a4%
756 Responses: Postal Ballot 194 Responses: Town Meeting
Oipticn 3
32%) e
Cptien 2

[38%) ﬁmi
Oation Dipiacn 1
] ’ E |m|= 116%)

Figure 3: Summary of Preferred Investment Option by Engagement Activity

Crverall the level of suppaort for the two special rate options were roughly equal with slightly more support
for Option 3, altthough responses varied according to the engagement activity:

telephone survey: 34% of respondents supported Option 2, and 23% supported Option 3
online survey: 26% of respondents supported Opticn 2, and 35% supported Option 3

postal ballot 36% of respondents supported Option 2, and 32% supported Option 3

town meeting straw poll: 20% of respondents supported Option 2, and 64% supported Option
3.

Town Meeting Responses

During the 'Investing in Your Future® Consultations Community Engagement, Council held 10 fown
meetings at which Council staff presented detailed information to residents about Council's fimancial
position, the steps that have been taken or were to be taken to address Council's asset renewal fumding
shortfall, how Council compared with neighbouring councils in relation to its rates, expenditures and
revenues, and the other options considered by Council to address its financial position.
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The three invesiment opticns were then presented to residents together with a detailed works program
which outlined the scope of the works that could be delivered under each cption.

Residents were also asked to participate in a straw poll to indicate their preferred investment option. Whils
owverall there was strong support for Option 3, there were some significant variations across the different
lozalities as highlighted in Table 1. In particular the response from the Maraylya Town Mesting is worthy of
note and is an indication of the concemn of residents from localities bordering the North West Growth
Sector regarding the impact of the most recent Valuer-General property revaluations on their rates.

Table 1: Preferred Inwestment Option by Town Meeting

Town Meeting Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3 | TOTAL
Glossodia 1 5 4 10
Bligh Park 2 3 11 16
Colo Heights 0 2 ] i0
Windsor 3 1 21 25
Maorth Richmaond 1 3 13 17
Pitt Town 1 12 11 24
Maraylya 21 0 4 25
Kurrajong 2 5 13 20
Richmond 1] 4 18 20
5t Albans 1] 4 23 7
Total ]| 39 124 134

The town mestings also included a Question and Answer session. While residents' questions were
answerad at the town meetings, residents were advised that the guestions would be recorded together with
A written response from Council. These guestions and responses are documented in Attachment 1 o this
report — they also include matters raised by residents at information kiosks and'or emailed to Council. The
information contained in Attachment 1 has been emailed o residents who atiended the town mestings.

Summary of Community's Preferred Investment Options
As outlined in Table 2, the key community message from the 'Investing in Your Future' consultations was
that owerall two-thirds of residents [G6% ) who participated or were surveyed did not want service levels to

re-d|.1-:e and were willing to pay additional rates to maintain or improve senvice levels.

Table 2: Summary of Preferred Investment Option — Community Responses

Community Support for Support for SRV Options
Engagement Ho SRV Sunport for ] ]
Platform Option | spy pptions | OPtion2 | Option3
Telephone Survey 4.3% 57% 345, 23%
n Line Survey 35% 1% 26% 35%
Postal Ballot 3% Gi8% 36% 3%
Town Meseting Poll 18% B4% 20% G4%
Al Platforms I3.6% 66.4% 32.3% M A%
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Im relation to the special rate options, there was slightly higher support for Option 3 than Opticn 2. While
majority community support for 3 special rate vanation occurred across all the community emngagement

platforms, the cutcomes achieved across the different platforms suggested that the more informed

residents were about Council's financial position and the purpose of the proposed special rates, the greater

thieir level of support for Option 3.

Identification of Council's Preferred Inwestment Option

To finalise the completion of the Fit For The Future Community Engagement process that commenced in
July 2016, Council now needs to commence the process of identifying its prefermed investment option. In
this regard. the cutcomes of the Investing in Youwr Future Consultations are a relevant consideration.

The process of identifying Council’s prefermed investment option essentially commencad in August 2018

when the community was consulted regarding Council’s services and facilities. In eary 2017, the

community was further consulted regarding its aspiration for the future culminating in the adoption of the

Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan 2017-20308 on 28 March 2017. The feedback from these
consultations confirmed that:

* the community was not satisfied with current levels of service for a range of Council services,

facilities, and activities

» residents would like Council to improwve service levels by increasing investment in Coumncil
services, facilities and aclivities

* priorties for future investment should centre on roads, public spaces and fown centres

» it was important for Council o invest in programs to support the community and volunteers to

lpok after the Hawkesbury — its herntage, waterways, its future and its people.

Following the adoption of the Community Strategic Plan, Council has adopted a suite of documents to

deliver on the directions and strategies in the Plan. These documents included:

» its 2017-2027 Resgurcing Strategy which sets out a 10 year plan for translating the objectives
of the Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan 2017-2038 into actions. This document outlined
three different financial scenarios which would determine Council's capacity to implement the

directions and strategies within the Community Strategic Plan. The document advised that
Council would be consulting with residents about the investment options that shaped these
financial scenarios.

* the 2017-2021 Delivery Program 2017-2021 which sets cut in greater detail the activiies to be
undertaken by Council ower the mext four years to begin the staged implementation of the key

directions and strategies within the Community Sirategic Plan. The Delivery Program placed

particular emphasis ocn achieving the following key activity areas:

- town centre revitalisation

- commumnity building

- financial sustaimability

- connecting with the commmunity

- building strong and collaborative relationships

- protecting Hawkesbury's unigue envirenment

- establishing identity

- maoving towards becoming a carbon neutral local government area
- reducing our ecological footprint

- improwing transport connections

- planning for and developing better places and spaces

- placemaking

- recognition of heritage and action to reflect that recogmnition.
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By adopting

its prefemad opticn Council will be communicating to the community which of the three

following options best meets its objectives in relation to the future direction of the Council:

Ciption 1

Diption 2

Ciption 3

The Reduce Option. This Opticn will require Council to reduce service levels by 314.7M owver
the next three years on top of the 34M in efficiency savings built inte Cowncil's Fit For The
Future Flan if it is to mest the Fit for the Future financial benchmarks and maintain the
condition of community assets. Under this option, Council would be required to reduce
senvices by 35806 each year over the nest three years. There would be no capacity to
resgurce New programs or senvices to respond to community pricrties identified during the
Community Strategic Plan consultations.

The Stabilise Option. This option will provide the minimum additional revenue reqguired to
stabilise the condition of assets over the medium term and will enable Council to meet the Fit
for the Future benchmarks. It will fund on average an additional 53 4M a year in enhanced
asset maintenance and renewal, and a $22.5M program of new works over the next ten years.
This option may provide some limited capacity to fund new programs and services to respond
to community prionties through the reconfiguration of existing resources

The Improve Option. This option will provide a longer-term revenue solution which would
enable Council to respond in & meaningful way to the cobjectives of the Community Strategic
Flan and the commmunity investment priorities identified by residents. It will fund on average an
additional 35.9M a year in enhanced asset maintenance and renewal, and a $28.5M program
of mew works over the next ten years. In contrast to Option 2, Option 3 will enable Council to
invest an additional $1.86 each year after 2027 in responding to community pricrities.

Chnce Council has identified its preferred investment option, staff will prepare a Draft Supplementary
Resgurcing Strategy and Draft Supplementary Delivery Program to:

* formally advise residents of the results of the "Investing in Your Future' community
consultations

* provide further information to residents on the projected service level outcomes. of Council's
preferred imvestment option relative to the other options

* seek further community feedback.

The identification of a preferred investment option will confirm Council's ongoing commitment to building a
successiul future for the Hawkesbury, and delivering, within available funding, the best possible service
outcomes including the continuows review of service provision in line with Council's Fit For The Future
Improvement Plan.

The preparation of the draft supplementary doecuments will highlight relative outcomes on long-term serice
provision, the capacity to maintain, renew and upgrade community assets, and the resouncing of the key
activity areas in the Delivery Program (as identified above). The supplementary documents would also
include Couwncil's assessment of the affordability and rating impacts of its preferred resourcing option.

Im particular,

the financial, workforce and asset management modeling contained in the adopted

Resgurcing Strategy can be updated in line with the available resources under each of the three Investing
Im our Future resourcing options including the identification of adjustments to the funding and provision of
operational activiies should service level reductions be required to direct additicnal resources to the critical
task of asset renewal (as would be the case under Option 1)

It is proposed that the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy and Draft Supplementary Delivery
Program be prepared for Council approval for public exhibition and for Council to seek submissicns on
these documents. The outcomes of the public exhibition would then be reported to Council pricr to Council
determinimg its final position on a Special Rate Variation application which would need to be finalised by
the end of Mowembear 2017.
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Comments by Council Management

As noted in this report, Council has implemented a program of cost containment and non-rating revenue
measures which has substantially improved its financial sustainability, and additional efficiency measures
will continue to be pursued in conjunction with the implementation of Council’s Fit For The Future Plan. In
comparison with neighbouring Councils, Council has a lean staffing establishment and relatively lower
rates.

Council has also rescived to engage the services of Momison Low to review Councils Fit For The Future
program. This review will invohve an analysis of Councils actions to date and proposed actions in the
comtaxt of similar local govermment initiatives across the State. The review will be reported to Council on 26
September 2017

The cutcomes of consultations to date indicate that there is majority community support for a special rate
variation. The service level consultations undertaken by Council in July and August 2018 clearly indicated
that residents did not want service levels to be reduced with a substantial majority favouring increased
investment in services and facilities. The recently completed Investing in Your Future Consultations have
confirmed that the majority of residents are willing to pay additional rates to fund this increased investment.

Withim this context, Council's decision on a prefemad investment option on behalf of the community, would
seemingly involve a choice between the two Special Rate Varation options as these options do not call for
a reduction in service levels and will provide the additional revenue required to imcrease Council's
investment in services and facilities. Option 1, by confrast, would require Council to undertake a substantial
round of additiocnal service level reductions over the next three years.

From an operational and crganisational perspective, Council management would propose that Opton 3, in
conjunction with the other measuwres in Council's Fit For The Future Plan, as the investment vehicle that
will best deliver on Council's commitment to build 3 successful future for the Hawkesbury. In ammiving at this
conclusion the following factors were considered:

a) Capacity to achieve the community vision for the City of Hawhkesbury

While Option 2 will provide the minimum additional revenue required o stabilise the condition of assets
ower the medium term, Option 3 provides for a longer-term revenue solution which would enable Council to
respond in a meaningful way to the objectives of the Community Strategic Plan and the community
investment pricrities identified by residents. The additional investment that each of the two special rate
options can deliver against the community investment pricrities ower the mext ten years is highlightad in
Table 3.

Table 3: Additional Investment for community priorities 2018 to 2027, Special Rate Options

Community Investment Priorities Additional Investment

Oiption 2 Oiption 3
Roads Road Maintenance 54 1M F5_2M
Road Rehabilitation - Sealed Roads F12.8M F16.2M
Sealing Gravel Roads F13.2M B14.4M
Town Centres, Villages Park and Public Space Maintenancs $2.2M 34.4M
and Public Spaces Public Space Revitalisation S0.2M §7.2M
Activating River and Waterway Foreshores 50.6M 31.1M
Sporting and Recreation Facilities 50 53.5M
Shared Pathwrays Building new pathways $1.8M $6.9M
Community Buildings Community and Cultural Facilities 52.5M F3.4M
Emergency Services (RFS, SES) 50.2M 30.5M
Community Programs Community Programs 50 M

ORDIMARY SECTION 3 Page 15

24




Attachments 12. 13. 14 — Council Reports on Outcomes of Consultations

CORDINARY MEETING
Meeting Date: 12 September 2017

Compared with Option 2, Option 3 provides for a more extensive program of works and will also provide
additional staffing and financial resources to enable Council to positively respond to the programs that
residents have asked Council to pursue to deliver the future that residents want to see: a vibrant city with a
rural feel that values its heritage, waterways, landscapes, public spaces and its community spirt. Option 2
will also generate funds of 51.9M a year after 2027 which will give Council the capacity to resource an
ongoing program of mew works and activities beyond 2027.

In summary, Option 3 will:

improve service levels to meet community expectations

direct cngoing resocurces to the community imeestment pricrties identified by residents
place Council in the best financial pesition to maintain, renew and replace community assets
increase Council's capacity to achieve the Delivery Program objectives

accelerate the realisation of the community’s long term vision for the Hawkesbury.

b) Community Preference

The cutcomes of Council's comprehensive Fit For The Future conversation with residents points to a clear
preference by residents for Council to deliver improved services and facilities. Residents also recognised
thiat achieving this outcome would reguire increased investment in these services and facilites by residents
through rating increases to supplement the other cost containment, efficiency and non-rating revenue
measures that have been achieved to date and will be continued under Councils Fit For The Future
Improvement Plan.

c)  Affordability

Council Management is conscious of the financial impact of Option 3 on ratepayers, particularly on low
income households. For the average residential ratepayer, Option 3 reguires an additional anmual
inwestment of 534 a year (the equivalent of $1.80 a week) above Option 2.

Preliminary modeling has been underiaken on the affordability of a special rate increase. Table 4
calzulates rating burdens' based on the proportion of the median annual howsehold income reguired o pay
the average residential rate across our neighbouning councils and those councils in the same local
govemnment grouping as the Hawkesbury (Camden and Wollendilly). 1t also tracks the change in this “rating
burden' ower the past five years.

Table 4: Average residential rate as % of average household income

Councll Area 20112012 20162017 % Changs | % Change | % Changs
- Wedan % of Ty Wedian ol In Ratss | housshold | I rating
annual Income | residential annusal Income Income burdan
rats housshold | spent on rate housshold | spent on
Income rabes Income rates
Blue MowTtains ¥1,131.13 566,218 1.71% ¥1.4365.43 376,542 1.58% 25.9%% 13.59% 0L1T%
Camden ¥1.1531.02 590,046 1.23% $1,322.63 106,73 1.24% 14.91% 18.53% 0.04%
Haakesbury 05563 72,214 1.33% 51,108.23 586,970 1.27% 1561% 20.43% -0.05%
Papglih ¥0E3.33 72892 1.32% 5122551 586,445 1.42% 2% 15.60% DL10%
The Hllis $037.E8 5106 574 OLES% 5104954 $123.207 0.55% 11.94% 15.61% -0.03%
Wingecambeg %1,009.59 557,041 1.77% 51,337.56 5§69, 607 1.92% 32.409% 22.03% DL15%
Woilondilly $1,05325 STT. 063 1.37% 5152423 507 554 1.568: 447F% 26.59% D20%

Table 4 shows that the Hawkesbury has one of the lower 'rating burdens' compared with similar councils |
that in confrast to most councils the rating burden has decreased in proportional terms over the past five
years, and that median household incomes in the Hawkesbury have increased at a faster rate relative to
rating increases.
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The preliminary affordability modeling also shows that the relative impact of a special rate increase will be
proporticnally smaller for low income households in those localities where the proportion of low income
households is greater than average for the Sydney Metropolitan Region (Bilpin, Cole Heights, Hobartville,
Lower Macdonald, Morth Richmaond, Richmend, Scuth Windsor, 5t Albans, and Wisemans Femy). The
average residential rate in these localities is 3236 (or 21%) lower than the average residential rate across
the Hawkesbury. The revised rating structure which took effect from 1 July 2017 has seen an average
reduction of $97_99 (or 10%) in the average residential rate in these localities which will further lessen the
awverall impact of rating increases on low income households. Overall, the revised rating structure resulted
in a rates reduction to 19,045 properties (75% of rateable properties), with 11,245 properties experiencing
a reduction in rates of more than $100.

Council is aware that the recent property revaluations undertaken by the M3W Valuer-General has resulted
in significant rating increases for some ratepayers in localities bordering the Morth West Growth Sector. In
view of these concems Council has resolved to discuss the rating structure at a workshop prior to the
determination of the rating structure for the 2018/2019 financial year.

Council staff are also curmrently preparing a draft Hardship Policy for Council's consideration, based on the
provisions of the Local Government Act 1893, to identify mechanisms to assist ratepayers who may be
experiencing substantial financial hardship which may prevent them from meeting their financial
obligations. The draft Hardship Policy is scheduled to be reported to Council at the Ordinary Meeting to be
held on 26 September 2017.

The proposal to prepare supplementany documenis for public exhibiion will enable Council to meore fully
assess and report on the impact and affordability of rating increases on the community.

o} Commitment to ongeing productivity and efficiency

Since 2007, Council has been implementing a rolling program of cost containment, efficiency and non-
rating revenue measures to address its operating and asset remewal funding gap. Council's staffing costs
[a= a proportion of total expenditures) are substantially lower than adjoining councils, while the proportion
of total revenues derived from non-rating sources has been increasing over the last three years and at
58.8% are higher than the average for cur adjoining councils. As a result of these efficiencies and revenus
gains Council has been able to increase its spending on asset renewal and maintenance by an average of
S7.4M a year.

These cost containment, efficiency and non-rating revenue measures will continue to be pursued under
Council's Fit For The Future Improvement Plan. Council recognises that rating increases are mever
welcome, which is why these measures have besn aggressively pursued prior to the formal consideration
of a special rate increase to raise the balance of the revenue that is required to complete the task of
budget repair and to fully fund the required level of maintenance, renewal, and replacement of the assets
that Council manages on behalf of the community.

Conformance to the Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan 2017-2036
The proposal is consistent with the following Focus Area, Direction and Strategies within the CSP.

Our Leadership

1.3  Financial Sustainability - Build strong financial sustainability for now and future generations.

1.3.1 In all of Council's strategies, plans and decision making there will be a strong focus on
financial sustaimability.

1.3.2 Meet the needs of the community now and into the future by managing Council's assets with a
long-term focws.

1.3.3 Decisions relating to determining pricrities will be made in the long term interests of the
community.
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Financial Implications

The report proposes that Council identify its prefemred investment option for resourcing the future. The
investment option chosen will therefore have a direct bearing on the resources available, in revenue,
people and assets to achieve the priorities and aspirations of the community for the City of Hawkesbury as
et out in the Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan 2017-2036.

RECOMMEMNDATION:

That:

1.

Council receive and acknowledge the substantial community responses to the community
engagement and public exhibition on options for Investing In Your Future and notes the resulis of
this engagement.

Ciouncil confirm cngoing commitment to building a successful future for the Hawkesbury, and
delivering, within available funding, the best possible service outcomes including the continuous
review of service provision in line with Counecils Fit For The Future Improvement Plan.

Based on the cutcomes of the Investing in Youwr Future consultations, and the information presented
in this report, Council confirm Option 3 as its prefemead Investing in Your Future investment option.

Council staff prepare a Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2037 and a Draft
Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021 to advise the community of the outcomes of the
Investing in Your Future consultations and Council's preferred investment option for further
community engagement These documents to provide further details to residents on the impact of
the three investment options on long-term service provision, the capacity to maintain, remew and
upgrade community assets, and the resourcing of the key activity areas in the Delivery Program
including an assessment of the affordability and rating impacts of its preferred resowrcing option.

The Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2037 and a Draft Supplementary Delivery
Program 2017-2021 be reported to Council pricr to their public exhibition.

ATTACHMENTS:

AT -1 Investing in Your Future I:=:||"|5u ftations: Summary of Resident Questions and Feedback
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AT -1 Investing in Your Future Consultations:

Sumin of Resident Guestions and Feedback

Council's Financial Position and Fit for the Future Plan

Question/Comment

Response

Wiy does Coundcil
need a rate rise if the
20172018 budget is
balanced?

While Council achieves a balanced cash budget to fund its day-to-day
aperations, it attains this result at the expense of not funding the true cost
of maintainimg and renewing community asseis. The gap betaeen Councils
available funding and the investment required to maintain and renew asssts
has contibuted to an infrastructure backlog, which without positive
intervention, will continue to grow.

As @ result, while a balanced cash budget is delivered each year for
operational activities, Council's annual operating result is in deficit. The
aperating result for 20152016 (which includes depreciation and excludes
capital grants and contributions) was a deficit of -310.% million. This result
highlights the financial challenge that Council faces in generating sufficient
revenue, to fund on am annual basis, the required level of maintenance,
renswal and replacement of assets it manages on behalf of the community.

Why did it take five
years for this trend o
occur or be
recognised?

Itis assumed this question refers to the deterioration of Council's Operating
Result from 201072011 as a result of changes to the valuation of assets
under the local govermment accounting code in 2006,

The impact of the changes to the accounting treatment of assets were
recognised by Council when they took effect. From 2007, Council began
implementing a program of cost containment and non-rating revenus
measures to address the asset renewal funding shortfall. In 2007 Council
applied te the NSW Govermment fior a Special Rate Vanation, which in
conjunction with these measures, would have substantially funded its asset
renewal shortfall and improved its Operating Result. The NSW Government
approved a smaller rating increase than that proposed by Council which
was insufficient to cover the projected shortfall with the result that Council's
Operating Result deterorated.

Is the SRV one of the
strategies in the 20
point "Fit For The
Future' Plan?

Wes, Council's 'Fit For The Future' Plan included & community engagement
strategy to present three resourcing options to residents to raise the
balance of the revenue required to increase investmentin assst
maintenance, renewal and replacement, and address the infrastructure
I:-an:kl::ug. Two of the three options would invelve Council applying to the
Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal {IPART) for a Special Rate
Varation.

Will Council be 'Fit For
The Future' if we don't
get an SRV?

Council is confident that it can meet the criteria set down by IPART fora
successful SRV application should this be the rescurcing opfion that
Council chooses to proseed with fiollowing consultation with the community.
In the event that IPART does not approve an SRV, or approves a lesser
SRV, Council would need to review it services to identify options for
possible service level reductions to redirect resources to fund the assst
renswal shortfall and meet the 'Fit For The Future® financial benchmarks.

What happens if
Council doesn't mest
the 'Fit For The Future'
strategies?

Shiould Council not achieve the implementation of the strategies within its
Fit for the Future Plan to mest the 'Fit For The Future' financial benchmarks
it may be subject to intervention by the Office of Local Govemment.

Is the projection of
interest the best

Itis assumed that this question/comment refers to the proposed 525M to
408 loan which will be taken out to deliver an accelerated infrastructure

guess? renewal program with principal and interest payments funded by additional
SRV revenue. The projected interest rate for the proposed loan is based on
discussions with N3W Treasury Corporation.
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Guestion/'Comment

Response

Is the loan bormowed
from the State
Govemnment?

A low interest loan facility will be entered into with NSW Treasury
Corporation.

How much revenue
does Council need to
meet basic financial
commitments?

How much more
revenue does Council
need?

Is revenue greater
than expenses?

In 2008, Council calculated that its annual operating and asset funding
shorifall stood at $12.5M. The expenditure and revenus measurss
implemented by Council since 2007, together with the measures identified
in Council's 'Fit For The Future” Plan (excluding any special rate variation)
will have reduced the average annual funding shortfall to $5.1M.

This amount represents the remainder of the revenue that Council nesds o
achieve a balanced operating result — where it can fully fund the required
level of maintenance, renewal, and replacement of the assets it manages
on behalf of the community.

Whe is Hawkesbury
City Council’s Auditor?

Council's external auditors were previously PricewaterhouseCoopers.
Recent changes to the Local Govemment Act has seen this function
transferred to the MSW Auditor General.

Cost Containment and Revenue Measures

Question/Comment Response
What are developer Ceveloper contributions are monetary payments made to Council to
contributions upgrade infrastructure and facilites to cater for demand generated by

Is there a feasible
opticn which would

include property
developers helping
offset the

expenditure?

development. Larger scale developments may also need o dedicate land to
Council for the provision of open space and/or other facilities.

Council currently collects contributions from developers under Section 84
and 84A Developer Contribution Plans, or enters infto Voluntary Planning
Agreements with developers, io fund or provide the infrastructure required
to support new residential development. These funds are earmarked for
specific capital works and cannot be used for other operational purposes.

Hawve you factored in
population growth oeer
the next 10 years into
the calculations?

As there is increased
development in the
Hawkesbury and
thierefare maore
rateable properties,
why i=n't this sohving
the problem?

With miore
development and
more land opened up
does that affect me as
a ratepayer?

Yes, Council has projected the likely rating revenus and additional
expenses arising from population growth for both new and infill residential
development within its Fit For The Future Plan and long term financial
SCENAnos.

Residential development in the Hawkesbury is limited by a combination of
topography, flooding, evacuation constraints, bushfire risk, airport noise,
agrcultural land and environmental values. Some increased development is
occurting in Pitt Town and Morth Richmond and is planned to occur in
Glossadia and im the Vineyard Precinct of the Morth West Growth Sector.

While residential development does generate additional rating revenue it
will also generate additicnal costs, particularly over the longer term when
the new infrastructure provided as part of these developments
progressively reguires increased maintenance, renewal and replacemeant.
As noted above the net revenue from residential development over the next
10 years has been factored into Council's financial scenarios.

Rates are going up by
30% under Opticn 3,
will grants increase by
30%7

The proposed SRV options are not tied to other revenue sources. Council
does vigorously pursue grant opporiunities but the success of grant
applications are competitively determined by funding bodies based on the
applicable assessment criteria rather tham changes to Councils rating
income._ The increase in revenue and works program which can be
delivered under Option 3 may provide Council with the additional capacity
to apply for grants where 'matching funding' is required.
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Guestion/Comment

Response

How much does the
Federal and State
Government give
Hawkesbury City
Council in grants each
year?

Grant contributions vary from year to year. In the year ending 30 June 20168
Council received 36.32M in operating granmts and subsidies and 33_86M in
capital gramts — a total of 310.28M. The figure for the 2014/2015 financial
year was 38.23M.

31% of Councils
revenue is from rates,
will other fees and
charges be increased
or just rates.

Since 2007 Council has been implementing fairer service charging so that
people not using fee paying Council services were not subsidising the
pecple who were. Council has increased its revenue from senvice charges
by 800,000 simce 2007, and by 2021 will achieve a further 700,000 from
the continued application of fairer service charging.

Ara there profitable
assets? How is

Council increasing
their profit?

How are decisions
made om which

properties/assets are
sold? Are the

community notified?

What process do
Council use to sell off

their properties?

Council has a commercial property portfiolic which generates close o 52M
in investment income per annum, which Council uses to fund its cperations.
In managing this porfolio, Council undertake regular independent market
appraisals to ensure that it is receiving a market rate of retumn for these
properties. This process ensures that revenue from the portfiolio is
increased in line with market trends to maintain the profitability of the
porifolio.

Council's property sales has mostly involved properties within its
commerzial portfolio. These properties are classified as 'Operational’ under
the Lozal Govermment Act and Council is not required to notify or consult
with the community on their proposed sale. The decision to sell these
properties is one made by Council based on commercial considerations or
where a property has been identified as surplus to requirements.

For the proposed sale of properties on "Community’ land, Council is
required to undertake a public enguiry to reclassify the land to 'Operational’
pricr to any proposed sale. The public enguiry process that Council is
required to follow is set down in the Local Govermment Act and involves
public notification and community consultation. The majority of Council's
properties — community centres, parks and reserves are classified as
Comrmunity Land and cannot be sold unless they are reclassified as
Operational Land following a public enguiry process.

Council's disposes of its properties by auction and seeks guotations from
real estate agents before appointing an agent o conduct the auction. This
process is in lime with Council's adopted policy for the sale of properties.

Will you be selling off
51.5M in assets
annually to stay
afloat?

Which shopping
centres does Cowndcil
own? Are there any
plans to sell off
Council shopping
centres?

Are there a number of
assets that Council is
aiming to sell off in the
next five years or so7?

Council's 'Fit For The Future' Plam includes provision for the sale of under-
utilised community assets andior under-performing commercial assets to
raise projectad revenue of 51.5M8 owver the next three years. The net
revenue from these sales will be used to establish a strategic investment
fund o enable Council invest in income producing assets or activities.

Council own shopping centres in Wilberforce, Glossodia and MoGraths Hill.
There are currently no plans to sell of these centres but as outlined in a
response to a previous guestion, the rental returns of these properiies is
monitored and subject to regular review to assess their profitability.

A small number of 'Operational’ properties have been identified by Council
for sale and negotiations with prospective buyers are cumently underway.
Council staff are also reviewing Council's property portfolio to identify
additicnal properties for possible sale where rate of returns of retum are
low, where no income is being received, or where properties are not
required for community purposes. The sale of these properties will be
subject to Council approval and a public enguiry process where the
property is required to be reclassified from Community to Operational land.
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Guestion/Comment

Response

Which assets did
Council sell in the
past?

Where did the $5.2M
go from the selling off
of asseis?

Council has realised $8.2M from the sale of 29 properties — major property
sales included the Hobariville Shopping Centre; 1A Greenway Crescent,
Windsor, 20-22 Fitegerald Street, Windsor; 24-38 Stewarts Lane
Wilberforee; Toxana House Richmond; and Loder House, Windsor.

The majonty of the funds raised from the sale of properties were used o
contribute to the cost of constructing the Hawkesbury Cultural Precinct.

What imvestments
does Council have?

As at 31 July 2017, Council held 543.4M in investments in term deposits
and on call accounts. Most of these funds are made up of extemally and
intemally restricted reserves which are either subject to legislative
restriclions, kept aside for specific purposes or to meet future known
expenses and cannot be used for other purposes. The balance of cash
invesiments are required to fund operational and capital expenditure in line
with Council's adopted Operational Plam.

Hawve Council
investigated other
avenues for additional
income?

Are there ways that
Council can charge
additional income?

What are some
examples of the
different incomes
Council receives?

What are Council's
ather sources of
income besides rates?

Owver the last three financial years ending in June 2018, an average of 68%
of Council's revenues were derived from non-rating income sources —
annual charges, user fees, interest on investments, rental income from
invesiment properties. dividends, developer contributions, and grants. In
the financial year ending June 2018, Council's total operating and capital
revenues from these sources amounied to 358 8M. The figure for the
20142015 fimancial year was $78.6M.

Council reviews its fees and charges on an annual basis and wherever
possible adjusts them to cover the full cost of services or to increase
commercial revenues, some fees are determined by legislation and cannot
be increased, while other fees are subsidised for the public good.

There are also limitations in the kinds of business enterprises and
private/public partnerships which Council can enter into to gensrate
additicnal income.

Council does invest in energy-savimgs and other technologies which
generates a return on this investment through reduced operating costs and
utility savings.

Diuring the pericd
when costs were
decreased were they a
result of forced
redundancies?

The cost containment measures implemented since 2007 included
voluntary redundancies.

Could the communmnity
lobby the state
govermnment for maore
money?

Repressntations from the residents o State and Federal pardiamentarians
can be a very powerful advocacy tool.

Is it l=gal for
community members
to raise funds for
Council?

Council has adopted a Sponsorship Palicy which sets out the criteria and
process for Council receiving spensorship from thind parties to support its
operations.

Does Council comduct
efficiency and financial
audits?

Have your efficiency
audits identified
opporiunities to
reduce costsT

Council does resource an intemnal audit function and conducts programmed
audits of its processes and operations. Council has recently reviewed this
fumction and has established an audit parinership with Blue Mountains
Council to strengthen and broaden corporate capacity to identify and
achieve operational efficiencies and business improvemeants.
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Council Operations

Question/Comment

Response

Will there be increass
in staffing costs as
part of Option 37

Should Council proceed with Option 3, and subject to IPART approval,
Council will have to imvest in additional staffing resources to deliver an
expanded works program funded through any approved SRV increase.
Opfion 2 also provides for enhancements to community programs to enable
Council to deliver on the key activity areas within its Delivery Program,
these key activity areas were identified as priorities by residents during
community consultations held in February 2017.

What services doss
coundl provide to the
community?

Council's primary responsibilities involve the management of community
assets and facilities (roads, community buildings, parks, stormwater), waste
management services, town planning, public order, health and safety,
emergency services, and the provision of cultural, recreation, civic and
community programs. These functions require the provision of a diverse
range of services to the community which are documented in Council's
annual Operational Plan.

How much does
Council spend on
emplayment costs?

Councils 2017/2018 Operational Plan includes provision for 325.2M in

emplayese related costs.
In the 20152018 financial year, employee costs accounted for 33.2% of
Councils operating expenses.

What costs are
included im the 4%
administration costs
identified in the
Community Snapshot?

Administration and governance costs include emplayese, material and
contract costs across the following Council functions: Information Services,
Records, Risk Management and Insurance, Rafing Services, Administration
Senvices, Word Processing., Procurement, Fleet Management, Finamce and
Accounting, Internal Audit, Legal Services, City Planning, Printing,
Personnel, Executive Management, Elected Members and Customer
Senices.

Does Council have
amy systems in place
to stop wastage by
staff of Council
resounces

Council has comprehensive procurement, tendering and contra

procedures and systems inm place as well as ngorous financial reporting and
rmonitoring systems to ensure best value provision of services and the
optimal use of resources.

How frequently does
Council reassess the
tender process?

Tenders for the provision of services and material are awarded for varying
penods generally between one and three years. Council regularly tests the
market to ensure best value procurement. Council is required to call for
tenders for any proposed purchase of ower 3150,000 in value.

What functions have
been transfered to
lozal government from
thie state government?

Council is reguired to meet the cost of implementing legislation, funclions
and responsibilities devolved to local government by the federal and state
govemnments. The transfer of responsibilities from other levels of
govermnment to local councils, without adeguate funding. is generally known
as 'cost shifting”. In 2015/2018, cost shifting accounted for 57.1M of
Council's expenditures. Crhwer the seven years to 20152016, the impact of
cost shifting was estimated to total 534.7M (an average of 54.96M each

year)

CORDINARY

SECTION 3

32

Page 2T



Attachments 12. 13. 14 — Council Reports on Outcomes of Consultations

CORDINARY MEETING
Meeting Date: 12 September 2017

Guestion/Comment

Response

What are some
examples of the State
Govemnment charges
that Council pays?

Other examples of cost shifting include licence fees paid to the State
Govermment, remittance of revenue from Council managed crown land,
shorifalls in the subsidies provided to Council for public ibrary operations;
mandatory pensioner rebates; and the withdrawal of funding for community
sarvices which were established by state governments.

MSW Government contributions include a waste levy (currently at $138.30
per tonne) levied on every tonne of material deposited at Council’s landfill
operation and paid to the Emvironmental Planning Authority; emergency
service contributions paid to the Rural Fire Senvice (RFS), Fire and Rescue
MEW, and the Siate Emergency Services [SES) which have increased
substantially in recent years; and a levy on development applications which
is collected and forwarded to the Department of Planning.

Dioes the income
collected from the
Emergency Service
Levy go to the State
Govemnment or
Council?

All income collected by Council through the Fire and Emengency Senvices
Levy (FESL) was to be remitted to the NSW Government.

Special Rate Variation: Process and Timetable for SRV application

Guestion/Comment

Response

What is the IPART
process for assessing
Council's submission?

What is the timeframe
far this process? Will it
be implemented
gradually?

Should Council determine to proceed with an SRV application, this would
need to be submitted to IPART by February 2018, with IPART advising
Council of its determination in May 2018. f approved any SRV would take
effect from 1 July 2018.
Im itz application, Council would be required to address the five part
assessment criteria set down by IPART. The criteria requires Council fo:
+ demonstrate the need for the SRV
+ provide evidence that the community was aware of the need for, and
the extent of, the proposed SRV
+ demonstrate that it has assessed and considered the affordability
and impact of the proposed SRV on ratepayers
« have adopted the relevant Integrated Planning and Reporting (IPR)
documents required by Local Government Act and Regulation

+« provide details of the productivity and cost containment strategies
that it has implemented and which are proposed to be implemented.

What happens if

Council is confident that it can meet the criteria set down by IPART for a

IPART rejects successful SRV application. In the event that IPART does not approve
Council's SRV Council's abplin:al.in:nn, Ciouncil would carefully consider the reasons for
Application? IFART's decision to determine if it should ledge a further application in a
subsequent year which would address IPART's concems.
If the event of an unsuccessful 3RV application Council would need o
review services to identify options for possible service level reductions to
redirect rescurces to fund its asset remewal shorifall and mest FFTF
financial benchmarks.
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Guestion/Comment

Response

At the end of the
process will we be
back in this position
again?

Are rates going to
continue to rise or will
this request for
additional rates be
encugh?

While Council's finances can be impacted by extemnal factors beyond its
control, it has calibrated the two SRV options presented to residents to
address the asset remewal funding shorifall and achieve the FFTF
benchmarks. The diference between Oplions 2 and 3 relate to the
capacity for Council to fund improvements to services and the investment
priorities identified by residents.

Option 2 provides the minimum additional revenue reguired to stabilise the
condition of assets ower the medium term. Option 3 provides for a longer-
term revenue sclution which would also enable Council to better rescurce
the objectives of the Community Strategic Plan and the priorities identified
by residents.

After three years what
will happen to rates?
Do they come back o
current levels? Are the
rate increases for 3
years or 10 years?

There are two resourcing cptions which propose SRV increases. Option 2
proposes to SRY increase of 7% above the rate peg for 20182019 and
2018/2020. The resulting increases in rates would be permanent and in
subsequent years indexed by the rate peg amount (meaning that they
would be increased in line with the rate peg). Opftion 3 proposes SRY
increase of 7% above the rate peg for 201872018, 20182020 and
2020/2021. Similar to Option 2 the resulting increases in rates would be
permanent and in subseguent years indexed by the rate peg amount

Is the 27% rate rise on
thie total or just the rate
section?

Amy proposed SRV rating ini::reaﬁe wolld only apply to ordinary rates as
dentified on rates notice issued o ratepayers. [t would not apply to waste

manages or ciher non-rating charges or levies listed on the rates notice.

Investing in Your Future: Provisional Waorks Program

Guestion/Comment

Response

Howwr did Council wiork
out the costings in the
wiork programs.

Thie costings in the “Investing in Your Future' work programs were based on
the scope of the works which Council’s Asset Management System has
projected are required to be undertiaken over the next ten years to maintain
asselis in a satisfactory condition. Current unit costs were applied by
Councils Asset Managers to derve an estimate for the cost of these works.

How much Control do
Councillors have over
the dollars that are
spent?

Could Council re-
glections change
priorities and the way
money is spent?

The (elected) Council considers and approves Council's Operational Plan
including the annual budget and Lomg Term Financial Plan. As part of this
process Councillors take into accouwnt identified community priorties, the
financial and human resources reguired to maintain curent service levels,
and the funds reguired to undertake asset maintenance and renewal based
aon the technical condiion data within Council's Asset Management System.
These core requirements generally account for a substantial proportion of
Council's expenditures.

In relation to the 'Investing in Your Future' work programs which have been
presented to residents (which it is assumed is what this question refers ta),
should an SRV increase be approved by IPART, Cowncil is required as part
of its annual budget and reporting cycle, to demonstrate that SRV funds
have been expended in accordance with their intended purpose. This SRW
expenditure is reguired to be separately accounted for in Council's works
program with cutcomes publicly reported in Council's Annual Report.
Council's budget processes do however provide the opportunity to review
work programs to take into account changing circumstances and other

factors which may necessitate adjustments o programmed works.
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Question/Comment Response
Will residents have the | Council has prepared a provisional works program to outline the scope of
opporiunity to works to be delivered over the next ten years under the three “Investing in

contribute to prionties
for spending in the
area if they vote for
Optiocn 37

“four Future' resourcing options. The works program reflect Council's
understanding of the community investment priorities identified by residents
durimg community consultations held in July 2018 and February 2017 as
well as the outcomes of the community surveys undertaken by Coundcil
every bwo years since 2007

This information has been used to inform the preparation of the 'Investing in
our Future' district work programs and Council is confident that they have
captured the spending pricrties identified by residents. As identified in the
response to the previous guestion, Council's budget processes enable the
ongoing review of work programs to respond o changing circumstances
and other factors where adjustments to programmeed works are required.

Is Couwncil confident
that the dollars made

available will be used?

Council has prepared 10 year work programs to identify how any additicnal
revenue from a SRV rating increase will be expended. As part of its future
workforce planning, Council has recognised that it will have to invest in
additional project management resources to scale up its existing capacity to
ensure that it is in the position to deliver an expanded works program
funded through any approved SRV increase.

Dipes the spending in
the works program
increase the backlog?

If the commumnity
secures funding from
the state government
for road s=aling would
Council be able to
fund the maintenancs
cosis for the sealed
roads?

The provisional works program wnder each option has been primarily
targeted at undertaking asset renewal works to address the infrastructure
backlog. The revenue raised under each option will have a different impact
on Council's capacity to maintain, renew and upgrade community assets,
and address the infrastructure backlog.

Without service level reductions to redirect resources to asset remewal,
Option 1 is likely io see the continued deternoration in the condition of
community assets, and where new asseits are constructed Council may not
have the revenus required to maintain these assets into the future which
will grow the asset remewal shorifall (infrastructure backleg). Options 2 and
3 will stabilise the condition of assets and gradually address the
infrastruciure backlog over time and provide the additonal revenue required
to meet the maintenance and renswal costs of new assets.

Will the new plan allow
for roads to be
properly fixed up for
the lomg term?

The primary focus of Option 2 will be to maintain the condition of
community rather than providing funds to upgrade these assets while
Option 3 provides funds for an ongoing program of asset upgrades and new
Works.

What is the curmment
infrastruciure backlog?

As at 30 June 201G the estimated cost of bringing all assets to a
satisfactory standard was 31528,

Why did the backlog
go from $65M to
i7.6M7

In 2015, Council engaged an extermal consultant to undertake an
infrastructure assessment report. The purpose of the report was to review
Council's methodology for assessing its asset mainienance and assat
renewal requirements, and its infrastructure backleg calculations. The
consultant recommended that Council adopt a risk based asset
management approach to more accurately assess and verify infrastructure
backlog values.

As a result of this revised approach, the high risk infrastructure backlog
companent within the total required asset renewal works was identified.
Conseguently, while the guantum of asset renewal reguirement has
remained the same, the high nsk infrastructure backlog value component of
this requirement was revised downwards.

Why is the majority of
the SR income being
used for roadworks?

Council's consultation with the community indicated that residents identified
reads as the prionty for future investment. Roads also make up more than
half of the value of council assets and represent the bulk of the curment
infrastructure backlog.
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Community Consultation

Guestion/Comment

Response

How does Council
decide which will be
their preferred option?
Will every resident be
given an opportunity to
vole?

If the community says
it doesn't want an SRV
will that make a
difference and will
Council still go ahead
with an SRWV?

The purpose of Councils community engagement program is to consult with
residents about resourcing options for the future and o collect information
from residents about their preferred resourcing option. Infomation is being
gathered in a variety of ways (postal ballot, on-line and telephone surveys,
"straw polls' at town meetings) to collect and record the views of residents
about their preferred resourcing option. Every resident has been given the
opportunity to vote through a postal ballot sent to all ratepayers and the
option of participating on an on-line surwey.

This information will be collated and reported to Council to inform its
deliberations. It will be one of the factors considered by Council in coming
to a decision about which resourcing option to proceed with.

How many people
were consulted at the
towm meetings?

Since July 2018 Council has held 26 town meetings attended by ower 823
residents

What telephone The telephone survey is conducted on Council's behalf by Micromex
numbers are used for | Research who have advised that 32687 of the 401 of respondents were
thie telephone selected by means of a computer based random selection process using
SUMGEYST the electronic White Pages. 34 respondents were recruited face-to-face -

this was conducted at a number of locations including Richmond Market

Place, Riverview Shopping Cenfre, Windsor and Richmond Train Stations.
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GQuestion/Comment

Response

What methods have
you used to consult
with the community?

Can you think of better
ways to consult with
the community?

Council's community engagement program commenced in July 2018 and is
ongoing. Ower this perod, a range of activities have been usad to engage
with residents including:

*« 3 mail out information brochure and reply paid survey

* facts shests

& community newsletters

+ media releases

*  on-line surveys

*  telephone surveys

+«  town meetings

& listening and information kiosks

+ targeted engagement with particular community groups

& web-site updates on Council's anline engagement portal.
Council has also conducted regular community surveys (every two years
since 2007) and has held focus groups with residents to collect information
and knowledge from the community about their understanding of service
levels and key assets, suggested options for increasing the funding of
services and assets, and cument performance gaps. This information has
been used to inform the preparation of community engagement maternials.
Council is currently imeestigating and will be rolling out an enhanced digital
communication strategy including the establishment of a Facebook
presence to provide for real ime commentary and response to issues
raised by reaidentsl
Council also undertakes population-specific consultation through a variety
of mechanisms. For example, since 2008 Council staff have worked with
young people to plan and stage a Youth Summit every two years to capture
and record the views of young pecple and their recommendations for what
Council could do to improve quality of life outcomes for young people.
Council has adopted a Community Engagement Palicy, based on good
practice guidelines developed by the International Association for Public
Participation. The policy identifies a range of consultation tools and
techniques, which can be applied to different circumstances as required.

How do we make sure
people are aware of
the proposed SRVT

As outlined in the response to a previous guestion, Council has
implemented a comprehensive community engagement strategy using a
variety of engagement activities io inform residents of the proposed
resourcing options. This has included a mail out to all ratepayers.

How does Council
decide which will be
their preferred option?
Wil every resident be
given an opportunity to
vote?

As outlined in the response to a previous gquestion, information is being
gathered in a variety of ways (postal ballot, on-line and telephone surveys,
"straw polls' at town mestings ) to collect and record the views of residents
abowt their preferred resourcing option. This information will be collated and
reporied to Council to inform its deliberations and will be one of the factors
considered by Coundil in coming to a decision about which rescurcing
opticn to proceed with.

Ewvery resident has been given the opportunity to vote through a postal
ballot sent to all ratepayers and the option of participating on an on-line
EUMVEY.
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Impact on Ratepayers

Question/Comment Response
Is there a provision in | ‘Council's Debt Recovery Policy, includes provisions for payment
this plan for arrangements where ratepayers are experiencing financial dificulties. The

pensioners and low
income groups?

What can pensioners
do about the increass
in rates?

Rates are due on the
31 August 2017, what
do residents do if they

cannot pay?

Polizy also includes specific provisions for eligible pensicners. Council staff
are currently preparing a draft Hardship Policy to further address issues of
hardship.

Hawve you considered
that the SRV may not
be affordable to low
INCOMe Samers?

Did amy properties
receive a decrease in
rates in 2017/20187

As part of any SRV application to IPART Council is reguired o consider the
affordability of proposed rating increases and their impact on ratepayers.

In 2017, im consideration of the possible impact of future rating increases,
Council reviewed and amended its rating structure. The revised rating
structure which took effect from 1 July 2017 delivered a reduction in rates
for residential properties with an median land valuation of less than
5324000 (i.e. generally propertes with relatively lower levels of household
income) as well as small business cwners and farmland properties. These
rating changes resulted in an overall decrease in rates for 18,045 properties
(74% of all rateable properties) in the Hawkesbury. These rating reductions
will substantially lessen the impact of any proposed rafing increases for
lower income households.

The Calculation of Rates, Rating Classifications and Rating Structure

Question/Comment Response
How are rates Counci| caleulates annual rate charges based on the relevant provisions of
calculated? the Local Government Act 1883_ In simple terms rates are made up of a

Why zan't the rates be
A user pays system?

What percentage of
the rates is based on
the valuation by the
MESW Valuer General?

Who sets the rate
peg?

|5 the rate peg
adjusted to take into
account the large land
area and the small
number of residents?

base amount which is applied equally across all rateable properties and an
ad-valorem amount which is based on land-values as determined by the
MW Valuer-General.

The rate peg amount set by the NSW Govermment determines the total
amount of rates that can be collected by Council which in 2017/2018 was
530U5M. In 201772018 the base amount was set at $340 for every rateable
property which when applied to the 25 867 rateable properties accounted
for $8.7M of the $30.5M.

The balance of rating income (321.8M or roughly 70%) is then divided by
the total land value of all properties in the Hawkesbury to derive a “rate in
the dollar' amount which is then applied to the assessed land value of each
property to calculate am ad-valorem compaonent for each property. The rate
in the dollar may vary across rating categones — residential, farmiland,
minimg and business.

The rate peg is based on the Loczal Government Cost Index which
measures price changes over the previous year for the goods and labour
an average council will use and may include a productivity component. It is
applied to equally to all councils.

Are granny flats
paying rates?

Mo, Council zan only levy a single rating charge on each rateable property.
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Question/Comment

Response

Do sirata properties
pay rates as well as
residents?

fes.

Diges the rate in the

dollar differ depending
on land classification?

The rate im the dollar may vary across rating categories.

How does the rating
structure impact on
rates?

The rating structure determines both the base amownt and the rate in the
dollar (ad-walorem) amount to be applied to each of the three rating
categones - residential, farmland, mining and business.

In general termis councils align the rating yield to be denved from each
rating category based on the proporticnal land value of each category — for
example if residential properties account for 70% of the total land value of
properties in a local government area, then a council would sk to raise
TO% of rating income from residential properties. Council may determine to
caollect a proporticnally lesser amount from a particular rating category to
support & strategic objective — for example to support agriculiure by
reducing the proportional rating yield io be collected from the farmland

category.

\What properties can
be categorized as
Rural Residential?

Why did properties
previously categorised
as Rural Residential
become Residential?

Why was the Rural
Residential category
removed?

Rural Residential is a rating sub-category of the Residential rating category.
The criteria for a rural residential property is set down in the Local
Government Act 1983, The key definiticnal criteria relate to the size of a
property (between 2 and 40 hectares) and the presence of a dwelling.

The previcus nural residential sub-zcategory is not defined by the location of
a property i.e. whether it is urban or nural — for example there are rural
residential properties in Windsor and South Windsor and residential
properties in 5t. Albans, Bilpin and Bowen Mountain. Residential and rural
residential properties can exist side-by-side in the one location.

Residential and rural residential properties fall under the same rating

category and are freated the same for rating purposes [as was the case
prior to 201372014}

What gualifies you for
Farmland rates?

Are Farmland rates
cheaper than
Residential rates?

Can | have my

property changed
back to Fammland?

The -:ateg::uriEaﬁI:Jn of land as farmiland is defined by the Local Govermment
At 1883, The dominant use of the land must be for farming (the Act
defines the types of enterprises that constitute farming), that has a
"significant and substantial commercial purpose and is engaged in for the
purpose of profit on a continuous basis’

The rate in the dollar which is used to calculate the ad-walorem component
of annual rates is set at 90% of the residential rate in the dollar. However
farmland properties generally have a higher land valuation tham residential
properties (due to their relative size) and as a result the average farmland
rate is substantially higher than the average residential rate.

Ratepayers can apply to have their properties categorised as farmland, and
their application will be assessed against the eriteria set out in the Local
Government Act 1983,
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Question/Comment

Response

Wiy did Council
change the rating
structure?

Why did the change to
rural residential rates
happen?

Itis assumed that this question relates to the changes fo the rating
structure which commenced in 201772018

The current Cowncil changed the rating structure to reverse the changes to
the rating structure that took place in 2013/2014 which saw the base
amount increased and rural residential properties rated at a different rate in
the dollar amount to residential properties. Prior to 201372014 residential
and rural residential properties were treated the same for rating purposes.
The 201372014 rating changes had the wnintended effect of creating some
rating anomalies where properiies in the one location, with the same
noticnal access to Council services and facilities, were rated differently. As
a result, the rates for residential properties in Bilpin, Kurajong, S5t Albans,
Bowen Mountain and other outlying areas increased, while the rates for
rural residential properties in the same locations decreased.

The 201372014 rating changes resulted in increased rates for the majority
of properties within the Hawkesbury. These rating increases primarily
affected properties with relatively lower land valuations and rating
decreases primarily benefited properties with higher land valuations. As a
result of these impacts Council determined that realigning the rating
structure back to the pre 2013/2014 situation would deliver a more
equitable rating outcome.

Who voted for the
rating restructure?

Why can't Council go
back and change the
rates.

Can Council change
the base amount to
miake it fairer for
averyona?

The majorty of Councillors voted to change the rating structurs.

Council can review its rating structure including the base rate and has
resalved to do so in the coming months. Howewver, for the reasons outlined
in the response to the previous guestion, the current Council has
determined that the recent changes to the rating structure deliver a more
equitable rating outcome and simply returns the rating structure to situation
that existed prior to 2013/2014.

Wihy were properties
impacted by the
change to Rural
Residential rates?

The chamges to the rating structure as cutlined in the previous guestion
(which saw residential and rural residential properties treated the same for
rating purposes as had been the case prior to 2013/2014), did result in
rates imncreasing for properties in the rural residential sub-category. These
increase partly, but not entirely, cancelled out the rating decreases that
occurred for these properiies in 2013/2014 and the following three years.
However, the 2017/2018 changes to the rating struciure only accounted for
a small proportion of the rating increases experenced by some nural
residential properties, the major impact on rates occumed as a result of the
increase in land valuations for these properties.
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Question/Comment

Response

Why do we pay the
same rates as people
in Bligh Park ar
Windsor and not get
the same serices?

Are rural arsas like St
Albans and Colo
Heights subsidising
other parts of the LGA

Why don't the
residents of Oakville
get any services but
they have to pay new
higher rates?

If the categorisation
has changed to
Residential why don't
these properiies
receive the same
sarvices as the
residential areas?

As outlined in a response to a previous guestion, the rating sub-category of
rural residential is not determined by location, or distance from town centres
ar proximity to Council services and faciliies. Many residential proparties
are located in rural areas and rural residential properties adjoin urban
areas.

While Council services are available to all residents irespective of where
they live, distances from thess services can impact on the day to day
acoess that residents enjoy to these services. Council provides the same
network of services and facilities to all areas within the Hawkesbury — it
maintains lecal roads, bridges, local parks, and community faciliies across
the Hawkesbury, it provides town planning. compliance and enforcements,
companicn animal services, community services, event sponsarship, grafiti
remonal, stormwater management and other services to all areas in the
Hawkesbury, though the frequency of service provision may vary between
areas.

Some faciliies, such as the Library, Gallery and Museum, Regional Parks
and District Sporting Fields are cenfrally located in town centres as their
catchment populations are regional rather than local, howewver they are
used by all residents which is reflzeted in the membership of these services
and the sporting organisations that use these facilities (for example 43% of
lirary members live im rural localities). Some civic infrastructure such as
street lighting, kerb & guttering and footpaths are generally associated with
urban areas, while other essential services such as sewer, are provided on
a fee for service basis and are not funded through ordinary rates. Other
infrastructure such as rural fire service sheds, standpipes, vehicular ferries
(Loweer Portland) are predominantly located in rural areas.

It is generally the case that the per unit cost of service provision to rural
areas is higher than the cost of service provision fo wurban areas. The per-
capita cross subsidisation of service provision from urban areas to regional
areas (where revenue collected from people in urban areas is used to
subsidise the cost of providing basic universal services to rural areas) is a
characteristic of most public service provision.

Is the state
government
responsible for setting
the land value of
property through the
Valuer General?

fes.

What has made

property values
increase =0 much?

The MEW Valuer General has advised that "the rze in valuafionz were az &
rezult af nearby land zalez and thaf those areas experiencing some of the
strongesf increase in land values are a result of the demand for land with
patential for future rezidential development and well locafed lifesfyle
properties”.
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Question/Comment

Response

Do lamd revaluations
increase the income
for Council?

Why doesn't Council
get more revenue from
the property
revaluation by the
aluer General?

Where is the
additional money from
rates goimg ¥

Last year Council
received 530M from
rates and this year
531M, why has there
been an increase?

Increases to land values do not by themsehlwes generate any additional
rating revenue for Council. The total revenue collected from ratepayers
from year o year is determined by a rate peg amaount st by the NSW
Govermment (through IPART ).

The rate peg limits the amount by which councils can increase the revenue
they generate from rates from year to year. While individual property rates
MY Vary across a council area, either above or below the rate peg amount
due to differences in assessad land values, the overall total amount
collected from ratepayers cannot exceed the rate peg amount.

In 20017/2018 the rate peg amount was set at 1.5% which generated
approximately $480,000 in additional rating income. This revenus will be
used to offset Council's increased operating costs.

What is the process if
residents don't agree
with their land
waluations.

Residents can request a review of the valuation of their property. The NSW
Valuer General website gutlines the process and time frames for lodging an
abjection.

What monthfyear was
the rating structure
endorsad by council,
no notification was
provided?

Itis assumed that this question relates to the recent change to rating
structure which took effect from 1 July 2017. The amended rating structure
was approved by Council in June 2017, and was preceded by the reguired
consultation and public exhibition pericd as set down in the Local
Govermment Act 1983,

Why have the
averages used in
Council's calculations
been based on the
average Residential
category and not the
Rural Residential

category.

The Residential category incorporates the previcus Rural Residential sub-
category. As noted in a response to a previcus guestion, Residential and
rural residential properties fall under the same rating category and are
treat|Ed the same for rating purposes (as was the case prior to 2013/2014).

Assets

Guestion/Comment

Response

Dz you assess the use
of Council's assets?

Council does have mechanisms in place to assess the use of community
assets. These include traffic counts on roads, bookings and utilisation of
playing fields and parks, visitation to cultural facilities and camping grounds,
am annual sunsey on community hall utilisation, and the regular condition
assessment of assets.

Are roads inspected
regularly?

Can somegcne
supendise roads and
assess them

regularly?

A physical assessment of the condition of Council's entire sealed road
network is conducted at regular imterval (2002, 2008, 20132 and 2015). The

condition of roads is also monitored informally on an ongeing basis by staff
supplemented by customer reguest and report trends.
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Question/Comment

Response

Are some of our roads
run by the State

Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) are responsible for the management
and repair of main roads within the Hawkesbury that fall within the state

Govemnment? road network (e.g. Windsor Road, Bells Line of Road, Wisemans Femy
Road, Castlereagh Road, Richmond Rioad, as well as the streets that
connect these roads such as Macguarie Street, George Strest and March
Strest.

When traffic is State Roads are managed and financed by Roads and Mantime Services

diverted from State to
Local or Regional
roads does
Hawkesbury City
Council receive any
money?

(RMS) and Regional and Local Roads are managed and fimanced by
councils. Due to the network significance of Regional Roads, RMS provides
financial assistance to councils for their management. In practice, while
Council does receive financial assistance from RMS for the maintenance of
regional roads in the Hawkesbury, this amount provided does not cover the
cost to Council of maintaining these roads.

Planning Controls & Subdivision

Guestion/Comment

Response

Can our land be
subdivided if it is
categonsed as
Residential ?

‘Whether or not a residential property can be subdivided is primnarily
determined by the minimum allztment size pertaining to that property as
contained within the Hawkesbury Local Environmental Plan (LEF). Any
proposed subdivision must also satisfy the developrment controls within the
Hawkesbury Development Control Plan (DCPL

Do Council want to
kick ocut the little
lamdowners. by
increasing the rates?

Council calculates anmual rate charges based on the relevant provisions of
the MEW Local Government Act 1883, As noted in response to a previous
question, council rates are made up of a base amount which is applied
equally across all rateable properties and an add-valorem amount which is
based on land-values as determined by the NEW Valuer-General.

The rating increases experienced by some property owmners in areas
bordering the Morth West Growth Sector were primarily the result of the
increase in land valuations for these properties as assessed by the MEW
Valuer General.

What can you tell us
about the potential for
redevelopment of
residential areas in the
future?

Could we redevelop
like other areas?

Why don't you release
some maore land for
redevelooment?

Council has adopted a Residential Land Strategy which identifies locations
in the Hawkesbury which are mast suitable for additional residential
development. However, residential development in the Hawkesbury is
limited by a combination of topography, flooding, evacuation constraints,
bushfire risk, airport noise, agricuttural land and environmental values.
Residential development is currently is occcurming in Pitt Town and Morth
Richmond and is planned to ocour in Glossodia and in the Vineyard
Precinct of the North West Growth Sector.

Why is the
development of rural
lamd not permitted in
the Hawkeshury?

Why does Blackiown
Council redevelop
their agricuttural lamd
and Hawkesbury
doesn't?

Rural lands are being developed in the Hawkesbury in accordance with the
provisions of the Hawkesbury Local Envircnment Plan and in particular
mimimum lot sizes.

Due to the wrban expansions of the Sydney Metropolitan Region, recent
residential expansion in areas like Blacktown and The Hills have imeohed
the whaolesale resumption and subdivision of large fracts of rural lands to
create small ot housing as well as medium and high density residential
precincts. By contrast development within the Hawkesbury has been
marked by the limited and smaller scale expansion of rural villages and
town centres into predominantly large lot and nural residential
developments.
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Guestion/Comment

Response

Why can't properties
hawe a second
dwelling?

Council has prepared and submitted planning proposals to the NSW
Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) on two occasions to
amend the Hawkesbury Local Envircnment Plan (HLEF) to permit detached
dual occupancy in rural zones. The proposed amendments were not
supparted by the DPE due to flood evacuation concerns. The DPE
indicated that further consideration of the proposed HLEF amendments
would be defermed until the release of the Hawkesbury-Mepean Flood Risk
Management Study. Council is seeking to expedite the release of the Study
by the NSW Gowermment.

Council Amalgamations

Question/Comment Response
What did the The major cost invelved in responding te the proposed merger of
attempted Hawkesbury with part of The Hills Shire was in the staff hours required to

amalgamation cost the
Council ?

assess the merger proposal, prepare Councils submission in response o
the merger proposal, prepare information for the delegate appointed by the
MSW Government to conduct the public inguiry imto the merger proposal
and staff participation in merger discussions with The Hills Shire.

Who was the
independent delegate
for the Council?

Did Garry West
adjudicate for other
councils

The NSW Govemnmment appointed Mr Gamy West to conduct the public
inguiry into the proposed merger of Hawkesbury with part of The Hills Shire,
as well as the proposed merger of Homsby and Kuringai Councils.

What was the reason
for Council chjecting
to amalgamating with
The Hills?

Council's objection to the proposed menger was outlined in Council's
submission to the independent delegate.

Council's assessment was that while there were some financial benefits
which may have flowed from the merger proposal, these benefits were
outweighed by the adverse impacts to the local economy and the
community. The relatively modest merger savings projected by the merger
proposal could be achieved maore effectively and efficiently through the
implementation of Council existing 'Fit For The Future® proposal and in
particular through its Regional Strategic Alliance with the Blue Mountains
and Penrth Councils.

Council argued that the merger proposal was an infenor akemative to
Council remaining as is and pursuing its 'Fit For The Future' Plan which
would deliver a more advantageous outcome for residents withouwt the
adverse impacts of a forced amalgamation.

After the
amalgamation debate
it was inferred that
Hawkesbury City
Council would be
financially secure but
you are now telling us
that this is not the
case. Why is
Hawkesbury City
Council not financially
secure?

In 2018, Council adepted a Fit for the Future Plan which set out a mix of
expenditure and revenue measures to enable Council to mest the required
"Fit For The Future' financial sustaimability benchmarks by 2021.

In December 201G, the N3W Government proposed a merger of the
Hawkesbury and part of The Hills Shire. Council deferred the
implementation of its 'Fit For The Future' Plan pending the outcome of the
merger proposal. The information provided to residents both pre and post
the public inquiry into the merger proposal was the same, residents were
advised that Council's financial sustainability was contingent on
implementing the "Fit For The Future' Plan.

cood END OF REFORT Qooo
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GENERAL MANAGER

ltemn: 212 GM - Outcome of Public Exhibition of Supplementary Resourcing Strategy -
(79351, 95496, T33586)

Previous lbem: 186, Ordinary (10 October 2017}
175, Ordinary (26 September 2017)
170, Ordinary (26 September 2017)
158, Ordinary (12 September 2017)
&0, Ordimary (28 March 2018)

273, Ordinary (13 December 2018)
241, Ordinary (8 Nowvember 2016}
211, Ordinary {11 October 2018)
146, Ordinary (26 July 2018)

138, Ordinary (12 July 2018)

4, Ordinary (02 February 2016)

E5, Extraordinary (23 June 2015)
RM, Ordinary (30 June 2015}

MM, Ordinary (27 October 2015)

REFORT:
Executive Summary

This report has been prepared to advise Council of the cutcomes of the public exhibition of the Draft
Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and the Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-
2021.

Im addressing this matter, the report incorporates the following information:

a recap of the Fit for the Future timelines and community emgagement program

a sumnmary of the content and key messages within the draft supplementary documents
. a sumnmary of the submissions received following the public exhibition of the draft

supplementary documents

. a summary of the issues raised within the submissions for and against Councils
prefermmed investment option

. a more detailed outline of the issues raised within the submissions not supportive of
Councils preferred investment option

L an cutline of representations and petition received from the Cakville Progress
Association.

The report assesses the issues raised in the submissions that have not supported Council's preferred
invesiment option. The factors underlying these issues have been carefully considered by Council and
where possible Council has either commenced actions to address them or is proposing to undertake
furthier actions in response to these matters.

The 'mot support’ submissions point to & strong community sentiment in those localities most affected by
recent MSW Valuer-General land valuations. In particular they highlight the concem of residents as to the
relative rating impact of these land valuations particulary in localities adjoining the Morth West Growth
Sector which have experienced comparatively large rate increases from 1 July 2017, The submissions
therefore call on Council to defer consideration of a special rate increase.
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The report considers the implications of not proceeding with a special rate increase, and by default, limiting
future rating increases to the rate peg amount. This option;

« would not enable Cowncil to generate the balance of the revenue required to resource the
implementation of Council’s Fit for the Future Improvement Plan;

« does not provide Council with an altemate means of achieving the required financial benchmarks
and resahee the asset remewal funding shorifall which is the primary factor impacting on Council's
ling term financial sustainakbility;

+ would not resclve the issues identified by residents as these issues primarily relate to recent land
valuations underiaken by the N53W Valuer General and the flow-on rating impacts which took
effect from 1 July 2017;

The primary issues raised in the 'not suppert’ submissions would seem to fall outside of the scope of
matters that can reasonably be responded o in conjunction with the consideration of a special rate
increase and deferring the special rate increase will not in itself resclve these maters.

Conseqguently, in the absence of other viable options to achieve financial and asset sustainability and
=satisfy the Fit for the Future requirements, Council Management would propose that Councils preferred
investment option should be purswed through the preparation of a special rate application. This course of
action will provide Council with the capacity to:

. respond in a meaningful way to the community investment prionties identified by
residents during the Fit For The Future consuliations;

. delver on the key activity areas within Council’s Delivery Program

. progressively realise the community's long term vision for the Hawkesbury, as set outin

the Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan 2017-2038.

The report concludes that Council should advise the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART)
of its intention to submit an ‘Application for A Special Rate Vanation” (Application) based on the prefermed
investment option, as cutlined in the draft supplementary documents.

The proposed Application would be for a Special Rate Vanation over three years: 8.5% in 20182018, 8.5%

in 2019/2020, 8.5% in 20200/2021 (inclusive of rate pegging), with the increase to be permanent and
retained within the rate base.

Consultation

The report has been prepared to .ld'ufiEE-l':ﬂul'I{::“ of the outcomes of further community consultations
undertaken under Council’s Community Engagement Policy. The public exhibition of the Draft
Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and the Drafit Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-
2021, represent a further component of a staged and comprehensive community consultation and
engagement pragram which commenced in July 2016,

Under this Program, Council has delivered the following engagement activities:

28 town mestings

25 information kiosks and stalls at shopping centres, markets and council events

two statistically valid telephone surveys rum on Council’s behalf by Micromex Research
a mail out of information broechures and postal ballots to all ratepayers

public exhibiticn of key documents and calls for submissions

cnline surveys and information up-dates om Council's online engagement portal.

The final element of Council's conversation with residents about the future of the Hawkesbury invalved the
public exhibition of the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and the Draft Supplementary
Delivery Program 2017-2021 betaeen 13 October 2017 and 10 November 2017
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In conjunction with the public exhibition period, information about the documents was included in the
Spring 2017 Community Newsletter, distributed with the quarterly rates instalment notices, and display
copies were made available at Council Offices, Richmond and Windsor Libraries, and the North Richmond
Community Centre. Notices were also placed in the Hawkesbury Courier and the Hawkesbury Gazette
advising of the public exhibition as well as a media release was issued and information was contained in
the "From the Mayor’s Desk” online column. Two drop-in information sessions were also held on 2
November 2017 in the Stan Stevens Studio at the Deerubbin Centre, between 6pm to 8pm, and &
November 2017 at the North Richmond Community Centre, between 3pm and 5:30pm.

Background

The preparation and public exhibition of the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and the
Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021, has been the culmination of a Fit For The Future
Improvement Program and community engagement process which commenced in 2014 (as outlined in

Figure 1).

Council's Fit For The Future journey commenced well before the 2014 release of the NSW Government's
Fit For The Future Reform Program. Since 2007, Council has been implementing measures to improve its
long-term financial sustainability, with a particular focus on addressing the legacy of past decades of
under-investment in asset renewal.

2014 State Covernment requires souncils to prove their fulure sustainability
v
2015/2016 Council developa Fit for the Future Plan with 20 sirategies
v
August 2016 Service Level Review consuliation with the community
v
February Caormmunty Strategic Plan and Service Level Review Lpdste
2017 Consufiation with the community
v

%:?"“ Options for “Investing In Your Future' in consultation with the commursty

September Report to Counsil on outcome of Imvesting in Youwr Future Consultations'.
2017 Council dentified Option 3 as s preferred investment option

@I v

OctiNov 2017 Public Exhibition of Supplementary Resourcing Strategy and Delivery Program
Council seeking further community comment on preferred investment option

v
November Report to Council on outcome of public exhibtion
2017 Council determines final postion on Special Rate Variation Applcation
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Figure 1: Fit For The Future timeline
As part of this process, Council has considered a number of reports covering the following matters:

. Council's financial pesition and its future financial sustainability
Council's capacity to fully fund the cost of maintaining, renewing and replacing
community assets and measures taken since 2007 to arrest the decline in the condition
of these assats

. additional cost containment and revenue measures to achieve the required Fit for the
Future benchmarks and stabilise the condition of community assets
the findings of independent reports into the sustainability of local government
the consideration and response to the proposed merger with part of The Hills Shire

Council

. imdependent reviews of Councils financial position and Fit For The Future Improvement
Flan

. the cutcomes of community surveys and consultations held with residents on future

service levels, community imeestrnent priorties and options for investing in the futurs.
These community conversations commenced in July 2016 and are summarised in

Figure 2.
Stage 1 - "Listening to Ouwr Community’ Consultations where Council went out to hear what
residents had to say about their satisfaction and
: - i expectations for Council's services and faclities and

Listening fo our community their priorities for future investmant

] --"”’Is' mlkﬁg':'f-‘* CERVIMED These consultations took place betwesn 22 July and

e COUMNCIL SERVICES
24 August 2018.

Stage 2 - The Hawkesbury 2036___I's Our Future' Consultations where Council spoke with residents on
the things they valued about lving in the Hawkesbury
and steps to deliver the fubure that residents wanted 1o

CoOMMURTY
o STRATEIE PLAN see - 3 vibrant city, with a rural feel.
kg o e nTa The ""’“",’,"‘,'..r,' e These consultations took place between 23 January
and 12 March 2017.
Stage 3 - "Inwesting in Your Future' Consultations where Council briefed residents on its

financial position and presented three investment
oiptions for residents to consider and asked them to
sbentify their prefermed option fior investing in the future.

These consultations took place between 10 July and 12
August 2017.

INVESTING IN
YOUR FUTURE

Figure 2: Fit for the Future Community Engagement Program

O 12 September 2017, Council considerad a report which summarised the cutcome of the most recent
reumd of community consultations undertaken in July and August 2017, where Council presented three
Imvesting im Wour Future rescurcing cptions to residents as outlined below:

Option 1 - Annual rate increases in line with assumed rate peg over three years
Option 2 - Special Rate Increase of 14.5% above rate peg over three years
Option 3 - Special Rate Increase of 22.5% above rate peg over three years.

Im considering this report, Council resalved to identify Option 3 as its preferred resourcing option and
approved the preparation of draft supplementary documentation for public exhibiticn.
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The infarmation which has been progressively reported to Council was summarised in the Draft
Supplementary Resourcing Sirategy 2017-2027 and the Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017 -
2021, together with a more detailed assessment of the impact of the three resourcing options on
ratepayers, Council's long term sustainability and future service provision. The draft supplementany
document was reported o Council on 10 October 2017, with Council resolving to place it on public
exhibition with the cutcomes to be reported to Council.

Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery Frogram
2017-2021 — Summary of Content and Key Messages

The Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery Program
2017-2021 incorporated the following content and key messages:

Current financial position and financial outlook

. Council is in a sound and stable financial position with expenditure balanced against available
rEvEnus.

» Ciouncils current position is dus in part to the significant work already undertaken by Council
in relation to reducing its cperating costs and improving the efficiency of its operations. To
date this work has realised a 574 million per annum improvement in its financial position.

* Im comparison with neighbouring councils, Council has a lean staffing establishment and a
diverse revenue base and is less reliant on rating revenue to fund its operations.

* Like many councils, Council is experiencing 45r.nmtural funding shorifall due to past under-
investment in 3ss&t management.

* TCorp's (MSW Treasury Corporation) assessment of Council's financial position confirmed
Ciouncil's capacity to meet financial commitments in the short to medium tem but pointed to a
need to increase revenue o address the legacy of asset underspend and stabilize its financial
outlook.

* Revenus shorfalls have not enabled Council to fund the total cost of asset management.
Withouwt intervention, Council is facing a projected asset funding shortfall of 568M owver the
next 10 years.

*  Council recently engaged Morrison Low Consultants Py Lid to review Councils current
financial position and Council's strategies for financial sustainability. Morrison Low found
that Council’s Fit for the Future strategies were generally consistent with other councils and
wiere found to be appropriate to address Council's fimancial sustainability. The estimates
associated with the strategies were found to be prudent and reasonable and applicable
challenges were recognised. Marrison Low also indicated that in their view Council needs a
substantial Special Rate Vanation.

Issues impacting on financial sustainability

* Ciouncil's capacity to achieve long-term financial sustainability has been adversely impacted
by rate pegging, cost shifting and a decline in financial assistance from other levels of
government.

" The gecgraphic size of the Hawkesbury and lower population density means that in
comparison with adjoining councils, Council has a relatively larger asset portfolic and a higher
per-capita infrastructure cost.

. Development constraints including significant areas of land subject to flooding and bushfires,
have placed limits on the potential for residential development and overall population density
will remain low by urban standards.
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. While the Hawkesbury is classified as part of Metropolitan Sydney, its blend of urban and rural
settlements is uncharacteristic of the metropolitan area.

. There is a challenge in meeting community expectations for urkan levels of service and
infrastructure (available in adjoining areas of metropolitan Sydney) from a semi-rural rating
base.

Planning to become 'Fit for the Fubure’

. Council is implementing a Fit for the Future Improvement Flan to achieve, by 2021, the
fimancial benchmarks set by the NSW Govemment.

. The Fit For The Future Improvement Plan builds on the cost containment, efficiency and
revenues measuras, that have been progressively implemented since 2007 and which have
enabled Council to invest an additional 57.4M a year in asset management o address the
asset funding shortfall.

. By 2021 the Fit for the Future Plan will generate a further round of efficiency savings of 52.4M
a year, increase non-rating revenue by 51.8M a year, and realise a further $1.5M in property
sales.

* The Fit for the Future Plan includes provision for a special rate increase to raise the balance
of the revenue reguired to achieve financial benchmarks and resolve the asset funding
shortfall.

. The proposed special rate increase is being considered only after Council has
comprehensively reviewed its operations to achieve ongoing cost reductions and efficiency

measures.

Community Engagement and Consultation

* Council has implemented an intensive 3-stage community engagement strategy commencing
in July 2018 using a range of engagement plafforms;

* The consultations indicated that:

- the community was not satisfied with cumrent levels of service for a range of Council
services, facilities, and activities

- residents would like Council to improve service levels by increasing imsestment in
Council services, faciliies and activities

- pricrties for future investmeant should centre on roads, public spaces and town centres

- the majority of residents did not want service levels to reduce and were willing o pay
additional rates to maintaim or improve services.

Threse 'Fit for the Future” Resourcing Options

. Council has presented three rescurcing cptions to the community aimed at improving financial
sustainability and meeting the assat funding shorfall.

. two of the options [Option 2 and Option 3} are based on revenue assumptions invohing
additional rate increases, while Option 1 would require 3 program of service level reductions:

- Option 1 provides no additional investment im services and facilities and would require
Council to identify service level reductions of 346 to 35M a year from its community,
cultural, civic and recreational programs, if it is to maintain core services and critical
infrastructure

- Cption 2 will fund a 5348 annual increase in asset maintenance and a 10 y=ar
322.5M program of new works

ORDINARY SECTION 2 Page 123

51



Attachments 12. 13. 14 — Council Reports on Outcomes of Consultations

CORDINARY MEETING
Meeting Date: 28 Movember 2017

- Option 3 will fund a 5588 annual increase in asset maintenance, a rolling program of
new works (F29.5M in the first 10 years) and a 3 1.9M annual investment in community
programs.

" Dretailed district programs cutlining the scope of works to be delivered under each of three
resourcing options hawe been prepared and published.

. Couwncil has identified Option 3 as its preferred investment vehicle as it would best enable
Ciouncil to maintain and improve service levels to meet community expectations and realise
the community's long term vision for the Hawkesbury.

" Other options to achieve long term finamcial sustainability, including amalgamation, service
lewvel reductions, and large-scale residential development have besn considered and either
rejected by the N3W Government or hawve limited support within the community.

Impact on ratepayers
* In comparison with benchmark” councils:

- average residential rates in the Hawkesbury are relatively low and have increased at a
lower rate over the last five years

- the proportion of weekly housshold income required to pay the average residential rate
is also lower and has fallen over the last five years.

* Based on relative socio-economic indexes, the Hawkesbury has some of the more
advantaged areas in Australia. However there are also suburbs which are relatively
disadwvantaged.

* Modelling of the impact of the investment options shows that that by 2021 the average
residential rate will increase by:

- 386 a year or §1.56 a week under Option 1
- 3257 a year or 34.92 a week under Option 2
- 3351 a year or $6.73 a week Under Option 3.

* Council has reviewed its rating structure to brimg rating yields back into alignment with
proportional land values in response to r#ing inconsistencies, which resulted in residents in
the residential rating category, within the same localities, treated differently for rating

pUTposes.

» The rating changes which tock affect from 1 July 2017, will lessen the impact of the proposed
special rate increases on those relatively disadvantaged localities with the highest proportion
of low income households.

* Some properties in localities bordering the Morth West Growth Sector have experienced large
rating increase relative to other areas in the Hawkesbury, as a result of the substantial
increase in their N3W Valuer General determined land wvalues.

Cutcome of Public Exhibition of Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft
Supplementary Delivery Pregram 2017-2021

The Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and the Draft Supplementary Delivery Program
2017-2021, were placed on public exhibition between 13 October 2107 and 10 Mowember 2017.
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Im conjunction with the public exhibition period, information about the documents was included in the
Spring 2017 Community Mewsletter, distributed with the quarterly rates instalment notices, and display
copies were made available at Council Offices, Richmond and Windsor Librares, and the Morth Richmond
Community Centre. Motices were also placed in the Hawkesbury Courier and the Hawkesbury Gazette
advisimg of the public exhibition as well as a media release was issued and information was contained in
the "From the Mayor's Desk” online column. Two drop-in information sessions were also held on
Movember 2, 2017 in the Stan Stevens Studio at the Deerubbin Centre, between §.00 pm to B.00pm, and
Movember G, 2017 at the Morth Richmond Community Centre, between 3.00pm and 5.30pm.

138 submissions, including five late submissions, were received in response to the public exhibition of the
draft supplementary documents. One of the submissions primarily dealt with spelling, grammatical and
formatiing issues and the suggested corrections have been incorporated within the revised Draft
Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021,
which has been appended to this report under separate cover as Attachment 1.

Im addition to these submissions, representations and a petition from the Oakville Progress Association Inc.
were also received and are addressed later in this repart.

Summary of Submissions Received

Table 1 summarises the submissions received by location and the response to Council's preferred
investment option [Option 3).

Table 1: Summary of Submissions Received by Location and Preference

. Support for Council's
) Email & ) preferred investment option
Liovcality hard Online Total
Copy Support Nat Nl:_rt
support | specified
Bligh Park i 1 1 0 0
Cattai i 1 0 1 i}
Ebenszer i} 1 1 0 1 i}
Freemans Reach 0 1 1 0 i}
Grose Vale i} 1 1 1 0 i}
Grose Waold i 1 0 1 i}
Lower Portland 0 1 1 1 0 0
Maraylya 5 2 T 0 T i}
Morth Richmond 4 1 5 4 1 o
Cakville a7 28 Be o 83 3
Pitt Town 0 1 o 1 0
Sachkville i 1 1 0 0
South Windsor i 1 0 1 i}
nknown 0 2 2 0 2 0
Vineyard 2 i 2 0 2 i}
Wilberforce i 1 0 0
Windsor 2 1 3 2 0
Windsor Diowns 2 10 12 0 12
Totals 89 48 138 1 123 4
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Table 1 shows that the majority (83%) of submissions {115 of 138) were received from three localities —
Crakville, Maraylya and Windsor Downs. Mone of the submissions from these localities supported Council's
preferred investment option and generally supported Option 1. Of the remaining 21 submissions where a
resourcing option preference was nominated, 11 submission supported Council's prefermed investment
option and 11 submissions did not support Council's prefemred investment option.

A summary of the content of the 138 submissions received in response to the public exhibition of the Draft
Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027, and the Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-
2021, has been appended to this report (Attachment 2). Redacted copies of each submission have also
been appended under separate cover (Attschment 3). It should be noted that the order im which the

submissions are summarnsed in Attachment 2, does not match the order in which they are reproduced in
Attachment 3.

Submissions supporting Council’s preferred investment option

Im gemeral, the submissions which were supporiive of Councils preferred invesiment option largely
endorsed the analysis presented by Council within the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy.

Respondents were of the view that the current rating struciure is eguitable and has redressed the
inconsistencies for properties of less than 2 hectares.

Support for Council's preferred investment option was based on its capacity to:

* maintain and improve community assets and meet community expectations for senvices and
facilites to support community life

address infrastructure backlog and finance best possible service outcomes

enable Council o be fit for the future and remain independent

give Hawkesbury City Cowncil long term financial stability

maintain the amenity of the Hawkesbury and support sensitive, small scale development to
presenve the rural and heritage values of the Hawkesbury

. maximise the potential of the Hawkesbury.

Submissions not supporting Council's preferred investment option

There were consistent issues raised within the 123 submissions which did not support Council's preferred
inwestment option. As 112 [(91%) of these submissions were from three localities - Maraylya (6% of
submissions mot supporting Council's prefered investment option), (Dakville (FE%), and Windsor Downs
(10%) - these issues were location specific and related to the effect of rating changes, land valuations and
urban development on properties within these three localities. The submissions from these localities raised
the following issuwes:

. the impact, equity and faimess of the rating system
* a request that Council not proceed with the proposed Special Rate Variation Application
{SRV) until the perceived ineguities of the current rating system were resolved and rates

'mormalised’

. development restrictions preventing residents from benefiting from the increase in land
values

* eliminating waste and frivolous expenditures which would negate the need for an SRY

* the representativeness of surveys undertaken by Council or on Council's behalf a5 a measure

of community sentiment
. Council has misled residents in relation to being "Fit for the Future' and its response to the
NSW Govemment's council merger proposals.

Table 2 summarises the 10 key issues raised in these submissions. As more detailed responses o each of
these issues, including actions taken by Council to address them, follows on from Table 2.
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Table 2 - Summary of issues and responses for submissions not supporting preferred option

Key Issue raised by Response
Submission Respondents

1. Rating system Councils rating structure is determined by the provisions of
discriminates against the MSW Local Government Act, 1983.
properties with higher land Relative rating charges between properties is primarily
values. determined by land value.

Council has made a submission to the IPART review of the
local govemnmment rating system to increase the equity of rating
methodologies and is awaiting response of N5W Government
to the IPART review.

2. Why did Council change its The rating struciure was reviewed to address inconsistencies
rating structure in in the treatment of residential and rural residential properties
20 I?.l?[HS tc-.increase in the same localities.
rates in Cakville? The 2018 Valuer General land revaluation was the primary

cause of rate increases in Oakville, which commenced on 1
Juby 2017, due to substantial increases in land value relative
to other areas in the Hawkesbury.

Council has worked with MEW Valuer General to explain the
land valuation process and options available to request a
review of land valuations.

3. Council should defer The current rating structure achieves, as far as possible, a fair
consideration of special and equitable distribution of rates based on land valuation,
rate until rating structure is which is central to the calculation of rates under the NSW
normalised. Local Gowarnment Act

Councils rating structure is not dissimilar to the rating
structures of ather councils.

Council is investigating further measures available to it o
potentially smooth out and address the relative rating impacts
of increased land value.

4. The recent doubling of Council is conscious of the impact of the recent land
rates together with revaluations on ratepayers in suburbs affected by substantial
proposed SRV increase increases in land value.
will impese financial Based on the 2016 census data there may be up o 133
hardship. households in these suburbs whose reported income and

housing costs could impact on their capacity to meet cost of
living increases, including rates.

Council has broadened the hardship provision within the
relevant Paolicy to provide rate relief in cases of demonstrated
fimanmecial hardship arsing from land revaluations.
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Key lssue raised by
Submission Respondents

Response

5.

Council should permit land
owners to develop their
land to benefit from nearby
development which has
pushed up land values.

Rating categorisation and zoning of land are covered by
separate kegislation and one does not determine the other.
The plans for the subdivision of land in some areas in Oakville
and Vineyard, is well underway by the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment (DFE).

The possible extension of these areas will be subject to the
provision of required utilities and infrastructure by NSW
Government.

Council has unsuccessfully sought approval from the DPE to
permit detached dual occupancy in rural zones but has
resolved to further investigation these options in Oakville and
Maraylya.

. Council should rein in

unnecessary spending
before considering and
SRW.

Council is proposing an SRV only after it has comprehensively
reviewed its operations to achieve ongoing cost reductions
and eficiency measures.

Despite these measures Council, like the majority of local
councils in MEW, is still facing an asset renewal shortfall.

The SRV is intemded to raise the balance of revenue to
reschee this shortfall.

Council had commissioned an independent review of its
fimamecial sustainability plan which confirmed the need for a
special rate variation.

. The outcome of Council's

surnveys were not
representative of the
community.

Since June 2018, Council has been engaged in an ongoing
conwersation with residents about the future of the
Hawkesbury.

The tools used as part of the community engagement
program are consistent with IPART guidelines.

The lele-h:hnne survey element of the program is statistically
valid amd some confidence can be applied to its outcome

which showed that the majority of residents supported a
special rate option.

. Council has misled

residents about being Fit
for the Future. If you are fit

Why do you need and
SRWV?

Council's Fit for the Future Plan was first submitted in June
2015 and including the provision for special rate increases.
Council's proposal indicated that its future sustaimability was
contingent on an SRV,

The Plan, inclusive of the special rate option has been
approved by the M5W Gowernment for implementation.

Special rate increases are a strategy adopted by most NSW
council to resolve their asset funding shorifalls.

. Council has misled

residents about

amalgamation with the Hills
Shire.

Council's objection to the merger proposal was outlined in its
submission to the independent inguiry into the proposed
menger.

The independent delegate generally concurred with Council's
reasaning and recommended that the proposed merger not
proceed — a recommendation that the NSW Govermment
accepted.
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Key Issue raised by Response
Submission Respondents
10.Council is increasing rates | «  Council delivers a range of services across all areas of the
but delivering very few Hawkesbury.
services. What are you *  The rating income collectad from residents contributes to the

daoing with the ratimg
windfall from recent rate
increases in Dakville?

funding of these semnvices.

¢  Total rates collected each year is determined by a rate peg
set by the NSW Government [through IPART).

« In 2017/2018, the rate peg amount of 1.5% - as this was less
than CPI, the net additional income did not provide Council
with extra capacity o increase spending on new works or
SEMVICESs.

Detailed responses to Key Issues in submissions not supporting Council's preferred investment

option

lzzue 1

Rezponse

The current rating system, which is based on land values, discniminafes against larger
properfies and properties with higher land values.

Council is required to calculate annual rate charges based on the provisions of the NSW Local
Government Act, 1983, Under the Act, rates can be made up of two components, an ad
valoram rate-in-the-dollar amount applied to the assessed land value of each property, and a
hasze amount applied equally to all properties in the same rating categony.

The rating income collected under the base amount cannot exceed 50% of the total rates
collected from all rateable properties. This means that differences in relative rating changes
betwesn properties is primarily determined by land walue.

In 2018, the NSW Valuer General updated land valuations for all properties in NSW. Average
land valuations for localities in the Hawkesbury varied from a fall of 15% to an increase of
206%, with an average increase across the Hawkesbury of 40%. As a result, assessed rates
for individual properties increased or decreased relative to each other based on these
different land values.

These relative adjustments occcur after each land valuation review by the Valuer General.
Council is required to apply the cutcome of these revaluations, and is unable to defer the
application of land revaluations to the calculation of rates.

The 2018, land revaluations particularly affected properties in areas adjoining the North West
Growth Sector which experienced substantial increases in their land values and consequently
a proportionally large increase in their rates, relative to other properties in the Hawkesbury.
The primary factor driving these rating increases was the rise in land values of these
properties relative to other properties.

Far the average property in Oakville, rates increased by 51,628 im 2017/2018 — of this amount
51.2088 (almaost 80%) was atfributable to the impact of the land revaluations.

Actions taken by Council in response to this issue

In December 2015, the Premier of M5W reguested the Independent Pricing and Regulatory
Tribumal {IPART) undertake a review of the Local Government Rating System. In May 2016,
Council lodged a submission with IPART responding to the 23 issues identified by IPART for
public comment and feedback. Council's submission included suggestions for increasing the
equity of rating methodologies including a review of the basis for seftting the ad wvalorem
component of rates (i.e. that portion based on land value).
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lszus 2

Response:

The Review has been completed and a report was presented to HSW Govemnment by IPART
in December 2018. Council is curently awaiting the N5W Government's response to the
IPART review to determine the need for further action in relation to the review of the rating
system. In September 2017, Cowncil resolved o submit a Motice of Motion to the 2017 NSW
Loecal Government Annual Conference calling on the N5W Government to expedite the
release of the IPART Report

Why did Courcil change itz rating sfructure in 2017 which lowered rafes for the majornity of
ratepayers and increased rates in Oahwville and 3 small number of other suburbe?

Council reviewed its rating structure o address inconsistencies which had ansen following
previcus changes made to the rating structure which tock effect from 201372014,

Prior to 2012 all properties in the Residential rating category (including the rural residential
sub-category) were treated the same for rating purposes. In 2012, Council amended its rating
structure to treat rural and rural residential properties differently. A lower ad-valorem rate- in-
the-dellar was applied to properties in the rural residential sub-category. The intended
purpose of this change was to compensate rural properties for the relative distance of these
properties from Council services. In practice this objective was not achieved. The 2012 rating
chamge actually increased rates for smaller properties (less than 2 hectares) in rural and
outlying areas.

This cccurred as under the M5W Local Govermment Act 1953, the rating sub-category of rural
residential is not defined by the location of a properiy i.e. whether it is urban or rural, but by
the size of the property (if it is between 2 and 40 hectares). Consequently, residential
properties (less than 2 hectares) and rural residential properties (more than 2 hectares) can
exist side-by-side in the one location. For example, there are rural residential properties in
Windsor, Richmond and Sowth Windsor and residential properties in 5t Albans, Bilpin, Bowsn
Mountain and mast cutlying rural areas of the Hawkesbury.

The 2012, changes increased rates for smaller properties across the Hawkesbury, in both
rural and urban areas, to fund a decrease im rates for larger properties in the same areas. The
2012 change saw an average increase of 3118 for smaller properties across all areas of the
Hawkesbury (less than 2 hectares) and an average decrease of 5512 for larger properties in
the same localities (between 2 and 40 hectares). The average decrease in Oakville was 3838

In considering these impacts, the current Council came to the view that the 2012 rating
chamge was inequitable. Iis intended compensatory impact on properties in rural and outlying
areas was unevenly distributed. The rating change increased rates for ratepayers with
properties with relatively lower land values particularly in areas with higher levels of relative
socic-economic disadvantage.

Accordingly, Council changed the rating structure in 201772018 to reverse the inconsistencies
that flowed from the 2012 change to the rating structure. As was the case prior to 2012,
properties in the residential rating category (including the rural residential sub-category), were
onoe again treated the same for rating purposes.

The rural residential sub-category was re-incorporated into the overall residential rating
category. The same base amount and the same rate-in-the-dollar ad-valorem amount were
applied to all residential properties in all localities in both rural and urban areas.

The impact of these changes resulted in an average decrease of 5897 for residential properties
and an awerage increase of 3405 for properties in the former rural residential sub-category.
These changes partially offset the rating increases and decreases that cccured following the
2013 rating change (where average residential rates increased by 3118 and rural residential
rates decreased by an average of 3512].
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Actions taken by Council in response to this issue

Councils 2017/2018 rating structure applied the same base amount and the same rate-in-the-
dollar ad-valorem amount equally to all properties in all suburbs within the Residential rating
category. For rating purposes, Oakville was treated the same as all other areas in the
Hawkesbury.

In this context, the 2018 land revaluations undertaken by the NSW Valuer General were the
primary cause of the rating increases expenenced by some properties as a result of the
substantial increases in their land values relative to other areas in the Hawkesbury. For the
average property in Oakville, the 2017/2018 change to the rating structure accounted for $338
(just owver 20%) of the 51,828 average rating increase that cceurmed in Oakville — the balance
of the average increase (51,288) was attributable to the impact of land revaluations.

In response to concems raised by residents at the round of 'Investing in Your Future' town
meaeting held during July and August 2017 about land valuations and rating increases, Council
arranged for representatives of the NSW Valuer-General to address concemned local residents
at a public meeting held on 30 August 2017. At this meeting, the NEW Valuer-General
representatives outlined the land valuation process and their impact on rates, and provided
residents with the opportunity to ask questions and make specific emquires about the
valuations of their properties.
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lssuwe 3

Response

In August 2017, Council made representation to the NEW Valuer-General to extend the time
pericd for residents to request a review of their assessed land value. Council is aware that
residents hawve lodged objections with the NEW Valuer-General to seek a review of their
assessad land value and as a result valuations have besn amendead.

Couwncid showld defer any considerafion of a Special Rate Varmation increaze urdil the rafing
sfructure is 'normalized”.

Councils current 201772018 rating structure is consistent with the rating provisions and
primciples ouwtlined in the NSW Local Government Act. Under the Act, land values are the
primary variable used to calculate the rating charges levied on individual properies within
each rating category (residential, business, farmland and mining).

In practice, this means that the total rates levied on all properties in a rating category is
aligned with the proportional land value of the properties in that category. For example, if
properties in the residential rating category account for 50% the total land value across a local
government area, then those properties should collectively generate 50% of total rating
income. This is refemed to as the 'notional yield'. To collect this notional yield, a council
caleulates an ad valorem rate-in-the dollar amount - the total land value of all properties in the
same rating category divided by the total proporticnal rating income to be collected under that
rating category (Le. the notional yield), less that proportion of rates that may be collected
throwgh any base amount. The ad-valorem rate-in-the dollar is then be applied to the land
value of each propenty (as assessed by the MEW Valuer General) to determine the rates io be

paid by each property.

Councils can vary this formula. For example, a council could reduce the rate-in-the-dollar
amount for properties in the farmland category to implement a strategic objective to support
agricutture and rural industries. However, the reduction in the rate-in-the-dollar ad valorem
amount for properties in the farmland category would need to be offset by an increase in the
rate-in-the-dollar ad valorem amount for properties in another rating categorny if total rating
revenues are to be maintained.

Councils current rating structure is consistent with these principles. Table 3 tracks the
relationship between land value and motional yield for each rating category over the pericd
2011 to 2017.

Table 3 — Council rating structure 2011 to 2017

201112012 201312014 [nrmi?:tmm] 201712018
mn_m‘.ﬂ“"’ % of LGA| % of LGA % of LGA | % of LGA % of LGA|% of LGA
land rating | %ofLGa | raing | land | WofLGaA | land | rating
valus | yield |[landvalus | yleld | value |[ratingyield| value | yleld
Residenttal B4% BS% 57% 5% 56% E5% 8% B5%
irural residential) 5% 2% 31% 0%
Farmland % 5% % 5% 5% % 6% 4%
Business =% 0% =% 0% e 0% ™ 1%

Prior to 2012, residential and rural residential properties were treated the same for rating
purposes (rural residential being a sub-category of the residential category). In 20112012 the
residential rating category (which included the rural residential sub-category) accounted for
just under 85% of land wvalues across the Hawkesbury and conseguently 85% of rating income
collected by Couneil.
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lzzue 4

Rezponse

In 2012, Council amended its rating structure to differentiate between properties of different
sizes — 'residential’ properties (less tham 2 hectares) and 'rural residential’ properties (betwaen
2 and 40 hectares) were treated differently for rating purposes. A lower ad valorem rate-in-
the-dollar was applied fo properties in the rural residential sub-category to reduce the rating
yield from these properties — this meant that while rural residential properties represented
28% of land values across the Hawkesbury, their rating yield was fixed at 20%. This reduction
im rating yield was offset by increasing the rating yield (6526 from the remaining residential
properiies relative to their proportional land value (57%). This change altered the balance
bebte=en land value and rating yield.

The 2018, land revaluations undertaken by the N3W Valuer General intensified this
imbalance. As shown in Table 2, if the previous rating structure had been retained, rural
residential properties which currently account for 31% of land values across the Hawkesbury
would hawve still contributed a fixed 20% of the rating yield, while the rating yield for remaining
residential properties would hawe remained at §5% while their proportional land values would
have decreased further (56%). Council changed the rating structure in 20172018 to bring
rating yields back imto closer alignment with their proportional land values. In this respaect, the
current rating structure has ‘normalised’ the distribution of rates.

The cument structure achieves, as far as possible, a fair and equitable distribution of rates
based on land valuation which is central to the calculation of rates under the relevant
provisions of the MSW Leocal Government Act. Council’s rating structure is not dissimilar to the
rating structures of other councils.

Actions taken by Council in response to this issue

There are currently limited mechanisms under the M3W Local Government Act fior councils o
'smooth out' the impact of substantial changes in land values as occurmred in Oakville.

Apart from its submission in response to the IPART review of the local gowernment rating
system, and representations to the MSW Valuer General on behalf of concerned residents,
Council has however resclved to further discuss the rating structure and is presently engaged

in this process.

A further Councillor Rates Workshop has been scheduled for February 2018 to investigate
ocplions available in regard to the vanous elements of Council’s rating structure, including the
distribution of rates across the lozal government area.

Rates in Dakwille have more fhan doubled and fogefher with the propozsed additional SRV
increase will impose sewvere financial hardzhip on many rezidents.

Council is conscious of the impact of the recent land revaluations on ratepayers in Oakville
and other suburks affected by substantial increases in land valus.

As reported above, the average 201718 rate increase in Cakville was $1.828 which
represents a weekly increase of $31.31 — the change to the rating structure was responsible
for §8.50 (a 5338 annual increase) of this amownt and the land revaluation $24.81 (31,280
annually). Oakyville has been the locality most affected by land revaluation and Council's
preferred inwestment option (Option 3) would result in an additional rating increase of 31880 a
week by 2021 for the average property in Oakville (3872 annually).

By 2021, taking into account land revaluation and the change to the rating struciure, the
weekly average increase in rates in Oakville from 201617 will be 350 ( 32,800 annually), with
the change to the rating structure responsible for $10.28 { 5540 annually) of this amoumnt and
land revaluation 338682 (52,060 anmually).
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lzzwe 5

Responsa

On top of other cost of living pressures this cumulative rating increase may cause financial
hardship for some ratepayers in Oakville, particularly those on pensions or fixed incomes.

The Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy includes an assessment of the capacity of
ratepayers to mest the cost of increased annual rates. Based on the analysis of Socio
Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA)} compiled by the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the
Hawkesbury is ranked as one of the more advantaged communities within Australia in relation
to income, employment, housing and other community indicators of well-being.

While the SEIFA data indicates that Qakville, Maraylya and Windsor Downs are relatively
socio-economically advantaged compared with other localities in the Hawkesbury, with SEIFA
scores well above the average across the Hawkesbury, the most recent census data from
2018 indicates that 118 of the 1,278 households in Oakville, Maraylya and Windsor Downs
are low-income households. The Census 2016 data also suggests that there maybeuptoa
further 87 howseholds in housing stress where mortgage or rental payments cumrently exceed
0% of gross weekly income.

Based on the 2016 census data there may be up o 183 households in Cakville, Maraylya and
Windsor Downs whose reported income and housing costs could impact on their capacity to
meet cost of living increases, including rates.

Actions taken by Council in response this issue

Council's existing Debt Recovery Policy includes provisions for payment amangements where
ratepayers are expenencing financial difficulties.

Council has recently updated this Policy to include additional hardship provisions to assist
pensioners and low income househalds in demonstrated financial hardship to mest their
financial cbligations. The revised draft Policy has been placed on public exhibition with the
outcomes reporied slsewhers in this Business Paper.

The revised Draft Debt Recowery, Pensioner Concession and Hardship Policy provides for
assistance to be made available through:

peradical payment arrangements

writing off accrued interests and costs

extension hf pEnsioner Concessions

rate relief or deferment in cases of financial hardship arising from a land
revaluation of the local government area.

Following Council's consideration of the draft Policy, information will be distributed to
ratepayers advising them of the hardship provisions within the policy and how to contact
Council to discuss the reguirement for assistance under the paolicy.

Why cant Council permif land owners fo subdivide ar build granny flats on their land to allow
them fo bensfit from nearby development wiich has pushed up land valuez?

The categorisation of land for rating purposes and the zoning of land for land use purposes
are coverad by separate pieces of legislation.

Rating categories and the levying of rates are covered by the NEW Local Government

Act, 18093, Land use planning is covered by the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment
Aot 1878 and Local Environment Plans prepared in accordance with the provisions of this Act.
Rating categories and land use zones are not interconnected and one does not determine the
other.
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Whether or not a residential propery can be subdivided is primarily determined by the
rminirnumn allotment size pertaining to that property as contained within the Hawkesbury Local
Envircnmental Plan. Any proposed subdivision must also satisfy the development controls
within the Hawkesbury Development Control Plan. Land within Qakville (and other similar
areas across the Hawkesbury) is primarily zoned as RU4 (Primary Production Small Lots) with
a range of permitted uses.

Some areas of Oakville and Vineyard lie within the Morth West Growth Sector and plans for
the rezoning of these areas to permit subdivision are currently being prepared by the NSW
Department of Flanning and Envirenment. The potential for the subdivision of further areas
surrounding the Morth West Growth Sector may be investigated by the Department in the
future but will be subject to an assessment of the timing of the provision of utilites and
infrastructure by the NSW Government to support this further development.

For its part, Council has prepared and submitted planning proposals to the NSW Department
of Planning and Environment on three cccasions (im 2014, 2015 and 2018) to amend the
Hamwkesbury Lozal Environment Plan (HLEP) to permit detached dual cccupancy in rural
zones. The proposed amendments were not supported by the Department due to fleod
evacuation concerns. The Department indicated that further consideration of the proposed
HLEF amendments would be deferred until the releases of the Hawkesbury-Nepean Flood
Risk Management Siudy. Council had made a number of representations to the NSW
Government to seeking to expedite the release of the Study. The Hawkesbury-MNepean Flood
Rizk Management Strategy has subsequently been recently released (Juns 2017).

Actions taken by Council in response this issue

Following the release of the Hawkesbury-Mepean Flood Risk Management Strategy, Council
is now working with state government agencies and stakeholders to undertake further
investigations based on the actions within the Strategy aimed at resolving flood evacuation
and flood mitigation issues.

In addition to this work, in September 2017, Council resolved to investigate options to allow
detached dual occupancy and secondary dwellings in Oakville and Maraylya in areas
unaffected by flood evacuation issues. This investigation is currently being progressed.

lzzwe & Council =howld look closely at itz spending and rein in unneceszzary costz before considering
an SRY. Council should be lving within itz means.

Response As outlined in the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy, the cost of Council's day-to-day
operations are currently balanced against available revenue. However, 35 successive reviews
of the financial sustainability of local government in NSW hawve indicated, the majority of
councils in N5W have been under-spending in the area of asset management and like most
councils, Council is facing a structural funding shorifall due to this legacy of under-imvestment.
Without intervention, Council will face a cumulative infrastructure funding gap of 368M over
the next ten years.

Council is proposing an 3RV, only after it comprehensively reviewed its operations to achieve
ongoing cost reductions and efficiency measwres. Since 2007, these measwres have enabled
Council to inwest an additional 37.4M a year in asset management to address the assat
funding shortfall. Council has also adopted a Fit for the Future Improvement Plan, which by
2021, will generate a further round of efficiency savings of 32.4M a year, increase not-rating
revenue by $1.8M a year, and realise a further 51.5M in property sales.

In comparison with most of our neighbouring councils, Council has a lean staffing
establishment and has been less reliant on rating revenwe to fund its day-to-day cperations.
Despite the measures taken to date, Council is still facing a revenue shortfall if it is 1o fund the
total cost of maintaining, renewing and replacement its 51.18 porifolio of community assets.
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Response

The purpose of Councils preferred investment resourcing option (Option 3) is to generate the
balance of the revenus reguired to resolve the assst funding shorifall.

Actions taken by Council in response this issue

In September 2017, Council commissioned Momison Low Consultanis Pty Ltd (Momison Low)
to undertake an independent review of Council's Fit for the Future Improvement Plan,
including the proposal for special rate increases, to investigate if there were other strategies
or options that Council could pursue to improve its long term financial sustainability.

The Maormrison Low report concluded that Council’s Fit for the Future strategies were prudent,
reasonable and appropriate for addressing Council's financial sustainakbility and were
generally consistent with other councils. The report also confirmed that Council required a
special rate varnation to raise additional revenue.

The outcame of Council’s survey of community sentiment was not representafive of the
commLnity.

Since July 2018, Council has been engaged in an ongoing conversation with residents about
the future of the Hawkesbury. As pan of this consultative process, Couwncil has provided
information to residents about the need and purpose of a proposed special rate imcrease and
has sought community feedback on these matters. This community engagement program has
incorporated the range of engagement platforms and information elements identified by the
Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal [IPART) in their Guidelines for the Preparation
of an Application for a Special Rate Increase.

The engagement strategy implemented by Council provided the opportunity for all residents to
identify their preferred resourcing option by either the postal ballet sent to all ratepayers, an
cn-lime survey, or through the straw poll conducted at the conclusion of the 10 town mestings
held across the Hawkesbury. These engagement platforms were additional to the statistically
valid telephone survey camied out on Council's behalf by an independent research company.

The sample size for the telephone survey was 401 respondents. The selected survey sampls
reflected the demographic profile of the Hawkesbury (age, gender, employment status,
location and length of residency). The survey had a margin of ermor of £ 4 9% which meant
that if the survey was replicated with a different survey sample of 401 residents, 18 times out
of 20 the same result would be achieved plus or minus 4.8%.

Based on the outcome of the telephone survey, community support for Option 1 could
conceivably wary from 38% to 48% while suppont for a special rate option could vary from 52%
to G2%. As the telephone sureey is statistically valid, some confidence can be applied o the
owerall outcome which showed that a majonty of residents supporied a special rate option
(either Option 2 or Opticn 3

Council acknowledges that while the other engagement platforms (the postal ballot, on-line
survey and town mesting straw poll} are not statistically valid, they did demonsirate that the
maore residents were appraised about Council's financial position and the purpose of the
proposed special rates, the greater their level of support for a special rate option and Option 3
im particular.

Actions taken by Council in response this issue

Council will be continue to monitor community sentiment through its bwo-yearly community
survey. Council has recognised that creating more opportunities for residents to access
information about Council operations and issues would improve its communication with
residents. To this end it is currently in the process of implementing a digital communication
strategy to enhance its on-line presence and the distnbution of information to residents.
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Council is also planning fo underiake an annual series of town meetings across the
Hawkesbury to report on its activities and future programs and to provide a forum for residents
to ask guestion and raise issues and COMCEMS.

lzzue 8 Council has misied residents about being Fit for fhe Future. If you are Fif for the Future why
do you nesd an SRV?

Response Under the NSW Govermment's Fit for the Future Reform Program all councils im NSW were
required to submit proposals by June 2015 outlining the steps to be taken to achiewve financial
sustaimability by 2021 as measured against the reguired financial benchmarks.

Council submitted its initial Fit for the Future Improvement Proposal in June 2015, The
proposal incorporated provision for further consultation with the community on investment
options including the possibility of special rate increases. Council’s proposal indicated that
achieving the required Fit for the Future financial benchmarks would be contingent on either
an SRV or service reductions to find additional expenditure savings equal to the revenue to be
raised through a special rate increase.

Many of the Fit for the Future Proposal submitted by N5SW councils included either proposed
applications for special rate vanations, or advised that they had already lodged an SRV
application or made reference to an SRV that had already been approved and implemented.
Since 2007, 100 of 152 NSW councils have applied for SRV increases o raise the rating
revenue reguired to resalve their asset funding shorifalls.

Council submitied a revised Fit for the Future Improvement Proposal to the MSW Government
in Movember 2018, The revised proposal retaimed the two opticns for special rate increase
that were outlined in Council's initial Fit for the Future proposal. The proposal for a special rate
variation has been in the public domain since June 2015, Council’s consultations with
residents, and the information distnbuted to residents, have consistently referred to a
requirement for a special rate increase and/or service reductions in order for Council to
achieve the Fit for the Future financial benchmarks.

In August 2017, Council’s revised Fit for the Fuiure Improvement Proposal, inclusive of the
special rate resourcing options was approved for implementation by the N3W Government
and will be monitored by the NSW Govemment through the Office of Local Govermnment.

Actions taken by Council in response this issue

Council is currently implementing the cost containment, efficiency, and revenue measures as
outlined in its Fit for the Future Improvement Plan. As part of this process Council will be
compiling public "dashboard” reports to inform the community on progress in achieving these
MeasUures.

lzue 5 Cowncil haz misied rezidents about itz posifion regarding the amalgamafion with The Hillz
Shire. You told uz that you were Fit for the Future and now you want fo impose masaive
increases to rafes.

Response In December 2018, the NSW Govemnment proposed a merger of the Hawkesbury and part of
The Hills Shire. Council deferred the implementation of its 'Fit For The Future® Plan pending
the outcome of the merger propesal. Council's objection to the proposed merger was cutlined
in its & submission to the independent delegate (Mr Gamy West) who was appeinted by the
MEW Govemnmment to conduct the public inguiry into the merger propasal.
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lzaue 10

Response

Councils assessment of the merger proposal was that while there were some finamzial
benefits which may have flowed from the merger, these benefits were outweighed by the
adverse impacts to the local economy and the community. The relatively modest merger
savings projected by the merger proposal could be achisved more effectively and efficienthy
through the implementation of Council existing "Fit For The Future' proposal and in particular
through its Regicnal Strategic Alliance with the Blue Mountains and Penrth Councils.

The information provided to residents both pre and post the public inguiry into the merger
proposal was the same, residents were advised that Council’s financial sustainability was
confingent on implementing the Fit For The Future' Plan.

The independent delegate generally concumed with Council's assessment and came to the
conclusion that the merger entity would not be financially sustainable. The inguiry found that
the merged council would operate in deficit for at least 10 years following the merger and that
a resourcing strategy, including rating increases, would still be needed to raise the revenue
required to mest the asset funding shorfall — particulary to renew the area's rural road
nahwork.

The independent delegate recommended that the proposed merger should not proceed - a
recommendation that the N5W Government accepted. The merger did not proceed on the
basis of the recommendation of the independent delegate and the decision of the NSW
Government.

Actions taken by Council in response this issue

Council recognises that despite the decision net to proceed with the menger proposal, it
canmot remain complacent and will need to continue to consolidate its strategic capacity and
finanmcial sustainability if it is to remain fit for the futwre and continue to efficiently deliver
senvices and infrastructure to the residents of the Hawkesbury.

To this end Council will continue to collaborate with its Regional Strategic Alliance pariners to
plan and deliver increased operating efficiencies through economies of scale and shared
service arangements. To date Council has entered inbz joint arrangements for a number of
council functions (internal audit, business improvement), services (regional tourism ) and
procurements (heavy plant hire). It is cumrently also investigating regional asset management
opportunities.

Counci iz charging us increased rates buf delvenng very few senaces. What senices does
Council and what iz Council doing with the rafing windfall fram fthe recent rate increases in
Oakvill=?

Councils primary responsibilities involve the management of community assets and facilities
{roads, community buildings, parks, stommwater drains); waste management services; town
planning; public order, health and safety; emergency services; and the provision of cultural,
recreation, civic and community programs. These functions reguire the provision of a diverse
range of services to the community.

These Council services are available to all residents imespective of where they live, however
the distances from these services does impact on the day to day access that residents enjoy
to these services. Council provides the same network of services and facilities to all areas
withimn tl'+e Hawkesbury — it maintains local roads, bridges, local parks, and other community
facilities across the Hawkesbury, it provides town planning. compliance and enforcement,
companion animal semvices, community services, event sponsorship, graffiti removal,
stomwater management and other services o all areas in the Hawkesbury, though the
frequency of service provision may vary between areas.
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Some facilites, such as the Library, Gallery and Museum, Regional Parks and District
Sporting Fields are centrally located in town centres as their catchment populations are
regional rather than local, however they are used by all residents which is reflected in the
membership of these services and the sporting arganisations that use these facilities (for
example 43% of library rnembers live in rural lecalities). Some civic infrastructure such as
sireet lighting, kerk & guitering and footpaths are generally associated with urban areas, while
other essential services such as sewer and pump out services, are provided on a fee for
senvice basis and are not funded through ordinary rates. Other infrastructure such as rural fire
senvice sheds, standpipes, and vehicular fermies are predominantly located in rural areas.

The rating income collected from residents (which in 20162017 accounted for 32% of
Council's income) contributes to the cost of providing these services to all residents within the
Hawkesbury.

Thie total revenue collected from ratepayers from year to year is determined by a rate peg
amount set by the NSW Government (through IPART). The rate peg sets the amount by
which councils can increase the revenue they generate from rates each year.

Councils total rating income for 20172018 increased in lime with the 1.5% rate peg amount
set by the NSW Government (through IPART). The net increase in rates totalled
approximately 5480,000, as a result of the rate peg increase, and a smaller additional amount
arising from an increase in rateable properties. As the rate peg increase was less than the
imncrease in the Consumer Price Index, this net additional income did not provide Council with
'exfra’ capacity to increase spending on new works or Serices.

Actions taken by Council in response this issue

Council is planning to undertake annual town meetings across the Hawkesbury to report on its
activities. These forums will provide the cpportunity for Council to outline to each community
the programs, services and works which hawve been delivered or which are planned to be
delivered in the coming year. The town meetings will also provide a fonum for residents to ask
guestion and raise issues with Councillors and staff.

Az part of its recent 'Investing in Your Future' consultations, Council has prepared district work
proegrams to provide residents with a detailed program of works to be delivered under each of
the three investment opticns presented to the community. Council will also be formally
reporting to residents on progress in the implementation of these programs.

Representations — Oakville Progress Association

Council has received representations (29 September 2017) and a petition (10 Movember 2017) from the
Oakville Progress Association Inc. The representations and petiion included a list of guestions. The
questions and Council's responses to these question is appended to this report (Attachment 4).

In the main the guestion raise similar issues to the matters raised in the submissions summarised abowve.
Council has advised the Qakville Progress Association that Council staff would be happy to attend a
meeting of the Association to discuss the matters raised in the representations. This invitation is yet to be
accepted.

The petition submitied by the Oakville Progress Association was signed by G632 persons. Table 4 provides
& breakdown of the residency of the respondents to the position (where identified)
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Table 4: Oakville Progress Association Petition

location no Ya location no %

Agnes Banks 2 0.3% McGraths Hill 24 3.8%
Bligh Park 12 | 1.8% Mountain Lagoon i 0.2%
Bilpim 2 0.3% Mulgrawve 5 0.8%
Blaxlands Ridge 2 0.3% Morth Richmmiond 31 4.59%
Bowen Mountain ] 1.4% Dakville 30 38_2%
Caftai 16 | 2.5% Pitt Towm i) 10.7%
Caolo Heighis 1 0.2% Richmaond 71 3.3%
East Kurrajong T 1.1% Sackville i 0.2%
Ebenszer i 0.8% Scheyville i 0.2%
Freemans Reach T 1.1% South Windsor f 0.6%
Glossodia 11 1.7% The Slopes 3 0.5%
Grose Vale 8 0.8% Tenmyscn 4 0.6%
Grose Wald 4 0.6% Vineyard 11 1.7%
Hobartville 2 0.3% Wilberforce 13 2.0
Kurmaond i 0.2% Windsor a 1.3%
HKurrajong io | 1.6% Windsor Downs 4 0.8%
Kurrajong Heights 3 0.5% Yarramunidi 4 0.6%
Kurrajong Hills ] 0.5% Outside LGA 14 2.2%
Lower Portland i 0.2% sub-total | 566 | 89.1%
Maraylya 12 | 1.89% email address a8 10.59%

total | gas | 100.0%

The petition gquestion is reproduced beloer
Petifion against Hawkesbury Cify Council's Special Rate Variation

Dear razidend, this iz a petifion againsf Hawkesbury Gity Councils infenfion fo soadifianally
increase rafes wia 8 SRV, This petition iz opposing Opdion 2 and Option 3 which iz the
Council’s preferred opfion.

Option {: is fo hold rates az per pormal IPART allowable increasze. [IPART increase approx.
2.5% per year)

Oplion 2: iz an addifional 7% each year for two years over the [PRT allowabie increase,
cumuiative increazse above the rate peg of 14.5%

Opbon 2: iz an addifional 3.5% each year for three years over the IPART allowable increase,
cumuiative increazse above the rate peg of 22.5%

The Qakville Progress Asscciation has requested that the outcome of the petition be incorporated into the
aggregated findings of Council’s Fit for the Future Community Engagement as recorded on page v of the
Draft Supplementary Resourzing Strategy. The Association has suggested that the inclusion of their
petition would mow show that 53% of the community support Option 1 and that therefore the SRV should
be deferred.
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Response to Petition

The petition is a sincere measure of the strong community sentiment and concem regarding the prospect
of proposed rating increases, particularly in Oakville and other areas where rating charges from 1 July
2017 were significantly impacted by land revaluations. In considering the reguest from the Qakville
Progress Association to incorporate the findings of the petition into the overall outcomes of Council's Fit for
the Future Community Engagement Program, Council would need assess the weight and
representativensss of the petition as an indicator of community sentiment across the Hawkesbury. In this
regard there are number of issues which Council may wish fo consider:

* the peliion provides no other option for respondents than to support Option 1, responses from
residents who may have been inclined to support Option 2 or 3 were not anticipated and not
recorded;

* itis unclear as to whether respondents were provide with information about each option to
assist them im determining a position in relation to the petition question;

* the wording of the petition contains an ermor in its description of Option 3;

A consideration of the response provided to |ssue T im this Report (coverng Council's consultation
methodologies) would also be germane to Council's assessment of the regquest from the Oakville Progress
Associgtion to defer consideration of a Special Rate Increase based on the outcome of their petition.

Im relation to appropriate consultation platfiorms, IPART have released Guidelines for the Preparation of an
Application for a Special Rate Increase (Guidelines ), which include principles and suggested formats for
appropriate community awareness and engagement strategies for assessing community feedback about
special rate imcreases. While the Oakville Progress Association is clearly not bound by the IPART
guidelines and a pefition is a common and valid ool for documenting community opinicn, their request to
hawe the petiion findings incorporated into Council’s community engagement outcomes would need to be
assessed im light of the Guidelines. As reproduced below, Council’s community engagement program has
incorporated all of the consultation elements identified in the Guidelines for appropriate community
engagement platforms;

. a mail out to ratepayers with a reply-paid survey

] fact sheets

] media releases

* an online survey

* a random survey clﬂ ratepayers, appropriately stratified to capture the population characteristics of
the LGA

* public mestings

* listening posts

* resident workshops

* online discussion forums, and

* discussions with particular community groups

The IPART Guidelines are silent on the appropriateness of petitions a5 a measure of community
sentiment.

Comments by Council Management

In the 12 September 2017 Report to Council, which summarnsed the cutcome of the 'Investing in Your
Future' community consultations undertaken in July and August 2017, Council Management proposed that
Oiption 3, in conjunction with the octher measures in Council’s Fit for the Future FPlan, should be identified as
Council's prefermred imvestment cption as it would best deliver on Council's commitment to build a
successiul future for the Hawkesbury. This recommendation was based on a consideration of the following
factors:
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] Capacity to achieve the community vision for the City of Hawkesbury - Option 3 provided for a
langer-term revenue solution which would enable Council o respond in a meaningful way to
the objectives of the Community Strategic Plan and the community investment priorties
identified by residents.

" Community Prefersnce - the clear preference of residents for Council to deliver improved
services and facilities and recognition that achieving this cutcome would require increased
investment trough rating increases to supplement the cost containment, efficiency and non-
rating revenus measures that have been achieved to date and will be continued under
Council's Fit For The Future Improvement Plan.

" Affordability - the Hawkesbury has a low 'rating burden' compared with adjoining and similar
councils and Council has taken steps to address the affordability of special rate increases on
low income households.

* Commitment to ongoing productivity and efficiency - Council has implemented a rolling
program of cost containment, efficisncy and non-rating revenue measures o address its asset
renewal funding shorfall with Option 3 raising the balance of the revenue reguired io
complete the task of budget repair.

The cutcome of the public exhibition of the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and the
Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021 has not fundamentally challenged the substance of
these factors. They remain pertinent to Council’s consideration of its final position as to which of the three
‘Investing in Your Future' rescurcing oplions to proceed with.

As outlined in this report, the factors underying the issues raised in the submissions that have not
supported Council's preferred investment option have been carefully considered by Council and where
possible Council has either commenced actions to address them or is proposing to undertake further
actions in response to these matters.

The 'mot support’ submissions point to iﬁmng community sentiment in thase localities most affected by
recent MESW Valuer-General land wvaluations. In particular they highlight the concem of residents as o the
relative rating impact of these land valuations particularly in localities adjoining the Morth West Growih
Sector which have experienced comparatively large rate increases from 1 July 2017. The submissions
thierefore call on Council to defer consideration of a special rate increase.

Mot proceeding with a special rate increase, and by default, imiting future rating increases to the rate peg
amount would have the following implications;

*  jtwould not enable Council to generate the balance of the revenues required to resource the
implementation of Council’s Fit for the Future Improvement Plan;

* it does not provide Council with an alternate means of achieving the required financial benchmarks
and resghe the asset remewal funding shorifall which is the primary factor impacting on Council's
ling term financial sustainakbility;

# itwould not resclve the issues identified by residents as these issues primarily relate to recent
land valuations undertaken by the NSW Valuer General and the flow-on rating impacts which tock
effect from 1 July 2017;

The primary issues raised in the 'not support’ submissions would seem to fall cutside of the scope of
matters that can reasonably be responded to in conjunction with the consideration of a special rate
increase and deferring the special rate increass will not in tself resclve these matars.

Consequently, in the absence of other options to achieve financial and asset sustainakbility,
Council Management would propose that Councils prefermed imeestment option (Option 3) should be
purswed. This assessment is based on the following considerations:
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a) Limnited mechanizms for moderating the rating impacts of land revaluations. The issues
raised by submissions which did not support Council's prefemed investment option were
primarily concemed with the impact of recent rate nses particulary in Cakville and other
loealities adjoining the Morth West Growth Sector. The primary factor driving these
rating increases was the rise in land values of thess properties relative o other
properties in the Hawkesbury. The submissions requested that Council not proceed
with a special rate increase until such time as Council's rating structure could be
amended bz 'undo’ the recent rating increases.

A= highlighted in this report, the rating remedy sought by respondents is cumently not
available under the NSW Local Government Act 18983 which uses relative land values
as the primary variable to calculate rating charges for individual propenties. The IPART
review of the Local Gevernment Rating System may deal with this issuwe and propose
options for providing councils with additional mechanisms to smooth out or stagger the
relative rating impacts of substantial increases im land walue as occurred in Qakville. In
this context, the NSW Govwernment's response to the Review will be an important
consideration in responding to the uneven impact of future land valuations on relative
rating charges.

b} The timing of land revaluations and impacts on community responses. The majority
{92%) of submissions not supporting Council's preferred investment option were
received from three localities adjoining the Morth West Growth Sector. Most if not all of
these submissions emphasised recent increases in their rates as the primary reason for
their opposition to Council’s preferred investment cption.

The NSW Valuer General's 2018 land revaluations were brought forward by 12 months
to facilitate the implementation of the now deferred NSW Government's Fire and
Emergency Services Levy. It is likely that the timing of the land revaluations impacted
on community responses to the Imvesting in our Future' consultations and the Draft
Supplementary Resourcing Strategy. It could be reasonably assumed that the impact of
land rewaluations rather than the proposed special rate increases were the primary
factor behind the wolume of submissions from those localities most affected by the
revaluations. This suggests that whatewver the timing of the land revaluations, they
would have generated community concern and given rise to the issues identified in the
submissions, independent of any proposed special rate increase.

) Monitoring of Council's financial sustainability. Council's Fit for the Future Flan,
inclusive of a proposed special rate increase, has been approved by the NSW
Government and its implementation is to be monitored by the Office of Local
Government. Council has b assessed as Fit For The Future on the basis of the
elements within the Plan and accordingly there is an expectation that the Plan will be
deliverad, reported on and tracked. A deferral of the critical elements within the Plan will
impact on Council's trajectony for achieving financial sustainability and may result in
imtervention from the Office of Local Govermnment

d} Resolving the asset remewal funding shorffall. Since 2007, Council has been
aggressively pursuing a rolling pregram of cost containment, efficiency and non-ratimg
revenue measures to address its asset renewal funding shortfall. The purpose of the
proposed special rate increass is to generate the balance of the revenue required to
resolve this shortfall and to prevent the further deterioration of Council's portfolio of
community assets. Without additional revenue Council will not be in a financial position
to fully fund the required level of maintenance, renewal, and replacement of the assets
that Council manages on behalf of the community.
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e} Meeting Community Expectations. Option 3 will fund an extensive program of works
and will also provide additional staffing and fimancial resources to emable Council to
pasitively respond to the programs that residents hawve asked Council to pursue o
deliver the future that residents want to see: a vibrant city with a rural feel that values its
heritage, waterways, landscapes, public spaces and its community spirit. Opticn 3 also
gives Coungil the capacity to resource an ongoing program of new works and activities
beyond 2027,

Motification to IPART

Should Council determine to pursue its prefermed resourcing option, it would be required to notify IPART of
its intent by 15 December 2017. Based on the practice of previous years, the notification to IPART would
need to include the specific details outlined below which are based on Council’s preferred resourcing
option:

Table 5: IPART notification requirements

Information Required Council Response

Type of special rate application Application under Section 5084 of the MSW Local Government
Act — being a special rate vanation over a penod of three years

Percentage increases each year As per Option 3 — 8.5% in 201872018, 9.5% in 2012/2020, B.5% in
{Inclusive of rate pegging) 20202021

Permanent or temporary increase | A permanent increase which is retained within the rate base.
Purpose of the special variation Primary purposes (based on IPART categories):
* maintain existing services

#* enhance finamcial sustainability
» infrastructure mainienancerenawal.

Principal contact Executive Manager Community Parinerships

Adoption of Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery
Program zn1r-znz1|

As moted =arlier in this report., only one of the 137 submissions received in relation to the Draft
Supplementary Resowrcing Sirategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementany Delivery Program 2017-2021,
suggested amendments to the draft supplementary documents. This submission primarily dealt with
spelling, grammatical and formatting issues and requested the inclusion of updated financial inform ation
based on Council's 201817 audited financial statements, which had not been completed when the draft
document was prepared. These suggested comections have besn incorporated within the revised Draft
Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021,
which has been appendad to this report under separate cover as Attachment 1.

It is proposed that Council adopt the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft
Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021 as amended, with the inclusion of additional paragraphs in
the Introductony section of the draft document recording Council's determination with respect to this report,
including Council's resclution.

Diraft Asset Management Policy

At its mesting of 26 September 2017, Council considered a report into a review of its Asset Management
Policy. In considering this report Council resolved to include the revised Draft Asset Management Policy
within the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery
Program 2017-2021 for public exhibition. Mo submissions were received in relation to the revised Draft
Assat Management Policy and it is proposed that Council now adopt the Asset Management Policy.
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Confermance to the Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan 20417-2036

The proposal is consistent with the following Focus Area, Direction and Strategies within the CSP.
Cwur Leadership

1.3  Financial Sustainability - Build strong financial sustainability for now and future generations.

1.3 In all of Council's strategies, plans and decision making there will be a strong focus on
financial sustainability.

1.3.2 Meet the needs of the community now and into the future by managing Council's assets with a
long-term focus.

1.3.3 Decisions relating to determining pricrities will be made in the long term interests of the
COMmImunity.

Financial Implications

The report proposes that Council confirm its preferred investment option for resourcing the future. The
investment option chosen will therefore have a direct bearing on the rescurces available, in revenus,
pecple and assets to achieve the pricrities and aspirations of the community for the City of Hawkesbury as
set out in the Hawkesbury Community Strategic Plan 2017-2036.

RECOMMENDATION:
That:

1. Ciouncil adopt the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft
Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021 as amended with the inclusicn of additional
paragraphs in the Infroductory section of the draft document confiming is preferred Fit for the
Future investment option.

2 Ciouncil confirm Option 3 as its prefemed Fit for the Future investment option and notify the
Independeant Pricing and Regulatory Trbunal (IPART) of its intention to prepare an Application
for a Special Rate Varation based on the following elements:

Information Required Council Response

Type of special rate application Application under Section 5084 of the N5W Local Govemment
#Act — being a special rate varation over a perod of three years

Percentage increases each year A= per Option 3 —9.5% in 201852010, 8_5% in 2018/2020, 9.5% in
(Inclusive of rate pegging) 20202021

Permanent or temporary increase | A permanent increase which is retained within the rate base.

Purpose of the special variation Primary purposes (based on IPART categories):
* maintain existing services

# enhance financial sustaimability

# infrastructure maintenancerenewal.

Principal contact Executive Manager Community Parinerships

3. Ciouncil staff prepare an Application for a Special Rate Vanation and submit the draft
Application for Council's consideration to the Ordimary Meeting on 30 January 2018.

4. Ciouncil adopt the draft Asset Management Policy as outlined in the Draft Supplementary
Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021.
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ATTACHMENTS:

AT -1  [Amended) Draft Supplementary Resourcing Sirategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary
Delivery Program 2017-2021 - [Disfributed under zeparate cover)

AT -2 Summary of submissions received following public exhibition of the Draft Supplementary
Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021

AT -3 Redacted copies of submissions received following public exhibition of the Draft Supplementary
Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021 -
(Diztribufed under separate cover)

AT -4 Representations from Cakville Progress Association Inc. and Responses
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AT -2 Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and Draft Supplementary Delivery
Programme 2017-2021

Summary of Submissions

Ho Summary of Submission
1 We do not support the Special Rate Varnation (SRV) of 30%. We do not agrees with the
Valuator-General valuing cur land so high due to its proximity to the Morth West Growth
Centre.

We do mot agree with the 180% increase in our rates or the 30% increase of an additional
SRV, It is creating hardship for residents, particulardy pensicners. The rate system is unfair.
We have sesn very little improvement to m{.adﬁ, footpaths, or trees maintained in our area.

2 COpposed to Option 3, 22.5% rate increase over 3 years.
Council should broaden the rate base so less burden on individual ratepayers.

3 It is creating hardship for Oakville residents, particulary pensioners. The Special Rate
Increase should only be applied to properties that have not had a rate increase this year.

4 We want fair rates. Strongly opposed to the SRV rate increase.

L]

We are opposed fo an SRV increase. Just hit with a 120% for our Cakville property and do
not want additional increase as we are retired now.

g The rate system is unfair. Do not support an SRV, It will create hardship for residents,
particularly pensicners. Allow subdivision of land. Council last year claimed to be 'Fit for the
Future' but now proposing an SRV.

T The rate system is unfair. Do not support an SRV, Allow subdivision of Cakville land or at
least dual coccupancy.

Oppose rate increase

An SRV will impact on owr lifestyle and on families and pensioners. Do not support SRV

10 The proposed SRV is unfair. It will create hardship for residents, particularly pensioners.

11 SRV should not be considered. The rate system is unfair.

12 The rate system is unfair. Do not support am SRV, Council last year claimed to be 'Fit for the
Future' but now proposing an SRV, The Special Rate Increase should only be applied to
properiies that have not had a rate increase this year.

13 Strongly cpposed to an SRV increase. The rate system is unfair. An SRV will cause
hardship. It will impact om families and pensioners.

14 Suburbs like Oakville have received large rate increases already. It will impact on families
and pensicners. The rate system is unfair. Council last year claimed to be 'Fit for the Future'
but now proposing an SR

15 Mo to an SRY. Cakville have received a large rate increases already. Allow
subdivision'rezoning of Oakville to fix roads and other infrastructure.

16 Strongly cpposed to an SRV increase. The rate system is unfair. It will create hardship for
residents, particularly pensicners. The rate increase does not reflect the services received.
Council last year claimed to be "Fit for the Future® but now proposing an SRW.

17 The rate system is unfair. It is creating hardship for Oakville residents, particularly
pensioners. The rate increase does not reflect the services received. Council last year
claimed to be 'Fit for the Future' but now proposing an SRV

18 The rate system is unfair. It will create hardship for residents, particularly pensioners.

18 The rate system is unfairly democratic and unjust.

20 Mo SRV until cur rates are normalised. The rate system is unfair. it will create hardship for
residents, particulary pensicners.
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Mo Summary of Submission

21 The rate system is unfair. Council last year claimed to be 'Fit for the Future' but now
proposing an SRV, Strongly opposed to an SRV increase.

2 The formula for calculating rates is unfair. Opposed to an SRV increase until rate distribution
and formula are fized.

23 The rate system is unfair. Do not proceed with an SRV.

24 The rate system is unfair. Oppose an SRV increase.

25 The rate system is unfair. We do not agree with valuing our land so high due to its proximity
to the Morth West Growth Centre.

26 Reject proposed SRY increase. The rate increase does not reflect the services received. The
rate system is unfair.

iy The rate system is unfair. 1t will create hardship for residents, particularly pensioners.
Suspend SRV immediately.

28 The rate system is unfair. Mo SRV, [t will create hardship for residents, particularly
pEnsioners

28 Oppose unfair rate system and SRV,

aa The rate system is unfair. |t will create hardship for Oakville residents, particulady
pensioners. Mo SRV until rates are nomalised/evenly distributed to all residents.

3 The rate system is unfair. Why the change in rates? It will create hardship for Qakville
residents, particulary pensioners

32 Why an SRV when my rates have already increase dramatically in the last year? | will create
hardship for Oakville residents, particularly pensioners. | strongly oppose SRV increase.

33 | strongly cbject to your SRV increase. It will cause me hardship. The system needs to be
fairer.

34 Flease consider the impact of the SRV on Oakville residents. It will cause hardship.

35 The rate increase of 180% in Oakville is unfair. it has created hardship for Oakville residents,
particularly pensicners. Mo 3RV until a fairer rate system.

36 Mo rate increase till council fixes up roads

ar COppose SRV decision.

38 Objection to SRV, Mo 30% increase as already facing financial hardship to a significant rate
inzrease last year. The systemn needs to be fairer. Rate should not be based on land values.
When can we subdivide?

38 | abject to the proposed SRV, The rate system is unfair and will bring hardship. Council said
they were fit and are not so now should merge. Mo further rate on top of other recent rate
hikes.

40 Concern at increase in rates

41 We are opposed to the SRV. The rate system is very unfair after we have been slugged by
your rate redistribution and change of rates formula.

42 Regeived a 180% imcrease in rates and mow want amother 30% SRV increase. Council
claimed they were fit fior the future but are not. The rate system is unfair. It will create
hardship for Oakville residents, particularly pensioners. Mo 58V, The rates we pay do not
match the services we receive: stomwater, sewerage, streetlight, and upgrades of roads.

43 Disgust at recent rate rise. Why is the increase so severe? Please do not procesd with an
SRV until other rates are reduced.

44 | suppaort the Option 3 rate increase so that the community could be not just maintained bt
improved. The supporting documnent is very well thought cut. Council 1o be congratulated.
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45 | support Council's decision of Option 3 o tackle the problem of detenorating assets. Itis
naticeable that support is greatest from those attending Town Meetings. Without (the SRV
services and assets will decline contrary to clearly expressed community wishes.,

46 The recent rate increase is hard enough to budget for withowt an additional 30% SRV, It will
create hardship for Oakville residents, particularly pensioners. Amend the rates before
imposing an SRV,

a7 We highly oppose the SRY increase. We were informed that increase is due to Valuer
Zeneral's land valuation but Council have changed Cakville rating from Rural Residential to
Residential. We are not allowed to subdivide or have a second dwelling to help. Dakville is
funding the rest of the Hawkesbury. For these reasons we oppose the SRV increase.

48 The recent rates and changes of rates formula by Council is very unfair. t has created
hardship for me. No SRV,

49 | oppose the proposed SRV It is an unfair increase and umjust treatment by Hawkesbury
Couneail.

50 Thanks to MP for attending Cakville Progress Association. Councillors last year claimed to
be 'Fit for the Future' but now proposing an SRV, and misled residents. The rate system is
unfair. Combimed with huge State Land Tax it is too much for me. Rezone Oakville.

51 We strongly oppose SRV, Rating formula is unfair.

52 Oppose SRV rate increase. Changes rating formula is unfair. Councillors last year claimed to
be 'Fit for the Future' but now proposing an SRV, Elderly people impacted.

53 SRV ineguitable for Qakville, Pitt Town, Maraylya, and Windsor Downs. Will impact on
pensioners. Find altemative measure to fix local roads.

54 Mo SRV until a fair rate model. Impact on clder residents and their families. Mot subsidise
rest of Hawkesbury.

55 Strong alarm at rate increase. Mo SRY until rates are fair.

56 Secking explanation for recent rate increase

ar This rate rise stinks. The recent rates and changes o rates formula by Council are unfair.
Will impact on elderty and families.

58 Concemn that residents of Dakville had a huge rate increase. Rate system is unfair. Why
reduce rates for some is 'unfit’? Rate rise causing hardship on eldedy and families in
Oakville. Mo SRV until rate formula is fair.

k] Concem at recent rate increase

g0 Attended two community meetings and support Option 3. Suggest not chargimg interest if rate
payer face difficulthy.

g1 Object strongly to SRV Opticn 3.Any increase to recent rate rises is unacceptable. Mo
pension rebate on recent increase?

682 Concemn at recent rate increass

a3 Strongly cppose SRV, Recent increase is unaffordable and unfair. It will impact on aged
residents. Rate structure and formula is unfair. Council last year claimed to be 'Fit for the
Future' but now proposing an SRV

04 Disappointed about recent rates redistribution at Windsor Downs. Please consider our
suppaort for Option cne and our age group (87).

G5 Congcemn about SRV rate increase. Recent increase is unjustifiable and unfair. k will impact
on aged residents. Rate structure and formula is unfair.

st A= an aged pensioner | would be disadvantaged if the SRV rate increased is introduced.
Land value increase only of benefit if | sell and would require a change of lifestyle. An
additional SR would be wunfair.
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a7 Strongly oppose SRY. Recent increase is umaffordable amd unfair. It will impact on aged
residents. Rate structure and formula is unfair. Council last year claimed to be 'Fit for the
Future' but now proposing am SRV

a2} Letter is primarily about numercus spelling, grammmar, and formatting of the Draft
Supplementary Resourcing Strategy and the Draft Supplementany Delivery Program
documents.

ai] Concerned with recent and future rate increases. They will cause financial hardship.

il MRDCAA support Council Application to IPART for Option 3. We ask if ratepayers have
difficulties paying new rates for Option 3 that Council wave the interest payments.

71 Support Opticn 3 investment strategy. Comments regarding meed to manitor distribution of
nofional yield, rating structure, affected Council policies, and interference by the State
Treasurer, member for the Hawkesbury. Recommendation that Council formally write to the
local MF regarding his comments.

72 We strongly object to the SRV proposal. Council's rating system is unjust, unfair and
imequitable. Level of service, reads, no footpaths or kerb and gutter, do not match the rates
we pay. There was no consultation with the community.

73 The recent rates review is unaffordable and unfair, with an increase in our area of 110% to
160%. It will impact on aged residents. Level of service, roads, no footpaths or kerb and
guiter, do not match the rates we pay. Rate structure and formula is unfair. Council last year
claimed to be 'Fit for the Future' but now proposing an SRV

74 Including a petition of 634 residents, business and investment property owners cpposing
Option 2 and 3. People did not know what the SRY was, and had already had up to 180%
imncrease inrates im 2017, Council's preferred Option 3 is imvalid.

h My rates have increased dus to recent land revaluations. This is unfair because: my salary
does not match increases, others areas rates have not increased, it doesn't match the
services and infrastructure | receive, and it creates hardship for my family. |=s this a ploy by
councillors to appear At for the future?

Fii] Objection to SRY. My rates have increased by 25% to fund a district 80% rate drop. Eldedy
people are facimg financial hardship to a significant rate increase last year. The system needs

to be fairer. Rate should not be based on land values but on net taxable income. Get a fairer
madel before an SRV,

bl We had an astronomical rate rise this year and now a potential 30% increase. Oakville
cannot camy this fimancial burden, raising cur rates while decreasing other areas. Services
we receive do not match the rates we pay. Take us back to previous rates before looking at
any iNcreases.

Fi 2 Oppose SRV increases. It is unfair and will hurt us and all property cwners. We were advised
that Hawkesbury was fit and sustainable, but is done with continuous rate increases. |t does
nat match the services we receive. We ask for fair rates.

T Change rates to a fairer and realistic structure. Some Hawkesbury citizens have received a
180% increase. This causes hardship for communities. Find other ways to raise the revenuse
required by council.

a0 A= a single person renting | appreciate the recent rate restructure drop proportional to the
land walues. | support SRV Option 3 to make improvements to the area where | live. Option 3
allows those on lower incomes to get some relief and equitable services are important to me.

a1 Oppose an SRV rate increase. t is unfair and there is no equal rate distribution. it will create
hardship. People cannot afford the current rate increases or an SRY. Get back to a fair rate
madel.

a2 Concerns about the current rate restructure debate. We work hard and the recent rate
reduction allowed us io get into a small 3 bedroom home. We are willing to pay cur fair share
of rates. Opticn 3 is the best way forward. Our family live here and we would have to leave if
there was an unfair distribution of rates.
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a3 Disgusted that Council has decided to increase our rates and we oppose an SRV asitis
unfair on Oakville. Our rates have doubled. It will create hardship. Council services do not
match the services we receive. Mo SRV until a fair rate madel

24 Recent rates redistribution is worst mistake made in the history of the council.

We seemingly mistakenly voted for Hawkesbury not to merge with The Hills Coumncil
Current rates hawe placed us in bad financial position - may be forcad to move
Council should met consider SRV in current climate

a5 Recent rate increase is extremely unfair. Land value is overstated if Council does not plan to
chamge zoning of my land. Selective development would reap ten times rate increase and be
distributed more widely

Mo added infrastructure to justify recent rate increase — roads need extensive repair.

a8 Support Option 3 to address infrastructure backlog and finance best possible service
gutcomes. Will enable Council to be fit for the future and remain independent. Concemed
that rate pegging and cost shifting may undermine financial gains but SRV is necessary.

arF Oppose Opticn 3 as it disciminates against owners of large areas of land. Burden of rates
needs to be fairly distributed. Increase for some and discounts for many other is very biased
and un-Australian.

a8 Adopt Option 1 and reign in unnecessary costs to keep within budget.

a8 Support Option but not strengly cpposed to Option 3

&0 Oppose any increase in rates. Rates have already doubled. Although there is development
czcuming mearby we have no benefit and cannot subdivide or build granny flat. Very few
facilities and services in Oakville. Council needs to look closely at spending.

| Supported Council's position not to merge as Council demonstrated ability to be Fit for the
Future. Land valuation was then increased dramatically and rates have gone up to impose a
genuine hardship. Recent redistribution of rates was not equitable, the Resourcing Strategy
does not disclose any increase in services and facilities for Oakville. Understand Council has
capability to redistribute rates — need to take appropriate action before considering SRW

a2 Chose Option 2 in postal sureey but had no idea rates would double. As pensioners finding it
increasingly difficult to pay rates. Survey findings in Resourcing Strategy based on a small
number of people — do the swurvey again.

&3 Recent rates distribution is unfair. Has created encrmous hardship for Clakville residents.
SRV should not be considered until rates are normalised. As pensicners we do not have
funds to pay increasing rates. Unfair that developers have pushed up land value but we are
not allowed to subdivide. Last year Council said it didn't need to merge as it was fit for the
future and now you want to impose a huge increase. Unfair that you increased rates by 180%
im Crakville to fund a rate drop for 80% of the district

o4 Oppose SRV as rates have already increased this year and my rates are double that paid by
ratepayers in urban areas. Hills Shire Rates are cheaper. Council vehemently opposed
merger and said it was fit for the future — HOC has misled residents about the true facts.
HCLC is tryimg to shift blame for huge rate increases onto Valuer-General but altered formula
for rates by reducing base charge from 50% to 30%. Current Council wastes money on
urwanted political correctness should focus on areas within your control. HCC must address
disparity in current rating system before thinking about SRW

25 Recent rates redistribution is unfair has created enomous hardship for Oakville residents.
SRV should not be considered until rates have been nomalised. Last year Council said it
didn't need to merge as it was fit for the future and now you want to impose a huge increase.
Unfair that you increased rates by 180% in Oakville to fund a rate drop for B0% of the district

8] Object to any further rate increase. Oakville residents have suffered encugh from the recent
rates increase. Last year Council said it didnt need to merge as it was fit for the future and
now you want to impose a huge increase. Recent rates redistribution is obvicusly unfair. SRV
should not be considered until rates have been normalised.
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o7

Option 1

oa

| wouwld like to choose Option 1

Option 1 is best Recent rates redistribution is unfair. Created hardship for Oakville residents.
SRV should not be considered until rates have besn nomalised. Last year Council said it
didn't need to merge as it was fit for the future and now you want to impose a huge increase.
Unfair that you increased rates by 180% in Cakville to fund a rate drop for B0% of the district
I am in R4 farmland zone and now I'm going to pay residential rates.

100

Object to SRV, My rates have increased by 108%. If HCC was Fit for the Future why do you
require an SRV. | have been treated unfairly with changes in category and ad-valorem rate
that discriminates on residents with VG imcreases. SRV cannot be considered in current
climate of escalating power and health insurance costs. Have you considered effect on rental
market and that reduced spending power will impact on local economy. Last year Council
said it didn't need to merge as it was fit for the future and now you want to impose a huge
increase. HCC voted Option 3 regardless of what ratepayers voted for. SRV should not be
considered until rates have been normalised.

101

Rates have already increased by 180% to fund a small drop in rates for B0% of residents.
Unitil rates are normalised across the district | oppose a further financial impoast on the eldedy
and hard-working ratepayers of Oakville. We receive no benefit from exorbitant rates. | do not
regard new chambers, art galleries and other frivelous costs as a benefit to cur community.
Council should be about roads, rubbish and parks. Recent rates redistribution is obvioushy
unfair. Last year Councillors said it didn't need to merge as it was fit for the future and now
you want to impose a huge increase. SRV should not be considered until rates have been
narmalised.

102

Recent rates redistributicn is the worst rates mistake in the history of the Hawhkesbury. My
rates have increased by over 100% and has placed financial strain on cur famiby.

103

Under no circumstances should an SRW be considered until rates have been normalised.
Council amalgamation would have been far more beneficial to residents. Rates increase has
greafly impacted on guality of our retirement. It amazes us that NSW Government classify 5
acre holdings as rural properties yet you rate us as a residential property. Imour area we
hawve no town water, kerb & gutter, sewage, street lighting, and out siormwater drains are not
propery maintained. How can you substantially increase rates in some areas and drop 20%
of the districts rates.

104

Recent rates redistribution., and c¢hanges to rates formula is obviously unfair. it has created
enomous hardship. Under no circumstances should an SRV be considered until rates have
been mormalised

1056

Do niot support raising funds by a special rate rise when an unfair rate nse has been passed
onfio ratepayers. Rates should be paying for these types of infrastructure maintenance.

105

Under mo circumstances should you go ahead with am SRY until you make the rates
distribution fair again. As a result of you actions people will be forced to sell. The way you
marketed your strategy meant that most people were not aware of your plans. your rates
redistribution, what an SRY is or its impact and your sample is not representative of the
district. Some people will get a net increase of 8% and some 220% - you created huge
inequity when you said you would make rates fair.

107

| will choose Option 1

108

Havimg read the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy. | believe that the rate increases
applied this year [2']1?':- are unfair and disadvantage those who do not hawve the financial
means to sustain Coundl preferred option because Opfion 3 asks fammland ratepayers to
fund the majorty of your future strategy. | would recommend a fourth option — an option that
does not disadvantage and disempower those who have asset (land size). You will force an
increasingly ageing population out of their home. Option 3 is unfair, Option 4 is the way
forward as a compromise to those who hawve objected and challenged Council's actions.
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04| Under mo circumstance should as SRY be considered until the rates have been normalised
It has created enormeous hardship for long term and the elderdy rate payers

110 Earlier this year Council sent us a brochure that said we could choose different levels of SRY
to improve Council services. \We were taken aback when this year's rates increased from
52,400 to 34.400. We guestion whether the prospect of a2 30% SRV on top of this fair.
Information provided by the Oakwille Progress Association showed that about 30% of Council
residents has a reduction/negligible increase in rates nothing like the 32000 increase
imposed on Oakville residents. There is ne faimess in this situation and we fesl we are being
forced out. Rates need to be more fairly distributed, under no circumstances should an SRV
be introduced.

111 Council has placed a server financial burden an the residents of Oakville. This situation
discriminates against the rate payers of Oakville and Council should put into place a fairer
system that shares all the costs across the district.

112 | The socialist approach is plain wrong., we reject the wholesale increases of rates to
hardworking people's homes. Option 2 and 3 are untenable

113 Reject options 2 and 3
114 We are opposing both Council's Option 2 and 3

115 | The proposed SRV is unfair, particularly to our suburk, where our rates have doubled this
year. Whilst our property values have increased substantially due to neighbouring suburbs [in
different council areas), we do not have the exira value in our pockets unless we were to sell.
All we are asking for is a fairer system where every househaold is paying a fair share.

116 We are opposing both Council's Option 2 & 3.

117 | As a resident of the Hawkesbury | was shocked to receive my last land rates which had
increased substantially. For what litle | ses being done with our rates the current cost of
rates are unjustified. My preference is Option 1.

118 We object to an SRV increase. The rates are already taking a substantial part of my income.
People who are either retired or have huge montgages simply cannct afford such an
increase.

18 SR will result in unfair and inequitable rate increase to ratepayers especially in Oakville due
to the cument unfair rating structure. The Document does not present honest view of impact
of SRV and the current rating stnucture — no mention is made of the disparity in rates
between Oakville and other parts of the Hawkesbury. The inability of pensioners and salf-
funded retirees should be addressed in the document. Council implied that the SRY is only
temporary yet the document states the rise in rates will become permanent. Council has
been deceptive and untl these issues are dealt with the SRV should be put on hold. Last
year councillors declared that Coumcil was fit for the future so there should be no meed for an
SRV, If there was a need for an SRV, why were council rates decreased for a large number
of ratepayers at the expense of other rate payers.

120 | The SRV should not go ahead until the housing rate distmbution is fair again. The extreme
increase in rates for some suburbs of the Hawkesbury comparative to others is unfair. |
understand that rates must rise, based on land values, but the disparity is so disproportionate
that questions must be raised on its justification. Please stop the SRV this issue is resalved.

21 We support the Draft Resourcing Sirategy exhibited and applaud Councils 2017 decision to
redress the previous 2013 rating decision that created inconsistencies for properties less
than 2 hectares. We dont support any proposed changes to the base rate o accommeodate
those areas that have had an independant increase in their N5W Land Valuations.

We fully support Option2 because it will give Hawkesbury City Council long term financial
stability. We agres with the vision of keeping the amenity of the Hawkesbury and avoiding
larger scale development preferring the approach of sensitive small scale development to
preserve the rural and heritage values of the Hawkesbury.
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12

SRV will result im unfair and inequitable rate increase to ratepayers especially in Cakville due
to the cument unfair rating structure. The Document does not present honest view of impact
of SRV and the current rating structure — no mention is made of the disparity in rates
between Oakville and other pars of the Hawkesbury. The inability of pensioners and self-
funded retirees should be addressed in the document. Council implied that the SRV is only
termnporary yet the document states the rise in rates will become permanent. Council has
been deceptive and untll these issues are deal with the SRY should be put on hold. Last
year councillors declared that Council was fit for the future so there should be mo need for an
SRV If there was a need for an SRV, why were council rates decreased for a large numiber
of ratepayers at the expensze of ather rate payers.

123

| anly received notification of Councils intention to request a SRY today. not from Council, but
from another ratepayer. My rates have increased by 14.7%, | believe Council is seeking 8.5%
owver the IPART increases. This increase is outrageous and | strongly object to it. To say the
least it is offensive in the extreme.

124

| oppose option 2 & 3

125

We totally support Option1 and totally oppose to Option 2 and Option 3. We have never seen
such a kind of cumulative increase above the rate peg. This is not acceptable.

128

Object Option 2 and 3

127

The redistribution of rates has created a class structure for rates in the Hawkesbury — divisive
and creating hardship for a few to pander to the many. Under no circumstances should an
SRV be considered wniil the rates have been normalised. It is unfair to increase the rates in
Dakville and other suburbs by up to 180% to fund a small rate drop for B0% of the district. |
oppose the SRV and ask that Council consider postponing such an increase uniil rates are
fair for everyone in the Hawkesbury.

128

| strengly object to the SRV proposal. The recent rate redistribution unfair and has created
enomous hardship for long term rate payers. Under no circumstances should an SRV be
considered until the rates have been normalised. Families cannot afford the current unfair
180% rates imcrease imposed by the council, let alone another 20-30%. Last year councillors
said we didn't need to merge and we were fit for the future. Very unfair to increase the rates
im Cakville and a few other suburbs by 180% to fund a rate drop for 80 % of the district.
Under no circumstance should you consider an SRV until you get back to fair rate model.

iza

| support Option 3 which would allow improvement of our assets and provision of new
senvices. As 3 ratepayer in the Hawkesbury LGA, | see improvements in our assets and
services as the only way we can move forward as a community and for the Hawkesbury to
maximise its potential.

130

We strongly oppose and cbject to Option 2 and 3

131

We have recently been hit with a massage 180% increase in our rates and find this to be
completely unfair and without ment. We are struggling to make ends mest as it is. Last year
we were informed by council that we didn't need to merge with The Hills and that we were fit
for the future. Mow you are forcing only a few suburbs, including Qakville, to finance your
iability' plahE whilst giving 80% of the district a drop in rates so they won't feel the pain of
the further 30% increase required. | am not totally opposed to an SRV as long as it is fair and
reasanable and that the current rates hike is normalised and gets back to & fair model..

132

| am against any rate rise as my rates have increased 180% and has created hardship for us,
when some rate payers received 3 decrease.
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133 We are writing to express our dissatisfaction with Council’s proposed SRV will be on fop of a
massive rate increase already introduced this year. The rate increase appear o be linked to
increases in the V&Gs unimproved value of properties in Cakville and a change in council's
rating formula that leverages the high property values. Not all Oakville properties are located
within the growth sector area yet the ViGs unimproved values for all properties have
dramatically increased creating the current rate windfall for council. Many properties with
increased unimproved values cannot be subdivided. Many residents are not curmently
enjoying the same standard of infrastructure provided for other residents in other suburbs in
the Hawkesbury local government area. We belisve the introduction of the proposed SRV at
this time is wrong and unfair. t appears Oakville residents are effectively being asked to fund
rate deductions for other suburbs in the Hawkesbury local government area. Council should
review the rating formula to ensure a more eguitable cutcome for residents and that the SRV
proposed is mot introduced at this time.

134 Object to SRV, My rates have increased by 108%. If HCC was Fit for the Future why do you
require an SRV. | have been freated unfairy with changes in category and ad-valorem rate
that discriminates on residents with VG increases. SRV cannot be considered in current
climate of escalating power and health insurance costs. Have you considered effect on rental
market and that reduced spending power will impact on lozcal economy. Last year Coundcil
said it didn't need to merge as it was fit for the future and now you want to impose a huge
increase. HCOC voted Option 3 regardless of what ratepayers voted for. SRV should not be
considered until rates have besn normalised

135 Dizzatisfied with rating increases imposed on residents of the Eastern District of Council and
reinforce my opposition to further SRY rating increase.

136 We were told we shouldn't merge with The Hills, this was a mistake as Couwncil saw fir to
increase rates in Windsor Downs to a level that will cause hardship. Under no circumstances
should an SRV be considered until rates have been nomalised.

137 | support Opticn 3 as it will allow Council to provide the necessary infrastructure and facilities
to maintain and support our communities. WE get what we pay for. My annual Telstra bill is
greater than the rates | pay to HCC - why would | not support an SR

138 Rates have mare than doubled from 2018-2017 - there has been no increase to senvices and
| am not in an approved subdivisional area. The recent rates redistribution is obviously unfair
and has created enormous hardship. Under no circumnstances should an SRV be considered
until the rates have been nomalised we cannot afford current wnfair 180% rates increase
imposed by the council, let along another 20-30%. Last year these councillors said we didn't
need to merge and we were fit for future. | is unfair to increase the rates in Qakville by
180% to fund a rate drop for 80% of the district. You need to be realistic with the rates in this
rural area.
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AT -4 Representations from Oakville Progress Association and Responses

Part A - Questions submitted to Council on 23 September 2017

1. Mr Caonroy, when the council did itz modefing fo conzider changes to the rafing formulas which Cir
John Rozz, and Cir Rasmussen fold us in open councll wenf on for many months with ‘meseting affer
mesating after meeting”, it wouwld have been clear that Oahville rezidentz would be paying a huge
increases due to land revaluafionz done one year early by the Sfate Liberal government, and it
would have been obwious fo you this was unfair.

Waz the council in possession of Dals from the Valuer General which confirmed in advance that
several thousand praperfies wouwld have land values increase from 50% fo 200%7

Response The Report prepared for the Ordinary Meeting of Council held on 31 January 2017 included
madeling of the 4 different rating options considered by Council. The detailed modeling of
Option 3 (identified by Council as its preferred rating afemative} incorporated the projected
rating impact of the 2015 land revaluations completed by the NSW Valuer General.

The Council Report can be accessed from the following link: ltem 17: Rating Strateqy for the
201772018 Financial ¥ear under 'Support Senvices' in the Table of Contents)

2 You the council and in parficuwlar fthe Mayor have publicly poszitioned the rafes changes a5 making it
fairer for everyone in the Hawkesbury.

Faimeszs wouwld mean equalify and balance in the community in consideration of

Land Values

Income

Social demographics

Use of and access fo senvices

Within your Pundew, Council can exercise zome confrol and create equality by changing simple
parameters. Far from pursuing eguality, you proceeded fo

A Dizzolve the Rural residenkial cafegory,
8. Change your rates Base Rate from 50% fo 30%
C. Increase the AV calcwisfion from .13 to (177,

The net affect wasz to maximize the increase in rafes fo Oakwille from {100%-180% when you had the
abilify to decrease our rafes. And az a direct rezulf you were able fo drop the rafes zignificantly for
18,000 odd properties in thiz LGA. (Thiz act alone seems highly questionable, and iz put info
perspechive when you realise this action wowld minimize the effect of 3 SRV on those 18,000
properties)

al Why did council infentionally do thiz to Oakville please when yow could have decreased our rafes?

Response Council reviewsd its rating structure to address inconsistencies which had arsen following
changes made fo the rating structure which took effect from 201372014, The following
explanation outlining the reasons for the review of the rating structure should be considersd im
conjunction with the data outlined in the table below.

Prior to 2012 all properties in the Residential rating category (including the rural residential
sub-category) were treated the same for rating purposes. The total rates levied on all
properiies in the residential category (which included the rural residential subcategory)} were
linked t2 the proportional land value of these properties. Properties in the residential category
accounted for just umder B5% of the total land walue across the Hawkesbury, and accordingly
the notional rating yield for these properties was set at 85% of total rating income.
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Table: Summary of changes to rating structure 2011 to 2017

20112 % of LGA | % of Notional | base ad valorem rate-in-
Rating Category Land Value Yield amaount the-dollar
Residential B4 4% BA. 1% 50 0225064
Farmland B.7% 5.1% 30 0.243708
Business 2.8% 9.8% 5180 0.325084

201314 % of LGA | % of Notional | base ad valorem rate-in-
Rating Category Land Value Yield amaount the-dollar
Residential 56.71% f5% 3400 0.108048
Rural Residential 27.88% 20% $650 0.124 164
Farmland 6.83% 5% 30 0.267728
Business B.7B% 10% 5004 0.199022

201718 % of LGA | % of Motional base ad valorem rate-in-
Rating Category Land Value ield amount the-dollar
Residential 87.20% BE% 5240 0.172337
Farmland 5.32% 4% 5340 0.165103
Business 6.88% 11% 5340 0.244674

To collect the rating income based on the % of the notional yield, council calculates an ad
valorem rate-in-the dollar amount (the total land value of all properties in the same rating
category divided by the total proportional rating income to be collected under that rating
category). The ad valorem rate-in-the dallar is then applied to the latest land value of each
property provided by the NSW Valuer General to determine the rates to be paid by each

property.

In 2012 Council amended its rating structure to treat rural and rural residential properties
differently for rating purposes. A lower ad-valorem rate in the dollar was applied to properties
im the rural residential sub-category. The intended purpose of the 2012 changes was to
compensate rural propenies for the relative distance of these properties from Council services
and facilities. However in practice this objective was not achieved. The 2012 rating change
actually in-:reaﬁell:i rates for smaller properties (less tham 2 hectares) in rural and outlying
areas.

This cccurred as under the M5W Local Government Act 1883, the rating sub-category of rural
residential is not defined by the location of a property i.e. whether it is urbam or rural, but by
the size of the property (between 2 and 40 hectares). Consequently, residential (properties
less than 2 hectares) and rural residential properties (more than 2 hectares) can exist side-by-
side in the one lozation. There are rural residenfial properies in Windsor, Richmond and
South Windsor and residential properties in 5t Albans, Bilpin, Bowen Meountain and most of
the outlying rural areas of the Hawkesbury.

In effect the 2012 changes increased rates for smaller properties im both rural and wrbban
areas to fund a decrease in rates for larger properties in the same areas. The 2012 changes
saw an average increase of 5118 for smaller residential properties across all areas of the
Hawkesbury (less than 2 hectares) and an average decrease of 3512 for larger residential
properties in the same localities (between 2 and 40 hectares). The average decrease in
Cakville was 5638
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In considering these impacts, the cument Council came to the view that the 2012 rating
chamges were inequitable. Their intended 'compensatory” impact on properies in rural and
outlying areas was unevenly distributed and they increased rates for ratepayers with
properties with relatively lower land values particularly in areas with higher levels of relative
socic-economic disadvantage.

This occurred because the 2012 changes disrupted the nexus between notional yield and land
value. As highlighted in Table 1 the changes that occurred between 20112012 and
201372014 meant that the 20% rating yield for properties in the rural residential sub-category
(i.e. properties of bebtween 2 and 40 hectares) was less that the proportional land values of
these properties at 23%. Conversely, the remaining properties in the Residential categaory,
which accounted for 57% of proportiional land values across the Hawkesbury, contributed G5%
of the total rating yield.

When taking into account the impact of the 2016 land revaluations, this imbalance in notional
yield was intensified. Under the 2012 rating structure, rural residential properties would have
accounted for 31% of total land valwes but only 20% of the rating yield, while conversely
residential properiies which accounted for 56% of land values would have generated 65% of
the rating yield. These figures were highlighted in the 31 January 2017 Report to Coumncil
(Table § in the Report). Accordingly, Council changed the rating structure in 201772018 to
reverse the inconsistencies that flowed from the 2012 changes to the rating structure. As was
the case prior to 2012, properties in the residential rating category (including the rural
residential sub-category), were once again treated the same for rating purposes).

Thie rural residential sub-category was re-incorporated imto the overall residential rating
category and the rating yield for the residential rating category was brought back into closer
alignment with its proportional land value. These changes applied the same base amount and
the same rate in the dollar ad wvalorem amount to all properies in all suburbs in the residential
category in both rural and urban areas. Council also increased the proportional rating yield for
the business rating category to enable the farmland ad-valorem rate in the dollar to be set at
80% of the residential ad-valorem rate,

The impact of these changes resulted in an average decrease of 387 for residential properties
and am average increase of 405 for properties in the former rural residential sub-category.
These changes partially, but not completely, offset the rating increases and decreases that
gocurred following the 2012 rating changes (where average residential rates increased by
5118 and rural residential rates decreased by an average of 3512).

The 2016 land revaluations particularly affected properties in areas adjoining the Morth West
Growth Sector which experienced substantial increases in their land values. The relative
increases and decreases that coccurred in rates for individual properies were primarily a
function of their assessed land value. Those properties with the largest increases in land
values did see a considerable increase in their rates. The rating changes implementad by
Council accounted for a small proportion of these increases - for the typical property in
Dakville the rating changes, excluding the impact of the land revaluations, would have seen
rates increase by 3345,

Thie primary driver of the rating increase experienced by some property owners has been the
relative land values of their properties. While the changes to Council's rating structure did
confribute o these increases, they were anly responsible for a small proportion of the
increases. Changing the rating structure is therefore likely to only have a comespondingly
small impact on rates. Mevertheless, Council has resolved to further discuss the rating
structure, including the base rate, and is currently engaged in this process.

In terms of a consideration of land values, income and other socio-economic faciors Coundcil
has recently completed an analysis of these varables in assessing the impacts of rating
chamges and proposed special rate increases on Hawkesbury households and in particular
those suburbs with a high proportion of low-income households and higher levels of socic-
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economic disadvantage. This analysis has been included in draft supplementary documents,
which are currently on public exhibition.

Council is sesking comment and submissicn from residents in relation to the information
presented in the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and the Draft
Supplementary Delivery Program 2017-2021 and would welcome a submission from the
Cakville Progress Association (the socic-economic analysis is covered on pages 38-46 in the
draft document).

The draft supplementary documents can be accessed from the following link:

hito:ifwanw hawkesbury. new.gov.au’  datalassets/pdf file/0011M100271/DRAFT-
Supplemeniary-Resourcing-Strategy-incorporating-Draft-Supp-Delivery- Program-
Exhibition. pdf

b) Do you acknowledge thaf whaf you have done is unfair and a significantly warss misfake fhan any
rates emmors made by any previous councils and has resulted in the worst inequity in rates in the
hizfory of the Hawkeabury ¥

Response

A= highlighted in the response to the previous question, the 2017/2018 rating structurs applies
the same base amount and the same rate in the dollar ad valorem amount equally to all
properties in all suburbs within the Residential rating categony.

The relative rating impacts on individual properties reflect differences in their Valuer General
assessed land values. The ad valorem component of rating charges is based on the same
rate-in-the-dollar amount. Properties with a higher land value, irmespective of their location,
wiould generally pay a higher ad-valoram rating component compared with properties with
relatively lower land values.

3 Az mast rezidentz have lived in thiz sfnp of Oakwille for many years, are now elderly, nof eaming and
can't subdivide for anather 15 years, the rate increaze cannot be justifed either now or in the near
fufure or unii fhe land is about fo be rezoned for further subdivision or development.

Your acfions will force older peaple fo sell up just before they can realize large capifal gainz, zo why
did you do thiz now?

Response

Council is requited to calculate annual rate charges based on the relevant provisions of the
MEW Local Government Act 1803, Prospective subdivision is not a rating consideration
covered under the Act. Council has applied the provisions of the Act in determining the rating
structure and rating charges for 2017/2018.

The rating increases experienced by some property owners in Oakville and areas bordering
the Morth West Growth Sector were primarily the result of the increase in land valuations for
these properties as assessed by the NEW Valuer General.

The NSW Valuer General determines the timing of land revaluations. Council is required to
apply the cutcome of these revaluations based on the most current land valuations available.
It is umable to defer the application of lamd revaluations to the calculation of rates.

4. Az Local govemment in the Hawkezbury, you have a regponzibilify to govemn for everyone. You have
devasfated Dakville, a subwrb reprezsenting 2.4% of the properties who you are now expacting fo pay
8. 7% of fhe rafes for fhe Hawkeshuwry. Thiz iz patently unfair; a5 sfated in Hawkesbury Reszidenfs &
Rafepayers Azzociafion, no resident in the Hawkesbury haz the ability fo pay more rates than any
otfver resident. lmespective of the fact Oakvile have some of the worst roads in the Hawkesbury, and
have been waiting for basic senvices like mowing and free fnmming for 20 years.

What steps are you faking az a group o redress your mistakes, and =farf freating Oakville fairdy?
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Response  As highlighted in the response to previous guestions, the 2017/2018 rating structure applies
the same base amount and the same rate- in- the- dollar ad valorem amount equally to all
properties in all suburbs within the residential category. For rating purposes, Oakville has
been treated the same as all other areas in the Hawkesbury.

5 It could be zaid thaf thiz council has inhented a broken zysfem.

When the people of Bowen Mountain were given an increaze of 27% there was 3 huge public oufcry,
and thaze people have F1000-52000 a year of their rates for & pump out service. They acfually gat
services in rehumn for their rafes!

What zervices are you going to provide for Dakville pleaze?

Response Councils primary responsibilities involve the management of community assets and facilities
(roads, community buildings, parks, stormwater drains); waste management services; town
planning; public order, health and safety; emergency services; and the provision of cultural,
recreation, civic and community programs. These functions require the provision of a diverse
range of senvices to the community which are documented in Council's annual Operational
Plan.

These Council services are available to all residents irespective of where they live, howewver
Council rezognises that distances from these services does impact on the day to day access
that residents enjoy to these services. Council provides the same network of services and
facilities to all areas within the Hawkesbury — it maintains local reads, bridges, local parks,
and ather community faciliies across the Hawkesbury, it provides town planning, compliance
and enforcement, companion animal services, community services, event sponsarship, graffit
remaval, stormwater management and other services to all areas in the Hawhkesbury, though
the frequency of service provision may vary between areas.

Some facilites, such as the Library, Gallery and Museum, Regicnal Parks and District
Sporting Fields are centrally located in town centres as their catchment populations are
regional rather tham local, howsver they are used by all residents which is reflected in the
membership of these serices and the sporting organisations that use these facilities (for
example 43% of library members live in rural lozalities). Some civic infrastructure such as
street lighting, kert & guttering and footpaths are generally associated with urban areas, while
other essential services such as sewer and pump out services | are provided on a fee for
service basis and are not funded through ordinary rates. Other infrastructure such as rural fire
service sheds, standpipes, and vehicular fermies are predominantly located in rural areas.

The rating income collected from residents (which in 2018/2017 accounted for 32% of
Council's income) contributes to the cost of providing these services to all residents within the
Hawkesbury.

G Given that some thingz are within the control of council, and some are Siafe controlled, what iz
council daing within their control fo rectify the grossly unfair way you have freated Oakwille, and what
iz council doing fo influence Siate leadership to make the necezzary changes to provide a fair
syetem, for all councils please?

Are you warking with afher councils fo make a reprezentafion to the stafe government to change fhe
dependence on Land Value to defermine rafes?

Response In December 2015, the Premier of M5W reqguested the Independent Pricing and Regulatory
Tribunal {IPART) undertake a review of the Local Government Rating System. As part of this
review IPART released an Issues Paper and Draft Report and called for submissions.
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In May 2018, Council, alomg with 174 other respondents, lodged submissions with IPART
responding to the 23 issues identified by IPART for public comment and feedback. Councils
submission included suggestions for increasing the eguity of rating methedologies including a
review of the basis for setting the ad valorem component of rates (i.e. that portion based on
land value}.

The Council Report on rating review the can be accessed from the following link: kem 87
Review of the Local Government Rating System under "Support Senvices' in the Table of
Contents ). Council is awaiting the cutcome of the rating review.

The N5W Local Government Act 1853 is state legislation and amendments to the Act would
need to be considered and adjudicated on by the NSW Pariament. In this context, direct

representations from residents to State parliamentarians would provide a powerful advocacy
tool to address concemns of residents about the land valuation process and its rating impacts.

T Why were you so determined fo provide 3 rate decrease to the greafer Hawkesbury when it was
within your ability fo make the rates fairer for all, and the sfafe govemment cleanly fold you our LGA
rafes had fo go up by 30% or you would not be wiable?

Suwrely & rafe decregse was complefely unnecessary? We shouwld ask thiz question again, why does
an umviable council drap rafes?

Response

Council did not decrease its rating revenues in 2017/2018. The total revenue collected from
ratepayers from year o year is determined by a rate peg amount set by the NSW Govemnment
(through IPART]).

The rate peg sets the amount by which councils can increase the revenue they generate from
rates from year to year. In 200172018 the rate peg amount was s=t at 1.5% which generated
approcimately 5480,000 in additional rating income. Council collected this overall increase in
rating revenue by applying the allowable rate peg increase to its rating base. The most recent
land revaluations underiaken by the Valuer-General determined how the total rating collection
for 2017/2018 was apportioned.

Percentage increases in the Valuer Generals land waluations for individual suburbs in the
Hawkesbury varied from a fall of 15% to an increase of 206%, with the average increase
across the Hawkesbury of 40%. As a result, assessed rates for individual properties increased
or decreased relative to each other based on these different land values. These relative
adjustments occur after each land valuation review by the Valuer General.

While rates did decrease for individual properties (dus to a combination of changes to the
rating structure together with the re-apportionment of rates based on changes in land values)
Council -:||id naot "farge” any of the available rating revenue it was permitied to collect in
2017/18.

5 We fthe residents of Oakwville have lost all confidence in thiz council and the Mayor. 8. 7% of your rate
baze now belisve you are nof fit fo govern.

Az you have decided thaf 3z a council you don't infend fo represent the best inferesfs of Oakwville,
whiich suburbz are you going to represent pleasze?

Response

The Hawkesbury City Council area is an undivided council area with no wards. Councillors are
elacted 1o represent the whole Hawkesbury and not any individual suburk or locality.

g If the counail is oo bankrupf that you must increaze the ratez of one suburb fo the point of forcing
people fo zell iand zome have owned zome for 40 years, why not sfop wasfing owr money on trivial
fhings we don't want or need in the Hawkesbury.
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We do not want a bicycle path fo the Mayors Village af Kurgjong, we don'f wanf or need Sisfer Gily
programs, or suppoit for the arfz, we need safe roads.

Response

Council undertakes extensive and cngoing consultation to identify the community’s investment
priorties and its works programs and services are aligned with these priorities. Council
accepts that residents may hawve differing views about these relative priorities.

The (elected) Council considers and approves Council's Operational Plan including the annual
budget and works program. As part of this process, Council takes into account identified
community pricrities, the financial and human resources reguired to maintain curment senvics
lewvels, and the funds required to undertake asset maintenance and remewal based on the
technical condition data within Council's Asset Management System. These core
requirements generally account for a substantial proportion of Council's expenditures.
Council's budget processes provide the opportunity for residents to make submissions in
relation to its draft annual budget and works program and Council welcomes community input
imto this process.

In 201772018, 40% (320.3M) of Council's expenditure (excluding waste management) were
allocated o reads and transport works. Roads account for the most substantial individual
component of Council's expenditures — which reflects the priorty the community has placed
on Council maintaining a safe and well-maintained road network.

In relation to Council's financial position, Council's auditors have indicated that Council is
currently in & sound and stable financial position, but that it is facing financial challenges in
funding the full cost of maintain and remewing community assets.

10.  Ouwr rate contribufion from Oakville has mowved as follows:

2016-
2017-

17 arownd 880,000
18 fo §1.8 million from our residernts

Az you are faking 1 Milion dollarz extra from Oakwille residends now, what senvices are you gwing us
plegse?

When
When

are you going fo open and zeal old Hawkezbury Rd. please?
are you going fo zeal Brennan's dam Rd. pleaze?

Iz Oid stock roufe Rd. ever going to join up with P Town Dual Rd. or Cattai Rd?

What

Response

ZENICES are you giving us please?

Az highlighted in the response to Question 7, Cowncil's rating income for 20172018 increased
im line with the 1.5% rate peg amount s&t by the NSW Government (through IPART) which
generated approximately 3460,000 in additional rating income. This revenue will b2 used to
offset the increased operating cost of delivering the services cutlined in the response o
Question 5.

The Waluer Generals most recent land revaluations, determined how the total rates collection
were apportioned. Areas with relatively higher land valuss generally experienced an cwverall
imncrease in rates, howsver, the total rates collectad across the Hawkesbury was capped in
lime with the rate peg.

The met increase in rates totalled approximately 54680,000, as a result of the rate peg
imcrease, and a smaller additional amount arsing from an imcrease in rateable properties. As
the rate peg increase was less than the increase in the Consumer Price Index, this net
additional income did not provide Council with "extra’ capacity to increase spending on new
works or serices.
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1.

Az part of its recent 'Investing in Your Future” consultations, Council has prepared disfrict work
programs to provide residents with a detailed program of works to be delivered under each of
the three investment options presented to the community. The works program covering
Dakville can be accessed from Councils website using the following link.

http:/fwewewr yourhawkesbung-yoursay.com.aw' 27535/ documents/504 040

Depending on the investment opticn, there are works programmed for Old Hawkesbury Road
and OHd Stock Route Road commencing in 20182018 with a value of $1.04M under Option 1
to 51.78M under Option 3. An outline of what each of the three investment options means is
included in the works program document.

The upgrade of Bremnans Dam Road will be considersd in conjunction with planning for Stage
2 of The Vineyard Precinct as part of the NSW Government's Morth West Pricrty Growth Area

Both zides of our Hawkezsbuwry council have =fafed thaf they are aware Oakville haz an 85% Libearal
vaing demographic, we didn'f know thaf, but it zeems very clear that you knew it

Whaf parf did thiz play in your decizion 3z a group fo fargef Oakville pleaze? The Oakville progress
azsociation would azk you o please provide detailz about the polifical demographics of those areas
receiving a rates decrease.

Response Baoth the 2016 local government elections and the 2015 NSW Government Election were

12.

conducted by the N5W Elecioral Commission. The resulis of the 2018 local government
glection, by venue, can be obtained from the following link:

hiip:feraner. pastvir. electicns.new. gov.aullL GE20 1 Gihawk esbung-city-
councilicouncillonpp list.htm

The resulis of the most recent 2015 state election, by polling booth venue and vote count for
the Hawkesbury Electorate can be obtained from the following limk:

htip:/fwewner. pastvir. elections.nsw. gov.auSGE201 5/ la/hawkesbury/co/fio summary/indes.him

The outcomes of the 2015 state election and the 2018 Council election were not matters that
were considered as part of the modeling and subsequent decision making on the 20172018

rating changes (apart from the obvicus point that as a group, the 12 Councilors elected at the
2016 local government elections determined the rating structure for 2017/2018) .

If the Council proceeds with a3 30% Special rates variance application in November, and the siale
goes forward with an FESL fire levy, some Oakwille rezidentz will go from §1800 fo befween 56, 000-
£5,000 P.A Thiz equates to faking $60,000 per family from one suburb over the next 10 fen years.
Feople will have fo zell up, before their properties reach their real potenfial

How can youw justify what you are doing fo good peopie who have contributed 2o much fo the
Hawkeshury?

Response Since July 2016, Council has been engaged in an ongoing conversation with residents about

the future of the Hawkesbury. As part of this consultative process Cowncil has provided
information to residents about the need and purpose of proposed special rate increase and
has sought community feedback on these matters.
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Ta inform and progress these community conversations, Council prepared an information
package which was sent to all ratepayers, conducted a telephone and on-line surveys, and
held a senes of information kicsks and town meeting across the Hawkesbury. Maore recently,
Council has prepared supplementary documentation which is currently on public exhibition,
outlining the outcome of these consuliations as well as the impact of three investment opticns
on long-term provision of Council services, the maintenance, renewal and upgrade of
community assets, and Council's capacity to achieve the objectives of Hawkesbury
Community Strategic Plan 2017-2036.

The documentation provides information on the factors consider by Council in developing the
three investment opticns, and has been prepared to enable residents to come to their own
determination as to whether Council’s prefermed investment option is reasonable . Council is
seeking comment and submission from residents in relation to the information presented in
the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy 2017-2027 and the Draft Supplementary
Delvery Program 2017-2021 and would welcome a submission from the Oakville Progress
Association.

The draft supplementary documenis can be accessed from the following link:

htto:fwaner hawkesbury. new.gov.au’  datalassets/pdf file/001 110027 1/DRAFT-
Supplementary-Resourcing-Strategy-incorporating-Draft-Supp-Delivery-Program-
Exhibition.pdf

Information and gueries about the Fire and Emergency Semnvices Levy should be directed to
the MEW Treasury through the following link:

https://www treasury. nsw.gov. aw'projects-initiatives fire-and-emergency-senvicas-lewy

All income collected by Council through the Fire and Emergency Services Levy (FESL) was to
be remitted to the NSW Governmenit.

13. Do we the citizens of Cakwille now have owr right fo vofe in council elecfions prorafed o mafch our
new rates weighfing please 7

It zeems fair fthat if we are paying 8. 7% of the rafes we Pt.iﬂ' mow exercise 8. 7% of the vofe, can you
please confirm thiz?

Response

The MEW Local Government Act 1883 sets out voting entitements for local government
elections. Section 288 of the Act stipulates that each elecior is entitled to one vote. The
relevant sections of the Act can be viewed from the following link:

hitp:/fwwar_austlii. edu. aw/'cgi-binfviewdoo/aulegis/mswiconsol act/lgalf83182/s286_himl

14.  When you increased our rates fo an unsusfainable level, why didn't you change the covenanis on
aur properties fo aliow us fo use our land fo generale income?

Response

The categonsation of land for rating purposes and the zoning of land for land use purposes
are coversd by separate pieces of legislation.

Rating categories and the levying of rates are covered by the NEW Local Govemnmment Act
1823. Land use planning is covered by the M5W Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
18789 and Local Envircnment Plans prepared in accordance with the provisions of this Act.
Rating categories and land use zones are not interconnected and one does not determine the
other.
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The 2017/2018 rating changes did mot change the rating categonsation of properties within
the Hawkesbury. Properties categorised as residential (including the rural residential sub-
category) for rating purposes, remained residential properties. All properties in the residential
category were treated uniformly for rating purposes.

Similarly, the permitted uses for properties remain unchanged as determined by the land use
zones within The Hawkesbury Local Environment Plan 2012, Land within Oakville (and other
similar areas across the Hawkesbury) is primarily zoned as RU4 (Frimary Production Small
Lots) with a range of permitted uses which can be accessed from the following link:

hitps:/henanerlegislation.nsw. gov. auFEiview/EP 201 2447 Dipartlandusetalincluded

Changing the zoning of land to allow for additional permitted uses (provided they do not
conflict with the provisions of MSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 19759) would
require a change to the Hawkesbury Local Enviromment Plan 2012 in accordance with the
provision of the Act and would require community consultation and Ministerial approval. Any
chamges would then generally apply to all land within the Hawkesbury covered by the relevant
land use zone.

At its Ordinary Meeting of 12 September 2017, Council resolved to investigate options to allow
detached dual occupancy and secondary dwellings in Oakville and Maraylya in areas
unaffected by flood evacuation issues. This investigation is curmently being progressed.

18. You the council uzed owr money fo intenzely iight off amalgamafion with the Hillz, a viable and
professional council. We supporfed you on the bazis of local representation.

Why didn't you fell ve beforehand that the only way you could become viabie or it for fhe fufure™
would be fo expect one suburd in thiz disfrict fo pay around SE000 per family

Thiz would have changed the decision on whether to amalgamafe.

Response The NSW Valuer General's updated 2018 land values were received by Council in early 2017,
hawving been brought forward by one year as part of the implementation of the N3W
Zovernment’s Fire and Emergency Services Levy. As cutlined im the response fo Question 2,
the rating increases experienced by some property owners in Oakville and areas bordering
the Marth West Growth Secior were primarily the result of the substantial increase land values
as assessed by the NSW Valuer General.

The public inguiry into the amalgamation proposal commenced in December 2015 and
concluded in February 2018 with Council advised of the outcome of the inguiry in May 2016,
The public inquiry process therefore commenced and was completed prior to the release of
the 2018 land valuations by the NEW Valuer General. Consequently, Council was not in a
pasition to model the rating impacts of the 2016 land revaluations prior fo the public inguiry
into the amalgamation proposal.

Honarewer, in general terms, the proposal fior special rate increase had been in the public
domain since June 2015 when Council submitted its Fit for the Future Proposal to the NSW
Government. The Proposal including provision for consultation with the community on
investment options including the possibility of special rate increases. Council's June 2015 Fit
for the Future Proposal can be accessed from the following link (the sections dealing with the
proposed special rate increase are on pages 28 and 56-58 of the document):

hitos:fenaneripart. nsw. gov.aufiles/sharedasseteiwebsite'shared-files/investigation-section-8-
fit-for-the-fulure-proposal-hawkesbury-city-councillcouncil_improvement proposal. pdf
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16.

The imvestment options including the two options for special rate increases, which are

currently the subject of further public consultation, remain largely unchanged from that which
was presented in the June 2015, Fit for the Future Proposal.

It seems clear thiz council is nof viable, we feel ambushed az we were nof nofified of changes, and
maosf people found out what you had done by reading rates nofices, az nane of uz get the Courier in
Dakwille, 'z not delivered.

You performed lefierbox drops to inform we of the Valuer General meefing which seemed fo any
senszible person a eynical exercise fo obfuzcate your culpability in your rates mistake.

Wihy didn't you inform us of the rates changes by letterbox drop ?

Response The amended rating structure was approved by Council in June 2017, and was preceded by

7.

the reguired consultation and public exhibition period as set down im the NSW Local
Government Act 1893, This has been the process followed by Council in previous years,
including those years where land revaluations have occurred.

Council mailed-out information to areas most affected by the 2018 land valuation to advise
residents of the Valuer General public meseting. These areas included Agnes Banks,
Tennyson, McGraths Hill, Bligh Park, The Slopes, Hobartville, Cattai, Scheyville, Maraylya,
Cakville, Windsor Downs, and Vineyard. |t took these steps in response to concems raised by
some residents at the round of “lnvesting in Your Future' town meeting during July and August
2017 to provide the opportunity for residents to speak directly with representatives from the
MEW Valuer General.

Council has recognised that creating more opportunities for residents to access information
about Council operations and issues would improve its communication with residents. To this
end it is currently in the process of implementing a digital communication sirategy to enhance
its on-line presence and the distribution of information to residents. Council is alse planning to
undertake annual town mestings across the Hawkesbury to report on its activities and future
programs and o provide a forum for residents to ask guestion and raise issues and concems.

Cin the fopic of the Valuer General:

Hawve all suburbs in the Hawkezbury been revalued pleaze?

What restricfions were placed on access to ar independent analyzis of the dafa from the
Valuer General when you did your rate modeling please?

It zeems reazonable thaf all rezidentz would sccept 3 amall increaze in rafes, az land values
have zurely improved, have you approached the stafe government what changes have you
gehed for at a sfate level , like pegging land valuafions, or sfaged increazses?

It alzo seems that if you as 3 council were sfrving for a fair system, you comprahenzively
failed, which iz OK i you fix i, by changing things within your power, and kibbying for changes
external fo the LGA.

If only one or fwo suburbs were revalued or doubled in value, would you nof consider uzing the
mechanizmas available fo you a2 council fo minimize the nef effect and deliver a fairer owfcome fo all
suburirs undl this is resolved for the best outcomes in the LGA 7

Response The WSW Valuer General land revaluation process covered all areas in WEW. The

presentation made by representatives of the N3W WValuer General at the public mesting held

on 30 August 2017 cutlimed the methodology and approach underpinning the land valuation
ProCess.
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18.

Council received the revised valuations in early 2017, and as outlined in the response to
Question 1, applied them to the 4 different rating options that were reported to Council on 31
January 2017. As noted earlier , Council has made submissions in response to the local
govemment rating review commissioned by the M5W Government and is currently awaiting
the outcome of the review .

There are currently limited mechanisms under the M5W Local Government Act 1983 for
councils to "smooth out’ the impact of substantial changes in land values as determined by the
MEW Valuer General. The primary driver of the rating increase experienced by some property
owners has been the relative land values of their properiies. While the changes to Council's
rating structure did contribute these increases, they were only responsible for a small
proportion of the increases. Changing the rating structure is therefore likely to only have a
correspondingly small impact on rates.

Council has resclved to further discuss the rating structure, including the base rate, and is
currently engaged in this process.

Special Rafe Vanation

On the Subject of the SRV, Mr Ford prezented to the Oahwile Frogress associafion on Wednesday
23rd August, and one of the thingz he told uz was that the Stafe Government approached the
counci and fold you that a3z & councl you were nof viable. Youw had the opfion of merging with the
Hills a wiable couneil, or increasing your rafes by 30%.

This has been confirmed independently by several cumrent counciliors. Owver recent years ANY
increasze in rates was vigorously opposed by Mayor Lyons-Buckeff, and the councillors, and you
prevented the previous counc from increasing rates. Thiz iz 3 maffer of public record, you slood in
the way of what you now want us fo believe is good government. Yet as soon az you fook over thiz
Govemnment, this iz what you did.

It looks ke you prevenfed the previous council from acfing in the interest of the communify. If the
SRV iz peceszary, by proposing it now you are asking the community fo accept a posifion reguiany
put by the previous govermment and opposed by the current mayor and councilorz. [f seems thaf the
previous govemment had it nght, and your previous position on rates increases was wrong and
dizruptive, and a rafes increase iz needed for good govermment. /= that correct?

The way you recently marketed the Special Rates increase, was to rediztribute the rates in the
dizfrict prior fo asking the community fo aceept an SRV, So, many people received a rafes decrease

jusf prior to you proposing your SRV, You proposed this in fermaz of small increases necessary to
provide services fo the disfnct and create stability in government.

What you failed fo inform the community was that in order for 18,000 odd residents fo have a
minmal impact of an SRV, you were going to redisfribute the rates firet, so that the majonty of the
Dizirict wowld get a rate drop, followed by a emall increasze, and & few suburbz, Oakville, Pift town,
Maraylya, parz of Caffal wowld have maszzive increases imposed on fhem fo fund thiz SRV

Of courze, the majonty of the Hawkezbury community would aceept an SRV on those ferma, without
knowing what you did to the elderly people in Cakville. Why didn't you honesty tell the community
what you had done, and fhe historical inequity you cresfed fo achieve a YES for the SRV?

Response  The role of Council staff in relation to Special Rate Vanations (SRV) was to prepare advice

and reporis for Council's consideration in relation to Cowncil's long-term financial position and
oplions for securing its fimancial sustainability. Whether or not Council resohes to procesd
with a special rate application will be a decision of the elected council, following the
completion of the processes outlined im guidelines prepared by the Independent Pricing and
Regulatory Tribunal for the preparation of a SRV application. This is the process that has
been followed in relation to the special rate increases that have been the subject of the most
recent community consultations.
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The preparatory work for the proposed special rate increases commenced in the term of the
previous Council. As outlined in the response to Question 15, the proposal for special rate
increases was included in Council's Fit for the Future Proposal submitted in June 2015, The
implementation of the Council's Fit for the Future Proposal was subsequently put on haold
pending the resclution of the amalgamation proposal, which was finalised im May 2018.

In July 2018, the previcus Council endorsed a staged community engagement strategy to
canvass with residents their level of satisfaction with current service levels, their pricrities for
future inwestment and their prefered resourcing options for funding the asset renewal
shortfall. This strategy was consistent with IPART requirements for the possible consideration
of an SRV,

Stage 1 of this strategy was implemented from July to August 2018, with the outcomes
reported to the newly elected Council in Ocotober 2018, Council subsequently resolved to
continue with the implementation of the remaining stages of the community engagement
strategy which commenced during the term of the previous Council. These further stages
were undertaken in FebruaryMarch 2017 and July/August 2017 and the outcomes reported to
Council in September 2017 at which time Council identified a preferred investment cplion.

As noted in the response to Question 12, Council has prepared additional documentation for
further community consultation and is currently seeking comments from residents about this
preferred option. The ocutcomes of the public exhibition of these documents will be reported to
Council in late November 2017 to enable Council to determine its final position in relation to a
passible SRV application.

In relation o the rating changes that commenced on 1 July 2017, the reasons for Council
proceeding down this path were summarised in the response to Question 2. The primary
purpose was to apply the same base rate and the same ad valorem rate-in-the dollar to all
properties in all suburbs in the same rating category.

The relative increases and decreases that cccurred in rates for individual properties were
primarily a function of their assessed land value. Those properiies with the largest increases
im land values did see a considerable increase in their rates. The rating changes implemented
by Council accounted for a small proportion of these increases - for the typical property in
Dakville the rating changes, excluding the impact of the land revaluations, would have seen
rates increase by 3345,

19, And the question anses agam, you are propasing an SRV to deliver senvices, funded for the whole
LGA by Oakville, Pitt Town, Maraylya, what senvices are you proposing for Oakville, you have never
fold wz at any sfage what you will deliver, but have already faken an sdditional T milion dolsrs from
uz before the SRV kicks in.

We have always paid higher rates than most, and we have waifed 25 years for baszic senvices which
hawve nof been delivered, and now you azk us fo pay up to Thple owr rafes fram last year on the
pretexf of more services. Please fell us what they are? We dan't kmow how you will implement fhe

SRV

If zeeme that a 30% SRV on the 18,000 odd resideniz who received a rate drop will be a small number in
the order of 3400, but for thoze residents whosze rafes you mcreased fo $3800-55000 i will be a big
number in the arder of $1200-51500 on top of our current unfair rates bill [z that frue pleaze?

Response

hould Cowncil resohee to proceed with an SRV application, and if subsequently approved by
PART, any special rate increase will b2 applied equally to all rateable properties within the
Hawkesbury.
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While the rates fior all properties will increase by the same percentage. i would be the case
that the dollar imcrease for properties will vary depending on their current assessed rates
based on relative land values. The actual dollar increase for properties with lower land values
and lower rates will be less than for those properties with relatively higher land values and
higher rates.

Fart B - Additional Questions received from Oakville Progress Association on 10 November 2017 in
conjunction with tabled petition.

1. A representafion of 2.3% of the populafion had submitted their Option 1, 2 or 3 wia the 4 sunvey
means. Those choosing Opfion 2 cannof be considered or part of Opfion 3 per page V of the report
az this was nof an Option prezented af any of the meetings, thiz waz a Council report that choze fo
combine Options 2 and 3. Equally thoze chooszing Option 2 could alzo be included as Option {1 if no
clear direction waz given therefore a clear mandafe for Opbon 1 could alzo be made a2 an
assumption but mot represented in the report ar accounted for.

Response Page v of the Draft Supplementary Resourcing Strategy does not conflate responses to
Option 2 and Option 3 — the responses for each Option are separately recorded. 1t does
howeawver make the simple cbservation that the majority of residents supported a special rate
option (either Option 2 or Option 3).

2 It was evident at the fown meetings that some people were affending mulfiple meefings and had fhe
opportunily fo vole sewveral timez. There was mo confrol in place to sfop mulfiple affempiz fo vofe af
thess fown mesefings. [f was poorly execufed and nof reliable.

Response Afttendance sheets for the 10 town mestings were signed by 380 persons. OFf this number 11
persons were recorded as attending two meetings, one person attended three mestings and
one person attended six meetings — 13 people in total (3.4% of recorded attendances ).

Apart from the person who attended six town meetings, persons attending muliiple meetings
involved people attending two of the Windsor, Pit Town andfor Maraylya town meetings.

Council staff did monitor the casting of the 'straw poll' vetes and would have been aware of
any irregularities. Fortiunately, the town meeting attendees were respectful of the voting
process and cbserved the appropriate protocol. Council staff were aware of the identity of the
persan who attended six meetings and clearly advised them that they were entitled to one
‘wote' only.

3 At zeveral of the fown meefings residentz deparfed prior fo vofing faking place therefore did not cast
their vofe. The Meefings were badly run, and people were nof aware of the vote. No attempf waz
given fo reguest these people submit vofes prior fo depariure.

Response Generally Council receved positive feedback as to the content and format of the town
meetings. The agenda for the mestings was cutlined at the commencement of procesdings.
Attendees were advised that following the presentation of information by Council staff, there
would be a simple exercise where they would be asked, afier considenng the information
presentad to them, to identify their preferred rescurcing strategy option.

Issues did anse|at three of the town meetings — Windsor, Pitt Town and Maraylya - where the
agenda was varied to accommaodate requests o deal with rating questions associated with
land valuations and changes io the rating structures. These discussions were robust and
intense. At times Council staff and some atendess were required to intervene o sesk the co-
operation of participants so that questions could be responded to and issues discussed in an
orderly way.
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At the conclusion of the rating discussions, residents were encouraged to stay to participate in
the remainder of proceedings, including the preferred option exercise. The mesting was
structured to provide participants with information to enable them to make an informed
decision as to their preferred option. In this sense, there was no capacity for residents to vote
prior to the presentation of the information which outlined in detail each of the three resourcing
options, their impact on services and rates, and the scope of works o be deliverad under
each option. & number of residents chose to leave prior o completion of these proceedings.

4. Iz 2 3% of pofenfial respondents stafistically valid 7 With the wole spiit 35 follows:

Option 1 — 34%
Option 2 — 32%
Option 3 — 34%

It would appear thaf neither of the opfions have a conclusive or overwhelming majority of vofes in #s
own rght.

Response

The engagement strategy implemented by Council provided the opportunity for all residents to
identify their preferred resourcing option by either a postal ballot, an on-line survey, or through
the straw poll comducted at the conclusion of each town mesting. These engagement
platforms were additional to the statistically valid telephone survey camed out on Council's
behalf by an independent research company.

The sample size for the telephone survey was 401 respondents. The selected survey sample
reflected the demographic profile of the Hawkesbury (age. gender, employment status,
location and length of residency). The survey had a margin of emmor of £ 4.8% which meant
that if the survey was replicated with a different survey sample of 401 residents, 18 times out
of 20 the same result would be achieved plus or minus 4.8%.

Based on the outcome of the telephone survey, within the Hawkesbury community support for
Option 1 would vary from 38.1% to 47_9% while support for a special rate option would vary
from 52.1% to §1.8%. As the telephone survey is statistically valid, some confidence can be
applied to the overall outcome which showed that a majority of residents supported a special
rate option (either Option 2 or Option 3).

Council acknowledges that while the other engagement platfiorms (the postal ballot, on-line
survey and town meeting straw pell} are not statistically valid, they did demonsirate that the
mare informed residents were about Council’s financial position and the purpose of the
proposed special rates, the greater their level of support for a special rate option and Option 3
im particular.

5 To aszume # iz accepisble to put some rafez up by 180% and drop others pre SRV i
unprofessional, when most of thiz council ztood an a plafform of making rates fair.

Response

Council is requited to calculate annual rate charges based on the relevant provisions of the
MEW Local Government Act 1883, Under the Act rates can be made up of two components —
an ad valorem amount based on land value and a base amount applied egually to all
properties in the same rating category. The base amount cannot exceed 50% of the total rates
collected from all rateable properties.

The total revenue collected from ratepayers from year to year is determined by a rate peg
amount set by the NSW Government (through IPART). In 20017/2018 the rate peg amount
was set at 1.5% which generated approximately $260,000 in additional rating income. Council
collected this overall increase in rating revenue by applying the allowable rate peg increase o
its rating base. The most recent land revaluations undertaken by the Valuer-General
determined how the total rating collection for 2017/2018 was apportioned.
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Percentage increases in the Valuer Generals land valuations for individual suburbs in the
Hawkesbury vanied from a fall of 15% to an increase of 206%, with the average increase
across the Hawkesbury of 40%. As a result, assessed rates for individual properties increased
or decreased relative to each other based on these different land values. These relative
adjustments occur after each land valuation review by the NSW Valuer General.

The rating increases experienced by some property owners in Oakville and areas bordering
the Morth West Growth Sector were primarily the result of the increase in land valuations for
these properties as assessed by the NEW Valuer General. The NSW Valuer General
determines the timing of land revaluations. Council is reguired to apply the cutcoms of these
revaluations based on the maost current land valustions available. It is unable to defer the
application of land revaluations to the calculation of rates.

There are currently limited mechanisms under the NS3W Local Govermment Act 1533 for
councils to "smooth out’ the impact of substantial changes in land values as determined by the
MEW Valuer General. The primary driver of the rating increase experienced by some property
owners has been the relative land values of their properties. While the changes to Council's
rating structure did contribute these increases, they were only responsible for a small
proportion of the increase - for the typical property in Oakville the ratimg changes, excluding
the impact of the land revaluations, would have seen rates increase by 5345,

& We would respectfully suggesf you posfpone the SRV undil yow can faidy zay it iz represenfative of
the wizhesz of the majority of people in the district, nof jusf a finy zample of the population.

Response

Council has been implemented a comprehensive community engagement program ower the
pasi 18 months commencing in July 2016, This community emgagement program has
imcorporated the range of engagement platforms and information elements identified by the
Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) in their Guidelines for the Preparation
of an Application for a Special Rate Increase.

Council has provided residents with the cpportunity to participate in a range of engagement
activities and has provided residenis with detailed information about the special rate
proposals. Council has recorded resident views and has responded to issues and guestions
raised by residents. As noted in the response to a previous guestion, a statistically valid
survey has indicated that the majority of residents suppont a special rate option.

coold END OF REPORT Oooo
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