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1 166086 X nil Lack of affordability for young family

Wages won’t increase

Negative nil X

2 166087 X nil PSC was FFT in 2015, why is SRV needed

Identified projects not best use of Council 

funds

LTFP 2015-2025 –no SRV in foreseeable future Negative nil X X

3 166088 X nil No option should proceed

If PSC is Fit for Future in 2015, why is SRV 

needed

Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Negative nil X

4 166089 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income Negative nil X

5 166098 X nil Lack of affordability for families Negative nil X

6 166091 X nil Identified projects not best use of Council 

funds

Lagoons Estate costs

Tomaree Sports Centre

Council needs to live within its means

Business and tourist first, residents second

Council not transparent 

Comment that PSC declared during merger 

process that PSC does not propose a SRV in 

life of LTFP 2015-2025 

Negative nil X X X

7 166092 X nil Lack of insight and due diligence Neutral nil X

8 166093 X Not in touch with community

Council needs to live within its means

Negative nil X

9 166094 X nil Agrees that infrastructure needs 

improvements

Council needs to live within its means

Negative nil X

10 106095 X nil Living outside ”Red Zone”, PFS levels high, 

no one cares 

Negative nil X

11 158876 X nil Use fire inspection fees from industrial 

owners

Neutral nil X

12 167098 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Sell off unused parks

Sell unused road reserves

Negative nil X

13 167099 X nil Lack of affordability for families

Investing in infrastructure that is not the role 

of Council

Negative nil X X

14 167101 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Get no benefit from Council rates except 

weekly garbage pick up

The Cove resident Negative nil X

15 167102 X nil Rates too high already

Council needs to live within its means

Negative nil X

16 167676 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase.

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X

17 167743 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Pensioner concession should be increased to 

accommodate increase.

Negative nil X

KEY ISSUE ANALYSIS

ATTACHMENT A6.1.1: ANALYSIS OF FULL WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS FOR STAGE ONE 
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18 180147 X Supports rate peg only Negative Option 1

19 169602 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income Negative nil X

20 169604 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income Negative nil X

21 169608 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Council needs to live within its means

Negative nil X X

22 169611 X Option 1 No comments Negative Option 1

23 169615 X nil Live in a gated community and get no benefit 

from Council except weekly garbage pick up

The Cove resident Negative nil

24 168229 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

25 172825 X nil Heavy burden for very small businesses Own 2 retail units in NB – difficulty finding LT 

tenants

Negative nil

26 172827 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X X

27 172829 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

28 172832 X nil Find funds for sports stadium elsewhere

Roads and other areas of neglect fund from 

cost savings

Conspiracy in regard to SRV to fund red zone 

reductions

Consultation a box ticking exercises for IPART.

Negative nil X

29 172837 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Higher rates are likely to make more people 

default.

Decision has already been made to apply – 

unfair decision

4pm consultation meeting too early

Duplicates the submission above with different 

email address

Negative nil X X

30 172842 X nil Broadly supportive 

Has financial hardship been considered

Renters will struggle to pay higher rents

Priority of projects – Tanilba Bay

Coastal protection works from Tilligerry 

Habitat to Caswell Reserve Mallabulla and 

Lemon tree Passage foreshore.

Shorter winter shut down for Mallabulla Pool

Positive nil X

31 172845 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil
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32 172860 X nil Sports stadium funding should be found 

elsewhere

Roads and other areas of neglect should be 

funded through a time and motion study of 

council to find cost savings

Negative nil X N X

33 172863 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Council needs to be more efficient

Cleaning of BBQs is inefficient

Negative nil X X X

34 172865 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income Negative nil X

35 172867 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Priority to tourists not residents

Bad road design – time Council focussed on 

good housekeeping to maintain infrastructure

Negative nil X

36 172868 X Option 2 Not sedentary but slow and steady Neutral Option 2

37 172871 X Option 1 Rates should not rise above CPI

Stick to the basics, no grandiose schemes

Council needs to live within its means

Negative Option 1 X

38 172877 X Option 1 Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income  

Most people cannot afford an increase

Nothing is programmed for in Tanilba Bay

Been waiting 36 years  for kerb and guttering

Neutral Option 1 X

39 17881 X nil Only get garbage collection and a few pot 

holes

No projects for Woodville 

Woodville subsidises other areas

Negative nil X

40 172890 X nil Council should apply to State and 

Commonwealth governments for grants

Negative nil

41 172892 X Option 1 Foreshore Drive urgently needs repair and 

upgrading, cycleway needs to be completed.

Neutral Option 1 X

42 173124 X nil No comment on SRV

More facilities for Fern Bay

Neutral nil X

43 172668 X nil Over 55 village only gets waste and 

recycling. No other services but pay full rates.

Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

44 172402 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

45 171368 X nil Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income Negative nil X
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46 170802 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

47 172665 X nil No mention of SRV

Why  wasn’t future increase in land values 

incorporated into the SRV rates tables

Neutral nil X

48 168422 X nil Would like to agree with proposal but no 

confidence the money would be best used.

Neutral nil X

49 173177 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

50 173368 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

51 173408 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

52 166848 X nil Over 55 village only gets waste and 

recycling. No other services but pay full rates.

Appreciate pensioner rebate

gated community Neutral nil

53 174067 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

54 174081 X nil Opposed due potential increase in Land 

Value not reflected in estimates that would 

inflate the increase

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

55 174331

174635

X Option 3 Temporary only for 7 years for special 

projects. Return to earlier level with rate peg 

only.

Swan Bay Road needs attention 

Positive Option 3

56 174347 X nil Does not support SRV application

Gated community paying full rates

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

57 174639 X nil Does not support SRV application

Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income  

Gated community paying full rates

The Cove resident Negative nil X
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58 174641 X nil Does not support SRV application

Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income  

Negative nil X

59 174649 X nil Does not support SRV application

Affordability for older people

Negative nil X

60 174654 X nil Does not support SRV application

Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income

Live within means  

Negative nil X X

61 174710 X nil Does not support SRV application

Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X

62 175059 X nil Concerned about substantial rate increases

Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income 

Negative nil X

63 175283 X nil Does not support SRV application

Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values 

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X

64 175324 X nil Fullerton Cove not mentioned

Concern about PFOS/PFAS contamination

Do little to maintain roads 

Neutral nil X X

65 175632 X nil Council does no maintenance in their 

community

Does not support SRV application

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values 

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

66 176010 X nil Don’t maintain existing infrastructure

Too much support for business and tourists

No comment on SRV options

Neutral nil X X X

67 176017 X nil Does not support SRV application

Affordability for pension/retired/fixed income

Concern about the rates charges in 

retirement villages

Live within budget  

Negative nil X X

68 176021 X nil Support rate peg

Resident in strata  – little or no benefit

FERN Bay

Get better services from Newcastle

Negative nil

69 176024 X nil Does not support SRV application Negative nil

70 176027 X nil Does not support SRV application Negative nil

71 176030 X nil Not demonstrated capacity to deliver

Rises too steep for too long

Negative nil X X X X

72 176034 X nil Does not support SRV application

Affordability for families

Negative nil X
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73 176906 X nil No comment on SRV options

Do not support unless tar sealing of Dunns 

creek Road is included and prioritised.

Been promised but never delivered

Neutral nil X X X

74 176908 X Option 1 Concern for low/fixed income people

project list 

Negative Option 1 X X X

75 176963 X nil PSC rates higher than many Sydney 

councils.

Council must live within its means.

Who is the community that has been 

consulted.

Negative nil X X

76 176992 X nil Council needs to live within in means

Lack of affordability

Funds should be spent more equitably across 

LGA – do not support large expenditure at 

RT and NB. More needed for Medowie.

Maintenance costs for roads and parks 

supported

Many improvements are not essential

Many projects are “nice to have”

Neutral nil X X X X

77 177627 X nil Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values 

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X

78 177634 X nil Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values 

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X

79 177635 X nil Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values 

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X

80 177971 X nil Lack of affordability

Provide nothing beyond garbage collection

poor job on Medowie potholes

grandiose designs

Negative nil X X X

81 186541 X Option 2 No comments Positive Option 2

82 179722 X nil Failed to make the case.

Only offered “nice to  have” requirements

Negative nil X X

83 179733 X nil Oppose SRV for business rate category

Need to reformulate due to changing nature 

of business environment

Introduce a small business category and 

would support a SRV.

Negative nil

84 179736 X nil Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values 

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil

85 179111 X nil Lack of affordability

Raise funds from developers, sand mines

Sceptical of consultation

Negative nil X X X

86 180161 X nil No comment on SRV

Improvements for Salt Ash area

Neutral nil X
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87 180165 X nil Williamtown residents appreciate temporary 

rate respite but could not afford an increase

Use DA funds

Negative nil X X

88 180171 X nil Council ignores west boundary

Sealing Duns Creek Road should be included 

in Option 1.

Negative nil X X X

89 189729 X nil Develop one or more options for lower 

increases and/or over a shorter period –say 5 

years.

Lack of affordability fixed and low incomes.

Equity issues – eg businesses pay more 

rates – greater financial impact for small 

businesses.

Asset rich/cash poor  - deferred value capture 

program

Lack of trust in Council’s ability manage its 

resources

Lack of clarity of information

Neutral nil X X

90 180176 X nil Existing infrastructure repairs need to be 

prioritises first.

Tilligerry Peninsula need refurbishment 

Not interested in rate rises to fund grand 

designs.

Negative nil X X

91 180195 X Option 1 Council lacks ability to manage a continuous 

improvement process

Additional funding to Council a waste

Negative Option 1 X X

92 180203 X nil Funds should be spent equitably across LGA

Need parking in RT

RT needs an information centre

Positive nil X X

93 180209 X Option 4 Developers to pay for their own infrastructure. 

Do not sell off assets

Spend funds equitably

Need parking in RT

Dump points for RVs

Positive Option 4 X X

94 180788 X nil Funds should be spent equitably across LGA

Funds spent in West Ward not Nelson Bay

Suggestions for project in Seaham if SRV is 

to proceed.

Other issues not related to proposed SRV

Neutral nil X X

95 180873 X nil Already pay enough rates. Negative nil

96 181313 X nil Opposed to any increase that subsidise or 

fund parking (particularly Spencer Park) or 

sports stadiums.

Negative nil X
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97 181527 X Other Council to live within its means Option: Rate rise of CPI only Negative Other X

98 181535 X Other Lack of affordability

Council to fix roads, kerbs, footpaths and 

storm water only.

Happy with existing sportsgrounds.

Option: Rate rise of CPI only Negative Other X X

99 181933 X nil No equity across region

Tanilba/Tilligerry Peninsula needs a detailed 

plan

Neutral nil X

100 180865 X nil Lack of affordability Negative nil X

101 189387 X nil Council live within its means

Seek alternative funding sources

Negative nil X

102 184014 X Other Permanent increase not justifiable

A time limited rates levy to make amends for 

previous maladministration and fund backlog 

refurbishment projects

More likely to obtaining IPART approval

Preferred option that is not permanently in place Positive Other 

103 184017 X Option 1 Lack of affordability

Increased revenue will be spent in NB rather 

than RT and rural areas.

Negative Option 1 X X

104 184019 X nil Need to spend to see things 

created/updated/added.

Other issues not related to proposed SRV

Positive nil X

105 184252 X nil Lack of affordability

Priorities should be roads and rubbish

Other issues not related to proposed SRV

Negative nil X X X X

106 186001 X nil Objects to additional Spencer Park parking

No comment on proposed SRV

Neutral nil X X

107 186128 X nil Not mentioned before the last elections.

Live within means

Road works done inefficiently

Negative nil X

108 186485 X nil Rates already too high

Length of time too long

Lack of trust to spend

Council live within its means

Negative nil X X

109 186487 X nil Pay enough already to cover these projects

Money is waste that could have been used 

on projects

Negative nil X

110 186491 X nil Council to live within its means

More detail on need and cost of proposed 

projects

Numerous issues not related to proposed 

SRV

Neutral nil X X

111 186493 X nil Lack of affordability for family

Disproportionate spread of funding to NB.

Negative nil X X

112 186950 X nil The Cove does not receive full services for 

residents’ rates.

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values 

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X
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113 187442 X nil Affordability

Limited services as is do not use playing 

Negative nil X

114 187981 X Other Lack of clarity about the projects.

Seven years is too long

Town centres  and roads should be 1st 

priority inc. NB carpark

Do not support art centre

Detailed assessment of proposed projects

Options 1 to 3 Positive Other X X

115 187941 X Option 1 Not equitable benefit  across wards

Affordability

Projects not needed

Negative Option 1 X X X

116 187975 X Option 1 Lack of affordability

Charge absent landowners, improve current 

road maintenance, improve parking. New 

estates and developer contributions for 

improved infrastructure and facilities.

Negative Option 1 X X

117 187972 X nil Don’t trust Council to spend sensibly or fairly 

distribute to Council area. Anna Bay has 

missed out.

Negative nil X X

118 187969 X nil SRV is needed but with preconditions nad a 

different time period.

Substantial rate rise over a long period of 

time is risky for rate payers and businesses – 

economic uncertainty.

Affordability for residents and businesses

Neutral nil X

119 187973 X nil Affordability

Already facing rising costs such as electricity, 

insurance. Will affect low income, pensioners 

and retirees.

Negative nil X

120 187969 X nil Priorities of projects is incorrect. Support 

environment before town centre 

development.

Negative nil X

121 187988 X nil Minimally projects for Tanilba Bay , 

disproportionately directed to other parts of 

PS

Negative nil X

122 187996 X nil Affordability for small business owner

Rates increase would affect business.

Negative nil X

123 187922 X nil Against rate rise. Negative nil

124 188235 X nil No comment on SRV

Land grab of Spencer Park for parking

Neutral nil X

125 188776 X nil SRV will only assist developers Negative nil

126 189059 X nil Affordability  - pensioner/fixed incomes

Will affect businesses negatively

Negative nil X

127 189088 X nil Affordability  - pensioner

Town centre revitalisation and BIC to be 

funded by businesses.

Low wage growth

Negative nil X X

128 189736 X X nil Affordability  - pensioners

Fund from other sources -developer 

contributions and population growth

Do not support Spencer Park carpark 

Group submission Negative nil X X X X
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129 180149 X nil Tanilba Bay needs an improved town centre

Public amenities in Tanilba Bay park 

Negative nil

130 190170 X nil Fcurrent funding shortfall due to parst 

practices

Little analysis of impact on residents

No clear vision

Negative nil

131 190697 X nil Too much for average resident

Affordability

Find money elsehere 

Negative nil X

132 190700 X nil Does not support proposed SRV but would 

support 5% SRV but revise list of projects

Will not subsidise the tourist industry 

Set term at 5 years 

Neutral nil X X

133 190702 X nil No steep rate rise that doesn't benefit us

See little of Council money

Worst roads in area

Medowie paying for the Bay and Terrace

Negative nil X X

134 190711 X nil Not substantiated 

No SRV while Council does not address 

underperforming portfolio - holiday parks 

Negative nil X X

135 191145 X nil Objects to Spencer Park carpark

Should be removed form SRV projects due to 

community opposition 

Negative nil X X

136 191320 X nil Few projects for Tanilba Bay 

Affordability for pensioners 

Negative nil X X

137 191323 X Option 1 Affordability

Focus on roads not grandiose plan to seal 

every road 

Negative Option 1 X

138 191335 X nil Affordability for pensioners

Rate inc would affect businesses

New sports complex and relocating depots 

cannot be justified 

Negative nil X X

139 191336 X nil PSC is increasing its workers wages above 

the av. workers wage

Affordability for fixed incomes as other costs 

rise

Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values 

Negative nil X X

140 191340 X nil Tanilba Bay gets no benefit, all for Nelson 

Bay

If rates go up, need money spent in Tanilba 

Bay 

Negative nil X X
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141 191343 X nil If FFTF, why need rate rise

High mortgage default rate

Waste of money on infrastructure that is not 

needed  

Negative nil X X

142 191314 X Option 4 Need more infrastructure for holiday areas Positive Option 4

143 191326 X nil Should not increase rates while money lost 

on Thou Walla and Treetops

Money spent on Lagoons Estate 

Negative nil X X

144 191366 X nil Misinformation about how rates are 

calculated from land values

Rates only cover garbage collection 

Developer funds have not been spent in The 

Cove

The Cove resident 

Pro forma

Negative nil X

145 191696 X nil Business affected by Williamtown 

Management Area but excluded from rate 

reduction 

Suggests a small business rate classification 

Neutral nil X

146 191907 X Other Only support 1% over 2.5%

Council should encourage subdivisions for 

young people

Number of retirement villages not in keeping 

with residential nature of the area

Both developments should result in 

increasded rate income. 

Negative Other X

147 191988 X nil The Cove resident - pay full rates but only get 

garbage collection

The Cove Resident Negative nil X

148 192118 X nil The Cove resident - pay full rates but only get 

garbage collection

Negative nil X

149 192156 X nil The Cove resident - pay full rates but only get 

garbage collection

The Cove resident Negative nil X

150 192324 X nil No comment Negative nil

151 192540 X nil Find alternative ways of save money Negative nil X

152 192544 X Option 3 The Cove resident with minimal benefit 

(weekly garbage collection) for current rates

However support community projects to 

enhance facilities and services that will 

improve the overall quality of life for all 

residents and visitors as long as other 

funding sources are also used

How will rise be implemented and impact on 

people

The Cove resident Positive Option 3 X

153 192545 X nil Efficencies and productivity to be improved 

Affordability for fixed income

Opposed to Spencer Park carpark

Proposed SRV projects need to  be reviewed 

Negative nil X X X X
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154 192548 X Other Generally support rate rise but business rate 

is significantly higher than residential and as 

such is an imposition on business 

development

Request Council consider a home based 

business rate 

Group submission Positive Other 

155 192589 X Lack of affordability for pensioners

If SRV goes ahead th Pensioner Rebate 

grant should be increased at same dollar rate 

Negative nil X

156 192818 X nil Request review of rates paid by The Cove 

Understand that all residents have obligation 

to support 

The Cove resident Neutral nil X

157 192886 X Option 2 Support if projects for Tanilba Bay and not 

Lemon Tree Passage

Suggested a range of projects for TB 

Positive Option 2

158 193019 X nil The Cove resident with minimal benefit 

(weekly garbage collection) for current rates

The Cove resident Negative nil X

159 193023 X nil Detailed analysis of projects in Lemon Tree 

Passage area 

Wantsprojects for LTP

Does not support some projects as 

unnecessary

Neutral nil X X

160 193027 X Option 1 Affordability for retired people Negative Option 1 X

161 193028 X Option 2 Need improvments but be aware that  

pensioners and others may find it hard to 

rates 

Positive Option 2 X

162 193035 X nil Not commenting on the SRV but provide 

feedback on choice of projects

LTP projects fail to address maintenance 

backlog  and does not reflect  wishes of 

community 

Need to consult community groups

Group submission Neutral nil X

163 193036 X Option 2 Tanilba Bay  - funds need to be spent on 

roads and drainage improvements inc. 

curbing and guttering

Positive Option 2

164 193039 X Option 1 Affordability of pensioners or low income

Developers to pay for new infrastructure

Improve maintenance on current roads

Ratepayers do not trust because of 

Ineffective past spending   

Negative Option 1 X

X

X

165 193047 X Option 2 Town centre funding to be reduced 

support new paths and cylceways 

Sports centre spending seems excessive

Funds for drainage improvement may not be 

adequate

Review organisation strucutre and adm. 

costs.  

Positive Option 2 X
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166 193058 X Option 1 Affordability of fixed/limited incomes 

Concern for impact on renters and home 

buyers

Improve internal efficencies

Negative Option 1 X X

167 193060 X nil No money spent at Salt Ash 

Suggestions for projects 

Neutral nil

168 193532 X nil Due for an increase in spending but it must 

be equitable e.g. $1m for each town (LTP 

and TB)

Need a tree planting program

Positive nil X

169 193064 X nil All projects apear to be normal services to be 

delivered with current rates and other 

sources such as grants

Be more efficent with current work 

Enforce planning regulations - ratepayers 

should not be expected to fund lack of 

compliance

Sell under-performing assets such as Thou 

Walla and Treescape 

SRV projects not equitable across three 

wards  

Negative nil X X

170 193067 X nil Been told PSC is financially healthy

Money wasted on litigation and poor planning 

and execution 

Rate rise not justified or equitable 

Negative nil X

171 193070 X nil Live at Wallalong

All proposed works are for other areas 

because we are not a tourist desination

Negative nil X

172 193073 X nil PSC mismanages money and needs ot 

spend evenly in all areas not just NB and S 

Negative nil X X

173 193076 X nil No mention of Tanilba Bay 

Rate rise should be brought up at the next 

election 

Negative nil

174 193085 X Option 1 During potential merger with Newcastle , 

argued PSC was finacially stable and did not 

need an SRV

Work within means

If no grant funds, sell Newcastle assets

SRV is a lazy option

Negative Option 1 X X

175 193087 X nil Affordability as pensioners 

Rates are high enough 

Negative nil X

176 193147 X Option 1 Affordability Negative Option 1 X

177 193269 X Option 2 Support as we need the infrastructure 

Affordability -provide hardship provisions 

SRV money expended in each Ward should 

be proportional to amount collected  

Live wihtin means - use other funding 

sources, sell loss makers 

refine project list 

Positive Option 2 X X X
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178 193532 X nil Greater assessment of impacts on residents, 

ratepayers ans businesses

Investigate alternative funding sources and 

savings

Develop hardship relief

Provide detail on borrowings and time frames  

Identify how projects will prioristed and 

funded 

Options 3 and 4 not acceptable because of 

serious negative impacts on businesses. 

Consider shorter term for SRV

Group submission Neutral nil X

179 193549 X Option 1 No detail on projects 

Regionla rate comapriason not jusitifcation 

for raising PSC rates 

Consider affordability of a rate increase 

Provide funding for core business 

Undertake an independent review of 

Council's functions and staffing

Negative Option 1 X X

180 193551 X Option 1 No comment Negative Option 1

181 193553 X nil We already have annual rate rises

Better manage funds already received

Tanolba Bay and LTP roads are in poor 

repair  

Negative nil

X

182 193557 X nil How was the project list determined

Little detail on projects and cost

Tackle major prioirities first with lower options 

then minor projects if acceptable to 

community

Disincentive to commercial rate payers to 

open in CBD - unfair burden  

Neutral nil

183 193562 X nil Gated community member who receives 

limited benefit from current rates 

Negative nil

184 193565 X Option 1 SRV term of 7 years is too long 

No detailed costing of projects

Taking loans for up to 20 years is uncertain 

Affordability for fixed incomes and renters  

Negative Option 1 X

185 193568 X nil Affordability for pensioners 

Revie revenue from airport, assets  and 

retirement developments 

Negative nil X X
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186 193569 X Option 2 Pensioners should have their rebate 

increased

Review inequality between home owners and 

over 55 establishments, caravan parks etc

Residents subsidisiing tourists

Residents to get a free parking sticker   

Positive Option 2 X

187 193571 X Option 2 Financial burden for pensioners

Funds wrongly diverted into projects such as 

Treescape 

Arbitrary selection of projects

consider affect on businesses 

Positive Option 2 X X X

188 193573 X nil Live within current budget 

CBD rate payers to cover cost of CBD 

improvements 

Have not seen list of projects

Affordabiltiy for retired people 

Negative nil X X

189 193586 X nil Live within current rate budget Negative nil X

190 193576 X Option 1 Current SRV proposal sounds same as 

previous submission

S94 funds have been spent projcts rather 

than town centres, facilties etc

Live witihn means 

Negative Option 1 X

191 193582 X Option 1 PSC should seek other funding sources

No analysis of potential hardship

PSC finacially viable

Lack of detail of projects 

Align projects with town stragies and SAMP 

Negative Option 1 X X

192 193584 X nil Difficult to accept that options 2-4 will result in 

proposed projects 

No real benefit from business levy 

During potetial amalgamation told Council 

was self sufficent 

Lack of detail on projects

New council should wait 12 months

hard times for a rate increase  

Negative nil X X

193 196075 X nil Moderate rate increase 

Provides a list of projects 

Positive nil

194 195106 X Option 1 Affordability

Spend money fairly 

Negative Option 1 X X

195 184002 X nil PSC to be operating efficently before 

proposing a rate variaiion  

Neutral nil X
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196 196814 X nil East Ward has highest number of visitors and 

land values so has greatest need for 

infrastructure improvements and greater 

proportion on SRV earnings

Comments on various projects 

reserve judgement on rate increase until 

receive updated proposal from Council

Group submission Neutral nil X X

197 198119 X comments of various projects for Shoal Bay

reserve judgement on rate increase until 

receive updated proposal from Council 

Neutral nil

198 198121 X Option 1 No comment on SRV options or projects

Leave rates at the level they are now

Nevere seen a levy to come back off

Negative Option 1



ATTACHMENT A6.1.2: SUBMISSION ANALYSIS OF FULL WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS STAGE TWO

SRV IPR

Ref RM8 

Feed

back View

Comment

or Not Group
Key issues

1 348382 SRV Negative N  7.5% excessive amount 

Lesser amount with more information of where the money will go

2 348735 SRV Negative N 7.5% is higher than CPI -is that fair? 

Some level of increase may be justified 

3 349933 SRV Negative N No demonstrated need  

4 362279 SRV Negative N Hardship for fixed incomes 

Too high more than enough, young families and elderly. 

Unfair and unnecessary -stay with 2%.

5 364886 SRV Negative N Proposed increase is over the top

6 360564 SRV Negative N Hardship for first home buyers  

Consider first home buyers and elderly on budget 

7 377832 SRV Negative Y Specific projects  

Nobles Road Nelsons Plain

rubbish dumping at Irrawang Bridge

8 378017 SRV Negative N Hardship for self funded retitirees  

Cost of projects too high for impact on self-funded retirees

The RAP should include assistance for self funded retirees

9 378508 SRV Negative N Do not need more tourists

10 378741 SRV Negative N Hardship

Consultation ignored

Majority of ratepayers have already spoken

11 381894 Both Positive Y Specific projects  

Drinking stations on walking tracks

12 389194 SRV Negative N Hardship - excessive increase 

Consultation ignored

Ability to deliver - Council has poor financial record  

13 394234 SRV Negative N Ability to deliver  - Council inefficient 

Waste in previous works

14 400029 IPR No comment Y Detailed submission

Specific project  

Higher priority to replace Central Park BBQ/shelters 

15 400164 Both Positive Y Specific projects

Some increase justified but a lower amount 

Tomaree Sports Centre needs upgrade  

16 407616 SRV Negative N Opposes increase 

Live within means  

17 415896 IPR No comment Y G Detailed submission 

Projects for Tilligerry Peninsula 

IncludeTanilba Bay in town centre enhancement  

Coastal erosion management needed 

Tree preservation/biodiversity inadequate, poor management practises, park infrastructure 

aged and broken 

Formation of community consultation group 

18 415856 Both Negative Y Increase is not reasonable impact on high percentage of fixed income residents

Community engagement inadequate 

No essential services are in jeopardy

Nice to have projects

Poor financial strategy

No evidence of productivity improvement

Council incompetent

19 416261 Both Negative Y Burden to ratepayers self funded retirees

Stick to budget 

Do not sell community land. 

20 417994 Both Negative Y Ignored community consultation 

Live within means

Projects are wish list 

No 1 priority should be to build and maintain roads

This is a tourist levy in a different guise 

21 418050 IPR No comment Y Detailed 32 page submission

Projects for Tilligerry Peninsula. 
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Ref RM8 
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22 451702 SRV Negative N Does not comply with guiding principles in Long Term Financial Plan in regard to 

borrowings and funding repayments 

Do not support application as it is flawed and contradictory

Cannot find buiness case for projects 

Pensioners and self funded retirees affected

Fit for the Future so why need SRV

23 451364 Both Negative Y Detailed 12 page submission 

Hardship for pensioners  

Do not support Spencer Park  - road widening and parking spaces

Koala tree preservation is important  

IPR figures are inflated 

24 442141 Both Negative Y Increase not justified by the identified projects

Hardship for people with tight budgets

Will not encourage business growth

None of the SRV projects are essential 

CPI rise only 

25 440331 Both Negative Y G Detailed submission

Oppose SRV as not sufficently considered financial hardshp, previous consultation or 

ecological sustainable development 

Hardship policy not adequate - what about self funded retirees 

Foreshore erosion should be priority

Pensioners rebate has not increased

Identification of poor infrastructure

Fit for the Future - why needed?

Financial mismanagement 

Ecological sustainable development 

26 433660 SRV No comment N Why do the The Cove residents pay rates with limited Council services?  

27 431390 Both Negative Y Little community infrastructure in Fern Bay 

Need bus shelters, replace dead street trees, bumpy road entrances

Buy land for community infrastructure 

Seaside Estate Fern Bay 

28 431219 IPR No comment Y G Projects for Tilligerry Peninsula

Apparent inequality of projects and funds across the peninsula

Incomplete path linkages

Foreshore erosion

Koala protection, street tree planting, drainage  

29 407748 IPR No comment Y Specific project.  

Shoal Bay cycleway along waterfront to ANZAC Park

30 453320 IPR No comment Y G Detailed submission - Shoal Bay projects

Shola Bay deserves town centre funding 

Foreshore erosion

Inadequate stormwater drainage

Pedestrian access to Shoal and Fingal Bays

Inadequate facilities for tourists - need more amenities, parking  

31 454134 SRV Negative Y Objects to rate rise

Pensioners affected

Inadequate parking for some businesses

Fit for the Future - why need it

Foreshore erosion needs more funding

Ecological Sustainable Development 

32 454268 Both Positive Y G General support for projects and services

Supports town centre revitalisation, events funding, Birubi Information Centre, Tomaree 

Sports Complex 

33 462772 Neither No comment N Concerned about the Morrison Low report

Questions economic multiplier effect and impact on ratepayer disposable income 

34 481523 SRV Negative N Hardship 

SRV will be passed onto renters

35 470040 Both Negative Y G Detailed submission

Opposed to Spencer Park project 

Ability to deliver  

No clear consensus on projects.

Majority of ratepayers oppose increase. 
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SRV IPR

Ref RM8 

Feed

back View

Comment

or Not Group
Key issues

36 478809 IPR No comment Y Specific project 

Increase priority of Iris Moore Park and Birubi Lane Reserve projects to encompass Anna 

Bay All Ability Regional Play Park 

Public amenities and parking in high demand

37 478582 Both Negative Y No community facilities at Fern Bay

Section 94 funds not used in Fern Bay 

Hardship 

Self funded retirees and families 

38 478469 SRV Negative N Detailed submission

IPR figures played down

Ability to deliver 

More detail on the roads program required 

No mention of increases in waste charges

Some over 55 villages do not pay rates.

Hardship - will affect renters and pensioners  - limited incomes 

39 478325 Both Positive Y Support SRV in principle 

Projects in Raymond Terrace - opportunity to change William Street drainage 

Ability to deliver 

Need process to closely monitor progress Too much focus on tree removal

Boomerang Park masterplan needs revisiting

Depot relocation could flood

Cycleway completion

40 478214 Both Negative Y Objects to level and length of SRV

Council is ignoring SRV opposition

Support NB town centre revitalisation 

Rate increase is affordable by submitter but not so for others

Concern for people in community on lower incomes

Want to see improvements but at a sensible pace

No detail on how $15m in Nelson Bay will be spent. No detailed business plans

41 478117 Both Negative Y Doubts veracity of figures.

Oppose Spencer Park project - no shortage of parking 

SRV too high 

Ability to deliver  

Solve Lagoons Estate

Rising sea levls and associated costs 

42 476470 Both Negative Y First stage consultation ignored

Ability to deliver  

Why relocating depots

Opposes Tomaree Sports Complex upgrade - only needs new amenities 

Make sand mines pay for road repairs  

43 467693 IPR No comment Y Conroy Park erosion needs to have higher priority 

44 485814 IPR No comment Y Council has done a good job in managing costs and expenditure over time

Nice to have projects

Residents come before tourists

Depot relocations costs seem too high 

Birubi Information Centre -should be funded by tourist operators, form a cooperative 

Tomaree Sports Complex costs seem high45 19/18 Both Negative Y G Detailed submission

Hardship for renters and business owners

Council already has capacity to fund infrastructure

Significant majority of community opposed to SRV

Why need SRV to deliver projects

Something for everyone

Less ambitious project list more rigorously prioritised

Question level and length of SRV

46 490510 Both Positive Y G Supports proposed SRV as region is falling behind

Important SRV funds provided equitably between the Wards

Nelson Bay parking should be a prioirty

47 490542 SRV Negative N Hardship for pension dependents

Council's aspirations need to be tempered to community demographics

NSW government be approached to provide more funds

SRV above CPI not supported 

NSW govt should provide more financial support

Hardship Policy will only aggravate a new group of marginalised residents
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48 490548 IPR No comment Y Detailed 9 page submission

Detailed analysis of SAMP 

SRV project list questioned

Critical of park and reserve maintenance (weeds and watering)

Critical of lack of environment staff

Conroy Park restoration 

49 490567 Both Negative Y Revised document does not adquately adress the issues raised previously

Cannot support a rate rise for the poorly detailed proposal for new spends

Tilligerry needs refurbishment

Fix the broken stuff first

50 490695 IPR No comment Y Lack of funding for foreshore erosion

Need for more environment staff

Opposed to Spencer Park project 

51 490766 IPR No comment Y G Specific project 

Increase priority of Iris Moore Park and Birubi Lane Reserve projects to encompass Anna 

Bay All Ability Regional Play Park 

52 490783 Both Positive Y Ratepayers should be not be responsible contributing to tourism facilities

Projects need to benefit all ratepayers (eg green waste collection, verge mowing and 

events)

Comments on Workforce Plan - more support for volunteers 

Environmental programs are minimal

Commercial operators should pay for Birubi Information Centre 

Focus on removal of dangerous trees - what will they be replaced with

53 490997 IPR No comment Y G Specific projects in Lemon Tree Passage

No detail on addressing infrastructure backlog

Material does not justify $2m proposed projects for LTP

Town centre location is not logical 

Does not address backlog projects in LTP

McCann Park project not detailed enough

No informed decision on the prioirity or value for money to the local communiy.

MorrisonLow report is easily challenged - vague generalisations.

54 491229 IPR No comment Y Specific projects in Lemon Tree Passage.

Council is disconnected from the community.

Locals not asking for improving McCann Park. 

55 19/64 IPR No comment Y G Detailed submission - Fern Bay

Unfair return for contribution of SRV for Fern Bay

Project suggestions - bus shelters, paths, rebuild public amenities 

Retirees have little scope to accommodate large changes in rates.56 19/2 Both Negative Y SRV too high, needs to be 5%

Council did a good job running the IP&R information session

Rate increase is necessary

Hardship for low income people -pensions, self funded retirees, low wages

Non critical projects need to be reprioritised

Developer contributions need to be used for community infrastructure

Council's cost improvement intiatives need to be reported

Prioirty footpaths for Medowie

57 349288 IPR No comment Y Kent Gardens project - kerb and gutters
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ATTACHMENT A6.3.1: REDACTED SUBMISSIONS STAGE ONE
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ATTACHMENT A6.4: DEBT RECOVERY AND HARDSHIP POLICY SUBMISSIONS 

AND ANALYSIS  

 

A6.4.1 Submissions  
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A6.4.2 Analysis 

Received 
from 

Issues raised Response 

St Vincent de 
Paul 

Willing to participate in the 
proposed Rates Assistance 
Program, estimates up to 200 
home owners might seek 
assistance annually, believes 
$5,000 limit per support service is 
a reasonable amount 

Propose to include St Vincent de Paul in 
the Rates Assistance Program. Propose 
to allocate $5,000 annual budget per 
support service as the amount each 
service may recommend in hardship 
support for ratepayers 

Samaritans Willing to participate in the 
proposed Rates Assistance 
Program 

Propose to include Samaritans in the 
Rates Assistance Program 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Council must take the Office of 
Local Government Debt 
Management and Hardship 
Guidelines November 2018 into 
account when developing and 
implementing debt management 
and hardship policies 

Guidelines were issued for the first time 
by the Office of Local Government after 
the Debt Recovery and Hardship Policy 
was placed on public exhibition. Due to 
the timing the revised policy as 
displayed did not take these guidelines 
into consideration. The reason for 
revising the policy was to include the 
Rates Assistance Program prior to 
lodging the Special Rate Variation with 
IPART on 11 February 2019.  Due to 
tight timeframes it is proposed to adopt 
the revised policy with some changes 
and conduct a comprehensive review of 
the policy later in 2019 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Purpose of policy (1.1) add 

 Fair and equitable 
treatment of people in 
hardship 

This is an appropriate inclusion however 
replicates Council’s commitment in the 
existing policy at Scope (3.1) “All people 
will be treated fairly and consistently” 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Purpose of policy (1.1) add 

 To comply with the Local 
Government Debt 
Management and 
Hardship Guidelines 

This is an appropriate inclusion and has 
been added to the Purpose (1.1) 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Remove the word “genuine” from 
recognition of hardship in Scope 
(3.1) 

This is an appropriate exclusion from 
Scope (3.1) for the reasons stated in the 
submission 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Insertion of the option to receive 
reminder notices by email at 
Rates and Charges Notice (5.1) 

This is an appropriate inclusion as 
Council provides this service, and has 
been added to Rates and Charges 
Notice (5.1.1) 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Provide contact details for local 
support services for ratepayers 
having financial difficulty, on the 
overdue instalment notice 

This is an appropriate inclusion, 
however space is limited on overdue 
notices and this suggestion might be 
better considered in conjunction with the 
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(5.1.2.1) overall communication strategy for this 
area including bill design, information 
sheets and correspondence revision. It 
is proposed that this inclusion be listed 
for the next review of the policy during 
2019 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Referral of debt to debt collection 
agency (5.1.3). Increase 
timeframe from 14 days to 21 
days after overdue notice issued. 
Add wording to not refer for debt 
collection ratepayers with 
outstanding requests for hardship 
assistance or where contact has 
been made with Council by 
support services on their behalf 

This is an appropriate inclusion and the 
timeframe can be met. It makes 
provision for Council to ‘stop the clock’ if 
there is hardship assistance requested 
or a support service representing the 
ratepayer contacts Council 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Include on Council’s debt 
collection agency letter of 
demand (5.1.4) relevant contact 
details for local support services if 
the ratepayer is having financial 
difficulty and increase the 
timeframe for the ratepayer to 
respond from seven days to 28 
days 

This is an appropriate inclusion and the 
redrafting of the letter of demand should 
be considered in conjunction with the 
overall communication strategy for 
billing and debt recovery including bill 
design, information sheets and 
correspondence revision. Council is in 
the process of obtaining contact details 
and consent to publish these from local 
support services. Revised timeframes 
will require coordination with Council’s 
debt collection agency. It is proposed 
that this inclusion be listed for the next 
review of the policy during 2019 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to debt escalation 
(5.1.4.1) include a statement that 
Council will only take legal action 
as a last resort and increase the 
timeframe between the issue of 
the letter of demand and 
instituting legal action from nine 
days to 21 days 

These are appropriate inclusions and 
reflect Council’s reliance on legal action 
as a last resort, generally after attempts 
at contacting ratepayers have been 
unsuccessful. Delaying legal action until 
21 days after the letter of demand 
issues is appropriate as it allows for 
sometimes slow mail delivery, allows the 
ratepayer more time to pay and allows 
more time for contact 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to payment 
arrangements (5.1.5.1) introduce 
the ability for ratepayers to make 
payment arrangements for rates 
not yet overdue 

This is an appropriate inclusion as 
Council already enters into such 
arrangements 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to payment 
arrangements (5.1.5.1) introduce 
Centrepay as a payment option 

It is proposed that this be the subject of 
further investigation and cost/benefit 
analysis and be listed for the next 
review of the policy during 2019. Council 
presently offers payment options of 
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BPAY (internet and phone), BPOINT 
(internet, phone), Direct Debit, 
PostBillpay (internet, phone and in-
person at any Australia Post outlet) and 
in-person, mail and Council website 
payment options. The cost to Council for 
these payment methods varies from 5 
cents to approximately $2. Council 
received 178,000 rate payments last 
year. Centrepay at 99 cents (inc GST) 
per transaction would be the second 
most expensive payment method after 
in-person at Australia Post. All of the 
other payment methods provide 
payment data to Council in data files, so 
Council would need to investigate 
whether Centrepay can provide data 
files of payments or whether manual 
receipting is required 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to payment 
arrangements (5.1.5.1) suspend 
interest for hardship repayment 
arrangements and waive if 
arrangement is completed 

It is proposed that this be the subject of 
further investigation and be listed for the 
next review of the policy during 2019. 
The reason for this is to ensure that any 
new policy treats ratepayers consistently 
and fairly, and to ensure that policy 
decisions about interest calculation are 
supported by Council’s corporate 
software and can be managed efficiently 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to payment 
arrangements (5.1.5.1) remove 
the requirement that repayment 
arrangements being entered into 
have the overdue rates paid 
within 12 months 

It is proposed that this be the subject of 
further investigation and be listed for the 
next review of the policy during 2019. 
The reason for this is that it is presently 
considered desirable to have an upper 
limit to what constitutes an acceptable 
repayment timeframe as: 

 additional rates and charges 
continue to fall due quarterly 

 minimum parameters assist staff 
in negotiating repayments 

 a property is liable to be sold for 
unpaid rates when overdue for 
more than five years 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to payment 
arrangements (5.1.5.1) remove 
from the policy the requirement 
that, where legal action has 
commenced, arrangements must 
be in the form of a court 
instalment order 

It is proposed that this be the subject of 
further investigation and be listed for the 
next review of the policy during 2019. A 
court instalment order is legally binding 
on both the ratepayer to make the 
agreed payments and Council to 
prevent further legal action. It is 
proposed to review the historic 



 

PSC SRV application: attachment A6.4   Page 16 

 

effectiveness of informal arrangements 
that were made after legal action was 
commenced and compare with those 
arrangements made via a court 
instalment order.  

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to sundry debtor 
accounts (5.2.1) add a statement 
that the hardship provisions apply 
to sundry debtor accounts 

It is proposed to add a statement that 
hardship provisions relevant to sundry 
debtor accounts apply at paragraphs 
(5.2.3) aged pensioners, (5.4.12) animal 
impounding fees and (5.4.14) referral of 
matters to the Hardship Panel 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to (5.2.2) sundry 
debtor process ) include a 
statement that Council will only 
take legal action as a last resort 
and increase the timeframe 
between the issue of the letter of 
demand and instituting legal 
action from nine days to 21 days 

These are appropriate inclusions and 
reflect Council’s reliance on legal action 
as a last resort, generally after attempts 
at contacting ratepayers have been 
unsuccessful. Delaying legal action until 
21 days after the letter of demand 
issues is appropriate as it allows for 
sometimes slow mail delivery, allows the 
ratepayer more time to pay and allows 
more time for contact 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

In relation to payment 
arrangements (5.1.5.1) introduce 
the ability for ratepayers to make 
payment arrangements for sundry 
debtor accounts not yet overdue, 
introduce Centrepay, suspend 
interest for hardship repayment 
arrangements and waive if 
arrangement is completed, 
remove 12 month repayment 
timeframe maximum and 
requirement for court instalment 
orders 
 

Allowing repayment arrangements for 
accounts not yet overdue is an 
appropriate inclusion and is included in 
this policy revision, the introduction of 
Centrepay will be the subject of 
cost/benefit analysis, interest charges 
are not applied to overdue sundry 
debtor accounts and the application of 
court instalment orders is to be 
reviewed. 

Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Proposes some definitions and 
principles at (5.4) and (5.4.11.1) 
hardship provisions that are 
generally based on those 
contained in the OLG Debt 
Management and Hardship 
Guidelines. 
 

The OLG guidelines were issued for the 
first time after the Debt Recovery and 
Hardship Policy was placed on public 
exhibition and due to the timing the 
revised policy as displayed did not take 
these guidelines into consideration. It is 
proposed to adopt the revised policy 
with some changes and in particular 
with the inclusion of the Rates 
Assistance Program in time to lodge the 
SRV with IPART on 11 February 2019 
and conduct a comprehensive review of 
the policy later in 2019 and consider the 
particular wording proposed by FCHVP 
Inc at that time 
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Financial 
Counselling 
Hunter Valley 
Project Inc 

Proposes methods, processes, 
timeframes, communication 
methods by which ratepayers can 
apply for hardship assistance. 

It is proposed that these be the subject 
of further investigation and be listed for 
the next review of the policy during 
2019. 
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Community Satisfaction Survey 2018 
Executive Summary 
The Operational Plan 2017-2018 requires at 5.3.1.11 that Council “Undertake an annual 
community satisfaction survey”. This is the Report of the survey conducted in May/June 2018. 

Statistics 
To determine statistical validity, with 95% confidence, 1,052 survey responses were required. The 
total response was 1,352. 

Overall Results 
To achieve an overall satisfaction figure, respondents answered that they were: 

 Very satisfied 
 Satisfied 
 Moderately Satisfied. 

Overall satisfaction with Council's services was 84.87%.  
 

 
FIGURE 1: OVERALL SATISFACTION SINCE 2011 

In terms of overall satisfaction with Council, slightly more males (85.48%) were satisfied compared 
to 84.23% of females, with younger females and older males being more satisfied than others in 
their gender based on the ‘General Survey” outcomes only.  
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Individual Results  
The table below shows individual services/facilities by level of overall satisfaction 
TABLE 1: SATISFACTION SCORES 

Facilities/Services Satisfaction Score % 

Libraries 99.15 

Children’s Services 99 

Garbage collection services 94.58 

Sports & Recreational facilities 89.92 

Swimming pools 89.81 

Community Public Halls 90.88 

Playground equipment 87.87 

Maintaining parks and gardens 91.69 

Development and Building Services 95.25 

Managing traffic flow (eg lights, roundabouts, street signs)  81.82 

Roadside maintenance (eg trees, litter, slashing)  83.64 

Public toilet amenities (Council-owned park/community amenities - not those in 
shopping centres)  

76.25 

Managing nature reserves, wetlands, beaches & foreshores  84.31 

Access to waste depots and recycling  87.38 

Managing street trees  87.73 

Maintaining footpaths   76.98 

Maintaining cycleways/walking tracks  83.77 

Maintaining local roads  74.64 

Managing storm water drainage systems  79.86 

Controlling weeds  80.69 

Ranger services (eg animal management)  76.50 

Managing illegal dumping  78.88 

Ranger services (parking)  74.43 

 

The Report that follows provides detailed information on the areas surveyed. 
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Community Satisfaction Survey 2018 
General Survey 
The survey was conducted from 14 May 2018 to 8 June 2018. The targeted response for this 
General Survey was 877. The actual response was 1,352. 
Not all respondents answered all questions. Percentage satisfaction results as shown in Table 1 
and below relate to those respondents who answered the question, they exclude “don’t know” and 
“don’t use” responses. Table 1 also includes the results of separate surveys conducted by Council 
for Libraries, Children's Services and Development and Building services.  

Demographics  
Of those that answered the age/gender question (n= 1236), 50.4% were females and 49.6% were 
males. (Census 2016 Port Stephens LGA: Males 49.4%, Females 50.6%). 
The graph below shows the age profile of respondents compared to the population (Census 2016) 
and with 2017 respondent's profile. 

Respondents by age – Comparison to 2016 Census and 2017 Community Satisfaction 
Survey 

 

FIGURE 2: DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS 

There was a skew towards older residents and this age skew reflects that younger demographics 
may not have participated. 

Locality 
Respondents answered the questions related to where in Port Stephens they lived (n=1236). The 
overall sample of 1,236 respondents who answered geo-demographic questions was numerically 
statistically representative however there was a skew towards those residing in the east of the 
Local Government Area (LGA). This geographical skew continues a long-established trend for 
more responses from more densely settled areas of the LGA.  
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Results 
The results that follow demonstrate the 2018 outcomes and, where a direct comparison can be 
made, also show the 2017, 2016, 2015, 2014, 2013, and 2012 results. In terms of movement 
compared to the previous year +- 5% is considered statistically significant. 
1: How well is Council doing?  
All figures in the table below are percentages. 
(n=1334) 
 2018 

Aggregate 
2017 

Aggregate 
2016 

Aggregate 
2015 

Aggregate 
2014 

Aggregate 
2013 

Aggregate 
2012 

Aggregate 

Maintaining local roads 74.64 67.4 75.6 58.8 64.0 52.37 37.5 

Roadside maintenance (e.g. 
trees, litter, slashing) 

83.64 80.3 83.9 81.3 60.7 58.68 59.3 

Maintaining footpaths 76.98 70.0 78.6 73.0 55.3 53.99 46.4 

Maintaining cycleways/walking 
tracks 

83.77 82.4 76.6 71.7 54.2 58.84 53.7 

Managing street trees 83.73 83.4 80.0 76.0 60.8 57.87 56.7 

Managing traffic flow (e.g. lights, 
roundabouts, street signs) 

81.82 77.2 88.4 84.3 77.8 76.50 69.8 

Managing storm water drainage 
systems 

79.86 78.4 70.7 68.7 58.7 53.93 46 

Managing illegal dumping 78.88 53.9 61.1 60.1 47.0 N/A N/A 

Maintaining parks and gardens 91.69 90.0 90.3 83.5 77.6 72.89 71.2 

Managing operational cemeteries 93.84 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Managing historic cemeteries 90.60 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Managing nature reserves, 
wetlands, beaches and 
foreshores 

84.31 88.0 83.6 75.2 64.5 67.89 60.8 

Controlling weeds 80.69 81.9 67.8 64.0 48.8 46.28 37.8 
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Maintaining local roads 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1318) 

 

There has been a 39 percentage point increase in satisfaction of maintenance of local roads, from 
37.5% in 2012 to 76.64% in 2018 and a 9 percentage point increase from 67.4% in 2017 to 
76.64% in 2018. 

Roadside maintenance (e.g. trees, litter, slashing) 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1319) 
 

  
There has been a 24 percentage point increase in satisfaction with roadside maintenance, from 
59.3% in 2012 to 83.64% in 2018 and a 3 percentage point increase from 80.3% in 2017 to 
83.64% in 2018. 
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Maintaining footpaths 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1319) 

 
There has been a 31 percentage point increase in satisfaction with maintaining footpaths, from 
46.4% in 2012 to 76.98% in 2018, and a 7 percentage point increase from 70% in 2017 to 76.98% 
in 2018. 

Maintaining cycleways/walking tracks 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1320) 

 

There has been a 30 percentage point increase in satisfaction with maintaining cycleways/walking 
tracks, from 53.7% in 2012 to 83.77% in 2018 and a 1 percentage point increase from 82.4% in 
2017 to 83.77% in 2018. 
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Managing street trees 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1309) 

 
There has been a 27 percentage point increase in satisfaction with managing street trees, from 
56.7% in 2012 to 83.73% in 2018 and less than 1 percentage point increase from 83.4% in 2017 
to 83.73% in 2018. 

Managing traffic flow (e.g. lights, roundabouts, street signs) 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1315) 

 

There has been a 12 percentage point increase in satisfaction with maintaining traffic flow, from 
69.8% in 2012 to 81.82% in 2018 and a 5 percentage point increase from 77.2% in 2017 to 
81.82% in 2018. 
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Managing storm water drainage systems 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1320) 

 

There has been a 34 percentage point increase in satisfaction with maintaining storm water 
drainage systems, from 46% in 2012 to 79.86% in 2018 and a 1 percentage point increase from 
78.4% in 2017 to 79.86% in 2018. 
 

Managing illegal dumping 

All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1309) 

 

There has been a 32 percentage point increase in satisfaction with managing illegal dumping, from 
47% in 2014 to 78.88% in 2018 and a 25 percentage point increase from 53.9% in 2017 to 78.88% 
in 2018. 
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Maintaining parks and gardens 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1313) 

 

There has been a 20 percentage point increase in satisfaction with maintaining parks and 
gardens, from 71.2% in 2012 to 91.69% in 2018 and a 2 percentage point increase from 90% in 
2017 to 91.69% in 2018. 

Managing nature reserves, wetlands, beaches and foreshores 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1316) 

 

There has been a 24 percentage point increase in satisfaction with managing nature reserves, 
wetlands, beaches and foreshores, from 60.8% in 2012 to 84.31% in 2018, but a 4 percentage 
point decline from 88% in 2017 to 84.31% in 2018. 
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Controlling weeds 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1307) 

 
There has been a 43 percentage point increase in satisfaction with controlling weeds, from 37.8% 
in 2012 to 80.69% in 2018, but a 1 percentage point decline from 81.9% in 2017 to 80.69% in 
2018. 

2: Required respondents to indicate how satisfied they were with the following services. 
All figures in the table below are percentages. 
(n= 1286) 

 2018 
Aggregate 

2017 
Aggregate 

2016 
Aggregate 

2015 
Aggregate 

2014 
Aggregate 

2013 
Aggregate 

2012 
Aggregate 

Public toilet amenities (Council-
owned park/community amenities 
– not those in shopping centres) 

76.25 73.6 83.7 73.9 82.5 81.52 75.2 

Playground equipment 87.87 83.5 90.7 81.8 87.6 88.15 84.4 

Community Public Halls 90.88 92.5 90.7 87.0 91.6 91.14 88.8 

Sport and Recreational Facilities 89.92 89.2 93.1 83.2 92.1 93.77 91.2 

Swimming Pools 89.81 87.0 92.8 87.2 93.8 91.38 89.9 
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Public toilets 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1279) 

 
There has been a 1 percentage point increase in satisfaction with public toilets, from 75.2% in 
2012 to 76.25% in 2018 and a 3 percentage point increase from 73.6% in 2017 to 76.25% in 2018. 
 

Playground equipment 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1279) 
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There has been a 3 percentage point increase in satisfaction with playground equipment, from 
84.4% in 2012 to 87.87% in 2018 and a 4 percentage point increase from 83.5% in 2017 to 
87.87% in 2018. 
Community public halls 

All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1271) 

 
There has been a 2 percentage point increase in satisfaction with Community public halls, from 
88.8% in 2012 to 90.88% in 2018, but a 2 percentage point decline from 92.5% in 2017 to 90.88% 
in 2018. 
Sport & Recreational facilities 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1274) 
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There has been a 1 percentage point decrease in satisfaction with sport and recreational facilities, 
from 91.2% in 2012 to 89.92% in 2018, but a 1 percentage point increase from 89.2% in 2017 to 
89.92% in 2018. 
 
Swimming pools 
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1276) 

 
There has been a decrease of less than 1 percentage point in satisfaction with swimming pools, 
from 89.9% in 2012 to 89.81% in 2018, but a 3 percentage point increase from 87% in 2017 to 
89.81% in 2018. 

3: Respondents were asked how well Council delivered some services. 
All figures in the table below are percentages. 

(n= 1287) 2018 
Aggregate 

2017 
Aggregate 

2016 
Aggregate 

2015 
Aggregate 

2014 
Aggregate 

2013 
Aggregate 

2012 
Aggregate 

Library Services 99.15 98.0 98.6 99.3. 72.4 N/A* N/A* 

Children’s Services  99 87.5-100 98.3 98.0 99.6 99.8 N/A** 

Ranger Services (e.g. Animal 
Management) 

76.50 70.6 62.6 62.6 63.6 60.4 65.5 

Rangers Services (Parking) 74.43 74.3 59.5 61.5 60.1 61.6 56.3 

Garbage Collection Services 94.58 93.9 93.5 86.1 93.3 92.7 92.3 

Access to waste depots and 
waste transfer stations 

87.38 76.5 81.7 72.2 82.1 76.5 74.3 

*In 2014 Tilligerry Community Library was included for the first time, and therefore no comparisons with previous 

years are valid.  

** Services not directly comparable or not collected in this format. 
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4: How safe do you feel in the following situations? 
(n= 1286) 

 Very safe Safe Moderately 
safe Not very safe Unsafe 

At home during the day 672 477 119 13 3 

At home at night 532 522 184 36 7 

In your neighbourhood during 
the day 616 508 137 18 3 

In your neighbourhood during 
the night 414 498 279 72 19 

 

5: How satisfied are you with the built environment of Port Stephens? 
All figures in the chart below are percentages. 
(n= 1264) 

 
There was an increase in the very satisfied and somewhat satisfied categories compared to 2017 
and a decrease in the satisfied, somewhat unsatisfied and unsatisfied categories compared to 
2017. 
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6: How satisfied are you with the management of the Environment in Port Stephens? Note: 
This question was given a context – Council was not solely responsible for management of 
the environment. 
All figures in the chart below are percentages. 
(n= 1228) 

 
There was an increase in all categories apart from the somewhat satisfied category which 
decreased, compared to 2017. 

7: How would you rate the appearance of your neighbourhood?  
All figures in the table below are percentages. 
(n= 1255) 

Very satisfactory/Very well maintained 12.11% 

Satisfactory/well maintained 59.52% 

Unsatisfactory/poorly maintained 23.82% 

Very unsatisfactory/very poorly maintained 4.54% 
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8: Do you feel you have opportunities to have genuine input to Council's decision-making 
on policies and matters that affect you?  
All figures in the graph below are percentages. 
(n= 1251) 

 

9. Do you feel you have opportunities to have genuine input to State and Federal decision-
making on matters that affect you? 
All figures in the chart below are percentages. 
(n= 1239) 
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10: Where do you most usually get information about Council activities (select all that 
apply)? 
(n= 1244) 

Council's website 427 

Council's Facebook 251 

Council's Have Your Say (Engagement HQ) online hub 50 

Council's Twitter 18 

Council's email newsletters (Informe, BizLink etc) 157 

At Council locations (Administration Centre, Libraries etc) 131 

Council Notices in Port Stephens Examiner 685 

News/editorial in Port Stephens Examiner 681 

News/editorial in the Newcastle Herald 137 

Local radio news 361 

Local television news 329 

Other (please specify) 152 

11. How quickly do Council staff respond to your needs/queries/problems? 
All figures in the chart below are percentages. 
(n= 992) 
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12. Is Council's website easy to use to access information or interact with Council? 
All figures in the graph are percentages. 
(n= 792) 

 

13. How well do you think Council is communicating with the community? 
(n= 1240) 

  Very well Well 
Moderately 

well 
Not very well Poorly 

In the Port Stephens Examiner - Council 
Page 158 375 428 101 62 

On Council's web site 110 277 256 74 39 

Through social media sites such as 
Facebook & Twitter 69 152 190 70 31 

Through Council's Customer Service Staff 107 223 215 72 62 

14. What is your preferred means of communication with Council? 
All figures in the table below are percentages. 
(n= 1259) 

In Person at Council's Administration Building 13.85% 

By Telephone 36.66% 

In writing (letter) 5.63% 

In writing (email) 36.54% 

Via Council's Facebook page 6.84% 

On Twitter 0.48% 
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15. Overall, how confident are you that Council is managing its resources (workforce, 
assets, finances) well? 
All figures in the graph are percentages. 
(n= 1236) 
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16. Overall how satisfied are you with the Council's services for and on behalf of the 
community of Port Stephens? 
All figures in the graph are percentages. 
(n= 1236) 

 
Overall satisfaction with the Council’s services has increased (with dissatisfaction decreasing) 
compared to 2017. 
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