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  made the following comment in his community engagement report; 

“Nevertheless, we wish to make plain to Council and IPART that it would be unwise to 
give disproportionate attention to a few people who object when the vast majority of the 
12,939 residents have declined the offer to express a strong voice on the matter. Doing 
so would fall afoul of self-selection bias and likely misrepresent the sentiment of the 
majority – after all, everyone was given the opportunity to contribute in various ways and 
a failure to take up the offer can only mean that ninety-nine percent of residents felt that 
they could contribute little that would improve the proposal.” 

This sentiment by  on community engagement exemplifies his position that anyone 
who disagrees with his narrative is not worthy of being heard. This was highlighted by his 
reluctance to engage with anyone at the July 2024 public meetings who had a contrary 
view to his own. 

 
 

 
 

.  

Community Awareness and Engagement 

Federation Ratepayers Inc know a significant portion of ratepayers did not know of the 
opportunities to give feedback to council before their SRV application was submitted. 
This was evident by just four public responses to the December 2024 public exhibition 
of the Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) and its hidden 69.94% SRV proposal (Figure 5.) It 
was disappointing to see the release of the SRV FAQ and a rate estimator calculator 
published in mid- February 2025 after Federation Council submitted their application.  
This gave no opportunity for ratepayers to understand the implications of the proposed 
SRV (Figure 6.) It is disturbing that none of this information was available before Council 
made its SRV application and insulting that Council is now trying to communicate with 
residents now there is no opportunity for people to have their say. 
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Impact on Ratepayers 

 Capacity to Pay Report relies on the August 2021 census data that does not truly 
reflect ratepayer’s current capacity to pay. Since that ‘snap in time’ there has been a 
significant shift in the factors driving the economy with rising interest rates combined 
with high inflation. This without doubt has had a multi-faceted impact on households 
that cannot be justifiably measured in exact terms until the completion of the next 
census in 2026. Whilst the new census data is still 18 months away, the impact of the 
first 19% general rate temporary increase is evident. The author of Federation Council’s 
June 2024 Financial Performance Report notes, “outstanding debtors at 30 June is 
$458,613 greater than the same time last year. It would be reasonable to expect debtors 
to have increase by the quantum of the increase to general rates in 2023/24 (19%). This 
amount is a higher increase” (Figure 8.)  

The impact of the 2nd year temporary 17% increase will not be publicly known until late 
July 2025 when Council release its June 2025 Financial Performance Report. It is 
difficult to imagine those households under financial pressure with unpaid rates at 30 
June 2024 will be able to afford the second 17% temporary rise amidst ongoing 
inflationary pressure. 

 

Figure 8: June Financial Performance Report, page 9, July 2024 Federation Council Ordinary Meeting. 
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The unaffordability of the proposed SRV increase is further demonstrated via rolling 12-
month average household expenditure. (Figure 9.) This is tracking the changes in 
discretionary and non-discretionary spending of households from December 2019 to 
December 2023.  

Report states the distribution of general rates between categories needs to be 
reviewed. If this was to occur, some rating categories may in future years incur a 
significantly higher than advertised average rate rise. For example, in 2024/25 the 
distribution of the temporary 17% increase was not distributed evenly, in contradiction 
to Councils 2023 SRV application where they stated the rate increase would be applied 
evenly. Ie. In 2024/25, business rates increased 15%, residential rates increased by 11% 
but farmland rates increased by 21% - all from what Council had promised would be an 
even increase across all categories (Page 8, Federation Council – Revenue Policy 
2024/25) 

Figure 9: Monthly Household spending, rolling 12-month average. Index 2019=100 
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Need for Extra Revenue 

Throughout this process, the need for extra revenue for roads has been the main selling 
point promoted by both  and Council. IPART recently asked Council why there was 
no budget for roads maintenance for the next two years? The response from Federation 
Council to IPART was ‘The road maintenance projects will be funded by the Regional and 
Local Roads Repair Program (RLRRP) grant from Transport for NSW in 2025/26 and 
2026/27’. If there was an extreme need to address the road infrastructure backlog, SRV 
money would be prioritised to roads regardless of ‘extra grant’ money being available. 

 

Productivity improvement and Cost containment strategies 

Council has not discussed any productivity and cost containment strategies with the 
community, so it is not possible for us to comment on that except to say there hasn’t 
been any. 

 Report and views on the efficiency of Federation Council can be summed up in 
his statement to IPART ‘There is no good reason to think that efficiency is either a 
legitimate goal of government. Or indeed that high levels of efficiency are even possible.’  

This view is so far out of touch with community expectation it is laughable. FRI wants to 
be part of a Federation Council that ratepayers can be proud of. The notion that 
efficiency in not a legitimate goal of government does not pass the pub test and should 
be completely rejected. 

Council claims it can only do 3-5 service reviews per year and claim a significant budget 
($250K) would be required to gain this information. This view would not be tolerated in 
private enterprise. What are managers doing if they are not keeping tabs on the financial 
performance of the operations under their control? This information should be available 
on a monthly basis. With 40 odd services are we really only getting a review done every 
ten years?  

 makes the following statement regarding the 77 recommendations he 
made to address Councils financial sustainability challenges – “Councillors & Staff 
were prompted to vigorously engage on the long list of tasks that need to be dealt with 
prior to being in a position to actively submit another compelling SRV application!”  This 
is clearly not happening - If you don’t measure, you can’t manage!   

Alarmingly, Council have not provided any evidence of future cost containment strategy 
or any information that is front and centre, to mitigate further pressures on the 
ratepayer.  The CFO has already flagged future SRV applications within the next 5 years.  
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Federation Ratepayers Inc. Public Engagement throughout the SRV process 

Federation Ratepayers Committee has been communicating with Councillors . The 
Chairman and Vice-Chairman after the successful September election of the new 
Mayor and Deputy Mayor met with them formally to discuss their concerns. 

Our Facebook page has been used to publicise information on how to make a 
submission 

Federation Ratepayers Inc. Committee planned four community information sessions 
during the IPART submission period to educate and encourage ratepayers to “Have your 
Say”. These were located in the townships of Oaklands, Corowa, Mulwala and Howlong. 
The presenters discussed some of the issues the committee had identified from the 5 
criteria that IPART assess Special Rate Variations, however, the focus of the information 
sessions was to explain who IPART was and how to navigate the IPART website to the 
survey or submission button. Screenshots of the survey questions were briefly shown in 
an effort to demonstrate ‘how easy’ and ‘how quick’ it is to fill out a survey or 
submission on an iPad or smart phone if a person did not have access to a 
laptop/desktop computer.  

The presenters explained there are 4 pages of questions to reply to but did not read the 
specific questions out to the audience or indicate what response to give. The key 
message to the audience was to “take your time to read each question or statement and 
give your own opinion on each one.” As part of the information night, we had a 1 page 
survey of questions for the audience to fill out. We have provided as attachments, a 
copy of the Rate Rise meeting flyer, Rate Rise meeting slideshow presented, the survey 
and 1 page flyer left at business premises for persons not in attendance at meetings.  

After the formal presentation of around 35 minutes, the meeting was opened up for 
questions and feedback. 

We attempted to supply the community with the information that should have been  
supplied by Council but was sadly lacking. 
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Conclusion 

Federation Ratepayers Inc requests IPART reject Federation Councils SRV application 
as council has not made a solid case for it to be granted. Community engagement has 
been clearly lacking. They have been advising the wrong cumulative four year increase 
they were applying for and said they were applying for a 19% increase next year instead 
of the correct 52.01% increase. There has been no effort to contain costs, improve 
productivity and make management accountable for outcomes.  We as Ratepayers 
have had enough! 

To approve this SRV would only be endorsing inefficiency and poor management. Cost 
of living pressures along with the reasons stated above make this SRV unaffordable for 
our community. Please refuse this SRV application and maintain your last 
determination which covers the next two years. 

 

 

 

Attachments: 

1. FRI March 2025 Meeting Flyer, FRI March 2025 Meeting Slideshow, FRI March 
2025 March Survey, 2025 March Survey Results Table 

2. 2 sided one page handout flyer made available for distribution by local retail 
businesses. 

3. Federation Ratepayers Inc  Facebook page, example screenshots. 

 





Survey Questions  
✓ the option(s) to answer 

1 - Before Christmas 2024, were you aware that 

Federation Council was intending to apply for another 

SRV and the last opportunity for ratepayers to give 

feedback closed at 5pm Christmas Eve. 

o Yes 

o No 

2 – If Yes, where did you find out about it? 

o Council advertising 

o Word of mouth 

o Federation Ratepayers Inc 

o Other ………………………………………  

 

3 –  Were you aware of  face-to-face 

public meetings about SRV held in July 2024? 

o Yes 

o No 

 

 

 

5. Are you aware of a “Rates Estimator Calculator” that 

Council has made available. 

o Yes 

o No 

 

 

5. “The cost-of-living pressures are too high to afford 

this proposed rate increase” 

o Yes 

o No 

 

6. Do you support Council’s SRV application? 

o Yes 

o No 





About Us

The General Committee has held 7 meetings in the 2023-24  Financial Year. 

The Committee’s actions in the 2023-24 financial year:

• One or more committee members in attendance at all Council Meetings.
• Committee members addressing Council in public forum 
• Committee members and members meeting with Council Mannex staff to 

present concerns around Council financials and operations
• Correspondence with Office of Local Government (OLG) with general queries 

and governance concerns.
• Promoted the public information meetings for Council’s Sustainability Report 

conducted by  in July 2023. Followed up with communications 
and feedback to .

• Attended stakeholder meetings into further SRV with  and 
provided feedback.

• Provided voting statistics information and encouraged new people to be 
candidates for the 2024 Federation LGA Election. This year’s candidates 
numbered 40 in total.

The General Committee has held 8 meetings in the 2022-23 period. The Committee’s 
initial primary focus was the Council’s proposed SRV application in February 2023 and 
concerns around the Council’s financial documents presented to the community in 
the May/June 2022 period. The Committee’s actions in its first 11 months of 
existence were as follows,

• One or more committee members in attendance at all Council Meetings.
• Committee members addressing Council in public forum on 3 occasions.
• Committee members and members meeting with Council Mannex staff to present 
concerns around Council financials.
• Committee executive and members meeting with willing Councillor’s on a number of 
occasions and presenting information
• Committee executive and members meeting with State Government representatives; 
Mr Justin Clancy MP Local Member Albury Electorate, Local Labor Albury Candidate 
Marcus Rowland, Tara Moriarity MP Minister Agriculture, Regional NSW and Western 
NSW and Jenny Aitchison Minister Regional Roads and Transport. 
• Social media presence on Facebook via Federation Ratepayers Incorporated page 
with 403 followers. 
• Local print and TV media presence and a network contacts formed for future use.
• Hosted 2 public hall style meetings (Corowa and Mulwala) in February with combined 
320 people in attendance. Distributed 500 physical information packs via pick up 
locations in local shops regarding “how to make a submission” for Council’s proposed 
SRV. Emailed 100 PDF information packs.
• Correspondence with Office of Local Government (OLG) on numerous queries and 
governance concerns.
• Research and analysis of Council policies and strategies in comparison to similar OLG 
11 Rural large Councils. 



Welcome + Meeting Conduct

3 x handouts

Survey Questions
Have your Say

IPART
Membership

Form









Community aware of need and extent of rate rise
• Council communication about the proposed SRV has been more comprehensive than last time. 

Still have concerns significant portion of ratepayers did not know of the opportunities to give 
feedback to council before application submitted. Ie. FAQ and a rate estimator calculator was 
published mid- February after the Council submitted application

• Long Term Financial Plan around the SRV – was anyone aware of opportunity to have your say 
before councillors voted in January Meeting to go to IPART application. Only 4 submissions

• 6200 fact sheet and surveys mailed out in July 2024 but only 171 returned. These 171 have been 
used to make assumptions about the rest of community. Mail out of 6,200 did not reach all 
residences – particularly some rural areas.

• Attendance at  face-to-face  meetings in July 2024 was low - post-meeting survey returned 
by 74 people only.



Community aware of need and extent of rate rise
• From a phone survey of 201 residents Federation Council – Community Research Project –

October 2024 – recorded that 73% of residents surveyed were aware that Council was 
considering applying for a large increase to rates. 

 comments from report on community engagement:
“Nevertheless, we wish to make plain to Council and IPART that it would be unwise to give 
disproportionate attention to a few people who object when the vast majority of the 12,939 
residents have declined the offer to express a strong voice on the matter. Doing so would fall 
afoul of self-selection bias and likely misrepresent the sentiment of the majority – after all, 
everyone was given the opportunity to contribute in various ways and a failure to take up the 
offer can only mean that ninety-nine percent of residents felt that they could contribute little 
that would improve the proposal.”



Has Council established that the effect on ratepayers is reasonable? 
(ie. affordability of proposed rate rise?)
• The capacity to pay report analyses historical 2021 census data set. This does not truly 

reflect today’s cost-of-living pressure or the future 2 years rate rises in 2025 and 2026. 

• Federation Council’s median equivalised household income has fallen between the years, 
from $46,884 in 2016 to $41,236 in 2021

• August 2021 Census data showed a substantial growth in the number of households 
vulnerable to financial stress – households that are paying more than 30% of their income 
into rent or a mortgage in the Federation Shire. When interest rates were low

• August 2021 Census also stated that 1,742 households are in lowest quartile on a
equivalised weekly income of $603 or less. This is 36.6% of all Federation Council 
households. From the 2016 Census, this quartile has grown faster than the others and has 
increase by 322 households.

• Vulnerable households with low savings/high portion of income housing rental/mortgage 
repayments.









Has Council established that the effect on ratepayers is 
reasonable? (ie affordability of proposed rate rise?)

 report on capacity to pay
“In sum, the majority of indicators suggest typical or above typical capacity 
to pay, aided by relatively low levels of inequality. Low rates of mortgage 
stress are also a positive, although this is marred a little by rent stress. All of 
this is supportive for the proposition that Federation residents ought to be 
able to pay at least typical revenue efforts”

“In sum, non-farm businesses generally have typical or above typical 
indicators of capacity to pay.”

- Note – potential re-distribution ad valorem flagged for future year’s







Criteria 5: Cost containment 
and Efficiency Savings
• Council can only do 3-5 service reviews per year and claim a significant 

budget ($250K) would be required to gain this information quicker.
• At the council public engagement – Council used the example of new 

mower being purchased but couldn’t quantify the savings realised in 
labour or time.



































 

Federation Ratepayers Survey March 2025. 164 returns

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Before Christmas 2024 were you aware that Federation Council was 
intending to apply for another SRV and the last opportunity for ratepayers to 
give feedback closed at 5pm Christmas eve? 11 27 25 48 14 23 7 9 57 107

35% 65%
If yes, where did you find out about it?
Council advertising 1 6 4 4 15
Word of Mouth 10 11 3 24
Federation Ratepayers Inc. 7 2 2 11
Other 1 5 1 7

Were you aware of  face to face meetings about SRV in July 
2024? 17 21 35 38 13 24 6 10 71 93

43% 57%

Are you aware of a rates calculator that Council has made available? 10 28 31 42 15 22 8 8 64 100
39% 61%

The cost of living pressures are too high to afford this proposed rate 
increase. 34 4 69 3 36 1 12 3 151 11

93% 7%

Do you support Councils SRV application? 3 34 1 69 1 35 4 11 9 149
6% 94%

Oaklands Corowa Mulwala Howlong Total











Author name: A. Dye

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
The council is not supporting its local community The rate rises are not acceptable as the council is not doing enough cost
control measures to help their financial situation. For example shut down Urana office and centralise services. The council
needs to support and provide for its community with is mostly made up of agriculture businesses and retires not tourists who
visit.



Author name: A. Stienstra

Date of submission: Monday, 10 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
We object to the rates increases, as nothing gets attention in Oaklands 2646. We have lived here for 4 years. We live on 

 Our road is not sealed, whereas other roads have been upgraded. We have a trucking company next door, so lots of
trucks coming in and out and past our place, creating a lot of dust. Thanks A Stienstra.



Author name: C. Smith

Date of submission: Tuesday, 11 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
The Federation Council in my opinion requires a complete Audit from an independent third party. Our rates are a joke. We pay
$165 less at our Howlong property that we do at our larger more valuable property in Lavington NSW. We pay exorbitant
prices to use the local landfill which is only available to residents 2 days a week totalling 6 hours a week with no waste
vouchers. Albury City allocates 4 waste vouchers per year plus a waste facility that is available 7 days a week yet we pay
Federation Council $65 per year for waste Facility Levy. With $473 per year for Kerbside Waste Service. Howlongs
Residential Base Rate of $425 compared to Lavington being $304. Make it make sense. Water Usage Howlong ­ $2.05 per kL /
Albury $1.51 per kL Water availability Howlong ­ $80.85 / Albury $49.66 Sewer Availability Howlong ­ $299.17 / Albury
$244.66. Speaking of water. We have so little pressure some days you cant even shower because its a trickle or its brown and
filthy yet we have had so many water main upgrades that arent even connected because the water tower wont supply the
upgraded system and is so full of sludge if it gets too low it will leak and wreak havoc on the towns water supply. How about
the rented toilets down at Memorial Park? They are costing thousands to rent. Why are there no plans to build new toilets down
there as a once off building cost? We love our beautiful little town of Howlong but we are forgotten by Federation Council on
so many occasions, our roads are terrible, infrastructure not maintained etc. Corowa is forever getting upgrades within the town
limits and we at Howlong are paying for that. The residents of the entire Federation Council are not at fault for the poor
practices that Council have been running and yet we are being punished for it by constant ridiculous rate increases. To try and
put some perspective it took a couple of young men to go around Howlong patching pot holes in our roads a couple of years ago
to make the roads safe for travelling on before Council finally felt enough push back to do anything about it. For such a beautiful
area it is so heartbreaking that Council believes these rate rises are fair and just. They are not. The cost of living crisis is
rampant and not backing off anytime soon and these rate rises could possibly be the final straw for many land owners.
Federation Council needs to reconsider their choices, the budget they have created and need to clean house. I hope this SVR is
refused. Kind Regards.



Author name: D. Johnson

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I wish to object to the rate increase of being unfair on the basis of that the rate increase amount is well and truely above what is
reasonable



Author name: G. Hopkinson

Date of submission: Monday, 3 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
G



Author name: J. Hall

Date of submission: Wednesday, 5 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I say NO to the rate rise! Is isnt going to Benefit our town and community just make time even harder! NO NO NO



 
Submission to IPART Regarding Special Rate Variation Federation Council 
 
To: Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART)   
From: Janette Outram 

 & J Outram T/As Wandong Pastoral Company   
Date: 20.03.2025 
 
Subject: Submission Opposing Special Rate Variation Proposed by Federation Council 
 
Introduction 
As a primary producer and rural ratepayer in the Federation LGA, I cannot support the 
permanent rate rise of 69.94% proposed by Federation Council.  
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed special rate variation submitted by 
Federation Council. I believe that this permanent variation is unnecessary and will place an 
unfair financial burden on the residents of our community and that Federation Council has 
no transparent strategies for communicating with the community, for making efficiency 
gains and for cost cutting. 
 
As you would be aware the Federation Council applied to IPART for a permanent rate rise of 
for the years 2023/24 and 2024/25. IPART refused to grant the permanent increase. It 
granted a temporary two-year increase of 19% and 17% which expires 30 June this year.  
The Council needed to develop and communicate strategies to show greater responsible for 
cost cutting measures, communicate more honestly and effectively with ratepayers and 
showed proof that they have evidence over the past 2 years of satisfying IPART on cost 
containments and efficiency savings, in particular.  
 
I believe Council is asking for my hard-earned money to prop up their inefficiencies and bad 
decision making. 
 
 
Key Arguments Against the Special Rate Variation 
 
1. Need for extra revenue 
I believe that Council has not provided adequate evidence to the community to justify the 
need for additional revenue.  
Council’s own metrics on service quality and performance indicators show that the current 
funding is sufficient for maintaining existing services, especially given the Council’s own 
figures quantifying improvements and cost containment strategies (if accurate) places their 
Expected Operating Revenue (EOR) at -17.87% (2023) to positive and +16.45% after a 
temporary increase of 19% in one year.  
Why are they needing a giant (69.94 %) permanent rate rise? 
 
2. Community awareness & engagement   
 Council’s engagement process with the community has been woefully inadequate. The 
numbers at Council’s community engagement sessions were low. Many residents are 



unaware of the proposed changes and have not actively been consulted or given 
opportunity to discuss the potential rate rise with Council.  
 
Ratepayers at meetings that I have attended have been frustrated and distressed at the 
potential large hike in their rates to begin in July 2025, costs they have not budgeted for and 
will go on into the future. 
 
Federation Ratepayers Incorporated have been instrumental in informing ratepayers in 
March 2025 about this SRV application. Their meetings in towns and rural villages 
throughout the council area have clearly set out the amount of the rate rise.  
 
Ratepayers were not informed about the Long-Term Financial Plan’s (LTFP) availability on 
Council’s web site and definitely not made aware of the SRV imbedded in the plan. The 
closing date for comments was 5pm on Christmas Eve and Council offices closed at 
lunchtime.  
I believe Council has displayed disregard for the community. The fact that 4 people out of 
12,939 ratepayers put in submissions does not mean the SRV is supported by the ones who 
didn’t put in a submission. It indicates to me that no one knew about the display and no one 
had time to get a submission in. 
Council has since put a rate increase calculator on their website which is confusing and hard 
to work. FAQ were put up on website after council sent in their application for the SRV. 
It has actually been difficult to understand what the actual rate rise is. I note that it was 
unclear even to IPART, who had to question Council for greater clarity in their application. 
I believe Council has been deliberately vague and misleading. 
 
3. Impact on ratepayers 
Financial Impact on my business  
The proposed increase in rates would lead to an annual cost of over $10,000 for our 
business. (Calculated at a minimum as $100,000 over 10 years).  
 
As a primary producer for over 40 years I have seen the ebb and flow of cash flow associated 
with drought, commodity prices, input prices and unexpected events. 
 
In the  Report,  points to good seasons and high commodity prices 
ahead. In my experience of running an agricultural business you can only ever budget for 
average prices over 5-10 years. It is certainly a long bow to draw to say anything about 
consistently high prices and good years in the face of climate change predictions, global 
insecurities and trade wars. 
 
Thorough and current analysis indicates that many residents throughout the council area are 
already facing cost of living pressures, and this increase will exacerbate their hardship. 
Rural ratepayers pay a high price for very poor services. Whilst it is the same percentage the 
actual cash component in my business will result over $100,000 extra going to the council 
out of my cash flow over the next 10 years. This cash flow is needed to support my business 
which uses the services of other small businesses who employ people throughout the 
council area. 



 makes a bold statement about farmers having the capacity to pay because 
they have had a good season or two with good prices. Anyone with direct or indirect 
connections with primary producers knows that prices and seasons are volatile. How would 

 know when the season will be good or bad? His data is skewed.  
 
4. Exhibit IP&R documents 
The relevant documents were not exhibited and explained in a coherent, transparent and 
timely manner. 
As already note above, the submission documents were released for comment some time 
before Christmas 2024. From November to January primary producers in the Federation LGA 
are harvesting their crop. It is the busiest time of the year and very few primary producers 
would be reading through council documents, let alone getting a submission to the council 
before the Christmas Eve deadline. 
Also, the proposed SRV did not have unanimous support of the councillors. Three Councillors 
objected to motion put forward to apply for the SRV.  
 
5. Productivity improvements and cost containment strategies   
Despite recognising the poor state of the roads in Federation LGA, the Council apparently 
failed to spend on budgeted road works 2024. 
 
Our business and home are located over 30kms from the main service towns in the 
Federation LGA. Two of our staff travel over 70 kms round trip daily, and my husband and I 
regularly do the same trip for business. The road is a disgrace, there are over 20 culverts that 
are in desperate need of fixing, the road is broken up with potholes and is deteriorating 
weekly. It is dangerous and the wear and tear on our vehicles is enormous. The cost cutting 
seems slap dash and unpredictable at best.  
 
Where in the Long-Term Plan can I see clearly the strategic planning, budgeting actions and 
timelines for spending our rates for the next 5, 10, 20 years. This is what the younger 
generation in our business are looking for. It is confusing to see where the long-term 
efficiency gains and cost containments are in councils planning. 
 
I cannot see, nor has it been demonstrated to me or other ratepayers, that Council has 
demonstrated that it has exhausted all avenues for cost savings and efficiency improvements 
before proposing this rate increase. As I have noted, cost cutting appears to have no 
strategic purpose and is slap dash at best. 
 
It has been suggested that council conduct an internal review of its operations to identify 
potential savings rather than relying on permanently large rate increases. Council have 
noted that they can only review 2-3 services per year at a cost of $250,00 per review. 
    
 
Conclusion   
In light of the reasons stated above, I urge IPART to reject the permanent special rate 
variation proposed by Federation Council. It is crucial that any financial decisions consider 
the well-being of residents, prioritise sustainable and equitable funding solutions and that 
planners are transparent and strategic about the future. 



Thank you for considering my submission. When you review Council’s application to increase 
rates permanently by this very large amount, I ask you to consider my objections as a 
ratepayer who is unwilling to support Council’s application.  
 
 
Sincerely 
   
Janette Outram 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Author name: L. Seeliger

Date of submission: Sunday, 23 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
As a ratepayer, I am disappointed that our Council wants a huge increase in rates, but they can't say what the extra is needed for.
I have not seen any dates/times for Public consultations other a bakery chit chat that was after the Meeting that Council had
already decided to put their decision into Ipart.. The Community engagement was missing. A large % of our Council area
consists of pensioners/retirees. With the escalation of the cost of living expenses, how are they expected to come up with the
extra rates money. Struggling now before any more increases. the pension hasn't gone up. As for the Hardship Policy, it's just
frightening the people who will not be able to pay the extra. No­one wants to be in a partnership with a Council or Government
regarding ownership of their property. No trust there and you cannot blame people. I believe   is out of touch
with reality by his remarks that there isn't any hardship and that people will have the Capacity to Pay. As for blaming the
Corowa Aquatic Centre for the cost blowout, saying it is costing $1 million to keep. They need to look at Federal grants as the
value in human terms from the benefits that are achieved in the pool, would be saving the Federal Government millions a year
in medical and hospital and mental health costs. Please let common sense prevail. I have lived in the Federation Council area,
(Corowa Council) for over 50 years. Corowa Council was run efficiently before any amalgamations.



Disappointingly, here we are again.  Only two years ago Federation Council applied for an SRV when IPART granted a 

temporary SRV. 
 

Since that time, as a ratepayer, I am yet to see Federation Council demonstrate efficiencies.  For example, staffing levels 

have increased, there is a high level of engagement of consultants and external contractors, no rationalisation of two 

Council offices, and Corowa’s pool asset is still running at a loss. 
 

Federation Council received an SRV for the Corowa pool. It would be valuable to determine if they met the reporting 

criteria required by IPART and whether the loss of $986,000 was accurately forecast for the year ending 2024. 

 
Council’s explanation of efficiencies is vague, at best, and difficult to quantify. 

 

Federation Council attempt at community engagement was only marginally better than the last SRV application.  Council 

held “pop up” sessions during business hours, which is difficult for most people to attend.  Printed media was a little 
better this time with at least a colour brochure distributed with rate notices.  The rate calculator on their website wasn’t 

available until February.  The notification of the intended application for another SRV was very quiet just before Christmas, 

feedback closing Christmas eve.  FAQ responses on social media were scripted, despite promises to address specific 

questions. 

 
The Federation Ratepayers Inc realised much better community engagement with over 98,000 Facebook views 16 

February to 15 March.  The information sessions Federation Ratepayers Inc hosted also attracted a bigger audience than 

anything hosted by Federation Council.  This is indicative of the general disillusionment with our Council. 

 
Federation Council have relied heavily on s report which states, “the majority of indicators suggest typical 

or above typical capacity to pay”. I am unsure what indicators  relied on but according to the SEIFA Index 

of Disadvantage for Federation Council in 2021 was 969 = disadvantaged. 

 
Whereas North Sydney Council was the fifth most advantaged Councils in NSW and are outraged with their rate increase 

of 45% and 29%, as seen in the media.  Obviously with their advantaged status their capacity to pay would be far 

greater than disadvantaged Federation Council ratepayers.  Federation Council also has an average older population on 

fixed incomes which will struggle with this rate rise in the current cost of living crisis.  The increase in rates will have a 

financial impact on all ratepayers and residents, especially during a cost-of-living crisis. 
 

I appreciated the opportunity to meet with Federation Council’s CFO, Jo Shannon, to address some of my queries.  The 

following are my notes from the meeting. 

 
The SRV will fund roads, footpaths and drainage.  No extra services for the 69.94% increase. I queried why Federation 

Council would not be getting any further road funding to use for road maintenance and improvement.  Jo explained 

funding has been budgeted from the Federal Government, but NSW hasn’t provided any funding for the past two years 

and they are not expected to in the future??? 
 

I asked if Council were concerned with the doubling of unpaid rates since the introduction of the temporary SRV.  Jo 

recommended additional financial modelling to ascertain if it is because of the temporary SRV. 

 
I asked about the operating performance ratio of +16% after the temporary rate rise.  Jo stated that the data was skewed 

due to the allocation of flood-related funding.  Federation Council forecast an operating performance ratio of -23% for the 

same period in the last SRV application.  It is difficult to have confidence in Council’s forecasting, which is relied upon to 

justify the 69.94% increase. 

 
Jo lamented the cost of preparing SRV applications and the impost on staff resources which I understand would be 

exhausting.  Therefore, should this Council or any other Council ask for an SRV above 20% I suggest they must have an 

independent forensic audit of financials and operations prior to submitting an SRV application. 

 
In summary, I have little confidence in Federation Council’s financial acuity.  I understand the need for an increase in rates 

and I believe making permanent the temporary increase is sufficient for the next four years (at least).  I would like Council 

to prove financial proficiency, definitive and quantifiable cost cutting measures, and authentic community engagement. 

 
I sincerely hope that we are not back at IPART again in two years, if the Council employees are exhausted with this 

process the some of the ratepayers and residents of Federation Council are bone-tired! 



Author name: M. Johnson

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Being pensioners we are on below the basic wage. We find it hard to pay both the land rates and our water rates. This large
increase will be very taxing on our basic lifestyle. We live very carefully and don't spend a lot on luxuries. We are not the only
people in this Council region with concerns with this increase.   Johnson



Author name: M. Macqueen

Date of submission: Thursday, 20 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am extremely dissatisfied with the performance of Federation Council and the lack of transparency in regard to the proposed
special rate rise, we have already experienced a current rise and although I am not entirely against a rise the proposed amount
of 69.94% in addition to the current one amounts to 85.24%, is this really necessary. This will impact on many of our rate
payers as we are an ageing community. Affordability is becoming very difficult for many in our community and having read
councils financial report it would seem they are not quite as broke as they would have the community believe. If council could
guarantee that the money would be well spent and not squandered I would be more supportive. Federation council needs to be
more transparent, honest and more efficient in its operations across the board. I would like to see significant Performance
Management undertaken as I do not believe that council staff are working efficiently, my opinion is based on personal
experience of which I have not able to get any resolve after 12 months.



Author name: M. Robson

Date of submission: Saturday, 15 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Question 1 (Criterion 1) Has the council clearly established the need for, and purpose of a different revenue path for the
council's General fund? After the merger the administrator appointed a general manager to oversee the merger. He was
appointed until 2020 to ensure a smooth transition . However he was sacked in 2017 by the incoming elected council at an
unknown settlement cost to ratepayers. The former general manager of Urana Shire was appointed instead. Since this time
expenditure appears to have grown and grown, until we have reached the current situation. No review of project cost blowouts
have taken place it just seems to go on and on. Question 1 (Criterion 2) Did the council communicate the full cumulative
increase of the proposed special variation in percentage terms? And the total increase in dollar terms for the average ratepayer
by rating category? No, it would have been nice to receive a notice with our last rates notice showing specifically what our
rates would be during and after this SRV rather than some vague average hidden in council documents. Question 1 (Criterion 5)
In its application the council is required to explain and quantify the productivity improvements and cost containment strategies
the council has realised in past years and plans to realise over the proposed special variation period. Please comment on the
council's response here. All I see see is an over reliance on consultants such as   at vast cost to council. Most
recently I see Infrastructure Management Group (IMG) are to conduct a comprehensive assessment of our roads and foot paths.I
would rather see I would rather have seen an organisational review that reduced costs and services overlapping. With a merged
council one would imagine that you would need less employees not more.



Author name: P. Rosser

Date of submission: Wednesday, 26 February 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Federation shire has no right to ask for such a massive increase in rates for the following reasons. 1 They tell us it's due to
councils of the past because they didn't charge enough, well if I go into our local bakery and they tell me prices are increasing
because they didn't charge enough 20 years ago, I would just leave. 2. They have asked for and received opinions from
professionals on the Amalgamation, and have been told it is nothing short of a disaster. 3 Under the current financial hardship
the community is suffering, remember most of the shire are working class or retired, we can't afford it. 4. My family have been
rate payers in this town for 5 generations, it's the first time in my life I wished I lived somewhere else. Thank you for the chance
to express our disgust. P Rosser, ratepayer.



Author name: P. Seeliger

Date of submission: Thursday, 13 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
First of all let me say that I believe rates are important to Council to fund services around the federation Council area. What I
don't believe, is that Council has engaged with the whole community enough, or that the methods used to contact all residents
was appropriate. The timing was inappropriate, what good is telling residents that Council need a rate increase when they have
already put a submission into IPART. The "Capacity to Pay" report by  , I have trouble working out where 

 gets his figures from, because it does not reflect the situation of any of my friends or people I have met with and by
having a conversation about the rate increase. These conversations have only taken place in the last few weeks.   also
goes on to say in item 9 (Recommendation) of his capacity to pay Report "It is clear beyond reasonable doubt that federation
Council residents does indeed have capacity to pay considerably greater local Government taxes than are currently levied"
(After reading many of   crystal ball evaluations on multiple subjects, I no longer believe anything   has to
say) Federation Council residents have endured many rate increases before, during and after amalgamation, our water and
sewerage costs that were a part of our rates were taken off our rates notice and now, instead of once a year, water and
sewerage was at $500 a year it is now $400 three times a year on a separate notice that can be increased at Councils will.
Council have often stated that they have increased efficiency across the Council area, I have not seen this reflected in any areas
of Council, I can elaborate if need be. And finally one big red light for me was Council asking residents where they would like
to see the SRV money spent. If Council do not have a priority on what to spend the SRV, it is obvious that they do not need this
increase. If IPART's investigation into Federation Councils needs two years ago found that two temporary increases over two
years was what was needed, and by the financial improvement shown by Federation Council now in the black, show that
IPART were correct in their findings, WHY is Federation Council asking for such a substantial increase AGAIN. What has
happened in the last two years.



Author name: P. Wright OAM

Date of submission: Thursday, 20 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am writing this submission to voice my strong disapproval to the proposed rate variation by Federation Council. This rate
variation, if approved, would be a reward to this Council, for poor performance in both financial, procedural and operational
management. I am sure others have documented issues like wasted funds on roadworks, that often duplicated existing roads to a
specific destination. Unacceptable delays in approving building applications. The Department of Planning statistics show
Federation Council as one of the slowest Councils to approve Building applications. I believe it to be 67 days in Federation
Council against a target of 15 working days. This Council needs to lift its game in so many areas. A rate increase of the
proposed magnitude, must not be approved. As a former elected Corowa Shire Councillor, I have seen effective fiscal
management by Council. I have seen planning and building approvals approved within an acceptable time frame. I have seen
Council's senior officers working with both community and elected Councillors for the betterment of the Shire. To approve this
rate rise will do nothing for the community other than increase the cost of living pressures that we all face, especially for
farmers and pensioners (like myself) within the Shire It will absolutely be a reward for poor performance by this Council. I
implore you to see rate request increase this for what it is, a cash grab to help put a Band Aid on an inept organisation that has
made no genuine, demonstrable effort to engage with community, or show any semblance of professional financial management.
Poor performance must not be rewarded and paid for by a community that can ill afford it. Thank you



Author name: R. Hunter

Date of submission: Friday, 7 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
As Federation Council has just finished a 3 year "temporary" huge rate rise, I feel that instead of considering another
"temporary" rate increase, it would be better to audit the Council



Author name: R. May

Date of submission: Saturday, 15 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Im against any type of rate increase as the cost of living is out of control. We cant afford a rate rise again as well as we have
very minimal upkeep in our shire as it is we have better ways of saving money i.e. reducing the number of employees the
number of company vehicles. How about try reducing costs before we start increasing rate rises? Im a small business in town
and I cannot afford any more extra costs.



Author name: R. Witz

Date of submission: Sunday, 2 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
C council needs to look inwards to cut waste not endanger the well being of us elderly long time resident



Author name: S. Seeliger

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am writing to express my deep concern regarding the Federation Councils proposal to increase rates by a staggering 70%.
This significant increase comes on the heels of temporary rate hikes of 17% and 19% over the past two years, which have
already placed a substantial strain on our community. In Australia, we are currently facing numerous economic challenges,
including rising land taxes, escalating cost of living, and increasing interest rates. Families and individuals are grappling with
the impact of these financial pressures. Just to highlight a few: Cost of Living Increases: Everyday expenses have surged,
making it difficult for residents to afford basic necessities. Compliance Checks and Government Fees: These additional burdens
including land taxes on households mean less disposable income to cover essential services. Water Rates: The rise in water
rates has seen costs increase fourfold, which puts even greater strain on households budgets. Energy Costs: With Petrol, Power
and Gas prices climbing, many families are already struggling to meet their energy needs without facing financial distress. Such
cumulative increases in living expenses are making it increasingly challenging for residents to thrive within our community. To
propose a 70% increase without a clear understanding or plan regarding the intended use of these funds raises serious concerns.
I find it deeply concerning that the Council is considering this substantial increase without clearly defined objectives for the
expenditure of the additional revenue. Transparency in financial planning is crucial, and I urge the Council to communicate its
priorities and necessary projects before implementing any further increases. In conclusion, I respectfully request that the
Federation Council considers the broader economic impact of such a steep rate increase on our community and reassesses its
approach. A more gradual increase, accompanied by clear communication of how funds will be utilized, would be a more
compassionate and responsible strategy. How poorly must this council be run if they have to increase the rates by such a
massive amount. Why aren't you protecting us ? What do the ratepayers of Federation Council need to do to be heard ? We ask
for our bins to be picked up, clean water, provide sewerage and safe roads. Apart from our bins I feel the rest is a massive fail
in Mulwala and from what I am hearing our other sister towns also feel this way. Thank you for your attention to this vital
matter.



Author name: S. Talbot

Date of submission: Saturday, 15 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
As a farmer I already pay high rates. I can only imagine how much this rate increase will add on to my over heads. Where I
farm out at Coreen ( about 25­30mins out of Corowa) we already get nothing for what we pay. We had dumpster for our rubbish
only to have it taken away as it was costing too much to have it & now we are left with no rubbish removal service. We are
lucky to get our roads grated once a year as the council can not afford to do it. We can not get gravel on our roads as the council
can not afford it. We have bitumen roads that badly need to be repaired that council can not afford to do. It feels like once you
leave Corowa the smaller farming communities are nonexistent. What will increasing rates gain as obviously the council can
not get control of there spending. The only thing this rate rise will do is add more pressure to families that are already
struggling. It is for this reason that i do not support a rate rise.



18th March 2025 

Dear Sir Madam: 

 

Re: Federation Council – Proposal for raising the special Variation.  

Background work:  

 

Interpretation: Given the proposed increase within Federation Council – we 
immediately have an outlier v’s the IPART rate peg so it’s important to 
understand the rationale behind the proposed increase. Openly without a full 
scale 3rd party audit of what historically has taken place – this is completely 
unjustifiable.  

Please note my submission 6th June 2022 – where we proactively responded to 
the rate increase consultation draft. Unfortunately, none of these suggested 
actions have been conducted.  

If we apply - basic economic principles to what is being presented you are 
asking for the ability to have ‘pricing power’ and raise rates by an 
unprecedented amount.  

Where listed companies have pricing power is where there are more buyers 
then sellers and the “goods or services” in question are in such high demand 
that a price increase is justified to find the equilibrium of supply v’s demand. 
Let’s be super clear – that is NOT the case with the Council’s proposal.  

We would hold councils to as high or higher bar of fiduciary and fiscal 
responsibilities of listed companies.  

Given the current state of financials being analysed – you have two levers – 
increasing revenue(outside of rates) or cutting expenses. We previously 
proposed a full audit of all P&L line items. As you are aware the USA has 
implemented DOGE in order to critical examine government spending and the 



reason for that is to be accountable to taxpayers. The bar globally is getting 
higher for best practise – DOGE is a great example of this.   

Action list: 

1) 3rd party forensic accounting firm be appointed to do a 3 month audit of 
all P&L items 

2) Findings circulated to the public 
3) Last 5 years Capex analysis of actual spend v’s 3rd party audit on realistic 

comparable costings. 
4) Review of next 5 yrs capex spend linked to revenue and profit projected 

off the back of this spend. Critical question – does this capex make sense 
and is there a force multiplier of revenue/ profit on the back of it 

5) Complete community outreach on submission of top 2 ideas per local 
contributor- with the goal of increasing the town’s revenue generating 
ability. I previously suggested a flexible workforce call centre model – 
leveraging the bank building / office space in town – which openly would 
have been a very powerful source of revenue and employee utilisation 
for the town. But nothing has happened. Lets engage with the great 
minds in the community and solve this collectively – you will have 50 
great ideas surface from the smart minds in the area.  

6) Short list of revenue ideas voted on – again always linked to (a) cost and 
a timeline to implement (b) profitability and ROIC benchmark. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our thoughts. 

 

Best Tim Campbell  

 resident / Corowa NSW 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6/6/2022 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

Re: Consultation Draft 1.0, Record # 22/ 1831 Our Community 22/23 to 31/32 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the background proposal as per your 
website (Connect / On exhibition) URL Ref: 
https://www.federationcouncil.nsw.gov.au/Connect/On-Exhibition 

We have absorbed the material in detail in conjunction with your previous 
reported financial statements and enclose the following observations for your 
perusal. We come from a strong financial background so have looked at the 
numbers clinically and also in the very best interests of this great community 
you are helping foster. We commend long term planning and thinking, that is 
backed up by viable maths.  

1) Even after the Covid migration from cities the population growth as per 
your data in the previous trailing 12 months is +1.1% (Ref: page 11 
strategic plan). This on any metric needs further investigation. Our view 
is that we have the opportunity to structurally accelerate this % but right 
now its anaemic growth and if you were presenting it to a board of a 
listed company with that as one of the biggest drivers of long term 
growth they would be on the back foot to accelerate capex without a 
very clear and tangible link with at least a like for like pick up in revenue 
growth.  

2) The maths you provide on the SRV (Recommended) shows a +79% 
increase in the residential rate notice from 21/22 to 26/27 and whilst 
this is an unprecedented number in terms of the shear magnitude the 
maths is incomplete. For residential rate payers its important to look at 
this on an after tax basis or tax effect the calculations even at the 
marginal tax rate payer who can claim the rates as an expense. Having 
invested in utility assets around the world for the bulk of my career – I 
am yet to see an example such as this. Especially without a full audit on 
the current expense base. 



3) It would be helpful to obtain the detail on employee cost break-down 
A$15.8mn for fiscal 21. How do you evaluate the performance metrics 
on this number and the raw materials and consumables A$33.3mn.  

4) Linking the observation in (1) to solve the current backdrop there has to 
be a direct link with creating ‘sustainable’ employment opportunities for 
regional communities if you want to permanently accelerate the 
population growth opportunity. 
 
Thanks to Covid we now live in a world where flexible workforces are 
increasingly important – that said Stayz.com  /  vrbo.com / Airbnb.com 
are some of the largest employees of flexible workforces right now. A 
clear opportunity I see would be to re-utilise some of the existing 
infrastructure in Corowa (council space/ Old bank buildings), provide 
council backed high end WIFI and approach some of these big 
companies for permanent call centre support. If you look @ it on a 
aggregate level with a local staffing availability app behind it – we could 
offer these companies big blocks of support for anyone wanting to work 
flexible hours around family / school pick up  / drop offs etc. These 
hourly rates are very competitive and could be a fantastic way to build a 
whole new revenue stream for council and the force multiplier benefits 
with come alongside permanent population growth.  
 

5) Respectfully, the bike path has been an initiative if we were using a mark 
to market lens that is yet to see the long term take up that would be 
required to justify the large capex. What open worries me on seeing rate 
increases without revenue linked capex projects is the risk that we do 
more of the same. Basic infrastructure on roads / sewerage has to be 
solved first if you want to (a) keep the existing population happy and (b) 
allow for hopefully a base case scenario to accelerate population growth 
as per (1) above. 
  

6) The swimming center whilst built is a material investment and the 
‘ongoing sustainability’ maths I am not across the detail other than my 
basic business observation skills. It would be also important to 
understand how this asset can scale to operational profitability and how 
engagement across regional and national clubs can occur in order to 



expand the revenue streams and contribute a path to break-even or 
profitability.  
 

7) Lastly, even a CPI linked increase in rates would need more detailed 
accountability on (a) audit on existing services and output metrics (b) 
any scope to add new services beyond this would need significant detail 
– both of which I cannot find in the materials provided.  
 

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to contribute our thoughts – as 
mentioned we are doing this with one clear objective which is aligned with 
yours is the chance to further extend the magic opportunity for Corowa, 
Federation council and the collective communities that make up the umbrella.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Tim Campbell 

 Corowa NSW 2646. 

 



Author name: V. Spilva OAM

Date of submission: Wednesday, 12 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I recently attended the forum which provided information by the Federation Ratepayers Inc to the local residents of Mulwala.
Having listened carefully to the impact of the SRV I am of the opinion that the increase would cause significant hardship to the
ratepayers and at the same time provide little financial relief to the Federation Council. The SRV was buried in the financial
plan prepared by Council in the June 2023 report. The ratepayers have already endured two significant rises in 23­24 and 24­
25 financial rates. To request a further 2 year cumulative increase of 69.4% is unconscionable. Cost of living pressures on all
sectors of the community cannot support such an increase. Deferring rates under the hardship provision is only a bandaid
solution for the ratepayers as ultimately they still need to pay the huge increase being sought. More fiscal measures to cut
unnecessary spending in Federation Council needs to be addressed, not revenue raising by increased rates. I am opposed to the
SRV.



Author name: W. Bott

Date of submission: Saturday, 22 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
IPART handed down a decision on the 2022­2023 SRV, the previous application, from Federation Council June 2023. IPART
determination awarded a temporary rate increase of 17% year 2023­2024, followed by a further temporary increase of 19% for
the current year 2024­2025. Immediately Federation Council commenced preparation of the application for the current SRV.
submission. Federation Council was not prepared to wait and see what financial improvement occurred as a result of the
temporary rate increases that had been granted. They saw the solution to not having been granted by IPART what had been
requested was to reapply and go back again to the SRV rates increase solution rather than seeking cost saving improvements in
financial management and improvements in operating efficiency. From January 2011 until December2015 I was privileged to be
one of three AR BLUETT trustees who would receive submissions from NSW councils and assess and award the annual AR
BLUETT memorial prize to a rural and a city council. Councils who in the judgement of the trustees are leading councils within
their category of rural and city. In assessing a council submission one of the early indicators of financial performance is the
operating performance ratio. Federation are applying for a 69.94% SRV over the next two years. The audited Federation
Council financials 2023­2024 show the Operating Performance Ratio to be 16.45% positive. An OPR figure below zero is an
indicator of the need to improve financial performance. An SRV request for an increase of 69.94% while the audited OPR is
16.45% is an unreasonable amount for Federation Council to be seeking. The reported 16.45% OPR has been achieved after
only the one temporary SRV increase of 17% awarded by IPART for 2023­2024. The 19% temporary rate increase awarded to
council for 2024­2025 will be reflected in next year financial reporting. Federation Council SRV submission 2023­2024
predicted the OPR to be ­17.87%. The substantial improvement in OPR indicates the wisdom of IPART having made the
previous increases temporary. It also indicates the unnecessary nature of the current application at a time of financial hardship
being experienced by many Federation residents. Road Expenditure is again listed as a primary need for additional revenue in
the Federation Council SRV submission. While I acknowledge there is need for improvement in our roads, I also draw attention
to the fact that in all but one application to IPART for SRVs, road maintenance and improvement expenditure has been listed as
a primary reason for the application. The SRV application exception occurs in the swimming pool SRV application where a
cost reduction saving of $730K is listed as having been taken from road expenditure and would be available for pool
expenditure. There has been a consistent history of taking approved budget road expenditure and redirecting it to other
expenditure priorities. It should also be noted that in reply to IPART question 4, where it is asked if in the council submission it
is intended to leave road operating expenditure blank for 2025­2026 and 2026­2027? Federation Council reply is yes, because
road maintenance will be funded by RLRRP grant from Transport for NSW in those two years. All this begs the question as to
why this year will be any different from the previous SRV application years? If additional revenue is granted will it result in
the application stated road improvement or will it follow the path of previous years. Council can alter the percentage rating
between categories but it was the intent of IPART when handing down the June 2023 Federation decision that the temporary
increases granted, should be applied evenly across all rating categories. Federation rating for 2023­2024 maintained this
principal of fairness and equity. By contrast the GM and Director Corporate Services recommendation for 2024­2025 was that
council set the farm rate at 29% rather than the IPART approved 19% temporary increase. The rational being that farm property
values had increased substantially resulting in unearned wealth for farmers. The council finally resolved to set the farmland rate
at a percentage increase of 22% allowing other rate categories to be lowered below the 19%. The capital appreciation of a
farm will be determined by VG valuation on which the ad valorem rate is levied. Capital appreciation can only be realized
through sale and the payment of capital gains taxation. Council cannot determine a farmers wealth, knowledge of what
debt/borrowings may be held against the security of the farm is not known by council. Why should capital appreciation of
farmland be treated differently to business, industrial or residential capital appreciation? When was Local Government given
the power to levy wealth taxation? I believe that this 2024­2025 application to be excessive and I oppose it being granted.
W  Bott AM.







Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Saturday, 1 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Hello federation council My submission is about your management and what happens when you cant manage the extra income
you get from your rate rise do you just put it up again as handouts just dont work its all about management and the council wants
ratepayers to cover the cost of all of the dumb decision makers involved with council



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Saturday, 1 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Where do I start , with what the council is proposing it is going to stretch my funds even more , I'm a single women and life ,
work , living is costly enough. I'm at the stage of this king I might have the sell my home and move as this council has no desire
to listen to it's people. We have a lot of aged living in Federation and they are suffering alot.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Saturday, 1 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
This will have a devastating impact on residents if it goes ahead. Many are already struggling to keep up with rate payments as
they are.please do not allow this huge rise. Council is not totally transparent on their spending and many residents will go under
water with the proposed increase.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Sunday, 2 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Household incomes are not increasing let alone by any more than 3%. How can such a significant rate rise be appropriately
justified. The cost of living is crushing households. Council needs to do better by its people and find alternative savings and
cost management techniques. If not, it will drive hard working families away from the community and with an aging population
this will only further strain local resources and facilities. Please seriously consider what impact this will have on our
vulnerable people and young families.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 3 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
With the increase of living plus increase in rates left over money will be very limited . From my research the people of the
outer lying towns will not benefit from the increase.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 3 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
In regards to the special rate variation currently being applied for by Federation Council is NOT in the best interest of the rate
payers and I strongly disagree. Poor management has led to shortfalls and need to be corrected. NO to the variation.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Tuesday, 4 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am very concerned that the Federation Council will not be improved by a rate increase. The poor condition of the roads in our
area is evident, and the patch­up repairs being made provide little improvement or solution. There is no plan in place to suggest
that these issues will be resolved in a timely or cost­effective manner. The workload being managed within the Federation
Council is at a low standard; often, a temporary fix is suggested but is delayed, turning into a larger problem later on.
Employees' workdays need to be more structured and accounted for, ensuring that tasks are completed in a timely manner. A
rate rise does not address the underlying issues affecting the shire's financial and visual conditions; it is merely a temporary
solution with no lasting results.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Tuesday, 4 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the rate variation application from Federation Council. In these current times
where the cost of living has risen yet wages have not risen to meet these costs, this proposed rate increase from Federation
Council highlights the councils utter detachment from the community they serve. Federation locality is largely working class and
as such to impose an increase to the rates on the residents while the cost of living continues to rise is quite concerning. Perhaps
Federation Council should be held to account on why they must raise rates yet again, is there a serious mismanagement of
ratepayer funds to blame? As a resident of Federation Council in Howlong, I see poorly maintained riverside reserves,
appalling road conditions, footpaths in need of repair and overrun with weeds like catheads which puncture pram & bike
wheels and injure dogs by the dog parks. With the previous rate increase there was no improvement seen in Howlong on these
matters, its hard to believe this increase would benefit ratepayers but only line the pockets of the council and the councillors.
Please consider that it should not be up to residents to empty their pockets in compensation of the councils shortfalls.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Wednesday, 5 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I believe we do need a small increase in rates however we need to see some positive results for our money. We seem to have a
lot of people making various decisions in Council, I question their ability to do so. Corowa is the main hub for the Federation
Council this is where meetings and all main activities should be carried out ,I am talking about council meeting and all office
procedures. I have sat in a couple of meetings with the CEO and so called specialists trying to get buildings passed. What a
disgrace all these people were worried about their own little situation rather than the good of Federation Council throwing up
as many negetives as they could instead of trying to resolve the issues, and the sad thing was they were not brought into line by
the CEO. Talking to actual elected Councilors I think they are fed information in a way that is not quiet right. I believe that it all
starts from the top and while I personally like and get on well with the CEO Adrianne we need some one who is stronger and in
control running Council.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Thursday, 6 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
We strongly object to Federation Councils proposed rate rise. The Community has not been fully informed about this proposed
rate rise and what benefits we will receive from it. We don't understand why they are needing this significant rise. They have
not demonstrated any cost saving plans in their budget prior to this, they seem to just want ratepayers to keep covering all their
costs without strategies within the Council to reduce ongoing costs. We believe Council is inefficient with its funds ­ it seems to
take 2­3 staff to do jobs that in private business would be done by 1 person. Council seems to purchase new plant and
equipment which should be cost saving in reducing the need for more staff etc but this is not happening. There seems to be a lot
of Council owned vehicles driving around town! We are farming land holders who already pay significant rates with little
benefit to us. With the ongoing rising costs associated with farming, this proposed huge rise could mean we will have to sell as
farming is not becoming viable. We would love to be able to get someone to cover our ongoing increasing costs for us too, but
we have to look at strategies to cover these costs ourselves. Thank you for your consideration.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Friday, 7 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
The figure, used by Council on their brochure just received, for the Average Residential Rate is very inaccurate The 69.94%
permanent increase over 2 years is incorrect as Council have included the temporary rate increases from 2023/24 and 2024/25
into their proposed new SRV for 2025/26 and 2026/27. Theirs will be 85.24% over the 4 year cumulative. We are pensioners
in a residential house. Our pension does not go up that much in a year. Cost of living, insurance, running a motor vehicle and
medical, are all expensive The rates should be pegged at the 4.3% figure. How much will our rates be costing in 10 years time
if Council get their SRV approved? Before amalgamation with the other Councils, Corowa Council had a $4 million credit on
their books. Since amalgamation we seem to have acquired huge debt and expenses. Why are we paying so much to
Consultants? Why waste so much money on a footpath in Wanstead Street that is double the width and stops half way. There are
increased numbers of people who are falling behind with their rates due to cost of living expenses.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Friday, 7 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
As pensioners we are unable to afford the proposed SRV council have proposed It seems as though council have factored in the
temporary rate increases into their permanent rate increase, along with their new proposed srv What with the cost of living
expenses the permanent increase will be unaffordable as our pensions don't increase by this level. Consultant expenses seem to
be excessive, especially for airport which is at $150,000 so far Big spends don't seem to be notified to the ratepayers. E.g. a
fancy air­conditioned lawn mower. Double width footpath in wanstead St that only goes half way. Three swimming pools when
we only voted for an indoor pool. Federation vehicles. Council need to have more community awareness and engagement and
investigate all efficiency options before increasing rates



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Saturday, 8 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Federation Council is proposing a 69.94% increase in General Rates. Where have the Council's expenses increased by 70% to
justify a 70% increase in General Rates.? I do not have a problem with rates increasing in line with the CPI but a 70% increase
is a bit rich!



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 10 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Federation Council have mismanaged finances for some time. Bad decisions like the expensive Corowa swimming pool, which
runs at a loss. Ratepayers are at breaking point. We cant afford continuous rate increases. Apart from a SRV, theres the added
expense of council increasing water & sewage availability charges, which amount to $1200 for some households, on top of rate
charges. Many struggle with insurance payments, high power & gas bill. Petrol prices are high and some town people need to
travel to Albury or Melbourne for medical reasons. We are all juggling our finances, council need to do the same. Its clear
Adrian Butler General Manager is unable to look after council finances in an efficient manner. He isnt even qualified for the
job. Its time council got a new GM, someone with accounting qualifications. I stress to IPART, despite 
conclusions, ratepayers can not afford this steep increase. Even a modest increase will inflict hardship on some, such as single
pensioners, single income families, low income households. Ratepayers can not afford a rate increase.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 10 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I speak on behalf of Oaklands residents. Did you know that Oaklands is the biggest private storage facility for the Australian
defence force, they are also one of the biggest storage facilities for grain operated by two of the biggest international companies
Grainflow and GrainCorp, which is classified as NSW mining. It also has a private company who is tendered by the ADF to
dismantle ammunition. These jobs, are filled by Oaklands residents. These jobs also do NOT match salary levels offered in
other regions. In fact its considerably less. But people here can work full time and then be home before 5pm. Making the work
life money balance on par. All places can NOT get staff. In fact they hire more backpackers than locals as there is not enough
people. Is the defence force ready to allow federation council to force out middle income workers out of their houses and towns
in turn letting an industry fail? Were talking about ammunitions for wars we dont know about, and everyone in this world
(minus gluten intolerant people) need grain for their food. You have small town people working for peanuts to provide services
for the world who dont even recognise the importance of what people do not just a job but for other peoples benefits. Currently
grain flows employment is 90% backpackers, and all the Aussie blokes do not live in Oaklands. They travel every day.
Because it cheaper to live in the bigger towns of Yarrawonga and Mulwala with services for their families. The council is in a
deficit and requires higher rates from typical blue collar people and pensioners. Cause half of the town are retired farmers. We
have dirt roads, and just got a new Main Street (which didnt need to be done considering half the town is dirt) that cost 3 times
the cost of a normal piece of road. Hows do I know cause I been in the industry. Federation council is going to cause alot of
folks to be more financially disadvantaged especially in this economy. Are they seeking extra rates from the defence force since
we are the biggest storage facility for their ammunitions snd tankers? You google Oaklands, and hardly anything comes up,
because it is technically a garrison town. We are close by to the base in Albury and the ammunition factory in Yarrawonga &
Benalla. The only service we get from the council is the brilliant boys in the gardening crew. Who mow the park each week.
Our landfill is also on Sundays till midday which we have to pay for by cash only. Thats it. Thats what we get. Oh and the new
road we never asked for at 3 times the cost, If the rates raise we will be forced to sell up and move somewhere cheaper. And
thats in the cards for many people who participate in society and work here. The pensioners? They will be in debt till they die,
unable to move cause its all they known and they cant afford it. And young people? Why stay in a place with no services, no
supports for kids, and too expensive? 



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Tuesday, 11 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
A rise in property rates would be a bad idea, especially given the current economic strain. With the cost of living already
soaring, including rising prices for food, essential items, and education, increasing property rates would only exacerbate the
situation. Many people are already struggling with high mortgage payments, and a rise in property rates could push more people
toward financial instability, increasing the risk of homelessness for some. The added pressure could force families to make
impossible choices, like whether to pay for housing or essential needs like food and education. Instead of raising property rates,
we need solutions that reduce financial strain and make housing more affordable, ensuring that people can meet their basic
needs without the fear of losing their homes.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Thursday, 13 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Costs have gone up for everything and so have the costs of running a council. Federation Council has kept rates too low for too
long. Now more funding is needed to catch up and be able to meet the needs of maintaining and updating infrastructure and
provide services etc. Forced amalgamations have caused more expenses for our council, rather than the promised savings stated
by the State Government when they forced this on us. I'm a pensioner but understand the need for this increase.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Thursday, 13 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Terrible lack of transparency and poor community consultation. Such as airport closure. Mulwala Museum closure, where
crucial reports were NOT disclosed to the Historical Society 3 years ago. Nor by Corowa Council on 1994 prior to
establishment of the Museum. Small rural villages are not receiving value for rates, such as withdrawal of rubbish and
recycling facilities. Greater efficiencies within the budget should relieve the need for rates increases. Improve our roads with
quality repairs, not just slapdash efforts which need repairs again within 6 months.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Thursday, 13 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
To whom it may concern, I have owned this property for just over 8 years, when I first purchased it my rates where around
$500/year, we have zero services provided to us from council. Yet my rates are over $2000/year now. Late last year our local
bins where removed from the central waste point, not one of the locals where made aware of the situation and now we have no
way of managing our waste. We now have an on­site cleanaway bin that we pay for ontop of our rates which is disgustingly
expensive. I dont believe the council needs to raise the rates, perhaps its time that the entire staff were reviewed and made
accountable for the spending on unsustainable things. We get absolutely nothing for our $2000/year and Ill be disappointed if I
have to pay anymore.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Saturday, 15 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I live in the Federation council but was previously part of the Urana Shire Council. I opposed the amalgamation and would
happily support a reversal. Since the merge in my small town of Oaklands we have seen our council services slowly eroded.
Larger towns in the council are getting better services than us. The roads are appalling but Corowa has a new heated pool and
Mulwala a flash park and a bike track between the two. Any requests we make to council are met with indecisive response,
lack of response or inadequate response. My household is one of limited income yet our rates are being raised at above the
normal increase and our services are decreasing. We are expected to pay rates at a level where you could reasonably expect
much better facilities and services. Even an independent report showing lack of planning and serious waste seems to be getting
ignored. I strongly oppose this submission as do many people in this area.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Saturday, 15 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission about Federation Councils request for an exorbinant rate increase This
request is not required for a number of reasons 1. The administration of the Shire is too heavy and salaries and conditions out of
context .Substantail savings are possible in numbers 2. The rate increases are not affordable for many businesses and most
pensioners of which there are many Additionally many families will find these proposed rate increases impossible to pay
3.Examples of ineffencies that could be easily remedied include consolidating staff into one office therefore reducing travel and
other costs considerably The number of indoor staff is excessive and yet performance is ofter sub par As an example my
solicitor recently phoned me to advise thay were still waiting on a planning certificate " Unfortunately you live in Federation
Council and they are impossible to deal with They very often do not answer the phone There are 2.4 rates staff which is ample
but still no responsiveness This council is an example of a council amalgamation that could have achieved savings but has not
for a number of reasons 1. Excessive focus on new works or expantion without any recognition of long term depreciation and
operational costs 2. Introduction of a nine day fortnight and additional staff to support same 3. Large increases in employment
costs and an insistance to employ more staff as opposed to achieving productivity gains If IPART approves Federations request
they will waste much of the money through ongoing lack of performance and new unnessary capital expenditure Senior staff
have already indicated they are looking to seek another special variation in 5 years When is enough enough. Please moderate
this request because most in the community cannot afford to pay and the community is not making huge demands for the new
capital pet projects of councillors Federation Council needs the return of Administrators although I do realise this is not within
IPARTS scope Thank you for tjr chance to make a submission



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Saturday, 15 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am probably one of the.hundreds that are saying they wont do this survey as it wont make any difference because Federation
Council just do what they want to do and dont listen to the community which they have done for many many years 3/4 quarters
of the councillors have only been on there to better they own circumstances and business or to basically line there own pockets
and all of a sudden we the members of the community and rate payers have to pay for there incompetence Well live lived in
town all my life and for my last two homes we have lived in in new estates we dont even have a footpath to walk on and dont
get me started on their tip fees and operating hours Plus the ridiculous amount of money wasted on the swimming pool
absolutely absurd the amount of staff they have ther doing nothing 70% of the time How we are expected to find the extra money
on a pension l have no idea , we have always payed our rates in full and on time but cant see that happening now and l ask the
question why the sewage use was always included in yearly the rate notice Now they include it on the water rates so now we
get charged 4 times a year I realise the rates need to increase but please make it so people can afford it let common sense
prevail



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Saturday, 15 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
We have lived in the Federation Council area since 2018. In that time we have had multiple SRV rises outside of the standard
rates increase. We own our home but now live on pensions. Money is increasingly harder to come by with the cost of living.
We have not seen any improvements to our local area other than standard waste collection services, we have no footpaths or
hardwaste collections so find it hard to justify increases such as the Council is proposing. Federation council is relying on an
instant fix to solve their money shortages by imposing large percentage rate increases on residents. We have a caravan park that
they emptied of permanent campers that runs at a loss, and a multi million dollar swimming pool that is in the same boat. We
can't afford to use the pool, nor can many others. We cannot continue to keep Council afloat on the modest income we receive.
This current SRV request is going to further cause financial hardship and we reject it on those grounds.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Sunday, 16 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
We get no value for money now so any increase would be a waste. Should never had got rid of the permanent site holders at
ball park 500k per year lost. I moved here in 2018 for a better life. We don't even have foot paths around my area prams
wheelchairs and mobility scooters need to go on the road. I am on a disability pension now and money doesn't go as far as it use
to. Amalgamation of councils only works in big cities not rural towns.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 17 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Federation council has been grossly mismanaged. There are employees on huge pay packets who are not needed or are not
efficient at their jobs. Many have company cars that we pay for, each night they jump in them and drive off to other councils that
they live in. They don't care about Fed council they only care about themselves. Money is wasted on ridiculous things while
basic infostructure is ignored. The main St is full of empty shops and falling down buildings while council does nothing to
chase these issues up. We are a tourist town that borders VIC ­ the twin town across the river ­ Rutherglen is pumping. We
should have the same or better as we are on the banks of the river and just a close to the wineries but no. DA s take forever to
get through and when they do, they are often wrong. We are lucky we have JBS industry and agriculture businesses in town
which the town basically lives off, but the council make it hard for them as well and treat them like a cash cow. Enough is
enough ­ get rid of management get in administrators and clean the whole thing out this gross mismanagement of money is
criminal.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Tuesday, 18 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Good Morning I have already provided details of my opinions, which obviously had little affect My current rates for 2024­
2025 are $7,237, plus water rates in excess of $1500 plus land tax of $18150 This property was purchased as a holiday home
many years ago and is now a massive financial burden. No doubt people will say be the value has increased, which is correct
but i do not want to sell l wish to enjoy property with my family it appears that previous Councils have failed to carry out their
duties and there is now a massive backlog, plus the amalgamation with other Councils has added an additional backlog, which i
think is very unfair With the increase in the cost of living over the last few years and this unjustifiable rate increase the burden
on ratepayers is massive. Why are outside engineers being used to assess the structure of Museum when Council employs
engineers? No doubt there are inefficiencies in the Council which hopefully are being addressed. The easiest thing is to
increase rates rather than make hard decisions about culling the workforce. Working from home should be abolished as it is
impossible to determine that a full days work is being completed I realise rates must increase due the rising costs bur this %
rates rise cannot be justified over such a short period Please reconsider­this is placing ridiculous financial pressure on
ratepayers, especially those in Melbou]rne Street



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Tuesday, 18 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am 52 years of age and lived in Corowa almost all that time. Our town has very old infrastructure and after attending a few
meetings with   and council information sessions, my opinion is decided. I like many dont want a rate rise but it
appears we have been to cheap for to long and incremental rises didnt happen when they should have. I now reluctantly support
the rise and can see its a case of have to if we want our roads and facilities upgraded and maintained.



“Have your say” 

A 70% permanent rate increase is an issue for my family financially, with the continuing high cost of living 
personally and rapidly increasing business production costs that apply to farming in what is becoming quite a 
volatile economic forecast. Hard decisions and tough times loom for us in the Federation Shire, whether as 
wage earners, pensioners or small business owners. All will feel the pinch.  It is not only the council who will 
be seeking support and we must all look carefully at managing our countries’ future.  As businesses fall by the 
way, life will become tougher for every-one.  

Obviously, there has been quite a bit of concern as to how the Council is managing its Programs. Federation 
really seems to lack transparency in it’s engagement with the Community.  Efforts to air concerns fall on deaf 
ears and the evidence of a failure to run maintenance programs efficiently is quite common as we move 
around the local area. We continue to be frustrated at the waste and poorly managed road repairs & other 
infrastructure work carried out by Council.  The sub-standard results are clearly evident by the re-works that are 
being carried out.  While we should be shocked at this, our family saw it coming as the rushed works were obviously 
not well prepared or sustainable.  Im sure, with improved planning, the Council would waste less of their budget and 
their limited resources.   A genuine effort at efficient management is something that the council needs to address.   

My fear is that the SRV will make our lives significantly harder as rates rise, while no gains will roll out from programs 
to tick boxes rather than create productive outcomes.  Good decisions are vital to boost our community needs.  

More funds for a wasteful set of programs cannot be tolerated, in my view.  Be accountable, productive and 
transparent with local government processes and have accurate and regular reviews that are realistic and fit for 
purpose. Good people work at the Federation Council, but I do not feel that good, co-ordinated outcomes are 
forthcoming.  Change is needed. 

This is the reason I am expressing my opinion about the proposed SRV when I realised I have this option.  I am 
frustrated by the lack of due diligence coming from our local Council.  I was, initially unaware that a second SRV was 
being submitted by the Council and was shocked to learn that a notice was issued so close to  Christmas (For most 
farmers, there is an extreme focus on harvest at this time but is a time of distraction for all ratepayers).  This 
negative approach to informing ratepayers of important strategies is understandably not appreciated. 

There will be significant hurdles for ratepayers in our community to manage the burden of the proposed rate increases 
and council will have issues with further unpaid rates during this time,  Iam sure.  It would create an unjust, unwise and 
unsustainable outcome for the district.   

Cost containment and raising efficiencies need to be addressed BEFORE not AFTER another RATE RISE by Federation.   

I am not interested in backing this SRV when 2 years after the first one, poor decision-making is still rife.  

 



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Friday, 21 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I have attended a Federation Ratepayers Inc information session and found the sessions informative with helpful instructions on
how to make a submission to IPART (positive or negative). Attached is a report from the Federation Council GM for the March
meeting about the FRI information sessions, this document demonstrates very clearly the tone from Council if you disagree or
question. The attached document also demonstrates how crucial information is always omitted, for instance how do we know
that 70% of the temporary SRV has been expended correctly. What was the total amount raised from the temporary SRV (less
rate pegging) to be spent? There is a table of expenditure on roads but states budget figures, not actual figures? Council repeats
often that they do not get natural disaster funding every year and can't rely on that funding. Ratepayers know that, thankfully we
don't have natural disasters every year. However, ratepayers do know that we get road funding from government but this
69.94% SRV is nearly fully funding our total roads and footpaths budget. Why?





Dear IPART panel  

I wish to object to the large SRV that Federation Council is seeking on the following grounds;  
Council has only referred to the residential rate increases on a flyer mail out, which appears to 
have only been delivered to residential mailboxes. I guess this is not uncommon for this Council 
as rural rate payers are not considered, except to be the Council’s cash cow, we only make up 
approximately 11%, however pay majority of the rate take income and are considered the 
highest economic driver of federation, however if prevailing weather patterns continue the 
economic conditions will surely diminish, see what happens then. The fact that we are less than 
11% of federation’s electoral base, means we have no real say in the Council chamber. I know 
that IPART have no control over the distribution across the different rating categories, however 
Council told IPART in their last SRV that the increase would be distributed evenly across all 
categories. However, since then the council have decided to place the largest burden on 
farmland rates making their rate category well above the state average. This to me says two 
things about our Council. Firstly, you can’t believe a word they say and secondly, they have 
discriminated against a small minority of rate payers. Under NSW Anti-Discrimination Act 1977, 
It is unlawful to discriminate against someone or a group of people (treat them less favourably 
than others)  

Councils are required to comply with the Anti-Discrimination Act 1977 regardless of the content 
of their EEO Management Plan and must not act in a way that results in adverse treatment in 
relation to a provision of service to the community. So without some concrete assurance that 
this imbalance of the rate take of different categories isn’t to occur, to both the community and 
IPART, it would be somewhat reckless on IPART’S determination to grant Federation Council 
their very large unaffordable SRV, which I might add had already been determined two years ago 
for a four year period, or so the community, and I likewise, thought. 

Not sure why we have an Operational Plan and Delivery Program which I believe has to be 
formally passed in the Council’s general meetings, when it hasn’t been acted upon, and the 
reason given by the GM as to why this is the case, is because those people responsible for the 
un-acted upon subjects were required to produce the IP&R documents in order to apply for the 
SRV. I do not recall them voting for staff to cease day to day functions in order to apply for 
seemingly easy money derived from highly frustrated ratepayers. One of the subjects was a 
review of development fees and charges, these are not progressing and left on hold indefinitely. 
Council intends to spend SRV money on fixing drainage problems and lack of drainage in recent 
developments, in the urban parts of Federation Council, out of either the roads budget or the 
general fund. Would not it have been a more equitable assumption that development fees and 
charges were brought in line with the true development cost as to not need to be subsidised by 
the general ratepayers and larger proportion of funds coming from the farmland rate base. 
Sewage and water funds were also not reviewed, and fees and charges were also left on hold. I 
know both sewage and water upgrades cannot be supported by the SRV, however as the Chief 
Financial Officer answered a question put to her by a councillor, “could he have a list of 
investments of where they had come from, and what they intended them to be spent on”, she 
replied it would be all to hard as they only had one big BUCKET of MONEY and they drew from 
that as needed. How can we as farmland ratepayers who are not on town water or sewer be sure 
we are not subsidising the town water and sewer shortfalls? How can they budget properly if 
they don’t increase these fees and charges at least to keep up with inflation, because if they do 
not, they will be losing money as the value of funds decreases with inflation and hence is not 
covered by the rate peg, which this Council has always taken in full. We have a sneaking 



suspicion they intend to somehow syphon off money out of the BIG BUCKET to spend on much 
needed core infrastructure that has been neglected for popular urban votes, who is going to 
hold them to account? 

If Council was run on a prudent business case, wouldn’t it be as simple as copying and pasting 
to produce the IP&R documents? So why then did council need so many staff producing IP&R 
documents right up to the February 25 council meeting, and if this was the case then these were 
not exhibited, and the community did not have an opportunity to comment on these. Council at 
no time advertised openly to the community that they had put in an application for a permanent 
SRV of 69.94%. I also draw IPART’s attention to the fact that this equates to 85.23% over the 
same four year period for which IPART refused their previous application for 74.59%. Council 
spent hard earned money on  

 
 to try to convince a highly frustrated community that we need such an 

unaffordable rate rise. Their audited operating performance ratio of 16.45% says to me they do 
not need this SRV. The community had no say in the appointment or the terms of reference for 
his employment.  has no understanding of our climate both weather and 
economic as he comes from northern NSW and had to go overseas to recruit peers that would 
toe the line, why when we have many local intelligent businesspeople better qualified to scan 
Council’s operational and financial performance. Could it be that Council wanted a salesman to 
sell the impossible? 

 
 

. 

Council have control over the local newspaper due to the advertising they take out, local 
community newsletters that they provide funding for, and some social media platforms. This 
allows them to control the so called “facts” that they put out to the community. 

Council is saying they need this SRV for roads, drainage, and footpaths. Then why haven’t they 
spent most of the RLRRF grants from TfNSW. TfNSW said in the recent review into roads grants 
to Councils that there is no accountability or responsibility on Councils as to where these grants 
are currently spent, and they are reviewing the way these grants are granted as they were 
intended to improve road safety. Our own council is spending these grants on footpaths/bike 
tracks on floodplain land close to the waters edge which is against the SEPP (Biodiversity and 
Conservation) 2021. They have also upgraded carparks and built new roads to seemingly 
nowhere, also on the floodplain. It is doubtful they can get insurance for these because of the 
risk. More expense and no real financial gain!  Drainage has not been provided to support 
business and urban development due to the failure to collect the appropriate development fees 
at the approval phase. I don’t believe these are justified expenses of an SRV as they will not be 
funded by the user.  

Why is business rate take and residential rate take much lower than the farmland rate take when 
farmland ratepayers get less service than a tourist, who incidentally pays no rates? 

Federation Council actually has no intention of fixing local roads as when asked what cost 
containment measures they would take when awarded a SRV to fund servicing the pool their 
response was reducing the road funding by $750,000, in fact road funding has been Council’s go 
to fund when community projects exceed their budgets to the detriment of local road users. 



Unless IPART can enforce local councils to be more accountable and legally responsible or 
change legislation to a more democratic system then I think under the present circumstances 
Councils should have to tighten their belts and not receive this unaffordable rate increase, there 
is huge room for improvement, productivity and cost containment savings to be had from the 
top of the organisation down. Ratepayers cannot be seen as employment charity for 
incompetent and unqualified staff, or if this is not the case then dare I say, the other explanation 
is corruption, and government departments need to pick up the ball. 

The only way Federation Council will improve their performance is if IPART refuses this 
unaffordable SRV application. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

  



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I feel as a rural rate payer we receive little to no benefit from paying our council rates. The costs of running a farming business
have escalated significantly over the past couple of years to the point where it is financially very difficult to break even. The
proposed rate hikes will add to this burden and for negligible benefit. It occurs to me that rural rate payers pay huge rates by the
very nature of the value of the assets they own and that that if you compared the services received for every dollar of rates paid
that rural rate payers are getting dealt a very rough hand. Put simply we pay the highest rates and receive the lowest level of
service. I am also concerned that the council will take the extra windfall for granted and not look seriously at other ways to
balance their books. All businesses need to look at ways to improve their efficiency and live within their means and I think the
same thing needs to said for Federation Council. I think that it is reasonable that rates increase gradually but the magnum of this
increase is unjustified and dangerous to the viability of some of Federation Council's most important businesses



To IPART Assessment Panel 

 

I am writing in objection to the Federation council’s SRV application.  

I find it extremely frustrating the way in which the Federation council has conducted itself through 

this process it’s left myself and so many others confused to what they are applying for a 69.94% SRV 

or an 11% or 19%. My understanding is that their previous application was only temporary so 

advertising that they are just adding to the 19% and 17% in my mind is just dishonest.  

Once again, the Federation council has spent ZERO effort in allowing the community to have input 

into our future. The SRV was on public exhibition in the back of the long-term financial plan with no 

advertising so the community had no idea we could provide feedback. With only four submissions in 

total highlighting that the community was just unaware. After reading their application to IPART it 

just makes me wonder if this was intentional. 

 In  community engagement report he suggests that no consideration should be 

given to anybody providing feedback as they are just a noisy few within the community. If this is seen 

as morally acceptable, God help our communities’ incompetent leaders think they are unanswerable 

to anybody. I find comments like this just outrageous and just highlights there has never been a true 

interest in listening to anyone that doesn’t agree with their narrative.  

The Federation council have been boasting pop-up sessions in the larger towns. With poor 

attendance in total to these meetings just highlights how poor Federation Council advertised these 

events even though they have surveyed the community before to understand how the community 

accesses information. The problem being Staff were only at these places for one and half hours in the 

middle of the day, a very in convenient time for the working part of the population. Furthermore, 

this engagement was carried out after they had already applied for the SRV. What’s the point? 

Nobody could have any input.  

I have noticed that the Federation council has released a frequently asked questions document as 

well as rates calculator both tools were released after submitting their application. Both tools would 

have been very useful before they had put an application to IPART, to inform ourselves if we could 

even afford this rate rise and then provide feedback to the council. This just proves this was just a 

token gesture to try and get the SRV over the line.  report talks about a survey of 6200 

residents with only being aware of two people not receiving one. Is this some sort of joke, how can 

anyone let you know you didn’t receive a survey when we were unaware something was even sent to 

you? There are over 12000 residents, so they barely surveyed half. 

After reading  capacity to pay report I find this document lacks important basic 

information which highlights the financial stress already in the community. And after using old 

census data keeps stating that the community has typically higher ability to pay higher rates. He has 

put no effort into looking at local shelters to see how the local hardship programs are tracking. For 

example, Amaranth a local charity is struggled to support people due to a lack donations of foods 

etc. A sure sign the cost-of-living people are experiencing is putting a lot of pressure on and 

disposable incomes are no longer. We have also just seen another pub close in Corowa due to a lack 

of patrons. All signs in my mind that our local economy is not faring very well.  

We then need to ask why  has put in this document that he thinks rates should be 

paid out of un-earned wealth. To me this now highlights that he is once again trying to justify the 

morality of this rate rise not the affordability of it.  Capital gains taxation is for unearned wealth. How 



can anybody pay for unearned wealth out of their earnings, this is why this tax is applied once an 

asset is sold.  

The Federation council’s own document showing rates unpaid, has gone from $500000 to $1200000 

unpaid just from a 19% increase in the current climate. Why has  not even investigated this? 

Another sign highlighting that we have an affordability crisis.  

But most concerning in my mind, he says that the distribution of rates needs to be investigated. So, 

what will my rate bill be? The Federation council stated in their application for the last rate rise, that 

the ad valorem would not change. Twelve months in and management loaded the rural rate payer 

with a larger amount of the 17% increase. With an election immanent, this can only be seen as pork 

barreling.  

There is no point even discussing the Federation council’s savings or efficiencies, because there is 

none. On any given day they will tell you various things, none of which are quantified, generic 

numbers and comments which tell me there is no intent for any worthwhile change. The Federation 

council has 30% plus more staff today than when it was two councils and service levels in this time 

have only dropped. We have not rationalized any assets so  comments around 

people traveling further creating inefficiencies holds no weight.  The Federation council have become 

employment agencies that are just bleeding the community dry.  

I find attitude to efficiency and productivity just bizarre. How can every other organization or 

business successfully conduct itself in an efficient and productive manner, yet  thinks it 

pointless and unachievable. If this is to be the case unfortunately there is no future for rural 

community’s councils like Federation will kill us with rates. 

I believe IPART’s previous determination was very fair and gave us some breathing space for 

Federation council to sort its mess out. But instead of using this wisely, Federation council has spent 

the whole time starting a blame game with the community. Rather than looking internally at its 

problems and waste it decided to go straight back for another SRV repeating the same failings as last 

time, Talk about slow learners! I urge IPART to give federation council no SRV and use them as an 

example to other councils that enough is enough. You must live within your means communities are 

not a bottomless pit of money. Services must be efficient and affordable for every part of our 

community. I understand the stress this will put on the Federation council initially, but it will force 

change before it’s too late. If we don’t get this right, there is a grim future for all residents of 

Federation and as we have seen with all their previous SRV’S more money for this council achieves 

worse outcomes for all.  

Thank you for reading my submission and hopefully you can understand my frustration over this 

matter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
The rate increase would not be such an issue if the council did the same sort of works as they do in Corowa, to the other towns
in this shire, the council seems to lack in having public works done to improve or upgrade, maybe the council should have a
freeze on the wages and stop getting new equipment ie: cars and such which if well maintained would last for years.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Thank you for allowing submissions in this matter. Given the small space given for responses I will shorten my answers into an
executive summary and include the full response in the attachments. Question 1 (Criterion 1) ­ Has the council clearly
established the need for, and purpose of a different revenue path for the council's General fund? In the Year 2021­22 an SRV of
8.0% was granted To fund the ongoing operating expenditure of the new Corowa Aquatic Centre, with estimated additional
income valued at $5.5 million over 10 years this appears to have gone into general revenue. Council was advised by 

 to: o Outsourcing Corowa Aquatic Centre o Reducing Tourism
expenditures o Sell the Saleyards The council failed to listen to its own expert in these matters. Question 2 (Criterion 1) ­ Has
the council canvassed alternatives to the rate rise? Long­Term Financial Plan Section 5.3 fails to model the recommendations of
its own expert. The council has stated it will need at least a 112% rate increase to be financially stable, despite inflation
between 2016 and 2023 being only 23.3% Question 1 (Criterion 2) ­ Did the council communicate the full cumulative increase
of the proposed special variation in percentage terms? And the total increase in dollar terms for the average ratepayer by rating
category? Due to the September election and the small amount of media coverage, up until the week before Christmas it is
unlikely most people would have realised it was continuing. Question 2 (Criterion 2) ­ Has the council's community engagement
strategy demonstrated an appropriate variety of engagement methods to ensure community awareness? The community voted
against the SRV, in the September Local Council elections and little was done until the week prior to Christmas, through
January. Question 1 (Criterion 3) ­ Please comment on the reasonableness of the impact on affected ratepayers of the proposed
special variation. The Socio­Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) used are based on the data from the 2021 Census, before the
massive inflation spike, peaking at 7.8% for the year to December. Subsequently the Census data in not usable to determine
socio­economic conditions. Federation Council has stated that outstanding rates increased 26.86% between 2022­23 and 2023­
24 now up to $1,620,000 for only 7944 properties. Question 2 (Criterion 3) ­ Please comment on the council's consideration of
the community's capacity and willingness to pay. The community has made it abundantly clear that they do not want this SRV.
The polls in the September 2024 election resulted in: Question 1, Do you believe that the forced amalgamation by the State
Government in 2016 was a mistake? Yes 76.6% Question 2, Should the State Government compensate ratepayers for the
ongoing costs of the amalgamation? Yes 84.13% Question 3, Do you support that Council should approach the State
Government to guarantee representation for the former Urana Shire? Yes: 68.62% To summarize the peoples willingness and
ability to pay: They have already voted out the majority of councillors who were behind this SRV Most think that the 2016
amalgamation was a bad idea and that the rate payers should be compensated by the NSW State government That with the
current temporary SRV 13% of properties have been unable to pay their rates There is no willingness or capacity to pay these
increased rates. Question 3 (Criterion 3) ­ In its application the council outlined how it intended to address hardship caused by
the proposed special variation. Please comment on the council's plan. While the Council has stated its plan, there is nothing
stopping any future meeting of the Council demanding payment of all outstanding debts, subjecting people to the loss of their
homes. Other Comments and Attachments There are problems using Group 11 as a reference Rates are based on land values as
should SRV analysis The Councils rates are currently inline with other councils with the same land values, no SRV is needed.
Rate inequality is a huge problem in Federation council with Business and Residential properties paying most of the rates,
while holding just over 35% of the land value. Summary Due to the unsustainability and loss of democratic representation, this
SRV should not be granted, and the council should be de­amalgamated. Thank you for your time in this matter
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CRITERION 1 

 

QUESTION 1 (CRITERION 1) - HAS THE COUNCIL CLEARLY ESTABLISHED THE NEED FOR, 
AND PURPOSE OF A DIFFERENT REVENUE PATH FOR THE COUNCIL'S GENERAL FUND? 

PREVIOUS SRVS 
To answer this, we must first look at past SRV’s of the Federation Council. 

The Federation Council was founded in 2016 due to the forced amalgamation 

by the state government of the day. The government then stated that residents 

would pay no more in their rates for 4 years. 

The General Manager of the Federation Council wrote to the Director of IPART 

on 9 December 2016, stating that the council would apply for a Special Rate 

Variation if it could (see appendix A) 

In the Year 2021-22 an SRV of 8.0% was granted “To fund the ongoing 

operating expenditure of the new Corowa Aquatic Centre”, with estimated 

additional income valued at $5.5 million over 10 years. 

Financial need was classed as demonstrated with the additional comment 

stating “Even with the special variation, the council’s financial position will be 
significantly challenged. The council’s operating result is in deficit and will 
continue to deteriorate.”, I was unable to find any reference to this special 

variation being kept aside for the upkeep of the Corowa Aquatic Centre. I 

presume that despite the SRV being for the Corowa Aquatic Centre, the extra 

revenue has gone into the General revenue account. 

Federation Council was granted a permanent Additional Special Variation 

(ASV) for a percentage increase of 0.9% increasing its general revenue for the 

year by 2.5%. 

IPART approved a 2-year temporary SV of 39.2%, which is made up of an 

increase of 19% in 2023-24 then a 17% increase in 2024-25. 
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COUNCIL WASTE 
 

In the report titled “The Advantages and Disadvantages of Amalgamation and 
Federation Council’s Financial Sustainability Journey”1 dated 3 November 

2023, by , 

recommendations were given to the Federation Council based on Tiers. Being 

Tiers 1-3, In Tier 1 are the following recommendations: 

Recommendation 11. (included due to Recommendation 12) ”The Ball Park 
Caravan Park business needs to be divested to relieve the pressure on 
overstretched staff, eliminate distractions from core service provision, reduce 
local economic distortion, and better manage risk. With the note “The Urana 
caravan park is a slightly different matter because of the market failure that we 
wrote of in the main report. If a suitable operator could be found in Urana – 
whereby there was little risk of losing the business for the community – then it 
might be possible to also divest council of this northern facility.” 

Response Progress Report Recommendation 112 

Staff Comment: “Council does not own the land that the Caravan Park operates 
on, it is Crown Land.  Council cannot sell this land. Council supported a report 
at the April 2024 Council meeting with a resolution to engage resources to 
allow the park to be put to the market under a long term lease to improve the 
financial results, and offer an economic driver for the area. Other options will 
also be discussed.” 

Council Decision: “Adopted by Council April 2024” 

Status (Sep 2024): “Underway” 

Status update - September 2024 “Expression of interest for work to progress 
private investment into the site developed. Advertising to commence shortly” 

 

  

 

1  ‘The Advantages and Disadvantages of Amalgamation and Federation Council’s 
Financial Sustainability Journey’. 

2 The Council in its December meeting stated the following in regard to these measures in a Report 
“Recommendations - The Advantages and Disadvantages of Amalgamation and Federation Council’s 
Financial Sustainability Journey - Progress reporting” 
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Recommendation 12. “Consideration needs to be given to outsourcing the 
Corowa Aquatic Centre for similar reasons.” 

Response Progress Report Recommendation 12. Staff Comment: “Council 
considered this option and have decided to staff the Centre on a tiered 
supervision model.  Further consider during the three year lower staffing 
model.” 

Council Decision: “Adopted by Council April 2024” 

Status (Sep 2024): “Complete” 

Recommendation 26. “Survey evidence suggests that there is strong support 
in the community for reductions to tourism expenditures. In FY2021, 
expenditure in this category was $356,000, in 2022 it was $170,000. Many 
debate whether tourism is indeed a legitimate role for local government in the 
first instance. In addition, it is clear that tourists place a significant burden on 
council but provide very few opportunities for direct additional revenue in a 
land-based taxation system (in FY 2021 $18,000 of revenues were collected, 
and in FY2022 just $12,000). In view of the significant challenges facing 
Council, it may be prudent to pare back tourism spending even further, within 
the constraints of current obligations. Preference might be given, in the future, 
to matching grants provided to tourist-orientated businesses in the local area 
(limited to a certain quantum). There may also be opportunities for sharing the 
cost of the tourist information services with businesses in the local area. We 
understand that Council has already commenced a review into various options 
related to tourism expenditure.” 

Response Progress Report Recommendation 26. Staff Comment: “The 
Tourism service budget has been significantly reduced over the past two years, 
with the service level reduced significantly in November 2023, resulting in a 
$132,000 reduction to the budget.  The 2024/25 draft budget shows a further 
reduction down to $302,352 from $336,613 in 2023/24 (10%).  For further 
review across 2024.” 

Council Decision: “Adopted by Council April 2024” 

Status (Sep 2024): “Underway” 

 

Status update - September 2024 “The tourism service level was reduced 
significantly in November 2023 (after drafting of this recommendation), 
resulting in a $132,000 reduction to the budget” 
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Note: The Tourism expenses (excluding employee costs) in the 2023-24 

financial statements3 was $383,000, revenue received was just $7,000 in 2023-

24. 

 

Recommendation 30. “We need to consider whether it might be advisable to 
remove the long-term risk and distraction posed by the saleyard business. One 
option would be to sell the saleyard business in its entirety (subject to the terms 
of recent grants or other constraints). In all likelihood, physical saleyards may 
continue to lose volume to online and direct options in the future and Council 
could ultimately be left with an unsaleable asset. A second option is to 
outsource the business on a long-term basis to delay the realisation of risk. 
Notably, the saleyard situation is slightly different to the caravan park and 
aquatic centre and needs to be treated with care.” 

Response Progress Report Recommendation 30. Staff Comment 

“Recommended to continue on current staffing arrangement, service review in 
future can look at all options.” 

Council Decision: “Not adopted (April 2024)” 

Status (Sep 2024): “Complete” 

 

In March 2024 the $11.6 million upgrade of Corowa Saleyards was completed, 

the upgrade was jointly funded by the NSW Government ($10.1 million) and the 

Federation Council ($1.5 million).4  

In the article “Bid for big rate increases again in the spotlight as debate rages”5, 

Cr Schoen during the Council meeting of November 26th said, "We don't show 
restraint, we've just had a massive fleet upgrade of vehicles,"  

"We've got utes that are brand new utes that are out there replacing vehicles 
that are probably just past their run-in time." 

 

 

3 ‘Federation Council Financial Statements 2023-24.Pdf’. 

4 ‘$11.6 Million Upgrade of Corowa Saleyards’ <https://www.federationcouncil.nsw.gov.au/News-
Media/11.6-million-upgrade-of-Corowa-Saleyards-strengthens-Riverina’s-farming-future>. 

5 Bunn, “Bid for big rate increases again in the spotlight as debate rages”, Border mail, accessed 
02/01/2024, source: https://www.bordermail.com.au/story/8830417/federation-council-to-continue-to-
pursue-6994-per-cent-rate-rise/ 
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The council is failing to follow the recommendations of the experts they hired, locking 

up tens of millions in assets that the council should not be running, while trying to 

massively increase the burden on ratepayers. 
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LONG-TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2024 – 2034 
Looking at the Long-Term Financial Plan 2024 – 2034 (Long Term Financial 

Plan), it states: 

 

“Some of the other service areas undertaken by Federation Council to support 
a stronger community include: 

• Libraries 
• Corowa Aquatic Centre and other swimming pools, 
• Industrial Subdivision developments, 
• Parks, gardens and sporting grounds, 
• Corowa Saleyards, 
• Corowa Aerodrome, 
• Caravan Parks (Ball Park Caravan Park Corowa and Urana Caravan 

Park), and 
• Services relating to Youth, Aged, Medical Services (GP) support, Mobile 

Preschools, Health, Early and 
• Seniors Education, Social, Arts and Culture, Tourism and Economic 

Development 

Council values and acknowledges that these services are a priority, given that 
they make a place more liveable and a place that visitors want to visit, as has 
been communicated by the community in various forums over the 

past years. In addition, Council acknowledges its role in supporting economic 
activity in the Council area, as evidenced by its commitment to developing 
industrial land and operating caravan parks and the Corowa 

Saleyards. These activities are able to generate economic activity for local 
businesses and result in more employment opportunities. In addition, over time 
these activities will be able to generate a financial return to Council which will 
assist in alleviating the rates burden.” 

Subsequently knowingly increasing the burden on ratepayers to the benefit of 

businesses in the area, in complete opposition to the recommendations of the 

expert they commissioned at great cost. 

The council’s refusal to follow even the Tier 1 recommendations to reduce 

costs and gain profits from the sales of assets clearly shows that there is no 

need for a Special Rate Variation as they continue to waste money on 

unnecessary expenditures and employee wages while retaining assets that 

would be in the best interest of the rate payers to sell. 
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QUESTION 2 (CRITERION 1) - HAS THE COUNCIL CANVASSED ALTERNATIVES TO THE RATE 
RISE? 

 

In the Long-Term Financial Plan Section 5.2 it describes the baseline scenario as “rate 

increases at 4.50% for 2024/25 as announced by IPART, followed by anticipated rate 

increases of 3.50% for future years. 

Stating “To address this is in the short term, without increasing revenue, would require 
an additional reduction in capital renewal program or an additional annual reduction in 
operating expenditure (or a combination). This is contained in the Baseline with an 
intervention scenario and would translate to substantial reduction in the services 

that Council provides the community.” 

In the Long-Term Financial Plan Section 5.3 it describes the baseline scenario with 

Intervention.  

Both of these scenarios fail to model the recommendations by  

. Knowing that the council has a 

problem with its revenue and expenses and has chosen not to model the 

recommendations the experts recommended, as part of its alternatives shows a failure 

to act in good faith towards IPART and the proposed rate variation process.  

The following is item 8.4. Special Rate Variation (SRV): 2025 – 2026 from the 

22/10/2024 October Ordinary Council Meeting, Federation Council. 
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According to the Reserve Bank of Australia, the total inflation between 2016 and 2023 

has been 23.3% with 2024 increasing it a further 2.8% based on September quarter 

figures. So, the total from 2016 to 2024 is 26.1%, yet Federation Council is claiming 

the need for a 112% increase in rates “to be financial sustainable”. 

It is clear that Federation Shire is not economically feasible and instead of burdening 

the rate payers it needs immediate de-amalgamation. 
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FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 2023-24 

 

 

 

In my opinion, the council is spending well beyond its means while failing to cut back 

on its spending in any meaningful way. 

Given that expenses increased in 2024 by $4.2 million, while taking out a loan of $3.8 

million.
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CRITERION 2  

QUESTION 1 (CRITERION 2) - DID THE COUNCIL COMMUNICATE THE FULL CUMULATIVE 
INCREASE OF THE PROPOSED SPECIAL VARIATION IN PERCENTAGE TERMS? AND THE TOTAL 
INCREASE IN DOLLAR TERMS FOR THE AVERAGE RATEPAYER BY RATING CATEGORY? 

 

Yes, but due to the September election and the small number of media on the SRV up 

until the week before Christmas, it is unlikely most people until then believed it was 

going forward. 

 

QUESTION 2 (CRITERION 2) - HAS THE COUNCIL'S COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 
DEMONSTRATED AN APPROPRIATE VARIETY OF ENGAGEMENT METHODS TO ENSURE COMMUNITY 
AWARENESS? 

 

SEPTEMBER 2024 LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELECTIONS 

 

On 14 September 2024 the Local Government elections were held. The successful 

candidates were declared on Tuesday, 1 October at 11.45am at the returning office at 

Oddfellows Hall, in Sanger Street Corowa. 

 

Councillors in order of election are as follows: 

 

• Derek Schoen  

• Andrew Kennedy 

• Cheryl Cook 

• David Bott 

• Rowena Black 

• Patrick Bourke 

• David Harrison 

• Richard Nixon 

• Susan Wearne 

 



Page | 13  

 

The outcomes of the previous Local Government elections held on the 4th December 2021 in 

order of election were: 

 

• Patrick Bourke 

• Andrew Kennedy 

• Aaron Nicholls 

• David Longley 

• Shaun Whitechurch 

• Sally Hughes 

• Rowena Black 

• David Fahey 

• Gail Law 

 

As can be seen the only people who remained in office were Rowena Black, Andrew 

Kennedy and the now ex-Mayor Patrick Bourke (elected in count 36, the last count with 3 

other councillors) 

As shown by the story in Appendix A the people of the Federation Council voted heavily 

against the Special Rate Variation, yet since the election the council has made almost no 

statements in the public sphere regarding the Special Rate Variation. 

Given that the election that was held was a resounding vote against the Special Rate 

Variation and that the council has failed to mention it on its website or on Facebook or 

in its newsletter since it is logical for the rate payers of the Federation Council to 

presume that the matter has been dropped. 

On top of this in the report “Community Engagement Report”, dated 30/08/2024 it states “We 
have evidence to show that 6,200 surveys were posted” and “  – supported by 
Council staff and Councilors – worked lengthy days and nights to travel over 460km” but fails 

to state the number of surveys received back, also Federation council has 7,888 properties 

as at July 1st 2023 according to the Valuer General. However, no methodology was given in 

this report, nor was the survey shown within this report to validate the questions asked in the 

survey. 

The report noted that a response stated, ‘This is the worst questionnaire -it is 
designed to rig the results - this will result totally biased information -it is criminal’. 
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With the response given by Federation Council as “We are not aware of any laws 
broken in our response to the OLG criteria. Many opportunities were provided for 
negative responses, including the opportunity taken in this comment.” 

In my opinion this survey was done in such a manner as to make the results invalid, it 

cannot be determined if it contained leading questions, what the sample size was or 

what the randomness of the sample was. 

QUESTION 3 (CRITERION 2) - PLEASE COMMENT ON THE ACTION TAKEN BY COUNCIL IN 
RESPONSE TO FEEDBACK FROM THE COMMUNITY ON THE PROPOSED SPECIAL VARIATION. 

The council’s response seems to be to completely ignore the feedback on the 

proposed rate variation, after the election decimated the majority of those who 

supported the SRV, the fact they are still proposing it shows how little they have 

listened. 
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CRITERION 3  

QUESTION 1 (CRITERION 3) - PLEASE COMMENT ON THE REASONABLENESS OF THE IMPACT ON 
AFFECTED RATEPAYERS OF THE PROPOSED SPECIAL VARIATION. 

 

The impact of the proposed special variation is unknown.  In the Federation Council, Capacity 

to Pay Report dated 30 August 2025, prepared by  

, This report relies heavily on the Socio-Economic Indexes 

for Areas (SEIFA) which are based on data collected in the Census and so the data having 

been collected by prior to a massive historical event, make the index unreliable and should 

not be relied on to determine advantage or disadvantage. The 2021 census was done by the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics on the 10th of august 2021, before most of the inflation had hit. 

The cumulative inflation from 2016 to 2021 was only 9.51%, in December 2022 the CPI 

peaked at 7.8% for the year, with it falling to 4.1% by December 2023. Inflation for September 

2024 has now fallen to 2.8%. 

 

  

Graph from: https://tradingeconomics.com/australia/consumer-price-index-cpi 
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Federation Councils own financial statements show outstanding rates and charges in 2022-

23 as $1,277,000 and 2023-24s as $1,620,000 an increase of $343,000 (26.86% increase). 

In my opinion this makes the Capacity to Pay Report unusable and the reasonableness of the 

impact completely unknown. 
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QUESTION 2 (CRITERION 3) - PLEASE COMMENT ON THE COUNCIL'S CONSIDERATION OF 
THE COMMUNITY'S CAPACITY AND WILLINGNESS TO PAY. 

The community has made it abundantly clear that they do not want this SRV. 

Appendix G is a press release by the Office of Local Government stating that 

local councils have the power to de-amalgamate and as shown in Appendix F 

some councilors have already brought forth the idea of de-amalgamation 

stating “..to push the government to fund a split, claiming it would cost $5 to $6 
million while an extra $70 million would be needed over the next decade if 
Federation continued in its present form.” 

 

The polls in the September election resulted in: 

Question 1  

Do you believe that the forced amalgamation by the State Government in 2016 

was a mistake? 

Yes 76.6% 

 

Question 2  

Should the State Government compensate ratepayers for the ongoing costs of 

the amalgamation? 

Yes 84.13% 

 

Question 3  

Do you support that Council should approach the State Government to 

guarantee representation for the former Urana Shire? 

Yes: 68.62% 
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It is clear that the amalgamation was a horrible idea. In the report “The 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Amalgamation and Federation Council’s 

Financial Sustainability Journey”6  

states: 

“The 2016 Corowa Shire proposal to amalgamate with Urana lacked rigor and 
detail and it is hard to understand how it might have merited serious 
consideration. Savings of $41 million over twenty years were never achievable 
(especially if the Act (1993, NSW) was to be observed). In similar vein, the 
proposed savings of $2.6 million detailed by KPMG and the Minister were also 
beyond the realms of possibility. 

Indeed, no rigorous evidence was ever put forward to substantiate the 
projected savings, and it should have been very obvious to those conducting 
boundary deliberations that most assumptions were implausible given the 
experience of Queensland less than a decade earlier (as documented in the 
extant scholarly literature). 

The upshot of this negligence was that the already imposing financial 
challenges of the Corowa and (to a lesser extent) Urana local government 
areas were exacerbated by increased costs attendant upon the ill thought-out 
amalgamation. The community is now faced with the injustice of having to pay 
for the mistakes of people who ought to have done better – through higher 
taxes and likely lower services. 

Moreover, entire communities have been effectively disenfranchised by the 
destructive amalgamation and it is difficult to reconcile this fact with the nation’s 
robust and energetic defence of the institution of democracy abroad. 

Federation Council is now left in a rather distressed fiscal state made worse by 
a significant structural inefficiency. In simple terms, the Council is too large to 
be run with an acceptable level of technical efficiency. One has only to consider 
the fact that there are over thirty countries smaller than the local government 
area to fully comprehend the scale of the appalling error of judgement made in 
2016. Indeed, our robust empirical evidence demonstrates that operational 
expenditure need increased by over twenty percent purely as a result of the ill-
advised amalgamation. Sadly, this substantial financial burden was further 
compounded by imprudent spending at the behest of the former state 
government – a good proportion of which was approved and executed by the 
government appointed Administrator. 

The matter of financial sustainability at Federation Council could hardly be 
more serious. Unfortunately, there is no quick fix to the problem and the 

 

6 Ibid 2 
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community is faced with at least a decade of pocketbook pain and fiscal 
austerity.” 

The community has clearly shown that it is against this rate rise by voting out 

the majority of the council involved, and current council members are calling for 

de-amalgamation. The council is just refusing to listen to the people. 

As the chart below shows amalgamation has been one of the worst things to 

happen to local governments, it has increased the burden on rate payers with a 

loss in services to show for it. 
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The amalgamations have been a complete disaster, which are financially 

untenable. 

On top of this if we look at Government Public Information Access by 

Federation Council, reference 25/700 (Appendix I), we can see that the number 

of properties with outstanding rates in the Federation council is 1016. 

Federation Council according to the Valuer General in 2024 only has 7944 
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properties, meaning at present before the increased rate hikes the council is 

requesting, 13% of properties can already not afford to pay their rates, this 

number can only increase with increased rates. 

To summarize the people’s willingness and ability to pay: 

• They have already voted out the majority of councilors who were behind 

this SRV 

• Most think that the 2016 amalgamation was a bad idea and that the rate 

payers should be compensated by the NSW State government 

• That with the current temporary SRV 13% of properties have been 

unable to pay their rates 

There is no willingness or capacity to pay these increased rates. 

QUESTION 3 (CRITERION 3) - IN ITS APPLICATION THE COUNCIL OUTLINED HOW IT 
INTENDED TO ADDRESS HARDSHIP CAUSED BY THE PROPOSED SPECIAL VARIATION. 
PLEASE COMMENT ON THE COUNCIL'S PLAN. 

While the Council has stated its plan, there is nothing stopping any future meeting of 

the Council demanding payment of all outstanding debts, subjecting people to the loss 

of their homes. 
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OTHER COMMENTS AND ATTACHMENTS 

PLEASE PROVIDE ANY OTHER COMMENTS ON THE COUNCIL'S APPLICATION THAT YOU 
WOULD LIKE TO MAKE HERE. 

 

GROUP 11 PROBLEMS 

There is an oddity in the Councils comparison of Office of Local Government 

Group 11 data. 

 

 

 

This uses the average rates which vary on land values and not the amount 

charged by councils.  
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 clearly states in his report7 “Average rates are an 
extremely poor way to measure the relative revenue effort of a rural local 
government, because of obviously skewed data, and we are surprised that a 
person purporting to have the requisite skills to assess a boundary process 
was not aware of this statistical fact (see the YouTube video at  

 ‘Why You Shouldn’t Compare Average Rates’).” 

The following is the average land value by LGA on 01 July 2024 according to 

the NSW Valuer General. 

 

 

 

Federation Council has as can be seen the seventh highest total land value out of 19 

and the fourth highest residential value with the 8th highest rural land values. 

The use of Office of Local Government Group 11 data, is not a valid concept as can 

be seen. The Total land value ranges from $11,783,540,880 down to $1,264,942,150 

Office of Local Government Group 11 consists of Rural Agricultural Local 

Governments of a population ranging from 10001 to 20,000, with no usage of land 

values, so it is comparing apples and oranges.

 

7 , “The Advantages and Disadvantages of Amalgamation and Federation Council’s 
Financial Sustainability Journey”, Report 
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As can be seen on the previous page, the councils that are within $1 billion in land 

value of Federation council  

• Narrabri 

• Upper Lachlan 

• Cabonne 

• Kempsey 

• Upper Hunter 

• Walgett 

• Cootamundra-Gundagai 

• Lithgow 

• Murray River 

 

The chart above shows the total rates received by these councils, as can be seen the 

current rates received are greater than those of Upper Lachlan by $2.3 million with a 

property value almost identical to Federation Council’s and Walgett by $4.56 million 

with a total property value slightly lower. Murray River, Upper Hunter, Cabonne and 

Cootamundra are within $1.5 million in total revenue of the Federation Council, with 

Narrabri, Lithgow and Kempsey being between $3.8 million and $12.1 million. 

This shows that Federation Council rates received are in line with most of the councils 

in the same approximate land valuations and any additional increase would just be 

adding burden to rate payers for waste. 

 

 

 



Page | 27  

 

RATE EQUITY 

 

As can be seen from the chart below8, residential landowners are paying over 50% of 

the rates while holding just over 30% of the land value and business rates are four 

times that of farmland rates. 

 

 

 

 

 

In the report9 the Professors state that “It is clear from Table 2 that there is a lack of 
distributive equity in Federation’s rate system (as readers will see later, this is a 
feature of most rural councils). Usually, distributive inequality will have arisen over 
time due to misapprehensions about the distinction between capacity to pay and 
distributive equity, as well as deeply embedded erroneous conceptions of rates as fee 
for service. Residential ratepayers are paying almost two-thirds more cents in the 
dollar for their land as do farm business owners. Non-farm business owners are 
paying almost three times the rate in the dollar as farm business landowners. 
Furthermore, it is a fact that most farm and non-farm business owners will get to 

 

8 Federation Council - REVENUE POLICY 2024 – 2025 (incl. Fees and Charges) Reference: 24/13331 

9  “Federation Council Capacity to Pay Report”, 2024, pp 8. 
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export some of their rates to the federal government as a tax deduction, whereas most 
residential landowners cannot do so (an exception are rental landlords). Thus, the 
effective local government rate for farm and business ratepayers is considerably less 
than the numbers presented in the aforementioned table might at first imply.  

It is important to resist reading more into these observations than might be warranted. 
We are not suggesting that the rates of taxation ought to be precisely the same. Nor 
are we stating that extant practice at Federation is somehow ‘wrong’. Nonetheless the 
data certainly indicates that there may be room for improvement with respect to 
distributive equity. Accordingly, we recommend that the matter should be investigated 
but note that doing so might take a year or more because of the need to properly 
canvass and evaluate the arguments of stakeholders.” 

Recommendation 1: “That the General Manager be tasked with further exploring the 
distributive equity at Federation Council.” 

I have been unable to determine if the council has made any progress or debate on 

this subject despite this being the first recommendation given in this report. 

This report also stated Recommendation 2: “Council should review the base rate with 
a view to either eliminating it entirely or linking it to a specified set of council overhead 
costs to be calculated annually. Ideally, a decision on this matter should be taken as 
soon as practicable.” 

Again, I am unable to find any record of this being made, given the time frames 

involved since this publication I may have missed them. Yet as shown in the tables 

above the Ordinary Rate Structure 2024/25 the council is planning on making this 

situation worse, adding 0.1219 to non-farm businesses, 0.0563 to residential and only 

0.029 to Farm Businesses, as well as failing to remove the $425 base rate, again 

going completely against the recommendations of their own experts  

. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 
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Appendix A 

 
Anger at high rate rises in Federation Council has left mayor Pat Bourke and 
three other incumbent councillors struggling to be re-elected. 

Only two sitting councillors, Mulwala builder Andrew Kennedy and Corowa-
Rutherglen Football Netball Club secretary Rowena Black, appear guaranteed to 
be returned after attracting 14.42 per cent and 10.24 per cent respectively. 

By contrast, Cr Bourke and his running mate councillor David Fahey are on 5.68 
per cent, deputy mayor Shaun Whitechurch has 5.74 per cent and councillor 
Sally Hughes 5.11 per cent. 

Coreen farmer David Bott and former Corowa Shire councillor Derek Schoen, 
who raised concerns with the council's finances and special rate variations, 
attracted 12.78 per cent and 10.33 per cent respectively, following all booths 
being counted. 

The Howlong First group is on track for two councillors, having secured nearly 
20 per cent of the overall vote. 

Cr Bourke was shocked at the turnaround from the previous poll, where his 
popularity enabled him to carry Cr Fahey onto the council. 

"Two years and nine months ago I had about 22 per cent of the vote and I've 
dropped down to five per cent, something dramatic has happened," Cr Bourke 
said. 

Asked if he saw himself as a scapegoat for frustration with the rates situation, 
Cr Bourke said yes before adding he stood by the moves. 

"For me to stand up as mayor and not support the special rate variation, 
particularly when we proved the affordability was there and we had a good 
hardship policy, I wouldn't have been doing my job," he said. 

"I made the decision and it's cost me and I'm happy to take that on the chin." 

Cr Bourke will be relying on postal votes to win a final seat on council, with Cr 
Whitechurch and candidates David Harrison (6.20 per cent) and Richard Nixon 
(6.85 per cent) split by around 60 votes. 
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Cr Kennedy said it was a "bit disappointing" to see such a low vote for Cr 
Bourke "because he's done a lot of work". 

 

He ruled out a tilt at mayor. 

 

"I don't think so, I think my work commitments stop me from being the mayor," 
Cr Kennedy said. 

 

"We run a building company with 100 staff on wages." 

 

Mr Bott said it would be a "bit arrogant" for him to seek the top job, but 
nominated Mr Schoen as a contender, based on his leadership with Beyond 
Blue and the NSW Rural Assistance Authority. 

 

Mr Schoen said: "If the support is there I would look at being mayor". 

 

"I think we need someone strong enough to carry through the reforms the 
council needs." 

 

On the economic front, Mr Schoen said "we're almost committed to the rates 
variation because of the dire situation the council is in but I think we're going to 
have to restructure the organisation so this doesn't happen every three or four 
years". 

 

Source: https://www.bordermail.com.au/story/8765043/anger-at-rate-hikes-shakes-up-

federation-council-election/ 
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Appendix B 
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Appendix C 
 

The following are copies of the Federation Council Website 

(https://www.federationcouncil.nsw.gov.au/Home)  

taken on the 16th of November 2024. 

 

The Home Page. 
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Home Page banners as at 19 November 2024 
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A page about having your say about the future of the Federation Council 
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A page on the Future Federation 2040 consultation. 
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A page related to the Community strategic plans and pop ups. 
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A Facebook post by the Federation Council 
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A page out of the November 2024 Federation Council Newsletter, with no 
mention of the Special Rate Variation anywhere within it. 
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Leaflet delivered 19 November 2024 
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Community Strategic Plan 

When we examine the Community Strategic Plan, the only thing mentioned 

after the election, it contains 4 mentions of council rates these are: 

Page 13. 

 

Page 20 

 

Page 25 

 

Page 36 

 

*Emphasis on the word “rates” added by search. 

It contains no mention of Special Rate Variations. 
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In the week before Christmas the December January Newsletter was 
delivered containing: 
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Banners on the Federation Council Homepage 

(https://www.federationcouncil.nsw.gov.au/Home) as at 1 January 2025 
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Hidden in the website (https://www.federationcouncil.nsw.gov.au/Living-

Here/Rates/Special-Rate-Variation-Project-24-25) is the following: 
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Appendix D 
Land Values July 2024 by the NSW Valuer General 

Council 
 

Residential Commercial Industrial Rural Other Total 
 

   

Northern Beaches 

 

 $ 138,600,773,569   $   5,629,395,260   $   3,047,256,123   $   4,468,998,160   $   5,607,739,154   $ 157,354,162,266  

 

 

City of Sydney 

 

 $   85,982,014,618   $ 48,236,094,481   $   1,552,959,100  

 

 $   3,760,749,887   $ 139,531,818,086  

 

 

Blacktown 

 

 $   96,236,455,863   $   4,993,295,941   $ 15,401,669,760   $   2,044,450,330   $   1,892,918,456   $ 120,568,790,350  

 

 

Canterbury-Bankstown 

 

 $   97,458,849,340   $   5,329,063,264   $ 10,776,895,740   $           3,816,370   $   1,234,365,338   $ 114,802,990,052  

 

 

Inner West 

 

 $   81,723,346,171   $   7,658,377,904   $   3,957,537,580  

 

 $   1,332,391,220   $   94,671,652,875  

 

  

Central Coast 

 

 $   77,322,873,501   $   2,807,270,345   $   2,747,047,670   $   2,570,739,970   $   7,337,633,072   $   92,785,564,558  

 

 

Sutherland 

 

 $   74,086,380,570   $   4,717,170,820   $   2,452,465,031  

 

 $ 10,904,105,062   $   92,160,121,483  

 

 

Parramatta 

 

 $   75,474,789,954   $   4,524,789,922   $   7,056,049,059  

 

 $   1,566,154,065   $   88,621,783,000  

 

 

The Hills Shire 

 

 $   71,603,613,773   $   4,108,459,096   $   1,238,545,000   $   2,271,543,064   $   9,331,987,940   $   88,554,148,873  

 

 

Ku-ring-gai 

 

 $   79,074,429,158   $   1,455,889,100  

  

 $   1,971,928,230   $   82,502,246,488  

 

 

Woollahra 

 

 $   77,911,683,712   $   2,267,035,390  

  

 $       988,526,030   $   81,167,245,132  

 

 

Liverpool 

 

 $   51,747,618,123   $   7,797,568,913   $   8,095,326,740   $   5,165,900,501   $   1,314,074,744   $   74,120,489,021  
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Penrith 

 

 $   43,436,116,040   $   5,845,315,900   $ 13,294,166,640   $   8,236,980,560   $   2,731,271,573   $   73,543,850,713  

 

 

Randwick 

 

 $   64,629,960,320   $   3,501,982,030   $       950,334,900   $           5,160,000   $   3,113,313,560   $   72,200,750,810  

 

 

Wollongong 

 

 $   54,264,509,928   $   3,462,798,098   $   3,138,038,080   $       260,694,040   $   2,645,738,272   $   63,771,778,418  

 

 

Cumberland 

 

 $   47,639,041,244   $   5,666,860,621   $   9,317,261,050  

 

 $       683,622,774   $   63,306,785,689  

 

 

Ryde 

 

 $   57,750,402,257   $   2,977,269,851   $       412,842,600  

 

 $       822,465,500   $   61,962,980,208  

 

 

Hornsby 

 

 $   52,603,683,769   $   1,432,615,571   $   1,050,856,496   $   5,829,309,831   $       964,595,130   $   61,881,060,797  

 

 

Bayside 

 

 $   50,915,340,553   $   4,875,765,840   $   4,510,609,400   $           9,040,000   $   1,282,686,760   $   61,593,442,553  

 

 

Fairfield 

 

 $   43,815,079,900   $       984,758,197   $   8,699,409,290   $   3,040,741,180   $       792,316,026   $   57,332,304,593  

 

 

Waverley 

 

 $   49,435,597,680   $   3,207,750,600  

  

 $       852,132,500   $   53,495,480,780  

 

 

Lake Macquarie 

 

 $   45,075,106,084   $   1,405,763,160   $   1,558,139,711   $   1,300,216,700   $   1,431,241,002   $   50,770,466,657  

 

 

Georges River 

 

 $   45,652,936,100   $   1,572,155,000   $   1,310,408,960  

 

 $       722,773,090   $   49,258,273,150  

 

 

Willoughby 

 

 $   42,633,545,334   $   3,586,430,598   $   2,226,084,543  

 

 $       681,014,830   $   49,127,075,305  

 

 

Canada Bay 

 

 $   47,294,023,336   $       920,948,500   $         86,089,000  

 

 $       393,727,321   $   48,694,788,157  

 

 

Campbelltown 

 

 $   37,161,690,937   $   1,315,180,770   $   6,891,435,400   $       502,689,880   $   1,967,611,392   $   47,838,608,379  

 

 

North Sydney 

 

 $   40,912,851,127   $   3,388,300,241   $         28,508,000  

 

 $       778,751,557   $   45,108,410,925  

 

 

Camden 

 

 $   31,866,794,728   $   2,616,770,460   $   3,002,467,600   $   6,042,470,170   $       386,439,230   $   43,914,942,188  
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Shoalhaven 

 

 $   32,781,699,620   $       943,773,710   $       476,073,000   $   7,104,833,645   $   2,228,191,750   $   43,534,571,725  

 

 

Newcastle 

 

 $   37,639,831,736   $   1,818,914,626   $   2,451,896,265  

 

 $   1,318,659,052   $   43,229,301,679  

 

 

Mosman 

 

 $   29,200,607,212   $   1,437,349,439  

  

 $       460,086,290   $   31,098,042,941  

 

 

Tweed 

 

 $   19,469,454,331   $   1,077,358,239   $       405,307,330   $   4,171,168,930   $       679,758,966   $   25,803,047,796  

 

 

Wingecarribee 

 

 $   13,819,160,720   $       722,621,250   $       600,729,910   $   2,675,996,400   $   6,313,590,450   $   24,132,098,730  

 

 

Strathfield 

 

 $   20,255,968,082   $       750,242,980   $   2,499,823,260  

 

 $       323,663,186   $   23,829,697,508  

 

 

Mid-Coast 

 

 $   15,211,690,936   $       515,271,160   $       267,400,660   $   6,741,180,670   $       678,849,694   $   23,414,393,120  

 

 

Hawkesbury 

 

 $   11,023,169,070   $       618,005,830   $   1,235,318,000   $ 10,198,573,237   $       212,451,350   $   23,287,517,487  

 

 

Lane Cove 

 

 $   20,027,466,408   $       624,640,318   $       590,927,111  

 

 $       405,525,120   $   21,648,558,957  

 

 

Wollondilly 

 

 $   10,789,303,120   $       284,448,760   $       483,333,000   $   8,248,260,520   $   1,406,074,924   $   21,211,420,324  

 

 

Blue Mountains 

 

 $   18,536,050,270   $       424,615,782   $       190,165,370   $       343,405,750   $       788,131,505   $   20,282,368,677  

 

 

Byron 

 

 $   11,394,959,560   $   1,319,325,100   $       807,898,350   $   4,544,947,060   $   2,020,811,210   $   20,087,941,280  

 

 

Maitland 

 

 $   15,431,877,869   $   1,246,042,900   $       138,657,201   $   1,893,442,156   $       290,460,204   $   19,000,480,330  

 

 

Shellharbour 

 

 $   16,958,368,010   $       481,923,320   $       529,793,600   $       470,215,840   $       489,445,550   $   18,929,746,320  

 

 

Queanbeyan-Palerang 

Regional 

 

 $   13,428,822,448   $       568,457,800   $       825,366,600   $   3,589,729,920   $       376,645,540   $   18,789,022,308  
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Burwood 

 

 $   18,039,992,666   $       686,312,000  

  

 $         39,322,990   $   18,765,627,656  

 

 

Port Macquarie-Hastings 

 

 $   14,603,912,800   $       710,059,500   $       460,394,770   $   2,601,817,018   $       234,618,660   $   18,610,802,748  

 

 

Port Stephens 

 

 $   14,350,070,380   $       751,025,600   $       902,697,310   $   2,157,290,060   $       353,289,732   $   18,514,373,082  

 

 

Coffs Harbour 

 

 $   13,103,601,060   $       666,146,020   $       548,366,940   $   1,821,603,550   $       320,928,416   $   16,460,645,986  

 

 

Eurobodalla 

 

 $   12,025,906,220   $       246,839,310   $       207,700,000   $   1,942,062,250   $       306,080,300   $   14,728,588,080  

 

 

Ballina 

 

 $   10,099,136,530   $       475,933,700   $       325,049,800   $   2,596,941,650   $   1,094,771,141   $   14,591,832,821  

 

 

Cessnock 

 

 $      8,505,891,080   $       146,345,690   $       235,859,320   $   4,236,052,410   $       539,930,790   $   13,664,079,290  

 

 

Wagga Wagga 

 

 $      6,484,920,580   $       642,827,050   $       445,978,900   $   5,307,076,240   $       236,943,980   $   13,117,746,750  

 

 

Hunters Hill 

 

 $   12,119,018,906   $         57,765,000   $           5,945,000  

 

 $       412,500,700   $   12,595,229,606  

 

 

Kiama 

 

 $      9,513,232,590   $       533,796,060   $         15,822,800   $   1,749,827,560   $       776,688,350   $   12,589,367,360  

 

 

Moree Plains 

 

 $         322,290,720   $         67,176,260   $         44,717,970   $ 11,337,119,080   $         12,236,850   $   11,783,540,880  

 

 

Clarence Valley 

 

 $      6,397,533,425   $       370,624,040   $       239,419,190   $   3,117,683,860   $       452,743,850   $   10,578,004,365  

 

 

Tamworth Regional 

 

 $      4,934,206,830   $       431,115,600   $       373,961,900   $   4,691,895,410   $       140,189,310   $   10,571,369,050  

 

 

Bega Valley 

 

 $      6,146,063,470   $       305,751,600   $       131,346,680   $   2,079,298,190   $       975,628,350   $      9,638,088,290  

 

 

Snowy Monaro Regional 

 

 $      3,399,996,930   $       122,715,090   $       122,601,800   $   4,659,798,010   $       842,057,074   $      9,147,168,904  

 

 

Singleton 

 

 $      2,627,800,750   $       156,049,120   $         42,840,500   $   3,229,133,694   $   2,940,613,190   $      8,996,437,254  
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Upper Hunter 

 

 $         920,128,970   $         50,616,960   $         33,616,700   $   3,853,753,945   $       150,240,060   $      5,008,356,635  

 

 

Walgett 

 

 $           61,457,860   $         12,849,270   $           4,905,060   $   4,775,674,830   $         25,725,920   $      4,880,612,940  

 

 

Cootamundra-Gundagai 

 

 $         610,259,120   $         46,493,000   $         21,991,580   $   4,144,255,891   $         48,940,760   $      4,871,940,351  

 

 

Lithgow 

 

 $      2,287,403,380   $         64,526,590   $         29,518,600   $   1,726,023,770   $       381,083,914   $      4,488,556,254  

 

 

Murray River 

 

 $      1,329,408,380   $         79,451,000   $         76,771,000   $   2,759,960,880   $       175,064,870   $      4,420,656,130  

 

 

Griffith 

 

 $      2,139,222,290   $       239,545,120   $       153,261,740   $   1,566,335,000   $         81,112,120   $      4,179,476,270  

 

 

Gunnedah 

 

 $         596,543,590   $         51,993,700   $         65,627,800   $   3,338,058,540   $       120,210,830   $      4,172,434,460  

 

 

Snowy Valleys 

 

 $         631,313,600   $         45,331,030   $         30,204,000   $   3,342,360,851   $         58,372,080   $      4,107,581,561  

 

 

Nambucca 

 

 $      2,651,385,591   $         77,305,540   $         61,295,260   $   1,123,526,180   $         63,674,010   $      3,977,186,581  

 

 

Muswellbrook 

 

 $      1,013,595,041   $         83,000,590   $         55,353,300   $       903,882,110   $   1,915,609,290   $      3,971,440,331  

 

 

Dungog 

 

 $      1,349,971,260   $         35,080,380   $         11,859,770   $   2,489,634,020   $         59,598,570   $      3,946,144,000  

 

 

Gwydir 

 

 $         102,568,530  

 

 $              127,230   $   3,829,687,990   $           1,560,100   $      3,933,943,850  

 

 

Richmond Valley 

 

 $      2,021,211,850   $         93,511,430   $         70,947,710   $   1,613,874,810   $         45,661,330   $      3,845,207,130  

 

 

Inverell 

 

 $         721,263,790   $         61,738,600   $         39,816,120   $   2,866,018,801   $         24,670,300   $      3,713,507,611  

 

 

Liverpool Plains 

 

 $         300,021,389   $         10,720,800   $           7,498,850   $   3,347,517,830   $         22,389,300   $      3,688,148,169  

 

 

Walcha 

 

 $         107,243,100   $           6,602,400   $           4,613,600   $   3,526,212,000   $           2,322,780   $      3,646,993,880  
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Kyogle 

 

 $         392,415,290   $         16,235,500   $         11,293,100   $   1,889,560,340   $         13,187,110   $      2,322,691,340  

 

 

Berrigan 

 

 $         669,200,720  

 

 $         15,852,100   $   1,592,768,690   $         33,859,980   $      2,311,681,490  

 

 

Narrandera 

 

 $         221,334,210  

 

 $           8,873,230   $   2,070,305,790   $           2,585,660   $      2,303,098,890  

 

 

Narromine 

 

 $         206,571,000   $           5,262,060   $           7,925,800   $   1,939,905,430   $         33,093,140   $      2,192,757,430  

 

 

Coolamon 

 

 $         223,195,240  

 

 $           5,573,000   $   1,883,786,460   $           3,868,460   $      2,116,423,160  

 

 

Warren 

 

 $           54,445,920   $           1,402,500   $           6,429,470   $   1,954,734,910   $           2,103,350   $      2,019,116,150  

 

 

Weddin 

 

 $         157,550,120   $           1,786,050   $           2,904,420   $   1,852,319,290   $           2,378,630   $      2,016,938,510  

 

 

Uralla 

 

 $         399,370,080   $         18,537,120   $           6,192,000   $   1,567,210,410   $         12,118,700   $      2,003,428,310  

 

 

Murrumbidgee 

 

 $           79,850,100  

 

 $         10,154,760   $   1,825,672,590   $         18,568,100   $      1,934,245,550  

 

 

Tenterfield 

 

 $         248,932,610  

  

 $   1,675,942,520   $           1,837,860   $      1,926,712,990  

 

 

Wentworth 

 

 $         627,326,650   $           6,946,000   $         49,209,700   $   1,021,593,809   $         26,741,125   $      1,731,817,284  

 

 

Leeton 

 

 $         487,655,610   $         35,888,940   $         45,904,790   $       679,406,240   $         16,086,570   $      1,264,942,150  

 

 

Gilgandra 

 

 $           84,056,440   $           2,940,830   $           2,546,410   $   1,157,810,280   $           1,936,850   $      1,249,290,810  

 

 

Bogan 

 

 $           56,487,040   $           4,208,810   $           2,698,000   $   1,151,535,880   $         11,745,840   $      1,226,675,570  

 

 

Cobar 

 

 $           68,912,210   $           8,051,840   $           8,923,560   $       950,350,040   $         57,605,820   $      1,093,843,470  

 

 

Central Darling 

 

 $             5,646,100  

  

 $   1,024,742,560   $         24,301,500   $      1,054,690,160  
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Appendix E 
 

Federation Council 
Federation Council has $5,345,671,700 in total land value is made up of 

$1,361,807,310 of Residential land and $3,726,089,100 in Rural land and 

received $10.7 million in rates from 2023/24 
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Narrabri 

 
 

Upper Lachlan 
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Cabonne 
 

 

Kempsey 
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Upper Hunter 

 

 

Walgett 

 

Cootamundra-Gundagai 
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Lithgow 

 

 

Murray River 
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Appendix F 
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Source: https://www.bordermail.com.au/story/8849238/federation-council-urged-to-

fight-nsw-governments-merger-outcome/ 
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Appendix G 
Labor’s De-amalgamation Bill passes Parliament 

Thursday, 9 May 2024 

 

The NSW Labor Government has today given councils and their communities the 

power to make decisions about their future with the Local Government Amendment 

(De-amalgamations) Bill 2024 passing both Houses of Parliament. 

The new legislation provides certainty to councils that have been left in limbo due to 

legal flaws within the Local Government Act. 

 

Under the Government’s new laws, councils seeking to demerge must work in close 

consultation with their community to ensure local democracy is enshrined throughout 

the entire process. 

 

The new pathway will require councils to develop a robust business case for de-

amalgamation with community input so that residents are adequately informed of 

potential implications upfront. 

The business case should consider the impacts of de-amalgamation including 

financial ramifications, long-term strategic plans, and the capacity of new councils to 

deliver services. 

 

The Minister will then refer the business case to the Local Government Boundaries 

Commission for independent review and assessment. 

If the Minister is satisfied by the Boundaries Commission’s recommendation a 

proposal is sound, a compulsory referendum may then be held to give the community 

the final say on whether they wish to de-amalgamate. 

 

The majority of the community must support this vote for the demerger to proceed. 

The new legislation will also apply to any council that has been amalgamated, 

removing a provision that placed a 10-year period for councils to enact demerger 

proceedings. 
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It also provides for a mechanism for the Government to contribute to funding the costs 

of demergers incurred by councils. 

 

Following its passage through both Houses of Parliament the Bill will soon be signed 

into law by the NSW Governor. 

 

Quotes attributable to Minister for Local Government Ron Hoenig: 

“Today the NSW Labor Government has put an end to a disappointing chapter in local 

government history. 

“Councils and communities across the state have suffered for too long without a clear 

mechanism to undo the amalgamations that were forced upon them. 

“This Bill rightly puts those decisions that directly affect communities back into their 

hands. 

“It provides a legal pathway to achieve de-amalgamation whilst mandating robust 

engagement with the community throughout the entire process. 

“This is to ensure communities understand the consequences and can make an 

informed decision about their future. 

“Whether that is to proceed down the path of de-amalgamation, or to get on with the 

job of providing for their community, this Bill delivers much-needed certainty.” 

MEDIA: Clare Dowswell | Minister Hoenig | 0448 540 073 
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Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
The proposed special variation is entirely unreasonable. The council have already removed important ratepayer services such
as the hard waste collection and do not offer replacement services like the vouchers offered by neighbouring Albury council. A
lot of the infrastructure in Federation Council is basic and does not adequately give back to the community who funds it. It is not
reasonable to remove popular services such as hard waste collection from households then expect an enormous rate rise. By
their own admission this was a well utilised service Council recognises that the hard waste collection service was well
patronised, but has had to make a difficult decision to cease this service in the interests of fairness to all within residents the
municipality. I fail to see how maintaining this service would be unfair on the minority of residents who choose not to utilise
this service. The variety of benefits and services offered to ratepayers by Federation Council pale in comparison to
neighbouring Councils. It is not reasonable for a council who offers so much less, to expect so much more from its residents.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
The Federation Council has wasted rate payer money to pay for a consultant, with intent on shaming and scaring current
residents into agreeing to a rate rise. Why does the council not have someone employed that is qualified to complete review
instead? The council haven't provided any real evidence of cost saving, service reviews or a re­evaluation of structure and
roles held by council. The application for temporary rate rises to be rolled into a permanent increase is deceitful and will go
some way to understanding current concerns of rate payers. The 40% pay increase for councillors in 2023 certainly wouldn't
have helped current budgeting concerns. The questionnaire was manipulative and poorly worded, using emotive and guilt
inducing language. It was not easily accessible for all rate payer and not well distributed. Communication about the survey
leading to this application was mostly advertised on social media. Given the older population in the Shire, this is not an
effective mode of communication, nor considerate of people with accessibility needs. Information sessions were mostly
organised for business hours, when working rate payer would be un able to attend. Council did offer one on one meetings,
however it would be understandable if people would feel intimated participating in a one on one session. As a new resident in
Corowa I am concerned at the rate of closing businesses and businesses being put up for sale. I am concerned I have moved my
family to a dying town. Council does little to encourage tourism and keep the town looking alive. For my rates, I get road side
pick up and water connection. My road isn't even sealed, very rarely graded and local road works seem to be taking forever.
Given the current state of late rate payments and cost of living pressures, the council request for near 70% increase is
completely out of touch.



Submission to IPART re Federation Councils application for a 69.94% SRV from Richard 
Sargood, a Federation (and Corowa) ratepayer for 68 years. 

Firstly, I would like to point out that I believe that most of this application from Federation 
Council has actually been written by  whom Federation Council employed at 
huge ratepayer expense to try and whitewash IPART into making a determination that overrides 
IPARTs last SRV determination. IPART previously ruled that Federation could have a temporary 
two-year increase of 19% and 17% which expires 30 June this year and no increase above rate 
peg for the next two years. The temporary increase was presumably to give Federation Council 
time to get its act together, show some fiscal responsibility, and communicate honestly with 
ratepayers including honestly advertising potential cumulative rate increases. Unfortunately, 
none of that has happened and Council has been deceptive, if not downright dishonest, in 
advising ratepayers what rate increase they were applying for. 

 came to the table with a preconceived idea that amalgamated councils could not achieve 
savings through efficiency and a rationalisation of services and, narcissistically, quoted his own 
work as a reference so was never going to look for an efficient outcome. In fact,  states in 
documents provided in Federations application that “There is no good reason to think that 
efficiency is either a legitimate goal of government. Or indeed that high levels of efficiency are 
even possible” but then goes on to admit that “regulators have continued to place strong focus 
on efficiency”.  Additionally, the Terms of Reference that Council provided to  as his remit 
specifically excluded him looking at Councils performance, procedures and management, 
much to the disdain of ratepayers who were hoping for a truly independent review of Councils 
operations and management, of which we got nothing. 

 
 
 

. 

Council published its long-term financial plan (LTFP) on its website, with no mention of the 
embedded SRV and no apparent intent to inform ratepayers the LTFP, and thus the SRV, was 
available for review. As ratepayers didn’t know about the LTFP and its embedded SRV they didn’t 
know the closing date for submissions and feedback was 5pm Christmas eve when all Council 
offices had closed at lunchtime that day. Consequently, out of 12,939 residents there were only 
4 submissions, and three of those submissions pointed out to Council that they had only just 
found out the chance to have their say expired the next day, and told Council don’t be surprised 
if there are not many submissions. Honestly, do you think that if Council had done its job 
properly and communicated how and when ratepayers could have their say and told them they 
were applying for a 69.94% rate increase that is actually 85.23% over four years there would only 
be four responses? I don’t think so. Councils’ communication with ratepayers has been woeful 
in the past and continues to be so. Much of documentation draws the conclusion that a 
lack of community response can be considered as endorsing Councils SRV. This couldn’t be 
further from the truth. If the community doesn’t know they can respond or object, any response 
or objection is impossible.  

Council is telling us right now “The SRV proposes an increase to general rates of 19% in 2025/26 
and 11.8% in 2026/27.  The cumulative increase across the four years from 2023/24 to 2026/27 is 
69.94%” (I lifted this from Federation Councils website). This is blatantly untrue and designed to 
deceive. Federation, as you know, has applied for a 52.01% increase in 2025/26, and an 11.8% 



increase in 2026/27. Their claimed 69.94% cumulative increase over the four years from 2023/24 to 
2026/27 is also a fabrication. Once the temporary increases IPART approved for 2023/24 and 
2024/25 are removed we will be left with the applicable rate peg increases of 4.3 and 4.5% 
respectively. These, when combined with the current application, if approved, will mean a 
cumulative increase of 85.23%, way above what council is advising. I informed Federation that they 
were advertising a wrong cumulative figure and the reply I received from the GM nearly two 
months later was, and I quote, “I note that you have highlighted that the increase over the two years 
of the application plus the past two years is 85.23%. The reporting of 69.94% as the headline rate 
increase is required by the Office of Local Government (OLG) and the Independent Pricing and 
Regulatory Tribunal (IPART). Council does not get to elect how it reports the cumulative impact of a 
SRV increase, nor does it have authority to digress from the requirements”. Funny how they didn’t 
advertise the cumulative rate at all to ratepayers for their previous application to IPART and only 
equated their then proposed 75% cumulative increase to “the price of a couple of lettuces a week”! 
 
I am in receipt of an example of how IPART calculates cumulative rate increases and can confirm the 
calculation for Federation Councils cumulative four year increase is 85.23%. It is clear the GM either 
has no idea what he is talking about or is being deliberately misleading. Whatever the case, the 
community is being grossly misled over the magnitude of the cumulative rate increase being 
proposed.  
 
Councils SRV application is primarily based on its contention that it needs to fund road maintenance 
yet in response to IPART’s recent queries as to why zero dollar values were budgeted for roads, 
footpaths and drainage maintenance in 2025/26 and 2026/27 Council replied to IPART saying ‘the 
road maintenance projects will be funded by the RLRRP grant from Transport for NSW in 2025/26 
and 2026/27’. This is exactly the same period where Council wants to increase rates by 52.01 and 
11.8% to fund road maintenance via this SRV yet this maintenance will be funded by the RLRRP grant 
not rates. Why is there any need for any SRV at all when the primary project that supposedly 
required this huge rate increase will be funded by an RLLRP grant?  
 
And how is it that in the 8% SRV Federation got approved to run their white elephant pool complex 
they claimed they were saving money by ripping $730,000 out of their roads budget. That’s not a 
saving, that’s a deferral. In the same application approval, they claimed they were saving a further 
$850,000 by deferring capital works which no doubt was planned for roads. Neither of these are 
savings. That’s $1.58M that would have gone a long way to fixing our roads but was used to plug the 
swimming pool financial black hole. Please don’t be fooled by the claimed savings in this current 
application as I fear any savings, like those I’ve detailed above, are all smoke and mirrors.  
 
It should be noted that in Federations last application to IPART Council said it would apply any rate 
increase evenly across business, residential and rural categories. That did not happen, rural 
ratepayers were inflicted with a much larger percentage increase than their business and residential 
counterparts. Not only is this Council not very interested in communicating with its constituents it’s 
not very interested in equity either. Quite honestly, this Council cannot be trusted to do what it says 
it will do.  If IPART grants any increase at all it will only endorse the inherent inefficiencies that are 
rife through this Council, and that would be a tragedy. 
 
Affordability of the proposed rate increases 
 
This proposed rate increase is not affordable to most residents. The current cost of living crisis is 
affecting everyone across the board and our capacity to pay has dropped significantly. Council has 
made no effort to control its spending and keeps employing people with no regard to the bottom 
line. As an example, after amalgamation Federation had about 125 full time employee equivalents 



(FTE) that seemed to do a reasonable job. Here we are now less than eight years later, and we have 
nearly 180 FTE that doesn’t get the job done any better. Until this elephant in the room is addressed 
Federation will remain a basket case.  
 
Councils’ application does not consider serious options to reduce the financial impact on ratepayers. 
They won’t address the aforementioned employee blowout and all they do is threaten cuts to 
services without detailing what they would cut, which is fine if they cut their ‘wants’ and leave our 
‘needs’ because at the moment they are incapable of distinguishing the difference.  
 
Federation Council started FY 2023/24 with an operating ratio of -3.98. After applying the 19% 
temporary rate increase approved by IPART for that year Council finished the year with an operating 
ratio of +16.45. In Federations figures supplied to IPART to try and justify the obscene increases they 
were looking for last time around which IPART rightly knocked back, they predicted their operating 
ratio at the end of FY 2023/24 would be -17.87 yet in reality, it was +16.45. Clearly there is no need 
for any further rate increases and indeed an operating ratio of +16.45 would suggest there is actually 
room for a reduction. 
 
ABS data shows that 50% of Federation workers gross weekly income is less than $999/wk with over 
75% having gross incomes of less than $1499/wk. Convert those figures to nett household 
income, and it is obvious that Federation ratepayers have very little capacity to pay.  The below 
graph shows that rate delinquency has recently increased dramatically from around $600,000 to 
over $1,000,000 now and still rising. Another 70% rate increase over the next two years is clearly 
unaffordable and will undoubtably tip some ratepayers over the edge both financially and 
mentally.  
 

 



Community awareness of the proposed rate increase 
 
Council has not explained to the community the reasons for proposed SRV. They can’t even correctly 
advertise the % increase they are applying for nor what the correct cumulative increase is let alone 
the reasons for it. The only reason they are applying to IPART this time is they got knocked back last 
time.  They have done nothing to mitigate the reasons for why they were knocked back and have 
gone and paid about $150,000 to a professor for an application and report that is barely better than 
the last application and was more about de-amalgamation than rationalisation. 
 

 report on pre-consultation engagement references responses from 13 people (which is a 
statistically irrelevant sample from 12,939 residents) does suggest, if you can believe any of his 
figures, that four times more people think Council is doing a poor job than think Council is doing a 
great job. 
 
Council has not consistently and certainly not obviously communicated with ratepayers regarding 
this SRV application in fact I believe they have deliberately made it hard for anyone to find any 
details regarding this SRV. They never said or advertised anything like ‘we are planning a 69.94% rate 
increase over the next two and would really like to know what you think before we lodge that 
application’. To get 4 responses from 12,939 residents who might have been able to give them 
feedback in the face of such a huge increase is a joke. If people don’t know it’s happening, you can’t 
give feedback. It’s as simple as that.  
 

 Community Engagement Report to Council states …. we now have a community response 
whereby some eighty-four percent of informed persons agree with the proposal. Furthermore, the 
proportion of people who would like to see the SRV increased now exceeds those who would rather 
have it reduced.  
 
This wildly inaccurate statement is based on minimal responses to his survey at his meetings. The 
questions asked in this survey were so loaded to elicit a favourable response for  position with 
virtually no opportunity for dissent that everyone I know refused to fill it in. In my mind, to base a 
report on a statistically irrelevant population of responses out of a possible 12,939 is reckless and 
should be treated as such. The wild assertion that 84% of informed persons agree with the proposal 
is based on no significant data whatsoever.  
 
Federation Ratepayers Inc. is conducting a survey in which participants can remain anonymous so 
can respond fearlessly. I believe this survey is currently showing that about 90% of people do not 
agree with the proposed SRV.   
 
Councils Cost Management 
 
Council has not been effective in providing infrastructure and services for the community. There are 
inefficiencies everywhere you look, Management seems to be lacking everywhere, and managers are 
not accountable for output, their own included. You have to live here to appreciate how badly things 
are managed and unfortunately bad management has now become the norm.  
 
Council has not explained to the community its past cost saving strategies however they are now 
boasting they have made savings of $800k/yr every year for the last five years yet a couple of years 
ago when the deputy GM was asked what savings and efficiency gains had been made as a 
requirement for the 8% swimming pool SRV that IPART granted, she stumbled around for a while 
and eventually came up with they installed a new telephone system in the office. That was the best 
she could do. If $800k savings were true she would have been all over it like a rash. 



The $800k/yr figure is just . If it were true they would have been spruiking it everywhere and they 
haven’t been. I don’t believe there is any concrete evidence of this supposed $800k/yr saving. 
Where is it documented in their application to IPART? From what I can see some figures have just 
been a cut and paste job from a wish list spreadsheet somewhere and it is now trying to be passed 
off as savings, just like the swimming pool SRV did. Where are the facts that support this claim? 
Nothing has been provided to ratepayers verifying this claim, and this figure has just magically 
appeared just in time to try and tick a box for IPART. We are being treated like mushrooms. 
 
As an example of their supposed cost savings, during last year’s roadshow Council put on prior to 
formalising their LTFP (which was poorly attended as very few people knew it was happening) they 
put a slide up saying they had purchased a wider mower but wouldn’t say if there were employment 
savings to be had despite saying this mower could do the work of 2 mowers and two men. So, they 
have purchased a new mower worth I’m told over $100,000, haven’t sold the other two mowers and 
haven’t retired any employees, so where is the saving? All I can see here is more cost in interest and 
depreciation, zero savings. Surely if they believed they had made $800k/yr savings over the previous 
few years they would have highlighted that in no uncertain terms but no, there was no mention of 
$800k savings supporting their LTFP at all.  
 
Future Cost Management and Efficiency Gains 
 
I have seen nothing anywhere where Council is advising where future savings, efficiencies and 
productivity gains are going to come from, and given the statement from the GM below this will not 
even be a consideration for this Council.  
 
In a letter back to me last week in response to my putting in a submission giving feedback on 
Councils LTFP, Federations GM said “Whilst you do not support any rate increase above the rate peg 
until Council demonstrates that everything possible to contain spending, improve productivity and 
improve accountability of managers has been implemented, the significant quantum of savings 
required ($8 million per annum) means this course of action is not feasible”.  
 
Really? Here is the General Manager saying that it is not feasible to do everything possible to contain 
spending, improve productivity and improve accountability of managers. If that’s the GM’s attitude, 
and clearly it is, then God help us because no matter how high rates rise nothing is going to satisfy 
the financial black hole that is created by management that refuses to look at controlling spending, 
improving productivity and making managers accountable for poor performance and outcomes, 
their own included.  
 
Please do not grant Federation any more rate increases above rate peg. Until such time as they are 
forced to control spending Federation will remain a basket case. The financial position it finds itself 
in is self-inflicted. They haven’t been able to distinguish between needs and wants and have 
prioritised wants above needs. They built two unaffordable pools in Corowa instead of one 
unaffordable pool and then through lack of foresight and budgeting couldn’t afford to run them and 
got an 8% SRV just to cover the running costs that they clearly didn’t allow for. The pools are still 
losing hundreds of thousands of dollars per year. They build $4M bike tracks that no one uses that 
have to be maintained and depreciated instead of fixing roads, I could go on but I think you are 
getting the picture. 
 
Again, please don’t grant Federation this SRV. They haven’t made a case for it and  report that 
they are relying on is severely flawed and should be ignored.  People can just not afford to pay.  
IPART have already made a determination covering the next two years that this SRV is seeking to 
overturn. Federation Council has changed nothing from its last application and by not declaring the 



correct cumulative percentage increases it is applying for, has deliberately and systematically tried 
to mislead ratepayers and the community. For this reason alone, notwithstanding all the other 
compelling evidence, this SRV should be refused.  
 
LATE NEWS 
 
Thursday 6th March 2025. I have just noticed that there is no reference, link or anything drawing 
ratepayers’ attention to the SRV application that is before IPART on Councils website, or that Council 
has even applied for an SRV. There is no link to IPART and nothing encouraging ratepayers to have 
their say through a submission to IPART. All this information was there a couple of days ago 
including mind you, a grossly understated cumulative four year figure and that Council was applying 
to IPART for and a 19% and a 11.8% two year increase not the correct figures of 52.01% and 11.8%. 
 
This is typical of how this Council operates. Tell lies to start with, then don’t engage with the 
community and don’t provide any information so ratepayers can make an informed decision. And 
when the community points out all the lies, inaccuracies and deception, take everything down to 
hide the evidence. They should be ashamed of themselves. 
  



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 24 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am against the rate increase proposed by the Federation Shire Council for many reasons. To list a few: 1. Dishonest. The rate
increase is actually about 85%, not the 70% as the council has said. 2. This rate increase is excessive. It is practically doubling
our rates. 3. The rate rise is disproportionate, punitive and unsustainable. It will be impossible for most ratepayers in
depressed areas with little income. 4. No return. Many small towns in the Federation shire are neglected in favour of the larger,
tourist centric towns. Previous rate rises did not change this management plan. 5. The council's top level management spent
$100,000's of ratepayers money on reviews by professors, one who based his reports on outdated 2021 census data, not
factoring in the current economic situation where cost of living has increased and income has dropped. Nor did he understand
the nature of farming. 6. The was no community consultation and little transparency. The council let ratepayers know at the
eleventh hour. Many of us found out inadvertently. 7. No cost cutting measures. The council management treats ratepayers as an
unlimited resource. Unlike us, it has not limited it's spending, made significant budget cuts or decreased top management
bloated salaries to award wage rates. 8. The CEO, CFO and upper management fail up. The mismanagement of resources,
assets and tasks would, in industry, have rightly led to the managers losing their positions. Instead, in Federation Shire local
government it is the ratepayers that are to be punished for the top level management's ineptitude. 9. Lack of transparency. The
public input in the decision making process is restricted and much information is undisclosed. These are a few reasons why I
oppose this rate rise. I do not trust the top level management of Federation Shire Council. Increasing our rates by such a large
factor and to such a punitive amount is unjust. Such mismanagement must not be supported. Please oppose this rate rise.
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IPART Special Variations & Minimum Rates 2025-2026 

Federation Council – Special Variation 

 

TO 
IPART 
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NON-CONFIDENTIAL - DO NOT PUBLISH NAME 
Please make this submission non confidential, but do not publish my name. 

 
SUBMISSION CONTENT 
 

Introduction 
I am a resident ratepayer in Federation shire. I have owned property in Oaklands since mid 
2023. 
 
I am on a very low income, living well below the absolute poverty line (ie. the minimum income 
required to meet the basic necessities of life). I survive on a Centrelink payment, despite being 
university educated in a profession with a high earning potential, as I have a chronic illness that 
severely affects my ability to work. It’s fashionable in some circles to think that people on 
Centrelink are lazy and get loads of free money. Neither could be further from the truth. I have 
no NDIS assistance or any other form of government assistance to help with my day to day 
needs. I am sometimes bedridden for months at a time. In 2023 I was bedridden for over 6 
months. 
 
I resided in Albury for 35 years, but the housing crisis forced me to look at other alternatives as I 
could no longer afford to rent in Albury or anywhere in the eastern states. I was expecting to 
become homeless for the three years prior to moving to Oaklands. I used the extra money from 
the Centrelink Covid Supplement to purchase camping equipment in anticipation of this, so I 
would at least have a tent. I then decided to repair a relationship with a relative, with whom I 
was estranged, in order to borrow money to purchase a cheap property to live in, so that my 
child would not be forced to live on the street. I looked everywhere in the eastern states and 
even in South Australia and the Northern Territory in places like Coober Pedy, Andamooka and 
Alice Springs for something that was affordable and where it was viable to get my basic needs 
met (and by basic needs, I mean VERY basic). Oaklands was the only viable place.  
 
But there is no supermarket here, the store has almost no stock, there is no fuel and not even 
street delivery of mail (we have to pick it up from the store). Neither Coles nor Woolworths 
home deliver groceries to Oaklands. It is a three hour round trip to Albury to get groceries at the 
nearest affordable supermarket (where there is Aldi and other discount grocery outlets). I have 
to drive myself, without any assistance from another driver, which is exhausting. Nearby smaller 
towns only have expensive supermarkets and expensive fuel, so I am forced to drive to the city 
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to cut overall costs. Milk is around $4.35 for 3 Litres in the city stores, whilst it is almost twice 
that price at the small town IGA nearest to Oaklands. Many other products have a much larger 
price gap. These problems are the reason why property prices are low here. 
 
I live here because I can’t afford to live elsewhere. 
 

No need for the special variation 
Oaklands is a very rural village with mostly unsealed, dirt roads, no footpaths except around the 
pub and few derelict shops in the main street, no concrete gutters in most of the town. It is 
characterised by grassed table drains for drainage, dirt driveways (most aren’t sealed) and 
mostly aging houses among many vacant blocks, often containing livestock such as sheep and 
horses to eat the grass. Most houses were constructed pre 1950, with a large number dating to 
the 1930s or earlier. It has a distinct post-apocalyptic vibe to it. My son even joked about 
painting a Vault-Tec logo on the shed. 
 
The water and sewerage services in the town are provided by Riverina Water, not Federation 
Council.  
 
After talking with other residents, it appears Federation Council have a long history of not 
supporting improvements to the town when even minor, low cost requests are made. They are 
not proactive problem solvers, they find every reason and put up every obstacle to avoid their 
core function. 
 
Oaklands is a low maintenance town with low community expectations regarding service 
delivery. 
 
The council views the residents of Oaklands and other rural towns in the shire as a cash cow to 
fund executive salaries and capital projects in river tourist towns - that we will never benefit 
from - whilst expecting us to pay city rates without providing city services. 
 
We don’t need it and we don’t want to pay for it. 
 

Most of the community were unaware of the rate rise application until 

recently 
When I first acquired property in Oaklands, I immediately joined the local Facebook group so I 
could keep abreast of what was going on. I also made a point of getting to know my neighbours 
and people around the town. 
 
The first I heard about a big rate rise was a rumour I heard around town shortly before the 
meeting held in Oaklands by the Federation Shire Ratepayers group. I went along to the meeting 
and we were told that the council should have sent us out some sort of notification or 
paperwork about it when they sent out the rates – apparently some sort of fact sheet and 
survey. I don’t recall getting any such notice. I only heard about it after the council had already 
approved the motion at a council meeting to seek a rate rise from the state government. 
Looking around the very packed room at the ratepayers meeting, at the number of shaking 
heads, it was obvious that most of the other people at the meeting also had not received any 
paperwork from the council about this. The community, in Oaklands at least, was not aware of 
the rate rise at all. 
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The community doesn’t support the rate rise and the impact on affected 

ratepayers is grossly unreasonable 
It was obvious at the Oaklands ratepayers’ meeting that there was basically zero support for the 
rate rise, even after some details had been explained by the Ratepayers’ group doing the 
presentation. People walked into the meeting very angry and walked out even angrier. 
 
Most of the people who live in Oaklands are quite happy to get by with very basic council 
services. We like having low rates and we don’t mind having unsealed roads. Even the sealed 
roads in and out of Oaklands aren’t that great. (Although there have been some recent road 
works that upgraded the road into the eastern side of town from absolutely appalling to 
acceptable – but it was in a very poor state of maintenance for many years). We are used to the 
conditions here and we don’t want to pay for fancy roads, guttering and other unnecessary 
things. Many of us live here because it’s cheap and we are willing to put up with lower 
standards than what you would expect in the urban areas of larger towns or cities. Most people 
in Oaklands own a 4WD or ute. I’m one of the few people who owns a small car. 
 
Federation shire’s median equivalised household income has fallen from $46,884 in 2019 to 
$41,236 in 2021. August 2021 Census data showed a substantial growth in the number of 
households vulnerable to financial stress, paying more than 30% of their income in rent or 
mortgage payments (and this was when interest rates were still low). The August 2021 Census 
showed that 36.6% of households in Federation shire had an annual income of $31,356 or less – 
that’s over a third of the shire – and this quartile had grown faster than the others compared to 
the 2016 Census. That is over 1/3rd of Federation shire households  (not residents) who are living 
on $603 or less per week.  
 
It is easy for somebody on a salary of hundreds of thousands of dollars a year to talk about 
affordability flippantly. They will never experience what it is like to not be able to afford what 
they need to sustain life.  
 
These  are using this rate rise to fund another few bottles of Dom Perignon to tip 
into the trough for their consumption, without any thought or care as to how it will affect 
people like me. They live in their own world and can’t see past the end of their own snouts. To 
be quite honest, I’m getting really tired of subsidising the lifestyles and egos of these sorts of 
people out of my meagre income and being forced to make sacrifices and decisions that I should 
never have to make. 
 
It's really not that hard to work out. A quick trip to the Food Bowl emergency food outlet 
operated by the Amaranth Foundation in Corowa will tell you all you need to know about how 
the poor end of the community is doing in Federation Shire. The Food Bowl is run very 
professionally, with a clean premises and compassionate staff. It is the best run emergency food 
outlet I have ever been to. But the shelves are almost bare. There is hardly any stock across all 
categories of groceries. This is because demand for their services is high and donations are not 
keeping pace with the need in the community. Anyone who has to rely on this food outlet as 
their primary source of food, or even a regular supplemental source of food, will almost 
certainly be suffering from severe nutritional deficiencies. GPs across the country are already 
reporting that low income patients are suffering from conditions like scurvy. Well, it’s happening 
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here in Federation Shire as well. Just because the Council turns a blind eye to it, doesn’t mean 
it’s not happening. 
 
I draw your attention to Article 25 of the United Nation’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 
of which Australia is a signatory: 
 

“1. Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being 
of himself and of his family, including food, clothing, housing and medical care and 
necessary social services, and the right to security in the event of unemployment, 
sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood in circumstances 
beyond his control.” 

 
The rate rise proposed by Federation Shire will seriously endanger my ability to acquire even the 
most essential of these things and no doubt will affect many other people in the shire as well. 
 
I have this question for Federation Shire Council – and you should ask it of them too: Which 
meals in my week should I forego so I can pay for their special rates rise and keep the roof over 
my head? Which meals should my child now go without? I already regularly shop at the 
Foodshare. Should I stop buying petrol and walk the 60km to the nearest Foodshare and then 
back home again carrying the food? This would be very difficult for a fully able-bodied person, 
let along someone with my state of health. Please tell me. If they are such grand financial 
managers, surely they have the answer to this very simple question. 
 
If this rate rise is not affordable for the people on the lowest incomes in the shire, then it is 
simply not affordable. 
 
 

Final Comments & Recommendations 
I recommend that the Special Variation rate rise that Federation Council have applied for be 
absolutely rejected. 
 
 

SUBMITTED BY 

 

 
 

 

 



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Tuesday, 25 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
The gates were open to this relentless pursuit of increasing charges when water and sewer charges were separated from the
rates notice in 2016. This was a deliberate, underhanded strategy to give the illusion of lower rates while allowing the water
and sewer costs to be increased at will and without any accountability. The annual sewer costs have increased by 48% over
this period of time with water increasing by nearly 150%. When everything was inclusive within the rates notice, my instalment
amount was the same as my now instalment amount for sewerage alone... While these charges have been separated, the
sewer/water account are still due at the same time as rates and almost need an instalment for the instalment amount.... This has
been an astonishing increasing burden on the ratepayers of the shire to date and appears to have no signs of abatement. To get it
over the line, the financial manager stood in front of an audience of residents and vowed that the SRV applied for in 2020
would be the only one and we are now onto our third... The council appear to be primarily focused on new developments which
are appearing at a mind blowing rate.. Not only have older areas been neglected, my block has become unliveable and
unsaleable since essential energy were enabled to install double storey HV power lines down our once quiet little quaint street
and a huge unbearable, unsightly, buzzing, overhead sub­station right on the entrance to my yard as a means of providing
underground power to a privately funded sub­division further on from me... No­one cares.... I have been trying to get some
clarity on what the 'Waste Facility Levy' that was introduced in 2014 was actually for and no­one seems to know. I question the
validity of this charge and believe it was for metro sydney and south coast.. The only knowledge around this charge was that
$45 a year would net a million dollars and now that charge is $65 with a huge increase in residencies and no­one knows
exactly what it's for !!! Put simply, when sewer was inclusive in the rates my annual cost was around $1500 and is now $2600
when including sewer costs.. Not only did the separation of these access charges veil the actual rate charges, it lowered the
pension rebate substantially... I implore you to reject the current SRV application and allow ratepayers to attempt to catch up to
the already overwhelming charges....



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Wednesday, 26 February 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I think such a large increase is not affordable for me in the current economic climate also I believe the council should take a
good look into their productivity and become more efficent



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Friday, 28 February 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I think that the SRV for Federation Council is extremely important and a must do. Services of the entire Council will not be able
to be kept to a suitable standard without a sizeable increase in rate payments. I am a business person in Corowa and have been
for over 50 years with experience in Retail and hospitality and I am disappointed to see the standards of services dropping. The
pensioners in the LGA get a reduction in their rates and council is offering payment plans for those having difficulty paying.
Councils interstate pay much higher rates and some locals have second homes elsewhere. Farmers are complaining bitterly
about the increases in their rates while their farms are getting bigger as they increase the size and number of holdings. I feel if
the residents want services they have to pay for them. I I am a married older woman (75) and my husband is still working (aged
69). We have limited income but I am realistic about the need for Council to raise rates to provide services. Balldale township
wants a better water supply (potable water); Howlong want to bypass the Main Street, better water and sewerage services to
provide for future development; Corowa needs sewerage upgrades and water services to promote development; and the smaller
villages in the LGA all have a wish list. Morundah, at the northern end of the council, has very few sealed roads, flood
problems almost every time it rains, along with Boree Creek and Rand. Flood studies for these area are be done, but what then
without money to supply the services need to fix these many problems. I, personally feel that without the SRV our council area
will not go ahead at a rate that will encourage further development and entice businesses and new residents and instead will
become a backwater where it could be a shining light.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 17 March 2025

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
We strongly oppose the Federation Councils proposed rate rise. As a local business we feel that the council is grossly
mismanaged and is making another cash grab while not proving themselves to be working toward benefiting council residents. It
is time for the council to go into administration and have someone take over and sort the whole mess out. Continuing to ask
ratepayers to give you more money when you haven't proven that you are spending any of it wisely is a joke.




