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Douglas Preston
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kREGULATOR!
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To the Commissioners of LP.A.R.T. i’
Dear Sirs

~ I will just use the one word that has the most important meaning when used by men to decide the
outcome of submissions, either by Councils or individuals, that word is Veracity, meaning
Truthfulness or Accuracy. All documents submﬂted have to meet that standard, truthful and
accurate.

Together with this short letter, I have enclosed a large amount of material, this was supplied because
1 was attempting to 'prove' my theories regarding my assertion that the Survey used by Maitland
City Council was flawed. After I began the document Council have admitted that over 400 persons
were surveyed and 13 surveys have been deleted. They describe it as their “key element™ in their
Intent to subrnit an application to IPART, document. '

They use it as proof that they had accurate proof that they had made the population aware of the
need for the SRV. Some surveys suggest that the Public don't support the Councils application but
that is of no consequence to IPART. All that Council have to prove is that the Community is aware
of the 'need' for the special rate variation. They don't have to agree and all the facts that council
supplies seem to indicate that Maitland City Council has achieved that.

But I will submit that Council has an obligation to accurately inform its citizens, using truthful
information, And all the information. I state that Council are not allowed to use false statements,
use flawed Surveys and quote figures from said Surveys as reliable information. By using
inaccurate comments, figures percentages, ctc. the information that Coungcil is conveying to its
citizens is inaccurate. I state that the proof of Council informing its citizens has not been met.

IPART can not recommend the Large SRV. I quote the case of the Ku-ring-gai application in 2013.
IPART said, after not granting the complete request made by Ku-ring-gai. “After assessing the
councils application, we decided to allow the Council to retain the revenue from the special
variation above the rate peg for 1-year, rather than 5 years as requested in the councils application.
THIS IS BECAUSE THE COUNCIL HAD NOT MADE THE COMMUNITY SUFFICIENTLY
AWARE OF ITS INTENTION TO CONTINUE THE LEVY FOR A FURTHER 5 YEARS.”

Now this is a precedent set by IPART. If the community has not been sufficiently made aware of
the intended rates increase, IPART can't agree to the application. If IPART is hot completely
satisfied by the veracity of the Documents supplied by Council then it can't use them as evidence.
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I sbmitied it to [PART. There must be a breach of

some law there?

Maitland City Council staies it needs to raise the rates. It has gone through a process that is
required by IPART. e. ongoing consultation with the public etc. This Consultation ended with an
alleged random survey conducted by Micromex Research. This survey was to be the final proof
that the majority of citizens of Maitland, support the Special Rates Variation application, The
support is not required, just the proof that Council have informed the citizens of the 'need" for the
rates increase.

The Survey was conducted, the results were proclaimed as a resounding success by Council as a
true and accurate opinion that the citizens of Maitland agreed or knew about the large rates increase.

These are the stated facts by Maitland City Council.

The survey was conducted between the 18" and 21% November 2013 and a Random sclected
population of 400 persons were surveyed.

The Report was used by Councillors to justify the application to JPART for a large rates increase.
Numerous Councillors have stated that this is a true and accurate survey that conveys to them that
the people of Maitland are supportive of the SRV.

The Problem is that the veracity of the Survey is absolutely destroyed by the actual truth.

The Survey was not random, it was taken from a Targeted group of 1000. and we don't know
exactly how that 1000 persons were selected and became the targeted group. what was special about
them. .

The Survey was not conducted between the 18" and 21° November 2013 but had not been
completed by the 25" November 2013,

The sample size was not 400 persons, it was admitted to as being 413 persons and 13 responses

~ have been deleted. Now they admit to 13 Maitland Citizens surveys being deleted, lost, gone not
counted. 1t could have been more. If they can do this, to manipulate a result can you really trust the
Council to supply accurate estimates and costings.

I have looked at other surveys conducted by Micromex and other companies that supply Survey
repoits to Council to be used in applications sent to IPART. In the questions invariably, the first
question asked is “do-you or a close family relative, work for (name of council). 7 if the answer is
yes, then the survey is terminated. I have six examples printed, and one of them was the June 2012
survey for Maitland City Council. Micromex or Maitland city Council did not ask this question in
the November 2013 Survey, were Council Employees part of the Targeted Group of 1000. Can
Council prove there were no Council employees surveyed and used in the results. They can't. They
can not use the reason, “Council employees have a rlght to be surveyed” as they have a vested
interest in Council getting a good result. Any way it is asked in other surveys for other councils but
why not in this one? -

. The problem as [ see it, the whole surveys veracity, truth and accuracy can not be proven. It can
not be used in a Tribunal as accurate.

I told the. Counsellors on the 25" of lNovember, via a letter that the sample was more than 400 and it
was still being conducted. I didn't know at the time that is was from a Targeted 1000 citizens.
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Not one Councillor appears to have questioned this document, they went ahead on the 10"
December 2013 to submit an application to IPART. This was sent to you late last year 2013. And
Councillors have since again voted to submit the application to IPART. Again using the flawed
Survey.

- I have no idea why they used it in that format, they just wanted to push this through. Do

they have the Machiavellian attitude, “the ends justify the means” Or hope no one will notice? Or
do they rely on the fact that all they have to do is prove to [PART that sufficient number of the
community were informed of the 'need’ of the rate rise, not that they agree with it. By using the
Guidelines of IPART th

ey may have succeeded. I believe that Council has shown a disregard for
the Members of 12T

I Thcy appear to have become careless with the facts.

Now it gets personal.
If T lied in Court, it would be
perjury, because I swore an oath to tell the truth. Are Councils and Councillors allowed to submit
untruthful documents to Tribunals? Are they exempt from Ethical Behaviour. Council staff are
only admitting the truth when questioned. If they are trying to deceive with the Survey, what truths
are they bending elsewhere in their application.

I believe Councils use the process of public consultation to just tick boxes to satisfy IPART, the fact

that 48 percent of the population stated in the survey that they knew nothing about the Rates

increases shows either, Council don't get their message across, or that nearly half the population, for

what ever reason, are just impossible to communicate with. If any thing comes of this, is that

surveys only seem to indicate that about half of populations can make informed decisions. Maybe

that’s why Council and Councillors have pushed this through, They know what’s best for every
one”.

If the amounts of monies involved were considerably less, and the length of time involved were less
maybe the people of Maitland would have accepted the advise of the Council. Unfortunately for
Council and fortunately for the citizens, the Key Element of the Submission to IPART can no
longer be used.

If you want to read my larger submission for details please do so. I know you have a policy of
displaying all the submissions, but I believe my submissions are interesting but a bit rambling, you -
can just display this one to save time and just put my larger submission on file, you can show it to

© Council if you like, they know who I am. I've never hidden anything from them.

This is my personal opinions based on Council Minutes and other information. I know that the
workers get less pay than other LGA's and I know that Council workers to the number of the
Population ratio is the best in the immediate LGA's. So Council is doing its job with less people
and unfortunately paying them less than other LGA's.

I believe that Council are starting unnecessary public works and are borrowing monies for them. I
also believe that the population growth of Maitland should have a moratorium placed on it. This
would allow infrastructure to catch up with what’s needed by 70,000 plus people.

They claim, that the increasing population causes higher costs, it is in the power of Councillors and
Council to inform State Government, that Maitland is 'full'. | believe they need the large Rates
increases because they have overcommitted themselves on future spending and borrowings and they
are levying the population with increased Rates to cover up their mistakes.
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1 also believe that they over estiiated the costs of works by up to at least 3 times the cost and
sometimes 5 times to justify the Rates increase. I have evidence, I know the builder who did it, off
a Disabled Toilet being built in Lake Macquarie Council atea, a public toilet, to Council standards
costing 30,000 dollars. Maitland City Council costings are for 4 disabled toilets, 150,000 dollars
each. 5 times the cost of the Lake Macquarie toilet.

[ have also noted that IPART want to set benchmark prices on infrastructure that developers have to
contribute. These prices also flow on to what Council consider fair prices that they stae as their
future costings. Inote that Maitland City Council object to nearly every benchmark price that
IPART suggests. ' ' ‘

In this matter of Benchmark Costings, I have no doubt that you have done your research, you have
not just picked numbers and costs out of thin air. But Maitland City Council object to your costs for
infrastructure. They can't use remote location as an excuse. I have noticed that Council often state
( in Council minutes) they have so much money to.spend on a project then call for tenders. Its the
only organisation that tells the contractors how much they have budgeted for, then call for quotes It
doesn’t seem right to me. Unless the Council intended to do the work themselves, but again, the
cost estimates are way over what’s realistic. '

To finish, the Survey Results conducted by Micromex Research between the 18" and at least the
25" November 2013 can not be used by Council as proof they have Public Support for the Special
Rates Variation submitted to IPART. But public support was not the aim of the Survey, it was to
prove that the citizens were aware of the need for a rates increase, whether they agreed with them or

not. [N 1| 't s it as proof of
anything. |

I don't think that the citizens of Maitland or even NSW know about the Guidelines, especially the
one regarding the Council don't need the support of its citizens. They are still under the impression
their views against the SRV are able to be counted. But IPART does not have to take them into
account, this Public Support Criteria was removed in October 2012.

If by some chance, Council, change their figures they submitted to IPART with an apology and
explanation, I still state that these people in charge are not capable of managing large sums of
monies. They can't be trusted. If Council get their large Rate Rise though IPART it will turn out to
be a pyrrhic victory for Council, and a disaster for some of it's citizens. They have tried to deceive
the citizens and IPART once and they would try again. I believe they are that desperate.

But the basic fact is Council and the Councillors attempted to deceive IPART. There’s no way of
explaining this deception, other than they knew the people wete against the large rates increase,
they admit this themselves, I say it again, JPART does not have to take into account that people are
against the rate increases. Councils deception has been uncovered. I'have no doubt that Council
will contact you, sometime soon to amend the results, but it should be considered by IPART as too
late. As 1 have said before, and I will say it again, this just makes me saddened and fed up with it
all..

G.!!.Preston

8t March 2014.




















