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Maitland City Council(MCC) Submission to IPART 2014

I wish to lodge an objection to Maitland City Council's(MCC) propos
increase rates. hal

Background

Initially, MCC embarked on a campaign to increase rates, 6.64% above
IPART'S Rate Peg of 2.3% ,making for an overall increase of 8.94% for
residential ratepayers.This is at a time when MCC has savings of $60 million.

This request was exhorbitant and absolutely outrageous in the current climate.

In 2011-2012 and 2012-2013,MCC received two consecutive increases of 9.8%p.a and
10%p.a. respectively.This increase was to cover maintenance of infrastructure
and now MCC wants to embark on more money wasting projects tike the "Levee".
("Levee" project,opening of a Mall to one way traffic,it used to be a 2 way road
‘through the town then they closed it for a Mall,now they want to reopen it to
one way traffic )They plan to repave the mall,using Italian tiles ,thus allowing

one lane of traffic to pass through ,with only an additional 15 park ba¥s
costing $17million.In fact,MCC has already negotiated a loan_for $10 million to
start this "Levee" project in 2014. But, according to Councillor Bob Geoghegan,
no money from the rates increase will pay for_the Levee project.we are only
paying the $700 000 interest per year on the loan with tﬁe rate increase.
Obviously, the ratepayers of Maitland are being taken for fools. on the 12th of
gecember,mcc signed a contract for the supply of Italian tiles at a cost of
820 000.

MCC has embarked on a campaign of deception from day one. Initially, when
determining the increase, they were quoting a rise of 8.35%p.a. over 7 years as
(8.35x7)% as a 58.45% increase. This figure has mislead the community for 6
months,as they did not admit that,it was an 'average' rate over residential,
rural and business. Furthermore ,they failed to point out that it was
compounding.At one stage, MCC made a poor attempt to indicate,that, it was
"a cumulative 58.45%".1I'm afraid though, this statement is meaningless.I
informed MCC that it was meaningless and it wasn't until December,6 months
later that a representative from McC, acknowledged that it was an average
75.3% increase ,as the amount paid each year is compounding. In terms of a
residential ratepayer,8.94% equates to an 82% increase over 7 years.

The First Proposal(ordinary Meeting Agenda 10th December)

MCC met on the 10th of December to discuss the proposed rate variation and
consequently voted for the 8.94% increase for residential ratepayers.Numerous
letters were submitted against any increase,I could not find one letter in
support of an increase. Furthermore,on examining the final survey of 400
ratepayers conducted by Micromex , it found that the majority of ratepayers
were supportive of council, One has to question this survey, with its "airy
fairy" questions.For example: "Do you want enhanced services?" well,of course
they would say yes. McC has interpreted the answer to the "enhanced services"

question as,yes,"we want a rate increase" ,in order to gain MCC's desired
result.

The phone survey questions on the options,option 1 reduce services and accept
around 3% increase,Option 2,maintain services and increase rates above 3% or
option 3 ,enhance services and increase rates above 3%.There is no mention of
the actual 8.94%pa increase, at any stage.That is, an 82% increase over 7
years. Overall, I believe that this survey is not a true indication of the
wishes of the ratepayers of this community. A survey run in the local paper ,
the Mercury dated 25/11,found that 30% were in favour of an_increase and 70%
were for a cut in services,that is,no increase.[see article] Simple question,
simple answer.I must appologise if all this sounds confusing,but,the "Funding
our Future'(Booklet encqose )} is confusing.when ratepayers ?111ed in the survey
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attached, Options were not numbered. once again only a select few received the
opgortunitﬁ to comment on this "Funding our Future" document.The whole process,
I believe has been one of confusion.

In 2011,MCC received consecutive increases of 9.8% and 10% for the years 2012
and 2013.If one includes these increases, it equates to a 120% increase in 9
years. Thats more than double the 2011 rate. At the MCC Ordinary meeting on
the 10th December ,they determined that, the residents of Maitland wanted the
increase in rates.Lets examine those results presented at that meeting. The
random phone survey which I know for a fact,disallowed a ratepayer from taking
part, as that person was over 65.The 65 and over category accounted for 19%
(page 26) .MCC's own admission (Mercury 7/2/2014) indicated that, they
targetted sections of the community.These actions of ignoring or targetting
certain sections of the community in the so called random survey, cannot and
should not be ignored.The online survey indicated that 76.1%(Q7) were not
supportive of tﬁe proposal(page 26) and 70%(Q9)thought that it was not
necessary to introduce the rate variation(page 26). Then there are the written
submissions presented at the meeting. of tﬁe 25 submissions(pages 29-53)
presented at the meetng,Yes,presented at the meeting,20 were not_in favour
(thats 80%)3 were non committed and 2 were either unrelated or illegible, and
not one in favour of a rate increase.

These figures are from MCC's ordinary Meeting Agenda consisting of 521 pages
held on 10th December,when they came up with the decision that we have taken
into account the wishes of the ratepayers of Maitland and we intend to proceed
to IPART to seek an 82% increase in our rates over 7 years.

MCC's municipality is recognised as a growth area and has increased
considerably over the last 10 years and so has its rate base. 1000's of homes
have been constructed and their owners have contributed to general rate
revenue.Despite this increase in population,not everybody receives a large
income.I refer to an article in tﬁe Newcastle Herald dated 25/11/2013,where
it indicates the mounting debt due to the already burdening rates. This
situation is also supported by a letter from the former mayor and councillor
Ray Fairweather dated 25/11/2013.This debt problem is anticipated by mcC ,
with MCC advertising in the Newcastle Herald on Sat 8/2/2014 for an additional
Debt Recovery officer. we also have had increases in waste disposal charges
to the tune of $262/tonne. That results in approximately $130/trailer load.
Further more,MCC has increased the waste co]qection charge by $50 or a
whopping 16% to $394.

The Final Proposal (ordinary Meeting Agenda 1lth February)

well, McC has held another ordinary Meeting(11/2/2014) and have taken on board
some sentiment of what MCC believe is the minority of ratepayers and have
decided that an average increase of 7.25% or 7.7% for residential, is
justified.Thats a 68% increase, over 7 years.My rates would go from $1700 to
nearly $3000.0n completing some researcﬁ,residents of Sydney's Suburbs pay much
less than we pay.(See Mercury 3/10/2013, Sydney rates $891) This decision was
made on cherrypicking a 400 resident phone survey,not necessarily ratepayers,
and relied mainly on the question,”Do you want enhance_services?" MCC has
accepted the "yves" answer here and applied it to a conclusion that, "the
residents want a rate increase'".A completely false assumption.

It gets worse, at that same meeting,66 written submissions had been presented.
55 submissions(83%) [pp26-97] were against any increase,7 were N.A, and 4
unrelated.once again there were no submissions in favour of a rate increase.

The General Manager presented an additional 17 written submissions.

15 were against and 2 N.A.,thats 88% against[pp119-136] and not a one in favour,
Another survey in the Mercury,dated 1092/2013 ,the day before the meeting,asked
the question,"Is MCC proposed reduced rate increase of 7.25% acceptable?” The
results were Yes 18% and an emphatic 82% No.

Obviously, MCC continues to ignore the wishes of the ratepayers and cling to a
false assumption that "enhanced services™ means "increase rates."
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Compounding a
rates headache

So, Maitland City Council has adopted to pursue an
8.35 per; cem increase each year over lhe hext seven
years: .

Asmieh tioned prcwously. thls isnotaseventimes8.35
percent the seven years, resolnng ina58.45 percent
increase hy:2021; as MCC would Ilke ratepayers to
helievs.

Itisa? .3ﬁpcrcont increase over seven years.

It's oompoundmg (gemng Iarger) each year.

That is; if you paid $1700 in rates now, you will be
paying $29807 in2021, up 175 per cent.

1 beligve that the survey conducted by Lhe council is
also déceptive and misleading.

Options that ate dlsplayed in the brochurc are not
numbered, vet council in the survey, has used thig'infor-
mation to determine outcoraes by refernﬂg o the optmn
numbers.”

The options are numbered and colous coded at the
bottomofa graphionpage 5 of the brochure and notnurm-
bered on the previois page, only colour coded: -

Furthiérmore, the survey contains four options, again
not nimbered or colour coded togcthcr with spacc for

Councillor Steve Procter has invited remdents to
infoim councnl 1f lhoy have ob]ecnons to the proposed
inereases. -

Ido not huy | lhe paper each day huit, to my knowledge,
I do not recall any leiters in favour of the increase. .

1 dé; hibwever, recall a number of letters against any
incfease,

1 have never, ever, in my life come across any person
who states they don’t mind paying more for a product or
service, yet, council finds 43 per ceat, that's 516 people
in a few weeks, almost half in a 1200-person survey.

I would like to call on tatepayers to write to council,

the media and more importantly express their concerns -

to: IPART (PO Box 290, QVB Post Qffice NSW_ 12300r
ipart@ipart.nsw.gov.au) otherwise, they, MCC will get
the propesed increase, because they have ticked the
boxes: need, oonsultahou and the survey.
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Councn must Tive
within its means

Well said'lim Crethary conceming Our next seven
years of 8.95 per cent rate rises as [ am sore no matter
what we say or.vote our mayor wlll oversee the rate -

Ly P8 g '
““mich-needed increase hrghlights the determination of

thns councilin spending money where least needed.
tic

N fith. fiaffic flow along-a
strest/mall is not endugh" to° génerate” long-term
viability to a shopping precinct that died many years
ago and is a wiste of ratepayers’ hard-earned money.

- If you wishéd 1o really do somethmg with the area,
pull thie whale lot déwn ancl start hgam with'i proper
planning afid foresight,

A lot of Maitland families w1ll feel the hardship as I
know of no job that increases thelr :mnual salaries by

Tok Of thE TRapotted pﬁvmg
1 would hate to think that Malrland councll could be

and: t;g% in Mar;land council’s
pef%c increaseés annually.

ve_n_years tirne, it is mot enough, what

‘Maybe Maitland council shiiuld take a leaf oot'of
Tony Abbott s bookln attempting to stop the boals, let’s
stoé; v& Maftiah's infrastructure a chance
Alch-up w1th dovelopcrs
T implore all Maitland residénts, no matter which

L ey they wishto.vote, to conisider all adverused aptions

ac’foordmgiy as I would hate to sce a rate rise be

im _08 d by a mlng\gltyrg =y @*@wﬂ-‘—lﬂ_\%w -
- -SEWhACTdIeIsEEr it would be for council to learn to live

within thecir means as we famities/ ratepayers haveto. A
_predicted $90 riilliok b10wout in years to come means
't me vety poor managoment
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“we don't mind paying these

provided we maintain the setvices

The residents -of Maitland must show strength by

-need, the community consultation and has conducted the
All'the baxes except one, are now ticked.

survey, indicating that
exorbitant increases,

-currently provided™.
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Resident urges council
to live within its means

Have the gods smiled on us?
_Those of us who, question the
€npt to peviz

route whlch inotit early history
wasa thoroughfarc for early set-

" tlers and pionests trekkini to the -
New England and North. West -
regions of NSW from Motpethis

With that lost from our memo-
1y, the resultant facility failed.

an resrdenualareas '
Plivate enterprise came in and
helped our town grow furiher by
establishing shopping centres
(malls) whe;epoptﬂahodwassxt—~ “
uated; to save peaple coming all -
thewayintotheoldshoppingcen- -
tre, which was central Maitland,
By natural progress there are
seven shio mg malls {centres)
fid . axtlan -provided by
_privite éhterpnse, whereas once
there was only one, in. l-hgh
Strest,, ..

cilis trying to overwhelm natural
progress with a new edifion mall,
The original request by certral
Maitland. businesses, to curtail
this dqwntum mhusmess, was for

From Page 1

New_castle City and Lake:
Macquarie councils both- raised-

rates by at least 8per eent for
201213, And Maitland council is
expected to give the greer light on
a similar hike next month.

Mr Gilshenan said councils
were “constantly monitoring the

sttuation”. And a9 per cent a year

interest rate was charged daily on
unpaid bilis, .

“We understand there are
employment 1s_sues,
nomie growth is faltering and
population rises are contributing
to debt,” he said. .

“That’s why we try to come to.an
arrangement with any ratepayer
struggling financially.”.

Port Stephens mayor : Bruce

Mackenzie said the $1.2 million

owed 1o his couneil wenld “golve a
lot of problems"

that eco--

traffié to be atlowed into High
Street again. It would be a much
tess costly project to covert the
current mall into a traffic. way
than to.co itoa fairyland as :
by council. :
" Inthe meanwhile time is bemg
wasted by red tape andbusinesses

are still where they were 12 years

ﬁfhlle the fight o refuvenate

traffic in Maltland is theirs, the
fight to save our*rage" ney is
QUTS. 2

Maitland mayor, Cr Péter
Blackmore, responding to the
government refusal f hencmr the
pnevmus governmén § Comminit-
niillion to the project
Mercury on

','%‘i%li@ﬁmject will

F1tzg|bbon was quoted “on
November 4: * Councit has indi-
cated it will push on without this

' govermnmt_ fuading but this may

-rafépéyers vnll have fo .
mom LLINN

. And coungil is pushing fer an
annual rate increase of 8.95 per
cent for seven years, .

Ratepayers can’t afford worth-
fesd frivolous ventures. -

Cr Blackmore and Mr Evans,

" justopen I-I:gh Street to two-way

traﬁic at armmmum cost and hve

service mciuding kerhmd’ebulky

P A

goods pmk-up

riedase reporn W aulinoriues

Gouncll must tell

MAITLARND City Couneil is

cent in seven years, not the .-
58 per cent as reported CRate
hike decision looms” Herald
20/10).

rate is compounded (getting
larger) each year.

If you paid $1700 now, you will
Day $2980 in seven years lime.

Come on couneil, ratepayers
need the trith,

I'm sure we would all like a

years in our linances to cover
eauneil’s request, but, T don’t
think that is going to happen.

Fair enough, if times are good,
amodest increase maybe -
acceptable, However, I'believe,
that we are iot experiencing
these times at present..

mall “levee” project may just
have to he put on hold.

If the council cannot afford to -
Funetion to suppty gé ites, | then
they must lake a léafout of
Newcastle City Council's book
and cut back on staff and
projects.

Maltland councnl hasnow -

cover millior

2&:’}!} J
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it on ageing buildings, fix drain-
age problems,” he said.

“But:P'm also concerned for the
ratepayer: 1 understand that it's not
easy - at the moment and only
gelling harder There are genuine

.people out there doing it tough
and I'd be thé last person to start
coming down hatd,”

R O

The combined councils’ outstanding rates for 2012-13

“We could fix our roads; spend

514,033.780.79

Auditors revealed at last week’s
Newcastle City Council meeting

- that the council was spending

$24 million a year less on infra-
shueture maintenance than it
should,

Lord mayor Jeﬁ' McCley sald
access to the millions in unpaid
rales would help achieve infia-
structure goals in the city.

truth on rate hike

plannmg to hike rates up 75.3 per,

75.3 per cent increase over seven -

Dreams sueh as the $17-million

_"-5u|'ipa|d rates

anym;ng that appears slightly ticked all the boxes - that is, the
susplcmup. as this may save your  need, the survey and the
loved one or someone e1se’s. community consultation —in
Name and addrass order to lodge their application
. ‘withheld . for arate increase, .
: 1 2003 .. R will be granted, unless the
residents of Maitland write to the

Independent Pricing and
Regulatory Tribunal, when the
application is Eodged early in
2014, indicating the increase is
unaffordable. .
John Alterator,
‘Lorn

- Price.movérients

Tt is hot 835 x 7 = 5845. This

nothing but con

PETROL pricing in Newcastle
often gets an airing in the letiers

-.. pages and in news reports.

" Last month there were letters
talking about the near
unifarmity of high prices
around Newcastle. .

Yesterday s report (“Fuel
price ups and downs™ Herald

- 1A1) deals with the difference in
price movements’ speed
between increases

_(instantaneous and affecting
every service station in fown
within seconds, apparently — but
there’s no collusion} and
decreases (random and delayed
for days) when the wholesale
prlce changes.

What gets me about theSe
movements is that the petrol in
service-station tanks when
prices rise was aliost cevtainly
delivered before wholegale

-

“[Copngill pould brmg forward
some of the key identlfied pro-
jects such as the completion of
Bathers Way and the revitalisa-
tion.of Hunter Stree * he said,

“If-is always a priority to hold
ratepayers to their financial
responsibility to the eity they live
in. This needs to be balanced
against he needs of those exper-
jencing genuine finanecial diffi-
culties, where council can offet.
advice tailored to the ratepayer's
ciremnstances.”

Roads were a concemn for other
councils - especially Cessnock
which had the worst debt-
ratepayer ratio at $116 owed each.

“Our- -whole [roads] network
could do with [the money]” mayor

. Bob Pynsent said.

“We-need to be tal_kmg- -with
raftepayers and try to be nice arid
proactive. about it instead of tak—
ing lepal achon n

iber 25, 2013=
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Push for fu rther council
rate rises disa p pomtmg

[ am disappointed that council has visited . -
ratepayers again so quickly after having only . §-
increased rates by 9.8 per cent in 2011-2012
and 10.2 per cent 2012-2013, this equatesto a .
20 per cent increase in rates with an accumula-
tve affect forevermors. ; "

The proposed increase in rates of 8.95 Der. - g it
cent each year over sever years will almost ' -
double your rates over that period, An increase
of 8.95 per cent over seven years will see you -+ - 8
paying an extra 82.2 percentinrates. - ...

The suggestion that we have the lowest rate - -. _
per head per capira by any councilin the Haneer
is calculated on the basis of including eyery FI.ASHBACK The: Msmuys J'eport from
child in Maitland’s local government atéa. c[a? Novfemberzz
all know that Maitland-is the fastest'gra
inland city in NSW and many young families, .

_:théreare a lotinthis ¢ategory, will find the pro-

‘o into our area. The situation is verydifferen
posedincreases another financial burden.

if you caleulate on how much: each’ﬁonie oWnel
pays as rates compared ‘with other locaJ gov
emment areas in the Hunter. ed by alarge increasain: those péople

The residential ratepayer is at a distinct dis :due'consideration’by our'elected coun-
advantage. when it comes to paymg rat.es'and’ s should also be- about the - ab111|:y of
will give you an example;: - o ratepayers to pay..

-U Byginesses that pay councﬂ rates can.. - - < Cr . Bab? Geogh iy has assumed ”
claim those payments as a tax deduction and - “Couricils are obliged to automatically apply
pass on those increases by way of price: mcre.as_—_ : gove.mment- approved increase. This
es for goods and services to their customers. -
Lessees of business premises will eventually
pay more rent, all of their costs will be passed' o
onto the public, -

i) Rural rates are-also tax deduct.lble. v

' Residential rates are not tax deductible.

) Pensioners who pay rates are entitled to’
reduction of $250, {approximately shared
between council and the state government, this
amount ias not changed for 30 to 40 years.)

i3 Renters will find that their rents will
. increase as the owner passes on those rates -
increases. - .- Former mayor and councllior 1977 to 2012

ether organrsa_ _qns

8 Ym.mg farmhes with large mortga.ges, and -
which includes many young children,: Ate mov- - ‘with all the housing development:in:Maitland-

- "So, one can see that alot of people are affect- -
| ONLINE
§ TODAY'S

{ Should the

case. Corun_c can apply any percentageup 1o

3 bypass plan be a
L low or high priority | Maitland City CUTS
B for the state

' RAY FMRWEATHER

CRANKY

. g-z“-l 'K’ I oS

Little resistance to rate hike proposal
Typical of these councillors who pass the rate increase
to the next level when oply 17 per cent of people in the
MCC survey were in favotr of the 8:35 per centincrease
- which hardly makes anywhere near bemg the magonty of

people in favourof it .

But they wouldignore this as the whole pub].lc consul-

IPART that they went |:’nrough the process.

Cr Procter is heppy to Just assume that the ma_]onty
may bein favourofit. - -

Hardly: whar:T. would call taking a: respons:ble
approach in representing his constituents. : :

Unless council realiges thatirhas o acrually reign imits
own.costs-2nd waste, and operate in fiscally responsible
manneér we will just continue 0 see both the council and
its ciirrent bunch.of councillors weating the ratepayers as
a cash cow it canmﬂkd:rya,t their own dlscretlon

- g T e et e e L

e — v, e -

" rtation is probably just a smokescreen so they can'say o

YESTERDA\"S
QUESTION: POLL:
Do you support a
special rate
' variation oracutto SERVICE

 RESULTS:

RATE
VARIATION

southern Maitland

Council services?
government? |

VOTE IN TODAY'S POLL ONLINE AT
www.maitlandmercury.com.au
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tigher council rates '

Memm, 1| '3 |20\ 4 ‘

]

‘Public debate has run hot since 70 per cent of respondents indicated Whether you support 2 rate rise for’

me igunning out for Msutland. Council has apphed for a spe i

Spayers to -have” their say Om- rate variation{oliftrates an averageof = council said its surveys showeéd that _they supported a cut in seTvices rather  improved servicés oroppose itand are,
Stotcil’s proposed rates hike. - L% 7.25 per cénf, to be compounded *  most people were w:]]mgtopayb:gher than a special rate variaticn. . happyto live with a cut to services, thef N

annually for the next seven years. rates for mpmvedse:wces .In & special rates report-on pages 4 time tohave your say.is now.

It has taken this ooursqnf.a_pﬂon in - “The . Mercury’s- Qplifie polls and  and 5 today Mercury journalist Nick Now is not the rime for apathy. :
nitiio: comiments have toldz d.lﬁ'erent story. Ble]by preSents al} the facts to help. (O Pages.4 and 5: How much you
e Im §; ir own-opini mllpay,whatthesurvey found.

. ‘Submissions to ‘the Independem;‘!-
. Psg; and Regulatory Tribunal.~ .
wﬁ’ch hag the final- say - close on 1light of 2 forecast $92
Mérch24. © .. . . . .. . - overthenextdecade:. S [

_.'_

Only one hurdle remains . compounded annually for the next * The proposed rate rise has been  “of community consultation showed  nextdecadeif ftwereto :mpmve, or
before Maitland City Councilcan . sevenyears. a contentious issue acrossthe. residents wanted |mproved councn maintain, services,
implement a seven-year rate rise. " The Independent Pricing and community since it was first touted. senvjces. _ Mercuryreporter NICK BIELBY
Council lodged an applicationfor  Regulatory Tribunal wili consider All councillors, except two wHo. Cauncil argued i lt eded to " lookad at some.of the issues that

a special rate variation to lift rates council's application and make a were absent, voted to. approve | the

incredse rate reventainfightofa © . have been raxsed during the public
an average of 7.25 percentto be decision byJune .

forecast $92 million deficit overthe - debate.
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