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Introduction 

City of Canada Bay Council (‘Council’) undertook a robust community engagement process on Council’s 
financial sustainability and the need for a special rate variation (SRV). This Community Engagement Summary 
Report outlines the process Council used and the outcomes of the engagement. 

Project background 

In the 2022-2026 Delivery Program, the City of Canada Bay identified the need to consider a special rate 
variation (SRV) to ensure Council’s ongoing financial sustainability and increase services in critical areas. 
Council committed to consulting with the community on a potential SRV in the second half of 2022. 
Additionally, the Council is proposing to increase minimum rates to ensure a more equitable distribution of 
the rates burden across the local government area into the future. 

In two councillor workshops in June and July, options for a SRV including the proposed service improvements 
it would fund were presented, explained and reviewed. At the Council meeting on 16 August 2022, Council 
resolved to consult with the community on a proposed SRV of 32.52% cumulative over four years and a 
proposed minimum rate increase of $346.23 ($250 above the forecast rate peg increase) above the current 
year’s minimum rate of $761.71, to be implemented over four years. 

Table 1 Proposed rate increases 

2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 Cumulative 

Permanent increase above the rate peg 12.24% 2.31% 2.19% 2.08% 19.78% 

Forecast rate peg 3.25% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 11.19% 

Total increase 15.49% 4.81% 4.69% 4.58% 32.52% 

Table 2 Proposed minimum rates 

2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 

Proposed minimum rate $879.69 $953.95 $1,030.05 $1,108.07 

Council developed a community engagement plan which outlined the approach, key messages and timeline 
for community consultation on the potential SRV. This plan was developed to ensure that it meets the SRV 
assessment criteria set out by the NSW Office of Local Government, that sets policy and oversees the local 
government industry, and the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART), that will assess any SRV 
application submitted. It has also been developed in compliance with the City of Canada Bay’s Community 
Engagement Policy and Community Engagement Strategy as well as the International Association for Public 
Participation (IAP2) Australasia Quality Assurance Standard. The full community engagement plan is provided 
in Appendix A of this report. 
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About Morrison Low 

Morrison Low Consultants has been engaged by Council to clarify the need for a special rate variation (SRV) 
application. 

Morrison Low has assisted Council by: 

• undertaking a review of Council’s financial position, its Long-Term Financial Plan (LTFP) and its asset
management modelling and assumptions

• defining and articulating the need for and impacts of the proposed special rate variation

• undertaking an assessment on the community’s capacity to pay for the proposed special rate
variation

• supporting the community engagement process through planning, delivery and documentation of
outcomes.

Engagement Objectives 

The purpose of this community engagement is to ensure that the community is adequately informed and 
consulted about the impact of the proposed special rate variation and minimum rate increase. 

The objectives of this community engagement process include the following: 

• To present the proposed SRV and minimum rate increase.

• To identify the impact of the SRV on the average and minimum rates across each rating category.

• To exhibit an updated LTFP demonstrating the impact of the proposed SRV options on Council’s
operating results from 2023-24 for feedback and consideration/endorsement by the Council.

• To communicate to the community the timeline and process for any potential SRV application.

• To gather and consider the community’s feedback to inform Council’s final decision on whether to
move forward with an SRV application.

Engagement Approach 

The level of complexity for this engagement activity was defined as ‘high impact – city wide’ under the 
Council’s Community Engagement Strategy. This means the issues would have a real or perceived impact 
across the whole city. The issue has the potential to create controversy and has a high level of potential 
community interest. 

Council adopted an inform and consult approach, using the IAP2 Community Engagement Framework (Figure 
1 below), which is in line with the guidelines set by the Office of Local Government and the information 
papers provided by IPART. 
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Figure 1 IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation1 

 

To meet the assessment criteria for an SRV application, Council must: 

1. Demonstrate that the need and purpose of a different rate path for the Council’s General Fund is 
clearly articulated and identified in council’s Integrated Planning and Reporting (IP&R) documents. 

2. Evidence that the community is aware of the need for and the extend of a rate rise. 

3. Show that the impact on affected ratepayers is reasonable 

4. Exhibit, approve and adopt the relevant IP&R documents. 

5. Explain and quantify the productivity improvements and cost containment strategies in its IP&R 
documents and/or application. 

6. Address any other matter that IPART considers relevant. 

To meet criterion two, Council was required to undertake engagement at the “inform” level. 
Notwithstanding, Council undertook the engagement at a “consult” level which resulted in it exceeding 
criterion two, and to ensure that it also fully met criteria one and four. 

The Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) adopted in June 2022 included some sensitivity analysis of the impact on 
the General Fund demonstrating persistent deficits, but it did not model any SRV options. The 2022-26 
Delivery Program indicated Council’s intention to model and consult on potential SRV options in the second 
half of 2022. These steps are understood to meet criteria one and four of the SRV assessment criteria. To 
strengthen satisfaction of these criteria, an updated LTFP, which includes the SRV options and base case from 
2023-24, was exhibited as part of this community engagement process, to be considered and adopted by 
Council as it considers the outcomes from community engagement and whether to apply for the SRV. 

 
1  International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) Australasia, 2018. IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation. Retrieved from: 

https://iap2.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/2018_IAP2_Spectrum.pdf. 

https://iap2.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/2018_IAP2_Spectrum.pdf
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Engagement mechanisms – how did Council engage? 

Council undertook a variety of engagement activities throughout the consultation period from 5 September 
2022 to 18 October 2022. The process included: 

• Hosting a Council webpage on Collaborate Canada Bay with all SRV information 
(https://www.collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv). 

• Advertisements in print news and community newspapers, postcards, e-newsletters, mailout 
newsletters and translated information for culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) communities. 

• Three public forums, one face-to-face and two online, with one for businesses and the other two for 
residents and other community members. 

• For those who missed the forums, a recorded SRV presentation of the community information forum 
was developed and placed on the Collaborate Canada Bay website. 

• Feedback and submissions were invited, including through Council’s Collaborate website. 

Council makes decisions on the use of  social media in its community engagement activities based on the 
circumstances and nature of the subject matter. In regard to community engagement relating to the 
proposed SRV, a conscious decision was made not to utilise social media due to the risk that comments made 
by the public on posts may prejudice the integrity of the investigation currently being undertaken by 
Independent Commission Against Corruption (ICAC), and/or breach related legislation.   

The background information documents in the appendices, the Collaborate Canada Bay webpage and the 
recorded SRV presentation to the public forum (available via the Collaborate webpage), demonstrates 
Council’s transparency in this community engagement with explaining: 

• The proposed cumulative SV rate increases including the rate peg for each major rating category (in 
percentage and dollar terms) 

• The annual increase in average rates (in percentage and dollar terms) that will result if the proposed 
SV is approved 

• The amount of the proposed minimum rate increase 
• Productivity enhancements and cost containment strategies 
• The community’s capacity to pay analysis, demonstrating that the impact on ratepayers of the 

proposed rate increase is reasonable. 

Council presented information that allowed community members to understand why the SRV is proposed 
and how it will affect the rates they pay. Council disclosed all relevant information to the community and 
identified the impact of the proposed SRV on the various categories of ratepayers that will be affected.  

Council provided the public with objective information to assist them in understanding the problem, 
alternative, and preferred solution and to obtain the public’s feedback. Council kept the public informed, 
listened to and acknowledged concerns and aspirations, and provided feedback on how public input will 
inform the decision making of Council. 

During the engagement, Council adjusted some communication content in response to feedback from the 
community and from IPART staff. Council clarified the full extent of the proposed SRV, inclusive of the 
forecast rate peg in its newsletters and on the Collaborate Canada Bay page. It also broadened the number 
comparison councils on the Collaborate Canada Bay page. 

https://www.collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv
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Audience – who did Council engage? 

The consultation program was designed to ensure that it reached all parts of the community: 
• Via the Collaborate Canada Bay online page (survey and feedback). 
• Stakeholders from groups with English as a Second Language (ESL) with the use of translated 

information on Collaborate website and utilising the Localize Canada Bay Newsletter published in 
September and October 2022. 

• Residents and businesses reached by e-mails to subscribers on the Collaborate database and 
Business Newsletter. 

• Community forums on the SRV process were held both in-person and online across different dates 
and times to ensure maximum opportunity for the community to attend, with registration through 
Eventbrite. 

• Broad communities reached by e-newsletters (September and October 2022): 
− CCB news online 
− Rhodes enews 
− What’s On enews 
− Library enews (October) 

• CALD (culturally and linguistically diverse) communities targeted by translated advertisements in 
CALD newspapers (September and October 2022): 

− La Fiamma 
− Daily Chinese Herald 
− Sydney Korean Herald 

• General public was also informed from media interviews. 

• Councillor information sessions.  

• Council venues have postcards to inform the public. 

• The events and consultation period were promoted through Council’s channels from 5 September 
2022 to 18 October 2022. 

Table 3 Engagement mechanisms 

Mechanism Phase of 
consultation 

Push or pull 
mechanism 

Reach (stakeholder 
groups) 

Translated information on Collaborate pages 
using Localize  Inform Push 

Stakeholders from all 
groups with ESL 

Canada Bay Newsletter - September and October 
2022 

Inform Push All 

Postcards in all Council venues Inform Push All 

E-mail to – Collaborate database  and Business 
Newsletter 

Inform Push 
Separate communications 

for residents and 
businesses. 
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Mechanism Phase of 
consultation 

Push or pull 
mechanism 

Reach (stakeholder 
groups) 

E-newsletters 
CCB news online (Sept & Oct) 
Rhodes enews (Sept & Oct) 
What’s On enews (Sept & Oct) 
Library enews (Oct) 

Inform Push All 

Translated advertisements in CALD newspapers 
La Fiamma (Sept & Oct) 
Daily Chinese Herald (Sept & Oct) 
Sydney Korean Herald (Sept & Oct) 

Inform Push CALD community 

Media interviews Inform 
Push (where 
requested by 
local media) 

All 

Collaborate Canada Bay page (host open 
comment survey and feedback options) 

Inform and 
consult 

Pull All 

Reference materials for Council call centre and 
customer service teams 

Inform Pull All 

Online forums – business and community 
sessions 

Consult Push All 

Councillor information sessions Inform Push Councillors 

Face to face forums Consult Push All 

Council also presented the proposed SRV to it management team, who then briefed their staff on the 
proposal prior to the commencement of the engagement period. 

The following information and clarity on the SRV process was also available on Council’s Collaborate website 
and available as reference materials from the call centre staff and customer services team. The following 
shows the clarity of information provided to the community, samples are provided in Appendix B: 

• Background Information – Special Rate Variation 

• SRV Frequently Asked Questions - available at: https://hdp-au-prod-app-cbay-collaborate-files.s3.ap-
southeast-2.amazonaws.com/6316/6492/1569/Frequently_Asked_Questions.pdf 

• Updated Long Term Financial Plan 2023-33 – available at: https://hdp-au-prod-app-cbay-collaborate-
files.s3.ap-southeast-
2.amazonaws.com/1416/6304/3467/Updated_Long_Term_Financial_Plan_Final_Aug_2022_v1.pdf 

• A presentation for the community forums that was recorded and made available on the website. 

• Guidance on how to find more information, ask questions and provide feedback. 

 

https://hdp-au-prod-app-cbay-collaborate-files.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/6316/6492/1569/Frequently_Asked_Questions.pdf
https://hdp-au-prod-app-cbay-collaborate-files.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/6316/6492/1569/Frequently_Asked_Questions.pdf
https://hdp-au-prod-app-cbay-collaborate-files.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/1416/6304/3467/Updated_Long_Term_Financial_Plan_Final_Aug_2022_v1.pdf
https://hdp-au-prod-app-cbay-collaborate-files.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/1416/6304/3467/Updated_Long_Term_Financial_Plan_Final_Aug_2022_v1.pdf
https://hdp-au-prod-app-cbay-collaborate-files.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/1416/6304/3467/Updated_Long_Term_Financial_Plan_Final_Aug_2022_v1.pdf
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The proposed SRV also received coverage through articles in the Sydney Morning Herald and Daily Telegraph, 
with these publications having reported daily readership of 350,000 and 450,000 respectively.  

Engagement Results 

Who did Council reach? 

In raising awareness for the proposed SRV, Council sent information through its regular e-newsletters and a 
direct mail out. The table below provides details on the numbers reached with each of the channels. 

Table 4 Audience reach 

Mechanism Reach figures 

Canada Bay Newsletter - September and 
October 2022 

September: 33,900 
October: 33,900 

Postcards in all Council venues 1000 

Email to – Collaborate database and Business 
Newsletter 

Collaborate database 3,244 recipients 
Business database 2,936 opens 

E-newsletters CCB News online 
 September: 1,596 
 October: 1,606 
Rhodes enews 
 September: 817 
 October:  826 
What’s on: 
 September: 1,846 
 October: 2,100 
Library enews 
 October:  6,887 

The City of Canada Bay Council held the following community forums: 

• In-person Community Forum - Tuesday 13 September at Drummoyne Council Chambers, 6 - 7pm 

• Online Business Forum - Wednesday 14 September via Microsoft Teams, 6 - 7pm 

• Online Community Forum - Monday 19 September via Microsoft Teams, 5.30 - 6.30pm 

The events were promoted through Council’s channels from 5 September 2022 with registration through 
Eventbrite. There was a total of 30 registrations for these events and 16 people attended. 

Council had 2,367 visitors to its Collaborate page with a total of 3,181 visits. The following graph shows the 
level of traffic to the site from the date the webpage went live to the close of the engagement period. The 
detailed website traffic report is provided in Appendix C. 
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Figure 2 Collaborate Canada Bay SRV website performance report (17 Aug 2022 to 9 Oct 2022) 

While the community remains able to access the information on the website, online submissions 
and feedback closed on 18 October 2022. A total of 495 submissions were received, which consisted 
of: 

• 60 SRV email submissions

• 425 SRV online Collaborate submissions

• 10 LTFP online Collaborate submissions

Out of the 409 respondents who made online Collaborative submissions, 385 respondents’ primary places of 
residence (94%) were within the City of Canada Bay and 24 (6%) were from outside the City of Canada Bay. 

It should be noted that some respondents made submissions on both the SRV and LTFP. Further, some 
respondents made more than one submission on the SRV.  
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Figure 3 Primary place of residence of those who made Collaborate submissions 

Legend Code:  

1 = Primary residence is within City of Canada Bay 

2 = Primary residence is outside City of Canada Bay 

Of the respondents who made Collaborate submissions, the highest number of submissions was received 
from the 35 to 39 years old age group (74 submissions), followed by the 45 to 49 age group (49 submissions), 
closely followed by the 30 to 34 age group (48 submissions), then the 60 to 64 age group (44 submissions), 
and the 50 to 54 age group (41 submissions) with equal submissions from the 40 to 44 age group (41 
submissions). 

Figure 4 Age group of respondents who made collaborate submissions 
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What did they say? 

Submissions – online survey submissions and email results 

Out of a total of 409 online respondents (including 425 online survey comments on the SRV, noting that 
some respondents made more than one submission) and 60 emailed submissions, only 3 provided some 
conditional support for the SRV:  

“The higher rates are acceptable if Council does deliver on increased infrastructure spending. If 
anything, I would support increasing rates above what is proposed to include additional resources for 
the management of 7.12 contribution plans and VPAs to ensure development delivers some benefit for 
the community.  

However, if the allocation is to simply enter a general revenue stream or end up funding general 
community events, I do not support the increased rates”. 

“Support the rate variation. My main concern is that money is sometimes spent unwisely or inefficiently 
in Canada Bay… 

Overall the SRV is OK but only if we avoid wasted expenditure in future”.  

“I support increased contribution if there is evidence of provision of more staff for Bushcare work. 
Previously the Bushcare program had 2 staff dealing with the program …” 

Demonstrated community awareness of the proposed SRV 

There is demonstrated awareness of the proposed SRV or understanding of the proposed process, even 
though the majority of responses were not supportive of the proposed SRV. 

“We can understand  and would contribute to a rate increase to improve on our current road 
infrastructure and local council services but am reluctant to agree on the increase on our current 
rates by the proposed 35%.” 

“Whilst appreciating the objective to address infrastructure and other needs within the area, to 
propose a special rate variation/increase at a time when inflation and costs of living are increasing 
along with interest rate hikes, I think this is a poorly timed proposal”  

“Understand we need money but the sharp increase while the macro environment is tough really not 
supportable.” 

“Whilst we understand the changes in property value, we also hope council realise and acknowledge 
the difficulties many face in this hyper inflated period.” 

“We understand the increase to cost to maintain our suburbs. However, the proposed rate hike is too 
steep.” 

“Whilst I understand the justification for the SRV, this is coming at a difficult time for most 
households with costs of everything increasing, particularly interest rates, leading to financial 
hardship and stress for many. The introduction of the SRV should be delayed until these cost 
pressures have eased.” 
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“While I understand some of the concerns and limitations, changing the minimum rate is a blunt 
instrument that doesn’t fix the issue of properly accounting for property values whilst at the same 
time significantly alters the balance of rates paid between major landowners and apartment 
owners.” 

“I understand that services need to be provided but I'd urge you to consider the needs of those of us 
renting because often we're the most vulnerable members of the community. If we're forced out by 
increased rent, where do we go next?” 

“While I understand additional residents also equates to additional costs, I suggest Council utilise a 
better management of these funds or reconsider allowing further medium to high density 
development.” 

Common themes 

The majority of submissions (425 of the online submissions) provided comments on the SRV. Some of the 
major common themes from the online submissions and emails included the following. 

• There are concerns that the community may not be able to afford the size of the increase proposed 
and that it also seems unreasonable. The comments regarding a lack of ability to pay relates to the 
current cost of living pressures, inflation, interest rate rises and rent increases, impacting on the 
affordability of the proposed rate increases Comments were made about the timing of introducing 
the SRV, with some suggestions on delaying the introduction of the SRV until the current cost 
pressures have eased. Examples reflecting these themes include: 

I cannot afford such massive increase, which will make Canada Bay's council rate much more 
expensive than surrounding suburbs. That is unreasonable. 

The rate increases are very steep and with so many cost of living pressures, this is one that 
really pinches as it is not expected. 

This significant increase will cause added cost of living pressure which we all can’t cope with. 

Council rates are already high. With cost of living pressures due to petrol, mortgage and 
groceries, we can’t afford increasing council rates. 

In the current inflationary, monetary tightening and cost of living pressures environment, the 
plan to introduce a special rate variation over and above the rate PEG is out of step with the 
needs, wants and everyday pressure that local residents are currently feeling. This doesn’t 
take into account the continued pressure to come. 

With the cost of inflation increasing impacting just about every item we purchase and 
interest rates increasing so much, the timing of this SRV is absolutely wrong. 

No rate increase. Worst timing ever… 

I think the proposed increase is excessive in view of the increasing cost of living. The timing is 
not right. 

Timing is not appropriate with the escalating costs of living already. 

  



 Morrison Low 12 

Whilst I understand the justification for the SRV, this is coming at a difficult time for most 
households with costs of everything increasing, particularly interest rates, leading to financial 
hardship and stress for many. The introduction of the SRV should be delayed until these cost 
pressures have eased. 

Council seriously needs to consider delaying its application for a SRV at this point in time and 
prioritise the most important issues Council needs to service as opposed to what it would like 
to fully cover until cost-of-living pressures improve. 

Whilst appreciating the objective to address infrastructure and other needs within the area, 
to propose a special rate variation/increase at a time when inflation and costs of living are 
increasing along with interest rate hikes, I think this is a poorly timed proposal and will put 
more pressure both monetary and mentally/psychologically on families who are already 
struggling and concerned about their financial future. Council does a great job and I think 
have made vast improvements to our wonderful suburbs and honestly, delaying/refraining on 
a SRV will not impact the current quality of facilities we have in the area. In summary as a 
rate payer I am not supportive of a SRV. 

Council should delay this proposal till after the next State Government elections in 2023… 

I would strongly consider the council to postpone the rate hike until the RBA cash rate and 
mortgage interest rates are stabilised. 

• Feedback also referred to the increased dwellings and developments in Rhodes and Canada Bay, and
the resulting growth of the rates base and revenue, without a SRV:

In Rhodes we are receiving a 30% increase in Dwellings, related to the Billbergia Walker 
street development, so that is already a 30% increase in council revenue. 

As a resident in Rhodes, the proposed rate will be 50% more expensive than the next suburb 
over - being Wentworth Point. How is this justified, especially with the large increase in 
dwellings (and subsequent council revenue) in Rhodes? 

The following themes reflected general perceptions of unfairness and inequity of the proposed rate rise/SRV. 

• Feedback has indicated a perceived disproportionate rate increase to Rhodes residents as compared
to other residents of Canada Bay:

Rate is too high for whom living in the Rhodes 

The Special Rates Variation being applied to council rates to all Rhodes owners, is 
disproportionately higher to the amount of land owned by the Rhodes community. 

In Rhodes we are receiving a 30% increase in Dwellings related to the Billberga Walker street 
development. So that is already a 30% increase. 

Secondly, the land area of Rhodes only amounts to 5% of the total land area of Canada Bay, 
but the contributions from Rhodes after the proposed SRV to the Council's fund will almost be 
twice to that of the remaining suburbs combined.  Is it fair? With the sustained increase in 
dwellings in Rhodes over the years (e.g. developments in Walker Street by Billbergia), Rhodes 
households collectively have long been contributing substantially to the Council fund. Is it fair 
to demand more contributions from Rhodes households? 
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• There is also a narrative of Rhodes residents paying 50% more than those in Wentworth Point:

But my council rates will end up 50% more than Wentworth point! 

…the SRV indicates that Rhodes will not be paying more council rate than its neighbouring 
councils. However, data show that the proposed SRV will see Rhodes paying substantially 
more than our neighbour Wentworth Point. 

Sorry , I cannot afford this massive increases of the minimum rate . And also you advertised 
that we would be cheaper than our surrounding councils . But my council rate will end up 50% 
more than Wentworth point ! Why is that ? It is unfair !   

My council rates will end up 50% more than Wentworth Point ! How can that be?  

This rise will see Rhodes paying 50% more than those in Wentworth Point. 

• There are concerns from apartment owners/renters in Breakfast Point who are already paying
considerable fees to their Community Association (or via their rent) in order to look after the roads,
parks, footpaths and other infrastructure within their community when Council does not contribute
to these expenses. They are concerned that under the proposed SRV, the Breakfast Point owners/
residents will be expected to pay further increased rates which will not be used to improve or
maintain their community infrastructure. This is seen by the Breakfast Point residents as unfair or
inequitable:

Despite Breakfast Point owners paying full Council rates, Council makes no contribution to 
these considerable expenses. Expecting Breakfast Point owners, especially Seniors such as us 
to pay any additional rates, particularly almost 20% is in my view is totally unacceptable. To 
inflict further disproportionate burden on me and my partner is inequitable and unreasonably 
excessive and therefore I strongly oppose any increase in the minimum rate level and the 
proposed SRV as I see it as inequitable and unconscionable to me and owners in Community 
Associations that already maintain their own infrastructure and pay full Council rates. These 
proposals will only exacerbate that inequity. 

Breakfast Point residents already contribute a large percentage of the council's rate revenue 
for very little return. It seems that we are already subsiding the rest of the council area. 

I am strongly opposed to the special rate variation especially when the roads within Breakfast 
Point are not the responsibility of council and the residents are responsible for its 
maintenance. I don't see why we need to be paying for a additional fees when it provides no 
benefit to us. This is not a fair allocation of costs for apartment dwellers especially for 
Breakfast Point residents and only a cash grab from council. Any special rate variation should 
be considered in conjunction with adjusting for method of rate determination for 
communities when infrastructure is not maintained by council such as ours. 

I live in Breakfast Point, and we already subsidise councils through our strata payments, so 
this is double dipping for us and strongly disagree. 
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I live in Breakfast Point which is a private community where we have to pay for our own roads 
and road repair’s and other facilities with no financial assistance from Council. Under your 
planned rate structure review you want me to pay additional money which will be spent on 
other areas of the council outside of the Community where I live. I find this extremely unjust 
and believe the rate structure should be rejected. 

• Feedback included perception of the unfair impact on apartment owners with the raising of the
minimum rate:

The residents who are living in apartments share less public areas than the residents who are 
living in the house should pay less or do not need pay the Special Rate Variation. 

Rhodes has been experiencing increasing traffic congestion and limited public facilities due to 
the unlimited build up new skyscrapers. It’s very unfair to the residents who are enduring 
these problems and at the same time have to pay the SRV as the residents who are living in 
less human density but more public areas. 

Í am very distressed that I am being victimized by this proposal to target apartment owners 
who in my suburb, where I already pay to maintain all the street infrastructure and roadway. 

I strongly oppose any increase in the minimum rate level and the proposed SRV as I see it as 
inequitable and unconscionable to me and owners in Community Associations that already 
maintain their own infrastructure and pay full Council rates. These proposals will only 
exacerbate that inequity. 

I cannot understand how you could consider raising the minimum rate which will affect 
apartment owners most and yet apartments have the least burden per sq metre for the 
council to operate. It is woeful how council can explore apartment building to increase 
density, to also increase revenue per sqr metre, and now suggest that those owners burden a 
huge cost increase. apartment owners are already subsidising free standing housing within 
the Canada Bay council area 

• Concerns are expressed for retirees, the elderly, pensioners and renters who will be impacted and
will find it harder to pay for the increased rate:

The proposed variation is unacceptably huge and will adversely affect many self-funded 
retirees like me who have paid their dues all their working life on time. 

We are self-funded retirees and over the last 5 years our super fund has been decimated. 

With the current inflation rate causing significantly increase in the cost of living a rise in rates 
would be a nail in our coffin. 

Even in LGAs like Canada Bay, where many residents are on higher incomes, financial 
hardship is still being experienced particularly by large cohorts of renters and older retirees 
who live in the area. 

It is worth noting that not only will pensioners on limited incomes find an increase of this size 
difficult to absorb but Landlords within Canada Bay will no doubt backload any additional 
costs received from Council into rent increases to tenants. 
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Additionally, the LGA has a high number of elderly people on fixed incomes that would not be 
able to tolerate the increase and it would cause hardship. 

If there is an increase it will of course be passed on to Renters instead of the owner of the 
property absorbing the increase. This should absolutely not be allowed, but it cannot be 
controlled as owners and agents increase rents to the maximum they are able. 

I understand that services need to be provided but I'd urge you to consider the needs of those 
of us renting because often we're the most vulnerable members of the community. If we're 
forced out by increased rent, where do we go next? 

• Feedback also included the mention of already reduced Council services such as the reduced bulk 
household waste collection services and the lack of other infrastructure.  

Canada Bay Council has removed our waste services by half which will create significant 
rubbish dumping in high density areas which we are already suffering from. 

This is more money for council while we get less services and just a view of Rubbish, Traffic 
and People running onto the congested street without infrastructure and community 
facilities. 

Rate increase all the while services are being taken away I.e. kurb side rubbish collection.  

Not to mention the fact that we are still waiting for lighting along the foreshore to be fixed 
and also can’t seem to keep the rubbish bins from over-flowing on the weekends. 

During a time in which council is cutting bulk waste services (with no community 
consultation) in a high density area. 

Also as a resident in Rhodes, I am concerned that there will be an increase in costs, yet 
reduced bulk household waste collection services (recently it was 3-4 times a year, but now 
reduced to only 2 times a year), no pool in the new Rhodes Recreation Centre as initially 
promised, and delays to the pedestrian crossing on Marquet Street near the new Rhodes 
Central Shopping Centre and footbridge between Rhodes Central Shopping Centre and 
Rhodes Train Station. 

The rates are already high enough especially given the cutting of council services eg bulk 
collection being reduced. The council is apparently also asking Billbergia to contribute to the 
creating an airwalk from the station to Rhodes Central and in creating a badly needed 
pedestrian crossing across Marquet street near Rhodes Central. 

All our facilities that were promised has been taken away. Services such as waste and rubbish 
have been taken away. 
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Conclusion 

Considerable time and resources were used to inform and receive feedback on the proposed SRV and the 
updated LTFP. Council only received 30 registrations and 16 attendees for the forums. Despite a lower turn-
out for the forums, Council received online submissions from a total of 409 respondents (including 425 
online comments on the SRV) as well as an additional 60 emailed submissions, in response to the invitation 
to provide submissions and feedback. Collaborate Canada Bay’s website statistics showed the SRV as the top 
visited page with 3,178 visits during the period of 17 August 2022 to 19 October 2022. The use of the variety 
of engagement mechanisms demonstrated that there was sufficient reach to all segments of the community, 
to be informed and given the opportunity to provide feedback. 

Overall, the submissions and feedback clearly demonstrated community awareness of the proposed SRV 
even though the general sentiment conveyed through the submissions was not supportive of the SRV. 



Appendix A SRV Community engagement plan 



 

 

Appendix B Sample information provided on the SRV 

  



 

 

Collaborate Canada Bay page on the SRV 

Special Rate Variation | Collaborate Canada Bay (nsw.gov.au) 

 

https://www.collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv


 

 

Ways to have your say 

 



 

 

The SRV Flyer 

The flyer was available on the website and included in the mail out to residents. 

 



 

 

Frequently Asked Questions 

See following page. 

  



 

Special Rate Variation - Frequently Asked Questions 

What is a Special Rate Variation? 

A special rate variation allows a council to increase its general income above the 
rate peg (forecasted increase), under the provisions of the Local Government Act 
1993 (NSW). Special variations can be for one or several years and can be 
temporary or permanently retained in the rates base. 

 
What will the proposed variation cost for residents and businesses? 
 
To secure the future of our services and assets and ensure our Council is ready for 
the future, the City of Canada Bay is engaging with our community on a Special 
Rate Variation (SRV). 
 
For residents who own a property with land value of $1.5 million the variation of 
rates equates to $3.31 per week in addition to the forecast rate peg in 2023-24 
with no further increase in the following years aside from the rate peg. 
 

 
 
For residents paying the minimum rate, the weekly increase is $4.82 over the 
forecast rate peg. 
 

 
 



 

For businesses with land value of $1.2 million, the proposed variation of rates 
would equate to $6.30 per week in 2023/24 in addition to the forecast rate peg with 
no further increase in the following years aside from the rate peg. 

 
 
Following the proposed Special Rate Variation, in 2026/27 City of Canada Bay 
residents would pay less on average than Hunters Hill, Burwood, Lane Cove and 
Inner West Councils, with only Ryde and Strathfield Council residents paying lower 
rates — and this is assuming these councils do not apply for any variation of their 
rates above the rate peg in the coming four years. 
 
Following the proposed Special Rate Variation, our local businesses would in 
2026/27 pay less than Burwood, Lane Cove, Inner West, Ryde and Strathfield 
Councils following this variation. Only Hunters Hill Council will have lower rates on 
average for businesses and this also assumes these Councils do not apply for a 
variation above the rate peg. 
 
The rate peg is an annual increase to Council rates across NSW, determined by the 
NSW Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, which accounts for inflation 
and is based on the increase in cost of a selection of goods and services that NSW 
councils purchase. 
 
Why does Council need to apply for a Special Rate Variation? 
 

To secure the future of our services and assets and ensure our Council can 
resource our community’s vision for the future of our area, the City of Canada Bay 
requires a Special Rate Variation (SRV). 

To date, the City of Canada Bay has never applied for a Special Rate Variation. We 
are proud to have provided excellent services and infrastructure for our growing 
community over the past two decades without the need for a SRV, however 
significant past population growth and expanding future needs now require Council 
to secure our future by planning for a SRV. 

https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-1
https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-1


 

The decision to consult with our community about a SRV has been taken following 
years of planning and financial modelling. The variation in rates will work in 
parallel with an ongoing program of internal review and productivity 
improvements, which has identified $1.7 million of annual savings, to ensure our 
organisation’s proud record of financial sustainability will continue into the coming 
decades. 

A rate variation will not result in our residents and businesses paying higher rates 
than our neighbouring councils, in fact the City of Canada Bay’s average rates will 
continue to be lower than the majority of local councils that neighbour our LGA. 

If successful, what will the Special Rate Variation fund? 
 

Service Area  Purpose of service 
increase  

Operational per 
year ($000)  

Capital per year 
($000)  

Buildings and trade 
maintenance  

Increase maintenance and 
management of buildings  

$590   

Cleansing operations 
for public areas  

Expand town centre cleaning 
and footpath sweeping  

$400   

Community services  Expansion of Community 
Development services  

$500   

Environmental 
sustainability  

Enhanced biodiversity 
programs  

$155   

Environmental 
sustainability  

Enhanced environmental 
sustainability services  

$130   

Environmental 
sustainability  

Increase in funding to 
implement Climate Risk 
Strategy  

$120   

Governance  Increase in resources for 
Internal Audit, Risk and 
Governance  

$200   

Information systems  Renewal and systems 
expansion for Information 
Technology  

 $250  

Other  Business improvement 
programs - project 
management, systems and 
processes  

$400   

Place Management  Increase resources to deliver 
a Cultural Plan  

$150   

Road maintenance 
services  

Expand Footpath 
Management program  

$220   

Sports fields and golf 
courses/garden 
services and bushcare  

Increase resources for Open 
Space assets  

$670   

Statutory planning  Increase resources to reduce 
assessment times for 
Development Applications  

$300   

Strategic planning  Deliver commitments under 
State-led strategies (Rhodes 
and Parramatta Road 
corridor)  

$600   



 

Strategic asset 
management  

Increased resources to 
renew assets including 
Roads, Footpaths and 
Seawalls  

 $2,900  

Strategic asset 
management  

Increased resources to 
maintain and renew drainage 
assets  

$100  $150  

Traffic and transport  Increase resources for 
Strategic Traffic 
Management  

$200   

Tree services  Expand Tree Maintenance 
and Management service  

$245   

Total   $4,980  $3,300  
Grand Total 

 
$8,280  

 
 
 
Does this SRV impact rates for businesses or residents or both? 
 

Rates for residents and business would be increased as a result of the Special 
Rates Variation. 

Historically, City of Canada Bay residents and businesses have paid lower rates on 
average than residents and businesses of our neighbouring councils. Following 
this proposed variation, that will still be the case. 

Following the proposed Special Rate Variation, in 2026/27 City of Canada Bay 
residents would pay less on average than Hunters Hill, Burwood, Lane Cove and 
Inner West Councils, with only Ryde and Strathfield Council residents paying lower 
rates — and this is assuming these Councils do not apply for any variation of their 
rates above the rate peg in the coming four years. 

Our local businesses would in 2026/27 still pay less than Burwood, Lane Cove, 
Inner West, Ryde and Strathfield Councils following this proposed variation. Only 
Hunters Hill Council will have lower rates on average for businesses and this also 
assumes these councils will not apply for a variation above the rate peg. 

For residents on our minimum rate, this increase would be $1.80 per week in 
2023/24, followed by an increase of $1 per week in the following three years, with 
all increases being in addition to the rate peg. 

As another example, for residents who own a property with land value of $1.5 
million the variation of rates equates to $3.30 per week in addition to the rate peg 
in 2023/24 with no further increase in the following years aside from the rate peg. 

https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-2
https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-2


 

For businesses with land value of $1.2 million, the variation of rates would equate 
to $6.30 per week in 2023/24 in addition to the rate peg with no further increase in 
the following years aside from the rate peg. 

The rate peg is an annual increase to Council rates across NSW, determined by the 
NSW Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, which accounts for inflation 
and is based on the increase in cost of a selection of goods and services that NSW 
councils purchase. 

 
How significant is this rise compared to other Councils? 
 

Historically, City of Canada Bay residents and businesses have paid lower rates on 
average than residents and businesses of our neighbouring Councils. Following 
this proposed variation, that would still be the case. 

In 2026/27, following this Special Rate Variation, City of Canada Bay residents will 
pay less on average than Hunters Hill, Burwood, Lane Cove and Inner West 
Councils, with only Ryde and Strathfield Council residents paying lower rates — 
and this is assuming these councils do not apply for any variation of their rates 
above the rate peg in the coming four years. 

Following the proposed Special Rate Variation, our local businesses would in 
2026/27 pay less than Burwood, Lane Cove, Inner West, Ryde and Strathfield 
Councils following this variation. Only Hunters Hill Council will have lower rates on 
average for businesses and this also assumes these Councils do not apply for a 
variation above the rate peg. 

The rate peg is an annual increase to Council rates across NSW, determined by the 
NSW Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, which accounts for inflation 
and is based on the increase in cost of a selection of goods and services that NSW 
councils purchase. 

 
What do other Councils pay in rates? 
 

The following tables project the average rates for residents and businesses in the 
City of Canada Bay and in surrounding local Councils in 2026/27. 

Please note these projections assume that all other Councils will not apply for a 
Special Rate Variation over the course of the next four years. 

https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-3
https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-3
https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-4
https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-4


 

Average residential rates 2026–27 

 

Average business rates 2026–27 

 

Minimum residential rates 2026/27 

Minimum rates would also change as part of the City of Canada Bay’s Special Rate 
Variation. 

Not all councils have minimum rates, however we have projected our minimum rate 
increase against a number of other Sydney metropolitan councils that do have 
minimum rates. 

The rates below assume that these Councils only increase their minimum rates by 
the rate peg, and do not apply to IPART for increases in excess of the rate peg. 



 

 

The rate peg is an annual increase to Council rates across NSW, determined by the 
NSW Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, which accounts for inflation 
and is based on the increase in cost of a selection of goods and services that NSW 
councils purchase. 

 
Will my rates rise in increments or all at once? 
 

Whilst residents and businesses will be affected differently, in total, Council is 
consulting with the community over a potential increase of 12.24% above the rate 
peg for 2023/24, 2.31% in 2024/25, 2.19% in 2025/26 and 2.08% in 2026/27. 

This equates to a cumulative increase of 19.78% above the rate peg over four 
years in addition to the rate peg. 

For residents on our minimum rate, this increase would be $1.80 per week in 
2023/24, followed by an increase of $1 per week in the following three years, with 
all increases being in addition to the rate peg. 

As another example, for residents who own a property with land value of $1.5 
million the variation of rates equates to $3.30 per week in addition to the rate peg 
in 2023/24 with no further increase in the following years aside from the rate peg. 

For businesses with land value of $1.2 million, the variation of rates would equate 
to $6.30 per week in 2023/24 in addition to the rate peg with no further increase in 
the following years aside from the rate peg. 

https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-5
https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-5


 

The rate peg is an annual increase to Council rates across NSW, determined by the 
NSW Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, which accounts for inflation 
and is based on the increase in cost of a selection of goods and services that NSW 
councils purchase. 

 
Why increase minimum rates? 
 

To date, the City of Canada Bay has never applied for a special variation to 
minimum rates. There are important reasons to do so now in order to make our 
rates more equitable and to ensure we are sustainable and equipped fit for the 
future. 

As rates are calculated on land values, there can be a significant difference 
between the rates calculated for a house and a unit. 

For example a 4-bedroom unit in a waterfront development which has sold for $4 
million currently would pay minimum rates. Because this unit has a lower land 
value than a detached dwelling which has sold for $2.8 million, the apartment 
owner currently pays $595 per annum less in rates than the owner of the detached 
home. 

These differences neither reflect the relative difference in the capacity to pay for 
each owner, nor the costs of services that the City of Canada Bay provides to both 
owners. 

As the City of Canada Bay continues to see a greater proportion of residential unit 
development, it must increase minimum rates to ensure services can be extended 
to these new developments, while not disproportionately increasing the rates 
burden to single house dwellings. 

For residents on our minimum rate this proposed increase will be $1.80 per week 
in 2023/24, followed by an increase of $1 per week in the following three years, in 
addition to the standard rate peg. 

The rate peg is an annual increase to Council rates across NSW, determined by the 
NSW Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, which accounts for inflation 
and is based on the increase in cost of a selection of goods and services that NSW 
councils purchase. 

 
What are my rates spent on? 
 

https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-6
https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-6
https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv#hive-accordion-body-19679-7
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Your rates help to make the City of Canada Bay the place we love — a place to be 
proud of and the best local government area in Sydney to live and work. 

They build local roads, footpaths and bike trails. They maintain our fantastic sports 
facilities, green spaces and 36 kilometres of beautiful foreshore. Council rates 
help support the older, vulnerable members of our community; babies and new 
parents; children and young people. 

Your City of Canada Bay rates support the places where we come together — our 
libraries, community gardens, town centres, men’s sheds and community halls. 
They help us plan for a great future for our growing population. 

To find out more about where your rates for 2022/23 are going, check out this 
year’s edition of our annual Your Rates at Work pamphlet. 

Alongside our proposed application for a Special Rate Variation, to ensure we are 
equipped for the future the City of Canada Bay is always looking inward at our 
organisation to ensure we are finding productivity efficiencies wherever possible. 

In 2018, the Council undertook a broad review of its services and implemented an 
ongoing improvement program to reduce costs and improve productivity. The 
initiatives implemented under the program so far have produced savings of $1.7 
million per year. This is already included in Council’s base case Long Term 
Financial Plan. 

Council has a continuous improvement program and is implementing an ongoing 
service review program. It has identified further cost savings of $80,000 and net 
increases in revenue of $335,000 to be implemented. 

More information on your rates can be found 
here: https://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/residents/your-ho... 

 

What is the total annual variation proposed? 

Overall increase 

 

What would be the impact on ratepayers? 

$1.5M (land value) residential 

https://www.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/residents/your-home/rates-fees-and-charges


 

 

$1.2M (land value) business 

 

Minimum ratepayer 

 

 



 

 

Community Forum Presentation 

See following page. 
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Introduction
• Who are Morrison Low?

• We are a local government focused management consultancy with 
expertise in helping councils address sustainability challenges.

• Morrison Low have independently reviewed Canada Bay Council’s 
financial position and modelled options to ensure a financially 
sustainable future.

• Purpose for today:

• to inform you of the proposed Special Rate Variation (SRV) and the 
reasons for it

• to provide you with an opportunity to ask question to understand 
the challenges facing council and the reasons for the proposal to 
apply for a SRV.

• By the end of this meeting you should be more informed to form and 
express your views on the SRV.



© Morrison Low 3

Today’s process
• Presentation on the Council’s current financial position, the proposed 

SRV and minimum rates, and the impact on average rates.

• Opportunity to ask questions at the end of the presentation.

• This forum will cover:

• Council’s current financial  position
• The proposed SRV and what it will be used to fund
• The proposed minimum rates increases
• Impact on average rates
• The SRV process and next steps.

• This forum is not intended to:

• Review Council’s Delivery Program or Community Strategic Plan
• Make a decision on whether to apply for the SRV
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Council must be financial sustainable 
• The Local Government Act requires councils to apply sound financial 

management principles

• S8(b) of the Act - Council spending should be responsible and 
sustainable, aligning general revenue and expenses.

• This includes:

• achieving a fully funded operating position

• maintaining sufficient cash reserves

• having an appropriately funded capital program

• maintaining its asset base ‘fit for purpose’

• having adequate resources to meet ongoing compliance 
obligations.

• Not negotiable - failure to meet these obligations can lead to NSW 
Office of Local Government intervention.
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Balancing services with resources

Expenditure Service 
Levels

Quality

Quantity

Frequency

Rates

Charges
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Sustainability of the General Fund
• While the Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) base case shows a 

consolidated view of deficits moving into surpluses from 2024 onward, 
the General Fund show consistent deficits over the 10 years. 

• This includes the forecast rate peg of 3.25% in 2023-24 and 2.5% 
thereafter. This is a typical challenge for many councils, as the rate peg 
doesn’t keep pace with cost increases.
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Managing the General Fund Deficit
• The deficits in the General Fund are result of costs growing faster than 

revenue. Inflation and wages grow faster than the rate peg.

• Council reviewed all of its services in 2018 and implemented $1.7 million 
in annual savings as a result. 

• A further $415 thousand of savings have been identified and will be 
implemented in 2022/23. 

• Council’s program of service reviews will continue to look for and 
implement productivity and efficiency savings.
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Proposed service and asset improvements
• Council has also identified the need for further investment in priority 

service and asset areas. 

• This will enable both improved and expanded services and lays a solid 
foundation following significant past population growth.
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Proposed increased services
Service Improvement Cost 

($000 pa)

Strategic Planning: to deliver the State-led strategies $600

Development Assessment: to cope with increased volume of 
Development Applications and speed up assessment times.

$300

Parks & Recreation: to expand facilities inspections, maintenance, tree 
maintenance and management, and operations

$1,000

Roads & Traffic: to deliver additional maintenance and cleaning of 
streetscapes in population hubs 

$800

Community strategies and services: to improve community safety, 
cultural planning, biodiversity, sustainability and climate change 
strategies, and community services

$1,100

Corporate Services: to enhance systems and processes for internal 
audit, risk management and business improvement.

$600

Asset Maintenance: to improve maintenance of buildings and assets $600

Increased operational expenditure on expanded services $5,000
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Proposed asset renewal increases
• Council has also identified the need to increase ongoing capital expenditure 

of $3.3 million to renew key infrastructure to ensure they continue to meet 
requirements, including the following:

• Roads

• Footpaths

• Street lighting

• Seawalls

• Drainage

• Community buildings and facilities, including Swimming Pools, Leisure 
Centre, Libraries, and parks and sport field amenities

• Information Technology

• $8.3 million has been identified to increase services and ensure asset are 
kept at required conditions.
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Proposed Special Rate Variation
• A special rate variation  of 19.78% over and above the forecast rate peg 

is proposed to ensure Council remains financially sustainable and to 
fund the proposed service and infrastructure  expenditure increases. 

2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 Cumulative

Forecast rate peg
3.25% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 11.19%

Permanent increase above 
the forecast rate peg 12.24% 2.31% 2.19% 2.08% 19.78%

Total increase (including 
forecast rate peg) 15.49% 4.81% 4.69% 4.58% 32.52%
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What does this mean for residents?
• For residents who own a property with land value of $1.5 million the 

variation of rates equates to $3.31 per week in addition to the forecast 
rate peg in 2023-24 with no further increase in the following years aside 
from the rate peg.

Weekly Increases 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 Cumulative

Increase from the forecast 
rate peg

$0.87 $0.78 $0.80 $0.82 $3.27

Increase from SRV above 
the forecast rate peg

$3.31 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3.31

Total (including  forecast 
rate peg)

$4.18 $0.78 $0.80 $0.82 $6.58
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Comparison to other councils – residential
• Even with the proposed Special Rate Variation, Canada Bay’s average 

rates remains close to the average of other comparable councils.
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Proposed Minimum Rates increase
• As rates are calculated on land values, there can be a significant 

difference between the rates calculated for a house and a unit. These 
differences neither reflect the relative difference in the capacity to pay 
for each owner nor the costs of services that Council provides to both 
owners.

• As the City of Canada Bay continues to see a greater proportion of 
residential unit development, it must increase minimum rates to ensure 
services can be extended to these new developments, while not 
disproportionately increasing the rates burden to single house dwellings.

• Council is proposing to increase Minimum Rates by $250 over and above 
the forecast rate peg increase.  This equates to a total $346.46 over four 
years when the forecast rate peg increases are included.

Total Minimum Rates Current 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27
Proposed minimum rate $761.61 $879.70 $953.95 $1,030.06 $1,108.07
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Weekly impact for minimum ratepayers
• For residents paying the minimum rate, the weekly increase is $4.82 

over the forecast rate peg.

Weekly Increases 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 Cumulative

Increases from the 
forecast rate peg

$0.48 $0.42 $0.45 $0.50 $1.85

Minimum rate increase 
above forecast rate peg

$1.79 $1.01 $1.01 $1.01 $4.82

Total (including forecast 
rate peg)

$2.27 $1.43 $1.46 $1.51 $6.67
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Minimum rates comparison
• The minimum rate increase allow Canada Bay to remain comparable 

with other similar councils with minimum rates.
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What does this mean for businesses?
• For businesses with land value of $1.2 million, the proposed variation of 

rates would equate to $6.30 per week in 2023/24 in addition to the 
forecast rate peg with no further increase in the following years aside 
from the rate peg.

Weekly Increases 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 Cumulative

Increase from the forecast 
rate peg

$1.68 $1.49 $1.52 $1.56 $6.25

Increase from SRV above 
the forecast rate peg

$6.30 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6.30

Total (including  forecast 
rate peg)

$7.98 $1.49 $1.52 $1.56 $12.55
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Comparison to other councils - business
• Even after the proposed Special Rate Variation, Canada Bay’s business 

rates remains significantly below the average of other comparable 
councils.
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What does it mean for Council?
• The special rate variation as proposed would enable Council to be 

financially sustainable in its General Fund into the future.
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What happens next
• September & October 2022: Community consultation on the SRV

• November 2022: Council will consider all submissions and decide on 
whether to proceed to apply for the SRV.

• February 2023: Council lodges the SRV application (subject to above 
decision).

• Between March and April 2023: IPART invites submissions and evaluates 
the application.

• May 2023: IPART makes its determination and Council determines if it 
will apply all or part of the approved SRV.
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How the SRV will be assessed?
IPART assesses the SRV applications using the following criteria:

1. The need and purpose of a different rate path for the council’s 
General Fund is clearly articulated and identified in council’s IP&R 
documents.

2. Evidence that the community is aware of the need for and the extend 
of a rate rise.

3. The impact on affected ratepayers must be reasonable

4. The relevant IP&R documents must be exhibited, approved and 
adopted by council.

5. The IP&R documents or councils application must explain and 
quantify the productivity improvements and cost containment 
strategies.

6. Any other matter that IPART considers relevant.
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How to have your say?
• Find more information and provide your feedback on the SRV and/or 

the updated Long Term Financial Plan on Council’s Collaborate Canada 
Bay page:

https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv

https://collaborate.canadabay.nsw.gov.au/srv
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Questions



 

 

Appendix C Collaborate website traffic and referral data 

 



Collaborate Canada Bay
Report Type: Project
Project Name: Special Rate Variation
Date Range: 17-08-2022 - 19-10-2022
Exported: 19-10-2022 13:17:51

  Performance Summary
  Information regarding key visitation and utilisation metrics for your Site or projects.

3,756
 Views

3,181
 Visits

2,367
 Visitors

412
 Contributions

375
 Contributors

65
 Followers

Views - The number of times a Visitor views any page on a Site.
Visits - The number of end-user sessions associated with a single Visitor.
Visitors - The number of unique public or end-users to a Site. A Visitor is only counted once, even if they visit a Site several times in one day.
Contributions - The total number of responses or feedback collected through the participation tools.
Contributors - The unique number of Visitors who have left feedback or Contributions on a Site through the participation tools.
Followers - The number of Visitors who have ‘subscribed’ to a project using the ‘Follow’ button.

Conversions
Information regarding how well your engagement websites converted Visitors to perform defined key actions.

Feedback

Percentage of visits where at least 1
contribution was made.

Attention

Percentage of visits that lasted at least 1 active
minute.

Actions

Percentage of visits where at least 2 actions
were performed.
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Participation
Information regarding how people have participated in your projects and activities.

Contributions by Activity
Contributions by Activity is a breakdown of contributions across each tool

Activity Contributions %

Form 412 100%

Top Activities
Top Activities is the top 5 tools that received the highest contributions

 Activity Page Name Contributions Contributors

Form Special Rate Variation 412 375

Projects
The current number and status of your Site's projects (e.g. engagement websites)

Engagement Time

4 0 19
Days Hours Minutes

Sep 5th 2022
Peak Visitation Date

Wednesday
Peak Visitation Day

Top Visited Pages
Summary information for the top five most visited Pages.

Page Name Visitation % Visits Visitors

Special Rate Variation 100% 3,178 2,367
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People
Information regarding who has participated in your projects and activities.

Follower Activity
Information regarding the activity of registered Members who have 'followed' or subscribed to one or more projects.

65
 Total Followers

65
 New Followers

69
 Total Follows

69
 New Follows

Total Followers - The number of unique Members who have 'followed' at least one project.
New Followers - The number of new unique Members who have 'followed' at least one project within the specified reporting date range.
Total Follows - The number of total 'follows' performed by all Followers across all projects. Each Follower may record multiple Follows.
New Follows - The number of new total 'follows' performed by all Members across all projects within the specified reporting date range.

Visitor Profile
Visitor Profile is a comparison between new visitor and returning over the selected period

First Time - The number of Visitors that are visiting a Site for the first time within the reporting date range.
Returning - The number of Visitors that have made more than one Visit to a Site within the reporting date range.

• 1st Time: 2,040 - 86.19%

• Returning: 327 - 13.81%
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Acquisition
Information regarding the method by which Visitors arrived to your Site or projects.

Referral Types
Referral traffic is the segment of traffic that arrives on your website through another source, like through a link on another domain.

Direct - Visitors who have arrived at a Site by entering the exact web address or URL of the page.
Search Engine - Visitors who have arrived at a Site via a search engine. Such as Google, Yahoo, etc.
Websites - Visitors who have arrived at the Site after clicking a link located on an external website.
Social Media - Visitors who have arrived at a Site by clicking a link from a known social media site such as Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.
Campaigns - Visitors who have arrived through a campaign (using a UTM). See your email campaign report for more details on campaigns sent from this platform.

• Direct: 1,340 - 55.26%

• Social Media: 730 - 30.10%

• Websites: 253 - 10.43%

• Search Engine: 83 - 3.42%

• Campaigns: 19 - 0.78%
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Downloads
Information regarding your downloads, the total set of unique documents downloaded, total downloads of all files, and your top downloads.

21
Total Documents

333
Total Downloads

Top Downloads
Top file downloads in your selection, ordered by the number of downloads.

File Title File Type Downloads

Updated Long Term Financial Plan Final Aug 2022 v1.pdf PDF 120

Frequently Asked Questions.pdf PDF 100

Frequently Asked Questions.pdf PDF 69

Frequently Asked Questions.pdf PDF 43

Frequently Asked Questions.pdf PDF 1

Email Campaigns
Information regarding your email campaigns, your total campaigns, the total number of recipients, and your top campaigns by click-through rate (clicks as

a percentage of total recipients).

0
Email Campaigns Sent

0
Total Recipients

0%
Click-through Rate

No Data Available
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