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| would extend to IPART my sincere gratitude for their consideration of my submission and
various attachments.

Very briefly | would advise that | am opposed to the SRV application submitted by Dungog Shire
Council due to its magnitude and impacts that it will have on residents, particularly Rural Land
Owners in our Shire. This is fully explained in my attached submission with a recommendation
for IPART to consider a smaller SRV over a two year period.

Please note that the only sections of my submission that | have requested remain confidential
are attachments 2; 3 & 4, due to personal information contained in those particular
attachments.

With Sincere Gratitude.

Glenn

Cr. Glenn Wall

This email message and any accompanying attachments may contain information that is confidential and
subject to legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, use, disseminate, distribute or
copy this message or attachments. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender
immediately and delete this message. Views expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual, except where
specifically stated otherwise. The Author does not warrant or guarantee this message to be free of errors,
interference or viruses.
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Introduction

The future nature and strength of Dungog Shire is linked intrinsically to rapid demographic and development change in the Lower Hunter, particularly Port Stephens and Maitland. The shire as a whole had an opportunity; and if we had merged with Port Stephens Council we would have seen vast improvements in all aspects of a new Council, including; meeting obligations in serving the needs and aspirations of Communities, allocating resources and monitoring performance to ensure that all objectives were met, infrastructure enhancements and development, environmental welfare and maintenance of cultural and economic diversification.

The greatest impediment the Shire now faces is that, even if the SRV of what is being proposed is successful; it is only a band aid solution rather than addressing the real issue of scale and capacity. Our rate base now and into the future will never address the insurmountable issues the Council faces and the reality is that our Council has already demonstrated; rather than the elected representatives addressing scale and capacity, they would rather place the full burden back to our community to only address current matters and will not be of benefit in the long term.

An overview of the process to date     

During June and July 2017 after years of various investigations, the community was rocked by the decision not to amalgamate with Port Stephens. People were generally aware of Council’s circumstances and realized that this was the best course of action. In June 2017 two Councillors resigned in consideration that a rescission motion of the original decision not to merge was submitted and then in July when our current Mayor reversed her decision from support to against the merger; the then General Manager, Mayor and two Councillors in protest, resigned in an attempt to convince the NSW Government to intervene. Such was the depth of concern that a merger was the only means for the Shire to have the scale and capacity required to address the major issues the Community faced.

In August 2017, the new Mayor stated publicly stated in the press on a number of occasions that she did not believe that a “reasonable Council would ever consider doubling rates” and “that it has never happened before and in her opinion is never likely to happen”. Unfortunately most in our communities believed this to be true – (see Attachment 1). 

It was from this point that the then Mayor and three remaining Councillors decided to conduct a ratepayer survey about amalgamating with PSC as part of the elections. The survey response was in favour, but from the very start, it was obviously going to be too late to actually achieve this outcome because the offer would not be available after the election. Accordingly, the General Manager of Dungog Shire Council at the time described it as a waste of effort. 

In the lead up to the September 2017 Council election, those standing to “make Dungog great again” did not explain how this could be achieved, but after the election they have set about to secure the future of the Council, whatever the cost to ratepayers, even if that meant doubling our rates.

After the 2017 Elections, in March 2018, the Acting General Manager and Executive Manager Infrastructure and Assets with the assistance of an independent facilitator, Mr Martin Bass from LGNSW were to present at six (6) community meetings regarding the review of the Community Strategic Plan and proposed SRV.  Council conducted a mail out to all residents advising of the dates of the meetings being in various Towns and Villages from 12 March – 15 March 2018. Unfortunately due to logistics, the Acting GM advised Councillors that there were major issues as regards the meeting notification letters – (see Attachment 2 – Marked IN CONFIDENCE).  

Despite this, 109 people attended the six meetings, however information as regards the SRV was not fully disclosed and the SRV increase and that it was cumulative was not demonstrated in the presentation. The first meeting at Gresford, despite those present continually asking, were not told of any proposed increases and only offered that the Council would come back at a later date and advise the proposed SRV increase – (see Attachment 3 – Marked IN CONFIDENCE).

It was during these meetings that members of the Community were asked to nominate to sit on a Community Reference Panel. The community reference panel did not include any representatives from Clarence Town and extra persons from Dungog were admitted. These people were presented information about Council’s finances by the same consultants that in 2017 had recommended a 108% SRV proposal that would not have addressed the additional staff needed to meet Council’s range of responsibilities nor provided the necessary office accommodation or address significant shortcomings of the present administration building nor the scale and capacity required to meet the Fit for the Future benchmarks. The community reference panel members were supposed to consult their communities along the way, but this did not happen. 

Before commencing the SRV process after the Community Consultation Panel made their recommendation, Council reduced the proposed quantum of the SRV proposal to 97.8% total so that they were not actually doubling our rates and therefore not in conflict with the past Mayors comment “That no reasonable Council would consider doubling rates!”

The series of public meetings from the 3 – 19 July 2018 were very poorly attended (77 total) because people did not realize the gravity of the situation. A proper course of action would have been to write to each ratepayer and explain the 97.8% SRV proposal at this stage of the process, but this was considered too expensive. Yet after the Council decision to adopt the 97.8% SRV, such a letter was sent in February 2019.

The first that absentee ratepayers knew of the SRV proposal was after the series of public meetings had started, when a long winded letter circulated with July 2018 rates notices contained a survey that was weighted towards supporting the SRV proposal – all or nothing.

The subsequent telephone survey was similarly biased, and the 97.8% SRV figure was never mentioned. Respondents were presented with a barrage of numbers explaining the seven years of SRV increments without being told that this would amount to 97.8% cumulative, unless they specifically asked. Amongst the 302 ratepayers surveyed, the results were 51% for and 49% against the proposed SRV, but residents who are not ratepayers were included for a final result of 53% for and 47% against. Whilst the results portray a marginal support (2% without Non Ratepayers) the most alarming statistic is the lack of consultation in our largest rural land areas. From the telephone numbers obtained (first 5 digits to reflect location – 49315 & 49317) only 6 respondents came from our largest Rural Land precincts being in “C” Ward, with those areas being Allynbrook, Halton, Eccleston, Upper Allyn, Mount Rivers, Lostock and Carrabolla. These areas represent over a third of all rural land in the Shire and to only engage 6 people from these areas again reflects the inadequacy of the consultation process and not taking into account the impact of the SRV on Rural Land owners.

Throughout the whole process there has been only one SRV proposal – all or nothing, and it was presented as a series of small annual increases and shown in the media as “$100 p.a. increase for the average residential property”, so most people did not realize the cumulative impact.  It was not until November 2018 that Council publicly stated in any media form whatsoever that the proposed SRV would amount to 97.8% and then again in the December 2018 business paper report text (rather than the final resolution) was the cumulative figure shown.

During November 2018 the Draft Council Resourcing Strategy was placed on exhibition including the LTFP, Workforce Management and Asset Management plans which were incorporated into the document; and this was the first occasion that the SRV cumulative figure was represented in a Council document. Once the Resourcing Strategy was adopted, Staff advised that information had been received from IPART as regards our IP&R documents – (see Attachment 4 – Marked IN CONFIDENCE).

Whilst Council has stated that the SRV proposal would concentrate on its infrastructure backlog and only partly meet the “Fit for the Future” criteria, it has not advised the community how a stand-alone Dungog Shire could ever meet those criteria. From years of amalgamation investigations it is obvious that Dungog Shire lacks the necessary scale and capacity. The proposed increased rates are compared with those of our neighbours, but there is absolutely no comparison in the level of service provided. Dungog struggles to employ skilled staff and the SRVs proposed by neighbouring Councils are about provision of extra services rather than a struggle to survive. This SRV proposal merely prolongs the process of addressing scale and capacity at the demise of agricultural production and hardship for our communities.

Matters of Concern

In November 2019 a fellow Councillor introduced a Notice of Motion – The Impact of Proposed 98% SRV on Farming Families. This NOM fully articulated the impacts of Rural Land Owners and fully demonstrated the issue surrounding rural land owners having multiple lots individually rated. During the debate I demonstrated using the NSW Valuer General’s spatial mapping which shows all properties that have a Valuation for rates. I identified that there are 153 (+ or - 4 where it was not evident they are multiple owners and I could not contact them) Family / Company multiple holding Rural Land owners in “C” Ward. 

During this debate in November, comments from some Councillors as regards the impacts to multiple rural land owners included; They can claim rates as a deduction in their Tax; If their farms are not that viable to afford the SRV they should sell up and let someone younger operate the enterprise; they can always sell of a portion of their land; if they are nearing retirement they should do what all retirees do and move into smaller holdings; they should sell of their properties and invest in superannuation moving into retirement.

Whilst the Notice of Motion recommendation to receive and note the report was not supported by Councillors, obviously Council staff took the matter into account. In both the December Council Business paper report to make application to IPART and the IPART application, despite being the first any Councillor had seen such; the comments within the attachment were included in both documents – (see Attachment 5).

Given the comments in Attachment 5 were only introduced at the December Council meeting to determine making application to IPART, the most obvious point is that some Councillors had no concept of what was being stated or simply ignored the information and sought no explanation as regards LG Act 1993 Sec. 548A. 

It should have been explained to Councillors, or at least they be given an opportunity to understand that on the 24 January 1961 when the existing Conveyancing Act Regulations were repealed and replaced, from that date, all plans lodged for registration, irrespective of title system, purposes or number of lots, or whether they bear Council's approval, have been lodged as deposited plans commencing at a specific Deposited Plan number 200001. It was soon realised that this series alone could not practically contain all plans lodged and it was subsequently maintained for plans having five or more lots (aggregation), whilst those comprising less than five lots were numbered in a series commencing at 500001.

Councillors should have also been cognizant that the NSW Valuer General utilizes the Mass valuation methodology to improve cost efficiencies, as it allows a small number of valuations to be used for a large number of properties. Councillors in considering land values should have also been advised that in NSW, valuers who do valuations for the Valuer General all currently use the component method.

Armed with this information Councillors should have then been made aware that in accordance with the Local Government Act 1993 Sec. 548A that Council can only aggregate land for rating purposes as follows -:

The Local Government Act 1993 requires rates to be levied on each ‘parcel of land’ which is separately valued. Where in Council’s opinion the levying of separate rates applies unfairly the council may aggregate the land values for rating purposes by way of application. Applications for Aggregation of Land Values must be determined in accordance with Section 548A of the Local Government Act 1993, made in writing and meet the following criteria:

a. The applicant must be the owner of the property.

b. The property for which the application for aggregation applies must be the principal place of residency of the applicant(s)

c. Parcels must have been separately valued by the NSW Valuer General

d. Contiguous (adjoining) or for Licences, associated with a residential assessment

e. Parcels must have the same Ordinary Rate Category or same Special Rate Category or Sub- Category

f. Parcels must be within the same Deposited Plan

[bookmark: _GoBack]When one inspects the VG spatial mapping system it is absolutely clear that the only existing aggregation that could occur is by way of a development application to undertake a boundary adjustment or subdivision to consolidate land. The attached table – (attachment 6) depicts the situation of three farm land holdings and from the rates notices these people forwarded to me. These notices also demonstrate there can be no further aggregation of land due to the requirements of the LG Act, and this is a common trait given the historical land patterns and subdivisions that have occurred over many years.





Conclusion

Our communities have been treated poorly by the Council and concerns expressed by farmers and the elderly have been largely ignored, other than to direct them to Council’s hardship policy. The previous Council forced this SRV process without ever giving consideration to aspects of scale and capacity and did so with hindsight that even if a SRV of such high magnitude is approved, when considering the Fit for the Future and OLG benchmark standards, this situation will be repeated and Council will be in the same position by 2035. 

Our Council staff who have borne this enormous task of working through the SRV have done so, as directed by the elected representatives; and as such the whole process and final departure from common sense; not to address scale and capacity rests squarely with the elected Councillors.

There have been opportunities squandered and other avenues open to the Council completely ignored; where we now find that Council wants to double our Communities rates with very little consideration to the impacts to those on pensions, those on minimum incomes and our farming enterprises; while providing minimal services. As elected representatives, the Councillors should have asked themselves “Who comes first, the Council or the community?”

 In conclusion, I would implore IPART to refuse the proposed SRV and only allow the first two years of the SRV at 15% per year; inclusive of the rate peg. If this is allowed; the next term of Council should enter into open and frank discussions with the NSW Government outlining that scale and capacity will never be achieved and Council will continue after a number of years in a downward spiral and that an amalgamation with another LGA occur or the Boundary Commission investigate any advantages as regards a boundary adjustment for the Dungog LGA.



Cr. Glenn Wall

104 Allyn River Road

East Gresford NSW 2311



24th February 2019



	Attachment 1 – Impacts of the SRV on Family Farming Enterprises.



	Attachment 2 – CONFIDENTIAL.



	Attachment 3 – CONFIDENTIAL.



	Attachment 4 – CONFIDENTIAL.



	Attachment 5 – Comments from Council Business paper December 2018.



	Attachment 6 – Impacts of SRV on farming family enterprises.



Cr. Glenn Wall Submission	Page 5




Attachment 1 – Comments from Previous Mayor and associated Editorials and Press.

November 27 2018 – Newcastle Herald Editorial

While Dungog has some of the richest agricultural land in the Hunter Valley, it is also a region with considerable financial and social disadvantage. At a time when the government can propose to spend huge amounts of money on Sydney sporting stadiums, it must be galling to the people of rural regions such as Dungog to know that their council’s financial difficulties could be effectively alleviated with money that would be little more than spare change from such a budget.

Unfortunately, however, it is difficult to see the government turning to direct financial assistance to help councils like Dungog, although with an election only four months away, the council and the residents of the shire do have a timely opportunity to make their concerns heard.

Dungog needs a successful, well-run council, but the population cannot be expected to foot a disproportionate amount of the bill. Especially when so much of the council’s financial problems can be traced back to government policies of rate-pegging and cost-shifting in the first place.

November 26 2018 Newcastle Herald article by Matt Carr

Dungog Deputy Mayor Digby Rayward said the council was exploring other options including grant funds, lobbying, alliances with neighbouring councils and rationalising council assets to help fix its finances. 

“The impost of a special rate variation on the community must be matched by support from the state government,” Cr Rayward said.

“The community have made it clear they cannot shoulder this burden on their own and that the state government must assist in lifting a heavy load.”

05 July 2017 Mayor Nancy Knudsen wrote in happenings -:  

“Rates Rates Rates – what will mine be? - dear to all our hearts. Two things must happen before a rate rise. First, consultation with the community, then application by Council (proving consultation) to IPART (Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal) for approval. 

 Here are some facts: Since 2011, 141 Councils across NSW have applied for 'special rate variations'. The average rise allowed over 4-7 years has been about 2.65% a year (cumulative about 16.72%). The highest ever were Parkes in 2013/4, 13% per year for 4 years (cumulative 63%) and in 14/15 Maitland, 7.25% for 7 years (cumulative 63.22%). Only two were allowed a cumulative over 50% and 8 allowed over 40%. (The numbers include the normal annual rise.)

[bookmark: _GoBack] So I am not worried that IPART would allow my rates to rise by 108% over six years, as indicated recently by no doubt well-meaning people. It's never happened, and in my opinion is never likely to happen.** The next potential rate rise (apart from the rate peg at 1.5%) will be from July 2018, and you'll hear much more about this before then.

    **The genesis of the idea of the scary 108% hike began when the State Government established some benchmarks back in 2014 and asked the question of ALL Councils in NSW, 'What would it take for you to reach these by 2020'.” 

28 July 2017 Mayor Nancy Knudsen advised the community that -:  

Rates cannot be increased without application to and approval by IPART. Since 2011, 141 Councils across NSW have applied for 'special rate variations'. The average rise allowed over 4-7 years has been about 2.65% a year (cumulative about 16.72%). The highest ever were Parkes in 2013/4, 13% per year for 4 years (cumulative 63%) and in 14/15 Maitland, 7.25% for 7 years (cumulative 63.22%). Only two were allowed a cumulative over 50% and 8 allowed over 40%. Each time a Council applies (and you can apply every year for multiple years) for a special rates rise, IPART again considers whether the community has the ability to pay. As there is no precedent for allowing a rate rise more than 100% over six years, it is a very unlikely scenario.








CONFIDENTIAL

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Attachment 2 – Email advising Logistic Problems with Notification Mail out.

From: Shaun Chandler [mailto:ShaunC@dungog.nsw.gov.au] 
Sent: Tuesday, 6 March 2018 1:32 PM
To: Tracy Norman; Digby Rayward; Glenn Wall; Gregory Riley; Jan Lyon; John Connors; Kathryn Murphy; Robert Booth; Stephen Low
Cc: Records Dungog
Subject: CSP & SRV Mail out

Afternoon councillors,

FYI, the letter mailed to all ratepayers Thursday 22 February has not been delivered to Dungog residents as yet, some 1,493 letters.

As usual to save costs staff sorted the bulk mail out into Local Country Mail, post code 2420 (1,493 letters) and other mail (2,884 letters) and delivered them to the Dungog Post Office 22/2/18. The local post office then forwarded all of this mail to the mail sorting office in Newcastle. None of the 1,493 letters appear to have been delivered, the remainder, 2844 excluding a handful of PO box letters have been delivered as per normal delivery times. Australia Post’s help line was not able to assist us however the distribution manager of Dungog, not an employee of Aust Post, has been very helpful and has located the lost/missing mail and will be arranging delivery asap.

This is obviously not ideal and will be advised at the Dungog sessions, however in the interim if you receive any comment please advise people the letter should be received in the next few days. 

We will not be sorting bulk mail any longer.

Regards

Shaun



Shaun Chandler | Acting General Manager

Dungog Shire Council | PO Box 95, Dungog NSW 2420

P: 02 4995 7777 | F: 02 4995 7750 | E: shirecouncil@dungog.nsw.gov.au
















CONFIDENTIAL

I offer my apology for the length of this attachment, however, I thought it prudent that IPART are completely aware of the inadequacies of the consultation process and comments made by Staff and Councillors regarding such. At times it was atrocious how the community were treated through the process and again blame can only be appointed to the Councillors. Information to Councillors was also lacking and at times information was disseminated on the day it was to be deliberated.



From: Greg Riley [mailto:gregr@careersmultilist.com.au] 
Sent: Saturday, 3 March 2018 9:25 AM
To: Tracy Norman; digrayward@bigpond.com; john connors; Kate Murphy; Jan Lyon; Robert Booth; 'steve_low@bigpond.com'; Glenn Wall
Subject: Martin's Presentation

Hi Everyone

I am very concerned with Martin's unstructured approach, his time wasting and "she'll be right, trust me" attitude.



We can't afford for this to go wrong and certainly not for our community to think we are spending their rates unwisely on meetings that go too long and highly paid consultants that meander aimlessly.



I attach a structured presentation to show participants the processes for both the CSP process and to introduce the SRV session.



It's not perfect by any means and will require your input. But if we provide some structure around Martin (if you still want him involved) we may have a chance of successfully getting our community on side.

Regards
Greg Riley



From: Tracy Norman <tn@munni.com.au>
Sent: 03 March 2018 11:22:25
To: Greg Riley
Cc: digrayward@bigpond.com; john connors; Kate Murphy; Jan Lyon; Robert Booth; Stephen Low; Glenn Wall; Shaun Chandler; Records Dungog
Subject: Re: Martin's Presentation 

 Hi all 

I agree Greg that this cannot be a “she’ll be right” moment. We have a workshop scheduled for Monday. I think we should finalise our presentation at this workshop (my apologies Kate for this change to the workshop schedule). Greg, your idea of including the other strategies that we have discussed and are working on is vital to show the community that we are not relying solely on increasing rates to improve our lot. 



My concern about providing the numbers at the original community meetings is that this should be for the panel to determine (within the parameters discussed yesterday), otherwise the panel is just a box-ticking exercise. The presentation time is too short to explain the intricacies involved in what is needed for the rates rise, so we run the danger of getting half information into the community and of scare mongering rather than informed debate occurring. Th is the value of the panel as far as I’m concerned. I agree that scheduling a six hour meeting is not practical.



Can we please meet on Monday and get this sorted how Councillors want this to run, including your finalising a run sheet from Greg's flow chart.

Regards

Tracy

From: john connors [mailto:johnconnors.dsc@gmail.com] 

Sent: Saturday, 3 March 2018 4:18 PM

To: Greg Riley

Cc: Tracy Norman; digrayward@bigpond.com; Kate Murphy; Jan Lyon; Robert Booth; steve_low@bigpond.com; Glenn Wall

Subject: Re: Martin's Presentation

Hi  Tracy et al,

I have only now caught up with this email chain. There are many issues raised.



Firstly I am available Monday and immediately following the morning session suits me best.



It is clear to me that in dealing with IPART (as with most government departments) it is necessary to "play the game", merit is not enough.



The "game" in this instance, as I understand it, involves engaging an independent consultant to conduct the community consultation in a manner acceptable to IPART. 



Whilst I think the Community Reference Panel is a labourious and dangerous way to proceed I accept that to satisfy IPART it is necessary.



Similarly whilst there may be issues around the consultant I think he is necessary to satisfy IPART.



The Panel however must have parameters or at least a lower limit.



I think whish lists are a waste of time as there will be no money no matter what increase is given to do anything other than attempt to maintain the status quo and carry out vital works - timber bridges,swimming pool leaks etc.



The community will want some answers as to what is going on at the first sessions.



The statement that Glenn makes "as we are now standing alone" is a bit too glib.  It is apaparent that since PSC resolved not to pursue the voluntary merger agreed to by their prior council  (and rejected by DSC) we have only one avenue available to pursue amalgamation at this time and that is by commencing the process prescribed under the legislation which will lead to another public inquiry and no doubt another report to the Minister recommending a merger with PSC BUT there is a very week Minister for Local Government, a beligerent Deputy Premier and a Premier who displays little interest in the issue.  I see it as an impossibility to get the government to agree to a forced amalgamation at this time.  All that would be achieved would be more pain for the staff and residents who have sore heads from banging their heads against a brick wall following theh Deputy Premiers political and unmeritorious decision and the subsequent decision by the last council.



To state that the poll resulted in 56% in favour of a merger is true but it avoids many other issues.  The poll clearly was not carried out as required by law and if it had been I suggest the  percentage in favour of a merger with PSC would have been very much higher. Voters were not given the for and against arguements for each question to enable them to make an informed judgment.  Answering more than one question also led to a warped result.



The community may well raise these types of issues and many more at the consultation sessions.



I agree we have to pursue all available avenues to enable the best possible outcomes  -  until a better option is again available (maybe towards the end of this term of council - if there is not a forced split of the shire before that).



Regards

John



From: Kate Murphy <katemurphy.dsc@kaji.com.au>
Sent: Saturday, March 3, 2018 6:36:55 PM
To: Digby Rayward; 'john connors'; 'Greg Riley'
Cc: Tracy Norman; 'Jan Lyon'; 'Robert Booth'; steve_low@bigpond.com; 'Glenn Wall'
Subject: Re: Martin's Presentation 

 

Hi all,

I am available from 1:30 on Monday.

I was very uneasy after Martin's presentation on Friday, "Trust me, I'm a consultant" or "I've done this in many places and it always works" really doesn't inspire great confidence in me. 

However, I agree with John that we have to play the game and it appears that one of the rules of the game is engaging a consultant to advise on our community consultation process and tick that box for us with IPART. If I sound cynical I guess that is how I'm feeling.

I'm not going to go into any great detail here, apart from my reservations about Martin's approach my main concern is that I feel that the invitations we have sent out to community members may not be 100% consistent with how the forums are actually going to run if we follow Martin's lead. People who have been told  "You will be given an opportunity to ask questions and have discussions regarding the CSP and proposed SRV with Councillors and Council staff " may not be happy to be told  "talk among yourselves and stick your opinion on a post-it note". I realise Martin has proposed to leave some time for Q&A but it is quite limited and I'm not sure people will feel they have actually been given an opportunity to have their say.

I'm also very disappointed that it appears we Councillors may not have access to the final Morrison & Low calculations before the first forum.

regards

Kate



From: Tracy Norman [mailto:tn@munni.com.au] 
Sent: Saturday, 3 March 2018 6:48 PM
To: Kate Murphy; Digby Rayward; 'john connors'; 'Greg Riley'
Cc: 'Jan Lyon'; 'Robert Booth'; steve_low@bigpond.com; 'Glenn Wall'
Subject: Re: Martin's Presentation



Thanks Kate. I will make sure that we get access to the figures before the first session. Given that the figures are estimates, we should be able to obtain the data regardless of who is on holidays.

There is no way we can walk into that meeting blind. 



Let’s create a run sheet that allows enough time for people to have their say. This will need to be facilitated to make sure its on message and constructive and not just council bashing. We Councillors can make ourselves available for questions at the CSP session. 

Regards

Tracy



Get Outlook for iOS



On 3 Apr 2018, at 9:22 am, john connors <johnconnors.dsc@gmail.com> wrote:



Good Morning 

Are councillors to be made aware of the make up of the community committee?  

Are councillors still to attend the meetings as observers only?



Regards

John







From: Lyn Brighton [mailto:LynB@dungog.nsw.gov.au] 

Sent: Tuesday, 3 April 2018 10:30 AM

To: AU_Dungog_Councillors

Subject: Community Reference Panel Members

Councillors

Please find below a list of the community participants in the Community Reference Panel meetings:



‘A’ Ward

Dallas Rumbel

David Watson

Ken Rubeli

Jennifer Lewis

Martin Thorsby

Nick Helyer

Gunnar Seck

Ted Nobbs



‘C’ Ward

Noel Brown

Deryck Edwards



Kind regards



Lyn Brighton

Strategic Projects Officer



On Tue, Apr 3, 2018 at 9:31 AM, Tracy Norman <tn@munni.com.au> wrote:

Hi John 

Shaun and I have been discussing the idea of whether we should be active participants. We think we should be. One concern is that we have only 10 community panelists (unless we got some extra from my call-out Shaun? I’m a little worried that we may overwhelm them with our numbers. But I think the bigger picture overrides this concern, and that is that we need to be involved in the decision-making. I think this was made very clear at the meetings, particularly the Gresford one.

 Shaun, would Lyn be able to send the most up to date list through, thanks.



Regards

Tracy



From: john connors [mailto:johnconnors.dsc@gmail.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, 3 April 2018 9:38 AM

To: Tracy Norman

Cc: Shaun Chandler; Lyn Brighton; Records Dungog

Subject: Re: SRV



Tracy

I do not agree.  This would be completely contrary to the reason for having this cumbersome system. Council agreed to this system on the basis of advice from Martin Bass that this was required to maximise the chance of getting IPART approval.



At Gresford they thought that council was elected to make decisions such as this, not that councillors should participate with the community in this system.



Regards

John





From: Shaun Chandler [mailto:ShaunC@dungog.nsw.gov.au] 

Sent: Tuesday, 3 April 2018 11:12 AM

To: AU_Dungog_Councillors

Cc: Records Dungog; Lyn Brighton

Subject: RE: SRV



Morning John,

As you know part of council’s application to IPART must show effective community awareness and engagement, the community reference panel is only a part of the engagement process and should not be looked at in isolation. We will need to show IPART that the community is aware of the proposed SRV and has had an opportunity to provide feedback to the council and councillors.



We discussed in one of Martin’s workshops the role of councillor’s in the reference panel and the need for councillors to be a part of the process as Council will ultimately be voting on a proposed SRV resolution. What Martin did make reference too which may be creating the confusion is that he would not like to see councillors overwhelm the community reference panel with their thoughts, we need to let the panel members work through the information. We should be working with the reference panel and listening and conversing as we advised at the community meetings. I agree we may appear to overwhelm them with our numbers as the nominations have not been large in number but we must also show that we are, and want to, engage the community in the process. 



Regards

Shaun



Shaun Chandler | Acting General Manager





From: STEPHEN LOW <steve_low@bigpond.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 2:33:29 AM
To: Tracy Norman; Digby Rayward; Greg Riley; Kate Murphy; Jan Lyon; robert booth; Gdwall; john connors
Subject: SRV 

 Tracy, 

I was disappointed with the report in the Mayors Column about the SRV and the final meeting of the community reference panel. One important role of this group was to provide broad information and feedback to communities about the work and outcomes of the Panel i.e. talking to others
about the activities of the panel between meetings.

So we should expect some people will already know that they unanimously agreed that Council should apply for an SRV of 98%. 

Besides not being thanked for their efforts, the outcome of their deliberations was not reported to endorse their feedback efforts. While the Mayor’s column indicated that the matter would soon be taken to the community, omission of the intended level of the SRV constitutes a lack of transparency that concerns me. 



As people become aware of the recommended quantum of the SRV they will rightly wonder why Council has not informed them of something so important. Since nobody on the Panel came from B Ward, I suppose it will be up to me to report the outcome to my community. Steve



From: Tracy Norman [mailto:tn@munni.com.au] 
Sent: Thursday, 24 May 2018 2:47 AM
To: STEPHEN LOW; Digby Rayward; Greg Riley; Kate Murphy; Jan Lyon; robert booth; Gdwall; john connors
Cc: coralien@dungog.nsw.gov.au; records@dungog.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Re: SRV

Hi Steve

Thanks for the feedback. The panel did not unanimously decide to take a 98% rate rise to IPART. They agreed that the tapered approach was the way to go. There is still some maths to do around the quantum of the rise to put to IPART. 



I have sent a letter to each of the panel members to thank them for their contributions so far. However you are right, they should be publicly thanked. I will definitely put something in the column when we finish the process.



Regards 

Tracy



From: "Tracy Norman" <tn@munni.com.au>
To: "Stephen Low" <steve_low@bigpond.com>
Sent: Wednesday, 30 May, 2018 At 7:55 AM
Subject: SRV

Hi Steve 

I hope all is well.

I’m sorry for my late reply about the panel’s recommendation to Council. I have discussed this with the GM and Manager for Corporate Services. Coralie’s notes from the last panel meeting indicate that the panel agreed with the scenario, including  the figure but there was concern expressed around hardship and around the impost to larger land holders. The panel wanted to see some maths done around that. 



Coralie and Shaun both agreed that Council should be owning this, and that we should not be putting the panel in front of any decisions regarding numbers. We also need to make the decision on whether we take the advice of the panel. We need to  meet at the June 4th Strategic Workshop and discuss how we, the Council present this to the public. Coralie informed Councillors of the advice that she had provided me at last Monday’s Strategic Workshop, and there was no dissent.



Thanks

Tracy



On Wed, 25 Jul 2018, 6:34 PM Digby Rayward <digrayward@gmail.com> wrote:

Hi Steve

I feel I should respond to your letter in the Chronicle whilst I hold the position of acting Mayor in Tracy absence.

I must admit I was very disappointed in reading the article - knowing your vast experience in Local Government I would not have expected  your letter and open opposition to the proposed special rate variation. Even with my nativity, I realise that this debate is for a later date and not one to be had in a slanging match in the newspaper, especially  between Councillors.

You once publicly suggested that I needed a kick in the backside with my comment in the Council Chambers on what the Clarence Town Museum site was worth and that the GM and Mayor would be put in a bad situation after my statements. 

Well Steve words fail me - let alone suggesting where a well deserved kick in an appropriate place might be considered. You have disappointed me.

We are all well aware of the funding inequities and poor position our Council is in, compared to our neighbours - this has been well presented at the SRV meetings.

Whilst I am not aware of how many team sports you have played, but even with a services background, you must realise that a team lacking cohesion will have to work harder to succeed.

I am not sure of your intentions in going to the press and expressing your opinion, but as I have stated I am disappointed.

I can only suggest that if you don't want to be part of a team, don't try to pull it apart - sit on the sideline and let us do our best.

I hope this is a "one off" and we can shake hands and get on with the challenges ahead of us.

Talk soon when your back from your trip.

cheers  

Digby Rayward



On Wed, Jul 25, 2018 at 6:43 PM john connors <johnconnors.dsc@gmail.com> wrote:

Digby words fail me. Council is not a caucus and we are all entitled to our own views.  Council has yet to resolve the quantum etc of the SRV.



Regards 

John 



From: Digby Rayward [mailto:digrayward@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, 25 July 2018 7:38 PM
To: John Connors
Cc: Steve Low; Coralie Nichols; Tracy Norman; Kate Murphy; Glenn Wall; Robert Booth; Greg Riley; jan lynon
Subject: Re: Disappointment with letter in Chronicle



John I don't have a problem with what you are saying - it is the process that is important and I await the debate at the appropriate time and place.



Digby Rayward



[bookmark: _GoBack]From: Coralie Nichols [mailto:CoralieN@dungog.nsw.gov.au] 
Sent: Wednesday, 19 December 2018 12:43 PM (Note -: This was the meeting to determine to make application to IPART for a SRV and Councillors were still receiving vital information not 5 hours before the meeting).
To: AU_Dungog_Councillors
Cc: Shaun Chandler
Subject: December OM Business Papers - “Capacity to Pay” report 



Dear Mayor and Councillors,



Provided in the December OM Business Papers was the “Capacity to Pay” report prepared for Council by Morrison and Low.  This document has been updated – please see attached.  Should you wish to receive a hard copy please let me know and I can bring copies to the Chambers tonight.



Now included in the report is a pension profile section and addition graph for forward estimates on retail electivity prices. 



Kind regards



Coralie Nichols

General Manager

Dungog Shire Council






















CONFIDENTIAL

Attachment 4 – Advice as regards deficient Delivery Program Information. 

This document highlights that Council documents (in this case the delivery program) were inadequate and amended after Council resolved to make application to IPART as regards the SRV. This further demonstrates the points made in my submission as regards the omission of information that should have been included in all consultation, documents and press articles once the cumulative figure was known.



From: Coralie Nichols [mailto:CoralieN@dungog.nsw.gov.au] 
Sent: Wednesday, 23 January 2019 3:19 PM
To: AU_Dungog_Councillors
Cc: Shaun Chandler; Steve Hitchens; Jacqui Tupper; Paul Minett; Lyn Brighton
Subject: Extra Ordinary Meeting - Thursday 31 January at 4.30pm and Thursday 7 February at 6pm

[bookmark: _GoBack]Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

I have been contacted by IPART in relation to our IP&R documentation.  IPART have identified an omission in our Delivery Program and are seeking us to align our Delivery Program with our Resourcing Strategy prior to submitting our SRV application.  

Our Resourcing Strategy has the following information contained within:-

1. “The cumulative increase in rates is 97.8% over 7 years, including the cumulative increase of 18.9% from the rate peg increase”. 



Our Delivery Program has the following information contained within:-

1. Year 1 & 2 – 15% (2.5% rate cap plus 12.5% SRV)

1. Years 3, 4 & 5 – 10% (2.5% rate cap plus 7.5% SRV)

1. Year 6 & 7 – 6% (2.5% rate cap plus 3.5% SRV)



IPART have asked us to align our document and include in the Delivery Program the following:-

1. Year 1 & 2 – 15% (2.5% rate cap plus 12.5% SRV)

1. Years 3, 4 & 5 – 10% (2.5% rate cap plus 7.5% SRV)

1. Year 6 & 7 – 6% (2.5% rate cap plus 3.5% SRV)

1. The cumulative increase in rates is 97.8% over 7 years, including the cumulative increase of 18.9% from the rate peg increase.



The Delivery Program is required to include the cumulative increase figure. 

Where a council decides to amend its Delivery Program in any way, it must include the changes in a council business paper, table and note it; and then consider it at its next meeting. This ensures that all councillors are aware of changes to the Delivery Program and that the community has the opportunity to be aware of any changes.

Where a council wants to significantly change its Delivery Program, it must re-exhibit the document for public comment. A ‘significant change’ might include deleting proposed programs or activities or changing the actions the council proposes to achieve a particular strategy.



Advice from the NSW Office of Local Government is that the proposed change in accordance with the IPART advice is a minor change as the required sentence is a point of clarification on a matter already resolved on by the Council as opposed to the removal of an item or inclusion of a new item.  As such, Council can proceed with this proposed change via a report to Council that notes the change followed by a resolution to adopt at the next meeting of Council.  I will ensure that an advertisement regarding the dates/times/purpose of these meetings is included on Council’s webpage, in the Mayoral Column and the weekly newspaper.

To effect this, I am calling an Extra Ordinary Meeting on Thursday 31 January at 4.30pm and a further Extra Ordinary Meeting on Thursday 7 February at 6pm. This tight timeframe allows Council to have aligned corporate documentation in response to the deadline of the 11 February, 2019 set by IPART for Council’s SRV application as per the Council resolution at the December 2018 Ordinary Meeting. 

It is important that our corporate documents are set out in accordance with NSW Office of Local Government Integrated Planning and Reporting Guidelines. 

Kind regards



Coralie Nichols

General Manager

Dungog Shire Council










Attachment 5 - Commentary from Council from the Council Business Paper 19 December 2018 and Justification of Impacts to Rural Land Owners in the IPART SRV Application.

Council has considered the impact of the proposed Special Rate Variation on ratepayers of farmland assessments. Council’s records confirm the number of rural assessment as 938. Of the 938 rural assessments, 37 pensioner rebates are issued by Council, with the majority of rebates issued to farmland assessments with a land value of less than $600,000. 

Dungog’s average Land Value in the Farmland category is $600,000, however over 51% of all farmland assessments have a land value of less than $500,000 and 85% have a land value less than $900,000. The land values are skewed by a small number of properties (10%) in the farmland category with a land value greater than $1,000,000. 

The vast majority of farmland properties are made up of multiple lots of which each generally has its own title. These parcels of land are valued as one holding by the NSW Valuer General for rating purposes, resulting in all the lots listed in that one valuation and Council determining one rateable assessment (ie: each lot does not have it’s own valuation). 

Generally the lots are adjoining, but there are circumstances where parcels of land in different locations which are used together for the same purpose can also have their valuations combined for rating purposes. Again in this circumstance Council is provided one valuation for all the parcels of land by the NSW Valuer General and have one rateable property. Should the SRV proposal proceed, Council will work with owners of farmland properties held in multiple lots to seek one rateable assessment where possible for the purposes of a more favourable financial outcome for the ratepayer.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Properties are held in individual names, business names, property trusts and company names for various reasons, one of which is taxation. Properties that meet the above criteria would likely also meet the Australian Tax Office criteria of a Primary Producer and/or business in which annual operating costs such as rates are entitled to be claimed as a tax deduction. Obviously, personal financial circumstances are none of councils business but in our attempts to better understand ratepayers capacity to pay, these are factors that need to be considered. How ratepayers conduct their business or operate their properties is something each landholder would determine for themselves based on their own circumstances, and more importantly the most benefit they or their business would gain for their own financial requirements and from a taxation perspective. 

We understand there maybe farmland ratepayers who do not strictly meet the criteria as noted in the legislation above. The legislation does not allow using rating categorisation as a means to provide concessions however we are investigating how Council may provide some flexibility to take account of the different natures of farming industries so that any changes in the nature of the industries are able to be considered. 




[bookmark: _GoBack]Attachment 1.

Impacts of SRV on Family Farming Enterprises.

		Identifier

		Category

		Aggregate

Capability

		VG valuation/lot

		Rates/lot

Pre-SRV

		Total Rates Pre-SRV

		Rates/Lot Post SRV

		Total Rates post SRV

		OSM fee & HCM levy

		Bins

		Other Considerations



		Family 1

		Residential - Ordinary

		No 

		$234,000

		$1,507.99

		

		$2,545.76

		

		Yes

		Yes

		One person of Pension age resides on Family enterprise – no pension entitlements



		

		Farmland

		Already aggregated

		$320,000

		$1,415.86

		

		$2,772.85

		

		HCM only

		Vacant waste

		



		

		Farmland

		No

		$667,000

		$3,344.56

		

		$5,574.92

		

		Yes

		Yes

		



		

		Farmland

		No

		$883,000

		$3,231.69

		

		$6,391.68

		

		HCM only

		No

		



		

		Residential - Ordinary

		No

		$67,100

		$1043.18

		

		$1,626.44

		

		Yes

		Yes

		



		

		

		

		

		

		$10,543.28

		

		$18,911.65

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Family 2

		Farmland

		No

		$945,000

		$3,479.76

		

		$6,921.72

		

		HCM only

		Vacant waste

		One person of Pension age resides on Family enterprise – no pension entitlements



		

		Farmland

		No

		$697,000

		$2,662.60

		

		$5,311.42

		

		HCM only

		Vacant waste

		



		

		Farmland

		Already aggregated

		$1,260,000

		$5,146.38

		

		$9,606.65

		

		OSMS x 3 & HCM

		Yes

		



		

		

		

		

		

		$11,288.74

		

		$21,839.79

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Family 3

		Residential – Ordinary

		No

		$216,000

		$1,457.86

		

		$2,446.61

		

		Yes

		Yes

		Two people of Pension age – no pension entitlements.



		

		Residential - Ordinary

		No

		$158,000

		$779.33

		

		$1,541.37

		

		HCM only

		No

		Another property leased for stock agistment – Currently $1,500 pa and will rise to $2,750 by owners if SRV is approved at 98%

 



		

		

		

		

		

		$2,237.19

		

		$3,987.98

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		








Introduction

The future nature and strength of Dungog Shire is linked intrinsically to rapid demographic
and development change in the Lower Hunter, particularly Port Stephens and Maitland. The
shire as a whole had an opportunity; and if we had merged with Port Stephens Council we
would have seen vast improvements in all aspects of a new Council, including; meeting
obligations in serving the needs and aspirations of Communities, allocating resources and
monitoring performance to ensure that all objectives were met, infrastructure enhancements
and development, environmental welfare and maintenance of cultural and economic
diversification.

The greatest impediment the Shire now faces is that, even if the SRV of what is being
proposed is successful; it is only a band aid solution rather than addressing the real issue of
scale and capacity. Our rate base now and into the future will never address the
insurmountable issues the Council faces and the reality is that our Council has already
demonstrated; rather than the elected representatives addressing scale and capacity, they
would rather place the full burden back to our community to only address current matters and
will not be of benefit in the long term.

An overview of the process to date

During June and July 2017 after years of various investigations, the community was rocked
by the decision not to amalgamate with Port Stephens. People were generally aware of
Council’'s circumstances and realized that this was the best course of action. In June 2017
two Councillors resigned in consideration that a rescission motion of the original decision not
to merge was submitted and then in July when our current Mayor reversed her decision from
support to against the merger; the then General Manager, Mayor and two Councillors in
protest, resigned in an attempt to convince the NSW Government to intervene. Such was the
depth of concern that a merger was the only means for the Shire to have the scale and
capacity required to address the major issues the Community faced.

In August 2017, the new Mayor stated publicly stated in the press on a number of occasions
that she did not believe that a “reasonable Council would ever consider doubling rates” and
“that it has never happened before and in her opinion is never likely to happen”.
Unfortunately most in our communities believed this to be true — (see Attachment 1).

It was from this point that the then Mayor and three remaining Councillors decided to
conduct a ratepayer survey about amalgamating with PSC as part of the elections. The
survey response was in favour, but from the very start, it was obviously going to be too late
to actually achieve this outcome because the offer would not be available after the election.
Accordingly, the General Manager of Dungog Shire Council at the time described it as a
waste of effort.

In the lead up to the September 2017 Council election, those standing to “make Dungog
great again” did not explain how this could be achieved, but after the election they have set
about to secure the future of the Council, whatever the cost to ratepayers, even if that meant
doubling our rates.

After the 2017 Elections, in March 2018, the Acting General Manager and Executive
Manager Infrastructure and Assets with the assistance of an independent facilitator, Mr
Martin Bass from LGNSW were to present at six (6) community meetings regarding the
review of the Community Strategic Plan and proposed SRV. Council conducted a mail out to
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all residents advising of the dates of the meetings being in various Towns and Villages from
12 March — 15 March 2018. Unfortunately due to logistics, the Acting GM advised
Councillors that there were major issues as regards the meeting notification letters — (see
Attachment 2 — Marked IN CONFIDENCE).

Despite this, 109 people attended the six meetings, however information as regards the SRV
was not fully disclosed and the SRV increase and that it was cumulative was not
demonstrated in the presentation. The first meeting at Gresford, despite those present
continually asking, were not told of any proposed increases and only offered that the Council
would come back at a later date and advise the proposed SRV increase — (see Attachment 3
— Marked IN CONFIDENCE).

It was during these meetings that members of the Community were asked to nominate to sit
on a Community Reference Panel. The community reference panel did not include any
representatives from Clarence Town and extra persons from Dungog were admitted. These
people were presented information about Council’s finances by the same consultants that in
2017 had recommended a 108% SRV proposal that would not have addressed the
additional staff needed to meet Council’s range of responsibilities nor provided the
necessary office accommodation or address significant shortcomings of the present
administration building nor the scale and capacity required to meet the Fit for the Future
benchmarks. The community reference panel members were supposed to consult their
communities along the way, but this did not happen.

Before commencing the SRV process after the Community Consultation Panel made their
recommendation, Council reduced the proposed quantum of the SRV proposal to 97.8%
total so that they were not actually doubling our rates and therefore not in conflict with the
past Mayors comment “That no reasonable Council would consider doubling rates!”

The series of public meetings from the 3 — 19 July 2018 were very poorly attended (77 total)
because people did not realize the gravity of the situation. A proper course of action would
have been to write to each ratepayer and explain the 97.8% SRV proposal at this stage of
the process, but this was considered too expensive. Yet after the Council decision to adopt
the 97.8% SRV, such a letter was sent in February 2019.

The first that absentee ratepayers knew of the SRV proposal was after the series of public
meetings had started, when a long winded letter circulated with July 2018 rates notices
contained a survey that was weighted towards supporting the SRV proposal — all or nothing.

The subsequent telephone survey was similarly biased, and the 97.8% SRYV figure was
never mentioned. Respondents were presented with a barrage of numbers explaining the
seven years of SRV increments without being told that this would amount to 97.8%
cumulative, unless they specifically asked. Amongst the 302 ratepayers surveyed, the
results were 51% for and 49% against the proposed SRV, but residents who are not
ratepayers were included for a final result of 53% for and 47% against. Whilst the results
portray a marginal support (2% without Non Ratepayers) the most alarming statistic is the
lack of consultation in our largest rural land areas. From the telephone numbers obtained
(first 5 digits to reflect location — 49315 & 49317) only 6 respondents came from our largest
Rural Land precincts being in “C” Ward, with those areas being Allynbrook, Halton,
Eccleston, Upper Allyn, Mount Rivers, Lostock and Carrabolla. These areas represent over a
third of all rural land in the Shire and to only engage 6 people from these areas again reflects
the inadequacy of the consultation process and not taking into account the impact of the
SRV on Rural Land owners.
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Throughout the whole process there has been only one SRV proposal — all or nothing, and it
was presented as a series of small annual increases and shown in the media as “$100 p.a.
increase for the average residential property”, so most people did not realize the cumulative
impact. It was not until November 2018 that Council publicly stated in any media form
whatsoever that the proposed SRV would amount to 97.8% and then again in the December
2018 business paper report text (rather than the final resolution) was the cumulative figure
shown.

During November 2018 the Draft Council Resourcing Strategy was placed on exhibition
including the LTFP, Workforce Management and Asset Management plans which were
incorporated into the document; and this was the first occasion that the SRV cumulative
figure was represented in a Council document. Once the Resourcing Strategy was adopted,
Staff advised that information had been received from IPART as regards our IP&R
documents — (see Attachment 4 — Marked IN CONFIDENCE).

Whilst Council has stated that the SRV proposal would concentrate on its infrastructure
backlog and only partly meet the “Fit for the Future” criteria, it has not advised the
community how a stand-alone Dungog Shire could ever meet those criteria. From years of
amalgamation investigations it is obvious that Dungog Shire lacks the necessary scale and
capacity. The proposed increased rates are compared with those of our neighbours, but
there is absolutely no comparison in the level of service provided. Dungog struggles to
employ skilled staff and the SRVs proposed by neighbouring Councils are about provision of
extra services rather than a struggle to survive. This SRV proposal merely prolongs the
process of addressing scale and capacity at the demise of agricultural production and
hardship for our communities.

Matters of Concern

In November 2019 a fellow Councillor introduced a Notice of Motion — The Impact of
Proposed 98% SRV on Farming Families. This NOM fully articulated the impacts of Rural
Land Owners and fully demonstrated the issue surrounding rural land owners having
multiple lots individually rated. During the debate | demonstrated using the NSW Valuer
General’s spatial mapping which shows all properties that have a Valuation for rates. |
identified that there are 153 (+ or - 4 where it was not evident they are multiple owners and |
could not contact them) Family / Company multiple holding Rural Land owners in “C” Ward.

During this debate in November, comments from some Councillors as regards the impacts to
multiple rural land owners included; They can claim rates as a deduction in their Tax; If their
farms are not that viable to afford the SRV they should sell up and let someone younger
operate the enterprise; they can always sell of a portion of their land; if they are nearing
retirement they should do what all retirees do and move into smaller holdings; they should
sell of their properties and invest in superannuation moving into retirement.

Whilst the Notice of Motion recommendation to receive and note the report was not
supported by Councillors, obviously Council staff took the matter into account. In both the
December Council Business paper report to make application to IPART and the IPART
application, despite being the first any Councillor had seen such; the comments within the
attachment were included in both documents — (see Attachment 5).

Given the comments in Attachment 5 were only introduced at the December Council meeting
to determine making application to IPART, the most obvious point is that some Councillors
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had no concept of what was being stated or simply ignored the information and sought no
explanation as regards LG Act 1993 Sec. 548A.

It should have been explained to Councillors, or at least they be given an opportunity to
understand that on the 24 January 1961 when the existing Conveyancing Act Regulations
were repealed and replaced, from that date, all plans lodged for registration, irrespective of
title system, purposes or number of lots, or whether they bear Council's approval, have been
lodged as deposited plans commencing at a specific Deposited Plan number 200001. It was
soon realised that this series alone could not practically contain all plans lodged and it was
subsequently maintained for plans having five or more lots (aggregation), whilst those
comprising less than five lots were numbered in a series commencing at 500001.

Councillors should have also been cognizant that the NSW Valuer General utilizes the Mass
valuation methodology to improve cost efficiencies, as it allows a small number of valuations
to be used for a large number of properties. Councillors in considering land values should
have also been advised that in NSW, valuers who do valuations for the Valuer General all
currently use the component method.

Armed with this information Councillors should have then been made aware that in
accordance with the Local Government Act 1993 Sec. 548A that Council can only aggregate
land for rating purposes as follows -:

The Local Government Act 1993 requires rates to be levied on each ‘parcel of land’ which is
separately valued. Where in Council’'s opinion the levying of separate rates applies unfairly
the council may aggregate the land values for rating purposes by way of application.
Applications for Aggregation of Land Values must be determined in accordance with Section
548A of the Local Government Act 1993, made in writing and meet the following criteria:

a. The applicant must be the owner of the property.

b. The property for which the application for aggregation applies must be the principal place
of residency of the applicant(s)

c. Parcels must have been separately valued by the NSW Valuer General
d. Contiguous (adjoining) or for Licences, associated with a residential assessment

e. Parcels must have the same Ordinary Rate Category or same Special Rate Category or
Sub- Category

f. Parcels must be within the same Deposited Plan

When one inspects the VG spatial mapping system it is absolutely clear that the only existing
aggregation that could occur is by way of a development application to undertake a
boundary adjustment or subdivision to consolidate land. The attached table — (attachment 6)
depicts the situation of three farm land holdings and from the rates notices these people
forwarded to me. These notices also demonstrate there can be no further aggregation of
land due to the requirements of the LG Act, and this is a common trait given the historical
land patterns and subdivisions that have occurred over many years.
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Conclusion

Our communities have been treated poorly by the Council and concerns expressed by
farmers and the elderly have been largely ignored, other than to direct them to Council's
hardship policy. The previous Council forced this SRV process without ever giving
consideration to aspects of scale and capacity and did so with hindsight that even if a SRV
of such high magnitude is approved, when considering the Fit for the Future and OLG
benchmark standards, this situation will be repeated and Council will be in the same position
by 2035.

Our Council staff who have borne this enormous task of working through the SRV have done
so, as directed by the elected representatives; and as such the whole process and final
departure from common sense; not to address scale and capacity rests squarely with the
elected Councillors.

There have been opportunities squandered and other avenues open to the Council
completely ignored; where we now find that Council wants to double our Communities rates
with very little consideration to the impacts to those on pensions, those on minimum incomes
and our farming enterprises; while providing minimal services. As elected representatives,
the Councillors should have asked themselves “Who comes first, the Council or the
community?”

In conclusion, | would implore IPART to refuse the proposed SRV and only allow the first
two years of the SRV at 15% per year; inclusive of the rate peg. If this is allowed; the next
term of Council should enter into open and frank discussions with the NSW Government
outlining that scale and capacity will never be achieved and Council will continue after a
number of years in a downward spiral and that an amalgamation with another LGA occur or
the Boundary Commission investigate any advantages as regards a boundary adjustment for
the Dungog LGA.

Cr. Glenn Wall

24" February 2019
Attachment 1 — Impacts of the SRV on Family Farming Enterprises.
Attachment 2 — CONFIDENTIAL.
Attachment 3 — CONFIDENTIAL.
Attachment 4 — CONFIDENTIAL.
Attachment 5 — Comments from Council Business paper December 2018.

Attachment 6 — Impacts of SRV on farming family enterprises.
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Attachment 1 - Comments from Previous Mayor and associated Editorials and Press.
November 27 2018 — Newcastle Herald Editorial

While Dungog has some of the richest agricultural land in the Hunter Valley, it is also a region with considerable
financial and social disadvantage. At a time when the government can propose to spend huge amounts of money
on Sydney sporting stadiums, it must be galling to the people of rural regions such as Dungog to know that their
council’s financial difficulties could be effectively alleviated with money that would be little more than spare
change from such a budget.

Unfortunately, however, it is difficult to see the government turning to direct financial assistance to help councils
like Dungog, although with an election only four months away, the council and the residents of the shire do have a
timely opportunity to make their concerns heard.

Dungog needs a successful, well-run council, but the population cannot be expected to foot a disproportionate
amount of the bill. Especially when so much of the council’s financial problems can be traced back to government
policies of rate-pegging and cost-shifting in the first place.

November 26 2018 Newcastle Herald article by Matt Carr

Dungog Deputy Mayor Digby Rayward said the council was exploring other options including grant funds, lobbying,
alliances with neighbouring councils and rationalising council assets to help fix its finances.

“The impost of a special rate variation on the community must be matched by support from the state government,”
Cr Rayward said.

“The community have made it clear they cannot shoulder this burden on their own and that the state government
must assist in lifting a heavy load.”

05 July 2017 Mayor Nancy Knudsen wrote in happenings -:

“Rates Rates Rates — what will mine be? - dear to all our hearts. Two things must happen before a rate rise. First,
consultation with the community, then application by Council (proving consultation) to IPART (Independent Pricing
and Regulatory Tribunal) for approval.

Here are some facts: Since 2011, 141 Councils across NSW have applied for 'special rate variations'. The average
rise allowed over 4-7 years has been about 2.65% a year (cumulative about 16.72%). The highest ever were Parkes
in 2013/4, 13% per year for 4 years (cumulative 63%) and in 14/15 Maitland, 7.25% for 7 years (cumulative 63.22%).
Only two were allowed a cumulative over 50% and 8 allowed over 40%. (The numbers include the normal annual
rise.)

So I am not worried that IPART would allow my rates to rise by 108% over six years, as indicated recently by no
doubt well-meaning people. It's never happened, and in my opinion is never likely to happen.** The next potential
rate rise (apart from the rate peg at 1.5%) will be from July 2018, and you'll hear much more about this before then.

**The genesis of the idea of the scary 108% hike began when the State Government established some
benchmarks back in 2014 and asked the question of ALL Councils in NSW, 'What would it take for you to reach these
by 2020'.”

28 July 2017 Mayor Nancy Knudsen advised the community that -:

Rates cannot be increased without application to and approval by IPART. Since 2011, 141 Councils across NSW have
applied for 'special rate variations'. The average rise allowed over 4-7 years has been about 2.65% a year
(cumulative about 16.72%). The highest ever were Parkes in 2013/4, 13% per year for 4 years (cumulative 63%) and
in 14/15 Maitland, 7.25% for 7 years (cumulative 63.22%). Only two were allowed a cumulative over 50% and 8
allowed over 40%. Each time a Council applies (and you can apply every year for multiple years) for a special rates
rise, IPART again considers whether the community has the ability to pay. As there is no precedent for allowing a
rate rise more than 100% over six years, it is a very unlikely scenario.



Attachment 5 - Commentary from Council from the Council Business Paper 19 December 2018 and
Justification of Impacts to Rural Land Owners in the IPART SRV Application.

Council has considered the impact of the proposed Special Rate Variation on ratepayers of farmland
assessments. Council’s records confirm the number of rural assessment as 938. Of the 938 rural
assessments, 37 pensioner rebates are issued by Council, with the majority of rebates issued to
farmland assessments with a land value of less than S600,000.

Dungog’s average Land Value in the Farmland category is $600,000, however over 51% of all
farmland assessments have a land value of less than $500,000 and 85% have a land value less than
$900,000. The land values are skewed by a small number of properties (10%) in the farmland
category with a land value greater than 51,000,000.

The vast majority of farmland properties are made up of multiple lots of which each generally has
its own title. These parcels of land are valued as one holding by the NSW Valuer General for rating
purposes, resulting in all the lots listed in that one valuation and Council determining one rateable
assessment (ie: each lot does not have it’s own valuation).

Generally the lots are adjoining, but there are circumstances where parcels of land in different
locations which are used together for the same purpose can also have their valuations combined
for rating purposes. Again in this circumstance Council is provided one valuation for all the parcels
of land by the NSW Valuer General and have one rateable property. Should the SRV proposal
proceed, Council will work with owners of farmland properties held in multiple lots to seek one
rateable assessment where possible for the purposes of a more favourable financial outcome for
the ratepayer.

Properties are held in individual names, business names, property trusts and company names for
various reasons, one of which is taxation. Properties that meet the above criteria would likely also
meet the Australian Tax Office criteria of a Primary Producer and/or business in which annual
operating costs such as rates are entitled to be claimed as a tax deduction. Obviously, personal
financial circumstances are none of councils business but in our attempts to better understand
ratepayers capacity to pay, these are factors that need to be considered. How ratepayers conduct
their business or operate their properties is something each landholder would determine for
themselves based on their own circumstances, and more importantly the most benefit they or their
business would gain for their own financial requirements and from a taxation perspective.

We understand there maybe farmland ratepayers who do not strictly meet the criteria as noted in
the legislation above. The legislation does not allow using rating categorisation as a means to
provide concessions however we are investigating how Council may provide some flexibility to
take account of the different natures of farming industries so that any changes in the nature of the
industries are able to be considered.



Attachment 1.

Impacts of SRV on Family Farming Enterprises.

Identifier Category Aggregate VG Rates/lot | Total Rates | Rates/Lot | Total Rates | OSM fee & Bins Other Considerations
Capability | valuation/l | Pre-SRV Pre-SRV Post SRV post SRV HCM levy
ot
Family 1 Residential - No $234,000 $1,507.99 $2,545.76 Yes Yes One person of Pension age
Ordinary resides on Family
Farmland Already $320,000 $1,415.86 $2,772.85 HCM only Vacant | enterprise — no pension
aggregated waste entitlements
Farmland No $667,000 $3,344.56 $5,574.92 Yes Yes
Farmland No $883,000 $3,231.69 $6,391.68 HCM only No
Residential - No $67,100 $1043.18 $1,626.44 Yes Yes
Ordinary
$10,543.28 $18,911.65
Family 2 | Farmland No $945,000 $3,479.76 $6,921.72 HCM only Vacant | One person of Pension age
waste resides on Family
Farmland No $697,000 $2,662.60 $5,311.42 HCM only Vacant | enterprise — no pension
waste entitlements
Farmland Already $1,260,000 | $5,146.38 $9,606.65 OSMS x 3 & Yes
aggregated HCM
$11,288.74 $21,839.79
Family 3 | Residential — No $216,000 $1,457.86 $2,446.61 Yes Yes Two people of Pension age
Ordinary —no pension entitlements.
Residential - No $158,000 $779.33 $1,541.37 HCM only No Another property leased
Ordinary for stock agistment —
$2,237.19 $3,987.98 Currently $1,500 pa and

will rise to $2,750 by
owners if SRV is approved
at 98%
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