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“without prejudice” 

 

Objections to Maitland City Council Special Rate Variation (SRV) rate increase for years 

2014/15 to 2020/21. 

 

 

Average NSW rates 

The NSW average rate assessment for 2013/14 is $887.  

Maitland City Council’s (MCC) average rate assessment for 2013/14 of $986 is already 

above the NSW average by $99. 

Hard to compare rates if comparable council services are not offered. MCC does not offer 

four free waste pickup services through the year as adjoining councils do. Living in 

Maitland is nowhere near as desirable as in a larger city with better facilities at hand, near 

the beach and with acceptable broadband connection. 

Suggest SRV increase be refused. 

 

Comparing adjacent Councils 

Port Stephens Council with an average rate less than MCC has been able to recover 

from a $2.2 million deficit in 2011/12 and post a surplus of $1.6 million for the 

2012/2013 year.  Port Stephens Council carried out a Sustainability Review and now 

have recovered from a loss situation without asking for a rate increase. (Ref: - attached 

document “Port Stephens Council”). 

Newcastle City Council are struggling to meet commitments, have made cuts to services  

and have not made application for a Special Rate Variation (SRV) for 2014/15.               

(Ref: - attached document “Newcastle City Council”). 

(Both these Councils have business men as mayors). 

I have not noticed any real attempt by MCC to save money at all. 

Suggest SRV increase be refused and MCC study Port Stephens and Newcastle 

Council’s procedures to find ways to save money. 

 

MCC proposal 

MCC has already had Special Variation rate increases of 9.8% in 2011/12 and 10% in 

2012/13. 

However, MCC proposes to increase the average rate from $986.54 to $1,667over seven 

years. 

This is a very severe increase and will cause hardship amongst many residents of MCC. 

Suggest SRV increase be refused. 
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Survey 

For the proposed rate increase MCC contacted a limited number of people by phone or 

post to determine support for their proposal. From this limited survey they have built a 

case for the SRV increase.  In the 16 page brochure “Funding Our Future” (Ref: - MCC 

Attachment_2d_Phase_2_Promotional_Collateral_R Fund our future), on the rear page 

in the preaddressed reply paid survey, there was no provision to select a “rate peg” only 

option 

Suggest SRV increase be refused and a new survey is mailed to every property owner 

for a SRV application in 2015/16. 

 

Handling Information 

On the Maitland “www.maitlandyoursay.com.au” website I registered and filled out a 

form about the proposed rate rise and sent it off from the website. (I cannot access a copy 

of this form now from my login). After the MCC voted and agreed to apply for a SRV 

increase I asked how my submission was used. I was told it was counted as part of a 

survey and my comments were not available for MCC councilors to read. 

A neighbour, filled out a tear-off preaddressed reply paid section from the last page of the 

16 page brochure “Funding Our Future” and posted it to MCC. This was also counted 

as a survey. 

Suggest any submitted item be available for councilors to read. 

 

Availability of information  

I buy the Newcastle Herald each Thursday and Saturday.  I do not buy the local paper 

Maitland Mercury (due to the lack of information and cost). 

My first indication that the current SRV rise was proposed is when I read The MCC two 

page DL brochure “Funding Our Future” (Ref:“MCC  

Attachment_2e_Promotional_Collateral_R”), delivered with my rate notice instalment 

posted on 25/10/2013.   (I later noticed my rates at that time were higher than expected 

and found that the last two years rates had increased dramatically through a SRV from 

2010. I was unaware of any SRV increase proposal at the time). 

In this two page DL brochure “Funding Our Future” it stated “More detail is available 

at maitlandyoursay.com.au, Maitland libraries and Council’s Customer Service Centre”. 

 At East Maitland Library I obtained three copies of 16 page brochure “Funding Our 

Future”, no more copies were available at East Maitland Library.  

At the MCC Administrative Office Publications area, no copies of the 16 page brochure 

“Funding Our Future” were available. I asked Reception staff for more copies, 14 copies 

were obtained (from an area inaccessible to me) were brought to me and I took 12 copies.  

(I took the extra copies to hand out to 10 neighbours while doing a survey mentioned in 

the Communication heading). 

 

In MCC (Ref:-“IPART Special Variation Application Form – Part B”), Table 4.1.2 on 

page 109 states that 26,354 16 page booklets “Funding Our Future” were posted to 

residents via Australia Post. 

Again, in MCC  (Ref:-“IPART Special Variation Application Form – Part B”), Table 

4.1.9 on page 137 states that 26,354 16 page booklets “Funding Our Future” were 

posted to residents via Australia Post. 
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I did not receive either of the 16 page brochure “Funding Our Future”   by post. 

On the rear page of this document is a survey form with a preaddressed prepaid reply 

 

If more people received the 16 page brochure “Funding Our Future” there may have 

been greater feedback. Please consider this confusion when determining this 

application. 

 

Communication 

I attended the MCC community information session at 6.00pm on 13/11/2013 and found 

it to be poorly attended, with about 15 ratepayers and four councilors. (Most of the 

ratepayers were from Lochinvar, objecting to the MCC rezoning land from rural to 

residential without consultation of ratepayers). 

 

On the 16/11/2013 I surveyed 10 adjacent ratepayers and found only three were aware of 

a rate increase. 

 

On the 21/1/2014, I attended a MCC community information session at 10.00am, again 

poorly attended with 4 ratepayers.  

Suggest SRV be refused and better communication be carried out. 

 

Self Funded Retirees 

I am a self funded retiree with my pension income increases related to the Sydney CPI 

increases. 

I am already falling behind as the Local Government Cost Index is usually one 

percentage point above the Sydney CPI. 

I cannot believe the 7.25% increase requested by MCC will be reflected in the nominal 

Sydney CPI of around 2.4%. Each year I will be cumulatively much worse off.  

Suggest SRV be refused... 

 

Lack of information on services that could be cut.  

The 16 page brochure “Funding Our Future” on page 5 shows the MCC will still be in a 

break even situation until June 2018 by cutting services. No indication is given regarding 

the cuts to services. 

Suggest SRV be refused and MCC prepare a proposal to indicate actual services that 

could be cut without a SRV increase. 

 

Maintaining the rate after seven years. 

This SRV is proposed to catch up and improve the MCC area. Once caught up there 

should be only be a need to maintain the MCC area and will not need as much revenue. 

Mention is made of a SRV increase of 7.25%, however this an average increase overall.  

Residential rates will increase by an average of 7.83% over the seven years. 

I strongly object to MCC retaining the proposed SRV increase in the rate base. 

 

Population and Income growth in Maitland. 

Using the assumption that the % increase from new residents is the same as the % 

increase in new residential income dollars. 
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a) In the MCC (“Ref”- Attachment_2d_Phase_2_Promotional_Collateral_R Fund our 

future”), 16 page booklet “Funding Our Future”. At the top of page 4 it states the 

population of Maitland at “70,000 residents” and a “growth rate of 2%”. 

b) On the bottom of page 4 it states “2,000 new residents are expected per year”, growth 

rate of 2,000/70,000 x 100 = 2.86% pa. 

 c)  Website: -   http://profile.id.com.au/maitland/population-estimate    states the 

population of Maitland at 30/06/2012 as 71,866, with a growth rate of 2.78%. 

 

From MCC (“Ref”-Attachment_4_MCC_LTFP_detailed”), page 7, sheet labeled “Note 

3(a)”, 

Cell C17 shows the expected increase in revenue from additional residential properties 

created the previous year.  This cell showing an extra $277,000 in rates from the new 

residential properties created in year 2014/15, but costed at the 2015/16 rate. 

To work out the revenue from new residential properties in 2014/15 divide the $277,000 

by the rate increase % in 2015/16, i.e.  $277,000/(1 + 0.0805%)  = $256,362. 

Cell B16 shows the residential rate income for 2014/15, $29,393,000. 

Percentage growth in income from new properties in 2014/15, $256,363 / $29,393,000 x 

100 = 0.872%. 

In summary, a residential property growth of 0.872% in 2014/15 will provide an income 

of $277,000 in 2015/16. 

 

a) However, using a conservative growth figure of 2.0% from the MCC 16 page booklet 

“Funding Our Future” page 4, the extra residential income for 2015/16 will be 

$635,000 (shown in cell E13). 

Extra residential income from new properties over the seven years will result in total of 

residential property income of $279,555,000, (shown in cell K15) an extra $10,567,000  

over the MCC proposal of $269,188,000, (shown in cell K9). 

(Ref: - Excel worksheet labeled “2.0% population increase”. 

 

b) Further, using the already documented growth figure of 2.78% from website 

http://profile.id.com.au/maitland/population-estimate   the extra residential income for 

2015/16 will be $833,000 (shown in cell E13). 

Extra residential income from new properties over the seven years will result in total of 

residential property income of $287,086,000, (shown in cell K15) an extra $17,898,000  

over the MCC proposal of $269,188,000, (shown in cell K9). 

(Ref: - Excel worksheet labeled “2.78% population increase”). 

 

Clearly, the MCC proposed Residential income figures are using extremely low growth 

figures. 

   

Income from new properties is a windfall for MCC. Road repairs are minimal until 10 

years later and lighting costs should be lower using energy efficient lighting. 

Additionally, future new residential properties will have a higher land valuation and will 

further increase income to MCC. 

 MCC has used an unrealistic population growth rate of 0.872%. Suggest MCC use a 

realistic growth figure of between 2.0% and 2.78%  
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MCC will experience higher income of between $10,567,000 and $17,998,000 from the 

population growth figures than stated. 

Suggest SRV be refused to allow MCC to provide correct income figures. 

 

MCC Work Practises.  

Driving to and from the local Green Hills Shopping Centre I have noticed the following 

examples of MCC work practices:- 

Working overtime on Saturday’s 9th November 2013 on the Metford Road upgrade 

project to backfill behind kerbing . 

 

Working overtime again on Saturday 16th November 2013 Metford Road upgrade project 

to add filling to road.   

 

I also observed the MCC employees on 16th November 2013 leave the road site at 

1015hrs and drive to the nearby old impounding property and return at the work site at 

1055hrs on the 16th November 2013, taking a total of 40 minutes for a morning tea break. 

 

Working overtime on Saturday 8th February 2014 at the Morpeth Road /Jenna Drive 

intersection patching the road. 

 

Having to completely resurface Swan Street, Morpeth during 2013 after two years due to 

using poor quality road base. 

 

Using two staff members instead of one on a ute to repair garbage bins. 

 

Using two staff members to fill a water truck on Metford Road on 14th March at 11.30am. 

 

The MCC using staff on overtime is an indication the MCC is not short of funding. 

The taking of an extended morning tea break indicates there maybe unsavory work 

practices in place.  

Suggest an overhaul of existing work practices and procedures. 

 

Senior Management Salary increases. 

From the MCC annual reports for the years. (Ref: - attached MCC annual reports 

2008/09 p60, 2009/10 p62, 2010/2011p44, 2011/12 p88, 2012/13 p85). 

The MCC General Manager has had he following salary package increases: 

 

Year 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 Salary  2012/13 

Percent Inc. 10.87 10.94 5.81 8.97 $333,125 

 

 The MCC Executive Manager App. & Infrastructure has had he following salary 

package increases: 

  

Year 2011/12 2012/13 Salary  2012/13 

Percent Inc. 10.29 12.44 $230,625 
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The Executive Manager Planning and Environment has had the following salary package 

increases. 

 

Year 2011/12 2012/13 Salary  2012/13 

Percent Inc. 14.47 15.06 $230,625 

 

What is the basis of these Senior Management Salary excessive salary package increases? 

Considering the rest of the population have to live with a CPI increase of 2.4%. I have 

not heard of any special initiatives coming from the Senior Management. 

I have been advised by MCC that the wage increase of the Senior Management salary 

was 2.5% for 2012/13 which means the Senior Management other income has increased 

by between 6.4% and 12.56%.  

 

I have spoken to three councilors regarding these excessive increases. The first councilor 

could not advise me why the increases were made and when further asked how the 

determination was made, thought a committee was involved. 

The second councilor was not prepared to talk to me about these excessive increases 

since the MCC had submitted their application to IPART, became angry and hung the 

phone up on me. 

The third councilor, was unable to explain the reason for the excessive increases, but was 

able to advise me that a committee with a councilor on it was responsible for 

recommending the increases. 

It would appear councilors have lost touch that they are selected to work for their 

community, they seem to now work for senior management. 

These salary packing increases are far above community expectations, excessive and 

are hidden behind confidentiality and whilst purporting to have salary increase of 

2.5%, actually result in an effective salary increase up to five times the allowed 

increase.  

Suggest the confidentiality condition be removed and Senior Staff become accountable. 

 

Increase in Executive Managers to 6 

From MCC (Ref:-“Special Variation Application Form – Part B IPART”) on page 212 

appointing 6 new Executive Managers. 

Does MCC really need more Executive Managers? 

 

Contradictions in “16 page brochure Funding Our Future” 

a) On page 3 of the 16 page brochure “Funding Our Future” under the heading “Option: 

Programmed services” it states that money will be spent on upgrades to Maitland 

Railway Station and surrounds. However, at the top of page 2 it states that $11.3 million 

has been received in a grant under the “Building Better Regional Cities” for Maitland 

Railway Station precinct and Athol D’Ombrain Drive.  

 

b) Again, on page of the 16 page brochure”Funding Our Future” under the heading 

“Option: Programmed services” it states “building an indoor 25m pool”. 
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However, in the MCC (Ref: - “Attachment_1a_Delivery_Program_2013-

17_Revised_and_Operational_Plan_2014-15_R “Delivery Program 2013-17”) on page 

31 it states “developer contributions will fund the construction of an indoor heated pool” 

a) Why is MCC suggesting the SRV will pay for the Maitland Railway Station precinct 

and the “Athol D’Ombrain Drive project when it is already funded by a grant”? 

b) Again, why is MCC suggesting the 25m indoor pool will be paid for by the SRV 

when it will be funded by developer contributions? 

 

 

The “Levee Project” 

The “Levee” Project is a two part project to: - a) open Maitland Mall to one-way traffic 

and, b) provide access to the river front. Total cost of both parts is around $15 million. 

From attached document (“Ref: Levee project 1a-1c”), circled in red ink, that MCC 

hoped to fund the “Levee” project in part by a $7 million commonwealth grant. 

 

From MCC document (“Ref:-“Momentum Winter 2013”) states “total cost of the project 

is estimated at $14,795,000, which will be funded through a combination of maximizing 

Section 94 contributions, maximizing grant and borrowing funds”.   

 

From attached documents (“Ref: - Levee project 2a-2b”) circled in red ink, states MCC 

failed to apply for a grant for the “Levee” project.  

 

From attached document (“Ref:- Levee project 3a-3b”) circled in red ink “ Council has 

previously stated that it will seek to finance the project through a combination section 94 

(developer) contributions, potential future council asset sales and maximizing grant 

opportunities” 

 

From attached document (“Ref: - Levee project 4a-4b”) circled in red ink, MCC has 

given up on a grant and has now borrowed $10 million (circle 2). MCC proposed rate rise 

would not contribute capital to the Levee project, but is likely to help service a loan to 

carry out some of the work, (circle 1).  

 

The $15 million “Levee” project was supposed to be funded by a $7 million Federal 

Government grant. However the $7 million grant was refused.  Rather than be 

embarrassed and cancel the “Levee” project, the MCC has continued the project... 

Considering MCC start preparing for a SRV last year with the belief that a $7 million 

grant could fund the Levee project.  MCC ratepayers will now make interest payments on 

a $10 million loan over 10years. After 10 years the $10 million loan will still be 

outstanding and MCC ratepayers will still have to repay the $10 million loan.  

This is a huge impost on the residents of Maitland City Council. This confirms that MCC 

has limited business and financial credibility. 

Suggest the SRV application be refused. This will allow MCC to advise residents how 

the “Levee” project will be funded before making a further application for a SRV for 

2015/16. 
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In Summary:- 

 

1) MCC has underestimated income from rates by between $10.6 & $17.9 

million. 

 

2) Suggest IPART reject the extremely large rate increase and award standard 

rate pegging for the next year. 

 

 

3)  In the next 12 months allow MCC to conduct a sustainability review to;- 

a)      Determine what MCC does, 

b)    Determine at what level this service is needed, 

c)   Determine how MCC can do it better. 

  

4) Find a better way to inform and engage the ratepayers of MCC over the next 

year and formulate a proposal with more input from MCC residents with the 

intention to apply for an appropriate SRV increase in 2015/16. 

 

5) Prevent exorbitant salary package increases by senior staff. 

 

 

6) Suggest MCC itemise projects funded for by the SRV, projects funded for by 

developer contributions, projects funded by loans and projects funded by 

grants. 

. 
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