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T'@ '[P,M'
PO Box 347

Yamba

NSW 22464

1 9'h August 2015
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As a former Counciilor I do not envy your rating predicament. V
What precautions are being taken to ensure this survey is not manipulated and only
ratepayers who are being hit and actually asked to pay more are the only ones
completing it? and each ratepayer only sends in one survey. A friend completed his
online and all all he needed was an email address. Does this mean it is open to
anyone not just ratepayers, but even non ratepayers,'

I could stand accused of not putting the newly formed Clarence Valley Council on a
sound financial footing in my first and only term 2005 - 2008. In fact the writing was
on the wall then that the newly formed Local Government Authority was
unsustainable, but our focus was on integration after the amalgamation we did not
make the hard decisions as you have to now.

I enclose my survey and a brieT submission for you perusal. No reply is necessary, l
merely state the obvious that you are no doubt aware of anyway.
I believe a 40% increase over s years is an intolerable burden on ratepayers. A4%
increase including rate pegging amount plus cost savings would share the burden
more fairly.

RATE INCREASE

s YEARS X 8% = 40% INCREASE OVER s YEARS, BUT THAT IS NOT
COMPOUND, IT IS IN FACT APPROXIMATLEY47%.
What if properties go up in value? the 40% increase could be 60%, 70% or even
1 00% if the ad valorem rate, currently as values go up the AD valorem rate goes up.
What mechanism limits it to 40%'? NONE!

How will excessive increases above 8% per annum be constrained on rate payers
whose ad valorem rate increase?

A FEW EXAMPLES OF USER PAYS

1 . Library charge for book borrowing internet use.
2. Community who use facilities look after or pay for use.
3. Sports fees increases unfortunately need to increase.
4. Tourism, let volunteers in tourist industry work at tourist centre, they receive

the most benefit.
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SALE OF ASSETTS

Regional Gallery Art Collection and building - we cannot afford it. Council Buildings /
Land, Sports Complexes / Pools etc. privatise, Rationalise Assetts.
REDUCE DEBT

Pay off debt, should be the highest priority, paying interest is dead money.

,24 DISCRET?ONARY SERVICES

Make them pay their way i.e. self-funded via user pays or at least start a program to
achieve that.

ROADS

Yes many kilometres of roads and wooden bridges but the residents who pay the
minimum Ad Valorem rate (remote lower value) are the ones that get money spent
on this infrastructure. Bring in a flat road / bridge levy so everyone pays the same (if
legal) why should residents of Yamba / Grafton pay a fortune in rates for roads /
bridges they never use. This would be closer to a user pays system.

INCREASE THE BASE RATE VALLEY WIDE

A higher uniform base rate not just the Ad Valorem rate increased.

NO NEW INFRASTRUCTURE

New infrastructure freeze. Except for essential that is close to fully funded from
Commonwealth and State Governments or Coastal Reserve Trust. No new

infrastructure unless existing is hazardous. Art Work Sculpture at Turners Beach, a
waste of money. non essential. Exercise equipment Ford Park a waste of money,
non essential. Remember digging up of Yamba CBD for sustainable vegetable
plantings when thousands of acres are available in this fertile valley, another waste
of money. Return to basics roads / rates / rubbish unless extras fully funded.

COST SAVINGS

Posting this survey to 25,921 ratepayers x .70c = $18,144.70 reply paid envelope
say 30% response = $5443.4 1 TOTAL $23,599.1 1 . This could have been saved by
sending it out with rates notice as I suggested sent out one rate notice per year,
saving of $54,434.10 and try to rationalise water rates notices. Look at expensive
Whiting Beach infrastructure, no sooner built then fell into the sea!

TOTAL FAILURE OF THE RATING SYSTEM STATE WIDE

Rates should not be based on Local Government Authority's but raised on a State
wide basis and apportioned on need. Sydney raises and wastes millions that could
go to essential infrastructure. Campaign and Lobby to change the system. Just don't
slug ratepayers in one of the poorest Local Government Authority's according to
A.B.S. figures in Australia.

THE SOLUTION
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l write to you to Iet you know the real impact of this unfair and unjustified rate increase
coastal ratepayers.

qo a;) fahn
r11':f

L 4 .J

l cannot believe the mayors flippant and condescending attitude towards ratepayers as
revealed in his statements in the Daily Examiner 12.9.15. It is these comments that are the
catalyst for me to write.

Many coastal ratepayers are self-funded retirees or pensioners and these rate increases will
rate them out of their homes. Council is virtually evicting them, forcing them out due to these
massive rate increases in one of the poorest L.G.As in Australia according to ABS figures,
unlike the mayor they fully understand these rate increase impacts! as they have to pay!

THE FACTS

Many rate paying residents bought their homes many years ago when values were much
much Iower. Since differential rating started at M.S.C. the AD Valorem rate has consistently
increa=a for ratepayers on the coast especially under C.V.C.

The relief given to coastal ratepayers by M.S.C has all but disappeared. In 2005 the AD
Valorem rate was .2891 cents in the dollar. It is now .40689 cents in the dollar, a 29%

increase. The former Grafton City Council Ad Valorem rate has continually decreased! (Please
ask staff to give you the evolution of this decrease)

Add ?his wide d!screpancy to an increase !n coas?al values b7 1 00% ?0 500% !n ?he Ias? ten
years means coastal rates are astronomical now but will be in the stratosphere with a 47%
compound increase on top of past increases and future valuation increases.

I made some enquiries on other Ad Velorem rates for coastal ratepayers:

Ballina is .180828 i.e. 56% Iess A 47% increase in C.V.C. would mean

103% Less

Byron is .2897 i.e. 29% Less 76% Less

Waverley is .1546
(Bondi Beach)

i.e. 62% Less 109% Less

What's going on in the Clarence Valley Council?

Why is our Ad Valorem rate so high? and why is it going even higher?

Please study the below table for rate increases on coastal ratepayers



Rateable Value Current

Ad Valorem

Rate

Increase in Combined

Ad Valroem Total

Rate in s Years Affer s years
47%Compound Ad Valorem Rate

250,000 1,017.25 478.10 1495.35

500,000 2,034.45 956.19 2990.64

750,000 3,051 .67 1434.28 4485.95

1 ,000,000 4,068.90 1912.38 5981 .28

1 ,250,000 5,086.13 2390.48 7476.61

"This is land values, many of these are very humble homes and many are just beach shacks.

The above table illustrates just the Ad Valorem rate increase. The above table does not
include an increase in the base rate currently $320 + 47% compound = $470.40 an increase of
$150.40.

Then there is sewer currently $1076

Water $177

Domestic Waste $306

Waste Mgt Levy $48

The Mayor states these will not be going up as they have every year in the past, let us assume
he lives up to this promise.

The total rates bill in s years would be with 47% compound on Ad Valorem and base rates.

250,000 = $3572.75

500,00 = $5,068.04

750,000 = $6563.35

1 ,000,000 = $8,058.68

1 ,250,000 = $9554.01

Combine this with the most worrying fact of all, increase in rateable values are scheduled for
201 7! and those value increases are unknown and have not been factored in. It is therefore

ent!relY possible coas?al ra?epa7ers could haVe a combined increase of 70%, 80%, 100% or
even higher, above the figures above. Not a cup of coffee per week more like an arm and a
leg! Enough to force many good ratepayers and citizens out of their homes.



Your advertising used a $70,000 rateable value in Grafton as its only example I quote "for
most ratepayers it would amount to less than $2.50 per week or a cup of coffee per week for
the first year"

l put it to you this Council and its Mayor has no grasp on the reality of the real financial impact
on coastal ratepayers and as predicted prior to the forced amalgamation coastal ratepayers
have become the "milch cow" of this Clarence Valley Council. Councils example of a $70,000
rateable value property illustrates at best a total misunderstanding or at worst an attempt to
mislead.

You use an example of a property the rateable value being $70,000 the Ad Valorem rate on
that is currently $499.54 applying the same calculations the above property will be paying an
extra $234.78 at 47% compound in s years time or $4.52 per week on its rateable value. Yes!
that is a cup of coffee per week but coastal ratepayers may be paying 1 000% more or ten
times for wooden bridges and roads they never use. How is this fair? How can this be
justified?

But wait that's not all! To Pay these rates what is the gross income cne has to earn prior to
income tax. Add 30%, 40%. So it is entirely likely coastal ratepayers will have to earn $7,000
to $'l5,000 before tax per year just to Iive in their own home!

Council need to formulate some comparative key performance indicators (K.P.l's to monitor
how councils performance measured against .

1 . The previous 4 councils and 2. other councils.

To focus the staffs attention on cutting costs and generating efficiencies rather than the
simplest solution slug ratepayers more!

Also wage increases should be related to productivity increases and cost savings.

l also note rate increases on categories such as business, farmland, rental properties can fully
claim council rates and charges against income earned while actual residents have no such
recourse meaning they pay far more just to live in their homes in real terms.

The Council seems to lay the blame for these increases due to the State Governments cost
shifting. How about the Councils standing up for ratepayers and saying enough is enough.
Councils should lobby their local state member to end this and maximise income from State
grants to compensate.

No doubt your response to these figures will be just sell and Ieave and stop whinging let
someone else move in who can pay our exorbitant rates. Let people in one of the poorest and
lowest income L.G.AS in Australia be rated out of their homes who have worked hard all their

Iives to be homeowners here whether they be self-funded retirees or pensioners or
salary/wage earners. l am telling you there is something inequitable and sick in the current
rating system and this increase rating proposal will make it more inequitable and even sicker!



l ask you as councillor's what do you believe in? What principles guide you? Where is the
equity? Where is the fairness? Where is the justice and the Australian ethos?

I trust you will take steps to end this madness and make the rating system fair and equitable.
One solution may be to increase the base rate only, valley wide by as much as possible
meaning a more equitable user pays system. Another related issue is why are Yamba rates so
high when we also have income from the Clarence Coast reserves trust. How much is that
worth per annum? Or is that income being syphoned off to other non coastal reserves never

envisaged by the original trust and trustees and not part of the original trust properties and
where the actual income is actually raised being taken from that area. Has a breach of the
trustees duty occurred in this regard'. One would have to examine the evolution of this trust to
answer that question.

The only equitable solution is to put up the base rate only valley wide 47% now and waiting to
analyse the impact of valuation increases in 2017. By doing this a fairer and more informed
decision can be made when you have all the facts before you. Isn't that how decisions are
meant to be made?

An increase of the base rates by 47% now would nearly give Council the extra funds they are
seeking. It would be one cup of coffee per week for everyone and would be an intelligent
compromise and this would be accepted by the community.

I have written directly to you in respect of your position and have not sort media exposure for
the contents herein. Trusting you will take decisive action to stop this madness.
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Please complete this fprm and return via the enclosed reply paid envelope before 4pm, Friday September 25.

Rank your answers one to five, with one being strongly supportive and five being strongly against. Mark with a cross and

mark only one square in each row.

l Q..,??' ?f?':>:?1:7..,,?a

l Do you support improving Council"s operational revenue by way of a special rate rise of
8% a year for each of five years from July 1, 2016?

l Do you support improving Council's operational revenue by way of a reduction in a
range of d'iscretion'ary services and amenities (Iisted below)? (sJ 5@L ()Gl'i s ')

vay ol

('S'

r Do you support improving Council's operational revenue by a combination of the two
measures Iisted above?

Listed below are 24 discretionary services currently funded by Council. Council is seeking your views on whether these

services should be eliminated, retained or retained at a reduced level. Please place a cross in the appropriate box,

marking only one square in each row.

To as?sist Council with future Iong term capital expenditure planning can you please rank the following items 1-10 with
1 being the most important to you through to ;LO being the least important.most important to you through to 10 being the least important. .. ,,
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Tourism services and tourism promotion  / 'p  /L' , % CG 'S
Economic services and economic development or promotion services a ( F J' 'S,-AK-k-s;& :

Natural resource management services  
Community development services 'X
Youth services uR (pl?-+'5-rst'T <, x'
Ageingandaccessservices u'-A-K ?">'t-i )J
Safe communities services u C. ?s, '%4 T5 X
Libraryfacilitiesandservices U:S(2,1' PQ'f5 X
Communit7centres r. % ts,
Sponsoredeventsandfestivals 'a)t-p-J;) % PPc 'X' Lv= !v . A-Q,. t C )
Community care services not funded by other levels of government X
Public halls x'
Under-utilised, unique or unusual sporting facilities <
Aquaticfacilities pQu,i$'+e- X
Under-utilised public amenities '.

Ulmarra Pool (at the end of current contract - due for review January 2017) ::)=,

South Grafton saleyards u   'h '1 S X'
Mobile Iibrary services u'Jl[ j' q 'f S <

Grafton Regional Gallery X
Grafton Airport operation and/or ownership u'7 P % 'f 5 a',

Cemeteries {J  P?'-ffl 5  
Quarries J l

'X:Environmental sustainability services
' Under-utilised caravan parks and camping facilities z'!Ajk'T %hss J'riLi5e. b X

'l;l; 'l'j7jt ' ;qjAq!.'( :l - '  a'a 'aa' " ,, .r',  'h:14 ,, a-' - '  - ..k'lQQil-, . a'..=-' a - l's%i .' : 'a,

BrridLge,s ,, ,,lv, i
Community Services/Public Halls & Community
Centres QE*cr-;; %'ZT C4;-lEtY( €

-' Envir'onmental Prog'ram's -'- - =) Floodpla:n'-€evee Infrastructure 3
Footpaths/Cycleways QC;' F'yO-iC- 10 Public Parks & Gardens '+-
Riverside Amenities - boat ramps/pontoons/board
walks -'; (2,: .i'-x O;-e. ol

Roads - sealed and unsealed

fr,r-}'T i2,O "r'-'h (.JF s-J- aVi
]

SportingFields&Amenities 'a(i4Qi'l,, ';J?%')-) & SwimmingPools P=i2%'d'(SC 7




