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8'h March 2017

To

Local Government Team

Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal of NSW

PO Box K35

Haymarket Post Shop NSW 1240

Dear Sir}Madam

The following is a submission to you regarding the Inverell Shire Councjl (ISC) application for a
Special Rate Variation.

NB. Any sections of this submission highlighted in YELLOW are conftdential (for your eyes omy)
and are to be blacked out if this submission is uploaded. The same applies for the documents,
Support Submissions and individual's names attached to this submission.

The reason for the following submission is to:

1. draw your attention to apparent serious errors and contradictions ISC has made in its original
figures submitted to IPART in its Fit for the Future (FFF) application in 2015, regarding the
calculations of its backlog. The errors amount to such a degree of professional negligence that it
is evident that the ISC has failed to follow clear OLG guidelines, TCORP's Final Report and the
clear advice from its auditors, which was generic advice given to all local councils and designed
to assist them in formulating the FFF submissions.

2. draw your attention to the fact that the ISC has now seemingly reversed its initial arguments
regarding the backlog; the inference appearing, that it seeks to justify its application for a
Special Rate Variation of 14.25 % % (22.2% compounded) over 3 years.

3. draw your attention to the fact that while the ISC is ostensibly seeking a 14.25% SRV; that in
reality, its rate-rise will amount to 28.4% over s years from 2016-17 to 2020-21. Such a figure of
28.4% doesn't even factor in the Valuer General's land valuation increase or the annual charges
increase of 8.24% over the same s year period.

4. demonstrate that the ISC has instead of trying to clarify its financial situation to its ratepayers;
has obfuscated, manipulated and deliberately made complicated its statistical data. The ISC
appears to have made a concerted effort to stymie questioning from ratepayers and experts
who may wish to delve into the ISC's financial records. Such obfuscation is evident in the fact
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that on at Ieast one occasion, GIPA (Freedom of lnformation) legislation had to be resorted to so
as to compel ISC to release the data that it used to formulate its FFF and SRV submissions to
IPART. It would appear that the ISC has mounted a deliberate campaign to confuse individuals
or groups of people, who may wish to consider in further detail, the ISC data and subsequent
calculations. Such manipulation of processes further appears to have been applied in the ISC's
media}social media comments and to its obligatory community consultation.

s. emphasise, that whatever conclusion IPART comes to regarding the ISC's SRV submission,
IPART's report clearly highlights the ISC's questionable processes, errors and contradictions in
formulating its FFF and SRV submission figures, its community consultation, its media and
social media comments/campaign and its responses to oversite authorities.

OLG - Submission/reply

The following submission is also part of a detailed letter sent to the Office of Local Government. The
information present is detailed and is the product of extensive research and analysis. Appendices
have been supplied which will support issues presented below. Any information referred to can be
accessed via internet addresses or supplied, regards data obtained from the ISC via FOI.

In reference to the OLG, thank you ior the response to my letter of June 20, 2016 (Ref.No A496573)
regarding my concerns about the information supplied about the ISC in its Fit for the Future
submission.

In the OLG response of 11th August 2016, a reply was given, informing me that an officer of the OLG
had contacted the Inverell Shire Council so as to discuss my concerns, Accordingly, the ISC clarified
that:

Councii advised it has significantly reviewed its asset management policies,
especially in the last 18 months, under the Local Government Reform Program-
This includes two publications currently provided on Council's website titled
"Calculating the Road Backlog" and "Fit for the Future and tFie lnfrastructure
Backlog".

l am advised that Council gathered technical assessments on the standard of its
assets and as part of the process engaged an independent auditor to review
reported outcomes.

In light of such a response, it is clear the lnverell Shire Council has applied the same dissembling
tactics in response to the OLG request, as it used when it was asked for an explanation as to how it
arrived at its figures that were submitted to IPART; especially the way it reduced its initial 528
million road backlog to 55,1 million. The ISC has continually used deliberately complicated and
confusing explanations, omissions and contradictory statements depending on questions asked,
whether they derive from the media, interested citizens or the civic group, the Concerned lnverell
Ratepayer's Association (CIRA).

GIPA Request
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Moreover, in order to gain access to information concerning formulas ISC derived its calculations
from, regarding its submission to IPART;

 had to resort to the GIPA legislation to
receive what should have been freely provided by Council. Such a lack of co-operation is a further
evidence of an overly secretive culture which has developed at the ISC and affirms the perception
that it is resistant to independent reviews and public transparency.

Auditor

l note the ISC informed OLG that it had engaged an independent auditor to review report outcomes.

Firstly, regarding the ISC Road Backlog figure, these came under the Special Schedule 7, which as you
may be aware was not subjected to auditing.

Moreover, 
which has for several years served as the Inverell Shire Council's auditor, 

 that the company's task as auditor was to ensure
and gauge the way in which figures submitted by the ISC added up.  

Thus from 2017, Special Section 7 will be audited by NSW
Government appointed auditors.

ISC submitted a 7th of March 2013 TCORP Financial Assessment and Benchmarking Report as part
of its SRV support evidence to IPART which can be seen on the IPART website as of the 18/2/2017.
On page 2 of the report TCORP, places a disclaimer, part of which states:

"The report has been prepared based on information provided to TCorp as set out in Section 2.2 of
this report. TCorp has relied on this information and has not verified or audited the accuracy,
reliability or currency of the information provided to it for the purpose of preparation of the report.
TCorp and its directors, officers and employees make no representation as to the accuracy, reliability
or completeness of the information contained in the report.?

In other words,

 one can deduce that such figures would include those for the Road Backlog,
which tabulated, would enable the ISC to be deemed Fit for the Future. So long as the figures add
up, an auditing company would meet its Iegal and professional obligations, in the same way an
accountant does when working on a citizen's tax return. In the latter circumstance citizens are made
cognisant of their responsibilities by being asked to sign a form stating that the accuracy of figures
submitted, is their responsibility alone.

Therefore, it is a logical assumption for a reasonable and informed person to make, that the only
way for an accurate assessment to be made about the true extent of ISC's figures submitted to
IPART and further disseminated in public documents, which an OLG investigator cited to me in
paragraph 3 of your 11/8/16 letter, would be for there to be an external audit.
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Special Rare Variation (SRV)

That there are anomalies to ISC's figures which have been recently sanctioned, with albeit

qualifications, can be seen in the ISC's urgent push to secure a SRV of 14.25 % (Attachment A - ISC

SRV Newsletter). This rate rise is essential the lnverell Shire community has been informed, because

it is an integral part of the process that enables the ISC being deemed Fit for the Future. It is

interesting to examine the ISC documents supporting its SRV application on the IPART website as of

the 18/2/2017; that the actual rate rise, which is the ISC's preferred scenario, as presented on pg 10

section 3 of the 2017 -2027 Long Term Financial Plan over 4 years; would amount to a 23.27 %

increase; which when compounded as it would be, would result in a 25.27% increase and 28.4% over

s years. ISC states in the ISC SRV Newsletter, that water and sewerage charges will not increase until

2019-20 but no mention is made of the 4.8% average rate increase which includes sewerage and

water increases in the 2016-17 period. In other words, the value of the rateable pie and the Annual

Charges pie (although the two pies are separate) appear to be increasing. Under the heading

Revenue Assumptions pg 28 of the 2017-2027 of its Long Term Financial Plan the ISC makes a point

of not having water and sewerage increases in 2017-2018 but Iisting increases of 1.5% for 2018-19

and 2019-20 and 2.5% 2020-21 from then on, which means that not only the rates will rise but the

annual charges bill will rise by 8.4% over the s year period. The increased cost of both charges, rates

and annual charges, will have to be paid by the ratepayer irrespective as to whether charges are

made separate.

Yet, when the ISC figure for the road backlog of 55.lm is taken in to consideration, along with the

ISC's 2015 -2016 General Purpose Financial statement on P 41 showing a 551m cash, equivalent and

investments, of which 510m is untied and approximately a further 518m earmarked internally by ISC

staff, we can see an example of an anomaly. This is especially evident given that simultaneously, ISC

allocated approximately 510m in its 20116-2017 budget for roads! Thus considering the ISC is

supposed to have only a 55.lm road backlog, the question remains; where has the other 55 million

disappeared to?

An explanation for this anomaly is that ISC figures to IPART did not in fact accurately state the actual
size of the road backlog because it did not correctly apply the OLG's own rule book for determining

the backlog.

Calculating the Road Backlog

In response to OLG alerting us in its letter of the 11/8/16 to the documents on the ISC's website,

especially "Calculating the Road Backlog," we have since gone back through this document, along
with the OIG's own document, "Integrated Planning and Reporting Manual for Local Government

in NSW, March 2013". After comparing the two documents, it is apparent that the ISC has made a

mistake by not including Level 3 Average Condition Ratings with Level 4 Poor and Level s Very poor

as is clearly stated as a requirement on P 135 of the OLG Integrated Planning and Reporting Manual;

Reporbing on satisFacbory sbandard oF assebs
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In order to achieve consistency across the N5M local qovernment secbor ib is necessary to derine whab is

meant by'saUsFaaory standarJ'-

SatisFaaory is deFined as "sabisFyiru) expeaabions or needs, leaving no room For complainb, causing

satisFaction, adequate"iza lilibh btus in mind, DtG has esbablished that bhe level M satisRzctory sbandard

Fm public wrks should be y:iod (level 2)a

Coum:ils shoukl ensure that wben they are considering bhe amounb to bring assebs to a sabisFaaory

sbandard bhab ib is bhe amount oF rnaney required to bring bhose assebs up to a standard whereby they

would have a condition rabing of r3ood (level 2)- This should nob include any planned enhancemen4,s or
renewals-

ln some asset management liberature btus is rererred to as 'rehabilitabion' The ll[YJlH deFines

rehabilibabion as "ldorks to rebuild or replace parts or tomponents oF an asset, bo restore it to a

required Functional condition and extend its liFe, which may in:orporate some modiFicabion- Generally

involves repairing bhe asseb 4,:i deliver its original level oF service wibhoub resorting to siqnificant

upgrading or renewal, usin3 available bechniques and sbandards" (n0te: semence has been made bOld
for emphasis)

Yet when one considers the ISC document, ?Calculating the Road Backlog? especially the diagram

entitled lP&R Condition Ratings - Office of Local Government on P9, it clearly shows that the ISC has
not followed the OLG rule book.

l Calculating the Road/Bridge Backlog

lP&R Condition Ratings - Office of Local Government:

The NSW Office of local Governments Integrated Planning and Reporting Guidelines,
2013 provide the following Condition Assessment Table for Council Roads:

m
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r The FFF program requires t hat 98% of a Council's assets are assessed as oerng

satisfactory (ie in Condition Ratings 1, 2 or 3) by 30 june, 2020 or th at funding

l available Tor this to occur, by thts oate l

l

ti

It is thus clear that the ISC officer overseeing the compilation of this document has inappropriately

applied the rules.

s



In referencing the OLG Integrated Planning and Reporting Manual so as to attain confirmation that

the DLG had established that a level of Satisfactory Standard for public works was in fact Good (Level

2), we referred to other documents including the IPART "Review of criteria for fit for the future,

Local Government - Final report September 2014", which states;

4.4.2 lnfrastructure Backlog Ratio
The infrastructure backlog ratio measures the estimated cost to bring assets to a
satisfactory condition divided by total infrastructure, building, other structure
and depreciable land improvement assets. (Again bold my emphasis)

This as you can see from IPART's own document, refers the OLG directive that satisfactory should be

regarded as Good (level 2)

Moreover, to affirm in more detail the actual circumstances regarding the Road Backlog ratio, we

went to TCorps Report, "Financial Sustainability of the NSW Local Government Sector", Final

Report 3 0ct 2014 by John Comie and on P9 found that again, it reierred to the infrastructure being

brought up to a Satisfactory level;

vii). Infrastructure Backlog Ratio
This ratio identified a council's reported asset renewal backlog relative to the total reported
value of its depreciable buildings and infrastructure. A council's score for this indicator was
given a weighting of 10% in calculating its overall assessment.
In calculating a council's score, TCorp based the council's asset renewal backlog on its reported

Special Schedule 7 forecast of the estimated cost to bring assets it was responsible for, up to a

satisfactory condition. The basis of information reported in that document is quite variable

between councils. Special Schedule 7 is unaudited and interpretations as to what is needed and

what constitutes a satisfactory condition are necessarily subjective. Answers to this question will

depend on the willingness of service recipients to pay (and also whether there is a perception of

the possibility of grants from others to fund such expenditure) and consideration by a council of

its community's other needs and priorities. (Note: bold has been included here for emphasis)

We theri researched if there was any way a Local Council could change the ruling from the OLG

definition of Satisfactory being Level 2 and found that:

"The measure of acceptable level of service is default at "2? unless community consultation has a
measure that is accepted as less for example"3"."

What needs to be made clear here is that the ISC did not engage in any community consultation

regarding changing the OLG default setting of Level 2 being the definition of satisfactory. At no
time has the ISC implemented the necessary processes needed to change the default setting for
Satisfactory Level 2, such as conducting workshops with the community, conducting community
surveys, putting asset management plans on long term display or setting up committees

compiled of independent experts and community members, for the specific purpose of seeking
permission to downgrade Satisfactory to a Iesser level such as Average Level 3.

Further, it is concerning that the ISC has constantly used its auditor as a justification for the
veracity of its figures it submitted to IPART, yet failed to follow the standard advice given by
Forsyths; that Satisfactory for the Backlog must be Level 2 and above, unless significant
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community consultation has been seen to take place. Such community consultation did not

occur and it is interesting to compare its absence with ISC's recent attempts at obligatory

community consultation regarding its current SRV application, which will be examined further in

this paper.

Upon enquiry, it would appear other neigbouring Local Councils, 

 correctly followed the OLG definition of level 2 being satisfactory. It appears that they

followed the OLG, Integrated and Reporting Manual directions of including Level 3 Average

with Level 4 Poor and Level s Very Poor. It has been made clear that Satisfactory, regarding the

backlog, was made up of Level 2 good and Level 1 Excellent.

It would be understandable, if Local Councils became concerned, at the prospect that other

Local Councils may not have followed OLG rules regarding the backlog calculations; especially

considering the implications faced by those councils not found Fit for the Future in the time

allocated and with a lack of resources needed to develop rectification plans. Being found fit has

benefits such as paying lesser interest rates on money borrowed via a new TCorp scheme.

Such a benefit ISC was quick to make use of, which is evident when it informed The lnverell

Times, 24 August, 2016 (?lnverell Council lands S2 million for sewerage expansion) that it had

borrowed money, via a TCorp loan scheme at a reduced interest rate because of its FFF status.

"The banks offered council interest rates that averaged about 4.'l 1 per cent, but TCorp

provided the funds at just 3.02 per cent. It means council will save $147,000 over the

1 0-year life of the Ioan.

"lnverell Shire Council emerged as a FFF council during the recent statewide

analysis, and as a result, it is one of only a few councils that TCorp has to date

supported with a major loan," 

FOI Request

After receiving feedback about its application and after provided FOI access to the data that the
ISC used to develop its road backlog report which it eventually submitted to IPART, it became

clear that by counting Level 3 in with level 1 and level 2, approximately 43% of the roads had
been left out.

This figure of 43% was arrived at from the ISC figures as provided with by ISC
after submitting an FOI request. Instead of being provided with summaries which might reveal
calculations and tabulations of the data, nstead was provided with a large box of raw

data that external researchers had collected regarding the extent and condition of the ISC road

and asset network. Such raw data had been presented to without any semblance of

order. The intent of such disarray appeared to be designed to confuse and distract. However,

prior employment as  enabled him to utilise the
raw data to arrive at the figure of 43%. Yet even ISC's sanitised figures to IPART reveals clearly
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that presenting Level 3 as being counted as Satisfactory, has resulted in 7.3% being removed

from the road backlog as shown in the ISC's Special Schedule 7 which as you would be aware has
not been audited.

Thus the confusion of conflicting figures arises from data from the ISC's own figures and

nowhere else. This in itself is cause for concern, as it prohibits ratepayers from trusting let

alone make sense of the information. If  figures are correct the actual road backlog

would be around at least S30 to 535million. This aligns more to the 528m ISC Road Backlog

figure presented by the ISC two years ago. Such a figure more realistically explains the pressing

need for a rate rise, which the ISC is currently in the process of applying for.

An examination of the ISC's own figures used to defend its position reveals an inconsistency of

accounting logic. One thing is certain - the ISC has left out Level 3 from its Road Backlog figures

to IPART and in doing so, went against the advice of its own auditors. This is a serious error.

ISC's apparent deliberate omission of level 3 assets is further demonstrated in its 2015-2106

Annual Financial Statements, as published on its website.

Irmrell Shire Council

Special Schedule 7 - Reporl on lnfras}ructure Assets as at 30 June 2016

!!'000

While the categories Unsealed Roads, Bridges/Culverts/Causeways and Footpaths all have a
percentage of assets in condition 3, the reported estimated cost to bring to satisfactory
standard is zero. Further doubt is cast over the validity of ISC's figures when using its own

published methodology for calculating backlog (i.e. using only condition 4 and s assets). Isc
reports that 2% of its Sealed Road category assets are condition 4, and have an estimated cost
to bring to satisfactory of 95.097million. The gross replacement cost of these condition 4 assets
is !>3.342million. In other words, what is being suggested is that to bring its condition 4 assets
up to scratch would result in costing 5.097 million, but to build them again from scratch would
only cost 3.342. This makes no sense and raises serious concerns as to the standard of
accounting practices being applied.
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At the June Ordinary Council Meeting, following a presentation to the meeting by  
regarding the Road Backlog, a senior ISC financial officer (not an engineer) purported to know all 
there was to know about roads and presented his view on the ISC’s calculations of the Road 
Backlog.  

  
.   

 
 

 

The     
. Given the procedures of the council meeting,  was not permitted to 

respond to the evident errors asserted at the ISC, regarding the gross sum figures of the 
backlog. For example,  had established that two large timber bridges in the network 
costed at $4.0 million remained to be overhauled, but these had been left out of the ISC 
calculations. Similarly, the gravel roads component, kerb and gutter repairs, footpaths and other 
such infrastructure had not been given a value. The roughness charts clearly revealed that with 
the very poor, poor and average roads contributing 79% of urban and 59% of rural roads, the 
road network would need considerable work. See ISC’s Consultant Ausroads’ Roughness and 
Rutting Pie Graph obtained via GIPA 9 FOI) (ATTACHMENT J). 

   
 

.   
. ROUGHNESS AND 

RUTTING WERE IN FACT THE SCIENTIFICALLY BASED DATA COLLECTED IN THE FIELD. Other data 
was referred to  

 regarding AADT- annual average daily traffic cracking, the percentage of heavy 
vehicles, school bus routes, width of lanes, shoulder width, traffic accident history, horizontal 
and vertical alignment. The data from these areas, that was   

as playing a major impact, , actually has a minimal 
impact when determining the road backlog figures, when compared to roughness and rutting. 

   
 

 
 

It is interesting to note that at the May 2016 Ordinary Council meeting, when  
 presented a pie chart revealing percentages of poor/average roads etc which in 

fact, constituted the summary sheet provided by the Ausroads consultants employed by the ISC; 
 

, which in fact had been obtained from the 
ISC’s own data via a FOI request (ATTACHMENT J).  



 

 

PowerPoint - ISC Response

As a result of this, the ISC spent time between the May Ordinary Council Meeting and the July

Ordinary council meeting compiling a 53 page PowerPoint presentation entitled "Calculating the

Road Backlog."   calculations

of ISC's data which he accessed by an FOI application. This PowerPoint is the basis of the detail

presented above, and is the same document that the ISC currently has on its website and which

is used to justify the road backlog in reg,ards to OLG inquiries.

As far as a Governance point of view is concerned, the major error it contained on page 9 of the

PowerPoint notwithstanding, the entire document contained only 2 pages of measureable data

and with the rest contradictory and impossible to be available to interpretation by any ISC

One of ISC's declared essential needs for a special rate variation regards its infrastructure

backlog ratio. If ISC's quoted backlog of 1.09% is to be believed, it presently has an
infrastructure backlog of approximately 50% of the OLG's "Fit" benchmark of 2%. If ISC's

reported backlog could literally almost double before it would exceed this benchmark, can it

then be used as a justification for an SRV?

Page 33 of ISC's 2017-2027 Long Term Financial Plan illustrates ISC's Building and lnfrastructure
Renewal Ra?i0 is well !n excess of 100% for the 10 Vear per!od (as h!gh as 229.29% in 2017 and
176.35 in 2018). In other words, this ratio is ?how much are we spending on renewing our roads
divided by the rate they are falling apart at (depreciation). The fact presented here, is that the
depreciation figure comes from Note 9a - a document which 15 audited). Note the
commentary below the graph As shown, Council meets this FFF Benchmark under the Base Case 'do
nothing' Scenario.
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lnverell Shire Council
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Note 9a from ISC's 2015/2016 Annual Financial Statements itemises annual depreciation

expenses. Buildings and Infrastructure have a total annual depreciation of 56.043million. With
the ?do nothing scenario? showing a renewal ratio of 176.35% for the 2017-2018 year, capital

expenditure would be approximately §lO.65million. By removing the annual depreciation
expense of 56.043million, ISC will spend 54.61million in excess of its infrastructure renewal
requirements in one year. This additional expenditure would all but eliminate the reported
55.097million backlog in one year under a do nothing scenario using ISC's own FFTF figures in

in Long Term Financial Plan

Council has earmarked 55.lm from its SRV to address its infrastructure backlog. The SRV will

provide ongoing funding, whilst the elimination of a backlog is a ?one off" event. Once this is

done, provided the ISC allocates an average of 56.043million per year (its audited depreciation

expense) to capital renewal of infrastructure, the backlog supposedly ceases to be an issue.

Published Building and lnfrastructure ratios in excess of 100% demonstrate ISC has the capacity

to do this, particularly when its graph is accompanied with the commentary, As shown, Council
meets this FFF Benchmark under the Base Case 'do nothing' Scenario.

As you can see we have scrutinised the ISC's figures assiduously and meticulously, despite
incurring sustained opposition from the ISC and in particular opposition meted out by the

.
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When we raised the anomalies and discrepancies several times throughout 2016, 

Arising from our concerns (ATTACHMENT

F) The Inverell Times published an article on Friday 1 April 2016, "Forecast out by 77.5 million."

Shortly after this ISC responded by producing a PowerPoint and report entitled "Calculating the

Road Backlog" which your letter referenced and which is discussed above. The ISC made no

attempt to discuss the issues posed by  the . In

fact, when he attended the Ordinary Council meeting, 

 , 
  which he was unable to reply to because of

council meeting protocols.

Further, when the apparent ISC calculation was pointed out in a Ietter to the lnverell Times

outlining the steps needed for people to check the ISC Docs, Calculating the Road Backlog on

their Website against the OLG Integrated and Reporting Manual, 

  

. In an lnverell Times Article Sept 7 2016 "lnverell Shire Council

road's backlog a non-issue? (ATTACHMENT G) ;

 said he realised it was difficult people to follow all of council's procedures.

'lt is a process that involves technical assessment and the application of accounting
standards. So it does involve people who understand the various processes.

It's certainly not hard to understand that it would be a difficult subject for anyone who
is not involved in understanding the accounting codes, the integrated planning and
reporting manuals and the asset management manuals," he said.

 The subtext of what he was saying
appears to be that ratepayers are not in a position to question council processes.

  , it did not answer why
the ISC failed to follow OLG rules when other councils calculated their FFF calculations by

following OLG's rules.  is to be accepted as logical and not
simply as sophistry, it begs the question whether experts employed by surrounding councils,
who did follow OLG's rules, were in contrast professionally lacking and not up to the level of

accounting standards of the ISC.

What is clear is that the ISC, in the preparation of its submission to IPART, downplayed its road
backlog by not counting Level 3 Average with Level4 Poor and Level s Very Poor contrary OLG
rules for determining road backlog. The percentage therefore left out ranges from 7.5 to 43%
both figures derived from ISC data. In reality, the figures claimed by the ISC as audited are
effectively not, as many come from Special Schedule 7 that is not audited and by way of the
standard disclaimer that auditors attach to their audits. Even TCORP refuses to guarantee the

accuracy of the information given to them by councils. Over the Iast 4 months the ISC has been
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working towards a Special Rate Variation (SRV). It claims that if it is not granted by IPART a rate

rise above the benchmarks over the next 3 years its backlog will soar and its service standards
will be effected.

Promotion and Consultation

And so it has embarked on a campaign to justify the need for the SRV using well-rehearsed

techniques of misinformation, inadequate public consultation and misleading and confusing

dissemination of information, without nary a twinge of acknowledgement of the hypocrisy of
the whole procedure.

l draw your attention to the "Survey - Yes Minister" Series 1 Ep. 2" YouTube, as regards to

how to conduct a survey. It is worth looking at this before moving on to the next part of this

submission which will discuss the ISC's community consultation process as part of the

requirements set by IPART that must be met by the ISC to be granted an SRV. Please refer to

Caroline WILSON's detailed report on the ISC's community consultation process and an analysis

of the survey process conducted. Caroline Wilson's Report should be regarded by IPART as a

submission in its own right as well as a support document for this submission. ( CONTENTS 3)

Please also refer to (ATTACHMENTS A) ISC Newsletter - Special Rate Variation Dec 2016,

(ATTACHMENT B) ISC - Fit For the Future Fact Sheet SRV, Dec 2016 ( it has been annotated to

highlight a number of contradictions about ISC claims) and (ATTACHMENT E) ISC - Frequently
Asked Questions - SRV.

Caroline WILSON's report on the ISC's Community Consultation raises concerns as to whether

the ISC made a genuine attempt at informing the lnverell Shire Community about the need for

an SRV and getting community feedback or whether the whole process was simply a cynical act

of ?lip service" needed to meet one of IPART's requirements to obtain an SRV. See also

(ATTACHMENT H) the lnverell Times Articlel/3/2017 - "Inverell Shire reveal survey results..."

and compare the way the ISC selectively moulds the actual statistics to claim that the majority

support an SRV. Refer to the detailed comments in Caroline Wilson's report.

Promotion - ISC SRV Newsletter

(ATTACHMENT A) the ISC's SRV Newsletter, posted to all ratepayers, is a glossy 4 page

presentation the ISC submitted as evidence to IPART. On page 3 of the newsletter is a diagram

of a magnifying glass, under the heading, Where will the 513.66 million SRV be spent over the

period to 2025-26? The figure of S5.1 is cited for the Roads Infrastructure Backlog. Yet that

amount is to be paid for in one year if the ISC's figures in its lnfrastructure Renewal Ratio

shown in its FFF submission is to be believed. Moreover, after 2026, if one considers the terms

of the ISC's 2017-2027Long Term Financial Plan, a question remains as to when the S5.1 Million

going to be spent on as the Backlog will have long been eliminated?

Furthermore, if one looks at the ISC's Special Schedule 7 - Report on Infrastructure Assets as at

30 June 2016 (ATTACHMENT D) it is clear that the ISC has adequate funds already as it has spent

more money than the required maintenance 2015/2016 on sealed and unsealed roads. So the
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pg 3 diagram that suggests ISC will spend S2.33 Million on additional maintenance of the rural

road network and the S.99 Million for grading Shire roads is by the ISC's own figures not needed

as the ISC has more than adequate funds. This points to the fact that ISC's accuracy of its

information to the community is seriously questionable and it is clear that the average

ratepayer would not be able to form an accurate picture, so as to make an informed judgement
as to whether the SRV is needed or not.

NOTE: when you examine the ISC claims in (ATTACHMENT B), Fit for the Future Fact Sheet (SRV)

you will see it has been annotated in red ink, highlighting factual and interpretational

inconsistences by the ISC, which brings into doubt the worth of the document as a viable

information source for the community.

Fact Sheet 2 - Frequently Asked Cluestions (FAQs

On page 6 of (ATTACHMENT E) of the SRV -Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), under the

question, ?lf the value of my land increases does that mean Council's total rate income will also

increase?", the answer presented is NO. Yet further reading makes it clear that the land value

increases will affect the total of a ratepayers' rates. This is because as the value of the land is

increased, so a rate rise will be calculated of a figure of greater value. For example, 1% of 100 is

greater than 1% of 90. The ISC's answer is a classic example of "No meaning Yes", which only
ends to needless confusion and is either an example of bad writing or an attempt to obscure the

actual situation on the ISC's part.

As a corollary to the above it is interesting to look at the wording the ISC used in their SRV

Application Notification Letter to IPART on pg2 Dot Point 4 claims:

S5.10M to the lnfrastructure Backlog, being for Heavy Patching, Pavement Stabilisation and

Rehabilitation on the Regional Road Network (Council has the Iargest Regional Road Network

in New South Wales);

(ATTACHMENT C) Is a Roads and Maritime Services list showing that Central Darling has the
Iargest Regional Road Network in NSW with790kms and that the ISC is 6fh with 391kms. Also the
Regional Road Network is funded by the NSW State Government Program Funding Scheme
which is made up of two types, Block Grants and the Repair Program both of which are
administered by the RMS. The ISC may add their mor'iey to that if they choose but the ISC has
made no mention that it is topping up the NSW State block grants in their financial figures. In
other words, one can only conclude that the ISC doesn't understand correct terminology or
where funds come from, is somewhat sloppy with the facts or decided to take a short cut in

their application for an SRV in the hope that it won't be noticed.

Specific details concerning implementation of the SRV

Now the ISC has changed its arguments to suit its request to IPART for an SRV rate rise of
14.25%, khe facf !S fMe acfual rafe rise W!11 amounf f0 22.2% oVer 3 Vears or 25.27% oVer 4 Vears

and 28.4% over s years. Additional to that will be the Annual Charges on water, sewerage and
sform wafer for 2018-19 and 2019-20 0f 1.5% fMen 2.5% from 2020-21 as a projecfed increase,
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then the Annual Charges over s years will increase 8.24%. Note: Annual Charges are calculated

separately to rates and cannot be compounded with the Rate increase of 28.4% over s years but

will be a compounded increase on the Annual Charges a ratepayer is charged, in addition to

their rates. In other-words the ratepayer will have to pay both. All these figures were derived

from the ISC's own data from its 2017-27 Long Term Financial Plan submitted to IPART.

And as all these percentage increases are compounding from year to year, they can be very

confusing to the ratepayer and councillor alike. Needless to say, the end result will be very large

rate rises. 

What chances then do the ratepayers have of making sense of the SRV issue? Now the ISC is

saying that it needs a rate rise or its backlog will blow out. The ISC cannot have it both ways.

Conclusion

To conclude it is evident that ISC downplayed its road backlog in order to meet FFF

requirements. It is evident that ISC has manipulated financial figures in such a way that what has

been presented is not accurate. In presenting a SRV submission to IPART, ISC may well wish to

address the true extent of its Road Backlog. Then again without accurate assessments of the

ISC's financial figures, it could be that ISC is making an unnecessary claim for a SRV. Whatever

the true state of the ISC's financial state, the ISC has blurred and changed figures and

arguments so persistently and frequently that that it is evident that an external audit is

required to ascertain the reality of ISC's financial position.

Yours siricerely,

Caroline Wilson
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7/03/17

To

Local Government Team

Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal of NSW
PO Box K35

Haymarket Post Shop NSW 1240

Dear Sir}Madam

The following is a submission to you regarding the lnverell Shire Council (ISC) application for
a Special Rate Variation.

As an addendum to Martin Bower's letter addressing concerns regarding the reporting of
lnverell Shire's road backlog et al, l would like to raise questions regarding the effIcacy of
the consultative process that the lnverell Shire Council (ISC) was required to carry out as
part of its submission to IPART for an SRV.

In measuring ISC efforts to comply with"Community Awareness and Engagement for Special
Variations in 201 7-18" as stipulated in IPART's fact sheet, it is clear that of the 10 processes
recommended, a mere s were in fact implemented. They included:

*

*

*

*

@

Fact sheets

Media releases

Online survey

A random survey of 400 ratepayers stratified to capture the population
characteristics of the LGA

Resident workshops

It is my assertion that in implementing these processes, the ISC did not effectively or
accurately, inform ratepayers in a way that would constitute"community awareness and
engagement." In presenting my case l shall consider ISC's handling of 4 of its s community
engagement strategies.

1. Fact Sheets

In December 2016, ISC disseminated to all local households a SRV Newsletter. It is my
assertion that much of the information and statistics presented, were erroneous and
misleading.

For instance, in arguing the reasonableness of the request for a SRV, a table was presented
comparing lnverell's current rate income over 2014-15 with other neighbouring councils. At
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first glance a ratepayer may well accept the data, vvere it for the fact that on the same page
was also included this detail - that since 2011, 128 councils in NSW have received increased
rates courtesy of a SRV, including the councils of Tamworth, Glen lnnes, Gwydir, Tenterfield,
Armidale and fVoree.

Thus in attempting to make the case that lnverell's rates are statistically down in
comparison to comparable neighbouring councils, it can be seen that the table is misleading
because it doesn't present lnverell's rates AFTER a SRV as is the case with the statistics of
the other councils Iisted in the table and if it had been done so, it would have revealed that
increased rates generated by a SRV would in fact result in lnverell commanding some of the
highest general rate incomes in the Northern part of NSW.

A second area that is erroneous and misleading arises from the section entitled "Phase in
period for the SRV' on page three of the newsletter. It stipulates in point 3 that,"the 14.25%
SRV will be phased in at 4. 74% p.a. over three years, commencing from 1sf July 201 7 and will
be in addition to the IPART approved Rate Peg of 1.5% in 201 7-18 and 2.5% for the following
two years ending 30 June 2020." Also to consider is that point 4 outlines that,"the 14.25%
SRV will generate 5l3.66m over a 9 year period from 201 7-18 to 2026-26...?
Given that it is stipulated that the increased revenue will result in 513.66m over a 9 year
period up to 2026, the question remains as to whether rates after 2019 will return to the
2016 leVel or will s?a7 a? ?he ?hird ins'Lalmem leVel where the final 4.7S% of the ?0tal 14.25%
kicks in as of 2019. If rates were to continue at the 2019 level (not taking into consideration
additional rate pegs) up to 2026, then substantially more than the stipulated 513.77m
would be generated.

A third area where the newsletter is erroneous and misleading is the pie-graph on page 3
that stipulates that of the supposed 513.77m generated, §5.lm would go towards a road
backlog. The ratepayer is asked to accept on faith, a differentiation between a road backlog
of a mere ss. lm as opposed to a 52.33m in?additional maintenance of rural road work,"
§l.47m for"additional bitumen resealing and gravel re-sheeting," a further S990,000 for
grading shire roads, S250,000 for culverts, causeways, etc and S300,000 for roadwork and
renewal of existing streets - all of which results in total of 510.44m which incidentally
conflicts with the ISC total of 510.33m

Furthermore, while there is a problem with asking ratepayers to differentiate the different
percentages which in any event all go to constitute road maintenance per se, the actual
officially demarcated road backlog of 55.lm can be called into question as its formulation
demonstrably did not include acknowledgement of level 3 assets as was made evident in
ISC's 2015-2016 Annual Financial statements (which is explained in more detail in Martin
Bower's letter). Also these figures do not take into consideration tied State and National
government grants.

A fourth area of contention is evident on page four of the newsletter which presents a table
outlining statistics that purport to show how"the rate peg + 14.25% SRV will impact on MY
Rates?" What it doesn't take into account is the recent substantial hikes in land evaluations,
which were referenced in the 20 January, 2017 edition of the lnverell Times in a front page
article entitled"Gold in the Ground.? The article written by  ted the NSW
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Land Valuer's report which has revealed that there had been a rise of 15.4 % in overall Iand
evaluations in the lnverell Shire, with residential Iand averaging an 8% increase and rural
lands returning 20.3%. One of the local drivers of such evaluations has been identified as
being the development to expand the Yarrandoo Open Cut Sapphire Mine, although
interestingly the section on revenue from mining rates as presented in the SRV newsletter
was presented as being nil. It can therefore be seen that the estimations presented are not
only misleading but erroneous.

This situation while not addressed in the Newsletter SRV, is reluctantly confirmed in ISC's
Fact Sheet 2 which poses and answers Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). One of these is,
"lf the value of my land increases does that mean Councirs total rate income will also
increase? Astoundingly, ISC's immediate response to this was"No it will not."

Yet such an emphatic response contradicts ISC's own acknowledgment presented further
along, that the"Iand values of properties throughout the Shire determine the level of rate of
each property owner should pay." The FAQ sheet concedes that the valuations are indeed
determined by the NSW Valuer General and that?the process is something Council cannot
influence." More significantly it agrees that "any significant fluctuation in your land
valuation will impact on the amounts of rates you pay." Thus even in its own words, ISC
appears to concede that rate valuations can rise beyond the estimated figures.

A final point concerns monies allocated to infrastructure renewal. A reading of the pie-graph
on page 3 gives no impression that money has been allocated to it other than S300,000 for
roadwork and renewal of urban streets and 5250,000 for culverts, causeways drainage and
footpath renewal over a 9 year period. This is odd, especially considering that ISC in 2014,
announced a plan to overhaul the CBD and implement a multi-million dollar town renewal
plan. In March of 2015, ISC undertook a costing to implement one stage of the project and
discovered that it would cost 53.83m alone. In the Operational plan of 2016, page 11, it was
stated that the Town Centre Renewal Plan (TCRP) would"be postponed to 2020/2021 or
beyond." Given that ISC has made no reference to the possibility of the TCRP being aborted,
it is fair to ask since the project still sits on the council books (indeed the urban planner's
TCRP was accepted as a concept plan in June 2014) what plans if any, exist for it beyond
2020/2021, in Iight of the fact that so Iittle monies has been earmarked for urban renewal
towards 2026?

In light of such developments it is my contention that the ISC in disseminating its SRV
newsletter failed to engage effective and clear"community awareness and engagement."

2. Online survey

"Community awareness and engagemeM' also has not occurred with ISC's online survey. In
the 8 February business paper for the special ISC meeting, 

"a total of 200 residents completed the survey." He then ads the caveat, that
"Councillors will note that not all questions were completed by the respondents." In fact a
perusal of the survey shows that 200 did indeed answer the first question, "Would )/01/ like
to continue with this survey?" Yet only 146 actually answered questions 11, 12, 13, 14 that
were pertinent to the need for a SRV.
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More specifically in responding to Question 11 which entailed,?thinking about the role of
local government in providing services to the community, please indicate whether you agree
or disagree with the following," 146 answered in total and of the options provided, 85
agreed as opposed to 50 who disagreed, with 9 indicating they did not know (total 144)
rega rding the statement:"My rates should only pay for basic services."

Moreover, regarding the statement that, "i am prepared to pay more to get a broader range
of services," out of a total of 146, 95 disagreed, 40 agreed and 11 purported not to know.

Regarding question 13: "which of the following best describes your views on local
government spending on services in your area," 146 responded, with 39.04% affirming that
"local government is spending just the right amount," with another 8.22% affirming that
local government should spend"a lot less on services." This is opposed to 10.27% who
responded favourably to the statement,"local government should spend more on local
services? and another 22.60% who affirmed that"/oco/ government should spend a little
more on local services."

Regarding question 14:"if local government should spend more on services how do you think
this money should be spent," 146 answered in total with 51.37% responding in the
affirmative to "cutting spending" and another 10.96% responding yes to "borrowing
money.? Only 9.59% agreed to"increasing water and sewer rates? with a further 36.30%
agreeing to,"charging users more for services."

Thus to conclude, 80 out of 50 ratepayers clearly agreed that rates should only go to basic
services, 95 out of 146 opposed the idea of paying more to get a broader range of services,
a predominant minority of 47.26% either affirmed the notion that local government
spending is just about right or Iess should be spent, along with a clearly majority of 55.37%
affirming the notion that Council should cut spending in order to deal with expenditure for
services. Clearly such responses do not provide the General Manager with enough evidence
for him to conclude that the majority of the 146 online responders had ever agreed to the
notion that the lnverell Shire should have a SRV.

3. Random survey of 400 ratepayers (phone survey)

A consultative group 
) oversaw a phone survey (carried out by Galaxy Research) of 400 ratepayers.

While the report now constitutes a public document, it was not made available to the public
by the ISC, until after an ISC Special meeting was held.

In any event the report poses some problems. Firstly, is the admission that due to time
constraints, those conducting the survey felt obliged to divide the 400 into two separate
groups of 200, with each group being asked 10 of the overall 20 questions regarding
particular categories of services. It is therefore questionable as to whether the statistics
generated from this can be accurately assessed as being derived from 400 ratepayers as
opposed to 200. Given that the UTS report has made a point of observing that out of
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lnverell's 16,000 residents 400 provides a"confidence interval of 4. 75 at the 95% confidence
level," it is therefore arguable as to what confidence Ievel is derived from 200.

lVloreover, while the UTS report covered a number of issues, the salient one regarding
"views on funding local government expenditure,' as presented in a graph in section 2.5
under the heading"Paying for Investment in Services," reveals that 43% supported"cutting
spending or services in some areas," with another 8% advocating?borrowing more money."
Conversely only 3% surveyed, supported increasing water and sewer rates, with another 9%
supporting increasing Iand rates and 17% advocating charging users for the services they
use.

Such findings did lead the UTS group to conclude that,"a majority of lnverell Shire residents
think Iocal government should raise funds by cutting spending or services in some areas."
Conversely they observed that only a substantial minority or small minority supported other
means of revenue raising.

While  emphasised in his 8 February business report to Council a
finding made by the UTS group that most ratepayers"are not prepared to accept a decrease
in services," which he cited so as to justify a community call for a SRV, I do not believe that
the UTS findings as presented above supports a request for a SRV. As such l believe that 

4. Resident workshops

IPART recommended that resident workshops should be conducted. However, it Ieft it open
to interpretation as to how such workshops should be formulated. In any event, it was
decided that from the 400 ratepayers who took part in the phone survey, 25 would be
selected (and paid) to participate in a one and half day workshop. Nineteen turned up on
the day, with one person pulling out at its close. By the end of the first day the majority
were opposed to having a SRV. By the end of the second day, 13 of the remaining 18
allegedly supported a SRV with s opposed. Of the efficacy of the process involved, it is
worth noting that  who was one of the participants on the panel had this to
say in  comment posted to my anti rate-rise change.org petition:

?/ was on the paid panel and we did not agree to this (which is what they are saying we did).
Most of us recognised the need for the rise. HOWEVER we did not agree that it should be to
the extent for that period of time. We suggested less over the same period, or the same but
over a longer period. / doubt either of these options have been looked into. / feel the data
has very much been misused to push the council agenda."

Another issue to consider is the problematic makeup of the Panel. The UTS report noted of
its ?deliberative panel? there was an "over-representation" of ratepayers from the lnverell
Township. It noted that there were some participants residing in small villages, but deduced
overall there was an under- representation of rural areas. While farmers constitute a
minority of ratepayers in the shire, the fact is that the farmland they own, contributes 32%
to the overall rate burden as is made evident in a pie graph placed in the ISC's SRV
newsletter. Also to consider as indicated previously is that farmers have also had to cop the
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Shire's lion share of an increase in land evaluations, with farm lands seeing an increase of a
whopping 20.3% for the 2015 - 2016 period. For these reasons I would argue that such an
under-representation of the rural community appears problematic and is further evidence
that IPART's stipulation that"community awareness and engagement for special variations"
has not been complied with.

S. A Second Post-Phone Survey
In the November Business paper of 2016, (D9)  included a reference to an
additional ?community survey" which he asserted would be carried out to ?test the panel
outcomes and to strengthen the IPART submission..." He noted that the?post panel survey
timeframe may not allow Council to include the survey findings and outcomes in the IPART
submission but that our report will be provided as an addendum to Councirs IPART
application." As planned the survey was carried out between 2 February and 7 February of
2017 and consequently, its results were not tabled at the Special ISC meeting held on the 8
February concerning voting on the SRV.

A question that arises here is how a post community survey can have any efficacy if prior to
its implementation, has already asserted that its findings"wilI STRENGTHEN the
lPARTsubmission." Another question to its efficacy concerns the fact that its findings were
not tabled to Council until after councillors voted for the SRV. What this suggests is that the
Post Community Survey in fact as an aid to deliberation has no efficacy at all, except as an
aside in an addendum.

Interesting to note that in his November business paper of 2016, the GM asserted that the
Council intended Iiaising?with media outlets to promote the outcomes from the panel
workshops and derive awareness and dissemination of knowledge from the panel
workshops," evidently assuming that the findings would be in the ISC's favour. In actual fact
there was no local dissemination of the deliberative panel's findings and in the UTS:CLG's
post Deliberative Panel Workshop phone survey, a statement is included regarding the
deliberative panel with the clear assumption being, that those surveyed would not be aware
of it or its findings. Thus stated is this informative statement:

"A group of about 20 randomly selected lnverell Shire residents recently examined this issue
in detail over 1.5 days. As part of this they considered detailed evidence about Councirs
income and costs and were able to interrogate Council Staff on Council's finance issues. At
the end of the 1.5 days the group advised Council: they want roads, bridges and other
services maintained at current standards and are not prepared to accept a decrease in
spending on these. Therefore Council should raise more income by increasing rates."

In any event the reporting of the Deliberative Panel is  the number as
demonstrated above, was 18 not 20 and only 13 of the 18 allegedly supported the rate-rise.
The question posed suggests that the outcome of the Deliberative Panel was unanimous.

Furthermore, responders to the post Deliberative Panel Phone Survey, were asked to make
decisions based on data that is questionable. For instance asserted as a statement presaging
Q2 is this assertion: "While Council has been assessed as running well by the State
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Government, if Council continues with the current income and costs it will have an annual
budget deficit of more than :;1.6m by 2019."

Such a statistic doesn't precisely correlate with the statistics presented on the ISC's SRV
Newsletter which suggests that from 2017-2026, 513.66m will be raised if the SRV were to
be implemented. 513.66m divided by 9 years would result in 51.5m per year being raised,
which if implemented would be more than sufficient in dealing with an alleged deficit of
51,6m generated over a 2 year period from 2017 to 2019.

From such imprecise figures, selected ratepayers are being asked to assess whether they
a re, "...worried about Inverell Shire Councirs finances" or "...not worried about lnverell Shire
Councirs finances."

Moreover, in presaging Q3 as to whether rates should be increased, responders are given
estimates of predicted rate-hikes based on property values that have no bearing on recent
hikes to property valuations as established above. In other words the responders to this
survey were as stated in Q5, asked to formulate an opinion,"...based on the information you
have been provided...?

As a result of such a survey that has as its basis leading questions and questionable
statistics, UTS:CLG deduced that regarding a willingness to accept an increase, 59% of
homeowners"...accept[ed] paying this amount [ie the estimated SRV that the ISC stipulated
tentatively could increase by? to maintain current service and infrastructure levels..." (E22).

Interesting to note that lnverell ratepayer  in a post submitted to my anti
rate-rise change.org petition made this observation about what he saw as a lack of efficacy
concerning the phone survey:

?/ completed the telephone questioning and was only given 2 options - increase rates or lose
services. There was no other option given and no opportunity to state your thoughts or
comment further.?

Another lnverell ratepayer also raised a point about the survey's questionable
efficacy with: "The data presented was high in gloss and low in information. The survey was
Ioaded with 'gimme questions seeking approval of outcomes generally accepted with no
tangible relation to cost/benefit considerations..."

Irrespective of such communal disquiet, UTS:CLG further concluded that 68% of responders
"agree[d? with the advice provided to the Council by the Deliberative Panel,? after having
been "presented with the advice provided to Council by the Deliberative Panel..." (E21).

Given that the UTS:CLG suggested in its report that staff members were on hand at the
workshop to advise, given the initial Ievel of ignorance of the 18 ratepayers who were on
the Deliberative Panel, it is surely disingenuous to frame the outcome as panel members
now knowledgeable enough to enable "advice provided to Council."

A final point to make about this Post Deliberative Panel Phone Survey is the fact that the
300 people spoken to, some of them had been contacted earlier in the phone survey of 400.
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Given that this can be verified, it surely makes the statistical outcome questionable -
especially if different outcomes have overall been deduced from the same people. This
situation I argue also pertains to the findings of the 400 people contacted in the initial
phone survey. Given that whatever responses were provided, 18 of these people then went
onto participate in the Deliberative Panel and may well have then presented a contrary
viewpoint. In other words statistical outcomes ultimately do not compute, given repetition
and negations.

Petition and Survey

In the 3 March edition of The lnverell Times in an article )
headlined,"Rate Rise Ready,"  cited the results of the post
Deliberative Panel Survey of 300 ratepayers as vindicating ISC's submission to IPART for an
SRV. He is quoted as saying,"People realise that if we want to continue and improve current
services ... then they are prepared to pay more to maintain those services...l think it's
reflected in the survey results that people believe that Council is doing a good job about
controlling finances and being wise with spending."

Such assertions suggest that despite the 400 people surveyed in the first phone survey,
along with 146 responding to the online survey, as well as the 17 Ietters and 2 submissions,
that at the end of the day, the only part of community engagement that is to count for the
ISC, is the Deliberative Panel of 18 and the 300 responders subsequently contacted in the
Post-Panel Survey. Deducing that there is community support just from these engagements
alone, skewers the overall results and belies the fact that the majority of people overall,
who made responses were in fact against the rate-hike.

To demonstrate that out of a population of 16,000, other ratepayers could alternatively be
included to show in contrast, a resistance to a SRV as opposed to one of support, linitiated
a change.org petition (as referred to above) just over 3 weeks ago, which by 7 March, had
resulted in 292 signatures. (Attachment I - comments) As of 3 March 2016, The lnverell
Times placed a survey monkey onto its website and as of the 7 March the result revealed
that of 105 responders, 93% were opposed to a SRV. All three processes can be seen to be a
result of ?community engagement," but which group of ratepayers' viewpoints should be
given more credence is the ultimate question to give thought to.

Conclusion

Thus to conclude, the majority of participants who participated with the online survey
appear to have been against the SRV; also the majority of participants in the phone survey
of 400 also appear to have been against the SRV and a significant proportion of the 17
letters submitted were also against the SRV. In  estimation ?six of the
correspondent's express[ed] opposition to the SRV and four corresponders, express[ed]
support for the SRV application." A perusal of the Ietters that were placed in the appendices
to  8 February Business Report though, would suggest more accurately that, 7
were opposed, s were supportive, 3 responders presented questions of concern, with only 2
letters failing to indicate a view of any persuasion.

8



Despite such evident results  suggested in his 8 February report which was based
on such findings, prior to the UTS:CLG report of the Post-Deliberative Panel survey, that
"after considering the background evidence and information on Council's financial
sustainability and service levels, the need for and extent of Council's SRV application is
generally accepted by the community."

Given the erroneous weighting of such community engagement which informed the ISC's
decision to support a SRV submission to IPART, l believe it is unreasonable for the ISC to
now vindicate its decisions by merely referencing the outcomes of the Deliberative Panel
and the Post-Deliberative Panel phone calls of 300.

Therefore in regards to this and given the anomalies in the SRV newsletter, the lack of
proportional representation on the Deliberative Panel and the demonstrable evidence

showing that collectively the majority of the community consulted had not approved of the
prospect of having a SRV, l would argue that the ISC's request to IPART for an SRV cannot be
substantiated.

Finally given IPART chairman Peter Boxall's assertion as quoted in The lnverell Times (3
March 2017) that,"...counciIs must engage with the community when assessing the options
for a special variation...? and as such ?... we expect councils will have sought and considered
the community's views on the special variation..." I think it is true to say that such a process
has been compromised.

Yours sincerely,

Caroline Wilson

Refer to Attachment l- comments from change.org

9



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - Submission Regarding the lnverell Shire Councils Special Rate Variation
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Local Government Team

Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal of NSW

PO Box K35

Haymarket Post Shop NSW 1240
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The following is a submission to you regarding the lnverell Shire Council (ISC) application for a
Special Rate Variation.

NB. Any sections of this submission highlighted in YELLOW are confidential (for your eyes only)
and are to be blacked out if this submission is uploaded. The same applies for the documents,
Support Submissions and individual's names attached to this submission.

The reason for the following submission is to:

1. draw your attention to apparent serious errors and contradictions ISC has made in its original
figures submitted to IPART in its Fit for the Future (FFF) application in 2015, regarding the
calculations of its backlog. The errors amount to such a degree of professional negligence that it
is evident that the ISC has failed to follow clear OLG guidelines, TCORP's Final Report and the
clear advice from its auditors, which was generic advice given to all local councils and designed
to assist them in formulating the FFF submissions.

2. draw your attention to the fact that the ISC has now seemingly reversed its initial arguments
regarding the backlog; the inference appearing, that it seeks to justify its application for a
Special Rate Variatlon of 14.25 % % (22.2% compounded) oVer 3 7earS.

3. draw your attention to the fact that while the ISC is ostensibly seeking a 14.25% SRV; that in
reality, its rate-rise will amount to 28.4% over s years from 2016-17 to 2020-21. Such a figure of
28.4% doesn't even factor in the Valuer General's land valuation increase or the annual charges
increase of 8.24% over the same s year period.

4. demonstrate that the ISC has instead of trying to clarify its financial situation to its ratepayers;
 complicated its statistical data. The ISC

 from ratepayers and experts
who may wish to delve into the ISC's financial records. Such obfuscation is evident in the fact
that on at least one occasion, GIPA (Freedom of Information) legislation had to be resorted to so
as to compel ISC to release the data that it used to formulate its FFF and SRV submissions to
IPART. It would appear that the ISC has  confuse individuals
or groups of people, who may wish to consider in further detail, the ISC data and subsequent
calculations. Such of processes further appears to have been applied in the ISC's
media}social media comments and to its obligatory community consultation.



s. emphasise, that whatever conclusion IPART comes to regarding the ISC's SRV submission,
IPART's report clearly highlights the ISC's questionable processes, 

, its community consultation, its media and
social media comments/campaign and its responses to oversite authorities.

IPART - submission

The following submission is also part of a detailed Ietter sent to the Office of Local Government. The
information is detailed and is the product of extensive research and analysis. Appendices have been
supplied which will support issues presented below. Any information referred to can be accessed via
internet addresses or supplied, regards data obtained from the ISC via FOI. If you require further
explanation of how the data was analysed and interpreted that can be arranged.

CONTENTS

Submission to IPART

Letter from OLG Ref. No. A496573

Support Submission - Report On lnverell Shire Council's Community Consultation Process -
Author Caroline WILSON

ATTACHMENT A - ISC's SRV Newsletter posted to ratepayers
ATTACHMENT B - Annotated ISC Fit for the Future Fact Sheet - SRV and pgs 1,3&4 of ISC's
Financial Information - SRV sheet.

ATTACHMENT C - Comparison of NSW Local Govt Road Mileages see -
http ://www. rms. nsw.gov.a u/documents/business-ind ustry/partners-and-suppliers/Igr/2014-
2015-block-grant-allocations.pdf

7. ATTACHMENT D - Page from ISC's Special Schedule 7 lnfrastructure Assets as of 30/6/2016
8. ATTACHMENT E - ISC's SRV Frequently Asked Questions Information Sheets
9. ATTACHMENTF-lnverellTimes-1/4/20l6Forecastoutby577.5M
10. ATTACHMENT G - lnverell Times - 7/8/16 lnverell Shire Council roads backlog a non-issue
11. ATTACHMENT H - lnverell Times - 1/3/2017 lnverell Shire Council reveal survey results....
12. ATTACHMENT I- Petitioners comments from Change.0rg
13. ATTACHMENT J - ISC Consultants Ausroads Pie Graph - Roughness and Rutting

1.

2.

3.

4.

s.
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Our Reference:
'+'our Refereiice'.

Contact:
Piione:

A496573

Stephen Walker
02 4428 41 00

Ms Caroline Wilson
Chairperson
CIRA

1098 Arrawatta Road
INVERELL NSW 2360

Dear Ms Wilson
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Thank you for your letter of 20 June 2016 about information supplied by lnverell
Shire Council in its Fit for the Future submission. I apologise for the delay in
responding.

An officer from the Office of Local Government (OLG) has contacted Inverell Shire
Council to discuss your concerns.

Council advised it has significantly reviewed its asset management policies,
especialiy in the last 18 months, under the Local Government Reform Program.
This includes two publications currently provided on Council's website titled
"Calculating the Road Backlog" and "Fit for the Future and tFie lnfrastructure
Backlog".

l am advised that Council gathered technical assessments on the standard of its
assets and as part of the process engaged an independent auditor to review
reported outcomes.

The Fit for the Future submissions by NSW councils were submitted to the
Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART). This was a very detailed
assessment process which was done independently of OLG. For more informatiori
on lnverell Shire Council's assessment, please refer to IPART's website
www.ipart.nsw.gov.au.

Thank you for raising your concerns with us. It provides OLG with information
about council processes that can assist with setting future poiicies and guidelines
in its ongoing monitoring of local councils in New South Wales.

Yours sincerely

Acting Director, Investigations and Sector Performance
11.9 t(,

7 02 4428 4100 F 02 4L:)4f3 4'1 99 TTi Y 02 4428 420'Jo
Eoig@clg.nsw.gov.ati liiV/Vi'Vi'.oig.nsw.goV.al?l ABI'!449'i3630046 Illlllllillllill!lllllllllllilllllllillllllll
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Special Rate Variation
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message from the magor Did !OU knoui?
We need your help to make some important
decisions. Like many other NSW councils, our
roads, footpaths, drainage and other community
assets require ongoing maintenance and
upgrades to ensure they meet the needs of the
COmmuniq.

As things currently stand, Councirs revenue is
regulated under'rate pegging'.The Independent
Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) sets a rate
peg whjch limits the amount by which councils
can increase their rate revenue from one year to
the next. For many years, the rate peg has not
kept pace with the cost to provide services to the
communiq.

We are seeking your feedback on a proposal to
apply to IPART for a SpeciaI RateVariation (SRV).
Council has identified a / 4.2S% SRV is required.
Without this, Council will not be able to meet the
communi'q service delivery and infrastructure
needs and will not be Fit for the Future.

WhiIe we understmd a rote rise is never

welcome, we believe a SRV is necessary to meet
the needs of the community.

In November 20 / 6, Council engaged the
Universiq of Technology Sydney (UTS) to condua
independent community consultmion regarding a
SRV We will also be seeking community feedback
through a range of media, including online and
hardcopy formats, with detaijs on fxtge 4.

Our priority is to ensure 0 vibrant future for our
community, so l encourage you to take the time to
read this newsletter. More in-depth information is
also maijable ot our websjte

www.inverell.nsw.gov.au and at the locations listed
on page 4.

- Mayor Paul Harmon.

The main types of assets paid by your general rates include
roads, bridges, parks and recreation, building and
stormwater.

Council assets also include:
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Current Distribution of
Rate Burden

Timeline for the SRU

2.180.959
BUSlnESS
!)2,180,9!

1
?

720%

RURRL
FIESlDErlTlnL

9804,468
FlESlDEllTlnL
84,318,703

ao?
n 'lrb

40%

FnRfn(flnD
83,452,089

32%

Since 2011, 128 councils in NSW have

received a Special RateVariation (SRV).

The average SRV during this time is over
20%.

In the New England-North West, SRV
levels include:

> Tamworth

> Glen lnnes

> Gwydir
> Tenterfield

> Armidale

> Moree

20.6%

26.8%

30.0%

4S.0%

12.36%

27.75%

Local government costs have increased
7.3% p.a.'year on year' for the last 20
years (McKell Institute 2016).

2012

flSlll Trgasurg
{,orparation rsports
thgt cauncil tuill rsach

a point uihare reuenues
na langer cauer
sxpgnsgs uiithin s
ggars.

NOV

2016

[:oum.illors uote ta seek a

SRU nf 14.25"/). [:nuncil

engagss uniuersitil of
Tschnalogil %dneg (IITS)
to conduct indgpgndsnt
coinmunitg cansultatian.

lPRRTsatsthe2[ll7-18

ratti peg at 1 .5%.

FEB

2017

Communitg
consultation closgs

1st Fshrusrp.

DgadLing for submittim)
an application to lPflRT
fnr SRU.

jUNE
2020

Council rgquired tn mget all
Fit far ths Future
bsru.hmarks 8 damonstrate

it is 'indepenilentlg
financiallq uiatm.?
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OCT

2016

f:auncilas lnng Term
Financial Plan reueals a

deficit of 913.88
million in its Ogneral

Fund far ths psriod
2017-18to2025-2Fi.

DEC

2016

UTS commsnces

communitg
consultation including

suruggs and
facilitate.d uiorkshops.

Council commences

broader coinmuni'J
cnnsultatian.

jULY
2017

If SRU is gpproued, thg
gerigrsl rates camponent

af2Dl7-18ratssuiill
increase 4.75% in

additinn to the IPRRT
incrgase af 1.5%.

Hotu do our current rates compare tuith others?
LOCAL

GOVERNMENT

FARMLAND

RATES

RESIDENT?AL

RATES

MINING

RATES

BUSINESS

RATES

TOTAL GENERAL

RATE INCOME

Tamworth Regional

Moree Plains

Armidale Dumaresq

Narrabri

lnverell

Gwydir
Glen lnnes Severn

Uralla

Guyra

5,325,636

14,056,808

2,570,9 10

S,898,596

3,290,612

4,818,253

2,361 ,290

1,938,781

874,328

20,663,321

4,200,878

9,190,362

4,041,235

4,889,543

755,808

2,640,433

1,475,831

705,611

16,458

23,798

690,337

290

2,949

5,656,776

2,423,784

2,250,900

l ,281 ,941

2,077,008

130,010

47,42 I

98,989

98,778

31,662,191

20,681 ,470

14,035,970

11,912,109

10,257,163
5,704,071

5,549,434

3,513,601

2,681 ,666

NOTE: The above 20 14-15 figures are the most recent available audaed figures available for all councils.All of the councils listed have
rncreased their rates by at least the rate peg amount s(ince 2014-15.



Phase in period for the SRU
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The SRV applies to your General Rates only and does
not apply to theWaste Management,Water and
Sewerage charges on your Rates Notice.

%l l /,
s ? /

v
u
W

r
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np 4.25% SRV will eenerate $13.66 million ove a

n From 2017- 18 to 2025-26. See below7 year perioa n

tor wnere tnis wiii oe spent.
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lllhere uiill the S13.66 million SRU be spent
ouer the period to 2025-26?

I .8% so.ys m
Cutuerts, causeuiags,
drainage arnj foatpsth

rentiuial.

/
7 !

f 37%

W?a
/

93.22m a'.

lncrsssed funding tn maintain
gxistiru) saruices aaross [:auncil
aperations inc(uding gmergenc5
sgruitigs.

? 2-2%
Roaduiork gnd renguisl of urban
streets.

m 7%
Grading shire roads to
mget existing sgruicg
teuels.

Raads
lnfrsstructure

8ack(og:
Heaug patr:him),

psuemsnt
stabilisation and

rehabilitatian of the
rsginnal raads

ngtuior!i.

11%
Rdditional bitumen

resgalint) and grauel
re-sheeting to preugnt ths!ILU!

roads hac+ilag frnm
re-etnert)ingi

17% W!mffi
Rdditianal msintsnam,e of

the rural mad netuiork:
hitumen maintsnaru.e,

drainagg, patching, roadside
slashing, grausl maintensnce
and ueggtatinn managsnient

!) 10.12 million allocated to Regional a
Shire Road netuiork;

In recent years, Council has
focused on making
significant savings and
efficiencies, including:

XAnnual electricity cost
savings of $445,000 per
annum due to installation

of solar energy and LED
street lighting;

XA C h '
Con

ievingWorkers
mpensation premiums

of $1.67 per $100 of wages
paid against an industry
average of $3.61 per $100
of wages paid.

,&overnance and

administration costs of

$165.85 per capita, which is
55% below similar sized

NSW councils.

XC,ouncil has achieved a 21%

(3% per annum)
organisational wide
effIciency gain in the last 7
years.

lGravel road re-sheeting
costs 49% less than NSW

regional road average rates.

XBi.itumen reseal rates of

$3.70 per square metre;
25% below industry cost
benchmarks.

XNSWTreasury's
assessment of service and

infrastructure delivery
benchmarks found Council

to be well managed (2013).

33.22 million allocated across all
Couricil's general fiinatioris.

[i To see hoiu the Special Rate Uariation impacts on gour rates,
a sample Rate Comparison Table is prouided on page 4.
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Hotu tuitt the Rate Peg + 1 4.25% SRU Impact ori mtl Bates?
2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Cumulative Cumulative

Avg Rate with
4.75% SRV + I .5% 4.7S% <RV + 2.5% years (annual) $ years (weekly) $

Avg Rate with impact over 3 impact after 3

Rate Peg (6.25%) Rate (7.25%)

994.4 l 1,143.82
641.32 737.66

477.47 549.23

502.27 577.74

566.24 651 .34

493.72 567.95

925.35 l ,064.52

2,747.82 3,160.59
5,007.10 5,759.38
1,433.01 1,648.35

2018-19

Avg Rate with
4.75% SRV + 2.5%

Rate Peg (7.25%)

I ,066.50

687.82

512.09

538.68

607.30

529.51

992.51

2,946.93

5,370.10

1,536.90

RATING

CATEGORY

2016- 17

Average Rate
$

207.87

134.07

99.84

105.03

118.40

103.28

193.68

574.11

1,046.76
299.64

4.00

2.58

I .92

2.02

2.28

l .99

3.72

11.04

20. 13

5.76

935.94

603.59

449.38

472.72

532.94

464.67

870.85

2,586.49

4,712.61

I ,348.71

Residential lnverell

Residential General

Residential Ashford

Residential Delungra
Residential Gilgai
Residential Yetman

Rural Residential

Farmland

Business lnverell

Business other

The cumulative increase in rates (SRV'+ Rate Peg) is 22.2%.

Further information & hotu to prouide Feedback:
We are providing a number of ways for the community to obtain further information about the
SRV and provide feedback. For more information, call 02 6728 8288 or visit
www.myinverellmysay.com.au. 17

%
1
r

Consultotion closes 1st February 2@11 l
Printed Fact Sheets on the SRV are also available ar.

l

i
iiJ

> Council Administration Centre;

> lnverell Shire Library;
> Ashford Rural Transaction Centre;

> Gilgai Store:
> Delungra Post Offlce; and
>Yetman General Store.

i

Galaxy Research will also be conducting an independent survey of residents during December.

iiJ
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Post

J
Complete the survey

developed by
Galaxy Research at

www.myinverellmysay.com.au

Complete the survey
developed by Galaxy

Research at our free internet

kiosk at lnverell Shire Library.

Information displays are in
place at lnverell Shire Library
and Council's Administration

Centre.

Printed materials are also

avai!able at locations Iisted

above.

Send your feedback to
lnverell Shire Council,

PO Box 138 lnverell 2360

or

yoursay@inverell.nsw.gov.au

Please note, while we endeavour to avoid posting more than one newsletter to each household, some residents who own
;ultiple -properties or hold land under different-titles may receive more than one newsletier. If you receive more than
Wne-newsle;ter to your address, please advise council by email - council@inverell.nsw.gov.au or phone 6 7288288.

COrlTFlCT US:

lriuerell Shire Council
144 0tho Street, lnuerell rlSlll 2380

iuunu.inueml.nsui.gov.au
goiirsag@inuerell.nsui.gou.au

02 87288288
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Financial Information l Special Rate Variation (SRV)

llllllll

What is Rate Pegging?

Cotlncil S r,iting ravcnuc I'; i-egtil;itrid under- the NSW Government's "rate Pegging". The Independent Pricing
and Reg?i)atory Trfbunal (IPART) sets a rate peg which Iimits the amount by which councils can increase their
total ratc revenuc rrom one ye;ir to tl'ie next For i'i'iariy yc;irs. the rate peg limit has not kept pace with the
lricrerises in costs for co?incils to dplivcr services.

What is a Special Rate Variation?

After IPART anriounces the rate peg for the iipcoming ycar, counciis cxn rhen have a conversation with the
community as to whethei- t{'ie inci-easc is su'flycrenc to coritinue to dclivei- the exiscing range and standard of
set-yices av:illable, wlillst also ensuring tiiei'e is su(ficiern? funds to ma'in?';i>si and r-enevv ii'ifrastructure. If they
fcel thc liicre;ise is ins?ifflcient, Co?incll can i-eqciesr an iricrease above rhe ratc peg lImit These increases are
known as a Spacial Ratc Vai-iacion (SRV).

Applications foi- increascs above the i-ai:c peg limit are asscssed by IF'ART. iPART has s:ringent criteria wbich
a Council miist mee; before approving any applic;xtion

Why do we need a spec*al rate variation?
}

, As with all NSW Co?inc*ls, our comntunity assecs, particu!arly roads require maincenance and upgrades
Inverell Shire has the longest rural roads network tri NSW arid we need to spend moi'e morsey ots,i i'naintaininH arid renewing this network to ensure it meets tha necds of our commuriity.4/K/

The proposed SRV is ;'in Important step to he!p mairitain and mariage oui- current assets ro ensure we daliver
services in line with commui*lty expecui!oris and remain f'inar+cl;illy sustalnabie into the future.

What is Fit for the Futurie?

In 2014, the NSW Government iriitl:?red its Fit for tlve Future local government reform program and
required all co?incib to demonstrate their plari (or achieving Iorig term flrianchl sustalriabiiiiy arid meet seven
asset and f'inancial benchni:iiaks.

Council does not meet ;ill the berichmarks ;iiid must generate more r;ite revenue to fund expenditure on
roads to cnsure all ro;ads are in .i satisfactory condirion.

l

ACT 9-[U1 .l: Special Rate Vari,xtroii i Financial lnforination Page 1 ul Jl
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ss. t million on roads Infrastructdre badclo(, including heavy patching, pavement stabilisation and
rehabiliiaciori of the regional ro;id netwdk?
$12') million allocated to keeping the General Fund in balance to ensure existing service levels (as
outlined ui Fact Sheet 2 FAQs) across rill Cocricirs functions are maintained;

S2.33 milliott to addirlonal m,iintenance of tlit: rural road network to ensure existing service levels
are met and the usef?it lives of the assets are nta.ximised (drainage, bitumen maintenance, patching,
roadside slashing gravel rnaintei'iarice);
§l.47 million tci bitumen reseals and gravel re-sheeting;
SO?99 ml?lion co road grading to enabie existing service levels to be met;
$0.30 mIllion for cirban asset renewals ori urban sti-eets;

$0.25 million for culverts. causeways. dr;iin:ige and footpath renewals;
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How will th+s impact on my rates?

The ii'i'ipact cf rhe SRV on averagc i-ates at the end of t}ie three-year SRV IS !how in uie table below:

Averagc
Property
Valuation

(Valiier General)
$

AverageWeekly i AverageAnnual
increase in Rates i iiicrease iii Ratm
in20l9-20from ' in20l9-20from

the SRV i dse SRV

$2.621 S136.24 l

Sl.321
Sl.s0

Sl.28 l
$68 64

$78.00

$66.56

l
$152 l $1?1.04

i 485,865? $717a j37a.04

$13 17 j684.84

Il 4El,417
ffl $4.20

-1
S218.40

-i

l

Council Rating
Category

Number oW

assessments

fH::l:-.ntf71-lJveiJcll-'- -l
ntial - Genei-al l

lResidcntial - Ashford )
tResidemial - Dclungra -

Residcriti;il - Gilgai l

!Residcntiaf - Yetman l

Il Resideniial Rural

Fgi-mland

ll

piiwei-err o
l-Buslness l -other I
lMinlng I

[?rOTAL l

4073

431

254

148

106

66

9l8

1336

418

144

o

7904

r

+

[

l
u

l
i

l

)$-

i
I

i I

(

st%

l
i

ti

I

t

n
l

l

eb

hl

l
l

l
1

/

Li

ui
* t

&

r
m

*

(
/? W A

i /
lffi

14 .()-a%

l

? ym /

FA€? '?ET 3: Spedal R;!!(- V,rri,itlcitr l Financial lnformatton " :? ? j
l
aA D? o?

u l

(*> (

t

1.

l

D?

i4

>

i :NiYi!e[i[!g m[ig[i
s* m i ss i smr msmsmmm m l mi m l m m I

[1 i 11[[!llH[!lUDN l xJ CmJ l



s?/'!
/n

?% S
SV/

111

l

U

/

i

J

7',

IlliIillii

Why cayi't my current rates pay for the additional maintenance and renewal works?

Today, Co?incil's operations inclcide so m?ich rrl0re than roads, rates and rubbish. Our area of operations
now iiicludes:

(l?
(F'arks. sportsgroundai. poo!s. playgrocinds, community halls; fA-CS

(22,la,Libraries. Art Gallery;

i3?l"?' (i-J?Public ;uid Environmental Healrh;

'! ( Mt < c-re-A
zailiripea/xJ?e-A

Environmental sustaii-iabi?ity projects aim iiiviisive species management (i.e. Weeds).
Transport set-v'ices iricluding roads, cycleways, foocpat)is, car parks, road safety anJtrafflc facilitie,s;J
Scorm'hater and flood managament:
Emerger'icy iriaii.igement, tncluding SES facitities in vl!Iages;
Land usc plarinlng and natciral erivironment p{annirig;
Btisiness development. events ;ind tourism;
Commuriity and Cocincil straregic piat'ining;
Execuitve, communic.itioti :ivid support services,

,H<F?4

*

*

*

*
1
m !%}!

yr
k
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k

t

t

The cost of provtding all these services comcs from existing rate income. The restraictioris p?aced on Council

'; (-ix, atx ? ?,$1
l

l

With no Speci;il Rate V;iriation (SRV).

r ? ti

i'atcs would increase by the annual rate peg amount of I 3% in 2017- '
h*

4

18 and art cstimated l.S% in 10 18- 19 :irid 15% lri 10 19-20.

Wliat woidd happen if Coimcil did not proceed with an SRV?

This optiori woutd provide no additioria! f?indiiig odier tlmn the rate peg increase. More asscts would fall lrito
che poor condkion category. The fociis wo?ild be on managing rtsk, inctuding €he possible closure arid
remoy,il of unsafe assets. Broader service reductmiis may be required to fund emerBency works,

Counci! woutd not mect cl'ic criteria set by tl'ie NSW Governrnent to be deemed 'Fit for the Futui-e . Counci!
wouid need to seek guidance fi om the NSW Government ,is co how they wish us co proceed.

How would an SRV be introduced?

An SRV of 4.15"A pei- ye;ir for threc year-s would commence In 2017-18. This does riot Include thc ratc peg
& I.5% in 2017- 18 arid an escimated 2?5% In the followIng two years The SRV ,ipplies to the General Rates
only and will not be applIed to vvaccr. wastc and scwerage charges on your rates notice.

Iii

How wHl the funds raised by an SRV be spent?

The SRV wIll generate $13.66 mIllion over a nine-year period from 2017- 18 to 2025-26. A cotal of $ 10.44
rrilllk>ri wIlt be allocated to our regior+al and shire road network. with the allocation as fotlows:

FACT SHEEI 3: Special Raie V,iii;itiiiii l riiiancial lnfoi'mation y lF'iHe 2 o! 4
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Fit for ttie Future Fact Sheet l Special Rate Variation (SRV)
December 2016

f

( I

. a.H ,1 Councit t, St.qrro Governrnent appi-oved "Fit for t.)ie Future (FFF) Roadmap" identifies that for Council to beqp. ;,,(,,l'. Cout'tcll i'equit'es ;i l 4.2So"i, Sla'+ecial R.ate Vai-iat'ioii (SRV). Witt'iout the SRV, Council will not meet the
>.- ;r. , ,';! 11 State-Gov'er'n'me'nts:FFF Benclirnr;i;;sa: W;tabl:shed'::nd'ei-'t)icir'P;o;iam. :. Council will not be sustainable in

'? ' : ' the short medium arid long tei m, itnd Council ,sliil riot bc able to mcet tl'ie Communities Service Delivery
and Infi-ascructui-e needs. Thls viould sigiiificaritly impact rhe conrinueJ cconomic arid social wellbeing of thek

Community and its growdi.

In Octotier, 20 l s Cou"icii s=rtas detpi-mined ti:+ be Fir foi- the Future (FFF) by the NSW Government, under
tl'icn- l?c-,cal Governmeiit FFF Pi'ogr:uii A i itaioi- icaan-e sf the FFF Program is that Councils are now required
to be "mdepe;>dtiotly fin;iiicially viable?. tl-rat is thcy r;mnot rely on Government Grants and other outside
so:yi-ces of income (r.i rncei th,eii orygciiig fiiiaiici.il rieeds. FaFF Council's are required to meet FFF Program
reqiiirements by 30 June. 2020.

illlIIl

Accordingly. Cotin'cil i'eiolvad at its Noven'iber, 2016 Meetnig tci lodge ;i notIce of incenrioii to IPART New
Sou;h W;iles. that Cotinril will be submittimg ;i Spec0al Rate Variation Applic';ition at the riominaced time,
being mid February. 2017 It further reisolved to engage the Unlverslty TechrioloHy Sydney - Ceritre o$ Local
Government, an iiidependerir third party or-ganisation to ?indeitalce che iPART required Community
Engagement in this niacter.

k A
l-
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/
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The fo!lowing informatiori is provfded in respc-ct of the FFF Roadrnap 14.25% SRV:

l

I I
il

-/

il J
/

o)
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Financlal Modelling conducted by Coiincil over an extended period of time and in the pr-eparat2on o'f al" .
its FFF Roadmap and Long Tcrm Financial Plan (LTFP) 2016 - 2026 indicate tiiat Cooricil tias riow
reached a poin: where its Revenues no longer cover the level of expenditure needed to meet
existing service Ievels. This trend was reportcd to Coundl (n NSW Treasury Corporacions
indepcndent Financial Assessment of Council in 2012;

Baclcground:

ilI

Local Government Costs have Increased by an average 73% p.a. "year on year-" for thelast 2Q years'='?/las reported by the McKell !nstitutc in September, 2016. l l,..
>o?! J fi

NSW Rate Pegging Increases (the maximum amount a Couricil rri;iy increase its General Rates by n
t.

without a SRV to IPART) h;ive averaged only 2.94% p.a. for the Iast 20 years. The 2016/2017 Rate , @lLj

u

Peg was I.8% and the 2017/2018 Rate Pcg has now been sct at l .5% by IPART: W'%

'ij
t fl

128 NSW Counclls have sought and been granted SRV's since 2011 with the average SRV being over , . t i-!l l 'j
20%; and

aQ

'?W" ll

Council has not prevIously sought a SRV sInce the imp{erntintation of Rate Pegging by the NSW State i o? ' (o
- " ?t? lal

j l

r;'a,iP;I{3e 1. ()'I 7

lIl

*

*

*

f)@!SHEET 4: Special Ra!e Vai-i,'iiion l Fit fot the Future
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Wirho?i; the SRV a=. s+icwi'i In Coiincll's !"FF Roadmap and LTFP (as updated October, 2016), Council
wiil raccird a DEFtCIT of $1g .6SM In its Geiieral Fund for the period 201 7/2018 to 2025/2026;

The Dcflcir In 20 lll'20 18 WHI be S0.51 M. I-lslllg to $I.86M p.a. in 2025/2056 without the SRV;

fhii wIll mean that Council will r+ot be ab!e co mirintain its existing service Ievels or fund the renewal
of ;ill its exiiting assets. including its 2. l I 4krn Ro:id Asset Network;

Tlse FFF Ro;idmap SRV is the lasr step in a process eommenced by Council in 2009. This process was
desigmJ to delay tkie tritmdiicrion of a SRV as long as possible. (;ouncil has already:

Ei-".R4is-A-,/

by 24/75% over the Iast 7 yearsfds measured/by the FFF (,1,1 %Improved ffls Operatioi'ial Efficier'icies
Progi-,im "Real Operaiing Cost per Capita 8eiichmark= Council is now at a point where any,

"-/L a-furfner cfficiency gains wHl be re)acively sm:all in n;iture arid will not impact the efjective delivery:?'5?;'Q=of services. '??€ a-7C?,? a?, i
De(ivered subst?ntial efflcieo6es m its Road Renewal activtties incliiding Grav'el R7sheeting"?-/??'aA-
Bitcimen Rcscals. Heavy Patching and m;i)or Ro'.id Rehabiliration; ,?',rs>rs,s,' "

I'.)

o

Revsewed Co?iricilas Ir.ternally Restricted Assets (C;ish) and "re-put-posed= $6.OM to Ro;id Asset
Renewais and to rcducing ?ie Roads liifra.itructure B.'ickloH. It is rioted thac substamial legislative. . ,- ,; 1, Wenewaix anQ [O I'cOUClng rile KOaaS I??TI

. i-o-=--?' r?? restrict'ions exist over Council's Funds Furiding Granted to Coiincil. ur colle.cted by Council.
, y , , , a4 , y ,. / ; Ti €or on2 p*irpcse can.no? tl2en be ut!sed for ano7her. pur.pese.as !eFi6ed in. Sectloi2. 409 of tkic

LOCFII Government Aa. 1993. eg a Grant provldcd for Sporring FacHities by ffie Gova-riment
jl'-? '- cannot bc spcnt of Roads. Orily llmiied Gr;int Furiding oppoi-cJinit:es 'cxi;: an'd-are ';vallabalW'4r

w
Road Assct renewal and upgrades ;ind these gencrally have to compete on a State or Federal
basis:

tl

7
W 7@v
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47.

r. Revlewed its otiier Fees and Charges income and introduced new "user based fees" wheret
J)

2 possible considering the Comriuinlty's capacity to p;iy,m-at :!> ? 1
6 C, a/aCl
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Utilised Loan Futiding to Fund Long Term Comm?inity lnfi-astnicttii-e. As rioted by Couricil's
Auditor at ?he November. 201,6 Meetlrig of Councll, a* l
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The Spt'cial Rate Variation:
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The l 4.2S% SRV as identifted in the FFF Roadmap wIll be piiased In at ;in additional 4.75% p.a. over
l i

l

2017/2018, 2018/2019, and 2019/2020 on top of anniial IPART determined Rate Peg. The Rate Peg ':" r !J

l
J

s

llil

has !een set at l -5% for 2017/2018 and IPART have advised Council to use ?SA foi- 2018/2019 arid j?,, ,',,i ei

2019/2020i ri

kA( HEET 4: Special Raxc- V;iri;iiii-tri ; Fit for the Future %ti > r+i 7
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'Tlie SRV 'lpplle, t(i ttle Gen(;11-;11 Ra(','s or'il'l, and will nOt be applied to the Waste Management,
Water and Sewerage Cliarges Included on your Rate Notice;

€

1,%pr-,
' , ? ,.,.aa " yeai's. A sample "P.ate Comparison Tab)e= for a sample of properties is included on Council's

i

'., ,I. ' - . . , Al?ie period thc SRV is being iinplemeiicecl to, or close to O.0%. Financial Modelling has shown that for
" , 1 =awerage valua!ion", rhqt she total increase shown ori you; Rate Notice will be similar to previous

.', * C.c'>iincil is proposiiig co set mcre3ses tri thc Waste Management, Water and Sewerage Charges over

ratidenti.ql py-o(;>crnes in lnverell. Ashfoi*:i. Yetman. Delungra, Gilgai and the smaller vilJages with an

t
(i r

.% Website. and

-." ' ? . '- ? -*,a " n'ie 14:l'l'to SRV ivill gerieratp '> li66M over ilie nIne )zear period 2017/2018 to 2025/2026.
%k/-lj '-'

l
s

(f',)'
, ,,- ' , . . Where the Special Rate Variation funds roll be spent:

.?
'hr

The $1 3.66M in additional iricome gali'ied from thc SRV will be allocated hs rollows:(f

(-* $3.22M wIll t'e alk>cated to erisuririg cxistirig Service LeveJs across ah Courictl?s General Fund
l functions are maintained:
Ii

*i ! l* !>2-33M to additional maintenance ai'id asse: rencwal activitics on the Rural Road Network to ensure
-l' . Service l?evels hre. tner and the usefcil liyes or the assets are rnaximised (drainage, bitumen

?1' , . ?? ' i maintenarice :irid patching, roadside slashing, gra'vel n'iaintenance ;?nd patching, vegetation' ,' ? o , manageirieiit etc);- ; l I IQ-la5Cl 11(l IL -;1.&},l-? i
s I l .

'%@ ? i ?i! .! ' ! *., s'iorJigz?? yo .roa.d !rMadT.g, r enable existing Service Levets to be met as d3scussed at the October,
iii'tl, %i 4-a'i., 20l6CommitteeMeetlngs;

,'!, * ss. IOM to the Irrfr;istructiirt'i Bqcklog, being for Heavy Patch}ng, Pavcment Srabilisarion and
.' ? Qmhihlli+?irihn mn rho Qomtshil rltvhA NatyirsAt'

im.

r

Reh;ibilit,irion on rhe Regiorial Ro;id Network;(k

(
kb J%0l)i

k S l .47M fo'r additiona} Bttumen Resea!s ;ind Gravel f'eshccting to prevent the Infrastructtii'e Backlogy.r)
rrom re-emerg}ng:?'r

s

l * 50.:!4M for C?ilven snd Caiise*ay, DraknaBe, arid Footpath Rcncwals iii the toiiB term:

: * $0.30M for Urban Asset Renewa!s; aridl'
'1 h A very sm;i)1 $0.OIM Operating Surplus foi' the Ten Year Period,
l

Il

The l;irgest proportion or the acklitional revenue, being $10. 12M will be ;tllocated spec:fically to the Regional
and Shire Road Network and $3.22M will be allocated :icross :ill Co?incl!'s Gcneral Fund functions to ensure
Councll's Service Lcvels across the Orlanis;ition can be maintained. %0 30M W(11 be allocated ovei' the ten
year life of the LTFP to the Urb:in At'e;is ror addition;il asset i-cnewals

Under the SRV, Council will meet all the State Government's FFF Pi-ogr:im requirements and Benclima+-ks by
]).,J &1 ? ? e (J

W.? %fflk &jL-s

'!.?' % -'@-, cJas-I %' Y??':?,"r.
l
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CAN THE S=RV BE DELAYED TO BEYOND 2017/2018?

A qiyestior+ thar )ias hcen extensively mvest3gated by Counci) is whether the SRV can be delayed to a Iater
tlrne. and tf it *cre, wnuld Council still n,eet thc required FFF Benchmarks by 30 June, 2020 and would
Council's aperi'itii:inal rieeds be :ihk. to be met iii the short term. For example what would be the impact of

(3, J -,-u t,delayIng the SR%' to 2018/2019 or beyond. ' r' o '?oodot'L3 "-lb l???clJ'3
re estim3ted 2017/20 )& Budeet resuk with existiA i'eview or the Loiig Term Firiaricial Plai'i will show rhar tMaestirriited 2017/20 )8: Budget result-with exisrting(,5,5 .3)-.

Sarvicc Levels and Assct needs be)ng met is ;l DERCIT,cf SO.S IMj'This Deficit increases to $I.04M in t(-j; 4'JIQ?,,
20 }8/20 19. rhen to !>l.60M ir. 201 912020. T}ie or+goirig'[urJget gJficits then continue at a similar Ievel to- ,-'. 7 '( -,)-
2025/2026 ,irid beyond Accordirigly. given tiat the SRV remairis as the only means of addressing Council's'RLUe ; : l:lJ,::r :dl - IEI xl rJ)12::dI lltLlL ., r/ci (n(;pll W?SI? :sl71. ng'i ipvi-c=:ln}1 lel i'i"tta tl :olen .'+cha nY ri'o"'btaet rt:su Iatshuenredoe :la'yyemd eWaalntsh oour taosearrieosusslniyg ?i cmopaucntci nll gs/.,e+h. fl..i., -.- t: lj, :. 

)Couricilas Servrce Delivery. Asset M;itnteriaricr., Asset Rp?newal arid related Risk Management Programs.

/
/

/
/
/

/

Any del:iy in ii'nplementing the SRV wo?ild also ncgarively in'ip;ict Coiiiicilas FFF Benchmarks, leading to
Council not being "Fit rar tkse Future"
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How does liiverell Shire"s GeneraI Rate Income Compare with the Region?

Gencral Rates oi'+!y represent approximat'e!y 3{)% or Council's General Fund income. The remainder of the
Geiiei ;il Futitl lnconte t:omes largely (i om Annual Charges (can only be utilised for the purpose they are
Ievieyj ror. eg W;ia.?e Charges t?,'iyi only be used to Furid Waste Services), User Fees and Charges and
Governtnent Grants and Contributions.

Tl'ie following table shows the Genei-al Rate lncorne or the other Councils in the Region:

lliIlill

l
l

????NOTE20 l-4?/20?{Srlgtl're? :lre th@ IA%1 a'r':lii;'.hlc' Aljdlte(! Fig{IT'p, :A4;}!laDle {?)Ia all the (ollnc:16. Al-' l:l!' the Cotll}[11; ! a?e'i'lla'-?e llt(taca!,etl
try st le.pit tbe fPART deHrrmried R:ste Peg qytice 2014/2015.

I

1,? "2 !- i4

.1':',, implemenradovei'd:ye:!Trilvom.lOl:?ll0?lSio30l6nO.l!,9viyd:7Shire?asnoviyece'yv7e.a.30%SRVl!?.la'(':(.AJ
(,.?':V i2mopl!7e/mloenl8tetdoo2vOelr921200l2SO/2pOlul6SRanadte2POelg6/u2n0dle7;talnledirNFaFrFraRborlldSmhi3r;w!Ilbeapplyingforal5%SRVfor 111,lllJ-.'.'-,-,.,?.J,'

?'.- '% i 14
??- c&?'s

A revIew of -' ..1A ?
?...iht-

Since 2011. 128 NSW Counc}l's h,ive receIved an SRV with the Average SRV beirig over 20%
the Table above witl show th;it lnverell would still have the Iowest Gcncral Rate lncoii'ie of d'ie large Rural 1, -a -?
Coiincilas In the Region try ;i signific.ant marHln after the l 4.2S% SRV. Council notes rhat it aiso has some of
che Iowcst W;iter?, Sewerage and Waste Management Charges in the Regiori.

I

-l

FACT SHE[T 4 Special Rale V;iiiatioii l Flt tor the l-uture Page s or 7
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2014/2015 AUDITED l
RESUITSl

lTamworth Regional Councillm'ee PlainsShire-Council

Residential

Rates

Mining
Rates

Business

Rate

i TOTAL GENERAL '
RATE )NCOME

S

Farmland

l Rates

l

5,325,636

14,056,808

2,570,910

2(1,663,321

4,200,878

9,i90,362

6,458

23,798

5,656,776

2,423,784

2,!50,900

31,662,191

zo,ssi,*'yo

14,035,970Armidale Dumaresq

Narrabri Shire Council

lnverell Shire Council

S,898,596

3,290,612

 4,818,253

4,041,235

4,889,543

755,808

690,337 1,281,941 - 11,912,109

2,077,008

130,010

10,257,163

Si704i071

5,549,434

3,543,601

2,681,666

Gwydir Shfre Council

Glen irines Severn Couricil

Uralla Shire Council

2,361,i'}0

1,938,781

2,640,433

1,475,831

290 ' - 47,421

t- =- - ' - 'i8,989-
874,328 l 705,611 2,949



'?" ?

?
/ /

r lj l

lllll

l

U

Wliat does the Special Rate Variation mean for me?

The 201 b?20 17 Budget prov(derJ for Couiicil Ievyirig the following General Rates after applying the I .8%
IPART detern'iined Rate Peg for 201 6/2017

I % OF REVEf-JUE FROI,4 CATEGORIES l

l

i

llliillllllil

l

illI
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1979
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from tlic SRV would bc as shown tri the followirig tab{e:

llllliill

FACT SHEET 4a Speci;il Rr-ilF V:irt:iticiri l Fit for the Fuliire Pal4e 6 o! 7

IIIlllil

l[xi(Jit g [[z[Ns[
mm sss m mms mrmm m s m m m m

[1 N:

l m r

l

k hr]n[1 JNN] [1

RESlDErJTIAL

RUsbt RESiDEri'ri ,
FARliLAf JD

8USlr JESS
Mil Jlr JG

.. ... .. ..... ..... ...... . ...l

l-- - ' - " ' ao.>yo.a 5 a'=-" -' .xS'i'F>o:<-
7 a9o S 804 466 l

32-iE,o' S 3452089',

20 1 S 2,teo st5gi
o-ooo s - i

TOTAL GENERAL RATE REVENUE S 10 736.2l71

INVERELL SHIRE

COUNaL RATING
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RATES IN

2019/2020
FROM THE SRV
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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) l Special Rate Variation

What is Rate Pegging?

Council's rating revenue is regulated under the NSW Government's 'rate pegging'. The Independent Pricing
and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) sets a rate peg which Iimits the amount by which councils can increase their
total rate revenue from one year to the next. For many years, the rate peg limit has not kept pace with the
increases in costs for councils to deliver services.

What is a special rate variation?

After IPART announces the rate peg for the upcoming year, councils can then have a conversation with the
community as to whether the increase is sufficient to continue to deliver the existing range and standard of
services available, whilst also ensuring there is sufficient funds to maintain and renew infrastructure. If they
feel the increase is insuffIcient, Council can request an increase above the rate peg limit. These increases are
known as a Special Rate Variation (SRV).

Applications for increases above the rate peg limit are assessed by IPART. IPART has stringent criteria which
a council must meet before :approving any application.

Why do we need a special rate variation?

Our community has consistently told us that assets like roads, footpaths and drainage are important to them,
but we need to improve their condition. In addition to this, in 2014 the NSW State Government initiated its
Fit for the Future local government re{orm program that required all NSW councils to submit a proposal
demonstrating plans to achieve long term financial sustainability and meet seven asset and financial
benchmarks.

The proposed Special Rate Variation is an important step to help maintain and manage our current assets
and ensure we deliver services in line with community expectations and remain financially sustainable.

What will the SRV be spent on?

The impact of the SRV on the Long Term Financial Plan of Inverell Shire Council will be an increase of
$13.66 million. Funds will be allocated to our regional and shire road network, including:

*

*

$5. l million on roads infrastructure backlog;
$3.22 million to ensuring the General Fund remains in balance and all service levels across all
Council's functions are maintained;

$2.33 million to additional maintenance of the rural road network (drainage, patching, roadside
slashing, bitumen maintenance);

'::Lr? SHEET 2: Special Rate Varlatiari(-#,l, l Pkl)srtsq. Page 1 of 6
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$1 .47 million to bitumen reseals and gravel re-sheeting;
$0.99 million to road grading;
$0.30 million for urban asset renewals on urban streets; and
$0.25 million allocated to culverts, drainage and footpath renewals.

Visit our website www.inverell.nsw.gov.ari and click on the Special Rate Variati6n link for further details.

How much will my rates go up?

The increase in rates (in terms of dollars) will vary for residents across the shire. The reason for this is that
Council uses the land value of properties throughout the shire to determine the level of rates each property
owner should pay.

In other words, land value determines how Council's total rate income will be collected from each property
owner. To allow residents to understand the impact of each of these scenarios, a number of tables which
show the proposed rate increases based on land value ranges have been provided in the Financial
Information fact sheet which provides an overview of the impact of each option based on land value ranges.

Visit our website www.iiwei-ell.nsw.goy.a?i and click on the Special Rate Variation link for further details.

*

*

Could some areas of Council become more efficient?

We continue to drive organisational efficiencies and are committed to a long-term service review program
to ensure we deliver services and facilities that meet our community's needs in the most efficient way.

In recent years, Council has focused on making significant savings and efficiencies, including initiatives such as:

Improved operational efficiencies by 24.75% over the last 7 years as measured by the NSW
Government's 'Real Operating Cost per Capita Benchmark';
Reviewing Council's Internally Restricted Assets (cash) and repurposing $6.0 million to road asset
renewals and reducing the road infrastructure backlog;
Utilaised loans to fund long term community infrastructure. As noted by Council's auditor at the
November 2016 meeting of Council, loan funds are not available to meet ongoing operational or
maintenance needs and should only be considered for long life capital infrastructure assets;
Installation of solar energy on all major Council assets and also LED street lighting in all lnverell
streets, saving $445,000 per annum on electricity costs;
Using technology and systems to improve productivity e.g. online mapping enquiries and electronic
payment portal;

Reviewed fees and charges income to introduce new 'user-pay' charges where possible;
Delivered substantial effIciencies in its road renewal activities including gravel re-sheeting, bitumen
reseals, heavy patching and major road rehabilitation; and
VVhere possible, gained grant income to deliver new community infrastructure.
Focusing on Work Health and Safety to reduce incidences, return staff to work sooner and reduce
insurance premiums. Council's Workers' Compensation Insurance premium is now l .67% of total

*

@

*

*

*

*

*

FACT SHEET 2: Special Rate Variatiori l FAQs Page 2 of 6
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wages paid, compared to the Local Government average of 3.6%, leading to a saving of $400,000 on
insurance costs.

Despite these savings, we still do not have sufficient funds to meet the costs of providing the current service
Ievels.

Can Council use grant funds to meet costs such as the infrastructure backlog?

Tt'iere are substantial Iegislative restrictions over Council's funds. The Local Government Act 1993 (Section
409) states that funding granted to / collected by Council for one purpose cannot then be utilised for
another purpose. In other words, a grant secured for sporting fields cannot be spent on roads. Only limited
grant funding opportunities exist and are available for road asset renewal and upgrades and these generally
have to compete on a State or Federal basis.

Is there an opportunity for Council to change its mind about a special rate variation?

Any council considering a rate increase must comply with the requirements set out in IPART guidelines,
including a notification confirming their 'intention to apply' while they continue with consultation. lnverell
Shire Council has confirmed this intention and has now notified IPART. The actual application (due in
February 2017) cannot be submitted until Council makes a formal resolution to do so. Council will make this
decision at a Council meeting in February 2017.

Why is Council consulting over Christmas and the January holiday period?

Council is complying with timeframes as established by IPART.

Council has consulted with the community on its Long Term Financial Plan 2016-2026 and draft Strategic
Asset Management Plan 2016-2026 earlier in the year, however, we are required to consult over this period
on the SRV application in order to meet IPART's February 2017 deadline. To compensate we have extended
this exhibition period to over 50 days (lI December 2016 to l February 2017).

Why aren't the water and sewer services included in these documents?

The Local Government Act requires councils to fund water and sewer as separate functions. This is the
reason why water and sewer rates and user charges are shown separately on your Council rates notice.

The proposed Special Rate Variation is for General Operations only. As this does not apply to water and
sewer rates and user charges, they have been excluded from these documents.

How do our rates compare with others?

FACT SHEET 2: Special Rate Variation i FAQs Page 3 of 6
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Many residents have asked us how we compare to other councils in terms of the average residential rate bill.
Since 2011, the average SRV in the region has been 27.09%. Glen lnnes Severn has received a 26.82% SRV
for three years commencing 2014- 15, while Gvtydir Shire has now received a 30% SRV. Narrabri Shire will
be applying for a l5% SRV commencing next financial year.

While this is not necessarily always a good measure of "value" as the range and quality of services in each
Iocal government area varies, the following table provides a regional comparison:

Note: The above 2014- 15 figures are the most recent a-vailable audited figures for all the councils. All of the
councils' rates have increased by at Ieast the IPART determined Rate Peg since 2014- 15.

What happens if IPART doesn't approve a rate increase for Council?

Council is committed to implementing its Improvement Proposal, which includes the proposed Special Rate
Variation, and meeting the benchmarks set by the NSW State Government under the Fit for the Future
reform agenda.

If a special rate variation is not approved by IPART then lnverell Shire Council would not meet the criteria
set by the NSW Government to be deemed 'fit for the future'. Council would need to seek guidance from
the NSW Government as to how they wish us to proceed.

Council 5as plenty of money invested, why don't you use that instead of increasing
rates?

Council's audited investments as at June 2016 was $51 .83 million. $33.06 million relates to externally
restricted assets such as developer contributions and unexpended grants. $15.93 million relates to work
Council has already committed to undertake, employee leave entitlements and replacement of major plant
and equipment. Taking into account these restrictions, Council's unrestricted balance (working capital) was

FA()!,
I M 4T SHEET 2: Special Rate Variatiori l Page 4 of 6

Farmland

Rates

Residential

Rates
Mining
Rates

Business

Rates

Total

General Rate

lncome

Tamworth Regional Council 5,325,636 20,663,321 16,458 5,656,776 31,662,191

Moree Plains Shire Council 14,056,808 4,200,878 2,423,784 20,681,470

Armidale Dumaresq 2,570,910 9,190,362 23,798 2,250,900 14,035,970

Narrabri Shire Council 5,898,596 4,041,235 690,337 l ,281 ,941 II,912,109

lnverell Shire Council 3,290,612 4,889,543 2,077,008 10,257,163

Gwydir Shire Council 4,818,253 755,808 130,010 5,704,071

Glen lnnes Severn Council 2,361,290 2,640,433 290 47,42 l S,549,434

Uralla Shire Council l ,938,781 l ,475,83 l 98,989 3,513,601

Guyra Shire Council 874,328 705,61l 2,949 98,778 2,681,666
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$2.84 million. Working Capital is required to ensure Council has sufficient liquidity to fund it operations and
it also acts a buffer for any unplanned emergency events which may need to be funded through the budget.

Why should I have to pay higher rates when l don't use many Council services?

A significant amount of Council's rate income is used to fund essential infrastructure services (maintenance
and renewal) which are used by residents every day. This includes roads, footpaths, drainage and community
facilities. The majority of residents use these services every day.

In addition to these infrastructure services, Council provides many community based programs and services
to a wide range of users across the shire. These services are funded either through user charges, general
rate income, or in some cases a combination of both user charges and general rate income. Where services
are subsidised through general rate income, it is on the basis that Council plays an important role in ensuring
access and participation to ALL residents for the use of these community based programs and services.

What other factors could impact on how much rates l have to pay?

Council rates are calculated based on the value of your land, as determined by the NSW Valuer General.
Updated land values are provided to Council every three years. A general revaluation is due to effect Iand
valuations to properties throughout the Shire from l July 2017. Any significant fluctuation in your Iand
valuations will also have an impact on the amount of rates you pay.

Are there concessions for pensioners?

The mandatory $250 rebate (set by the NSW State Government) is the level which Council currently offers.
This rebate is not indexed in line with future rate increases.

Council has not factored in any additional increase in this rebate for pensioners within its proposed Special
Rate Variation.

Is there any help for people who can't pay their rates?

Council acknowledges that any rate increase may adversely impact some community members. Council has
mechanisms in place to assist ratepayers should they incur difficulty in keeping up with their rates payments.
Contact Council for further information on 67288288.

What is the timeline for what happens next?

Council made a submission to the NSW State Government outlining how it will be 'Fit for the Future'. The
submission can be read on il'.AR. 1.- = ?t.-e:ki-':.< https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/Home/lndustries/Local-
Government/Special-Variations.

SHEET 2: Special Rate Variation l AQ! Page s of 6
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December 2016 - Commencement of community engagement period, which will include static displays,
information kiosks, launch of My lnverell My Say website and a newsletter distributed to all residents.
Council engaged University of Technology Sydney who will conduct a telephone survey of a
representative sample of local residents.

January 2017 - University of Technology Sydney will independently facilitate a workshop with local residents
to conduct more in-depth community engagement.

February 2017 - Deadline for community members to submit feedback (I a' February) on the SRV and also
the deadline for Council to formally apply to IPART for a SRV.

What ifl don't agree with my new land valuation?

You can find further Information about the NSW Valuer General valuation process and how to request a
review at the following website www.v;?iluergeneral.nsw.goy.au. You will receive your notice of valuation in
January / Februai7 2017. As valuations are provided by NSW Land & Property Information on behalf of the
NSW Valuer General, all enquiries should be directed to NSW Land & Property Information:

Phone:

Website:

1800 l10 038

www.lpi.nsw4ov.au/land valuation

If the value of my land increases does that mean Council's total rate income will also
increase?

No it will not. Council's rate income in total can only increase by the percentage increase (known as the rate
peg) which is set by The Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART).

Council uses the land value of properties throughout the shire to determine the level of rates each property
owner should pay. In other words, land value determines how Council's total rate income will be collected
from each property owner.

Updated land valuations are provided to Council every three years. These valuations are determined by the
NSW Valuer General. The valuation process is something Council cannot influence. Any significant
fluctuation in your land valuation will impact on the amount of rates you pay.

However, it's important to remember this will not result in Council receiving any additional increase in
income above the percentage increase approved by IPART.

lfl lodge an objection to my land valuation and it is reduced, will that mean my rates
will also decrease?

Once NSW Land & Property Information have advised Council of the adjustment to your land value, then
yes, Council will amend your rates to reflect the new land value.

FACT SHEET 2: Special Rate 1./ariation l (Qi<-a 015Page 6
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Being a pensioner it is just way too much to ask considering how we have to find $2350 per
anntu'n now
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292 supporters
208 needed to reach 500
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No to Inverell Shire Council's umiecessary 14.25% Special Rate...
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As a rent payer the owners will have no choice but to increase our rent!
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As pensioners its getting harder to afford the continual rises we have been getting let alone a
huge rise. Living at we dont see much benifit from rates as it is.
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The rate increase = rent increase .
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It's unfair to raise rates when they are already more expensive than some of the major cities
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As a casual employee at  getting 27 hours cut back, as well as paying rent, doing uni
and paying bills, I can't afford a rental increase.
I'll have no choice but to depend on Centrelink, which was an option I was trying to avoid.
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As a rural ratepayer and rural business owner, I cannot simply apply for a 1 4.25% increase in
my income and get it. Council should look at ways to operate more efficiently within its
existing means, as we all have to do.
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I don't think it is necessary when the council applied for a grant to do up the main street that
majority mling didn't warit, I moved here from tpe Central Coast 3 yrs ago. Rates are?quiie
expensive & not as many services here from co'pcil.
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I am a rate payer and haven't seen any improvement or advancement in the community from
last years profit.
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Because as a home I already pay over $2500 rates a year...
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They need to stop wasting money
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Less services more fees eg: roadside mowing and upkeep
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I think we pay enough anyway
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absolute 5oke spent a fortune up at the dump concrete and weighbridges and yet when the
garbage truck wreaks your bin they wont replace it because its more than s years old
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I don't think it is reasonable
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I can't afford to have my rent increased.
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We have one highest charges for rates as it is! We struggle enough without this rise!
As they say the rich get richer and poor get poorer :(
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This is a ridiculous price hike.....are you trying to pay for the memorial, think twice about
this, thought you wanted Inverell to grow.....this is a backward mive
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I am opposed to the wasted cost of redeveloping Inverell' business district. There seems to be
a lot of flippant spending going on.
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It is ridicules no one will be able to afford that
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Council needs to stop wasting rate payers money an look at doing jobs more efficiently
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PEOPLE ON THE LOWER END OF INCOME ARE STRUGLING
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Ludicrous. Just ridiculous!
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Ratepayers pay enough now, council is greedy, they should make do with what they've got
like the rest of us have to
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Council needs to be more efficient. As with any form of government, they have no money of
their own. It is the money provided by the citizens.
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I'm signing this petition because I can't afford to pay my rates as it is without the massive
increase that is proposed. If I can't afford to pay my rates I'll be forced to sell my house in
which I have lived in with my young family since 1998.
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The cost of living is high enough, can't afford anymore especially with new babies on the
way.
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NO
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Because it's not fair
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I disagree with a rise by this much i feel it is excessive. As some one who owns a property
the council has only done maintenance on our access road once in the two years since we
purchased the property. We do get garbage disposal. But we are not on town water. So for
these reasons i dont think an increass by this much is justified.
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We already are paying huge rates ,compared to sydney ,our land values are worth a quarter of
the the land values in Sydney ,but our rates are nearly double of those in syney
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We are a very low income family with 2 special needs children. A rates increase of this
magnitude could cripple families like ours... and there are a LOT of them in Inverell and the
surrounding district.
We have garbage disposal, but we must drive our bins 300m down the road to meet the truck.
We have no town water. Our access road is maintained once a year if we're lucky, so the
services Inverell Shire provide our HOME are few. We are proud of the work Inverell Shire
does for our beautiful town, but an increase like this will hit families too hard.
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I will be purchasing a home in the future. But not here if the rates keep increasing. It's a joke
as it already is.
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Too much of an increase in one year would undoubtedly create difficulties for people on low
fixed incomes, pensioners, renters, etc. We are lucky to have such a beautiful town and must
admit the council doe a great job but please treasure the residents and look after us all also.
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I can't afford to pay anymore.
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No to rate rise
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At his is a ridiculous and unnecessary price hike.
People are struggling as it is, where do you expect them to find that much extra money
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We have to drive 300 meters for mbbish deposal as for the road it is not maintained very well
and lucky if they come once a year to maintain it. Any increase would not be a good out
come for me on low income pension

o



Stop planting $1000 dollars of flowers in the roundabouts and xmas tree that is ridiculous etc
and they may have more to spend on needs.
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The rates are expensive as it is, an increase will place extra unnecessary pressure on
ratepayers who already stmggle to pay for the rising costs for essential needs such as food,
electricity, gas, fuel, healthcare and education. This rate increase will impact detrimentally on
businesses and the community, the flow on effect could very well "pull the tug out from
under" Inverell.
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I'm against the hefty rate rise as locals are stmggling to live as it is
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Ripple effect......rates go up, rent goes up and all involved have less to spend so it affects
Inverell at the end of the day....just saying! !

o

Delete

iQ i
Reply

m
::'i
r

3 wks ago

T?', '2 A 3 t) l'a! F O ?'? -S K CT N !I N G

it's not reasonable at all
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We simply cant afford this rise
Maybe if wages increased evey year to help compensate for all these rises it might be a
different story
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As a recipient of an OAP, I struggle now to pay all that is necessary to keep the utiliities,
insurances, rates not to mention food and general living at the current rate.
Although I pay by installments this is some times not able to be paid due to falling at the
same time as other DD payments.(DD)
Like my neighbours, we have garbage disposal, but we must drive our bins 300+m down the
road to meet the truck. We have no town water. Our access road is maintained once a year if
we're lucky, so the services Inverell Shire provides for us few.
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I own a property in Inverell. This rate increase is unnecessary .... money grab by the money
grubs of the Council. Time to be voted out I would say.
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It's unnecessary
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People in the community stmggle enough. It's absolutely ridiculous that our council would
even consider such a rise. Maybe the council should think about how they invest the money
they are already getting from homeowners. We are a family of 4 and the cost of living is
already high. How can we expect the younger generation to stay & buy a home in Inverell &
raise their families when we are just adding to expenses.
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iNVERELLCouncil remember if this rate rise goes ahead our economic position goes down.
Increased rates less to spend ON ALL THINGS
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Because it's not needed
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Inverell Shire council already spends too much money against the wishes of what ratepayer &
business owners want.

The Outrageously overpriced Christmas Tree for example.
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I'm signing because I am sure we pay quiet enough rates etc in comparison to other towns,
find another way to fund the things if Inverell instead of hitting the home owners that are
already stmggling
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as a young family on a 1 wage income this will put a lot of stress on us financially
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Donr need a rate rise -..there to expensive now .and what are we going to get for the extra
rates they we will be hit with
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Hubby and myself have just a part single pension to live on.
Council should push the-State government harder for more of a fair share of state revenue for
their citizens. After all NSW is the only state in Australia in surplus.
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I was on the paid panel and we did not agree to this (which is what they are saying we did).
Most of us recognised the need for the rise. HOWEVER we did not agree that it should be to
that extent for that period of time. We suggested less over the same period, or the same but
over a longer period. I doubt either of these options have been looked into. I feel the data has
very much been misused to push the council agenda.
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From what I've heard, Inverell council is one of the wealthiest in nsw
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I'm opposed to the rate rise
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I agree with all the issues raised here and am also very worried about not having enough
money to cover the proposed rate rise.
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I feel the rate increase is unnecessary and will make life more difficult for low income
earners, particularity elderly people
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Rates are high enough now Inverell does NOT need its main street upgeaded
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I cannot keep up with the cost of living now.
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Although I live in Qld I feel our little home is bleeding our pensioner funds with these very
umiecessary rate rise !
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I don't want a rate rise.
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Because my rates ge high enough thanks
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I completed the telephone questioning and was only given 2 options - increase rates or lose
services. There was no other option given and no opportunity to state your thoughts or
comment further.
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I don't want any rate rise. I want more inferstruture mainly roads in mral areas.
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Our rates are HIGH ENOUGH - you are going to mn us all out of this town we love to live
in. Way too high a raise in one go - please reconsider!
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To me Inverell Shire Council has always since we've lived here, (17 years) been an example
to all other shires I know of good management. It is a great disappointment to find that they
can no longer manage there funds and want to increase the rates by so much. THERE IS NO
EXCUSE TO INCREASE RATES TO THIS EXTENT - HOW M[?JCH SALARY ARE THE

MAYOR AND STAFF RECEIVING? Should they continue to pursue this ridiculous
increase our bragging about council's efficiency will be reversed.
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Puts too much pressure on already stmggling businesses & families
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What will higher rates achieve?? The roads have had the same minimal upkeep for over 10
years and the cbd is already dangerous with the plants in it. Oh and why are we ripping out
plants the day after they flower?? Maybe better planning not more money from rate payers
that's spent on councillors trip home! !
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The last rate rise has almost busted me. Irn struggling to scape enough together and definitely
wont make the due date
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I apose a rate rise of that much.
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FARMERS ARE EXPECTED TO LIVE WITHIN THERE MEANS & SO MUST LOCAL

GOVERNMENT. in another place and time I helped force a rate cut of 30% and the world
did not come to an end.
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Rates are too high for us too afford now.
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Incomes have not risen, everything else has,
I Can't Afford It, Any More is like Blood from a Stone
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As usual the elected officials are looking after themselves instead of those who elected them.
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the council already gets plenty of funds which it waste by giving it to big business. the
council needs to stop trying to rip off its residences.
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I don't want a rate rise.
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The data presented was high in gloss and low in information. The survey was loaded with
'gimme' questions seeking approval of outcomes generally expected with no tangible relation
to cost/benefit considerations.

The proposition was offered for consideration in a time frame not considerate of general
availability.

The meeting within which it was decided made no allowance for public submission, despite
interest to do so.

The council is particularly "well off'/financial, on what grounds given positive comparative
performance outcomes can rate gouging be reasonably argued?
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management, the managers, who ever they are, should be accountable and their ability to do
the job they are well payed for should be questioned.
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I want the council to be more proactive in reducing the cost of supplying infrastructure and
maintenance by applying more diligence in determining the costing of those services.
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The SRV is excessive in the current climate and should at the very least be stalled and
reviewed once the increase in property values has been applied.
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The increase is too large showing poor financial management and forsight. A small increase
eg CPI but 1 4% REALLY. In the real world of business this type of increase is unaeceptable
and customers would be lost, very quickly. Rate payers shouldnt have to cover for poor
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I believe that this rate increase is unjustified. There seems to be money spent in areas that can
wait and money not being spent where it should be.
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More efficient management of ratepayers funds would be a more adult step that punishing the
people who keep the decision makers in a job. Council, as a whole need to see this decision
through the majority of the people who pay for responsible governance.



'EASOThJ FOR SUCNNNG

Inverell is, in my view, a beautiful town, its garden streetscape frequently drawing favourable
comment from many a visitor. This aspect of Council management is to be complemented
and maintained but kept in perspective with overall commitments - the money spent on
planning "wildly excessive" street scape redesign and promotion and obscure art creations is
a step too far when core responsibilities are not being met.

To redress budgeting problems with a rate hike of the magnitude proposed is offensive,
simplistic and in reality unnecessary. I oppose the proposed SRV application to IPART.

I have heard it said that Inverell has to a large degree become a "welfare town" and business
have and are struggling. If this is so, the impost of a 1 4.5% SRV will only exacerbate the
struggle for these demographics and impose a considerable impact on the town. Increased
land valuations and other general increases added to this would effectively mean the real cost
to ratepayers would more realistically be greater, possibly in the range of 20 to 27%

It is also known that the Shire holds a $52 Million cash reserve, a large percentage of which
is committed to various budgets such as those required for long service, severance and
holiday payments etc. This is understood as is the need for a contingency reserve for the
unforseen. It is further understood that the independent, external Auditor identified in excess
of $10 million of unidentified funds. Surely a percentage of this, together with prudent
management of existing resources, informed and open decision making with an emphasis on
core responsibilities, diligent workers in both administration and in the field, all with their
shoulder to the wheel, would meet current needs and make the proposed l 4.5% SRV
excessive in the extreme.
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Council could save many millions of dollars by changing work practices.
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I do not believe it is not necessary and is causing concern among pensioners
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Council need to have a closer look at where savings may be made within council stmcture
and council funded services before the implementation of a rate rise.
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I am battling to make my property viable as it is. A large amount of Inverell shire is marginal
country and we are battling to survive as it is. The only benefit we receive from paying rates
to Inverell shire is the occasional grading of the northen 1 0km of Holdfast Road as we use
this do travel to queensland to do our shopping etc.
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We live on a property 45 km firom town on a gravel road that is at times in extremely bad
repair. It costs us thousands of dollars each year in wear and tear on our vehicles. In dry times
it has been hazardous to drivers because of the dust it creates, and has caused accidents
because of the ruts filled with bull dust. We have no garbage collection and no water. Our
rates are already very expensive and a rise in rates is totally unjustifiable.
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Rates are getting far to expensive for the person on the average wage.
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INCREASE IN RATES CAN NOT BE JUSTIFIED
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I'm signing this petition because I disagree with the proposed rate increase.
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Its out of reach to many families.
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We have just had a rate rise and living out of town with difficult access to services makes it
hard to justify more rate increases
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I'm an ISC rate payer. ISC rates are significantly higher than my capital city rates & I own a
larger block & receive more services than ISC already provide.
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I am a farmer and my rate bill is high enough now. I cannot justify a 1 4% rise
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I feel we have been misled about the tme size of the rate increase when the compounding
effect and the CPI increase is taken into account. Also, if council's backlog is as small as they
state there is no necessity
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Maybe The Inverell Council should Listen to what the people want for a change but they will
just go ahead anyway.
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A l 4.25% rise is way too much. Perhaps a thorough review of how ratepayers funds are spent
is in order.
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Roughness (NRM) Legend
Excellent = <40 Very smooth ride quality
Good = 40-80 Few minor bumps encountered
Fair = 80-110 Small up and down movement, Reasonably comfortable driving
Poor = 110-140 Small up and down movement, Feel rough in trucks, low comfort driving
Very Poor = >140 Uncomfortable driving, severe up and down and sideways movement.

Good control of steering must be ?maintained. Reduction in speed is often practised.

l Rutting Legend
Negligible = 0-5mm
Slight a s-10mm
Moderate = 1 1-20mm

Severe = >20mm
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