
 
 
           MCCC 

P. O. Box 51 
           Wentworth Falls 2782 
16th March 2015 
 
 
Executive Director 
Local Government Team Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal of NSW.  
 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam. 
 
The Mountains Combined Chamber and Community Inc (MCCC) represents the Business Chambers and 
Communities of Glenbrook, Blaxland, Springwood, Hazelbrook, Lawson, Wentworth Falls, Leura and 
Katoomba.  
 
Further to our letters dated of 17.11.14 (Angela Lougheed) and 16.2.15 (Lew Hird), copy attached, we 
would like submit the following petition information to add support to our objection to the proposed 
application by the Blue Mountains City Council for a 40% rate increase (over 4 years). This was option 1. 
on their survey. 
 

• Scanned files of signatures obtained on hard copy petitions and the website can be accessed at the 
following address: 
https://www.dropbox.com  

• Hard copy signatures = 1,841 
• Signatures downloaded from website – totalled (at 16.3.15 10.00am) =  1,710. 

These can be accessed at www.change.org/p/ipart-bmcc    
 

Grand total of signatures NOT in favour of the Council’s request for an increase: = 3,551. 
 
Our efforts to obtain these signatures were over a period of only 20 days. While this represents a small 
sample of local sentiment it is still well in excess of the BMCC’s published survey result, claiming a 
majority vote by ratepayers in favour of the increase. 
 
In light of these results, the MCCC requests that IPART declines the request by Blue Mountains City 
Council for this unjustifiable increase. 
 
 
 

       CC Hon. Paul Toole MP 
          Minister for Local Government 
          Roza Sage MP Blue Mountains 

        
       

http://www.change.org/p/ipart-bmcc






 
 
       P. O. Box 51 
       Wentworth Falls 2782 
16th Feb 2015 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
Local Government Team Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal of NSW  
 
The Mountains Combined Chamber and Community Inc (MCCC) represents the 
Business Chambers and Communities of Blaxland, Hazelbrook, Lawson, Wentworth 
Falls, Leura and Katoomba. 
 
The MCCC is strongly opposed to the increase in rates beyond the rate pegging 
permissible that has been/ will be submitted by Blue Mountains City Council 
(BMCC). 
 
In short the MCCC maintains that: 
 
1. BMCC has grossly mismanaged its finances over many years with indebtedness in 
the realm of $60 million and an unfunded long service liability of the order of $8.5 
million. 
 
2. BMCC has a workforce which annually costs up to four times the equivalent of 
Hawkesbury Council with a similar population and geographic area 
 
3. The consultation process conducted by BMCC was not objective, was flawed and 
designed to elicit the desired response. 
 
For the above reasons and the weight of evidence presented in the attached letter to 
the Minister of Local Government, the MCCC maintains that the BMCC submission 
for a 40% increase in rates over a four year period should be declined and that an 
administrator should be appointed to sort out the financial affairs of BMCC. 
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p.o, Box 51

Wentworth Falls 2782

!7'h November, 2014

Attn: Hon. Pauf Toole MP

Minister for Local Governrnent

GPO Box 5341

SYDNEY NSW 200!

office@tooJe.rninister.nsw.gov.au

Dear Hon. Paul Toole MP,

RE: Blue Mountains City Counci! economic susta:nabi!ity and proposed rate increases

The Mountains Combined Chambers & Cornmunity (MCCC) is an advocacy group representing a number of
local chambers and community associations in the Blue Mountains iricluding Blaxland,
Haze!brook/Woodford, Lawson, Wentvtorth Falls, Leura, and Katoomba.

The MCCC wish to bring to your attention our serious concerris with ttie financial management of Blue
Mountains Cit7 Cotlncil arId the proposed significant rate increases of up tc) 40.4% (27.8% aboVe the
allowabie increase under rate pegging) currently under consideration-

This is the 2nd rate increase iii t++ree years. A Speciai Variation to iricrease rates under Sectiori SO8A of the
Local Government Act 1993 was sought by BMCC for a variation to generai income of 7% in 2010-11 and
5.99% aririualiy in years 2011-20i2 to 2014-2015 including ra{e pegging.

Despite the previous rate increases, Council indebtedness (see attachment 4 T Corp nev:evt Page 21
Section 4.1 para 1 and 4 and Page 33, Section 6), the number of Council employees and the urifunded Long
Service Leave liability have all increased. Furtherrnore the corrimunity has seen no eviderice of improved
services to the corwrnurxity arxd the econorriic decline in a number of village centres has now become
obvious. The latter is evidenced by the significant number of errxpty shops across the LGA as business
struggles to be economically viable with increased rates/rents and IOW popuiation densities.

Evfdence of Pooc F:nanc:a? Managernent
Despite having alriiost twice the staffing ratio / capita ratepayer relative to Hawkesbury Council (see
attachment s pages 56-57 and 152-153) BMCC maintains that it does not have sufficient staff to undertake
a comprehensive revievv of its LEP's tor the purpose of compiiance with the Standard lnstrurrient LEP. The
Council has ignored significant issues of employrrient, affordable housirig, tourism, environment and
business developrrierit in the so called 'tanslation' exercise of curreri(: LEP's to the DLEP 2014. Such inertia
and the [ack of resolve on rriedium density development severely Iirnits the potential rate base revenue.

Residents and business are being asked tc shoulder the burden of BMCC's $62 million debt brouBht about
by 56 million arinual losses over the past 10 years. In addition has an 58.5 million unfunded staff loi'ig
serv?ce [eave ?iability. The MCCC understarid that BMCC has been assessed by the NSW State Goverrirrient
Treasury Corporatioty as having"...no capacity to incur further debl'.

By comparison Havkesbury Council, which is of a similar population, with a similar geographical
area/configuration, has 220 less staff fhan BMCC and spends onl'd 5'-o of f0tal income on administra?ion in
corrxparison to >os spent by BMCC's on administration. The staffing cost ror BMCC equates to $24miiliori
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per annum, excluding additional salary package tiabiiities such as long service leave entitiernents. Further
we understand that BMCC staff are paid 1.5% above any standard pay iricrease. No effort appears to have
been rriade to rationalize staffing numbers it'i line with similar LGA's nor have other economies been
imp[errierited to address the unsustainable finaricial s:tuation at BMCC. lri the 'Six Strategies for Financiaf
Sustairiability' outiined by BMCC none addresses staffing costs (See Attactunent 3 'Resourcirig Our Future').

The MCCC are greatly concerned that ariy increased rate rise wilt be a 'band aid" soiution only and will not
address sigriificant stuctural and cultural changes requ:red within BMCC managemerit, to ensure the
ongoing econemiic sustaiiiability of our council. A 'barid aid' solut0ori that will have further negative social
and econorriic impact on the busiriess' and communities of the Blue Mountains.

The MCCC have also noted with concern the recent resignation of two BMCC councillors, Flobert Stock
{lndependent) and Georr5e Williarrison {Greeris} after an aggress?ve verbal exchange at a councit meeting
ori the 19'h AuHust 20:L4, vvhere they raised concerris and questioried the firiancial management of BMCC.

Courac:f appeavs to have m:s)ed fhe comgpun:!:y orm fbe yafes :ssue
in an atterript to garner support Tor the significant rate r:ses proposed by the Couricil, BMCC mailed a
@Iossy 4 pa@e brochute to rai:epayers (See Attachment 3 'Resourcing Our Future'). This "Resourcing the
Future" brochure sought to explain the var:ous levels of service optioris that the Council might provide in
future. Within the brochure there was discussion about the possible Ievels of rate iricrease that might be
needed to support the proposed serv%ce options. The brochure concluded with a survey that required
respondents to choose one of three optioris:

2) Seiviee fevers improved

2) Service levels rnairitained

3) Service revels reduced

There was no mention of rate increases in the survey questions ori the brochure or tri the on-line Public
Submission Form (See attachment 2 0riline Public Subrnission Forrn). A person would rieed to have studied
the rest of the brochure to know that these three options were to be the consequence of the various Ievels
of rate increase proposed. Without havirig studied the rest of the brochure, it would be reasonable to
expect most respondents to these three particular questions to respond to maintain or increase the level
@f services.

11 was tMen' reporfed !n {he local paper tl)at 80% of resfdents Voied fDr an !ncrease frl rafes of up f0 40.4%.
This appears to be classic example ot" push polling" where the poll elicits the desired outcome because of
the nature of the question.

Other matters uihich brjrig the nature of the poll result into questiori are:

There is no iridependent audit of the authenticity of the poll rxor of the coliation and
interpretation of the results
Rate payers with more thari one ratable property received ority one Vote
Residents, who are not rate payers could pick up a copy of the brochure ar+d submft a 'vote".
Couricil staff, most of whori? reside in the LGA, have a coriflict of interest in votirig ior such
iricrease as without such iricrease in rates it is like!y that staff rationalization waill be forced upon
BMCC. tt iS also noted that BMCC is the iargest empt07er in the B)ue MOuntains LGA. (See
attachment 1 page 4 paragraphs S and 6 wtiere BMCC suggests that a rate rise wifl actually
stimulate the Blue Mountains economy)

*

*

*

Request fo not approve a cate rAse for 8MCC untj! t!'>ejga rnanagernent
Mrraprovement optgons are exhausfed

We request that any submission for an increased rate rise made by BMCC be refused uritil further
independent ecoriornic assessment is undertaken.

Before any rate increase is considered, we believe the fotlovving should be put in plaee to effect cost
reductions:
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administration eeoriornies and s'taff rationalizat:on ( We riote that the staff to residerit ratio
is almost twice as high as comparable counciis.)
Require Counc}i to imp{ernent reports that have been paid for by ratepayers but never acted
upori by Council (e.g. Stafford report, employment report, affordable housirig etc.). These
reports iriclude revenue raising and cost saving recornrnendations
Streamlirie developmerxt a@prova [s tor business and tourism - (the current approach often
appears to rajse a number of "petty }ssues !eadirxg to a cost to both Council and busiriess)
More cost effective controls on spendirig or+ Council developments such as the Cultural
centre, swirr+ming pools arid to{fet blocks

Joirit managemerit/veritures with other Couricifs on routine vvorks programs to eff*c!:
eeoriornies.

Arid, further, that before ariy rate increase is considered, the foiiowing shoutd be put in place to raise
reveriue:

.* modest rezoriing around viliage and transport hubs to provids med4um densi% deveioprnent
t)iat wou(d increase the rating base {and ?mpmve village busiriess vlabi)ity)
Sale of Couneil ia nd assets in elose proximity to village centers some of which are a[ready
zoned for rriedium derisity developrrient.
Adoptirig most of the recorrirrieiidations of the $taflord report that woutd increase tourisrn
development potentially increasing the rate base and returris trom visitor cantres
obtaintng reasonable returns ori existirig assets ma ny of which are curr*ritly runnii?g at a Ioss
implement community member and organtsation suggestions with reg,ard to car-parking fees
by riori-residerits to tourist areas (other thari at Echo Poirit).

?*

?*

*

*

The MCCC rnaintairis that vnless BMCC is prepared to irnplerrient these recommendations arid all other
measures eited by Counci[ to reduce costs arid raise reveriues prior to ariy poss%b?e rate increase, the
Miriister shoutd:

Firsthl, refuse any BMCC submission for a rate increase beyond that urider rate pegging, secondly
urbdertake an external audit of Councii finarices and operafions and third?y, if the audit is not indicating
that the Council is sustainable financia?]y then, appoint an administrator for BMCC.

Yours siricerely,

On behatf of Mountains Cornbirieel Charnbers arxd Commuriity.

Corxtact Phorie: Angela Lougheed 

We woufd ttke to discuss these issues mith you and seek a meetirig to further express our @rave co

cc. Roza Sage MP Member for 81ue Mounfains

Attachrrients

%. Response frorrt BMCC re queries regarding the proposed rate increase and BMCC financia[ positiori
2. BMCC Publie Subrnission Form

3. Resourcirig our Future Document

4. Btue Mourtains City Couricif, Firiancial Assessment and Benchrnarkirig Report 27 Mareh 20!3
Preparad by NSW Treasury Corporatiorr as part of the Locat tnfrastrueture Reriewal Seheme

s. DLG Banchrnark 252 ?GA's Comparative Beric%mark April 2014: BM LGA

6. Article tri Blue Mountains Gazette Nov %2 2014 in wbich he states regardtng the projected rate r[se that,
... he didn't betieve a "geriuirie iridependerit cornmurxfty corisultation process " oceurred.
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Attachment 1

Response from BMCC re queries by MCCC regarding the proposed rate
increase and BMCC financial position

Frorn; "Rosemary Dtlion" <pJ
Date: 13/10/20i4 6:34 PM
Subject: Response to your enquiry re impact of rating o ptions

 
Cc:

Oear Mrs. Lougheed

Thank you ror your emaii addressed to the Counctllors of 12 September 2014 arid your
submission dated 4 September 20'l4. 1 apologise for the delayed replay, as we have had an
overwhelming responsc to the pub(tc exbibition. However, your comments wj)] be taken into
consideration and wi[l be made availabte to ail CouneiHors. They witl assist the Council tri
eieciding which, tf ax'iy, of the three funding options to proceed with.

In regards to your request For aclvice on whether at'i assesstnent was triade of the impact of the
proposed ratirig options on local businesses and the Nocal economy, the fotlowing response is
provided.

An arialysis of the capacity of the (.ity's ratepayers overall has been undertaken through the
rev!evv of a nurriber of socio-economic indicators sucti as the I ndex of Relative Socio-economic

Disadvaiitage, housing tenure, unemployment arid housing stress measures and the outstanding
rates ratio and our ratixig competitiveness compared to other eouncils foi- residential, business
and farrnland rates. This anaiysis was presented iii Part 2 of the Resourcing Strat<qy 2014-2024
document which vvas availabie during the Resourcing Our Future public exhibttion.

In general, these measures show there is some capacity for our community to pay higher
rates. To ease the burden on ratepayers, proposed rate variations have been staged over a
perXod of four years - with smaller aiiriual increases than if the variation was carried out solely in
olle year.

A(ldtjQDall'v', iQ Q !2 the Cquncil <;Qmulissioufd a reDQrt g[l tbe tQta) (iiJjm alld mdire(:S imQaa Qr
ih?ouncil's expem'titure QD (!)(! tOCa.l (.c'Ol'R2mV. T)115 rep?..tbat.the .Couricii.'S cQeodlture

?y clxain ai'id consuiltption effects to the loca! ecoriomy.

myr e;?aniple. tbe report indicated tbat to 20'i 1/ 12 tbe Couricil contt-ibuted Jrl estimated $s$.2
mtllion in direct 5pending i.ntQ re ,lo(;3? CcoIX)mV inclgding $20.4 rnii)iOn in purctiases or goods
and setyices froui locat businesses. Based on Chis, the rnu)Ciplier et[ect or the CouricN's
expenditure iridica(es that Option ? Levels }mproved ) wH]d h@ve ylie mg5r, 5(jHyula?ing
bthe local economvi and that optloD 3 (Setvice tevg:I$ BeduceaTh wQuld be: tbe lea$t
5?ulatingforthe loca}econrnny ll ) itiu' y-,ia box* a lla i"iiiiiist+t ,'irii!'oqii-5'ini J{i(Lli(t td
( 11111{l 11 lXl1! 411 a%sl}ffl')llOlt fhay } atc ,+alt l Cl )( lti {l(tl t.?llllt)r?ahl tillL}'i(l}J }r! t'lM { l!A% it a rIm
l'ric'(?ease x'Va's i"to'k 11{'llp('.)sed )

In regards to your questions raised in your subnxission, please fiiid resporises t+e!ow.

Quest!on: It uias noted that in the current budget papers that the Courcil was proud of the fact
that it had retained some $800K from maintenance expenses and put the current budget in the
black allowing this excess cost to offset the h u,qe debt bill. This inforrnatim has wo issues one is if
we save6 that on maintermnce costs - Who missed out?

4
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Response: As reported to the Council in the end of year report, the Council had an $800 K
surplus over the revised March 2014 adopted budget. This-favourable result is due to our
successtully imp!ementing our six financial strategies. The surp]us is made up of:

* Electricity savings - $297k

* Savirigs from the Sealiiig of Unseaied Roads Program - $l80k

* More inccime than budgeted 'tor:

o cornrnercial activities - $l22k

o development applieations - $l56k

c saies of reeycled materials - $68k

O caravan parks - $60k

Additiona! saies and expenditure savings fo?!oyving the Visitor
Infomiation Centres service resriesv - $62k.

The surplus of $800k was put irito reserves to n'ianage asset risk and debt.

Question: 17 ils to offset a huge debt bill is it really a surplus? How big is the bil/ toda.v? How ynuch
is the interest costing us and what are the future intercst increases expected? Why have we been
running up a debt at such a fast rate over the Iust ?6ur years?

Response: Over ttie past decade the Counci? )'ias used borrowings as a source of funding a
component of its Asset Works Prograrn. Tliis funding has enabied the Counci? to address required
renewal and upgrade of existing built assets and manage prioriq risks associated with ageing
infrastructure and facilities. Sorne of this tunding has also enab)ed the Couiicil to attract
signiflcax'it rnatchii'ig grant f'undirig e.g. iii past years ror the renexva[ of our road ne'work under
the Roads to RecoVel'y' Federal GoVeTnment funding program. Th.e tiaansport network [inc)uding
roads, footpaths, kerb and gutter, bridges and stormsvater infi-astructure) aeeounts for over $650
n'iil?ion of the Couricil's $1 billion total asset value arid not renewing our road network, wheri
required, results in significantly Xricreased future funding requirements as a result of more
exterisive deterioratiori rieeding to be addressed.

The Council has also borrowed furids to address key assessed priority needs of the City such as
the upgrade of the Katoomba Waste Mariagernent Facimy coi'npleted tri 2010. ]?his project
resulted in a much needed Resource Recovery Centre and l'Vaste Transfer Station to inaximise
the [ives of our waste management: faci?ities arid significantl)y min:inise future ]onger term costs
to the communi'cy.

Other borrowiny,s have contributed to the fui'iding of key comri'iunity inFrastructure pro')ects that
have improved the amenity and vibrancy of our City overall and towns, strengthened the tocal
ecorvamy and met assessed comrrumity rieeds e.g. t?ie new Katoomba library which has seen
sigriificantly increased visitatiori since opening. These borrowirigs have eriabled the Council to
deliver major proiecb of high benefit to t?ie cornnumity; have involved low interest ioan subsidy
financing arrangements with the State Governrnent; arid I'iave tri most cases been more than
matched by significant Federa} & State Goverrirnent grant fui'iding.

However, wbile the Council's debt service ratio pcrrormance indicator (i.e. the degree of revenue
frorri contjnued operations cornnxitted to the repayment ofdebt) is y? industry benchmark,

s
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our financial planrring has identified that we tiave reached our capac%q to incur riew debt. That is,
our avai!abie reveriue is insufficient to support further ]oan interest and principal repayments at
this point in time.

As a result, a strategy has beeri irrc)uded in the Couricii's adopted Six Strategies for Fjnancial
Sustainability to marrage borrowings responsibly (Strategy 3) by rntnin'iising future borrowings
and reducing existing debt. As shown i n the figure belovi, this strategy is projected to bring th'e
Council's borrowing ba!ance dovn rrom $59M in 2013-2024 to $22M by 2023-2024.

TOTAL BORROW[NGS OUTSTAND{NG

tO.aTh

hO KpXx €MJOi

% s Oa:l .-. .-...-..?..-..-.J

1'0 support the =plementatioti of this strategy the Council has developed a Borrowing Policy
(outiined tri the Councit's Deltvery Prograrn 2013-2017) that ensures vie rrianage the cost of debt
responsibly, takiiig into accoiint principles of inter-generational equity and the financial capacity
of the Cciuncil.

Going Forssard, the Counci) wil! endeavour to further reduce debt earliev where possible a nd
implement an annual review of borrowings. No new borrowings from 2014-2025 are planried
unless supported by a decisiori of the Council and one or mnre of the fol)owing criteria is met:

* Cost of the debt is funded from sufficiem mcorne or cost saving generated by thc
prqiec!.

* Financiatly responsible subsidised )oan fundirig is available (e.g. LIRS funding).

* Any proposed iiexv borrouting is supported by a comprehensive business ease.

* The borrowing re)ates to deferred asset v?oorks carried ronvard from a prior period
as resolsted by the Council.

QuesUon: What is the anticipoted economic impact of a rate hike cm Businesses?

Response: See t[ie response above.

Question: What is the anticipated social impact on /ow income or lixed income households?

Response: See the response above.

Tlie Council is aware that some residents may strugg[e to manage the proposed rate increases. In
such cases, residents can discuss with us )iow the Co?incil's Hardsbip Relief Po!Xcy could benefit
them. It is also possible to contact the Couneil's Reveriue Team to negotiate affordable payment

6
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rates for siiolt texa'rn per}.ods .[or Va.[)d 'hardship cases. The pr oposed rate variatiofis aboVe rate peg
(Options 1 or 2) have been staged over a perKod of f'riur years to reduce the impact on all
ratepayers.

Question : Does the proposed DLEP13 address impact ol'a reduced housing availabil% by 3 7%
from DLEP200S this direct[y affects the income base for Council rates into the future. Is there
actually g balance of economic impact verse sustainable development and incorrie?

Responsei There is no reduction in housing availability between LEP 2005 and DLEP 2013 as
this is a beSt-fit translation betxveen the instruments. ;Ti'iis x:hssurncs thertx iii ru> ym:rease in
demand for housittg hetween 2005 attd 20!3)

At its Bxtraordinary Meet0ng of 17 }une 2024, the Courici[ resolved (as part of the DLEP 2013
revSew of submissions process) to undertake a future review of the Residential Deveiopment
Strategy. This will anaNyse thc need for, and provisiori ol alterriattve bousXng oppoituriities
across the Mountains, arid svill iriclude erigagernent with t}ie Biue Mouritains coinrnunity.

al?hat review will be informed by the need to provide housiitg to n'ieet the c}iaiigirig needs of tl'ie
communi'l, the economic vtability of such development and opportunities to provide such
housing in keepirxg with the charaeter and erivironi'nenta[ values oF the Blue Mountains. It wi}l
look at the future prov%siori of alternaLive housing and wi!l consider the economic impact of
}iousing provisiori withMn a sustainability Frainework.

I hope this information is of some help in addressing your questioxis and concerns.

Regards

Rosemary Dillon /

I

I

?Rosemary Dillon l Group Manager. Integrated Piarining & Finanee l

Blue Mountalna C{ty Coune}I * ?
Bag Th005 Katoomba NSW 2780

* * Loded
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