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Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
This Council and Council staff have no ethics whatsoever and are sadly lacking in organisational skills. They do not believe
that the ratepayers is their customer, they think they no it all. The Mayor has told Councillors to 

", to keep their distance. The majority have heeded this and consequently the dissatisfaction within the community in
not getting questions answered or issues properly addressed is extremely high. This again is why so many ratepayers do not
believe Council is capable of making hard decisions to improve the bottom line. When asked questions at the community
meeting re the Special rate Variation the Mayor just said ­ it is what it is and kept giving excuses for the financial situation. The
General Manager stated that if this new SRV is given it will still not solve the problem. So ratepayers asked what strategies
will Council consider to resolve the situation. No­one answered. If Council didn't meet their obligations in the last Rate
Variation of 34% how can we trust them to be fiscally responsible this time?? Joe public has to live within its means so its
about time Council did the same.



Dear IPART, 
 
I wish to write to you to object to the Special Rate Variation (SRV) 
proposed by the Snowy Valley Council (SVC). I have read your 
directives on making a submission and cover how I have addressed 
the council about my objections and later explain why I find this SRV 
unfair. I thank you for accepting my submission and can only hope 
you as the last line of defence and the ultimate decision maker in this 
mater, understand how hard an extra 40% will be for me and my 
family to extract these funds from our small business to pay this 
impost on our business. My wife and I run a family farm of a little 
over 400ha south west of Tumbarumba. 
 
When the SRV first came to my attention was via a letter box drop in 
November 2023, I was astounded. I thought it was a mistake 
following on from the 35.95% SRV we had just been levied with from 
the previous proposal granted by IPART. I thought this as the reasons 
and problems that it would solve for the council all sounded the 
same as the documents from 2021. I wrote an email/letter (see 
appendix 2) to all councillors on the 25 November 2023 voicing my 
concerns, questions and the lack of affordability.  I did receive some 
email and phone responses from councillors. I also rang the Mayor to 
voice my concerns. Furthermore I attended the public meeting in 
Tumbarumba and spoke touching on the same subjects and 
mentioned to the ratepayers at the meeting that our only hope is to 
write to IPART as the council will vote for the SRV as they have failed 
to deliver the promises that the previous SRV would deliver and here 
we are again. Over and above IPARTs recommend actions I also 
wrote to the Hon. Justin Clancy with a similar letter who also 
responded in person and has raised it with the Minister for Local 
Government, I have been given an update but there is no response 
from the Minister at this stage. 
 
I then took it upon myself to make a submission to the SVC to speak 
at their Extraordinary General Meeting (EGM) on 1st Feb at the 



Council Chambers in Tumut with 2 other concerned rate payers both 
objecting to the proposal. You way wish to watch this on YouTube on 
the link on the SVC website or follow the link. 
https://www.youtube.com/live/8c0puwcEPaM?si=m-
fdckBX1rHeSSy9   
I was the second speaker of three. 
 
As you are well aware this vote was passed by the council and it is 
now to you IPART to make the ruling on this proposal. Before I 
inform you of our situation I think that it would not be unreasonable 
for IPART or its nominee to conduct a full audit of the SVC accounts. 
The council told us the rate payers and you, IPART, in 2021 that the 
SRV would “ensure long term financial sustainability” & “manage a 
range of financial impacts”. This by very definition is not the case and 
has not been achieved. And when asked at the Tumbarumba town 
meeting GM Steve Pinnuk that this proposed SRV will still not solve 
the problems. This to me indicates there are systemic accounting or 
budgetary problems or both. The admission that this SRV won’t fix 
the issue implies that the premise of the flier sent to rate payers that 
this SRV will fix the council problems is in fact untrue and the SVC 
will simply be back to IPART for another SRV in the future. You 
would, in my opinion, be better off finding the problems now before 
you agree to increasing our rates on the request of the council and 
its staff who are not staying with in their own budgets and 
commitments.  
 
Our Perspective 
I wish for you to understand where our business stands now. Our 
land is in what was the Tumbarumba Shire, which as you know was 
forcibly merged with the Tumut Shire. The time line is as follows 
1.We in the old Tumbarumba Shire had to endure the “Rate 
Harmonisation” to bring us up to the values of Tumut Shire, this was 
an increase of course. 
2. We had the proposed SRV, which was I sure 30%, was increased to 
35.95% and then approved by IPART 



3. uncontrolled by council I know the Valuer General has increased 
our land vale by 330% but using land sales totally unrelated to ours 
being river flats and much more productive and desirable land than 
ours. Please see Appendix 1) 
This has seen our rates change as follows 
2020/21 $6,908.40 
2023/24 $12,873.06. That is an 86% increase 
+40% from SRV you are considering, that will be $18,022.28 
That is 260% in 5 years if you approve this SRV. In terms of our 
business you have gone from asking for 1.8% of turn over to 5%. 
 
In my letter and at both meeting I pointed out that our Farm Land 
Rate Values have been conducted at the top of the price cycle and 
the request for a new SRV couldn’t come at a worse time with 
generational highs in cost of living including interest rates. As well as 
what I hope is the bottom of the price cycle for farm commodities 
from the SVC including wool, beef, lamb, grapes and mutton. All this 
when the SVC announced a $14.766m surplus! Please see their 
accounts. 
 
I would also like to bring IPARTS attention to the reasons for the SRV 
is “operating in a high inflationary environment” which we all 
understand. However we have the Reserve Bank Governor of 
Australia asking our major retailers, insurance companies, fuel 
companies and others to be restrained and only pass on price 
increases, not price gouge. How is it fair that the SVC can increase 
my rates 260% on a tax that I can not seek to vary, reduce or avoid? 
When I asked the councillors at the EGM Councillor James Hayes 
later answered my question, he said “  

”. I was shocked, I was of the opinion rates were to look after 
their charter or waste, water, roads, parks and gardens, not empire 
building.   
 
In response to my email/letter covering ability to pay date 25/11/23 I 
did receive a response from a  (see appendix 2), was a 



cut and paste from the postal drop. I fail to see how this is “engaging 
the community feed back”. I noted when at the EGM that the 
response to rate payers who were objecting on the ability to pay is 
on page 10 of the Agenda and was covered by the “Financial 
Hardship Policy”, which I note council charge interest. Is this really 
enough community engagement? Seems like just ramming it through 
to me. 
 
Who Pays? 
The rates are paid for by the 14,000 rate payers. However 46% of our 
land mass is covered by National Parks, $0 collected in rates  
A large portion of the SVC is covered by State Forests owned by the 
NSW State Government, $0 collected in rates . The pine trees grown 
on this land are planted, harvested and transported to various mills 
and ports. The damage caused by the contractors heavy plant and 
equipment to our roads and bridges servicing State Forests is not 
paid for by state government as a normal rate payer. So in effect 
rates come from less than 50% of our area by land mass and we 
subsidise the State and Federal Governments. I have put it to the 
Hon. Justin Clancy and councillors that we need to stop the SRV and 
get special dispensation for our unique situation. 
 
Where does the money go? 
Living at the southern end of the shire I rarely travel to Tumut, I did 
not go to Tumut once in 2023. I of course did attend the EGM, but 
understand it is out of the way for me and most of my neighbours. 
It does however seem to me that the majority of funds are spend on 
vanity projects in Tumut. I list below but a few, 

- New evacuation centre/basketball court in Tumut = circa $10m  
- Extended Run way at Tumut air strip = $1.3m and ran over 

budget. 
- New weigh bridges at the waste transfer station is Tumut, 

Tumbarumba, Khancoban and Batlow. I estimate $250,000 
each = $1m 



- There is a new RFS building being proposed for Tumut. I would 
guess this would have to be $5m 

- Lights at the Tumut soccer fields - $250,000 
These vanity projects are often the result of grant funds from state 
government. But what the staff and SVC and Councillors fail to 
observe is the depreciation and repair and maintenance has to be 
paid for by the rate payers. I am led to believe that the Basketball 
Court and Runway extension alone added $1m per annum to the 
costs in the budget alone. Who pays? The rate payer. As far as the 
weigh bridges go there is annual inspection fees in the order of 
$3,000 to be added to the depreciation. Who asked the village of 
Khancoban if they need or want a weigh bridge? Why do we even 
need a weigh bridge in these waste transfer stations? If it is to weigh 
the contractor trucks taking waste away, well one in Tumut would be 
enough as the trucks all go through Tumut.  If they say cost recovery 
well the council contractor charges $17 per ¼ of a cubic metre of 
general waste. Surely this is enough? I wonder what the new cost of 
using the waste transfer station will be when the weigh bridges are 
commissioned? 
I am told by reliable sources the lights at the Tumut soccer field were 
not requested by the soccer club, and when asked to contribute 
toward the ongoing cost of lights the club threatened to leave this 
ground for another saying they don’t need them. The Basketball 
court/emergency evacuation centre is of no use to me in a fire or a 
flood.  

• (IPART should check into how the approval process of 
basketball stadium/evacuation centre, with a budget over $5m 
I believe council need State Govt approval. It was granted, but 
why? Were councillors consulted? 

I did not ask for any of these vanity items, I can’t use most of these 
items and I certainly can’t afford any of these luxuries when I look at 
the proposed SRV. There is little thought given to the rate payer 
when the opportunity to cut a ribbon appears. Whether that be as a 
legacy project or to puff up you CV on your way to another council 
job. 



 
Comparisons 
Why is it SVC keeps coming back to IPART for SRV? What other 
council has asked for 2 SRV’s and the GM admits this will not fix the 
situation? The Greater Hume Shire to our West has rates 30-40% of 
our rates with similar number of rate payers. Wagga Wagga City 
Council rate payers also enjoy much cheaper rates albeit with a 
bigger rate payer base, but notably more services. 
 
 
Is it fair and equitable? 
In casual conversations with others in the shire it has become very 
obvious that those that reside in the old Tumbarumba Shire have 
received far greater increases in land valuations erroneously 
calculated by the Valuer General, those in the old Tumut Shire have 
seen no such increase and are remaining very quiet. When 
mentioned at the EGM, this was admitted and the only solution is 
“you’ll just have to wait until it caches up with those in the north of 
the Shire”. They Mayor admitted this was  

.  
 
Conclusion 
I find this proposed SRV grossly unfair. I appeal to IPART to deny the 
second of two SRV’s in 3 years. This is surely indicative of 
mismanagement and over spending by a council and it staff past and 
present. I note that IPART approved, in part or full, the last 17 SRV 
proposals, this is the time where IPART need to break with tradition 
and send a message. IPART need to have a full audit of accounts to 
satisfy itself that the revenue and costs are being properly accounted 
for, as the recent performance of SVC and it most recent SRV have 
been a failure. If not now will you consider this with the next SRV this 
council applies for? We as rate payers being hit for the wrongs of a 
council and its staff who have a poor track record. IPART needs to 
send a message to the SVC that it must be responsibly managing it 
budgets and not relying on IPART rubber stamping some of the 



biggest and repeated SRV’s in NSW to sustain its extravagances on 
the aforementioned. I have no doubt there is more spending planned 
from this council and its staff and IPART’s approval of the SRV will be 
a signal of complicity of this style of management.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

























Author name: B. Wilkinson

Date of submission: Thursday, 14 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
This council was sucessfull with 35% SRV in 2022 for sustainabilty ­which was a fabrication . They now require another 45%
just to stay afloat and have stated that increased charges are also needed These two SRVs have already on top of
"harmonisation" will make small­scale farming very difficult. Surely a limitation must be put on inefficiency. If this is granted it
is obvious that more requests will be made within a couple of years as there has been limited attempts made to control waste.



  

 

 

RATEPAYER SUBMISSION RE SNOWY VALLEYS COUNCIL PROPOSED 2023 SPECIAL RATE VARIATION.  

I refer to the current (2024) SVC proposal to introduce a further SRV and submit the following which is my 
submission to IPART: 

From the outset I make clear my objec�on to the proposed SRV, or any further SRV. Since Rates 
Harmonisa�on was implemented in 2021 my council rates will have increased by 89% with the proposed SRV. 
In return there has been no improvement in services that I receive and I see no evidence that council is 
seriously addressing itself to its out of control costs. Council con�nues to support councillor vanity projects 
including the Tumut basketball stadium/evacua�on centre, the Tumut airport and the Brindabella Road 
pipedream. None of these have widespread benefit to the community and none have widespread community 
support, yet will place a substan�al financial drain on council for decades. Council needs to stop these 
projects. 

We were told the current SRV of 35.95% (granted by IPART May 2022) would return financial sustainability to 
SVC, yet halfway into its implementa�on we are expected to accept that it has made no impact and a further 
SRV is needed. Yet council seems to have been able to produce a small surplus in 2022/23 (net opera�ng 
result before capital grants) with only half of the current SRV in place. 

Appendix 1, from the SVC submission to IPART Jan 2022 shows that under its then SRV proposal (that 
currently approved by IPART) there would be a projected deficit in 2022/23 of $1.666million and then 
increasing surpluses from 2024/25 onwards. On this basis council is tracking beter than those projec�ons by 
about $2million based on its 2022/23 annual statement. Council has failed to clearly provide detailed 
evidence and data suppor�ng why it now believes it needs a further substan�al SRV, given it is running ahead 
of the projec�ons it submited to IPART to jus�fy the current SRV that it claimed, and that it demonstrated to 
IPART’s sa�sfac�on would return it to financial sustainability. Council needs to provide detailed evidence of 
what has changed. 

Council needs to provide substan�al and substan�ated data around its proposed SRV. I can find no 
informa�on let alone data on what if any cost saving and financial measures council is proposing to manage 
its expenditure and control its cost base. We are simply expected to believe the LTFP documents put forward 
by council without any basis on which to analyse and assess its projec�ons. We know from previous 
experience that council’s LTFPs are largely works of fic�on constructed to suit the outcomes it wishes to 
achieve, but which are not realised over �me.  

Council needs to properly and fully inform its ratepayers of all the issues and detail relevant to the proposed 
SRV. To date Council has made litle effort to properly and fully inform its ratepayers of all the issues and 
detail relevant to the proposed SRV and upon which a reasonable ratepayer would expect to be able to make 
an informed decision. 

Council needs to properly and genuinely engage with its community. It has not advised the community how it 
will engage with it and gather community input other than very rudimentary and wholly unsa�sfactory “Pop 
Up” sessions comprising just a single session midweek and midday for 2 hours in each centre, and single 
community informa�on sessions. There is no informa�on informing ratepayers how to make a submission 
other than on-line or what its proposed �melines are for gathering such inputs. 

Council needs to communicate fully with its ratepayer base and the community at large. Its communica�on 
has been totally inadequate.  

I see no evidence that council has made any atempts to rein in its con�nued profligate expenditure or to 
implement any substan�ve measures to return to financial sustainability other than the proposed SRV, yet 
this is an area Professor Drew focused many of his recommenda�ons on. 



  

 

 

It has not provided any evidence that it has acted on any of the 50 odd recommended ac�ons proposed by 
Professor Drew in his report commissioned by council at a cost to ratepayers of $100,000, other than 
imposing a further SRV (and that Drew suggested would need to be around 15% to 30%, not the 40% to 42% 
SVC now proposes). Without ac�ng on those recommenda�ons council is failing to put in place very 
important ini�a�ves to improve its financial performance, its capacity to control costs, its accountability, its 
engagement with the community and most importantly to rigorously assess its various expenditure proposals 
as to the financial viability of them, the community’s support for them, or to iden�fy, ar�culate and 
implement cost savings measures and the actual outcomes of past cost savings proposals. The only men�on 
of such savings is a single sentence in council’s submission to IPART that it “…has made produc�vity savings of 
$1.4million since 2020…” 

Furthermore, Drew is very clear that SVC needs to demerger and that it needs to move to do so with some 
urgency.  That is what council has unanimously resolved to progress, and it is clearly what the community 
wants and needs.  

Rather than waste resources on a SRV proposal, Council would be well advised to focus its limited resources 
on progressing its demerger proposal to Government by rec�fying the significant shortcomings it allowed in 
Professor Drew’s review by pu�ng together detailed assessments of the likely cost of a demerger and the 
likely financial viability of the 2 emerging councils. Council has been provided a detailed plan showing a new 
Tumbarumba can be viable from the outset, it needs to do the same for a future Tumut council. These 
assessments are sorely missing from the Drew review and clearly important elements to persuade the new 
Local Government Minister. 

Appendix 2 to this submission is the Appendix 2 to Drew’s report with the complete set of recommended 
ac�ons proposed by Professor Drew.  

Council needs to provide the community a detailed response to how it proposes to act on these 
recommenda�ons. 

Council’s submission to IPART with regard to Capacity to Pay fails outright to consider or address current 
factors and pressures on ratepayers’ capacity to pay. 

The document submited by council to IPART is largely a “cut and paste” of its previous submission for the 
previous SRV (Morrison Low 2021). Much of the text and virtually all of the analyses are based on data from 
2021 or earlier and thus prior to the current major upturn in cost-of-living pressures, and much of the impacts 
of Covid. 

Council’s atempt at overcoming this major failure in its analyses is to draw on meagre data from its Hardship 
Policy yet that data confirms a doubling of ac�ve payment relief plans from 2022/23 to 2023/24, not 68% as 
council’s submission states. In any case a reliance on such data is superficial and unlikely to be a reliable guide 
as to the extent of rate induced hardship. Rate induced hardship is most likely to be felt by renters in lower 
socio economic circumstances, whose rents are increased by increased rates, not the owners of the houses 
which they rent. 

In summary, my view is that council has not made out a case, let alone a compelling case for a SRV as 
proposed. It would need to do much more to provide a convincing argument, if it indeed it is able to do so. 

IPART should reject the SRV applica�on outright. 

 

Sincerely  

Douglas Gee, resident and ratepayer.                            13 March 2024  





  

 

 

Appendix 2 -Extract from University of Newcastle Report to SVC (The Drew Report) “Snowy Valleys Council – Evidence regarding 
the advantages and disadvantages of the de-amalgama�on” 

Appendix 2 – Financial Sustainability Measures That 
Should be Implemented at SVC 

We were commissioned to provide advice to Council regarding the advantages and disadvantages of a 
potential de-amalgamation. However, during the course of our work it became apparent that SVC faces 
some serious challenges and would require significant mitigation works in the event that it was not de- 
amalgamated. Moreover, our extensive experience working with councils in distressed conditions suggest 
to us that it would be prudent to start to redress some of the problems at SRV, as soon as possible – even 
if Council elects to pursue a de-amalgamation. Indeed, the quicker Council acts, the less pain that is likely 
to be felt by the community. 

The following are dot points of the most important matters that need to be redressed, organised according 
to the topics of (i) special rate variation, (ii) capital expenditure program, (iii) financial sustainability plan, 
(iv) staffing, (v) financial information, and (vi) communication. Professor Drew will elaborate on these 
matters in his extensive workshop with Councillors on Thursday 27th April. 

We stress that the following is a value-add service that we have elected to provide in view of the pressing 
problems confronting SVC. It is not meant to take the place of a dedicated analysis of financial 
sustainability and further recommendations may be warranted should additional investigations occur. We 
also underline the importance of exerting maximum effort to redress perceived problems as quickly as 
possible – irrespective of what happens on the de-amalgamation question. Some of these matters are very 
serious and simply cannot be allowed to continue unchecked. 

(i) Special Rate Variation (SRV) 

• It is important to realise that the cost-base of Council has been increased permanently. 

• By our estimate an SRV for an additional 15-30% above the cap will be required shortly (this is on 
top of the SRV that has already been approved by IPART). Indeed, even more rate increases may 
ultimately be required. Unfortunately, we were unable to obtain sufficiently robust accounting 
data which would be required to be more precise (especially an updated and plausible long term 
financial plan). {We would also need to thoroughly assess capacity to pay (especially the 
econometric estimation of same), assess debt capacity (through econometric estimation), and 
know what decisions Councillors have made with respect to de-amalgamation as well as regarding 
the matters that follow}. 

• We believe that Council should seriously consider applying for a SRV in the next round, which 
commences November 2023. 

• It is important to understand that the existing SRV has also probably permanently altered the 
location decision calculus of prospective residents. A future SRV will do likewise. Thus, spending to 
improve the liveability of the region – and hence attract population growth – is offset, at least in 
part, by the rise that it brings about to shelter costs. 

 
 

(ii) Capital Expenditure Program 

• The capital expenditure program needs to be revisited and scaled back wherever possible. It is 
simply too large for a council of this size and has been distracting staff from key tasks that now 
stand in need of urgent redress. 



  

 

 

• Indeed, Councillors may be well advised to take a much more critical view of potential grants for 
works of a discretionary nature in the future. It is sometimes appropriate to say ‘no’ to 
opportunities – especially when faced with pressing financial sustainability concerns or an over- 
stretched staff. 

• Whole-of-life project costing needs to be adopted in the future. Notably maintenance, staffing and 
ultimate replacement costs are usually not covered by grants. These substantial costs may not 
have been considered carefully in the past. 

• Furthermore, the willingness to pay (WTP) of the community must be assessed rigorously. This is 
best done through the use of sufficiently large, randomised surveys that cite the whole-of life cost 
for the asset, as well as the average cost to each individual ratepayer. Failure to robustly assess 
WTP can lead to entrenched fiscal illusion and hence significant financial sustainability challenges. 

• More extensive and comprehensive community engagement needs to occur for large 
infrastructure spending with reference to whole-of-life cost and WTP. It has become clear to us 
that many in the community feel that some projects in the past were not consistent with the 
preferences of residents. 

• All new programs and capex decisions should make reference to the long-term financial plan 
(LTFP) – specifically where surplus funds can be found in the LTFP, or alternatively, specific 
expenditure cuts or additional revenue streams that will be executed. 

• Since amalgamation there has been greater attention given to the villages. However, it is not 
always clear that the level of services provided have been commensurate with the population size 
and needs of the said villages. Council may need to better manage the expectation of the villages 
or better convey the cost of providing higher-than-normal levels of services to some of these 
areas. 

• More focus needs to be had on maintaining current infrastructure rather than new construction – 
especially in the Tumut area. When one travels around Tumut it is clear that there is a 
considerable maintenance deficit that needs to be addressed. It is possible that the large program 
of new capital expenditure in Tumut, in particular, has resulted in less attention being given to the 
state of the existing asset base. 

• The robustness and detail of asset management and construction plans could be improved. Council 
should prioritise a better appreciation of asset conditions and also better understand the impact 
that this will have on the LTFP and financial sustainability. 

• It appears that Council might benefit from hearing more often from the manager-level staff. It is 
our contention that most of the middle management are well-aware of the problems facing 
Council and could offer excellent advice on the way forward. However, for them to feel 
comfortable enough to provide sage counsel they need to feel that they are being listened too, 
and understand the high respect that Councillors have for their wealth of experience. 

• Budgeting practice needs to improve considerably at SVC – please see the finance information 
section for more detail. 

 
 

(iii) Financial Sustainability 

• On the whole it would be fair to say that the extant Financial Sustainability Plan is inadequate and 
misguided on several matters. 



  

 

 

• For instance, it recommends price benchmarking. This is the incorrect strategy in most cases. 
Council is urged to instead practice long-run marginal cost pricing1 for most discretionary prices. 
Discretionary prices should be allocated to one of four years and each price reviewed on a 
revolving four-year cycle. In inter-cycle years prices should, in most cases, be increased by the 
relevant sub-index of the Producer Price Index (PPI) – the Consumer Price Index (CPI) should only 
be used for items where capacity to pay (rather than cost recovery) is the main concern. 

• The financial sustainability focus needs to be far broader that the two ratios mentioned in the 
Financial Sustainability Plan. In particular, there needs to be a much stronger focus on the 
adequacy of reserves (and trends in reserves), the accuracy of budgets, and the plausibility of the 
LTFP. In this regard Council should expect the ARIC to closely monitor a broad suite of metrics 
consistent with those presented in this report. 

• Care needs to be taken with respect to the assumption that shared services will definitely result in 
savings and efficiencies. Indeed, research by Drew et al. (2019) has shown that shared services 
often result in higher unit costs. However, if designed well collaborative arrangements can result in 
savings and in this regard, readers are referred to the guidelines in Drew (2020), pages 87-102. 

• There seems to be a need for greater accountability regarding budget over-runs. 

• Rigorous monthly budget reconciliations should be re-instated as soon as practical. 

• It is important for Council to make subsidies both more rigorous and also more transparent. For 
each subsidised good or service Council ought to articulate in a publicly available document: (i) the 
virtue or positive externality that the subsidy addresses, (ii) the target group for the subsidy, (iii) 
the measurable goal for assessing the success of the subsidy, (iv) the minimum rate necessary to 
achieve this goal (as well as the discretionary pricing or survey evidence to support this 
contention), (v) how the subsidy will be clearly communicated to both donors and beneficiaries, 
(vi) the date that the subsidy will be reviewed (this should occur at least every four years). It is 
particularly important to send clear price signals in order to combat fiscal illusion. Thus, receipts 
for subsidised services should prominently display the quantum of the subsidy provided by the 
wider body of taxpayers. 

• Indeed, all discretionary goods and services should be reviewed each Council term. The best 
approach to this is to divide the current list of discretionary projects into four equal portions and 
have Councillors confirm that the discretionary items are still appropriate each cycle. This decision- 
making should be informed by (i) the cost of the service, (ii) the measured success of the service, 
and (iii) Council’s current financial sustainability position. Unfortunately, services of a discretionary 
nature are often implemented to meet a particular need but continue to be funded even when the 
need no longer exists, or where the service has failed to address the need (Friedman, 1993). 

• Community grants should require annual applications which ask applicants to explain (i) the value, 
facilitated by the grant, that they will provide to the wider community, (ii) the measures the 
organisation is implementing to reduce grant dependency in the future, (iii) the contributions 
made by the members of the organisation (both financial and in-kind), (iv) what other options the 
organisation explored to meet their needs (such as community donations or grants from other 
bodies). These completed applications should be publicly available. 

 
 
 

1 This is the cost of producing just one more item taking into account overheads, capital replacement costs, 
maintenance and the like. 



  

 

 

• Council would be well advised to conduct some targeted education of staff regarding (i) financial 
sustainability (as a general concept), (ii) the financial sustainability position of SVC, and (iii) an 
improved financial sustainability plan. Staff should also be asked for their suggestions for 
improving efficiency and generating savings. A number of councils run appropriately incentivised 
schemes of this kind with great success. 

• Council would be well advised to better educate the community regarding the financial 
sustainability challenge faced by Council. At a minimum, Council should clearly display on rates 
notices: (i) a chart of total debt over the last 5 years, (ii) a chart of operating results over the last 
five years, (iii) a pie chart showing sources of revenue, and (iv) a pie chart showing expenditure 
destinations. Regular information of this kind is essential to dispelling fiscal illusion. 

• It may be appropriate to institute a capital advisory committee for major infrastructure projects. A 
committee of this kind should include people with local knowledge, decision-makers, and also staff 
skilled in the particular area. Committees of this kind have been implemented with great success 
elsewhere and have reduced budget over-runs as well as improving the utility of the infrastructure 
constructed. 

• A service level review, heavily informed by randomised survey input, would seem to be in order. 

• The LTFP needs to be scrutinised much more rigorously by ARIC and the Councillors. We do not 
believe that the current LTFP is plausible. Constructing a plausible LTFP is key to decision-making 
regarding assets and financial sustainability and thus should be viewed as a matter of priority. 

• Consideration should be given to financial sustainability training for senior staff, Councillors, and 
perhaps members of ARIC. 

• Consideration should be given to investigating the potential for new revenue streams associated 
with the green energy transition. 

 
 

(iv) Staffing 

• In general, there are limited further savings available in the area of staffing. 

• However, it is clear that overtime has increased significantly in recent years and risks being 
permanently imputed into the personal budgets of some staff. Savings in the order of 40% may be 
indicated in this particular area. 

• There are some minor savings that might be realised with respect to untaken leave, especially in 
the works area. 

• There is an emerging training deficit that should be monitored carefully and redressed where 
appropriate. 

• Staff turnover is a significant problem for SVC. High staff turnover results in a loss of institutional 
memory and may also damage the SVC brand with respect to future recruiting. In addition, it 
should be acknowledged that staff recruited from areas outside of the region will take time to 
understand the tastes and preferences of the community, and hence delay the necessary task of 
improving efficiency. Indeed, staff recruited from outside of the area often do not have the same 
kinds of social and family roots, and therefore may presage even more rotation in the future. For 
this reason, it would be wise to identify existing staff who – with appropriate training, mentoring, 
and opportunity – might be suitable for promotion in the future. 



  

 

 

• There is a high likelihood that problems recruiting and retaining staff are likely to result in higher 
costs in the future. For this reason, it would be prudent to also establish a staff retention strategy. 

 
 

(v) Finance Information 

• We hold some concerns about what finance data could be accessed and the accuracy of the data. 
This statement should not be interpreted as a comment on the current Manager of Finance who 
has recently come to the organisation and is doing his best to identify and resolve problems which 
stretch back to the original amalgamation as well as the extensive period when the duties were 
apparently performed by a consultant. 

• It is imperative that Councillors and the community can have absolute faith in the rigour of 
accounting information. Recent events – as well as our own experience – suggest that this may not 
be completely the case at present. Accordingly, it might be prudent for Council to appoint an 
experienced local government accountant with the sole task of identify and mitigating problems in 
the extant system. To be clear we are not talking about a consulting firm, but instead a suitably 
qualified and experienced person – possibly recently retired – on a six-month contract (with an 
option to extend for a further six months). 

• It appears that there may be some gaps in the internal audit processes. This matter should be 
investigated and rectified as soon as possible. 

• There may be some reason to believe that ARIC is not providing comprehensive advice to Council – 
particularly with respect to internal audit, financial sustainability, and performance improvement 
elements of their remit. This perception should be investigated, and measures taken to improve 
matters if necessary. 

• Monthly budgeting reviews need to be conducted promptly, comprehensively and rigorously. Past 
performance with respect to budgeting suggests that redress of monthly budget reviews should be 
prioritised. Moreover, in view of the high turnover of staff it is important for monthly budget 
reviews to be documented in detail. 

• As we have already noted the LTFP needs to be reviewed and revised as a matter of urgency. 
 
 

(vi) Communication 

• Random surveys need to be used to find out local priorities including the possibility that people are 
happy with existing infrastructure and services (and instead want downward pressure on rates). 

• There is clearly a case for improving the communication between Council and the community. We 
have already suggested some measures relating to price signals and the like. We acknowledge that 
matters are difficult because of some ill-will relating to past events. 

• Better communication needs to occur with staff – specifically, the impression of senior 
management sometimes seems to be at odds with an important portion of the staff. There also 
appears to be an element of fear amongst some staff (regarding the likelihood of retribution for 
speaking out) as well as a feeling that staff haven’t always been listened to or genuinely consulted 
with. We make no judgement regarding whether these fears and feelings are indeed warranted. 
Better communication should reduce the likelihood of further losses of staff and also improve 
perceptions amongst potential recruits. 



  

 

 

• If SVC were to remain amalgamated then there would be a strong case for increasing the 
numbers of Councillors, especially to facilitate greater voice in the villages who may feel 
somewhat disenfranchised. Unfortunately, as we showed earlier, the original boundary 
inquiry – and the Minister’s Proposal – failed to rigorously engage with s263(3)(e) the Act 
(1993; NSW).  



Author name: G. Greenhalgh

Date of submission: Monday, 18 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Thankyou for facilitating the ratepayers to put forward our submissions to enable objective oversight. We run a substantial
family farming enterprise in the southern area of the snowy council. We have been purchasing land in this area over the last 20
years ( our last purchase was in 2019 ). We have enjoyed substantial capital revaluations of our land over the last few years in
particular. We understand local government rate bases come from the VGs valuation and this has been part of our investment
calculations that as land is revalued we will both pay more $s in rates but will also long term obtain a capital gain either
realized or unrealized ( we have a longer term strategy and so dont expect the realization of this capital gain within my lifetime
) This financial year our rates ( based only on fam land rating ( not other charges ) were Appx $52,500. This made up Appx 8%
of our overhead costs within our business ( I have exclude wages, interest and insurance) A proposed increase of 38­40%
would add $21,000 to our annual cost of running our business. Or effectively increase our over head costs by 3% on 1 ledger
line. We would have no opportunity to reduces this cost. Unlike most of our other cost lines in our business were are able to
manage them, eg:increased power cost we reduce day time power usage and are looking to invest in solar to reduce our opex.
Fuel we have upgrade our vehicle fleet to run more fuel efficient farm vehicles or improved efficiency on transport to reduce
unit costs. We used to use contractors but to reduce costs we have employed more staff and invested in equipment to reduce our
opex to remain competitive. To be subject to a cost burden that is the result of an external business ( snowy council ) being
either unable or unwilling to manage costs to reduce the ultimate cost of doing business and expect to just push this back to the
ratepayers feels substantially unfair. The farming and other businesss in the shire do our best to employ people and generate
commercial activity in the region. We have a shop locally policy in our business and we direct all procurement where possible
to local family businesses that will employ locals and stimulate our community so there is also hopefully a prosperous group of
towns that also can contribute to the councils rate base. We are currently in a historically high part of the agricultural cycle and
have been fortunate, we will not go broke because of a $21,000 increase in our rates. However to face a cost increase like this
and have nothing we can do about it as a business owner feels unfair and we and our communities will be worse off if this is
allowed to proceed un checked. The council needs like all businesses to cut its cloth and live within the means of its rate paying
base. Drive efficiency and productivity into its operations take long term decision to deliver long term services to the
community. Not just get rewarded for poor practices. There have been many people far more qualified than me who have said
that the council is being poorly managed and the current financial issues would suggest they are correct. We all need help to be
good at running the businesss we are responsible for, we dont just need people yelling saying fix it and we dont need money just
filling a leaking bucket, our council needs to be reshaped and rebuilt so that it can deliver basic services to the vast area it has
responsibilities for in a efficient and economically sustainable way. All rate payers will be worse off under this proposal and
this will not create any long term fix. As council has shown previously they get a rate increase say it will be fine and a few
years later they are back needing more. Please assist us by ensuring this rate increase is rejected and the council and rate payers
deal with the consequences of rebuilding and reshaping our council with realistic and affordable services to the region.
Thankyou for the opportunity Graham Greenhalgh  )













   

          

           
         

        
           

                
             

                
                    

        

 

 

             
            

           

       
     

      
     
       
      

     
       

     
     

        
      

      
        

       

                
            

                  
                    

         

                 
                   

       

    



        
      

 

       
      

        
       

      
       
      

  

       
      

     
        

        
        
         
       

        
     

      

           

               
                 

            

  

                    
         

                 
                  
                 

                 
                 
             

                
       

              
    

 
    

   

            
  

 

 

  
 

      

       

           
          

      
          

       



                 
                  

                 
    

                
                

                 
             

        

              
                  

                     
                

               

               
      

           
             
              
             
             
             
             
            
             
               
             
            
              
          

                
                     

                 

               
               

                   
     

                   
                  

                 

        
 

  

    







Author name: J. Oldfield

Date of submission: Thursday, 7 March 2024

Please write your submission below: 
This should not be approved as many households are already struggling with the cost of everyday living. Tumbarumba in
particular has many roads and facilities that are in need of maintenance works however this are not being made a priority, I do
not believe that the council can justify a special variation without increasing the amount of work that they are doing within the
community. In recent times the amount of work that has been completed in Tumbarumba is significantly less than was being
done before the amalgamation.



Author name: K. Shanahan

Date of submission: Thursday, 7 March 2024

Please write your submission below: 
We have already had a Rate Variation of 35.95% for 2022­23 and 2023­24 to fix Councils financial woes and it has not
according to Council fixed their problems. Now they have applied for 42.38% cumulative over three years 2024 to 2027 to try
and fix their financial woes and this is not sustainable for Ratepayers to keep having to pay these huge increases. From my
perspective, I own my own home but live on a pension and whilst we get a modest increase in this pension every 6 months, its
certainly nothing like these increases applied for by Council. As you know everything has been increasing in the way of costs
and very significantly over the last few years. I have no doubt that Council is impacted the same way as I am, but its not only
rates that are increasing, but everything from food, insurance, petrol, car costs and there is a limit to how much we can absorb
or afford. We know that the forced merger between Tumut and Tumbarumba Councils has caused some of these problems, but
thats not ratepayers fault, that was forced on this Council by NSW State Government. I know Council needs to fix their
problems, but you cannot keep slugging the ratepayers to try and balance the books, there has to be other ways explored.
Council was told to make the community aware and they had a meeting and sent out a flyer. However, they are very short on
detail and keep trotting out the same reason They want to maintain current service levels. But what does that mean, they are very
short on detail. The reality of the situation is that Council obviously cannot maintain current service levels because they are
almost broke, there is no money. Everyone knows in our own personal budget is that if we dont have the money we cannot
spend. Why cannot this Council be made to realise they are going to be the same. From what I see, the core function of Council
is General, water and sewer. They need to try and stick to the basics for the next five years and live on the allowable 5%
increase. Its called living within your means. Stop pandering to the noisy minority who think Council should provide anything
and everything. Learn to say NO. Why is Council providing Community Grants? Why do they pay to sponsor Community
functions? We cannot afford to do these things .so stop and consolidate. I really ask that IPART do not give this Council
anything other than the allowable increase and this way force them to try and fix their own problems. They can take the
community with them by informing us but you cannot keep coming back and make us pay more rates, its unsustainable. What
happens if ratepayers start defaulting on paying their rates in full because we dont have the money? Is Council going to instigate
legal action (at a further cost) to collect these unpaid rates even to the point of selling houses This situation with Snowy Valleys
Council cannot be solved simply by increasing rates, there needs to be a whole reassessment of the situation. We are not the
only Council with these problems and its time the NSW State Government had a complete reassessment of Local Government
and how it functions. It is definitely broken.



Author name: M. Greenhalgh

Date of submission: Monday, 18 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Criteria 2 There is little doubt that the council consulted widely with public forums and social media campaigns during the
consultation period. But then the Council promptly disregarded the results and applied for a special rate variation of 42%
anyway. The results of the survey and submissions made during the consultation period have been reduced to the paragraph
below. Only 17.4% of survey respondents supported Option 2, yet this is the option for which the Council has applied. The
council cites the council report at the 1st of February 2024 but this document is not included in the supporting documents of this
application. I believe that this is not only misleading but it is disrespectful toward the tribunal process. Anecdotally, I have not
spoken to any ratepayer who supports the application for a special rate variation. Im sure that if the tribunal would consider it, I
would have no problems lodging a petition against any rate increase signed by the majority of landholders in the southern part
of the Shire. Criteria 3, There are many landholders, particularly in the southern part of the Shire, for whom this is not the case.
The rate rises previously experienced by landholders in the southern part of the Shire area have already been considerable. If
rates are increased by another 42%, the effects on the long­term profitability of farmers will be serious. Our rates are
calculated, based on the land values determined by the Valuer General. These land values are extremely inaccurate and are
basically irrelevant other than for calculating our shire rates. For some inexplicable reason, the land values in the southern part
of the Shire have increased at a completely unrealistic rate over the past six years. From 2016 to 2022, the land value of my
property has increased by 495%, on exactly the same land holding. ABARE figures for the same period put the actual increase
at 125%. This would not be a problem if the Valuer General's land values increased uniformly across the LGA; as rate pegging
or Special rate variations apply to Councils total rate revenue. However, this is clearly not the case in our area. In 2016 my
rates bill was $13,315. If it had only increased by the rate peg amount and the 2 increases allowed under the previous special
rate variation, then my rates would be $20,505. But my rates are currently $39,028. I think this demonstrates the inequity of the
rate increase during this period. If this special rate variation is granted my rates will increase to $55,569. I run a family farm by
myself, with a workman three days a week being able to comfortably do the work. I only add this to indicate that Im not
operating on a very large scale but am typical of many full time farmers in our area. With Shire rates at this level they would
represent about 19% of the fixed and variable costs of running my farm and as such represent a significant cost that Im unable to
influence. Over the last few years we have experienced good seasons and extremely good prices. Prices have already fallen
from these levels. If our income returns to long­term averages, which is inevitable, and these higher levels of Shire rates are
locked in for the future, then I fear for the viability and profitability for myself and many of the farmers in this area. Criteria 4
After examining the financial statements for both Tumbarumba and Tumut Shires and the merged Snowy Valleys Council it
becomes clear that the costs have increased dramatically. From 2016 to 2023 Wages per full time equivalent (FTE) employee
rose from $74,522 to $105,249 per (FTE). This is twice the average wage growth for NSW Public Sector Jobs for this period.
The council now relies a great deal on contractors despite its permanent wages increasing. During this period Expenditure on
Contractors rose from $1.04M to $25.29M. Consultants from $0.86M to $1.74M. Cost of materials did fall From $15.07M to
$7.3M. In Conclusion I believe if the special rate variation is granted, there will be a significant impact on many rate payers in
the council area. I believe that the council has not effectively attempted to control the costs or implement efficiency measures.
The council resolved to apply for a second special rate variation in June 2023, before the final increase of the previous special
rate variation had even come into effect. In the past 12 months Snowy Valley Council has recruited a very experienced and
capable General Manager. I believe that it would be prudent not to grant another special rate variation and allow council time
to work on controlling their costs and bringing the budget back into order. If this is not done, the $4 million increase in rates
revenue will very quickly be swallowed up in more inefficient spending. I urge your tribunal not to grant Snowy Valleys
Council another Special Rate Variation.



 Criteria one,  
I believe there is considerable doubt as to the council’s ability to accurately forecast income 
and expenses 10 years into the future. Their own figures from the financial statement for the 
year ending June 2023 show how inaccurate their forecast budget figures are compared to 
the  actuals  over a 12 month period. 

 
For example Materials and Services is under estimated by $24 million. 
 
Therefore I believe there is significant doubt that the council has demonstrated that it 
actually needs more income. 
  
Criteria 2 
There is little doubt that the council consulted widely with public forums and social media 
campaigns during the consultation period.  
But then the Council promptly disregarded the results and applied for a special rate variation 
of 42% anyway. 
 



The results of the survey and submissions made during the consultation period have been 
reduced to the paragraph below.  
 

 
Only 17.4% of survey respondents supported Option 2, yet this is the option for which the 
Council has applied.  
The council cites the “council report at the 1st of February 2024” but this document is not 
included in the supporting documents of this application. 
 
I believe that this is not only misleading but it is disrespectful toward the tribunal process. 
 
Anecdotally, I have not spoken to any ratepayer who supports the application for a special 
rate variation.  I’m sure that if the tribunal would consider it, I would have no problems 
lodging a petition against any rate increase signed by the majority of landholders in the 
southern part of the Shire. 
 
 Criteria 3,  
In response to the effect on Rate payers Council submitted the table below.   The effect on 
the average rate payer appears to be of modest impact.  
 

 
 
There are many landholders, particularly in the southern part of the Shire, for whom this is 
not the case. The rate rises previously experienced by landholders in the southern part of 
the Shire area have already been considerable. If rates are increased by another 42%, the 
effects on the long-term profitability of farmers will be serious. 
  



Our rates are calculated, based on the land values determined by the Valuer General. 
These land values are extremely inaccurate and are basically irrelevant other than for 
calculating our shire rates.   
For some inexplicable reason, the land values  in the southern part of the Shire have 
increased at a completely unrealistic rate over the past six years.  
From 2016 to 2022, the land value of my property has increased by 495%, on exactly the 
same land holding.  
ABARE figures for the same period put the actual increase at 125%. 
 
This would not be a problem if the Valuer General's land values increased uniformly across 
the LGA;  as rate pegging or Special rate variations apply to Council’s  total rate revenue. 
However, this is clearly not the case in our area. 
 
In 2016 my rates bill was $13,315. If it had only increased by the rate peg amount and the 2 
increases allowed under the previous special rate variation, then my rates would be $20,505. 
But my rates are currently $39,028.  I think this demonstrates the inequity of the rate 
increase during this period. 
 
If this special rate variation is granted my rates will increase to $55,569.  
 
I run a family farm by myself, with a workman three days a week being able to comfortably 
do the work. I only add this to indicate that I’m not operating on a very large scale but am 
typical of many full time farmers in our area. 
With Shire rates at this level they would represent about 19% of the fixed and variable costs 
of running my farm and as such represent a significant cost that I’m unable to influence.  
 
Over the last few years we have experienced good seasons and extremely good prices. 
Prices have already fallen from these levels. If our income returns to long-term averages, 
which is inevitable, and these higher levels of Shire rates are locked in for the future, then I 
fear for the viability and profitability for myself and many of the farmers in this area.  
 
Criteria 4 
Snowy Valley Council, since it’s formation, has not shown any ability to control their costs. In 
their submission they cite the Road to Sustainability document which identified $1.4 million in 
savings. I note that this document is not included with their submission.   I have been unable 
to find it on an Internet search. However, I did find one document which identified savings 
made by capitalising  wages, i.e., taking wages from operational expenditure and 
reallocating them as capital expenditure. This is not a cost saving or efficiency measure, just 
a reallocation.  
After examining the financial statements for both Tumbarumba and Tumut Shires and the 
merged Snowy Valleys Council it becomes clear that the costs have increased dramatically. 
From 2016 to 2023 Wages per full time equivalent (FTE) employee  rose from $74,522 to 
$105,249 per (FTE). 
This is twice the average wage growth for NSW Public Sector Jobs for this period. 
The council now relies a great deal on contractors despite it’s permanent wages increasing. 
During this period Expenditure on Contractors rose from $1.04M to $25.29M. Consultants 
from $0.86M to $1.74M. Cost of materials did fall From $15.07M to $7.3M. 
 



In Conclusion I believe if the special rate variation is granted, there will be a significant 
impact on many rate payers in the council area. 
I believe that the council has not effectively attempted to control the costs or implement 
efficiency measures. 
The council resolved to apply for a second special rate variation in June 2023, before the 
final increase of the previous special rate variation had even come into effect.  
In the past 12 months Snowy Valley Council has recruited a very experienced and capable 
General Manager. I believe that it would be prudent not to grant another special rate 
variation and allow council time to work on controlling their costs and bringing the budget 
back into order.  If this is not done, the $4 million increase in rates revenue will very quickly 
be swallowed up in more  inefficient spending.  
 
I urge your tribunal not to grant Snowy Valleys Council another Special Rate Variation. 
 



Author name: M. Harrison

Date of submission: Thursday, 7 March 2024

Please write your submission below: 
This is the second large special rate variation that Snowy Valleys Council has requested, the mismanagement of public monies
needs to stop. I believe a state government review of how they spend our (rate payers) funds would be a better option. When
attending community's consultation meetings they have openly advised the rate rise would NOT be enough to balance the books,
so why put pressure on the rate payers if the mismanagement is still to continue. The council currently has 11 vacant positions
advertised ( Tumbarumba Times 28.2.2024)and still over budget. Services have dropped and expenses are blowing out, how
will we attract people in to grow our towns at this prospect. Snowy Valley Council paid for an independent study into SVC
since and before forced amalgamation and the professor provided a very comprehensive presentation that advised with the
current and future predictions on SVC, there is no way to balance the books as the rate payers are too few and the current
expenses too large and future predictions are for more costs and same rate payers base. I strongly request you hold rate rises
until SVC has done very thorough reviews on spending. I personally cannot remember the last major project that remained even
close to budget. Mismanagement must stop



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Tuesday, 12 March 2024

Please write your submission below: 
I would like to address two of the OLG's guidelines; establish that the impact on affected ratepayers is reasonable ­ I don't think
SVC has considered the impact of the last SRV and increase from valuations (see attached) In summary my rates jumped 74% at
an average cost of $40 per ha. Relative to the neighbouring shire Hume which at the same time had a cost of $13 per ha (less
then 40km from rest of my properties). I would like to understand if Council have any information on what impact the impact of
further rate hikes through a SRV might have on the underlying profitability of rural businesses and the competitiveness against
operating in neighbouring shires? My statement reflects SVC limited knowledge around rural business profitability,
sustainability in environment where rising interest rates and lowering commodity prices have impacted agriculture where
enterprises are dropping into cashflow negative territory! explain and quantify the councils productivity improvements and cost
containment strategies. Clearly Council faces many challenges as we all do in our own businesses. I just wonder SVC has
really identified or stepped outside the business to look at alternatives to how it operates so that sustainability can be achieved
without just simply hiking rates? I would like to think some of considerations could include; * depreciation schedules / rules be
treated differently as many assets are created by outside grants and I think many maintenance schedules it could be assumed will
be financed through grants??? I'm not an expert in this field but would like to know if SVC or all shire depreciation schedules
could be treated accordingly?? * I would like to better understand the impact of 'Forestry Corporation of NSW' not being a rate
payer has on the SVC bottom line? I'd assume causes the most significant impact on state and local roads? Is this an opportunity
to force the issue so that they do pay rates and or attract additional funding outside of rates to ensure SVC sustainability? We
may also consider anything else we consider relevant.





Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 18 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
The impact on affected ratepayers must be reasonable­ We are a young farming family who own land and lease land (which we
pay its rates) in SVC. I will use as an example a 290ha piece of primary production zoned land we lease thats rates will
increase from $5783 pa in 2021 to $14372 in 2026 after this SRV. 148% increase in 5 years. Is $14372pa too much? About this
property ­Grazing property of a size that is regarded as half the size required to make a living ­Tumut (SVC headquarters)
81kms away ­Albury 120kms away ­Sydney 487kms away ­Beach 309kms away If I compare the rates of $14372pa to 2681ha
(more than 9 times in size) Their rates in 2026­ $13914pa! Thats right just 14kms west and a property 9 times its size for less
rates. The only difference is a council under better management. Here is a article about this property. Upper Murray grazing
gems | Stock & Land | VIC (stockandland.com.au) 2 Woolworths Tumut $13400! This proves the inequity within the SVC. A
one man farm operation of half the land size to make a living pays more than Woolworths located in the centre of Tumut. 3­
Coles Tumut $11256 4­ McDonalds Tumut $4543 5­ KFC Tumut $1787 6­ Kmart Tumut $5973 7­ AKD Timber Tumut $6189
Incredible to think that 290ha with no chance of being anything but a farm in the next couple of hundred years will be paying
more rates than Mcdonalds, KFC and Kmart combined! Now maybe these are not the best properties to compare to primary
production land and I do understand how the unimproved value works. The problem being that RU1 primary production zoned
lands use is restricted to Environmental protection works; Extensive agriculture; Forestry; Home occupations; Intensive plant
agriculture; Roads. I can guarantee Woolworths has a greater capacity to pay these rates than I do. If on my land I am not
allowed to build a Woolworths to cover the rates bill, how can I be expected to pay more than them? Does SVC really think
290 ha of land in Tumbarumba has a greater capacity to pay their extortion than Woolworths, Coles, Mcdonalds, KFC, Kmart
and AKD Timber? They dont care. As far as my capacity to pay this current extortion, let alone the next one, I am a little
embarrassed to admit that Snowy valleys council looks set to make more from my business in 2023­2024 than I am. I would
suggest that the adversely affected rate payers would number in the hundreds and the parcels of farmland adversely affected
would number in the thousands. Has SVC addressed these adversely affected rate payers? No, they have not. There was no
community consultation only information sessions to tell rate payers what they were doing. I requested further information on
the survey where more than 70% selected other and left a comment rather than the SRV option, SVC finally responded with
pointing me to the extraordinary meeting business paper. The survey was not consultation, it gave three options SRV A, SRV B
or other. If it was consultation, they would have addressed the 70% other comments. I left a comment and they never addressed
it. If Ipart asks maybe they will give you the survey results for the other field, as I dont think paraphrasing 70% of survey
responses is consultation. I have attached my letter to the councilors with the spreadsheet showing different scenarios for rates.
One scenario where there is a 20% land value increase (over 10 years) and another SRV predicts a rates of $30188! I think that
if Ipart approves this SRV there will definitely be another SRV. Snowy Valleys Council will spend any money they get. A 20%
land value increase wouldnt be a surprise as in the last valuation the 290ha value increased by 337%. This land value increase
really does nothing for this properties ability to pay the massive rates. In the spreadsheet there is also a graph showing a
standard house in Tumbarumba rates in comparison the 290ha. It shows the inequity from farm rates to residential rates, same
scenario of one additional SRV and 20% land increase. The 290ha would pay $208225 over 10 years and the residential rates
would only pay $8710! In conclusion this SRV is far too much especially when we know that it is avoidable. Snowy Valleys
Council has made no attempt to consult the community they have only communicated their demands. When asked in
Tumbarumba what their plan was if Ipart declined the SRV they replied nothing. Snowy valleys council is so confident Ipart
will just rubber stamp this SRV that they have not made any other plan. Snowy Valleys Council has made no attempt to listen to
its rate payers and especially not the adversely affected rate payers. Snowy Valleys Council has lied throughout the whole SRV
process. They have deliberately mislead the community on the reason for this SRV citing inflation. We know inflation all to
well. They should spend what they make and then apply for an SRV for extra infrastructure, and not spend the money, then cry
poor. This is guaranteed with your rubber stamp!



Evidence that the community is aware of the need for and extent of a rate rise 

The only correspondence I have ever received on the mater was a flyer in the mail in November. It 
said about the SRV op�on B “This op�on would show a return to a balanced budget* from year 
2026/27 and an overall balanced budget with a slow increase in a small (<2%) surplus over the 10 
year period to service any further cost shi�ing or unexpected new service deliveries as was the case 
during Covid-19 ” This is a lie. 

 The General Manager has stated that this SRV will not be enough. He has stated that once this SRV is 
fully implemented that it will add $4.6 million a year and that they will require $7 million or more a 
year. Are we supposed to believe that this council will find an addi�onal $2.4 million in savings? 
Where? I have looked through their applica�on and couldn’t find any detail on this. Surely the 
“Snowy Valleys road to sustainability plan 23/24” can’t cover this? SVC only found $1.4 million in 
savings (low hanging fruit I would imagine) In the last 4 years since the plan was adopted in 2020. 
This plan has failed. It obviously needed to find $7 million and it found $1.4 million. Where is the 
detail on the further $2.4 million in proposed savings? When ques�oned on the mater in 
Tumbarumba’s community mee�ng the GM only had that  

”. I have no faith that SVC will find any savings. Did they find enough 
savings last �me? Were the savings in line with Iparts expecta�ons? I certainly hope not because 
here we are again. The last SRV (really is s�ll the current one) was promised and approved by Ipart 
on the premise of “ensure financial sustainability”. This clearly didn’t happen. 

In the flyer SVC said “Current modelling in Council’s 2023- 2033 Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) 
shows that further rate increases are needed to enable Council to maintain current service levels, 
adequately fund ongoing asset maintenance, reduce Council’s reliance on external grant funding for 
asset renewals, and ensure Council’s financial sustainability”. This is also a lie. How is it possible that 
SVC will be able achieve this statement whilst making the $2.4 million in savings? They cannot. 
Anyone who only read the flyer and took it to be not a lie and didn’t manage to atend the 
community mee�ngs thinks these statements are true. They are both a lie.  

This SRV cannot ensure financial sustainability. If SVC could find $2.4 million in savings they should 
have already implemented it before extor�ng more money from rate payers’ empty pockets. 

I wrote to the councillors and Mayor on this mater and included a spreadsheet outlining my 
expected rates a�er this SRV fails and they need a further 40%. If SVC need $7 million to ensure 
financial sustainability they need show exactly how they plan to raise it or save it. Perhaps this SRV 
should be to raise the $7 million? Why isn’t it? Are we expected to just prop up this failing 
organisa�on at great expense to our business un�l it fails and we lose our investment? Yes 
investment, we have become investors in the Snowy Valleys Council that behaves more like a 
developer than a council. Just not a very good one. 

Take the basketball stadium, it is said to take $800000 pa from budget. If 5% of Tumuts popula�on 
play basketball (330 people) this is going to cost $2424 per player per year! I seriously doubt 5% 
would play each year. I realise Ipart does not ques�on councils projects but it must be men�oned to 
add context to the argument that SVC will not save $2.4 million a year. Oh sorry it’s a evacua�on 
centre. So if 1000 people use it once every 10 years that would be $8000 per person. Average motel 
room in Tumut $130, that’s 61 days in a motel per person. My point being here is that SVC has never 
been able to afford this but they are s�ll pressing ahead! With $5 million deficit they are s�ll 
spending more. It is impossible to think that SVC will just stop and then cut $2.4 million a year. Any 



reasonable council would apply for an SRV to build these projects ( with community consulta�on) 
SVC builds them then forces an SRV because there’s no money le�. 

How can there s�ll be a $5 million deficit a�er implemen�ng a 35% SRV? It was only 2 years ago that 
they applied for it! How could they not see a $5 million hole in the budget? The answer is they could. 
They could see it and they mislead the rate payers and Ipart last �me just as they are trying to do 
now. Because they are so hopeless and knew that Ipart might decline a 120% increase to the rates in 
2022. Yes 120%, I will atach my spreadsheet showing that when this SRV fails they will be back.  

The impact on affected ratepayers must be reasonable 

We are a young farming family who own land and lease land (which we pay its rates) in SVC. 

I will use as an example a 290ha piece of primary produc�on zoned land we lease that’s rates will 
increase from $5783 pa in 2021 to $14372 in 2026 a�er this SRV. 148% increase in 5 years. Is 
$14372pa too much?  

About this property 

-Grazing property of a size that is regarded as half the size required to make a living 

-Tumut (SVC headquarters) 81kms away 

-Albury 120kms away 

-Sydney 487kms away 

-Beach 309kms away 

-Snowy Valleys doesn’t even collect our rubbish. Nothing is supplied but a road past the property. 

If I compare the rates of $14372pa to- 

1 - Property no  

2681ha (more than 9 �mes in size) 

Their rates in 2026- $13914pa! That’s right just 14kms west and a property 9 times its size for less 
rates. The only difference is a council under better management. Here is a article about this 
property. 

Upper Murray grazing gems | Stock & Land | VIC (stockandland.com.au) 

2 – Woolworths Tumut $13400! This proves the inequity within the SVC. A one man farm opera�on 
of half the land size to make a living pays more than Woolworths located in the centre of Tumut. This 
will make a great news story if this SRV goes ahead. Although it already could as I am already paying 
more than Woolworths as it is. 

3- Coles Tumut $11256 

4- McDonalds Tumut $4543  

5- KFC Tumut $1787 

6- Kmart Tumut $5973 

7- AKD Timber Tumut $6189 8.8 ha Industrial land in Tumut 



Incredible to think that 290ha with no chance of being anything but a farm in the next couple of 
hundred years will be paying more rates than Mcdonalds, KFC and Kmart combined! 

Now maybe these are not the best proper�es to compare to primary produc�on land and I do 
understand how the unimproved value works. The problem being that RU1 primary produc�on 
zoned lands use is restricted to “Environmental protec�on works; Extensive agriculture; Forestry; 
Home occupa�ons; Intensive plant agriculture; Roads”. I can guarantee Woolworths has a greater 
capacity to pay these rates than I do. If on my land I am not allowed to build a Woolworths to cover 
the rates bill, how can I be expected to pay more than them? Does SVC really think 290 ha of land in 
Tumbarumba has a greater capacity to pay their extor�on than Woolworths, Coles, Mcdonalds, KFC, 
Kmart and AKD Timber? They don’t care. 

As far as my capacity to pay this current extor�on, let alone the next one, I am a litle embarrassed to 
admit that Snowy valleys council looks set to make more from my business in 2023-2024 than I am. 

I would suggest that the adversely affected rate payers would number in the hundreds and the 
parcels of farmland adversely affected would number in the thousands. Has SVC addressed these 
adversely affected rate payers? No, they have not. There was no community consulta�on only 
informa�on sessions to tell rate payers what they were doing. I requested further informa�on on the 
survey where more than 70% selected other and le� a comment rather than the SRV op�on, SVC 
finally responded with poin�ng me to the extraordinary mee�ng business paper. The survey was not 
consulta�on, it gave three op�ons SRV A, SRV B or other. If it was consulta�on, they would have 
addressed the 70% “other comments”. I le� a comment and they never addressed it. If Ipart asks 
maybe they will give you the survey results for the “other field”, as I don’t think paraphrasing 70% of 
survey responses is consulta�on.  

I have atached my leter to the councillors with the spreadsheet showing different scenarios for 
rates. One scenario where there is a 20% land value increase (over 10 years) and another SRV 
predicts a rates of $30188! I think that if Ipart approves this SRV there will definitely be another SRV. 
Snowy Valleys Council will spend any money they get. A 20% land value increase wouldn’t be a 
surprise as in the last valua�on the 290ha value increased by 337%. This land value increase really 
does nothing for this proper�es ability to pay the massive rates. In the spreadsheet there is also a 
graph showing a standard house in Tumbarumba rates in comparison the the 290ha. It shows the 
inequity from farm rates to residen�al rates, same scenario of one addi�onal SRV and 20% land 
increase. The 290ha would pay $208225 over 10 years and the residen�al rates would only pay 
$8710! 

In conclusion this SRV is far too much especially when we know that it is avoidable. Snowy Valleys 
Council has made no atempt to consult the community they have only communicated their 
demands. When asked in Tumbarumba what their plan was if Ipart declined the SRV they replied 
nothing. Snowy valleys council is so confident Ipart will just rubber stamp this SRV that they have not 
made any other plan. Snowy Valleys Council has made no atempt to listen to its rate payers and 
especially not the adversely affected rate payers. Snowy Valleys Council has lied throughout the 
whole SRV process. They have deliberately mislead the community on the reason for this SRV ci�ng 
infla�on. We know infla�on all to well. They should spend what they make and then apply for an SRV 
for extra infrastructure, and not spend the money, then cry poor. This is guaranteed with your rubber 
stamp! 









HECTARES 290.19
YEAR c/$ PEG/SRV VALUER GEN % VALUE/Ha RATES/YR $

2023 0.001674 20,779.49 10094
2024 0.00188325 112.5% 100% 20779.49 11356
2025 0.00211866 112.5% 100% 20779.49 12775
2026 0.00238349 112.5% 100% 20779.49 14372
2027 0.00250266 105.0% 100% 20779.49 15091
2028 0.00262780 105.0% 100% 20779.49 15846
2029 0.00275919 105.0% 100% 20779.49 16638
2030 0.00289714 105.0% 100% 20779.49 17470
2031 0.00304200 105.0% 100% 20779.49 18343
2032 0.00319410 105.0% 100% 20779.49 19260
2033 0.00335381 105.0% 100% 20779.49 20223

TOTAL 24-33 161375.4



HECTARES 290.19
YEAR c/$ PEG/SRV VALUER GEN % VALUE/Ha RATES $

2023 0.001674 20,779.49 10094
2024 0.00188325 112.5% 100% 20779.49 11356
2025 0.00211866 112.5% 100% 20779.49 12775
2026 0.00238349 112.5% 100% 20779.49 14372
2027 0.00250266 105.0% 100% 20779.49 15091
2028 0.00281550 112.5% 100% 20779.49 16977
2029 0.00316743 112.5% 100% 20779.49 19100
2030 0.00356336 112.5% 100% 20779.49 21487
2031 0.00374153 105.0% 100% 20779.49 22561
2032 0.00392861 105.0% 100% 20779.49 23689
2033 0.00412504 105.0% 100% 20779.49 24874

TOTAL 24-33 182284



HECTARES 290.19
YEAR c/$ PEG/SRV VALUER GEN % VALUE/Ha RATES $

2023 0.001674 20,779.49 $10,094
2024 0.00188325 112.5% 100% 20779.49 $11,356
2025 0.00211866 112.5% 107% 22164.79 $13,627
2026 0.00238349 112.5% 100% 22164.79 $15,331
2027 0.00250266 105.0% 100% 22164.79 $16,097
2028 0.00281550 112.5% 107% 23642.44 $19,317
2029 0.00316743 112.5% 100% 23642.44 $21,731
2030 0.00356336 112.5% 100% 23642.44 $24,448
2031 0.00374153 105.0% 107% 25218.6 $27,381
2032 0.00392861 105.0% 100% 25218.6 $28,750
2033 0.00412504 105.0% 100% 25218.6 $30,188

TOTAL 24-33 208225.4



HECTARES 290.19
YEAR c/$ PEG/SRV VALUER GEN % VALUE/Ha RATES $

2023 0.001674 20,779.49 10094
2024 0.00188325 112.5% 100% 20779.49 11356
2025 0.00211866 112.5% 117% 24242.74 14905
2026 0.00238349 112.5% 100% 24242.74 16768
2027 0.00250266 105.0% 100% 24242.74 17606
2028 0.00281550 112.5% 117% 28283.19 23108
2029 0.00316743 112.5% 100% 28283.19 25997
2030 0.00356336 112.5% 100% 28283.19 29246
2031 0.00374153 105.0% 117% 32997.06 35827
2032 0.00392861 105.0% 100% 32997.06 37618
2033 0.00412504 105.0% 100% 32997.06 39499

TOTAL 24-33 251929.7



M2 674
YEAR c/$ PEG/SRV VALUER GEN % VALUE/m2 RATES $

2023 0.00391 160.23 $422
2024 0.00439875 112.5% 100% 160.23 $475
2025 0.00494859 112.5% 107% 170.912 $570
2026 0.00556717 112.5% 100% 170.912 $641
2027 0.00584553 105.0% 100% 170.912 $673
2028 0.00657622 112.5% 107% 182.30613 $808
2029 0.00739824 112.5% 100% 182.30613 $909
2030 0.00832302 112.5% 100% 182.30613 $1,023
2031 0.00873918 105.0% 107% 194.45988 $1,145
2032 0.00917613 105.0% 100% 194.45988 $1,203
2033 0.00963494 105.0% 100% 194.45988 $1,263

TOTAL 24-33 $8,710



Submission to IPART 
Snowy Valley Council Special Rate Variation. 

Prepared by 

Robert Brown CPA 
 

1. This submission will prove Snowy Valley Council (SVC) has used false and misleading data to 
support their application for another Special Rate Variation (SRV).  Before IPART grants SVC 
another SRV, it must have Council’s Budgets/Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) audited.  A thorough 
and proper audit will reveal there is missing income and expense at the Fund level in SVC’s 2023-
24 Budget/LTFP.  This is part of a broader institutional failing within Local Government (LG) 
finance which I have addressed in a separate submission to IPART. 
 

2. A full independent review of SVC’s internal transactions is required to understand the exact 
financial and cash position for each Fund.  I have witnessed some questionable accounting 
practices at SVC when applying overhead charges.  The true GF cash balance is somewhere 
between the reported $21 million and the $39 million after the below adjustments. 

 
3. The Mayor, at the extraordinary meeting 1st February stated GF has an average operational loss 

of $5 million a year after capital income.  Council continually quotes “Operating result after 
Capital Income” as a justification for the SRV.  I have never understood why you would remove 
any income from the result, especially when it is inconsistent with accounting standards.  This is 
an example of misusing information to justify one’s position. 

 
4. This submission will show. 

 
4.1. SVC General Fund (GF) has a potential additional $17M cash compared to publicly reported 

figures.  This is a result of cross subsidisation between Funds due to Council using an 
accounting method inconsistent with the Office of Local Government’s Code of Accounting 
Practice (The Code), 

4.2. SVC Cash has increased by $13 million since amalgamation in 2016, 
4.3. SVC GF has an average operating surplus of $5.5 million, 
4.4. SCV GF seven years asset replacement is at 164% of depreciation, an addition net spend of 

$15 million, 
4.5. SVC’s financials and Budgets/LTFP failed the Cash V Accrual test for all years since 

amalgamation, 
4.6. SVC GF has failed the equity reconciliation test for all Statements and Budgets/LTFP since 

amalgamation, 
4.7. SVC GF has failed the cash flow reconciliation test for all Statements and Budgets/LTFP since 

amalgamation, and 
4.8. SVC “Surplus to Capital additions” is averaging $3.56 million per year. 

 
5. I left Council in March 2023 with Councils Budget 99% complete.  My version was prepared in 

accordance with The Code and for all intents and purposes was balanced.  The published version 
of LTFP was not prepared in accordance with The Code and had a $4 million deficit.  Councils SRV 
submission is based on this deficit and is misleading.  Further, as the second half of the current 
35% SRV is yet to be reported on, the below results can only improve. 

 



6. A review of Snowy Valley Council financial records, as of 2023 financial year, shows. 
 

6.1. Cash has increased by $13 million since amalgamation.  Cash at amalgamation was $31 
million, cash at 30 June 2023 was $44 million.  The question is how much cash belongs to 
General Fund (GF).  The below information places doubt on the financial information at the 
Fund level and shows a potential $17 million missing from GF accounts. 
 

6.2. GF operating surplus is an average $5.5 million per year, this number is doubtful due to the 
potential $17 million internal income missing from GF in SVC’s reports by Fund.  In SVC’s 
2017 financial statements at Note D, GF equity reconciliation is out by $3.226 million.  This 
$3.226 million is the same imbalance for the cash flow reconciliation.  As the two amounts 
offset each other it implies missing income in the income statement, supporting the 
assumption that “Cash” accounting was used to prepare Node D in 2017 financial 
statements. 
 

6.3. GF capital replacement is sitting at 164% of depreciation.  The additional overspend is $18 
million with other asset classes underspent by $3 million.  Yes, there is additional asset 
replacement due to Merger Funding, Disaster Funding and COVID Funding.  This means 
asset replacement should slow down over the short financial horizon, also reducing the 
need for an SRV as Council should not need as much Funding for asset replacement. 
 

6.4. SVC’s own sauce of income ratio is an average 59%, only 1% below the 60% benchmark.  
GF’s average own sauce of income is 53%, however increase to 55% after adjusting for 
potential missing income.  This own sauce of income ratio is distorted by the increased 
capital income from Merger Funding, Disaster Funding and COVID Funding.   
 

6.5. GF operating performance is an average negative 11%, benchmark is 0%.  After adjusting for 
potential missing income, this benchmark reduces to negative 4%. 
 

7. In other words, SVC in not behind with its asst replacement, has good cash reserves and is close 
to par for the benchmark “own sauce of income”.  The above indicates it is overspending on 
asset replacement, at the same time its cash is increasing, these are not signs of a Council in 
need of an SRV. 
 

8. The underlying issue is SVC has used “Cash accounting” principles to prepare its LTFP.  What is 
“Cash accounting” v “Accrual accounting”?  I call “Cash accounting” the practice of excluding 
internal transaction between Funds or using GF as a balancing Fund when preparing reports at 
the Fund level.  “Accrual accounting”, on the other hand, is the practice of treating each Fund as 
a Subsidiary Business of Council and including transactions between these Subsidiary Businesses.  
Accrual accounting is supported by the commentary in Note D of the financial statements, which 
states: ”All amounts disclosed in this note are gross i.e. inclusive of internal charges and 
recoveries made between the Funds”. 
 

9. SVC is one of the 79 (92%) Multi Fund Councils that have used cash accounting principles to 
prepare their Note D and LTFP.  The impact, of practicing cash accounting, is net income received 
by GF is missing from the reports and a cross subsidisation between Funds is occurring.  The 
variation between my version of SVC’s 2023-24 Budget, prepared on an accrual basis, and the 
published version, prepared on a cash basis, is a $4 million deficit. 



 
10. I have applied three tests to SVC’s GF results, as reported in Note D, and all failed, indicating 

incorrect reporting. 
10.1. Cash V Accrual test, 
10.2. Equity movements test, and 
10.3. Cash flow reconciliation test. 

 
11. Test 10.1, Cash V Accrual. 

11.1. A simple test can be performed to identify the basis of preparation.  You add the 
total income from Note D in the financial statements, or Funds in the Budget/LTFP, and 
compare the result to the total income in the consolidated income.  The sum of Funds must 
be greater than the consolidated accounts as transaction between Funds are removed in the 
consolidated report. If the two values equal, then “Cash” accounting was used to prepare 
the annual Statements or Budget/LTFP resulting in missing revenue in the GF.  Following is 
SCV’s cash v accrual test. 
 

 
 

11.2. The above variation is all zeros indicating missing information at the Fund level.  A 
review of SVC’s Budget/LTFP reveals the basis of preparation is also “Cash accounting” and 
has potential missing income and expense. 
 

11.3. One example of missing income and expense is Rate income.  Both WF and SW own 
land and pay rates to GF.  The rate income should be reported in GF and expense in WF and 
SF but eliminated in the consolidated report.  As the above total income variation in zero 
confirms the internal rates have not been included in the above GF income. 
 

  



12. Test 10.2 – Equity movements test 
12.1. The following table is the SVC’s equity movements reconciliation for the GF from 

public reported information (Note D).  It shows a consistent imbalance in the equity 
reconciliation between $1.4 million and $3.2 million each year, total variation $19 million.  
The below imbalance suggests missing income from net operating result. 
 

 
 

13. Test 10.3 – Cash flow reconciliation test 
13.1. This next table is the SVC’s cashflow reconciliation for the GF from public reported 

information.  This example shows GF cash has decreased by $1.534 million since 
amalgamation.  The cash movement cannot be relied on as there is a potential $19 million 
imbalance in equity movements reconciliation above, indicating missing revenue in GF. 
 

 
 

13.2. Combining the Equity imbalance and the Cash flow imbalance there is a potential 
$17 million missing from GF. 
 

13.3. The above demonstrates the importance of having GF reports and Budget/LTFPs 
audited before any SRV is considered. 



 
14. A reconstruction of SVC’s GF statement, assuming the imbalance is net missing income, changes 

GF’s cash position from $21.45 million to $39.11 million on 30 June 2023. 
 

 
 

14.1. I have made several assumptions in the above table and a full reconstruction of the 
raw data is required to ensure accurate information is reported. 
 

  



15. The following two reports contrast the difference between Cash accounting and Accrual 
accounting.   
15.1. SVC has all zeros in the variation column, confirming no internal transaction have 

been included and cash accounting has been used. 
 

 
 

15.2. Whereas Clarence Valley Council has offsetting income and expense values in the 
variation column, indicating internal transaction have been included in the subsidiary 
business and accrual accounting has been used. 
 

 
 

15.3. Further evidence that SVC’s Budget/LTFP is incorrect is my version, accrual 
accounting, of the 2023-24 Budget was close to balanced.  The published LTFP version, 
prepared on a cash accounting basis, had a deficit of $4 million.  Comparing Clarance 
Valley’s report above to SVC you can see Clarance Valley total income is approximately 
double that of SVC.  The variation between the Funds and consolidated is $8 million.  50% of 
$8 million is $4 million, which happens to be the SVC’s GF cash Budget/LTFP deficit result.  If 
the missing revenue is included in SVC LTFP, the variation would $4 million. 



16. A more informative indicator would be “Surplus to Capital additions” benchmark.   
16.1. This benchmark would state “on a ten-year average, operating result before 

comprehensive income, less depreciation, less loss/gain on disposal, and less revaluation 
decrement / impairment of IPP&E, be greater than capital additions”. 

16.2. Using Snowy Valley Council’s seven years of data since amalgamation the report 
would look like this.  This report shows Council is generating enough surplus to cover asset 
additions, future losses, and loan repayments by an average of $3.56 million per year. 
 

 
 

16.3. The above benchmark is based on how listed companies use their surplus.  That is, 
surplus after tax is used in one of five ways. 

16.3.1. Pay Dividends, 
16.3.2. Buy back shares, 
16.3.3. Retain for future losses, 
16.3.4. Asset replacement, or 
16.3.5. Business expansion, 

 
16.4. As LG does not have shareholders or pay dividends, the surplus is all about asset 

replacement or expansion.  Therefore, the “Surplus to Capital additions” benchmark would 
be more informative and useful when assessing SRV applications. 
 

  



16.5. In SVC GF case, surplus to capital additions is a total $5.2 million, seven-year average 
$753K.  Given the second half of the 35% SRV is yet to be reported, the below should 
improve further. 
 

 
 

16.6. Again, the above information is unreliable as Note D does not reconcile and there is 
potential missing income from the above report.  After adding in potential net missing 
income, SVC’s “Surplus to Capital additions” would be a total $24 million as per below. 
 

 
 

17. If this Council was in financial trouble requiring an SRV, then the seven-year surplus would be 
showing a (Deficit), cash would be going down and asset replacement would be less than 100%. 
 

18. I feel the above information is sufficient to force an audit on SVC Budget/LTFP and reject the SRV 
application. 
 

19. Before any application for an SRV can be considered, Councils needs to restate Node D, for all 
seven years of Councils operation to establish the true financial position of GF.  Only then can 
Council produce an accurate LTFP.  Restating the GF Equity, using the above publicly available 
information, GF has a potential cash surplus of $16 million. 
 
Regards 
Robert Brown CPA. 



Author name: R. Coutts

Date of submission: Tuesday, 27 February 2024

Please write your submission below: 
 27 February 2024 Planned Special Rate Variation (SRV) I strongly oppose

Snowy Valleys Councils application to the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) for approval of an SRV to be
imposed on rate payers such as myself. The Council has already implemented a hefty 35.95% SRV over two years (2022/23 to
2023/24) with the aim of increasing the long­term financial sustainability of the Council and addressing ongoing deficits.
(Snowy Valleys Council, Special Rate Variation, Frequently Asked Questions 25/11/23) This rate hike was a heavy burden for
rate payers, particularly farmers, whose rates make up 40 % of Councils revenue. Rates based on the value of our farmland
have already risen dramatically, regardless of any SRV; this is due in part to the inflated prices which have been paid for Upper
Murray properties in recent years. Our own rates have more than doubled since 2019. Having already absorbed one 35.95%
SRV I cannot afford another, nor should I have to. In November 2023, rate payers were advised that: Council is investigating
two options. the first would see a 39.24% increase in rates over two years and the second would see a 42.38% over three
years. However, in the same letter we were given the following information: Another SRV alone will not be sufficient to ensure
Councils financial sustainability. The few additional cost cutting measures which were considered as a means of achieving
financial sustainability were neither sensible nor convincing. It is disgraceful to expect rate payers, especially farmers, to find
more money for rates when, by Councils own admission, this will not fix the problem. As a beef farmer, I have already suffered
a crippling loss of income caused by the recent drastic slump in prices for our stock, and I do not have off farm employment.
The Council cites rising costs and inflation as one of the reasons for its huge deficit (currently around $7 million) which has
risen steadily since 2016 when the Tumbarumba and Tumut Shire Councils were merged despite fierce opposition from rate
payers. Farmers also, of course, have suffered from these rising costs, yet Council wants to impose an even heavier financial
burden on them. An FAQ document was circulated, which contained this question: What will happen if a special rate variation
is not implemented? The answer was: Council will be financially unsustainable with intervention from state government highly
likely. Yes please. Yours sincerely Robyn Dixie Coutts



Author name: T. a'Beckett

Date of submission: Monday, 11 March 2024

Please write your submission below: 
I strongly oppose the granting of any rate increase via an SRV to SVC. In the southern part of the Shire (former Tumbarumba
Shire area) we have suffered an increase in rates due to harmonisation with the northern area (former Tumut Shire) in addition
to the SRV granted in 2022. The effect of another SRV will result in a massive increase of close to 100% in rates over five
years. With beef and sheep prices retreating to lower levels and costs inexorably increasing this makes for a grim outlook for
those of us involved in the rural sector. SVC needs to be held to account for pain that it is inflicting on its hapless rural
ratepayers.



Author name: M. Anderson

Date of submission: Monday, 18 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Dear IPART, I'm a farmer and currently the President of the Tumbarumba Chamber of Commerce and I would like to convey the
sentiments of farmers and businesses in our district, particularly in the Southern end of Snowy Valleys Council. In previous
years before Tumbarumba was forced to merge with Tumut, our rates were an average annual cost that we put in our budget and
accepted along with other expenses, however that has changed considerably in the past few years and our rates are now one of
our highest expenses in our farming enterprise. I know personally over the past five years our rates have increased 260% and if
you IPART, are to rubber stamp the next proposed SRV of 42.38% that will be a 370% increase, who the hell else gets away
with increasing an expense 370% over 5 years, or 3 times what our rates were in 2021. What do you think our chances are of
passing this cost onto our buying entities such as Coles and Woolworths for our commodities, we would be laughed at. This is
of no comfort when our commodity prices are currently at their lowest point for quite some time, our running expenses have
gone through the roof and we are now going without things that we deem NOT essential. Heaven forbids if we go into a drought
over the next few years and are forced to buy in fodder for our stock, then my guess is some farmers will be borrowing money
to pay their rates. Im not going to pretend I understand how the Valuer General values land parcels, however from what I
understand our land valuations in the old Tumbarumba Shire have increased significantly by using land sales from productive
river flats, which has no similarity to a great deal of land in our area. Further to this, it is no secret that farmers to the north of
us i.e. The old Tumut Shire are enjoying very little or no increases at all. Therefore, us farmers in the Southern area of SVC feel
like we are subsidising the short comings of (a) the State Govt for merging our shires and instead of being in a much better
financial position due to economies of scale as predicted by our politicians, we are now the polar opposites and (b) the poor
management of funds by our council over the years since merging, particularly large ticket items that we will likely never use.
When SVC came to us a couple of years ago asking for a SRV of 35.95% and IPART approved, we were under the
understanding that it was to ensure long­term financial sustainability however, here we are again two years later asking for an
even larger amount of 42.38%, what will it be in the next couple of years, a further 60% SRV?? I think it time for
ACCOUNTABILITY from both Snowy Valleys Council and IPART and would like you to consider very carefully the impact
you are placing on farmers, businesses and our community in general with another Special Rate Variation. Kind Regards, Maria
Anderson President Tumbarumba Chamber of Commerce



Author name: C. Webb

Date of submission: Tuesday, 19 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
TUMUT COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION SUBMISSION TO IPART Feedback on Snowy Valleys Councils application to
IPART for a Special Variation of 42.38% over 3 years, annual increases of 12.5% in each of the following years 2024­25,
2025­26, 2026­27. 1. Demonstrate the need for the additional income Tumut Community Association is opposed to Snowy
Valleys Councils (SVC) 2024 Special Rare Variation application as we are not confident that council has explored every
option for savings and income generation prior to requesting increased funding from ratepayers. It is unfair to ask ratepayers to
subsidise perceived mismanagement of council, they need to learn to live within means. IPARTS Media Release 10th May
2022 stated that Snowy Valleys Councils (SVC) special variation will allow it to improve its long­term financial sustainability.
Tumut Community Association is concerned that financial information used by SVC to prepare the 2022 SRV and current SRV
applications may be inaccurate. Improved financial sustainability has not occurred resulting in this new SRV application. We
are concerned that SVCs finances seem to be in disarray, unless this is reigned in there will be ongoing SRVs With planning
and modelling there should be buffers in place to absorb difficulties and shocks. Tumut Community Association would like to
see a comprehensive review of Snowy Valleys Council to identify and fix issues. It is concerning that SVC has not told the
community about planned specific use for additional income, action taken to reduce expenditure, increase income for example
through increasing the rate pool and increasing industry. They have provided 5 general uses for the additional income. We are
not aware of work and community consultations following approval of previous SRV which should have commenced
immediately to identify possible savings and income generation opportunities to prevent need for further SRVs. Ideas for
savings include ceasing all travel to meetings and conferences, using internet and video conferencing facilities resulting in
savings on travel, accommodation, meals, possible reduction in fleet, cost of insurance, increased productive time. Review and
streamline policies, procedures and processes to reduce councils administration time, for convenience of community for
example subdivision and planning policies. Stop using consultants, use expertise of council staff. Benchmark against other
industry. Numerous examples too many to mention here. Tumut Community Association held a community meeting by zoom and
phone on 14th March 2024.   provided information about possible anomalies in accounting procedures. The
following resolution was passed Owing to the impactful but as­yet untested explanation by   of SVC's incorrect
accounting procedures, I move that a public meeting be held to allow SVC &   to discuss their differences of opinion.
2. Provide evidence that the community is aware of the need for and extent of a rate rise Tumut Community Association is not
aware of any video or teleconferencing sessions. The information was not provided with emailed rates notices. Sessions and
information provided appeared to a present councils case for SRV as though the decision had been made rather than community
consultation to gain ideas and concerns. 3. Establish that the impact on affected ratepayers is reasonable Following approval of
2022­23, 2023­24 SRV Tumut Community Association wrote to council in May and July 2022 with concerns about impact on
individuals and community and unaffordability. The Socioeconomic Index for SVC area (SEIFA) ranges from 16% to 37% with
an average of 26%, most advantaged rate is 100%. According to ABS 56.3% people over 15 have a job compared to 58.7% in
NSW, median weekly household earnings $1,306 compared to $1,829 for NSW, 22.3% of population earning less than $650
per week compared to 16.3% for NSW and 23.1% over 65 compared to 17% for NSW. Combined Pensioners and
Superannuants Association of NSW in an article published 15th November 2023 wrote about increased pressure on households
and business struggling to pay bills, concerned that concessions for pensioners do not automatically increase in line with rates.
This concession is not indexed in line with CPI and has not changed since it was introduced in 1993. For one pensioner under
this SRV rates will rise by over $300 for first 2 years and over $400 3rd year to $3,322 combined increased of $1,397. Benefit
of rate rebate lost in the first quarter of 2023­2024, the second year of the previous SRV. Pensions will rise by 1.96%, $40 this
year.. Tumut Community Association is concerned about impact on farmers and businesses. They could be paying thousands of
dollars above their current rate amounts.
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That's all from me. If you need any more please let me know but it won't be till Sunday or Monday. 
 
 

 



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Wednesday, 6 March 2024

Please write your submission below: 
Continual mismanagement of funding does not entitle a council too a special Rate variance. Snowy valley council has already
increased its rates to an almost unsustainable level due to incompetence and poor management. Too allow another rise will
only negatively effect its residents.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 11 March 2024

Please write your submission below: 
Our farming community can not afford another rate hike . Farm commodity prices are well down and we have had to budget
accordingly to stay afloat financially . Land values in our area have risen significantly in recent lines adding to our rate
increases. We have had to make cuts on spending and I think it is time Council did the same to remain viable .



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Tuesday, 12 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Dear IPART, I would like to write to you to object to the proposed SRV by Snowy Valley Council. My husband and I are rate
payers on our farm 18 km from Tumbarumba. I find this request by our council unreasonable and unjustified. As you are well
aware we are in a cost of living crisis and here we have our council asking for a completely out of kilter 40% increase in our
farm rates. I need not remind you that IPART have just awarded this council a 35.95% variation only 2 years ago. How can this
council claim that Covid 19 and inflation have driven them to need yet another increase in our rates? I really don't know how
we will raise the funds to pay this extra 40% when cattle prices have halved, fuel, freight, insurance and finance costs have
increased. On top of this it has moved into a dry time placing further pressure on our ability to generate the profit to pay this
increase. With regard to the previous SRV has the council even established that this has addressed their shortfall as they said
35.95% would? This request seems to be a rerun of the promises made in 2021 by our council. How is it our council is
repetitively going to IPART asking for increases and our neighbouring councils are not? It seems to me Greater Hume Shire
which is only a few kilometres to our west enjoy vastly lower rates. Why? Living on the southern end of the shire I see little
benefit for our increase in rates which have increased in excess of 250% in recent years. It seems to me the majority of our
rates and borrowed money is spent in Tumut which is of no benefit to me yet the council and its staff continue to build projects
and we are lumbered with the cost. It seems to us when we speak to rate payers in the north of the shire they are not seeing the
same sort of rate increases as us. This seems very unfair to me as they are not shouldering the same load but are closer to the
benefits of Tumut where it seems the funds are being spent. In conclusion we will struggle to pay this unreasonable and out of
kilter increase in rates and I hope IPART can recognise we are at their mercy. Please do not approve this SRV as we will be
punished for the spending and management of our current council, their staff and its spending. Kind Regards 



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Friday, 15 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
We just can not afford this next increase, interest rate pressure, cost of living, livestock value has put great financial pressure on
our family.



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 18 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I object!! Bad management by SVC has caused this crisis



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 18 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
I am a farm owner from Tumbarumba and I am astounded at this rate hike announced by SVC.Two years ago my rates were
$5000 and this year my rates are$10,600 and next year I expect a bill for $20,000.This is terrible news for our family.This is a
blatant money grab to make up for the waste of money since amalgamation.Farms in Hume Shire pay so much less than those in
our shire­how fair is that?Perhaps you could take a look at that anomaly and explain to ratepayers in SVC.We will probably
have to sell our farm if rates keep rising and our children will have to move away and look for employment elsewhere.We are
so distressed it is having health effects for us.We need an explanation of the difference in SVC and Hume Shire.We are the
bunnies by the sound of it!



Author name: Name suppressed

Date of submission: Monday, 18 March 2024

Please write your submission below. (Before starting, please ensure that you have chosen the correct council from the
dropdown list of councils, at the very top). 
Dear IPART, As a member of a family farm paying farm rates this request for another 40% increase in rates is nothing but price
gouging! No other cost can be increased by this amount following the previous 35.95% increase in 2021. How can I afford to
come back and start out in agriculture when these sort of costs are just loaded into us? Please deny the Snowy Valley Council
this SRV




