
2nd December 2003. 

The Chairman, 
Review of Rental for Domestic Waterfront Tenancies 
Independent Pricing & Regulatory Tribunal 
PO Box 4290 
QVB Post Office NSW 1230 

By email: ipart0ipart.nsw.gov.au 

Re: Rental for Domestic Waterfront Tenancies 

Dear Sirs, 

We would like to make the following submission re the proposed method of 
increasing rentals for waterfront tenancies. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

We would firstly like to say that it would have been more fair and reasonable 
for the affected lease holders to be advised in writing as to the proposed rate 
review as was done in a previous review in 1991 by the MSB since many 
affected lease holders would be unaware of this Review Process. 
We oppose the model of rentals proposed by the Department of Lands and the 
Waterways Authority. 
It is argued that the basis of a “fair market rental should be based on the “ 
rental return on adjacent residential properties being 6% pa. What is wrong 
with this premise is the following. 

a. Today, 2nd December 2003, in the Financial Review, page 57, “Rental 
yield close to the “why bother?” mark”, it was stated by Amp’s chief 
economist, Shane Oliver, that the average net yield on $700,000 
properties was 2 % and after expenses was 1% net. The UBS chief 
Economist in the same article then confirmed these numbers. 

b. So where does a figure of 6 % rental return come from? -Is this an 
arbitrary method of raising the proposed rental by sixfold? 

c. In any case, the rental return described is for an improved property, i.e. 
a house or unit, not unimproved vacant land or “ water”. -What is the 
return on unimproved recreational land we ask? 

d. We concede that many years ago rental returns on residential 
investment properties may have been 6% gross, but that was a 
long time ago, we are now evaluating a “ fair “ rate for the future 
not something in history. In any case a realistic figure of current “net 
“ market rent should be used. 
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e. If the proposed formulae were to include current data, then the rentals 
would be 50% of 1 % i.e.0.50 %. I guess this would be more 
acceptable. 

4. We do have a particular problem in our location at Seaforth, which 
unfairly mitigates against us receiving a reasonable rental rate using the 
“Adjacent Land Value Model “ because of the very small areas of our 
properties compared to average. (Ours is 297 m2) 

5.  The effect of this when the Valuer General dollar value is divided by the land 
area, is to greatly increase the $/m2 rate compared to other similar leaseholds 
in middle harbour where land areas may be 600-1200m2. + 

6. Not withstanding any of the above arguments, as we approach retirement age, 
the proposed rate increases should be reasonable and affordable for most 
people. We think that the proposed fee increases are neither reasonable nor 
affordable. 

7. The Tribunal should be aware that the Valuer General currently includes in his 
basis of valuation of our properties, the area and value of Waterways and 
Council leaseholds. The use of the Valuer Generals property value for wetland 
leases results in a certain amount of “double dipping” 

8. Not withstanding the comments above, our and neighbouring wetland 
leaseholds can be used and shared by the public at large hence lease rates 
should reflect this. 

In conclusion, we thank you for the opportunity to make submissions and request that 
whatever the model you finally recommend will result in a fair and reasonable charge 
and not the one put forward by the Department of Lands and the Waterways 
Authority. 

S i n c m ,  
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