
by 8% in 2013 - 14

APPLICATION FOR
A SPECIAL 

  RATES
INCREASE

GENERAL

Are there any other options to provide more funding for roads and paths?
If Council chose not to proceed with its application for a Special Variation, it would need to significantly reduce expenditure on 
other works & services and redirect this funding to renewal of infrastructure to achieve an increase in resources being allocated 
for this purpose.

As part of its 2012/13 Budget consultations, Council asked for feedback from the community on what works & services could 
be reduced to enable greater funding to be allocated to infrastructure assets. It is always difficult to reduce levels of service that 
are currently enjoyed by the community, and there was no real indication provided as part of the consultative process on any 
particular area where expenditure could be reduced. In fact, there were further calls for increases in expenditure and service 
levels in a number of key areas such as paths, roads & parks.

As part of its Long Term Financial Plan, Council has set itself targets to decrease operating expenditure by $1 million per annum 
by 2014/15. To achieve these targets, some changes are being made to Council’s structure and staffing levels. Further, a 
comprehensive examination of all works & services provided by Council is being undertaken in an effort to identify areas where 
resources could be re-allocated to provide more funding for roads, paths & other infrastructure. 

If Council was successful in receiving the Special Variation what specifically would the additional 
money be spent on?
An additional $1.8 million would allow the renewal (rehabilitation) of about an additional 3km of rural roads each year.  Projects 
to this value would be brought forward from the Roads Rehabilitation Strategy priority list to supplement projects already 
proposed for 2013/2014.  These projects would include the rehabilitation of additional sections of Jindy Andy Lane (Numbaa) 
and Currarong Road as well as other projects progressively.

The increased allocation for paths could be used to continue support for existing and planned community projects.  For instance, 
the ‘Woolly Way’ path, along Woollamia Road, could be completed and a path along Pine Forest Road in Tomerong could be 
commenced.  The funding could also be used to rebuild the path in Berry Street, from Emporium Lane to Worrigee Street, if 
not allocated to community projects.  There are many other priority path projects which could be considered, including the 
commencement of the Orion Beach section of the Bay foreshore route; the extension of the path in Beinda Street, Bomaderry; 
the completion of the path in Croobyar Road, Milton; projects from the Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan; and the Community 
Consultative Bodies’ priority projects. Some repairs of existing paths could also be funded so that these important community 
assets continue to serve users into the future.

How can I have my say about this issue?
Council is inviting the community to comment on this proposal before a final decision is made on whether to make an application 
to IPART. Council needs to submit its application for this Special Variation by Monday 11th March 2013, so it needs to make a 
final decision in early March 2013 on whether to proceed.

If you would like to make comment on this proposal, you can do this by:

Writing to Council; 
PO Box 42, Nowra, NSW 2541
Faxing Council  4422 1816
Email council@shoalhaven.nsw.gov.au
Making a submission direct on Council’s website  
www.shoalhaven.nsw.gov.au 

It would be appreciated if any submission regarding this issue could be received by Council by 1st March 2013 to allow a report 
regarding the issue to be properly considered by Council prior to the closing date for applications.
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Proposal
Shoalhaven City Council is intending to apply to the Independent Pricing & Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) for permission to increase General 
Rates by a total of 8% in 2013/14 (which is 4.6% above the rate-pegging limit of 3.4% set by IPART). 

The additional revenue raised by this increase (estimated to be approximately $2.3 million in 2013/14) will be wholly allocated to road renewal ($1.8 
million and pathways $.5 million).

Background
Shoalhaven City Council is responsible to maintain an infrastructure asset base valued at over $2.8 billion. As at 30th June 2012, it was estimated 
that an amount of $37.2 million would be required to bring these infrastructure assets up to a satisfactory standard. It was also estimated that the 
amount of maintenance required on this asset base should be $23.7 million per annum. Council currently allocates an amount of $18.4 million per 
annum, so there is a yearly shortfall of $5.3 million. (Source: Special Schedule 7 Shoalhaven City Council Annual Financial Statements)

Council’s Resourcing Strategy outlines four Core Sustainability Principles: 
	 - Program sustainability 
	 - Rate Predictability 
	 - Inter-generational equity 
	 - Meeting growth needs

To begin addressing these shortfalls, Council has attempted to increase the amount of funding being allocated to asset renewal in its annual 
budgets. As part of its Resourcing Strategy, Council has prepared a Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) which projects its revenue & expenditure 
estimates for a period of 10 years. This LTFP has projected an accumulated deficit of $55 million accruing over the next 10 years due mainly to 
Council not being able to finance the increased expenditures projected to be allocated to its infrastructure assets. This LTFP had assumed that:

1. Council’s rate revenue would increase each year by the rate-pegging limit. 
2. Council’s current level of services would continue for the 10 year period. 
3. Council’s current workforce would not increase in size. 
4. Additional funding would be directed to road renewal over the 10 year period.

Survey results and analysis
In response to a telephone survey in 2009, 51% of residents agreed or strongly agreed that “I am prepared to pay more each year in rates 
for better facilities and services”.  A total of 19.4% of people disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement.

Community engagement for the 2012 review of the Community Strategic Plan has identified strong support for the maintenance and renewal 
of existing Council assets as a priority over building new ones. ,A specific survey was undertaken to establish the views of the community 
about maintenance and renewal of Council’s infrastructure, seeking feedback on satisfaction, priorities and ‘level of service’ expectations 
regarding key infrastructure types.

The survey results and interim analysis are based on 180 written and on-line responses.  

The graphs shown on the opposite page summarise the results of the survey and Figure 1 provides an overview of some of the key elements 
with ‘citywide’ importance and dissatisfaction plotted.  (Graphs 1 and 2 show separate results for ‘importance and level of satisfaction’).

About 50% of respondents were dissatisfied with the condition of infrastructure types of Roads and Paths. Similarly, over 50% considered 
these to be very important infrastructure, with Roads being cited by 92% of respondents.   Although there was not much difference between 
‘citywide’ and local’ views for Roads and Paths, only 45% of respondents thought that their ‘local’ Car Parks were important but 56% thought 
Car Parks were important on a ‘citywide’ basis.  

When asked which single infrastructure type had the highest priority for maintenance and renewal, Roads had the highest ranking with 
65% of all respondents stating it was their Number 1 priority - see Graph 3. Paths were ranked second with 12% of responses. The survey 
proposed some ‘level of service’ comparisons by using images of infrastructure in ‘fair’ and ‘good’ condition.   The size of the circles in 
Figure 1 represents the relative dissatisfaction with ‘fair’ condition of the respective infrastructure types, when asked if it was ‘good enough’.  
Graph 4 shows 92% responded that Paths were not ‘good enough’ and 62% considered that Roads in fair condition were not ‘good enough’.

Graph 5 shows the percentage of respondents who would agree with increasing rates to improve infrastructure from ‘fair’ to ‘good’ condition.  
Paths (58%), Roads (47%) and Buildings (31%) were the infrastructure types most supported for an increase in rates.

Survey Conclusions 
The survey demonstrated that Roads and Paths maintenance and renewal are the highest priorities.  Respondents also showed a willingness 
to pay to improve the condition of these infrastructure types i.e. for Roads (47%) and for Paths (58%).

Figure 1 Graph 1

Graph 3

Graph 4 Graph 5

Graph 2
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Application for a Special General Rates Increase by 8% in 2013-14  File 46813E 
 
 

Author Record 
No 

Summary of Submission For Against 
 

Barbara Smith D13/32237 Supports the increase and would even support a greater increase % x  
William J Phillips D13/40287 Supports the increase but not for cycle ways x  
Bawley Bush 
Cottages 

D13/35175 Fully supports the 8% rates rise x  

Bonita Heffill D13/37778 Not in support of 8%. Inefficiencies, carelessness and poor administration blamed.  x 
Brendon Wood D13/32193 Supports the increase for roads, not paths and cycle ways x  
Currarong Progress 
Assn 

D13/38430 Supports one off rate increase – funds used only for road and path projects -  Currarong 
Road a priority require substantial work 

x  

David Hazell D13/42517 Supports increase provided funds are spent wholly on roads and paths and that 
ownership/accountability for repairs is undertaken 

x  

Derek & Elizabeth 
Hancock 

D13/41309 No major developments put forward by Council to substantiate additional increase above 
the 3.4%.  

 x 

Geoff Stevula D13/38426 Supports increase provided funds go to roads and paths. Suggests Council could provide 
an extra tip voucher per year for everyone. 

x  

Huskisson and 
Woollamia 
Community Voice 

D13/42104 Supports increase provided funds go to roads and footpaths x  

Ian Williams D13/34653 Supports increase provided funds go to roads and footpaths x  
James P Gunn D13/35271 Does not support increase that pays for street lights that are on in daylight  x 
Lynda McGregor (4 
submissions in 
total) 

D13/38361 Large concentration of retirees and unemployed should be considered in respect to rate 
rise affordability 

 x 

Mark McClellan D13/32257 Does not support increase. Council should instead review expenditure from last 10 years, 
better management and scrutiny of Council operations. 

 x 

Paul Beckett D13/35489 In support of ‘modest’ rate rise – South Sussex Inlet area needs funds allocated to more 
footpaths, kerb and guttering, fixing potholes and better drainage 

x  

Paulette Rigter D13/35708 Opposed to rate increase. Lives in Kioloa and does not believe any significant investment 
undertaken in that area. 

 x 
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Author Record 
No 

Summary of Submission For Against 
 

Philip Payne D13/32258 Oppose rate rise. Rates wasted on poorly managed repairs and schemes.  x 
Robyn Nobbs D13/40057 Opposes rate rise. Survey did not cover a wide enough area. Sussex Inlet community 

mainly retirees. 
 x 

Scott Thomas 
Sedman 

D13/34708 Cannot afford the increase.  x 

Stuart Selman D13/37344 Opposes increase. Council needs to correctly manage the works. Substandard products 
requiring revisits and repairs. 

 x 

Timothy Rigney D13/33052 Supports increase. Suggests that a % of the increase be put to implementing energy 
efficiency strategies. 

x  

Don Davidson D13/43180 Does not support increase - doesn’t agree with Survey results in Discussion Paper. 
Increase in rates could only be justified if result is improved infrastructure and services, 
particular to non-urban villages. Wants increase fully justified in a wider budgetary context. 

 x 

Tim Foster D13/43183 Object to increase – Council needs to improve standard of repairs/reconstructions, review 
current specifications, standards and procedures and allow more of the private sector, 
through competitive tendering to complete works. 

 x 

Peter Cumes D13/43950 Supports increase noting that Currarong Road is mentioned as one of the projects Council 
would be undertaking as a result of the increase. 

x  
 

Elizabeth 
Claringbold 

D13/45152 Objects saying not enough public consultation. Difficult enough to make the household 
budget stretch as it is. 

 x 

Caroline Lamb D13/45301 Against the rise. Considered the survey cynical exercise. If rates approved, savings to 
proposed increase will be shift expenditure in local businesses and on local business 
services and is contrary to promoting local business. Suggest Council outsources 
construction work to private contractors to standards specified by Council including 
sustainability. 

 x 

Christopher Kelman D13/45852 Many residents are senior citizens – wants proof of intent by demonstrated progress to 
decrease operating expenditure by $1m by 014/15. Change structure and staffing levels 
and examine works and services provided by Council – improve efficiency. 

 x 

Dennis O’Williams D13/43883 Supports rise however 8% needs to benefit all 49 towns and villages and workings based 
on a fair and most urgent need of priority. Concerned that as Shoalhaven increases in 
development the opportunity of council employment should also be in the best interest of 
Council. 

x  
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Author Record 
No 

Summary of Submission For Against 
 

Dominika Gruia D13/45437 Strongly opposes rate rise.  x 
Donald Davidson D13/43180 Until the issues are properly addressed in a soundly based survey and discussion, the 

increase in rates above the 3.4% annual growth allowed should not be countenanced. Any 
increase must be fully and publically justified. 

 x 

Ian McCausland D13/43958 Objects. Survey and results not representative. Wants to see SCC’s productivity increased.  x 
Jenny Biddle D13/43905 Strongly objects – justification for increase a sham.  x 
Joan Lonergan D13/45842 Supports the increase especially if the kerb and guttering of River Rd., Lake Tabourie is 

included. 
x  

PN Busby D13/43851 Objects to increase and requests his dissenting view on the submission be included in 
Council’s report to IPART. 

 x 

Joe Gabrych D13/47194 Does not support additional increase and Council should be looking at more effective and 
efficient ways of delivering their services rather than spending above their means. 

 x 

Lily Britz D13/47186 Against the increase. Suggests Council looks at technology to lower Council’s power costs 
and review staffing levels. 

 x 

Col Poulter D13/47169 Opposed to increase. SCC to lift its game in achieving value for ratepayer’s money and 
productivity improvement, finding savings in its operations. 

 x 

Dorothy Poulter D13/48095 Opposed to increase – 86 year old widowed pensioner cannot afford the rate rise. Advised 
that her friends also do not want and cannot afford the rate rise but they don’t have 
computers and it would have been better for Council to send out a questionnaire with the 
Rates Notices so that they could make submissions.  

 x 

Karyn Mackay D13/48095 Invalid pensioner and daughter of Dorothy Poulter also objects.  x 
Ulladulla and 
Districts Community 
Forum Inc 

D13/48057 Representation on behalf of Forum – feedback from members was varied. Most were not 
prepared to accept a drop in services from Council. Comments included:   
We want things. We have to pay for them BUT is Council apportioning money in a 
balanced way? 
If rates increased, funds be put towards works to adapt to impacts of sea level rise and 
climate change – replacement of low lying bridges over Burrill lake, Racecourse Creek and 
Ulladulla Harbour at risk of flooding from both sea and heavy rain events. 
No if streetlights are on in daylight but yes if money goes towards more efficient street 
lights and road signs ‘Ulladulla’ and not ‘Batemans Bay’. 
Rates to be set according to efficiency and performance – both sadly lacking at Council. 

 x 
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Author Record 
No 

Summary of Submission For Against 
 

Ratepayers want value for money. 
If a choice between cutting back services and paying a bit more then a proposed rate rise 
is supported. 
Asking at SCC to examine internal cost saving/cutting measures before simply turning to 
the community for more income.  
What were the increases in Councillors expenses discussed and agreed to before the 
subject of increase in rates. Have services of the area increased to warrant a rise? 
Council need to spend more wisely – all of the additional rates are being spent on road and 
paths which will only benefit a small number of people. 

Kim Sautar D13/47688 Disapproves and rejects rate rise.  x 
Barbara Oom D13/46693 As a self-funded retiree – against the rise. Council needs to decrease wasteful spending. 

$1.8m to renew just 3km of road is frightening. 
 x 

Bawley Point Kioloa 
Community Forum 

D13/49079 Forum members request that Council not increase the rates above the pegging limit of 
3.4%. 

 x 

Paul Spira D13/48317 Opposes the rate. Economy still reeling from GFC and devalued superannuation 
entitlements of retirees. Large proportion of Shoalhaven’s residents are senior citizens on 
fixed incomes. Council should exercise financial restraint, seek productivity increases and 
operational savings instead of ratepayers bearing the brunt. Online survey did not provide 
people the opportunity to respond who don’t have internet access or computer skills.  

 x 

Maureen Webb D13/48320 Does not object to the rate rise generally but wants Council to ensure attention is paid to 
the needs of the Bay and Basin area – in particular footpath at Idlewild Ave., Sanctuary 
Point; and quality repair to potholes in Larmer Ave. 

x  

Hyams Beach 
Villagers Assn 

D13/49466 Members very concerned about proposed 4.6% special rate variation above rate pegging 
limit of 3.4%. Another 8% increase will result in further hardship for all low-income 
ratepayers. Consideration should be given to demographics of Shoalhaven with a higher 
than average low-income population, large community of retirees together with current 
economic climate and the effect this rate variation would have on these people. 
The compound effect of the increase would set the base level for all future rate increases 
to be imposed on Shoalhaven ratepayers. 
Instead the Assn would like Council to find funding for roads and paths from other sources 
such as efficiency saving within Council’s current expenditure and with the announcement 
of restructuring of Council is a real possibility. 

 x 
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Author Record 
No 

Summary of Submission For Against 
 

Sale of Council assets and the HBVA understands the needed expenditure on roads and 
paths but consideration for all ratepayers I the Shoalhaven is required when making 
decisions. 

Peter and Susan 
Amadio 

D13/50207 Opposition to 8% increase. Feeling effects of GFC and every household to tighten budget 
with rising costs of power, water, fuel, etc. Many residents on fixed income. Council should 
look at options to reduce spending. Not the time to spend money on unnecessary capital 
works just to satisfy minority groups. Consider effects on all ratepayers. 

 x 

Karen James D13/47767 Semi retired citizen over 60. Over past 7 years income remained the same whilst rates 
have increased significantly. Land has decreased in value. Decreased water usage but 
water rates continue to increase. Council needs ‘to live within their means’ and cut the 
perks and consultants. Council needs to stay within rate pegging allocation and look at 
reworking budget, just like everyone else. 
 

 x 

Petitioners x 408 D13/50361 Before applying for such an increase they request Council looks into saving money by: 
Investigating the efficiency of all current council processes and comparing Shoalhaven City 
Council’s procedures with those of similar councils who are able to provide services within 
budget. Concerned that decisions have been based on a survey with a sample size of only 
180 people. If application is made and successful, further community consultation be 
undertaken to determine where the additional funds are spent. 

  

Lake Tabourie & 
Residents 
Association 

D13/50482 All 5 Committee members present agreed with proposal to apply for the Special Variation. 
There has not been an opportunity to present the discussion paper to a General Meeting of 
the CCB.  

x  
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