./ FURTHER SUBMISSION TO PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE INTO
RATE CAPPING

FROM: CHRIS HEALY

After appearing before your Commitiee last year I was hoping that I would not have to devote any
more of my time to this matter.

I was alerted to _and _ response to -nd my submission

to your commitiee by an article in “The Local Paper”, a community paper in our Shire. This was in
reference to Appendix 6 of the third report.

Their responses provided no evidence to support their assertions that the process regarding
Murrindindi's application was properly handled.

They ignored the fact that ||| lland myseif provided compelling proof to the ESC that the
rise in the “GENERAL RATE” for 2015/16 was 9.9% and not the 6,0% in the Strategic Resource
Plan. They were told that this was to ouismart the upcoming Rate Cap,

Council advised the ESC that the 9.9% was because the General Rate had risen by 6.0% and was
pushed to 9.9% by extra revenue collected because of differential rates and the extra 1.0% generated
by supplementary rates.

The Local Government Act clearly says that General Rates includes Diﬁ'erential rates. The 6.0%
quoted by Council was the Residential Rate, which is a component of the General Rate, but not the
General Rate. The 9.9% clearly did not include the 1.0% supplementary rate.

The ESC's response to ourselves mirrored Council's advice to the ESC. In an email from ESC to
it says: The additional revenue received by Murrindindi CAN be the result of : addi
tional supplementary rates and differential rates. The use of the word CAN is non committal and
indicates an intention to avoid a definitive statement regarding Council's response.

Council clearly misled the ESC by claiming that the 9.9% included supplementary rates. The ESC
appears not to be interested in the fact that it has been misled.

Prior to the ESC making it's decision we requested that the ESC refer Council's response back to us
for comment. This never occurred. If it had occurred , then the ESC decision might have been
different and we could have demonstrated that the General Rate is not the Residential Rate. The
ESC's failure to refer the response back to us could be construed as their having a predetermined
OHtCOB’lC.

i have dxﬁ'xculty believing that the ESC was taken in by Council's assertions. Especially when they
were receiving EXPERT advice. _

This Committee needs full disciosure from the ESC regarding the whole process relating to
Murrindindi.

Another worrying maiter is that the ESC did NOT re(iuire Council to cbnsuit;on the Variation to the
Cap despite issuing on it's website a 5 page guide on how this consultation was to take place.

-says that the ESC did not publish unsolicited submissions. These submissions were
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./ dnitiallv published, but were deleted from the website within a very short time after .
and myself put in our submission.

Any right minded person would have trouble accepting that Murrindindi did not receive preferential
treatment from the ESC.

I am attaching supporting documents and am available to discuss these matters with your
Committee

Thank You
Chris healy
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Local Government Act 1989
Mo, 11 of 1989

Part 8—Rates and Charges on Rateable Land

(2) A Council must publish public notice of its
decision to change its system of valuation.

(5) A person has a right to make a submission under
section 223 on a Council's decision to change its
system of valuation,

158 Declaring rates and charges

(1) A Council must at least once in respect of each
financial vear declare by 31 August the following
for that vear—

section 161(1)); or

(iii) urban farm rates, farm rates or
residential use rates (if the Council is
permitted to raise such rates under
section 161A),

{2) The Council must declare the general rate in
respect of a period of time between 3 months and
a year.

Avthorised by the Cnief Parkamensan, Counsel
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copy of ilus resohidion is atlached at Appendix €.1 and C.2 and can be viewed on
Council's websiie af the {ollowing link -

The same submission from these two rmepavers {Councillors) makes reference to the
collection of tate revenue and confuses this with a rate tmnerease. This has been
explained to these ralepavers on & nomber of occasions and also was the subjectof a
Letter to the Editer from another Coungilor on 13 Apnl 2016 {vopy attached af Awnexure
C.3).The Strategic Resource Plan provides on page 7 of 64 a verv glear description of

componentswhich con ver 013201

The budgeled income stafement wucludes a line eotitied ~“Rates and charges” and whilst
this dogs notf break dowa the three components as lisied above, they are included within
the figures contained in this line.

The third issue raised by the two ratepavers {Councillors) is the preparation and
adoption of a Rating Sirategy.

This Strategy was adopted by Coumeil at its meetiag on 25 March 2015, following
extensive discnssion by council and twe rounds of communify consulfation. In March
2011 Councillors receive a briefing from an econamic advisor on the steps required fo
review its Rating Stratesy 2009 and as a result included an amount of $40,000 in its
2013-2012 budget 1o underiake this review.

In Febroary 2012 a discnssion was held with Conncillor 1o confirm the project brief for
thie roview of the Rating Stratepy and MacroPian Dimast was appoimted to underiske
this work, Briefings in March 2012 disenesed the drafi Isenes Paper prepared for
Council and then in April 2012 and June 2012 Councitiors considered the report from
MacroPlan Dinansi on Hs Rating Strategy Review prior to i being placed on public
exhibition. The Review was placed on public exhibiion and thrse public consultation
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Subject: Re: ESC Decision queastion

Thank you for your emall dated 6 June 2016. As previously noted, you made s submission to us in regards 1o
Murindindi's application for a higher cap in Aprll, Ag part of our analysis of Murrindindi's application wa considerad ths
iesues faised in your submission and also gave Couneil an opportunity to respond. Their response to your submission
{refer {0 pp. 4-7) is available an our website at ..

hito:iiwanw, esc.vie.gov.au/docurnent/local-government/3260 1-murrindindi-shire-council-respanses-raques-

As pant of asesssing Murindindi's higher cap application and in reference to your submission we took a close look at
Councif's financials. Our analysis found that aithough It is shown that the total general rates revenue in the 2015-16
Adopted Budget will Increase by 8.8%, the increase in the rate in the dollar for residential genéral rates was only 8.0%
{pleass refer to the attachment below - Mu@nq&:wdi Shire Councll Budget 2015-16, Appendix B Rates and charges,
page b7). ) ceived by A

In our view, aithough there is confusion around how the rata increase message is communicated t¢ residents and the
genaral understanding of how councils recover rate ravenue, we ware satisfied that the 8% and 8.6% figures quoted in
the hudget are consistent. Wa raised the issue of how rate increases are communicated with Councll during the
review process. We also note that changes in property valuation do not have an impact on the total revenue recelved
by Murrindindi, it only impacts the amount residents pay relative to whether their properly reprasents a higher or lower
proportion of the total rate base after the revaluation,

For Council's 2016-17 application for a higher ¢ap, taking into account all relevant information wa decided to only
approve the Infrastructure renewal component (1.8%) and not approve the service provision component (1.1%;) of
Murrindindi's application, Please refér to aur final decision paper on datails for our ressoning:
hitp:iwey.esc.vic.gov.auidocument/iocal-govemment/3a588-murrindindi-shire-council-final-decision. In reaching our
decision we considered what is in the fong-term interests of ratepayers and the community and balanced that against
the financlal capadity of council to deliver services and infrastrugture.

Piease lst me know if you have any further questions regarding our decision.

Kind regands,

Esasntial Sarvicas Commission

(==
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Gate: Friday. 15/0412016 5:55 PM

Thank you

Chris Healy

on Fidey 15002016 ot .45 o, [
Dear Courgilars Healy arvd -

Kired regards,

Esserdial Services Sommission

hrz Coungil)

Dear SiriMadam.

Plesse acknowledge receipt of thig emai.
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