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1 About this application form 

This application form is to be completed by councils applying for a special variation (SV) to 
general income for 2025-26 under section 508(2) or 508A of the Local Government Act 1993 (LG 
Act). The application form is in two parts: 

1. Application Form Part A (separate Excel spreadsheet)  

2. Special Variation Application Form Part B (this MS Word document) 

The SV Application Form Part B collects: 

• Description and Context information for the SV  

• Evidence against: 

— Criterion 1: Need for the variation  

— Criterion 2: Community awareness and engagement  

— Criterion 3: Impact on ratepayers  

— Criterion 4: IP&R documents  

— Criterion 5: Productivity improvements and cost containment strategies 

— Criterion 6: Other relevant matters 

• Council certification and contact information  

It also provides a List of attachments and checklist to assist councils.  

When completing this Application Form, councils should refer to: 

• The ‘Apply for a SV or minimum rates (MR) increase’ page of IPART’s website 

• The Office of Local Government (OLG) Guidelines issued in November 2020 

• IPART’s SV Guidance Booklet – Special Variations: How to prepare and apply available on our 
website. 

We encourage Councils to contact IPART early in their preparation to apply, or potentially apply, 
for an SV.   
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3.1 Additional information required for councils with an existing SV 
applying for an additional percentage increase 

If the council has an existing SV, then explain the need for a variation to that SV to increase the 
annual percentage increases.   

This SRV replaces and extends the Temporary SRV granted by IPART and dated 13th June, 
2023. 

3.2 Any other factors that demonstrate the council’s financial need 
(optional)  

In the text box please give a brief explanation of any other factors not already mentioned that 
may be relevant to demonstrate the council’s need. 

For instance, the council may wish to discuss the impact of non-rateable properties.  

As the comprehensive reports prepared by the University of Newcastle– both in 2023 and 2024 
– show, the need for a different rate path was flagged back before the 2016 amalgamations 
(2015, to be precise) and summarised in the journey report by the independent reviewer. Indeed, 
this need – from both the former Corowa and Urana councils – was confirmed by IPART in their 
review of the Fit for the Future proposals in their report dated 2015. 

As part of their recent comprehensive work (in 2024) the three professors show that only in the 
2023/24 financial year (after the levying of the temporary SRV that this application seeks to 
make permanent) did rate revenue finally and marginally exceed what would have been 
collected had the proposals put to IPART back in 2015 been actioned. In the interim, Council has 
been deprived of almost $12 million in revenue. This work was based on the financial statements 
of both the constituent councils (and their plans for rate increases in 2015), compared to actual 
tax take at Federation.  

Unfortunately, the appointment of the Administrator and the legislated rate freeze prevented 
prudent action in 2016. It is noted in the reports done for us that 2016 would have been a far 
more propitious time in terms of macro-economic conditions.  

Furthermore, it is an established fact in the scholarly literature that the amalgamations resulted 
in an increase to unit costs (a decrease in efficiency). This is hardly surprising given that the 
amalgamations resulted in inefficient over-scaling as well as extreme heterogeneity (see peer 
reviewed works at Public Management Review, the Australian Journal of Public Administration, 
The Economic Review, Public Administration Quarterly etc). 

As the Professors note, delaying prudent tax increases often result in the exponential growth of 
implicit debts. Most notably, when funds are not available to re-seal roads at an appropriate time, 
then roads can completely fail resulting in a 700% increase to costs. 
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The delays caused by the amalgamation, as well as the decrease to efficiency attendant upon 
same, have clearly exacerbated already existing need for considerable additional income.  

Many in the community are now aware of this and asked IPART in their survey comments to 
approve the proposed SRV in full – indeed, in the post meeting surveys more people asked for 
a larger SRV than those who asked for a smaller one.  People at Federation understand the threat 
to the entire community if Council does not gain sufficient permanent funds through a SRV so 
that they can proceed with confidence on the Strategic Asset Management Plan. This was 
evident through the survey results from the University of Newcastle SRV engagement. 

On a further note, Council’s Audit, Rick and Improvement Committee (ARIC) has maintained 
oversight of Council’s financial sustainability journey culminating in ARIC formally resolved it 
support for this SRV applicationg (Attachment 29: ARIC minutes 13 December 2024 – extract). 

Worksheet 12 (WS 12) in the Part A Excel application form can also be used to provide additional 
data.  

 
g Attachment 29: ARIC minutes 13 December 2024 - extract 
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The IPART decision in 2023 made it clear to the 
community that the Temporary SRV had been 
granted so that council would have further time 
to investigate matters and produce a more robust 
proposal. 
 
Following this, in November 2023 the University 
of Newcastle review into Council’s Financial 
Sustainability made it clear that a SRV ‘would be 
absolutely necessary’. Many hundreds of 
community members attended the public forums 
in 2023 and heard this message directly from 
Professor Drew, and this was also disseminated 
widely in the local media. 
 
Third, in May 2024, after its appointment and 
initial SRV work, the University of Newcastle 
conducted a number of extensive pre-
consultations with community groups from 
around Federation. This included the Federation 
Ratepayers Association, as well as progress 
associations, and the business chamber. 
 
All the while council posted many articles, 
reports and videos to its website. Councillors also 
were very active in the local media, as were 
citizens commenting on the prospect. 
 
In July 2024 we posted out a comprehensive fact 
sheet and survey to 6,200 residents via Australia 
Post. We also placed the documents on the 
Council website. 
 
From the 22nd of July to the 25th July 2024, we 
conducted various listening groups in Mulwala, 
Urana, Corowa, and Howlong. These were 
attended by some 100 residents. 
 
From the 29th of July until the 31st of July 2024 
Professor Drew conducted six community 
forums, each of which went for around two hours. 
In so doing, travelling some 460km. 
 
On Thursday 1st August Professor Drew 
conducted an online forum that went for around 
two hours.  
 
The Pre-Consultation Engagement Summary 
and Community Engagement Reports from the 
University of Newcastle are appended as are 
append copies of Council communications.  
 

Attachment 20. Community-
Engagement-Report-24-
40443 
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All surveys were open to all residents, but only some residents self-selected to respond. Council 
notes the extensive scholarly literature – referred to in the reports of the professors – around 
negativity bias. In short, people are more likely to act on sentiment when they feel that it has a 
negative effect on their lives. For a SRV of almost 70%, negativity bias is clearly considerable.  

This is important when interpreting the survey evidence as well as any responses that IPART 
might receive from their own IPART survey. It would be unreasonable to expect neutral 
responses or positive responses – indeed, responses of this kind would be at odds with the huge 
literature on behavioural economics going back to at least Kahneman and Tversky’s well-known 
work.  

It is also important to be mindful that Council’s independent process leaders went out of their 
way to engage with previous opponents and have them contribute to making the SRV proposal 
the best that it could possibly be. Indeed, this invitation was actively provided to the entire 
community. No individual was able to provide compelling good reasons to improve the proposal 
after the initial pre-consultation period (despite many opportunities). It is possible that people 
may later argue for changes to IPART, but if this does happen, it would be important to 
understand why these comments had not previously been provided at a time when the 
independent process leaders were asking for people to help construct a proposal that was the 
best that it could be.  

Council emphasises the importance of the fact that more of the informed residents requested 
an increase to the SRV, than a reduction. This, in combination with the high proportion of people 
who advised that they had changed their mind, is ample testament of the effectiveness of the 
process we undertook. 

Council has also sought to increase community understanding of its financial performance and 
position. Numerous reports were presented to Council, by Council officers and consultants, to 
provide comprehensive financial and asset management information in open council meetings 
with a view to having a more informed community. An example of this is the explanation 
provided for a common public misconception that the improvement in Council’s operating 
performance ratio to 16.45% in 2023/24 was as a result of improved financial performance and 
therefore an SRV is not warranted.  Attachment 32. Operating performance ratio QwN January 
2025 provides a detailed explanation on the impact of NSW Government funding that was 
provided for roads and was required to be recognised as operating revenue in 2023/24. The 
associated operating expenditure will be recognised as maintenance on roads is undertaken in 
2024/25 and 2025/26. 
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5 OLG SV Criterion 3 – Impact on ratepayers  

Refer to the OLG SV Guidelines as needed, and section 5 of IPART’s Guidance Booklet - Special 
variations: How to prepare and apply when preparing consultation strategy and material for 
completing this section. The Part A application form also collects information for this criterion in 
Worksheet 7 (WS 7 - Impact on Rates). 

5.1 How did the council clearly show the impact of any rate rises on 
the community? 

Please articulate in the text box below how the council demonstrated this question. 

In your response, please include references to the Delivery Program, LTFP and relevant 
community consultation materials to support the council’s claims. 

Council went to considerable effort to clearly communicate how the proposed SRV would 
impact on ratepayers in cognisance of both the feedback in the 2023 decision, and also the 
advice received in our May 2024 meeting with IPART. However, the fact of the matter is that no 
council can accurately predict the effect of the SRV in the future. Future land valuations, and 
future decisions by a Council yet to be elected (regarding the distribution of the burden) are just 
two of the considerable obstacles to predicting the impact on particular ratepayers. Moreover, 
for most rural local governments land values are heavily skewed to the upside which mean that 
average rate data is likewise skewed. Thus, average rate data for each category will be 
significantly misleading on the upside. This problem is even more acute for rural councils with 
high heterogeneity such as the amalgamated Federation Council. 

Nevertheless, Council followed the instructions in guidelines as well as the best practice 
exemplars provided during the May 2024 meeting with IPART. Council provided average rate 
data for each category according to the ‘best practice’ examples provided. 

Indeed, Council presented two versions of the OLG prescribed tables, after receiving feedback 
from both the pre-consultation focus groups and also IPART staff. With a temporary SRV due to 
expire on June 30, 2025 there are two legitimate ways at looking at matters: (i) as an increase 
above the levels that would occur if the temporary SRV was allowed to expire and rates returned 
to the previous path, and (ii) as the percentage above the extant temporary levels. Council 
emphasised the first way (higher figure) in our communications so as to avoid any possibility of 
misleading people, even though most in the community agreed that the second way made more 
sense.  

All of this information was supported by the public forums and our other extensive and varied 
communication streams. 

The impact of rate rise to ratepayer was expressed in the Delivery Program as a total increase in 
nominal value and percentage, both in yearly and cumulative quantum. To further illustrate the 
impact in more relatable perspective, the average increase by residential, farmland and business 
rating category are expressed in both a yearly and weekly timeframe. 
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Modelling was also prepared for Council forecasting the impact of the proposed SRV on 
residential rates over coming years, compared to OLG Group 11 councils (assuming none of 
these councils apply for an SRV). Whilst rudimentary (as detailed in section 5.2), this analysis 
found that residential rates in Federation Council would be 11% greater than the average general 
rates in the final year of the proposed SRV, as displayed in the following graph. 

 

Without the proposed SRV, Federation Council average residential rates would be the third 
lowest, and 26% below the average for the group of councilsi. The full report is available in the 
attachments. 

 
i Attachment 37: Average residential rates by SRV scenario 



OLG SV Criterion 3 – Impact on ratepayers 
 
 
 
 

Special Variation Application Form Part B Page | 27 

5.2 How has the council considered affordability and the 
community’s capacity and willingness to pay? 

Please articulate in the text box below how the council demonstrated this question. 

In your response, please provide references to the Delivery Program, LTFP and community 
consultation materials where the council has considered the affordability and the community’s 
capacity and willingness to pay.  

As previously stated, Council engaged the University of Newcastle to assist with progressing the 
work required for a permanent SRV application. The University conducted analysis and prepared 
a detailed Capacity to Pay Report (Attachment 21. Capacity-to-Pay-Report-24-40442)j. 

The executive summary states “This Report demonstrates that ratepayers at Federation would 
collectively need to pay just over thirty-nine percent in additional taxes to come up to the average 
tax take expected of a local government area with its particular socio-economic characteristics. 
Moreover, we show that this large deficiency in local government taxes paid has persisted for 
many years. Furthermore, there is a long record of past decision-makers realising the need to 
significantly increase rates. The delay in lifting rates up to the level typically paid by all other 
residents in NSW rural local governments has contributed to a serious financial predicament. It is 
now clear that much higher than typical rates will be required for the future. 
 
In this report we also make some observations regarding distributive equity and suggest some 
measures that might be expected to mitigate matters a little for people at the lower end of the 
income spectrum.” 

The three professors have shown – beyond any reasonable doubt – that a comparison of 
average rate data between councils in the same OLG group is, as they say, ‘complete non-sense’. 
As the report authors show, the land value data, and hence rate data, is skewed considerably 
and this has the effect of dragging the average up well beyond what any reasonable person 
would feel to be a typical result. This skewing occurs in each category. The mistake is 
compounded when comparing to other rural councils which also all have considerable skewing 
in their data. Analysis of the type conducted in 2022 is simply worthless. 

In a similar vein, the professors explained why comparisons of SEIFA indexes are misleading – 
both because of irrelevant data in the construction of the index as well as information loss in the 
index construction process.  

Instead, the University of Newcastle reviewed a large suite of relevant socio-demographic data, 
business data, and agricultural production data – which all told a very different story to the 
erroneous information put before IPART in 2022 (on the advice of Council’s then consultants). 

 
j Attachment 21: Capacity-to-Pay-Report-24-40442  
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In particular, it was claimed in 2022 that farmers were already paying above average rates 
compared to similar councils and that they therefore had limited capacity for additional rates. 
Moreover, IPART noted this (mis)-information in their decision. However, the skewing in farm land 
values is considerable (there are a number of extreme outliers in a statistical sense) and this 
dragged the average up beyond anything that could reasonably be considered typical. 
Moreover, rates are clearly paid out of incomes – we simply learn nothing by comparing average 
rates (even where they not skewed), without controlling somehow for incomes (which, of course, 
would differ considerably between local government areas). Indeed, a comparison of revenue 
efforts – rates paid as a percentage of agricultural product produce by farmers at Federation – 
showed that they did, in fact, have the lowest revenue effort out of the entire peer group in both 
2016 and 2021. This is based on ABARES census farm product information, combined with the 
taxation revenue listed in the notes of all the relevant peer councils, and thus beyond reasonable 
doubt.  

Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the rudimentary data put forward in 2022, to IPART, 
was misleading.  

The best way to measure capacity to pay is to use sophisticated econometrics which take into 
account the incomes of people and businesses for each local government area. Using 
sophisticated fixed effects models the professors were even able to control for time invariant, 
no-observed variables. The panel regression work spanned five years and covered all rural NSW 
local governments. This means that the work was resistant to both unrepresentative years and 
also selection bias.  

The predictions yielded by the model demonstrated beyond any reasonable doubt that the 
revenue effort at Federation Council was well below typical – indeed, 39.06 percent below 
typical levels in 2023 (in nominal terms). It should be noted that these findings were consistent 
with a very large suite of capacity to pay metrics also covered in the comprehensive work 
conducted for us in 2024.  

In sum, it has been demonstrated beyond reasonable doubt that the community in Federation 
has capacity to pay the proposed rate unless we feel that other communities in rural NSW do 
not have capacity to pay the rates that they are currently paying.  

Notwithstanding the robust empirical evidence of capacity to pay, Council was still very active 
with the community on this matter. First, on the advice of the professors, Council ceased passing 
the temporary SRV onto the base rate, but instead applied the entire increase to the ad valorem. 
This is important because the people with the lowest value land – and likely also the lowest 
capacity to pay – are often captured by the base rate (that is, the base rate effectively sets a 
floor on their local tax liability). In response to feedback, Council also reminded the community 
of monthly direct debit options, and offer different payment options on rate and reminder 
notices. 

In addition, Council revised its hardship provisions in the Debt Management and Hardship Policy 
(Attachment 22. Debt Management and Hardship policy v2.0 final) to mirror the document used 
by Port Stephens which received positive feedback from IPART in 2023. 
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As detailed above, Council changed the way that it applied the temporary SRV. This will have 
the single largest impact on capacity to pay by reducing (in real terms) the floor on rates. Council 
has also reminded people about the monthly direct debit option. Council has also provided an 
extraordinary long lead in time for the consultation phase to give people maximum opportunity 
to adjust.  Finally, Council has comprehensively reviewed its hardship provisions which now 
closely reflects the policy of Port Stephens council that met with the approval of IPART in 2023, 
adding in a $300 Rates Assistance Program and a mechanism to allow aged pensioners to defer 
rates to their estate. 

b. Indicate whether the hardship policy or other measures are referenced in the council’s IP&R 
documents (with relevant page reference or extract provided). 

Section 1.8 of the Revenue Policy 2024-2025 (Attachment 36. REVENUE POLICY 2024-2025 
(adopted version) on page 11 provide reference to Council’s Debt Management and Hardship 
Policy (Attachment 22. Debt Management and Hardship policy v2.0 final). 

c. Please explain how the council makes its hardship policy or other measures known to 
ratepayers. 

The policy has been a feature in all Council’s communications - specifically mentioned in public 
forums, pop ups, and on Fact Sheets (including with a link direct to the policy on Council's 
website). 

The policy is available in all Council customer facing centres, and is featured on Council's 
website: https://www.federationcouncil.nsw.gov.au/Living-Here/Rates/Debt-Management-
and-Hardship. 

Quarterly communication campaigns occur in line with the release of rates notices to advise 
residents that rates notices have been issued, and provide information on Council's Debt 
Management and Hardship policy (Attachment 22. Debt Management and Hardship policy v2.0 
final) and how to seek hardship assistance if required.  Evidence of this is appended to this 
application and contained in the Attachment 16. SRV Project - Evidence Catalogue - Chapter 
Two pages 61 – 62. 

5.4 Are there any other factors that may influence the impact of the 
council’s proposed rate rise on ratepayers (optional)? 

Describe the impact of any other anticipated changes in the rating structure (e.g. receipt of new 
valuations), or any changes to other annual ratepayer charges such as for domestic waste 
management services.  

You may also explain how the number of non-rateable properties may impact the council’s 
average rates, if relevant to your council.  

You can provide additional data using Worksheet 12 (WS 12) in the Part A Excel application form. 
For instance, providing the number of non-rateable versus rateable properties.  
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Seasonal conditions and soft commodity prices also impact on capacity to pay in a rural area. 
The University of Newcastle conducted an analysis of many factors related to this in the 
Capacity to Pay report (Attachment 28. Debt-Capacity-Report-24-40444). 

Council has already noted the likelihood of being misled by average rates data and this is 
covered in detail in its Capacity to Pay report (Attachment 28. Debt-Capacity-Report-24-40444). 
In addition, Council notes the high proportion of pensioner discounts provided, and the large 
financial impact of this on Council (see the aforementioned report). 

Council’s 10-year kerbside collection contact expired at the end of the 2023/24 financial year. 
With the new contract that commenced on 1 July 2024, a three-bin service was extended to 
town/villages that had the legacy single bin service. It is estimated around 406 residential 
properties were impacted with the 33% increase in annual charges due to the new service.  

Towns with access to Council’s water supply network experienced an average 10% increase in 
the access charge for 2024/25. This is to support Council work towards addressing the gap in 
funding the increased cost of water service delivery. The residential sewerage access charge 
was increased by 8% for 2024/25. This is to build adequate reserves to renew ageing sewerage 
infrastructure when required. Over time with further strategic work, Council will align charges 
with Best Practice Water Supply and Sewerage guidelines of appropriate split between the 
revenue generated from access charges to consumption charges (recommended 25/75, 
currently at 23/77). 

Council note that pensions and the like are indexed to CPI twice per year. 
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7 OLG SV Criterion 5 – Productivity improvements 
and cost-containment 

Refer to the OLG SV Guidelines as needed, and section 7 of IPART’s Guidance Booklet - Special 
variations: How to prepare and apply when preparing for and completing this section. 

7.1 What is the council’s strategic approach to improving 
productivity in its operations and asset management?   

Please provide the council’s response in the text box below. 

As detailed in the LTFP (Attachment 12. Long Term Financial Plan 2024 - 2034 v5.0 (final)), 
productivity improvements and cost containment initiatives are being progressed in the 
following areas: 

• Increase productivity of employees through training, the use of technology and 
implementation of different methods of working 

• Reduce cost of energy across Council operations 

• Dispose underutilised assets 

• Protect and increase revenue streams 

• Improve financial management practices 

• Implement initiatives to reduce risk and avoid costs 

• Improve asset management practices. 

Further detail on actions undertaken and proposed within these strategies are contained in 
responses to 7.2 and 7.3. 

Of particular note, Council is taking a deliberate and staged approached to improvement in asset 
management. Central to making strategic progress in this area is Council’s ability to increase its 
capacity for meaningful data collection, and to understand the narrative that is outlined in the 
data. From there, operational improvement can be achieved by an understanding of the assets 
and their condition, allowing for the determination of a prioritised list of management actions. 
Council has recently updated its Strategic Asset Management Plan (Attachment 13. Federation 
Council SAMP 2025 - Final) to understand the expected level of investment in existing assets. 
Work is also underway to assess the condition of Council’s road network, to enable appropriate 
prioritisation of Council’s investment into road renewal and maintenance. 

In addition, in 2023, Federation Council engaged the University of Newcastle Institute for 
Regional Futures to provide a report into The Advantages and Disadvantages of Amalgamation 
and Federation Council’s Financial Sustainability Journey (Attachment 24. The-Adv-and-Dis-of-
Amalgamation-and-Federation-Council’s-Financial-Sustainability-Journey-Report). This report 
included seventy-seven (77) recommendations that the Institute believed it was important for 
Federation Council to consider and activate (resource permitting). Central to these 
recommendations was recommendation 48: 
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Establish the mantra ‘every dollar counts’ and add this to both internal and external 
communications. Some in the community and staff cohorts doubt that all decision-makers fully 
grasp the gravity of the financial sustainability predicament. By saying the mantra, acting on the 
mantra and reinforcing the mantra, we should be able to quickly redress this concern.  

The full report and list of recommendations from the University of Newcastle are appended 
(Attachment 25. The-Adv-and-Dis-of-Amalgamation-and-Federation-Council’s-Financial-
Sustainability-Journey-Recommendations). It is important to note that it will take Council some 
time to work through the list of recommendations and that the results, albeit important, would 
only have a marginal effect on efficiency.  

Since receiving the report in 2023, Council has acted to embed the notion of “every dollar 
counts” in its decision-making. This includes recognising, as a central operational principle, that 
cost containment does not have to equate to, nor should it equate to, corner-cutting, and 
recognises that it must do the hard work of improvement in order to drive sustainability. Council 
hopes that its commitments to these core tenants is obvious in the information provided to 
address council’s strategic approach to improving productivity in its operations and asset 
management.  

One of the interesting findings of the empirical work conducted by the University of Newcastle 
in 2023 is the level of organisational efficiency already being achieved by Federation Council. 
This is important because clearly the more efficient a Council already is, the less scope there is 
for further efficiencies. The report authors also empirically demonstrated that structural 
inefficiency was introduced as a result of the imposed 2016 amalgamations. Further impacting 
Council’s ability to make savings is the extreme heterogeneity introduced by the amalgamation 
(an additional matter on top of the over-scaling) which has been demonstrated to have 
deleterious implications for efficiency –as demonstrated in a recent publication at the highly 
ranked Economic Record. 

Nevertheless, the University of Newcastle presented Council with a lengthy list of 
recommendations that are currently being worked through. Council has adopted many of the 77 
recommendations, and receives quarterly updates as to the progress of implementation. The 
report authors made it clear that they expected it might take years to action all of the 
recommendations, and that some would be subject to the political judgement of the elected 
representatives. 

 Council has also had work conducted on its Strategic Asset Management Plan (Attachment 13. 
Federation Council SAMP 2025 – Final) by Common Thread Consulting in 2022 and 2024. This 
work highlights the large implicit liability for Council and a huge risk to sustainability moving 
forward if matters are not promptly redressed.  Council has attempted to make it clear to the 
community in presentations and fact sheets that a SRV will be directed to redressing hard 
infrastructure shortfalls. This advice has been welcomed by the community and this is their 
expectation also (please see the Community Engagement Report - Attachment 20. Community-
Engagement-Report-24-40443). Council’s focus is on getting essential infrastructure 
maintenance completed before the said infrastructure fails completely (and thus incurs 
additional costs that may well beyond council’s capacity to meet). 



OLG SV Criterion 5 – Productivity improvements and cost-containment 
 
 
 
 

Special Variation Application Form Part B Page | 35 

7.2 What outcomes has the council achieved from productivity improvements and cost containment 
strategies in past years?  

Please provide the council’s responses to the questions in in the text boxes below.  

a. Explain initiatives undertaken and/or processes put in place in the past few years to improve productivity and contain costs. 

Over the past five years, Council has implemented an extensive range of cost containment initiatives, with savings calculated at over $4.3 million for 
the five-year period. The following table provides a summary of calculated savings by year. 
 

 
 
Initiatives implemented include: 

• Implemented technology improvements to reduce staff time and other costs, and reduce risk to Council – introduced fully automated 
patching, expanded video conferencing capability, moved to VOIP phone systems, implemented delegations management software, direct 
debit payment systems and online purchase requisitions, etc. 

Year

Cost containment 

achieved 

($)

Operating 

expenditure (excl. 

gain / loss on 

disposal of assets) 

($)

% of operating 

expenditure (excl. 

gain / loss on 

disposal of assets) Source

2019/20 890,893                    33,114,000              2.7% Cost containments achieved 2022_23

2020/21 856,505                    32,503,000              2.6% Cost containments achieved 2022_23

2021/22 810,934                    30,578,000              2.7% Cost containments achieved 2022_23

2022/23 999,444                    32,764,000              3.1% Cost containments achieved 2022_23

2023/24 823,489                    33,435,000              2.5% Annual Report 2023/24
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In addition, both envelopment analyses (DEA and FDH) – employing audited financial data from all rural NSW councils over an extensive period – 
show that Council is very close to the efficient frontier when compared to all other rural NSW local governments. In the most recent financial year, 
council got even closer to the efficient frontier as per the Efficiency Report (Attachment 27. Efficiency-Report-24-40445). The opinion of the 
University of Newcastle is that the current list of recommendations being worked through by council will not only see Federation move to optimal 
efficiency but also push the frontier out further for all councils. This quantitative data is the most sophisticated evidence possible to demonstrate 
what we have achieved thus far, what is possible in the future, and how this compares to peers. We refer IPART to the appended efficiency report 
and our earlier detailing of measures and their effects (above and in the appended documents). 

7.3 What productivity improvements and cost containment strategies are planned for future years?  

The council should provide information that details initiatives planned for the next two years when requesting a one-year section 508(2) SV, or match 
the duration of the proposed SV. 

The response should, wherever possible: 

• estimate the financial impact of strategies intended to be implemented in the future 

• present these as a percentage of operating expenditure 

• indicate whether the proposed initiatives have been factored into the council’s Long Term Financial Plan. 

In the text boxes below: 

a. Explain the initiatives which the council intends to implement and their financial impact. 

Council is committed to delivering services in an efficient and effective manner. To achieve this Council has a continuing focus on identifying and implementing 
opportunities to improve productivity and contain costs.  
 
Productivity improvements and cost containment initiatives that Council are being progressed in the following areas: 

1. Increase productivity of employees through training, the use of technology and implementation of different methods of working 
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 Operating expenditure  37,983,000  37,644,000  38,292,000  39,440,000  
 Gain / loss on disposal of assets   270,000  270,000  270,000  270,000  

 Operating expenditure (excluding gain / loss on disposal of assets)   37,713,000  37,374,000  38,022,000  39,170,000       

% Of operating expenditure (excluding gain / loss on disposal of assets) 1.3% 2.1% 2.2% 2.6% 
 
 

Under development – Not yet incorporated in the LTFP 

Other productivity improvements and cost containment strategies under investigation include: 

1. Bringing project management inhouse 

2. Bringing Capital Projects works delivery inhouse  

3. Review rostering practices to enable the delivery of efficient and effective Council services 

4. Providing Investigation training to reduce external cost factors for investigations  

5. Investigating work patterns to reduce the risk of inefficiency (reducing errors, rework, etc) 

6. Improving internal communication - develop a shared understanding around how we speak to each other to ensure engagement, enrichment and 
effectiveness and improve wellbeing 

7. Developing and embedding appropriate policies and strategies around leave & wellbeing 

8. Developing an effective staff development program to develop leaders, support trainees and apprentices and provide other staff with skills required to be 
most effective 

9. Implementing GPS tracking of vehicles  
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b.  Indicate whether these have been incorporated in the council’s Long Term Financial Plan, if not, explain why. 

Yes, except those under development as Council is still investigating what may be implemented and those where Council is exploring appropriate instruments to 
measure the progress (as indicated in the table above). 
























