IPART

Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal

New South Wales

MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM

PART B
FOR 2021-22

BANKSTOWN COUNCIL

CANTERBURY-

- 7 ) T T
N VY &V 45 s a s

December 2020

Application Form

Local Government



MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Enquiries regarding this document should be directed to a staff member:
Sheridan Rapmund  (02) 9290 8430

Albert Jean (02) 9290 8413

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU



Contents

Council information
About this application form
Description and Context

1 Criterion 1: Rationale for increasing minimum rates above the statutory limit

1.  Whatisthe council’'s rationale for increasing minimum rates above the statutory

limit?

2 Criterion 2. Impact on ratepayers

5
22

2.1 What are the current and proposed levels of minimum rates, and the number of

ratepayers on the minimum rate

2.2  What will be the impact on ratepayers of the proposed increase in minimum
rates?

2.3 How does the proposed increase affect the distribution of the rating burden
among ratepayers

2.4 How has the council considered affordability and the affected ratepayers’
capacity to pay higher rates, including measures to address hardship?

3 Criterion 3: Consultation on the proposal

3.1 How did the council consult the community about the proposed increases to
minimum rates?

4  Criterion 4: Other relevant matters
Council certification and contact information

List of attachments

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU

22

26

27

37
41

41
78
79
81



Council information

Council name Canterbury-Bankstown Council
Date submitted to IPART 8 February 2021
Primary Council contact person Andrew Smithwick

Primary Council contact phone

Primary Council contact email

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU 1



About this application form

IPART has revised the Application Form to be completed by councils applying to IPART for
an increase to a minimum rate (MR) under s 548(3) of the Local Government Act 1993, above
the statutory limit for 2021-22. The application form is in two parts:

¥ Minimum Rate Increase Application Form Part A (separate Excel spreadsheet)

¥ Minimum Rate Increase Application Form Part B (this MS Word document)

New councils that have more than one existing minimum rate instrument should refer to OLG’s
Special guidelines for new councils applying to harmonise minimum rates on 1 July 2021.

Councils can apply for a minimum rate increase (MR increase) either in conjunction with a
special variation (SV) under s 508(2) or s 508A of the Local Government Act 1993, or as a
stand-alone adjustment (i.e. without also seeking an increase to general income above the
rate peg).

Councils applying for an MR increase in conjunction with an SV should complete the
MR Increase Application Form Part B as well as completing the SV Application Form Part A
and SV Application Form Part B. These councils are not required to complete the MR
Increase Application Form Part A as all the details about the MR increase required by IPART
in order to assess the application will be contained in the SV Application Form Part A
spreadsheet.

Note there is a different version of the MR Increase Application Form Part A for use by newly
merged councils only.

The MR Increase Application Form Part B consists of:

v Description and Context Questions

v Criterion 1: Rationale for increasing minimum rates above the statutory limit
v Criterion 2: Impact on ratepayers

v Criterion 3: Consultation on the proposal

v Criterion 4: Other relevant matters

v Council certification and contact information

v List of attachments

When completing this Application Form, councils should refer to the following:
¥ IPART's Application Guide for MR Increase Application Form Part B.
¥ OLG’s MR Guidelines issued in November 2020.
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https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/files/sharedassets/website/shared-files/local-government-special-variations-guidelines-application-forms-fact-sheets-and-media-releases-2021-22/website-publications/application-guide-for-part-b-minimum-rates-for-2021-22.pdf
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Description and Context

To complete these questions, refer to the discussion in IPART's Application Guide for MR
Increase Application Form Part B, Description and Context.

Question 1: What is the increase to minimum rate(s) the council is applying
for?

If the increase applies to an ordinary rate, complete this section

Does the council propose to increase the minimum amount of its Yes [ No X
ordinary rate(s) above the statutory limit for the first time?

Whichrates will the increases apply  Residential X  Business X  Farmland [J  Mining [J
to?

If the increase will apply to only some subcategories, specify which
Does the council propose to increase the minimum amount of its ordinary rate(s) by:

v The rate peg percentage [J

¥ The special variation percentage [

v A different percentage [ (%)

¥ Multi-year increase (each year with percentage increase e.g. 2021-22 — 10.3%, 2022-23 —
5.8%)

- . % Increase % Increase % Increase % Increase % Increase
Rating Category | Former Council | “o54m9 202023 202324 2024125 2025026

Business Minimum BCC 2.00% 7.02% 16.47% 2 50% 2 50%
Business Minimum CCC 11.26% 7.02% 16.47% 250% 2.50%
Residential Minimum BCC 14.35% 16.73% 16.47% 2.50% 2.50%

v |Residential Minimum CCC 2.00% 16.73% 16.47% 250% 2 50%

What will the minimum amount of the ordinary rate(s) be after the proposed increase? $990
For multi-year increases, please specify the proposed minimum rate for each year.
2021/22 - $728.18 (residential) and $794.27 (Business)

2022/23 - $850.00

2023/24 - $990.00

If the increase applies to a special rate, complete this section

Does the council propose to increase the minimum amount of a Yes O No X
special rate above the statutory limit?

Council does not apply a minimum amount to its existing special rate for the former
Bankstown City Council. As part of Council’s minimum rate and SV proposal the existing
special rate would be removed from the 2022/23 financial year.

¥ Does the council propose to increase the minimum amount of its ordinary rate(s) by:
¥ The rate peg percentage [
¥ The special variation percentage [
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v A different percentage [ (%)

¥ Multi-year increase (each year with percentage increase e.g. 2021-22 — 10.3%, 2022-23 —
58w) w

What will the minimum amount of the special rate be after the proposed increase? $

For multi-year increases, please specify the proposed minimum rate for each year.

Question 2: What is the key purpose(s) for requesting to increase minimum
rate(s) above the statutory limit?

In the text box summarise at the highest level the council’s key purpose(s) for requesting an
increase in minimum rates above the statutory limit.

To allow Council to work towards a fairer and more equitable rating structure as part of our gradual
harmonisation and SV proposal in order to:

e Improve long term financial sustainability by reducing unfunded asset renewals - to
replace, renew and address deterioration of Council's existing asset base (currently
underfunded by on average $31 million per annum);

e Provide $4 million annually in new and enhanced services/ service levels to address
modern community expectations, particularly for cleaning services (addressing litter, weeds
and graffiti in streets, parks and waterways), incorporating innovation and technology to
improve services, enhancing town centres and industrial areas to improve economic
outcomes (and therefore future investment) in the City; and

e Provide $5 million annually to service an annual debt for a loan to implement, and then
maintain, initiatives identified in Council’'s Leisure and Aquatic Strategic Plan.

Question 3: Is the council a new council created by merger in 2016?

Refer also to OLG’s SV Guidelines Section 4.

Is the council a new council created by merger in 20167 Yes No [
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Criterion1

Rationale for increasing minimum rates above
the statutory limit

Criterion 1 in the MR Increase Guidelines is:
The rationale for increasing minimum rates above the statutory amount.

To complete the question for Criterion 1: Rationale for increasing minimum rates above the
statutory limit, refer to IPART's Application Guide for MR Increase Application Form Part B,
Criterion 1.

Refer also to the IPART publications:
¥ The Year Ahead — Minimum Rates in 2021-22 — Fact sheet

¥ Minimum Rates in 2021-22 — Information Paper

v Community awareness and engagement for special variations — Information Paper

If the increase to minimum rates is in conjunction with a proposed SV, the response for
Criterion 1 should focus on the aspects directly relevant to the proposed MR increase.

1. What is the council’s rationale for increasing minimum rates above the
statutory limit?

a) Why the council is seeking to introduce or increase minimum rates above the statutory
limit.

Council is applying for an increase to the minimum rate as part of its application for the
consideration of a special variation to increase its general income. This proposal is articulated in all
relevant IP&R documentation and the minimum rate increase is also detailed in the special
variation application submitted in conjunction with this application. While much of the rationale
outlined below relates to the special variation, the minimum rate is inextricably linked to the special
variation proposal, and therefore the rationale and understanding is the same across both
applications. The minimum rate increase is only to be considered as a component of the special
variation, and the special variation can only be understood with the minimum rate as a key
component of the increase.

One of the underlying principles set out inthe One Rate proposal is to deliver a more equitable and
fairer rating structure. This is not only about harmonising rates across the LGA, but to review the
overall contribution ‘minimum’ rates have towards the overall rating income. Currently there is a
significant difference in the average rates of residential houses (Canterbury $1,472.81 and
Bankstown $1,224.81) and a unit (Canterbury $713.90 and Bankstown $636.80). This is despite the
fact that all of the services provided to residents are the same, irrespective of whether they are living
in a house or a unit (typically on Minimum Rates).

Additionally, outlined below is the IP&R rationale for the development of the proposal, including the
minimum rate increase.

The Former Councils
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The articulated need for a special variation pre-dates the merger of the two former councils - the
objectives included in this proposal for financial sustainability are not new. Both former councils’ Fit
for the Future proposals clearly indicated the need for financial reform. The financial positions of the
former councils at the time of amalgamation is outlined below.

e Both former councils’ cost-per-capita (i.e. expenditure per rate payer, as assessed by the Office
of Local Government) were amongst the lowest of all metropolitan councils. This indicated that
any further cost savings would be at the expense of cutting services.

e The former Bankstown Council had already realised operational efficiencies of around $7
million per annum prior to amalgamation and still foreshadowed needing an SRV for $17 million
per annum to address its existing asset backlog issues and annual maintenance requirements
(see Attachment 2 — Bankstown City Council Fit for the Future Proposal).

e The former Canterbury Council was reliant on the following (see Attachment 3 — Canterbury
City Council — Fit for the Future Proposal):

0 Their Infrastructure Renewal Lewy (around $5 million) continuing to be levied beyond
the 2018/19 financial year (which has not happened, it has been discontinued);

0 A suite of financial reforms (totalling $12.5M per annum) that the former Canterbury
Council agreed to embark on in 2014 as a basis to addressing their financial
sustainability, including:

» Introduction of a new Sustainability Levy ($8.3 million annually) to assist with
managing their day-to-day operations and asset management needs; and

= Implementing major cuts to services (e.g. reducing street sweeping, cutting
verge mowing, pool operating hours), selling assets (such as community land),
increasing charges to sporting fields and other facilities, accepting further
deterioration in roads, footpaths, parks and buildings and servicing a borrowing
of $36.5 million — totalling $4.2M per annum.

It should be noted, the proposed savings and other income initiatives the former Canterbury
Council were reliant upon were not implemented and were rejected by CBCity — they were
considered unacceptable and unrealistic and not in the best interest of the community. Separately,
more recent investigations have disclosed the former Canterbury had:

¢ Understated its level of unfunded asset renewal requirements by an estimated $53M;

e Understated its level of Depreciation Expense by around $6M pa — thereby inflating its annual
financial performance; and

e Did not disclose around $123M worth of assets at the time of amalgamation

Through the review of the financial position of the former councils’, it became clear how reliant the
former Canterbury were on the SRV to fund the day to day maintenance and renewal of the
community assets. Aside from specific and restricted funds, they were almost solely reliant on the
SRV to fund maintenance works, with no contribution from general revenue set aside or allocated
towards asset deprecation.

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU



The City of Canterbury Bankstown

Despite the above, Council has continued to provide quality services to our community, whilst
continuing to achieve further efficiencies with some of the leanest operating costs per capita in
metropolitan Sydney — around $800 per resident. The new Council has exceeded the expected
merger savings (efficiencies) forecast by the NSW Government (expected average $4.5M pa) — by
realising around $7.6M pa. This was achieved through economies of scale and service reviews,
while also dealing with the loss of $5M annually as a result of the former Canterbury Council
Infrastructure Lewy ending in 2018/19.

CBCity’s financial position and its ability to remain financially sustainable is well documented in its
Financial Management Strategy (FMS) and Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP). As a merged entity,
Council has also faced a number of challenges, including the more recent economic challenges
brought on by the COVID-19 pandemic.

While we are considered sound from a cashflow perspective — the burden of deteriorating assets
and an increasing asset backlog must be addressed if Council is to be able to sustain its services
now and into the future. More detail can be found in the November 2020 and the February 2021
reports to Council (see Attachment 4 Rates Harmonisation & Financial Sustainability — November
2020 Council Report and Attachment 5 - Rates Harmonisation & Financial Sustainability - February
2021 Council reports).

Integrated Planning and Reporting

CBCity’s Integrated Planning and Reporting documents have established a platform and clearly
articulated the expectations from the community around services and investment and the message
is clear — our community want more for the future of their City, not less. More services, better
service standards, infrastructure that is fit for purpose and maintained to the levels they expect.
Residents want the perception of the City to improve— and to achieve that, Council needs to provide
service and infrastructure standards that are in line with the community’s vision for Canterbury-
Bankstown.

Community Strategic Plan (CBCITY 2028)

Following the merger of the two Councils, in 2018, Council's new Community Strategic Plan,
CBCITY 2028 (see Attachment 7 — CBCity 2028 — Community Strategic Plan) was adopted by
Council, following extensive consultation and over 10,000 conversations with the community. In line
with the Integrated Planning and Reporting Manual, this document is truly a reflection of the
community’s aspirations and vision for Canterbury-Bankstown, acknowledging that Council has a
role in delivering one the aspirations, but also requires partnerships with other levels of government
and the community to implement the vision. CBCITY 2028 is underpinned by seven destinations
(directions) that support the community’s vision:

e Safe & Strong — a proud inclusive community that unites, celebrates and cares (supporting the
need to ensure a suitable level of maintenance to community buildings/ facilities);

e Clean & Green — a clean and sustainable City with healthy waterways and natural areas
(supporting the desire to enhance street cleaning, litter picking, town centre cleaning, park

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU



maintenance and illegal dumping services as well as a suitable level of maintenance of
stormwater and parks assets);

e Prosperous & Innovative — a smart and evolving City with exciting opportunities for investment
and creativity (supporting the incorporation of innovation and technology to improve service
efficiency and delivery and supporting the local economy through capital improvements to town
centres and industrial precincts);

e Moving & Integrated — an accessible City with great local destinations and many options to get
there (supporting the need to maintain roads infrastructure to an acceptable standard);

e Healthy & Active —a motivated City that nurtures healthy minds and bodies (supporting the
need to invest in ongoing maintenance of open space and recreation infrastructure);

e Liveable & Distinctive — a well-designed, attractive City which preserves the identity and
character of local villages (supporting the need to ensure we invest in services to ensure the
cleanliness, look and feel of our centres); and

e Leading & Engaged — a well-governed City with brave and future focussed leaders who listen
(ensuring that Council carriesout its functions, including investing in the City to ensure that
community infrastructure, and services provided to the community continue to meet the needs
of the growing City).

The seventh is most relevant to this proposal at it clearly identifies the need to invest in the City and
ensure adequate funds is provided to manage our assets and services.

Resourcing Strategies
Financial Management Strategy (FMS)

Council's Financial Management Strategy and Long-Term Financial Plan 2020-2030 (see
Attachment 8 — Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan 2020-2030),
articulates its financial constraints and/or challenges, including:

e A heavy reliance on Rates and Annual Charges being its major form of annual income;

¢ Inability to manage escalating non-discretionary (e.g. State Government Charges) and
operational costs within the approved annual IPART rate-peg increase;

e Like most councils throughout NSW, the need to address burgeoning asset backlogs and
renewal of aging facilities; and

e Managing and funding liabilities — particularly the use of Section 7.11 contributions made
under the EP&A Act (formerly Section 94).

The Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) considers and models a number of scenarios to help
determine a suitable financial path to remaining financially sustainable. The models explain what
Council's financial performance and position could potentially look like over aten year and twenty
year period and generally quantify the estimated increases in revenue required to address the
identified funding gaps in the Base Case Scenario and to fund the requirements of Council's Asset
Management Strategy (AMS). There are five scenarios:
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e Scenario 1 - Base case — represents the “do nothing” option; indicates that the Council will
face significant challenges in funding the renewal and maintenance of its assets, including
its ability to fund its asset backlog (see pages 23, 30, 36, 39-44, 69-70, 94 of Attachment 8
— Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan 2020-2030),

e Scenario 2 - Base expanded option — as above but adjusts income (Rates) to address lost
SRV from the former Canterbury City Council (CCC) and apply this towards funding the
asset maintenance gap (see pages 24, 30, 36, 45-50, 69-70, 94 of Attachment 8 —
Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan 2020-2030),

e Scenario 3 — Renewal — base case plus permanently adjusts income (Rates) to address
lost SRV from the former CCC, fund the asset renewal and maintenance gaps and fund
proposed borrowings to help to deliver Council's Leisure and Aquatic Strategic Plan
(NOTE: this is the most closely aligned scenario to the current proposal, outlining the
financial path for a SRV of 22.75% - which proposes a one off adjustment totalling $40M in
2022/23) - as compared to the current proposal for 21.6%) (see pages 24, 30, 36, 51-56,
69-70, 94 of Attachment 8 — Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan
2020-2030),

e Scenario 4 — Renewal (preserve existing Asset Reserves) —as above but does not utilise
existing Council Reserves to supplement any new funding (see pages 24, 30, 36, 57-62,
69-70, 94 of Attachment 8 — Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan
2020-2030),

e Scenario 5 — Fully funded - base case plus permanently adjusts income (Rates) to address
lost SRV from the former CCC, fund the asset renewal and maintenance gaps, fully fund
Depreciation and fund proposed borrowings to help to deliver Council's Leisure and
Aquatic Strategic Plan. Also, does not utilise existing Council Reserves to supplement any
new funding (see pages 24, 30, 36, 63-70, 94 of Attachment 8 — Financial Management
Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan 2020-2030),

Pages 39-70 of Attachment 8 - Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan
2020-2030 summarise the outcomes of each Scenario model, and these are also summarised in
Appendix 1 (page 94) against the requirements of its sister document, the AMS. Appendix 1 also
clearly notes the application of a Special Rate Variation from 2022/23 under all scenarios outside
the base case.

From Scenario 1 (Base Case), a funding shortfall of over $320M for asset renewal is apparent in
the next ten years. As a minimum, funding of around $31M per annum is required to ensure we
replace, renew and address the deterioration of just the assets we have now, without considering
any new ones. A decision to “do-nothing” means our assets will significantly deteriorate further and
will at some point soon become irreversible. Each year that we choose to “do-nothing” compounds
our asset backlog/renewal issues by $31M.

A “do-nothing” approach is not acceptable from a sound financial management perspective nor a
community expectations perspective. Council's IP&R documents and even recent community
satisfaction survey (Attachment9 — Community Satisfaction Survey 2020/21) clearly demonstrate
that residents are not happy with the current levels of service and expect more. When you combine
this with external assessments of Council’'s operational efficiency when compared to other councils
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it becomes clearly evident that in order to meet the demonstrated needs and expectations of the
community, something needs to change — a permanent increase to rates income is required.

With regards analysis of alternate options to increasing rates income, there were some important
considerations by the current Council, below.

e As already discussed, Council's current operations have been assessed by the Office of
Local Government as being very efficient. CBCity is currently one of the lowest Sydney
Metro councils for operational spend per capita — savings would have to come via service
cuts.

e The community, through detailed engagement in the development of our Community
Strategic Plan, the development of strategies in our Strategic Planning Framework
(Attachment 10 — Strategic Planning Framework) and recent annual Community
Satisfaction Surveys have been very clear — they want more, enhanced services and
increased service levels, not less.

e This expectation, together with alow operational spend means we cannot find the
necessary dollars from cutting services or service efficienciesto close the gap. This is
reflected in both the AMS (Attachment 11 - Asset Management Strategy 2020-2030) and
FMS/LTFP, which tells us that cutting funding for asset maintenance with further decline
out long term financial position. This is not saying that Council will not continue to explore
efficiencies. As set out in Criteria 5 Council will continue to identify productivity
improvements and cost containment strategies.

e Council has investigated loans and will utilise new loan borrowings to fund the
implementation of the Leisure and Aquatic Strategic Plan (Attachment 12 — Leisure and
Aquatic Strategic Plan) but requires the ongoing funding streams to service proposed
loans. It does not make financial sense to utilise loans to fund day to day service and/or
one off backlog infrastructure expenditure.

e Council has already realised savings of $7.6 million pa since the merger. Council's
business as usual approach will be that of continuous improvement, continuing to deliver
service efficiencies and savings wherever viable and to the benefit of our community. One
such example is the bringing in-house of the former Canterbury waste collection service
(currently underway).

e Non-statutory fees and charges will not deliver funding requirements on their own and need
to be balanced with commercial competition/usage considerations. COVID-19 has shown
the importance of maintaining stable income for councils to maintain their financial
sustainability. Rate remain the largest and most stable income for councils.

Asset Management Strategy (AMS)

The whole of life modelling of the infrastructure assets inthe AMS (Attachment 11 - Asset
Management Strategy 2020-2030) revealed that the actual annual average budgets are insufficient,
and as such, the asset conditions are slowly deteriorating. It also shows that overall Council's
infrastructure assets (with the exception of some Buildings and Other Structures) are currently in
good condition and their condition profiles (the mix of assets in each condition state) are
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reasonable. However, these assets are ageing, and will decline quickly unless adequate funding is
provided to maintain the current level of service inthe future.

Because many of Council's infrastructure assets have very long useful lives they age/deteriorate at
a slow rate. However, this often results in a deferral of the problem, often to a point where it is too
late. Councils need to take a long term approach to managing their asset management
requirements (intergenerational equity) and set aside appropriate funding — and prevent future
generations from needing to deal with unmanageable liabilities.

If not addressed today, assets failures will start to accelerate. If deferred further, raising the
required funding to address the increasing problems will be extremely difficult for the community —
indeed the problem may potentially be irreversible.

Delivery Program

The recently updated Delivery Program (Attachment 13 — Delivery Program 2018-2022, adopted 4
February 2021) is underpinned by the supporting Resourcing Strategies, setting the level of
investment and therefore the program that can be achieved in this term of Council. It should be
noted that the detailed funding requirements are usually set out in the annual Operational Plan.

Council's original Delivery Program 2018-2021 (Attachment 14 Delivery Program 2018-2021)
reflected the need to improve Council services and infrastructure and to this end, to explore income
options. Relevant excerpts from the Delivery Program to this proposal are listed below.

Destination Priorities
e Maintain and improve community facilities.
Safe & Strong
e Restore, protect and maintain our natural waterways and open
Clean & Green waterbodies.
o Keep the streets clean and remove graffiti.
e Prosecute polluters and illegal dumpers.
e Increase the amount of naturalised stormwater infrastructure.
e Create Smart public spaces and pursue opportunities for community
Prosperous & benefit from technological change.
Innovative
o Improve the condition of local transport infrastructure - roads,
Moving & footpaths, car parks and cycleways.
Integrated
o Review aquatic and leisure facilities to determine best approach to
Healthy & Active meet future community needs.
e Ensure that programs and facilities that deliver leisure and aquatic,
sport and recreation, parks and opens space, and library services are
operationally efficient.
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o Improve the condition of facilities that deliver leisure and aquatic, sport
and recreation, parks and open space, and library services.

e Improve accessibility, connectedness and attractiveness of the public
Liveable & domain.
Distinctive

e Take a holistic approach in providing services and planning for the
Leading & City to consider the ‘now and future’ in our decisions.

Engaged
e Explore funding opportunities.
e More effectively understand the cost of services.

e Reduce the infrastructure backlog and funding gap.

This hasn’t changed. But in November 2020, the document was updated to reflect the financial
challenges set out in the Financial Management Strategy, and further reflective of Council's
intention to fulfil the forecast need to increase rates income (see Attachment 13 — Delivery Program
2018-22). At the same time, a report to Council outlining Council's One Rate proposal (a proposal
to harmonise the rating structure and apply a special rate variation) was put forward and approved
for public exhibition (see Attachment 4 - Rates Harmonisation & Financial Sustainability -
November 2020 Council Report). Following exhibition, the Delivery Program was further updated to
reflect discussions with the community during the One Rate engagement period. The new Delivery
Program was adopted on 4 February 2021.

The recently adopted Delivery Program 2018-2022 expands on the detail set out in the Financial
Management Strategy and LTFP and Asset Management Strategy.

Through its Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan, Council has identified
that a further $40 million per year would allow the asset backlog to be addressed, fast-track a
Leisure and Aquatics Strategy, and permit service enhancements requested by the community. It
will be pursuing the option to raise the funds gradually through a special rate variation and
restructure. Council must also ensure that its financial decision-making:

o Manages the community’s finances responsibly to enhance the wellbeing of residents;

¢ Maintains community wealth so that it can be enjoyed by today’s generation and also by
tomorrow’s generation;

e Provides for afinancial position that is robust enough to recover from unanticipated events,
and to absorb the volatility inherent in revenues and expenses; and

o Allocates resources to those activities that generate community benefit.
And:

Whilst many great outcomes have been delivered, the critical issue for the future is to secureits
current financial stability and sustainability, and to ensure generations to come are well placed to
both benefit and enjoy living in Canterbury-Bankstown. The restrictions placed on Council to collect
and spend income have resultedin a declining long-term financial position, in particular the ability
to address deteriorating assets. Council currently requires $70 million every year to keep assets
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maintained up to current standards. However, once Council pays for all the services we provide to
the community, there is only $39 million left, leaving an average $31 million shortfall every year to
maintain assets. This is the primary focus of a proposed SRV of which $36 million annually will be
directed to maintain and renew Council’s $4.8 billion asset portfolio. In addition, there is inequity
across the City in terms of property rates for businesses and residences. The strongest way
forward to address inequities and secure a sustainable financial future is for Council is to seta new
Revenue Strategy. One Rate Proposal Firstly, Council must harmonise its rates. The preference is
for this process to occur gradually to minimise impact on ratepayers and Council will be strongly
advocating with the NSW Government to that end. Secondly, as we move toward 2021/22, Council
proposes to apply for a rate variation to generate an additional $40 million per year by 2025/26.
This will include an increase to the minimum rate for residential and business properties to $990
over 3 years (commencing 1 July 2021) and a Special Rate Variation (SRV) (commencing 1 July
2022).

Further detail is provided in the document on page 86 of Attachment 8, the Financial Management
Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan 2020-2030.

Operational Plan

Council's Operational Plan (Attachment 17 — Operational Plan 2020/21) identifies the following
priorities and projects for 2020/21:

Leading & Engaged

Projects/ Programs:

7.2.3 — Implement the Financial Management Strategy including Long Term Financial Plan
7.3.5 — Harmonise former councils’ rating structures for implementation from 1 July 2021.

In Section 4, the need for a rates review is also reflected:

e “Whilst Council’s current financial position is considered sound, Council’'s broader financial
position continues to reflect a Net Result of positive $1.2M. Once adjusted for one-off capital
grants and contributions (which establishes/provides the true result of managing our day-to-day
operations), Council’s net result further declines to negative $33.8M.”

e “...fundamentally Council has a significant imbalance/gap in its ability to continue funding its
operational costs and long-term asset management requirements.”

e “Council’s Long Term Financial Plan suggests that Council requires a further $30M per annum
to adequately meet its ageing asset renewal obligations. This of course does not include any
additional funding for new initiatives.”

Strategic Planning Framework

Supporting all of the above framework is Council's Strategic Planning Framework (see Attachment
10 — Strategic Planning Framework). The Strategic Planning Framework maps out the role of
current Council strategies and plans that work to deliver the vision for CBCity 2028. Itis an
interactive document which includes the links to the adopted plans, strategies and policies, outlines
work in progress and is updated when new documents are completed.
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The framework works from the highest level of strategic direction inthe Community Strategic Plan
through to more detailed plans that will eventually drive works projects and programs on the
ground. The framework is comprised of the following levels:

e Lead Strategies are Council's response to the Community Strategic Plan and provide high
level strategic direction on key challenges facing the City. They are informed by a sound
evidence base that considers key trends and an understanding of the implications of key
issues and opportunities on the City.

e Supporting/Strategic Plans break down broad theme areas discussed in Lead Strategies
into smaller themes providing high level actions. They identify broad works projects and
programs required to deliver on these actions and may include indicative costing and
resourcing requirements and delivery time frames.

e Detailed Action Plans take actions from Supporting/ Strategic Plans and identify specific
works projects and programs required to deliver on these actions. Detailed Action Plans
may include detailed costing and resourcing requirements and delivery time frames.

These plans in turn inform the documents in the Integrated Planning Framework and Council’'s
budget planning. Each is subject to community engagement requirements, reflecting community
feedback and industry standards for provision of specific services, infrastructure and facilities to the
community.

Community Satisfaction Survey 2020/21

The Community Satisfaction Survey (see Attachment 9) is targeted to reflect the community at the
time, giving a fair and unbiased perception of Council, its services and the City at a given point in
time. In December 2020 and January 2021, 895 community members were surveyed to ensure the
survey would be reflective of views across the broader community (achieving a Standard Error of
only approximately + or - 3.25% for the whole City’s population).

The following areas were identified both as the areas with a large gap between importance (i.e.

they are important to residents) and satisfaction (i.e. satisfaction is lower than desired) and also as
the area’s residents would like Council to spend more money:

- Preventing people from littering or dumping rubbish;
- Cleanliness of local streets and public places;

- Maintenance and improvement of local roads;

- Cleanliness of rivers and creeks; and

- Maintenance and improvement of footpaths.

There is a strong alignment with the purpose of the proposed rate increase and the priorities
identified above by the community.

The survey additionally asked about resident's understanding and feelings towards current rates
and a potential rate review.

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU 14



50% of ratepayers surveyed supported a review of rates to ensure services were maintained and
rates were equitable.

Previous Special Rate Variations

Prior to the merger, the former Canterbury Council had applied for and been successful in receiving
three SRVs from IPART (see Attachment 18 — Canterbury SRV determination 2004/05 and
Attachment 19 - Canterbury SRV determination 2014/15). Two of which were temporary, one of these
ending during the rate freeze period. The loss of this SRV resulted on average rates dropping
annually by $138 per property across the former Canterbury area.

The former Canterbury Council applied for a multi-year special variation from 2014/15, under section
508A of the Local Government Act 1993. The application requested annual increases of 7.50% over
the next three years, or a cumulative increase of 24.23% by 2016/17 — this SRV is permanently
retained in the rate base.

As indicated earlier, the SRV formed part of a suite of financial reforms (totalling $12.5M per annum)
as a basis to addressing their financial sustainability, including implementing major cuts to services
(e.g. reducing street sweeping, cutting verge mowing, pool operating hours), selling assets (such as
community land), increasing charges to sporting fields and other facilities, accepting further
deterioration in roads, footpaths, parks and buildings and servicing a borrowing of $36.5 million —
totalling $4.2M per annum (Attachment 3 — Canterbury City Council Fit for the Future Proposal). It
should be noted that the new Council have not implemented any of these measures/proposed
options.

For the Special Rate Variation that is retained permanently in the rate base, IPART approved the
application, and as part of the determination, allowed the increase to remain in the former council's
rate base. The conditions attached to the determination outlined the purposes of which the additional
income could be spent. Specifically, improving its financial sustainability and to fund debt servicing
costs associated with the capital works program through:

¢ Infrastructure Renewals;
e Servicing borrowing costs; and
e Loan Repayments.

In accordance with the conditions of the approval, and as outlined in IPART's determination, the
former Canterbury Council and now Canterbury Bankstown Council must report (amongst other
legislative reporting requirements) in its annual report each year from 2014/15 to 2023/24 the
outcomes achieved as a result of the actual program of expenditure funded by the special variation.
The table below sets out the additional income generated by the special variation and, as required,
a detailed list of projects and programs as reported in Annual Reports:

Year Income Link to works
2014/15 $ 2,659,987 2014/15 Annual Report Page 22 (former
Canterbury)
2015/16 $ 5,528,322 2015/16 Annual Statements Page 39 (former
Canterbury) (merge year, no formal annual report)
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http://webdocs.bankstown.nsw.gov.au/api/publish?documentPath=aHR0cDovL2lzaGFyZS9zaXRlcy9GaW5hbmNpYWxTZXJ2aWNlcy9GaW5hbmNpYWwgUmVwb3J0aW5nL0FubnVhbCBGaW5hbmNpYWwgU3RhdGVtZW50cy8yMDE1IDIwMTYgQW5udWFsIEZpbmFuY2lhbCBTdGF0ZW1lbnRzL1RoZSBmb3JtZXIgQ2FudGVyYnVyeSBDaXR5IENvdW5jaWwgQW5udWFsIEZpbmFuY2lhbCBTdGF0ZW1lbnRzIDIwMTUtMTYucGRm&title=The%20former%20Canterbury%20City%20Council%20Annual%20Financial%20Statements%202015-16.pdf

2016/17 $ 8,997,351 2016/17 Annual Report Page 117
2017/18 $9,132,311 2017/18 Annual Report Page 137
2018/19 $ 9,397,148 2018/19 Annual Report Page 167
2019/20 $ 9,669,665 2019/20 Annual Report Page 162
2020/21 $ 9,950,085 (proposed)

Importantly, income that isn’t spent in one financial year, is carried over in a reserve and restricted
for expenditure in accordance with conditions set out in IPART's determination, in following years.

All loan borrowings funded by the SRV have been repaid.

As the minimum rate increase forms an integral component of the special variation, it's inclusion in
the proposal is essential to a sustainable financial position for Council moving forward.

b) How the proposed minimum rates are to be applied.

Part of the underlying principles set out in the One Rate proposal is to deliver a more equitable and
fairer rating structure. This is not only about harmonising rates across the LGA, but to review the
overall contribution ‘minimum’ rates have towards the overall rating income. Currently there is a
significant difference in the average rates of residential houses (Canterbury $1,472.81 and
Bankstown $1,224.81) and a unit (Canterbury $713.90 and Bankstown $636.80). This is despite the
fact that all of the services provided to residents are the same, irrespective of whether they are living
in a house or a unit (typically on Minimum Rates).

In reviewing its rating structure, Council has based its approach to ensuring it satisfies the
general/broad principles of:

. Efficiency;

. Equity;

. Simplicity;

" Sustainability; and

. Competitive neutrality.

In terms of setting rates, the above principles essentially require councils to ensure that:

" each ratepayer is required to pay an equitable share of funding for services and
infrastructure;
" that the share of funding paid is based on one’s ability to pay — where property values

correlate with wealth and ability to pay — principles used by IPART to assess the current
rating system;

" taxes should be equitable over time —meaning the current generation of ratepayers should

not pay the total costs of services that will also benefit future generations (intergenerational

equity), and conversely not deferring today’s liabilities onto the next generation at an
unsustainable level;
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http://webdocs.bankstown.nsw.gov.au/api/publish?documentPath=aHR0cDovL2lzaGFyZS9zaXRlcy9QbGFubmluZy9pcC9Bbm51YWwgUmVwb3J0LzIwMTktMjAgQW5udWFsIFJlcG9ydC8yMDE5LTIwIENCQ2l0eSBBbm51YWwgUmVwb3J0IEZJTkFMLnBkZg==&title=2019-20%20CBCity%20Annual%20Report%20FINAL.pdf

" rates income is sustainable, in that it can meet the required cost of providing services,
maintaining our infrastructure, withstand changing economic conditions and grow over
time to support the future needs of councils; and

" treating all ratepayers in a similar way — which promotes fairness and equality amongst
competing businesses throughout our area.

Having regard to the above principles, Council has determined that applying an Ad Valorem +
Minimum Rate structure is the most effective for our local government area.

Separately, Council also recognises that the requirement under the Act to using land values as a
basis to calculate rates is equitable. Council recognises that various factors, particularly, the size,
shape and features of the land, zoning and property sales analysis including the uniqueness,
characteristics and locality of a property will have an impact on land values and therefore affect the
distribution of rates amongst all properties.

In reviewing the matter, Council established the following in terms of both former Council’'s rating
structures:

" Minimum Rates have never varied (other than by IPART increases), are quite low and lack
equity, meaning that they don’t share and/or reflect the benefit received in terms of services
provided by Council;

" The proportion of rates paid by each category — Residential vs Business — has not evolved to
reflect growth and/or the varied nature of businesses. This covers both the size and extent of
commercial and industrial properties throughout our local government areas; and

" The lack of flexibility to manage the shift and/or changes in valuations to properties —and its
impact on individual ratepayers — during each valuation cycle.

That said, our first issue was to assess Minimum Rates. By way of background, both former Council
Minimum Rates are quite low compared to most other metropolitan councils. As a comparison,
Council's Minimum Rates compare as follows:

Minimum Rates Comparison

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU
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Residential Residential Business Business
Annual Weekly Annual Weekly
kN kY kY kN

Penrith City Council 1,133.00 21.79 1,381.20 26.56
Blacktown City Council 978.00 18.81 1,175.00 22.60
Former Kogarah Council 966.73 18.59 966.73 18.59
Sutherland Council 923.40 17.76 923.40 17.76
Former Canterbury Council 713.90 13.73 713.90 13.73
Former Bankstown Council 636.80 12.25 778.70 14.98

The current Minimum Rates for both former councils do not adequately reflect the benefit derived
and/or equity when compared with owners of standard residential or business properties throughout
our area. At present, the comparison within our area is as follows:

Rates Comparison - CBCity

Residential | Residential Business Business
Annual Weekly Annual Weekly
$ $ $ $
Former CCC — Minimum 713.90 13.73 713.90 13.73
Former CCC — Residential Average 1,472.81 28.32 6,075.16 116.83
Former BCC - Minimum 636.80 12.25 778.70 14.98
Former BCC — Residential Average 1,224.81 23.55 7,563.70 145.46

In addition, it is recognised that much of the growth in Canterbury Bankstown will be in residential flat
buildings. This will, over time, result inan increase in services and greater maintenance of our current
facilities and assets.

To ensure that greater fairness in the overall contribution towards Council services between
residential houses and units, the One Rates Proposal looks to raise the minimum over a 3-year period
to $990. A breakdown of the in the likely average combined increase for each Minimum Rate and
rating category over five years from 2021/22 is as follows:

Former Bankstown Former Canterbury
Residential Ordinary Business Ordinary | Residential Ordinary Business | Ordinary
minimum Residential | minimum | Business minimum Residential | minimum | Business
30.2% 15.9% 19.1% 26.9% 30.2% 16.9% 19.1% 30.2%

Naturally, each individual property will differ from the average somewhat given the varied nature of
land values for each property throughout the Local Government Area.

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU
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The total cumulative impact of these changes is a 36.34% increase to Council's total general rating
revenue by the end of five years (in conjunction with the SV application). This increase would be
retained permanently in the rate base (i.e. the rates payable in 2025/26 will continue to be payable,
with the addition of the annual rate peg each year thereafter).

When dealing with the multiple cumulative increases under this proposed harmonised rate structure
(including rate peg, harmonisation and special variation), it is not as simple as adding each
component's cumulative % increase together.

The following tables provides additional detail, breaking down the cumulative % change for each
rating category over the five-year period.

Cumulative Residenti | Residenti | Business | Business | Residenti | Residenti | Business | Business

increase al al non- minimum | non- al al non- minimum | non-
2021/22 to minimums | minimums | s minimum | minimums | minimums | s minimum
2025/26 S s

Rate peg 12.59% 12.59% 12.59% 12.59% 12.59% 12.59% 12.59% 12.59%

Harmonisatio | 12.35% -6.97% 0.00% -5.66% 0.00% 6.91% 9.26% 12.19%
n

Special Rate | 30.19% 15.89% 19.11% 26.89% 30.19% 16.85% 19.11% 30.19%
Variation

Total 63.34% 22.08% 33.58% 34.52% 45.69% 39.60% 45.70% 62.19%
cumulative
increase

2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 | 2023/24 2024/25 @ 2025/26 Total $ i
Cumulative
Actual Proposed  Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed  Increase
% Increase

Average BCC $1,100.57 | $1]01.37 | $1,15.99 $1162.20 $1,248.74 | $1,33512 $234.55 21.3%
Residential
Minimum BCC $636.80 $728.18 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,04012 $403.32 63.3%
Residential
Average BCC $6,306.15 | $6,345.77 | $7,095.79 | $7,385.31 $8,03215 | $8,482.37 | $2,176.22 34.5%
Business
Minimum BCC $778.70 $794.27 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,04012 $261.42 33.6%
Business
Average Local | BCC $430.07 $438.67 $- $- $- $- -$430.07 -100.0%
Improvement
Special Rate
Average ccc $1,141.46 $1,164.28 $1,217.81 $1,307.76 $1,44770 | $1,593.32 $451.86 39.6%
Residential
Minimum ccc $713.90 $728.18 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,04012 $326.22 45.7%
Residential
Average ccc $4,958.76 | $5195.33 | $6,039.07 | $6,524.54 $7,09598 | $8,042.89 | $3,084.13 62.2%
Business
Minimum ccc $713.90 $794.27 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,04012 $326.22 45.7%
Business
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c) What benefits and drawbacks of the proposed changes to the rating structure have
been identified?

The benefits and drawbacks of the entire One Rate proposal are discussed in detail in the special
variation application submitted in conjunction with this application. Given that the minimum rate
increase is integral to the One Rate proposal, a further summary of the benefits of the entire
proposal can be found below. Importantly, Council considered several important factors in
developing the proposal that refer specifically to the minimum rate increase.

First and foremost, the structure of the minimum rate increase within the overall One Rate proposal
was envisioned to provide equity and fairness across the entire city. Currently there is a significant
inequity in the average rates of residential houses (Canterbury $1,472.81 and Bankstown
$1,224.81) and a unit (Canterbury $713.90 and Bankstown $636.80). This is despite the fact that
many, if not all of the services provided to residents are exactly the same, irrespective of whether
they are living in a house or a unit (typically on Minimum Rate). In the 2020/21 Community
Satisfaction Survey, 81% of respondents were aware that all ratepayers can access the same
services regardless of dwelling type. However, when asked if they were aware that some
ratepayers pay less to receive the same services, only 43% were aware and only 31% thought this
was fair. This position in the community reflects a desire to close the gap between the minimum
rate and the ordinary rate paid in the city, and is representative of the strong desire for fairness and
equity that underpins Council's application.

Understanding that the minimum rate is integral to the special variation and increase in Council's
general income, the minimum rate increase is essential to the proposal. The overall proposal will
secure Council's financial future, and this would not be possible without the minimum rate increase
to achieve the overall increase in rate revenue. Without an increase to the minimum rate, ordinary
ratepayers would take on an undue burden, especially considering future residential growth is likely
to be in Units. The proposal ensures that the cost of the special variation is distributed in a
balanced and considered manner across the community.

An additional benefit to Council is the opportunity for Council to align its minimum rate with
surrounding and similar council’s. This ensures that the overall minimum rating structure is
comparable, and hence more equitable to other parts of Sydney.

While there are many benefits to the One Rate proposal inrelation to the minimum increase, it is
recognised that this has the potential to impact on those ratepayers capacity to pay the minimum
rate increase. As discussed in detail in the special variation application, Council has thoroughly
considered the community’s capacity to pay in relation to a number of factors, and they can be
referenced in that document. The spread of the rate increase across all rating categories ensures
that no single portion of the community faces an undue burden. Council maintains that an increase
to the minimum rate in conjunction with a special rate variation remains the fairest and most
equitable solution to Council’s financial position.

It is the genuine intent of Council to balance the needs of our community whilst responsibly
managing the financial health of our Council. In recognition of the current economic climate, the
proposal outlines an approach that not only harmonises the rates but only includes the forecast rate
peg for 2021/22 with increases in rates as a result of the approach from 2022/23.
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Attachments for Criterion 1

List attachments relevant to your response for Criterion 1 in Table 1.1. Use the
council assigned number shown in Table 5.1. If the document is also attached to
the council’'s SV Application Form Part B, use the number assigned in that
application.

Table 1.11 Attachmentsrelevanttoresponsefor Criterion 1

Council- Name of document Page
assigned number references?
2 Bankstown City Council - Fit for the Future Proposal

3 Canterbury City Council - Fit for the Future Proposal

4 Rates Hamonisation & Financial Sustainability - November 2020

Council Report

5 Rates Hamonisation & Financial Sustainability - February 2021
Council Report (incorporating resolution to apply for Special
Variation and Minimum Rate Increase)

7 CBCITY 2028 - Community Strategic Plan
Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan
2020-2030

9 Community Satisfaction Survey 2020/21

10 Strategic Planning Framework

11 Asset Management Strategy 2020-2030

12 Leisure and Aquatic Strategic Plan

13 Delivery Program 2018-2022

14 Delivery Program 2018-2021

17 2020/21 Operational Plan

18 Canterbury SRV determination 2004/05

19 Canterbury SRV determination 2014/15

a If document only relevant in part.
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Criterion 2

Impact on ratepayers

Criterion 2 in the MR Increase Guidelines is:

The impact on ratepayers, including the level of the proposed minimum rates and the
number and proportion of ratepayers that will be on the minimum rates, by rating category
or subcategory.

To complete the questions for Criterion 2: Impact on Ratepayers refer to IPART's Application
Guide for MR Increase Application Form Part B, Criterion 2 and if applicable, to IPART's
Application Guide for SV Application Form Part B, Criterion 3: Impact on ratepayers,

Refer also to the IPART publications:

¥ The Year Ahead — Minimum Rates in 2021-22 — Fact sheet

¥ Minimum Rates in 2021-22 — Information Paper

v Community awareness and engagement for special variations — Information Paper

If the increase to minimum rates is in conjunction with a proposed SV, the response for
Criterion 2 should focus on the aspects directly relevant to the proposed MR increase.

2.1 What are the current and proposed levels of minimum rates, and the
number of ratepayers on the minimum rate

By completing MR Increase Application Form Part A, councils will provide full details of current
and proposed levels of minimum rates and the number of ratepayers affected.

In the text box summarise the information, in table form if appropriate. Alternatively, the
information can be presented in an attachment.

The table below sets out the current and proposed rates increase. Council is proposing to raise
minimum rates gradually to $990.00 for both residential and business properties by 2023/24 (year
three).
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Rating Former | 2020/21 | 2021/22 | 2022/23 @ 2023/24 202425 | 2025/26 Total $ Total
Cumulative
Category Council | Actual Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Increase -
% Increase
Average BCC $1100.57 | $1,101.37 | $1,115.99 $1162.20 $1,248.74 | $1,335.12 $234.55 21.3%
Residential
Minimum BCC $636.80 | $728.8 $850.00 | $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,04012 | $403.32 63.3%
Residential
Average BCC $6,306.15 | $6,345.77 | $7,095.79 | $7,385.31 $8,032.15 | $8,482.37  $2,176.22 34.5%
Business
Minimum BCC $778.70 $794.27 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,040.12 $261.42 33.6%
Business
Average Local | BCC $430.07 | $438.67 $- $- $- $- -$430.07 -100.0%
Improvement
Special Rate
Average cCcC $1,141.46 $1,164.28 $1,217.81 $1,307.76 $1,447.70 | $1,593.32 $451.86 39.6%
Residential
Minimum cCcC $713.90 $728.18 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,040.12 $326.22 45.7%
Residential
Average ccc $4,958.76 | $5,195.33 | $6,039.07 | $6,524.54 $7,095.98 | $8,042.89 | $3,08413 | 62.2%
Business
Minimum ccc $713.90 $794.27 $850.00 | $990.00 $1,0014.75 | $1,04012 | $326.22 45.7%
Business

The below tables outline the current numbers of ratepayers in each of the rating categories
including minimum for both residential and business. The table also sets out the expected number
of ratepayers under each category for 2025/26.
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Existing and Proposed Ratepayers in each Rating Category

Former Actual # Proposed #
Rating Category Council  2020/21 2025/26
Ordinary
Residential BCC 46,817 68.27% 41,958 £1.19%
Minimum
Residential BCC 16,756 24.44% 21,615 31.52%
Ordinary
Business BCC 4,076 5.94% 4,093 5.97%
Minimum
Business BCC 923 1.35% 906 1.32%

Ordinary

Residential CCC 28,770 53.19% 28,644 52.95%
Minimum

Residential ECE 22,380 41.37% 22,506 41.61%
Ordinary

Business CcCC 2,299 4.25% 2,410 4.46%
Minimum

Business ccC 645 1.19% 534 0.99%

Total Former

BCC

The numbers above demonstrate that by 2025/26 there will be an increase in the number of
ratepayers paying the residential minimum rate from 39,136 to 44,121, an increase of 4,985,
approximately 4.1% of the total number of ratepayers in the LGA. In terms of the changes for the
business minimum ratepayers there is a slight decrease in the number going from 1,568 to 1,1440 in
2025/26.

Actual 2020/21 - Residential minimum ratepayers — 39,136

Actual 2020/21 - Business minimum ratepayers — 1,568

Proposed 2025/26 - Residential minimum ratepayers — 44,121

Proposed 2025/26 - Business minimum ratepayers - 1,440

The following two tables provide a comparison for the proposed minimum rate to an Ad Valorem
Rate applied without a minimum charge. Information is provided for both former councils as Council
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has also proposed to gradually harmonise its rating structures by 2025/26 (year 5), however
minimum rates are being harmonised in 2021/22 (year 1).

Comparison of Proposed Residential Minimum Rates to an Ad Valorem Rate without a Minimum

AD Valorem Rates
Land Value (5) Former Council Minimum Rate Only Difference

50,000 BCC 5 990.00 S 112.53 5 877.47
50,000 CCC g 990.00 5 105.72 5 884.28
100,000 BCC s 990.00 S 225.07 S 764.93
100,000 CCC 5 990.00 S 211.43 5 T78.57
150,000 BCC g 990.00 5 337.60 % £52.40
150,000 CCC s 990.00 S 317.15 S 672.85
200,000 BCC 5 990.00 S 450.14 | § 539.80
200,000 cCe g 990.00 5 422.86 5 567.14
250,000 BCC g 990.00  $ 562.67 & 427.33
250,000 CCC 5 990.00 S 528.58 S 461.42
300,000 BCC g 990.00 5 675.20 5 314.80
300,000 CCC 5 990.00 S 534.29 S 355.71
350,000 BCC 5 990.00 S 787.74 5 202.26
350,000 CCC 5 990.00 5 74001 5 245.99
400,000 BCC g 990.00 5 900.27 5 89.73
400,000 CCC 5 990.00 S 845.72 5 144.28
439,867 BCC 5 990.00 S 990.00 S -

450,000 CCC g 990.00 5 951.44 5 38.56
468,239 CCC s 990.00 S 990.00 S -

Comparison of Proposed Business Minimum Rates to an Ad Valorem Rate without a Minimum

AD Valorem Rates
Land Value (5) Former Council Minimum Rate Only Difference
25,000 BCC g 990.00 % 141.44 | % 848.56
25,000 CCC g 990.00 % 118.16 S 871.84
50,000 BCC g 990.00 & 282.89 & 707.11
50,000 cCe g 990.00 & 236.32 & 753.68
75,000 BCC S 990.00 S 42433 5 565.67
75,000 CCo S 990.00 S 35448 5 635.52
100,000 BCC S 990.00 S 565.77 5 424.23
100,000 CCC S 990.00 S 47264 5 517.36
125,000 BCC 5 990,00 | 5 707.22 5 282.78
125,000 CCC 5 990,00 | 5 590,80 5 399.20
150,000 BCC g 990.00 % 848.66 5 141.34
150,000 CCC g 990.00 % 708.95 S 281.04
174,982 BCC g 990.00 % 990.00 % -
175,000 cCe g 990.00 & 827.12 & 162.88
200,000 cCe g 990.00 & 945.28 & 44.72
209,462 CCC S 990.00 S 990.00 5 -
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The proposed residential minimum rate of $990 for the former Bankstown City Council is estimated
to apply to all residential rating properties with a land value between $0 and $439,867.

The proposed business minimum rate of $990 for the former Bankstown City Council is estimated
to apply to all business rating properties with a land value between $0 and $174,982.

The proposed residential minimum rate of $990 for the former Canterbury City Council is estimated
to apply to all residential rating properties with a land value between $0 and $468,239.

The proposed business minimum rate of $990 for the former Canterbury City Council is estimated
to apply to all business rating properties with a land value between $0 and $209,462.

In addition to the above information, included below is a table indicating the rates that would apply if
the proposal is not approved:

Without Proposed Minimum Rate and SV Increases

Total

Formes Actual Proposed  Proposed  Proposed  Proposed Total 5  Cumulative
Rating Category Coundl  2020/21 201/22 202213 200324 207425 202526 Increase % Increase
Average
Residential BCC 5 108669 S 111852 S 114659 5 LI17525 S L20463 5 1,23475 5 13806 12.6%
Minimum
Residential BCC & 63680 5 72818 5 74638 5 TESOA S5 TBALT 5 BOATT S5 16657 26.2%
Average
Business BCC & 6,226.88 5 634152 5 651021 5 667297 5 GB39.79 5 701078 5 7H3.90 12.6%
Minimum
Business BCC S TIB0 & 79427 § B1413 5 83448 S5 BSS34 S5 BFATZ S SE.02 12.6%
Average Local
Improvement
Specia Rate BOC 5 42864 5 43721 5 44814 5 45934 5 47082 5 48259 5 53.95 12.6%
Average
Residential CCC 5 1,140.47 5 1,163.28 § 1,19236 § L22217 5 L25272 5 128404 5 14357 12.6%
Minimum
Residential CCC 5 TI390 & 72818 5 4638 5 TESO04 S TBAL? 5 BORYT & 85.87 12,65
Average
Business CCC 5 4,943.07 & 504193 § 5167598 5 529718 5 542961 § 556535 § 62228 12.6%
Minimum
Business CCC 5 71390 5 79477 5 Bl4al3 5 B3448 S 85534 5 B76T2 5 16282 12.B%

2.2 What will be the impact on ratepayers of the proposed increase in
minimum rates?

In the text box set out the increase in dollar and percentage terms for each category and
subcategory of ratepayers affected by the proposed MR increase, in table form if appropriate.

Alternatively, the information can be presented in an attachment.
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

As detailed in Part A of this application, and included below is a table demonstrating the current
minimum rates across the two former council areas, the harmonised minimum rate and the
proposed increase to the minimum rate, in both percentage and dollar terms. Importantly this same
detail was made available to every ratepayer via the rates calculator. As detailed below, and
specifically relating to the Minimum Rate, under the proposal, in 2021/22 the minimum rate for
residential ratepayers will be $728.18, being the former Canterbury Council + rate peg. Essentially
harmonising the minimum rate in year one, however Council is proposing to raise minimum rates
gradually to $990.00 for both residential and business properties by 2023/24 (year three).

Former 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 | 2023/24 2024/25 | 2025/26 Total $ Total
Cumulative
Council | Actual Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Increase
% Increase
Average BCC $1,100.57 | $1,01.37 | $1115.99 $1,162.20 $1,248.74 | $1,33512 $234.55 21.3%
Residential
Minimum BCC $636.80 $728.18 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,040.12 $403.32 63.3%
Residential
Average BCC $6,306.15 | $6,345.77 | $7,095.79 | $7,385.31 $8,032.15 | $8,482.37 | $2,176.22 34.5%
Business
Minimum BCC $778.70 $794.27 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,040.12 $261.42 33.6%
Business
Average Local | BCC $430.07 $438.67 $- $- $- $- -$430.07 -100.0%
Improvement
Special Rate
Average cCcc $1,141.46 $1,164.28 $1,217.81 $1,307.76 $1,447.70 | $1,593.32 $451.86 39.6%
Residential
Minimum cCcC $713.90 $728.18 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,040.12 $326.22 45.7%
Residential
Average cCcC $4,958.76 | $5195.33 | $6,039.07 | $6,524.54 $7,095.98 | $8,042.89 | $3,08413 62.2%
Business
Minimum cCcC $713.90 $794.27 $850.00 $990.00 $1,014.75 | $1,040.12 $326.22 45.7%
Business
2.3 How does the proposed increase affect the distribution of the rating

burden among ratepayers

In the text box explain the action, if any, the council took in response to feedback from the
community.

Noting the question related to the distribution of rating burden, however the explanation below asks
how Council responded to community feedback. For further detail on the distribution of the rates
across the City please see information in 2.1 above.

Below is a summary of the response to the community feedback.

Council's engagement during the One Rate proposal identified a number of key themes in the
submissions received. These themes are identified above, and the Council response to each them
is articulated below. At all times, Council endeavoured to provide the community with the most
accurate information, presented in the most readily accessible and understandable form. As
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discussed above, this came in the form of in-person sessions, dedicated meetings with senior
Council staff, email responses, and phone conversations. The themes identified above were each
responded to as below:

Direct themes:

Directtheme 1: Capacity to pay the rate increase

The proposal has been prepared, understanding the broader issue of the current community’s
capacity to pay and whether there is potential for changes in that capacity. In developing the rating
options in this proposed SRV, Council considered a range of data available to it to better
understand the ratepayer’s capacity to pay rates above estimated rate pegging limits.

This included an understanding of the SEIFA Index of Disadvantage for Canterbury Bankstown
which measures the relative level of socio-economic disadvantage based on a range of Census
characteristics. The City of Canterbury Bankstown scores 935 on the SEIFA index of disadvantage,
ranking it the 130th highest LGA score in Australia (24th percentile), and 29th highest local
government area score in NSW (23rd percentile). Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics -
2033.0.55.001 Socio-Economic Indexes for Australia (SEIFA), 2016.

This identified that there are many other LGAs in NSW with a higher disadvantage score. It also
identified that this is not evenly spread throughout the LGA with some suburbs having a higher
socioeconomic status than others, in particular those areas in the East and South of the City. This
is better reflected in the household income across the City.

In the City of Canterbury Bankstown, 18.2% of households earned an income of $2,500 or more
per week (2016 Census) and 20.6% were low income households, compared with 28.3% and
15.1% respectively for Greater Sydney. When reviewing Household Income quartiles 71.3% were
in the medium lowest, medium highest or highest group. The biggest increase from 2011 to 2016
was also in the ‘highest income group’ indicating a shift in socioeconomic status more broadly.

While SEIFA and Household Income are an important measure it is recognised that many on the
lower household incomes are either in government assisted housing or renting or other tenure and
are not direct owners of properties who pay rates. Around 4,000 properties are prescribed housing
providers whose tenants will not be impacted by any change. Analysis of the housing tenure of
households of the City of Canterbury Bankstown in 2016 shows that there was a larger proportion
of households who owned their dwelling (higher than the Sydney average). 57% of households
were purchasing or fully owned their home indicating a significant number were not directly
ratepayers.

Council has also used comparative data published by the Office of Local Government to review the
currentand proposed average business and residential rates against the current business and
residential rates of like Councils (classified as group three Councils) as well as Council's
neighbouring councils. This indicates that Council's average rates are comparably lower to similar
councils.

The proposal also recognises the current economic conditions as a result of COVID-19 and the
potential impact any increase will have on the community. That is why the preferred proposal and
position of Council is to gradually increase and harmonise over a five-year period. Year one sees a
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smaller increase in rates across the community (reflective of only a 2.0% - rate peg — increase to
total rates income), with larger increases spread over years two to five.

It is the genuine intent of Council to balance the needs of our community whilst responsibly
managing the financial health of our council. As stipulated in this report for review, Council has a
number of mechanisms to support those who need assistance, including the Rates and Charges,
Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy, which has support options depending on
circumstances.

With regards to the utilisation of a different rating approach, it is acknowledged that under the Local
Government Act 1993, rates may consist of:

1. An ad valorem amount (which may be subject to a minimum amount of the rate); or
2. A base amount to which an ad valorem amount is added.

The City of Canterbury Bankstown, as do the majority of councils in NSW, apply an ad valorem
amount, with a Minimum Rate applicable. This has been both the former and the current Council's
rating policy.

The alternative, i.e. the application of a base rate to which an ad valorem is added, has been
modelled for the City to achieve the same current total rates income. While a base rate could
potentially reduce the rates paid by property owners with land values at the lower and higher ends
of the scale, it would place an additional significant burden on 63% of residential ratepayers with
average property values —i.e. would impact more ratepayers across the City. To introduce a further
change in rating policy, taking an entirely different approach, would compound the change to be felt
by the majority of ratepayers.

In addition, based on the current valuations across the city, the maximum base rate would equate
to around $750 once the SRV is fully implemented. This is significantly lower than the minimum
rate proposed under the One Rate proposal ($990). The implication is that a standard residential
house could be paying three or four times what a current and future owner of a unit would pay who
are utilising the same services. For CBCity the ad valorem and minimum rate structure best applies
the ability to pay principles as outlined by IPART.

Separately, as our City continues to grow — primarily through the construction of residential flat
buildings, a Minimum Rate and ad valorem rating structure would provide greater capacity to
generate additional income commensurate with the required services needing to be provided to
accommodate the growth.

Direct theme 2: Pensioner capacity to pay for the increase

As noted above, Council is cognisant of the impact to ratepayers who live on a fixed income,
particularly those on government provided pensions throughout our city. That is why the preferred
proposal and position of Council is to gradually increase and harmonise over a five year period.
Year one sees a smaller increase in rates across the community (reflective of only a 2.0% - rate
peg —increase to total rates income), with the remaining increases spread over years two to five.

Council does not have any direct measure of the exact number of those on some form of pension
(aged pension, disability pension etc) in the city who are ratepayers. Based on the Census we do
know that almost 14% (48,000) of our community are 65 and over and likely to be nearing or at
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retirement (either government or self-funded). Itis also likely that a portion of these are at the point
of owning their own home (28.7% of the population own their own home). Despite these numbers,
at present we only have 328 pensioners (or less than 1% of community over 65) who have taken
up the rates deferral.

However, it is recognised that some of these may be asset rich and cash flow poor. As a result,
Council has also put in place measures to protect the wulnerability of eligible pensioners to pay
their rates. Under Council's Debt Recovery Policy, Pensioners can request to defer their rates for
up to 19 years to be paid on transfer of the estate.

Additionally, and as set out below, there is an opportunity to further review the Rates and Charges,
Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy to provide greater information, clarity and
assistance to those on a pension having difficulty paying.

Direct theme 3: Council services not meeting needs

It is recognised that there are some areas where services are not meeting the needs of the
community. This is part of the reason for the SRV, to specifically target areas of community
concern.

Several submissions specifically mentioned a decline in verge mowing in the former Canterbury
area. Council has well over 3.6 million square metres of grassed nature strips traversing some
140,000 rateable properties. Therefore, it is not possible for Council to mow all of these verges
and must rely on the goodwill and pride of our community to mow the nature strip in front of their
residence.

The former Canterbury had a policy where more properties were maintained by Council than in the
former Bankstown, and they had also proposed to cut and reduce a number of community services
to remain sustainable. It was only after careful consideration of budgetary projections the decision
was made to provide the same level of service across the entire LGA.

Obviously, there are members of our community who are, through circumstances beyond their
control — age and disability being primary among them — unable to mow and maintain their nature
strips, even if they desired to do so. Where this is the case, Council has arole to play and will offer
the service to those who make application for it.

While some areas have may have seen a superficial reduction in some services, these areas will
have seen arise in other services and many other areas have seen dramatic improvements such
as sports field improvements, new playgrounds and overall improvement to services across
council's vast open space network. Similarly, there has been an increased focus on other important
services such as Meals on Wheels and waste collection.

Direct theme 4: Council should explore an alternative to an SRV

Both former councils’ operational cost per capita (as assessed by the Office of Local Government)
was among the lowest of all metropolitan councils. These efficiencies continue to be achieved with
some of the leanest operating costs per capita in metropolitan Sydney —around $800 per resident.
Despite this, the financial challenges of both the former councils’ and the current Council are well
documented, as early as the former councils’ ‘Fit for the Future’ submissions to IPART (both
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councils outlined their preference and proposed strategy to stand alone and identified the need for
additional income to maintain assets) and as recently as the Council's current Financial and Asset
Management Strategy’s. Financial pressure continues to come from ‘rate pegging’ and, also from
the growing burden of cost shifting from the State and Federal Governments, which adds millions
annually in costs to the Council.

Since the merger, CBCity has been able to realise significant efficiency savings of $7.6M per
annum, far exceeding the NSW Government estimates of $4.5M per annum. Despite these
savings, Council is unable to adequately address the asset backlog it faces. Council currently
requires $70M every year to keep assets maintained up to current standards. However, once
Council pays for all the services we provide to the community, there is only $39M left, leaving a
$31M shortfall every year to maintain assets. This is the primary focus of the proposed SRV of
which $36M annually (includes Leisure and Aquatics) will be directed to maintain and renew
Council's $4.8 Billion asset portfolio.

During the consultation there were some ratepayers who suggested Council should explore options
to increase its income through means other than an SRV. This includes raising more income from
existing services or introducing new profit-making services.

Increasing income from core services would not be enough to address the shortfall given the heavy
regulation on fees and charges for most Council services. Council cannot charge for some services
such as roads or access to libraries, and many fees are set by State Government Legislation, such
as DA fees. In some situations, these fees do not even cover the cost of running the actual service
(like swimming pool inspections and maintaining sports fields). Additionally, Council does not have
the power to manage its own road restorations (with state and federal governments giving powers
to utilities to dictate what it does on our roads).

There are some areas where fees and charges for services could be introduced or increased such
as charges for hire of community facilities or car parking. It is acknowledged, that a number of the
councils in eastern Sydney benefit from a significant windfall from being able to charge for parking,
however there is clearly a higher demand and limited supply in these government areas. While
paid parking may assist with turnover, Council would not be able to charge the fees in areas such
as Sydney or Waverley, and hence would not provide the level of income these areas receive.

Other options include more high-risk ventures such as investment in high-risk funds or acting as a
developer for profit making purposes. Due to the history of many other councils losing ratepayer
money undertaking such activity, the Government has introduced numerous rules to prevent these
from being undertaken.

This leaves the option of introducing new services for profit. This in itself, carries significant risk
with having to resource up and operate as a commercial operator in a free market. The former
Bankstown Council had previously done this, generating between 5% to 10% return, however the
effort and focus to run that commercial business came at the cost of the local community which is
unacceptable. Furthermore, to generate sufficient funds to cover the infrastructure backlog Council
would need to create a business with revenue turnover of over $400 million which would involve
doubling the size of the existing organisation. This is unrealistic, unsustainable and carries
significant risk.

The use of loans was also proposed. It is to be noted that the use of debt/borrowings is not a
substitute for recurrentincome. If Council was to annually borrow at least $34M to ensure we
maintain the current level of existing assets and ensure that our backlog does not grow — it would
end up equating to around $350M of debt over ten years with the annual asset deficit still being the
same and debt servicing consuming all our funds. Borrowings could be used to offset timing
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imbalances between income inflows and expenditure outlay needs as proposed for the Leisure and
Aquatics Strategic Plan.

Additionally, in December 2020, the NSW Productivity Commission released its report into
development contributions, Final Report of the Review of Infrastructure Contributions in New South
Wales (‘the Review). The Review recommended that the Local Government rate peg be reformed
to allow Council's general income to increase with population to address changing infrastructure
and service needs as a result of growth. The Commission recognised that while the rate peg
accommodates changes in the price of services faced by an average council, it does not include
changes in the volume of services required. This is likely to increase for councils experiencing
population growth. For councils servicing high growth areas, the rate peg imposes a revenue
constraint that amounts to a decline in revenue collected per ratepayer. This lack of fiscal flexibility
means the higher an LGA’s population, the lower the resources available for council to provide
services to each individual resident.

While the concept of staying within the confines of the existing budget is supported, if additional
revenue is not provided, Council will need to explore other cost cutting options as set out at the end
of this report.

Direct theme 5: Business Impact

In relation to service provision to businesses the specific matter of waste collection for residential
properties is funded separately from the Waste Levwy and not the general rates. Business do
receive benefits from the many other services Council provides both directly (such as town centre
improvements, economic development programs, roads, drains etc) and indirectly providing
services to their staff (e.g. recreation spaces). It is recognised that there is an opportunity to
provide an enhancement to these, and that is why the proposal includes a specific focus on both
Town Centre Improvement and Industrial Area Improvement, to provide further support to
businesses.

In relation to the introduction of sub-categories, the current One Rates proposal makes no change
to the actual rates for these sub-categories. The establishment of any change to sub-categories will
be undertaken in consultation with the business community prior to any changes being made. Itis
to be noted that, given the higher volume of pedestrian traffic, increased retail exposure, and
proximity location to the centre of suburbs, the development of sub-categories for businesses in
diverse settings is both within the scope of the legislation, and the spirit of rating structure.
Business ratepayers operating outside established commercial zones and city centres, are not
provided the same level playing field as businesses located inside of these areas. Businesses who
choose to position themselves in these locations do so specifically for the benefits of that location.

In relation to the impact of any increase on the business community, especially during COVID-19,
Council has endeavoured to provide the best possible support to its local business during COVID-
19. Central to Council's response was the CBCity Cares Relief Package. Announced by Mayor
Asfour in March 2020, the 18-point plan provided relief and support to residents and businesses
including waiving footway dining fees for small businesses for six months and allocating $250,000
to assist businesses in Smart City Grants. As with the residential rates, any significant change is
not proposed to occur until year two in recognition of the current economic condition.

Direct theme 6: Equity between minimum rate and rate in the dollar
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Part of the underlying principles set out in the One Rate proposal is to deliver a more equitable and
fairer rating structure. This is not only about harmonising rates across the LGA, but to review the
overall contribution ‘minimum’ rates have towards the overall rating income. Currently there is a
significant difference in the average rates of residential houses (Canterbury $1,472.81 and
Bankstown $1,224.81) and a unit (Canterbury $713.90 and Bankstown $636.80). This is despite
the fact that many of the services provided to residents are the same, irrespective of whether they
are living in a house or a unit (typically on Minimum Rates).

In addition, it is recognised that much of the growth in Canterbury Bankstown will be in residential
flat buildings. This will, over time, result in an increase in services and greater maintenance of our
current facilities and assets.

In order to ensure that greater fairness in the overall contribution towards Council services between
residential houses and units, the One Rates Proposal looks to raise the minimum over a 3-year
period to $990.

Direct theme 7: Support for One Rate proposal

There were some submissions that directly supported the change, in particular the investment in
new services and facilities. As set out in the November Council report, the review of the rating
structure is essential to the fund the financial future/sustainability of the Council. As demonstrated
in A Funded Future (See Attachment 21), the long-term financial stability of the Council is
predicated on its ability to expand its general income. Without an increase to the rates generated
across the city, Council would simply be unable to continue to provide the current level of service
and infrastructure that we have delivered and that residents of the city expect.

This fact was recognised and supported by some submissions which noted that the increase in
rates will deliver enhanced services they wish Council to provide.

Itis also noted that, as a result of the active engagement undertaken where Council staff
addressed many questions and misinformation, many respondents acknowledged they better
understood the need for the change.

Indirect themes:

Indirecttheme 1: Issues with harmonisation and amalgamation

While many of the issues raised are beyond the scope of the rates review, it remains prudent to
address the concerns raised.

The process of amalgamation was forced by the NSW Government. Neither former councilwas in
favour of the merger, citing issues with the expected efficiency gains, the size of the proposed
LGA, and the lack of transparency and guidance offered to merged councils. Despite this, CBCity
has been able to realise significant efficiency savings of $7.6M per annum, far exceeding the NSW
Government estimates of $4.5M per annum. Even with these savings, Council is unable to
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adequately address the asset backlog it faces, nor can it deliver the enhanced services requested
by the community.

As part of the amalgamation process, the NSW Government implemented a rate freeze policy to
2021. This meant that, apart from the across the board rate peg increase, ratepayers in newly
amalgamated Councils would pay no more for their rates than they would have in their pre-merger
council area. So, residents accessing the same services and facilities have been paying different
rates i.e. an apartment in Campsie is paying less rates than an apartment in Bankstown. It also
means that Council has had to maintain two separate rating systems since 2016. During the NSW
Government's Rate freeze period, Council lost $5M per annum in rating revenue entirely from for
Canterbury ratepayers, which was reflected in an average decrease of $138 per year for each
ratepayer. This was due to the Infrastructure Renewal Levy ending on 30 June 2019.

The process of harmonisation does not raise a single extra dollar for Council. The process of
harmonisation means that eventually the rates will be calculated exactly the same no matter where
any resident lives. This will result in some rates going up and others down, but there is no change
to the total amount of money that comes into Council.

Prior to amalgamation, the former Canterbury Council had one of the lowest operating costs per
resident in Sydney, but it also faced growing infrastructure asset needs that could not be met with
existing funding. Financial pressure came from ‘rate pegging’ and, also from the growing burden of
cost shifting from the State and Federal Governments which added millions annually in costs to the
Council. Both former councils’ put in submissions to IPART, outlining their preference and
proposed strategy to stand alone. These documents are publicly available on the IPART website. It
should be noted that both the former Councils identified the need for additional income to maintain
assets, including Bankstown.

Indirect theme 2: Timing of the One Rate proposal and community engagement period

The timing for rates harmonisation is due to the deadline for an application to IPART, and therefore
Council was unable to alter or extend the consultation period. The process and the timeframe for
SRV applications is set by IPART, with all councils required to have notified them of intention to
apply by 27 November 2020 and final applications due by 8 February 2021.

Community consultation commenced on 1 December 2020 after the Council resolved at the
November 2020 meeting to put this proposal out to the community. The planned engagement
activities were spaced out over a period of seven weeks. Once the consultation period ended, the
feedback needed to be consolidated and reported to Council before 8 February 2021. All feedback
received relating to the proposal is required to forwarded to IPART who will assess the application.
IPART will conduct further community consultation relating to Council’s application.

Council's community consultation for the One Rate proposal consisted of a range of in person and
digital/ on phone/ online opportunities, giving every person an opportunity to give feedback, seek
answers to questions or to have a conversation whether they could attend a session in person or
not. These opportunities have been outlined in detail in this report.

Indirect theme 3: Conducting the proposal and engagement during a global pandemic (see also
directtheme one):

It should be noted that the timing for rates harmonisation is set by the NSW Government, and
therefore Council is unable to alter or extend the timing of this process. Rates must be harmonised
across the City by 1 July 2021. As aresult of the existing differences in the rating structure across
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the City, part of the increase in rates felt by individual residents is unavoidable. The rates
harmonisation process will result in an increase to rates for some residents, no matter whether an
SRV is approved and implemented. This can be seen in the table below, which outlines the result
of the changes of each component of the proposal, noting that both the rate peg and harmonisation
will need to occur irrespective if Council decides to proceed with the separate SRV.

This is why the additional measures outlined in Council’s response to directtheme one are so
important. The proposal sets out to balance the needs of the community whilst responsibly
managing the financial health of Council. This is why a phased approach has been taken for this
proposal, to reduce the immediate impact on ratepayers. Council's Debt Recovery and Hardship
Assistance Policy will continue to provide support to those who need it through these difficult times.

Other theme: Issues with the local environment/streets/community/customer request

While these concerns were raised within the formal and informal mechanisms of the One Rate
community engagement process, they did not directly pertain to the proposal or the circumstances
of the engagement. However, Council remains committed to providing the best possible service
and experience to all residents of the City. Where required and appropriate, Council staff generated
customer service requests, listened to community issues, and endeavoured to provide solutions to
community members with unrelated issues beyond the scope of the One Rate engagement
process.

Proposed changes

As a direct result of the feedback that Council received as part of the engagement strategy, the
following changes are being proposed by Council:

1. Review of the Rates and Charges, Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy

Council has the following in place to assist ratepayers suffering financial hardship (as outlined in
the Rates and Charges, Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy):

e Periodical payment arrangements with debtors experiencing genuine difficult circumstances
including allowing a debtor to pay an outstanding account in weekly, fortnightly or monthly
instalments;

e Writing off or reducing interest accrued on rates or charges;

e Waiving, reducing or deferring the payment of the increase in the amount of rate payable
because of hardship resulting from general revaluation of land in the local government area;

¢ Waiving, or reducing rates, charges and interest of eligible pensioners; and
e Waiving or reducing Council fees when the inability to pay is due to hardship.

The following assistance is currently provided for eligible pensioners:

e $250 — Statutory pensioner rebate;
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e $40 — Additional voluntary pensioner rebate;

o Deferral of rates, interest and charges up to 19 years to be paid by pensioners estate (requires
completion of form to enter into deferral agreement);

e Periodic payment arrangements;

e Extension of the pensioner concession to ratepayers who jointly occupy a dwelling and are
jointly liable for the rates and charges with an eligible pensioner in order avoid hardship;

e Interest will continue to be waived on rates which became due (arrears) prior to the
commencement of 1 July 1994 for eligible ratepayers; and

e Potential to write off accrued interest and costs due to hardship.

It is to be noted that the former Canterbury did not provide a voluntary pensioner rebate ($40)
which is now available to all eligible ratepayers in the City. At present, Council’s voluntary rebate of
$40 for each Pensioner equates to around $800K per annum, and is combined with a $250 rebate
offered by the State Government. The policy has also been amended to allow hardship provisions
to be amended to deal with specific emergency events such as COVID-19.

Notwithstanding the above, it is proposed that Council again review Council's hardship policy and
implementation to clarify the following:

e Provide further clarity on hardship relief options including adding in situations for temporary or
longer term hardship;

e Specifying any protections from debt recovery available;

e Provide further clarity on hardship assessment process including how, when, and who
assesses financial hardship;

e Create application form for financial hardship to reduce the friction preventing those in need
applying;

e Create fact sheet or FAQs and application forms available on council website;

e Define and clearly communicate financial support contacts, or information about where
contacts can be found e.qg. links or contacts for Financial Counsellors Association, Financial
Rights Legal Centre, Mortgage Hardship Service, National Debt Helpline, and/or any other
relevant services inthe LGA;

e Develop an assessment methodology for financial hardship; and

e Determine period for assessment and when required to reassess.

2. Subsidies under the Local Government Act 1993

Since the introduction of the Local Government Actin 1993, the statutory provisions which support
pensioners receiving a rebate have not changed. The rebate amount of $250 — which is partly paid

by the State/Federal Government (55%) and Council's portion (45%) has never been indexed to
reflect CPI and/or the rate-peg increase. If this had occurred, it would now have been $482 per

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU

36



pensioner and the Government would have been contributing $2.6M more. As a result, this is
placing a greater reliance on Council's rates income to address the shortfall.

From a financial perspective, Council's contribution to pensioner’'s rebates for 2019/20 was as
follows:

Description $K/
Annum
Statutory Component — Council Portion — 45% 2,281
Voluntary Council Rebate 811
Total Council Contribution 3,092

That said, it is proposed to write to the NSW Government seeking further reforms and/or
consideration to indexing the rebate amount funded by the Government to ensure that it does not
continue to erode and that at least it annually increases (e.g. IPART increase).

2.4 How has the council considered affordability and the affected
ratepayers’ capacity to pay higher rates, including measures to
address hardship?

In the text box explain how the council considered whether the rate increases would b

e

affordable for the affected ratepayers, including any socioeconomic data referred to in making

its assessment, and any measures the council proposes to use to reduce the impact,
necessary.

In developing the future rating scenarios, Council has considered a range of data available to better
understand ratepayer’s capacity to pay and any potential for changes in that capacity (See
Attachment 22 - Detailed analysis of the SEIFA indexes and its relation to the proposal). This included
an understanding of the SEIFA Index of Disadvantage, Index of Relative Socio-economic
Disadvantage (IRSD); Index of Relative Socio-Economic Advantage and Disadvantage (IRSAD);
Index of Economic Resources (IER); Index of Education and Occupation (IEO); Household Income
and Housing Tenure across Canterbury-Bankstown; and other issues related to Capacity to Pay,
especially in light of COVID.

It is important to recognise that many on the lower household incomes or in these lower levels of
disadvantage are either in government assisted housing, renting or other tenure and are not direct
owners of properties who pay rates. There is a strong correlation between low education,
unemployment, low-income households and by extension home ownership. ABS data indicates that
single-parent households, low-income households, and unemployed people are significantly less
likely to own homes. Given that rate increases are applied only to those who are ratepayers, that is
landowners and not renters, the rate rise would not be applied to the most disadvantaged
communities in the city. Council also drew on the proportion of residents in the city who comprise the
top two quartiles of the Index, representing the least disadvantage. Residents in these categories
are understood to have a higher capacity to pay the rate increase.

CBCity is a diverse city with a spread of residents from disadvantaged, to very advantaged. A review
of the data shows that a significant proportion of residents in the city comprise the top 40 percent of
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the Index ranking. A strong showing in these quintiles represents a significant proportion of residents
in the city who hold professional employment positions, higher levels of education, live in houses that
are not crowded and have more beds, and are significantly more likely to have mortgages.

Council is particularly aware of the impact that COVID-19 has had on the local community, impacting
the measures of social and economic prosperity. Council has endeavoured to offset the burden of
the rate increase by ensuring that the process will be conducted in a staged manner, hoping to
alleviate as much of the burden on ratepayers in the Local Government Area as possible during the
current temporary economic condition. It is important to recognise that the current economic climate
is short term, while the issue being addressed in Councils proposal is a long term financial
sustainability issue.

Understanding that a percentage increase at a higher land valuation will lead to a larger actual dollar
amount increase to rates paid, Council has developed a proposal that applies the rate increase in
percentage terms in a uniform fashion across all categories. By applying a flat percentage increase
to all categories, Council is taking in to consideration the differing capacity to pay that some
ratepayers will experience —iethe higher capacity to pay the increase is likely to be linked with higher
land valuation and greater economic resources. As set out in the Delivery Program and Long-Term
Financial Plan, Council at every stage has worked to provide the most reasonable increase to
ratepayers across the process of harmonisation and special variation.

It is recognised there is a unique issue with those on a Pension and their capacity to pay. The most
recent data from the ABS (September 2020) identifies 36,321 residents accessing the Age Pension,
and 10,917 receiving the Disability Support Pension. Itis not clear how many of these are ratepayers,
however Council does provide assistance to these residents in conjunction with the New South
Wales Government. At present, Council's voluntary rebate of $40 for each Pensioner equates to
around $800K per annum, and is combined with a $250 rebate offered by the State Government.
The policy has also been amended to allow hardship provisions to be amended to deal with specific
emergency events such as COVID-19.

Council has also used comparative data published by the Office of Local Government to review the
current and proposed average business and residential rates against the current business and
residential rates of like Councils (classified as group 3 Councils) as well as Council's neighbouring
councils. This indicates that Council's average rates are comparably lower to similar councils.

Willingness to pay is a much harder measure however the following information is relevant in

considering this matter:

1. Council's community satisfaction survey (random survey with a Standard Error of only
approximately + or - 3.25% for the whole City’s population) identified areas residents would like
Council to spend more money:

e Preventing people from littering or dumping rubbish;
e Cleanliness of local streets and public places;

e Maintenance and improvement of local roads;

e Cleanliness of rivers and creeks; and

e Maintenance and improvement of footpaths.

There is a strong alignment with the purpose of the proposed rate increase.

2. Council undertook a detailed and far-reaching engagement program to ensure that the
distribution and promotion of both the legislated mandatory changes to rates and the option to
secure the cities financial sustainability, reached every rate paying family and business. We
also ensured a heavy focus on assisting our non-English speaking rate payers and residents in
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giving them multiple opportunities to engage with Council in whatever means was appropriate
and/or comfortable for them (digitally, face to face, over the phone, in groups, 1:1). Any
ratepayer who wished to ask a question or provide a submission to Council has been able to
do that, including officers hand delivering information. Thousands of ratepayers have engaged
with Council to explore what all of this means for them, with most expressing that their
guestions were answered, and they understood much better what and why changes to rates
are being discussed. This is reflected in the fact that, following directinvitation to have a say to
over 122,000 residential and business ratepayers representing over 500,000 residents,
employers and employees, there has been a very small number of submissions raising
concerns over the ability to pay.

With regards to businesses and capacity to pay, Council has introduced rating sub-categories,
although the current One Rates proposal makes no change to the actual rates for these sub-
categories. The establishment of any change to sub-categories will be undertaken in consultation
with the business community prior to any changes being made. Itis to be noted that, given the
higher volume of pedestrian traffic, increased retail exposure, and proximity location to the centre
of suburbs, the development of sub-categories for businesses in diverse settings is both within the
scope of the legislation, and the spirit of rating structure. Business ratepayers operating outside
established commercial zones and city centres, are not provided the same level playing field as
businesses located inside of these areas. Businesses who choose to position themselves in these
locations do so specifically for the benefits of that location.

In summary, Council has considered both the impact of the rate increase on the community and
deemed it reasonable, and has also implemented the necessary hardship and assistance policies
to mitigate any hardship that may be experienced in the community.
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Attachments for Criterion 2

List attachments relevant to your response for Criterion 2 in Table 2.1. Use the
council-assigned number shown in Table 5.1. If the document is also attached to
the council’'s SV Application Form Part B, use the number assigned in that
application.

Table 2.11 Attachmentsrelevanttoresponsefor Criterion 2

Council- Name of document Page
assigned number references?
21 A Funded Future economic paper

22 Detailed analysis of SEIFA indexes

23 Rates and Charges, Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy

a If document only relevant in part.
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Criterion 3

Consultation on the proposal

Criterion 3 in the MR Increase Guidelines is:
The consultation the council has undertaken to obtain the community’s views on the
proposal

To complete the question for Criterion 3: Consultation on the proposal refer to IPART's
Application Guide for MR Increase Application Form Part B, Criterion 3 and to IPART's
Application Guide for SV Application Form Part B, Criterion 2.

Refer also to the IPART publications:

Y The Year Ahead — Minimum Rates in 2021-22 — Fact sheet

¥ Minimum Rates in 2021-22 — Information Paper

v Community awareness and engagement for special variations — Information Paper

If the increase to minimum rates is in conjunction with a proposed SV, the response for
Criterion 3 should focus on the aspects directly relevant to the proposed MR increase

3.1 How did the council consult the community about the proposed
increases to minimum rates?

a) The consultation methods used to make ratepayers aware of the proposal and
provide opportunities for feedback from them.

Councils development of a robust community engagement strategy is in line with its ongoing
commitment to community involvement in helping to achieve the vision for CBCity. The
communication of the special variation proposal to the community was given the highest priority by
Council. A wide range of measures were implemented to ensure the community received
comprehensive and easily available information on the proposal. To this end, Council developed a
multi-faceted approach to engagement, interaction, and communication and implemented the
previously mentioned engagement strategy across multiple in-person, digital, direct, online, and
media formats.

It should be noted that understanding the nature of the COVID-19 pandemic, Council made
significant efforts to overcome the social constraints imposed by the virus.

To communicate individual and collective impact of the proposal
Hardcopy
« Letters and flyers sent to all CBCity residential and businesses ratepayers;

» Translated hard copies of information booklets were available through major community service
locations across the City and at all drop-in sessions, translated Frequently Asked Questions, and
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simple business cards were also available in seven different languages being: English, Arabic,
Vietnamese, Greek, Chinese, Bengali, and Urdu;

« Advertisements in the Canterbury-Bankstown Torch, and mayoral messages placed in various
ethnic newspapers and media releases; and

« One Rate posters were displayed at our Customer Service Centres, all Library and Knowledge
Centres, all Leisure and Aquatic Centres, Meals on Wheels, Bankstown Arts Centre, our Children’s
Services Centres, the Bryan Brown Theatre and the Morris lemma Indoor Sports Centre.

Digital / Online:

« One Rate website portal containing all available information about the proposal;

« Frequently Asked Questions — a live webpage addressing common or Frequently Asked
Questions relating to the proposal were kept as a library of information;

« Rates calculator — designed to help residential and business ratepayers understand the specific
implications for them on the proposal — which broke down the year-to-year increases in rates,
measured against current rates, and the cumulative percentage increase that could be expected
with the process of both harmonisation and the SV,

< One Rate hotline — a dedicated customer service phone line to answer all questions relating to
the proposal, and an ability to escalate calls to subject matter experts in the organisation;

e One Rate email address — dedicated email address and inbox for enquiries;

« Wehbinar sessions — the One Rate proposal was presented and discussed, attendees had an
opportunity to ask questions;

« Community satisfaction survey —a community survey included specific questions around
customer satisfaction with Council services, importance of Council services and sentiment towards
a rate review,

< One Rate information was sent to key community stakeholder groups via electronic newsletters
(sporting associations, leisure and aquatics community, business communities and community
groups);

» Information was presented on digital screens at our Customer Service Centres and where digital
screens are located at libraries;

« A number of videos were developed and were used on our web pages and during webinar
presentations; and

< The use of social media to inform ratepayers about the proposal and to promote engagement
sessions.

Face to Face
« Drop in sessions - residents were able to have individual conversations and share information;

* Customer visits to our Customer Service Centres;
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Councils development of a robust community engagement strategy is in line with its ongoing
commitment to community involvement in helping to achieve the vision for CBCity. The
communication of the special variation proposal to the community was given the highest priority by
Council. A wide range of measures were implemented to ensure the community received
comprehensive and easily available information on the proposal. To this end, Council developed a
multi-faceted approach to engagement, interaction, and communication and implemented the
previously mentioned engagement strategy across multiple in-person, digital, direct, online, and
media formats.

It should be noted that understanding the nature of the COVID-19 pandemic, Council made
significant efforts to overcome the social constraints imposed by the virus.

To communicate individual and collective impact of the proposal

Hardcopy

« Letters and flyers sent to all CBCity residential and businesses ratepayers;

e Translated hard copies of information booklets were available through major community service
locations across the City and at all drop-in sessions, translated Frequently Asked Questions, and
simple business cards were also available in seven different languages being: English, Arabic,

Vietnamese, Greek, Chinese, Bengali, and Urdu;

« Advertisements in the Canterbury-Bankstown Torch, and mayoral messages placed in various
ethnic newspapers and media releases; and

* One Rate posters were displayed at our Customer Service Centres, all Library and Knowledge
Centres, all Leisure and Aquatic Centres, Meals on Wheels, Bankstown Arts Centre, our Children’s
Services Centres, the Bryan Brown Theatre and the Morris lemma Indoor Sports Centre.

Digital / Online:

* One Rate website portal containing all available information about the proposal;

« Frequently Asked Questions — a live webpage addressing common or Frequently Asked
Questions relating to the proposal were kept as a library of information;

» Rates calculator — designed to help residential and business ratepayers understand the specific
implications for them on the proposal — which broke down the year-to-year increases in rates,
measured against current rates, and the cumulative percentage increase that could be expected
with the process of both harmonisation and the SV;

¢ One Rate hotline — a dedicated customer service phone line to answer all questions relating to
the proposal, and an ability to escalate calls to subject matter experts in the organisation;

¢ One Rate email address — dedicated email address and inbox for enquiries;

* Webinar sessions — the One Rate proposal was presented and discussed, attendees had an
opportunity to ask questions;
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e Community satisfaction survey —a community survey included specific questions around
customer satisfaction with Council services, importance of Council services and sentiment towards
arate review;

« One Rate information was sent to key community stakeholder groups via electronic newsletters
(sporting associations, leisure and aquatics community, business communities and community

groups);

< Information was presented on digital screens at our Customer Service Centres and where digital
screens are located at libraries;

« A number of videos were developed and were used on our web pages and during webinar
presentations; and

e The use of social media to inform ratepayers about the proposal and to promote engagement
sessions.

Face to Face
« Drop in sessions - residents were able to have individual conversations and share information;
e Customer visits to our Customer Service Centres;

« Face to face meetings were offered to and held with residents who had complex questions and
concerns;

« Hand delivered responses to residents who were unable to access online or hardcopy
information; and

« Bespoke personalised one on one sessions where requested.

A summary of community engagement materials is compiled in Attachment 20. See also
cb.city/onerate.

The methods used were employed to ensure that the greatest cross section of the CBCity
community possible were given opportunities to engage with or find out this essential information
from Council. Despite the growth in social media engagement and overwhelming support in the
2019 Community Satisfaction Survey for the use of technology to keep residents informed (83%
supported its use), Council knew that technology alone would not satisfy the needs of a large
portion of the community. Many CBCity residents, particularly those in older generations definitely
show a preference for face to face engagement or talking with staff on the phone. Making staff
available to talk to on the phone, at Customer Service, in person at a variety of times and locations,
or in person in one-on-one discussions if desired ensured that every person had an opportunity to
feel heard. Others that don't feel comfortable with these types of discussions could get all the
information they needed when it was mailed to their house, by visiting the website or by emailing
Council on the One Rate email.

Further detail is provided below, and in the Rates Harmonisation & Financial Sustainability -
February 2021 Council Report (Attachment 5).
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b) When the consultation occurred.

Council's consultation period commenced on December 1, 2020 and ran for a seven-week period,
concluding on 17 January 2021. Council was cognisant of the timing of the consultation, occurring
over the summer holiday period, and in the restricted climate of social interaction brought on by the
COVID-19 pandemic. In recognition of these factors, Council established an engagement program
that incorporated multiple methods of interaction and consultation mechanisms, to ensure that all

members of the community were aware of the impact of the rate increase — and more importantly
had the opportunity to engage with Council in their preferred method of engagement.

c) Which groups were consulted.

As outlined in section e below, as well as engaging with all ratepayers throughout the city, and a
statistically relevant sample of community through the Community Satisfaction Survey, Council
engagement with the following key user groups:

Key user groups

More specific community information was developed to engage with key community stakeholders
including. The information provided to these groups was targeted, and addressed specific
considerations for each target audience. The communication campaign was developed and
distributed to:

e 40 different Sports groups and Associations;

e Council's community service network;

e Community based organisations;

e 7000 people in Council's Leisure and Aquatics network;

* Five business chamber groups;

¢ Council's Business Link network; and.

* Council employees who reside within the LGA.

d) The way the proposed change to minimum rates was presented to the community.

Below is a summary of how each of the main messages were communicated as part of the
community engagement program.

An overview of rates and rates expenditure
The flyer sent out to every ratepayer in the City, available on the dedicated One Rate website

(cb.city/OneRate) and available in each years Operational Plan clearly outlines how much Council
spends across a range of services for every $100 in rates collected across the City. This makes it
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easier for community members to understand not only the purpose of rates, but also the range of
services Council provides with their rates on their behalf.

Financial and Asset Management challenges

The challenges facing Council forming the basis of the proposal, clearly outlined previously in
Council's FMS and AMS (Attachments 8 and 11), summarised in A Funded Future (Attachment 21),
and also outlined in the Delivery Program 2018-2022 (Attachment 13) was again summarised in the
flyer sent out to every ratepayer in the City, and on the One Rate dedicated website.

Why rates area changing

As well as being available in the flyer sent to each ratepayer in the City and on the One Rate
website, this was also the topic of several media releases and social media posts and videos (see
Attachment 20).

Nature of proposal and extent of proposed increase

The proposal has been clearly outlined:

1. To gradually harmonise rates across the City - this will harmonise the minimum rate to
$728.18 (residential) and $794.27 (business) in 2021/22. It will also harmonise the rate in
the dollar over 5 years (subject to legislative changes).; and

2. To gradually increase rates income to ultimately achieve an additional $40 million p.a. by
2025/26. This will include an increase to the minimum rate for residential and business
properties to $990 over three years and a Special Rate Variation (SRV).

Council also made it very clear what the specific impacts on each ratepayer would be via detailed
tables broken down into $100,000 land values inthe One Rate flyer to all ratepayers, on the One
Rate website and in other media. In addition, if a resident wanted even more specific information,
they could access the Rates Calculator on the One Rate website, which would tell them to the cent
how their rates would change each year over five years and the value of each component of this
change (harmonisation, rate peg and SRV). As well as being able to clearly understand the change
in dollar terms, alternatively they could access tables on the One Rate website which outlined the
% cumulative impact over five years (see One Rate website here).

What the additional rates income will be spent on

In line with information set out in the November 2020 Council report and clearly articulated in the
flyer to all ratepayers and on the One Rate website, Council proposes to raise an additional $40M
income per annum. This is summarised in the table below.

Itis to be noted that the proposed full $40M will not be fully realised until 2025/26 with less income
received in the earlier years (in recognition of reducing the impact of the increases on the
community). As a result, not all programs will be funded in year one. The allocation will be updated
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annually as more precise information is provided on Council's expected income and allocation of

projects under the Operational Plan are approved.

$31 million to maintain and renew
existing assets

The $31M will be allocated across the current asset
classes in line with Council’'s Asset Management
Strategy. This will include funding towards the
following:

ROADS
e Road pavement;
e Footpaths;
e Bridges;
e Kerb and gutter;
e Street furniture;
e Traffic management devices; and
e Ground level carparks.

BUILDING AND OTHER STRUCTURES

OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION
e Sport fields and irrigation;
e Lighting;
e Park furniture; and
e Playgrounds.

STORMWATER
e Drainage conduits;
e Drainage structures; and
e Water quality devices.

The split across funds across these asset classes is set
out in the Asset Management Strategy. Specific works
will be identified as part of the annual Operational Plan
and reported through the quarterly, annual and end of
term reporting.

$4 million to provide new and
enhanced services

Itis proposed that the following NEW programs will be
introduced:

CITY IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

e |Implementation of improved services for litter
picking, town centre cleaning and maintenance,
bins, park maintenance and illegal dumping.

STREET CLEANLINESS PROGRAM

¢ Implementation of enhanced street cleaning and
amenity.

INDUSTRIAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
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o Capital works improvements within prioritised
industrial centres.

INNOVATION AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM

e Incorporating innovation and technology into
day to day business activities to improve service
outcomes and efficiencies. Council's adopted
Smart Cities Road Map and Activating Data
Road Map provide further details on the
priorities.

Specific funding allocation, performance measures and
service standards will be identified as part of the annual
Operational Plan and reported through the quarterly,
annual and end of term reporting.

$5 million to provide new and Funding to service loans for:
enhanced leisure and aquatic e Redevelopment of Canterbury Leisure and
facilities Aquatic Centre;

e Redevelopment of Max Parker Leisure and
Aquatic Centre;

e Improvements to Birrong Leisure and Aquatic
Centre; and

e Improvements to Roselands Leisure and
Aquatic Centre.

Council's adopted Leisure and Aquatics Strategy sets
out the specific community needs, vision, requirements,
service requirements and recommendations for each of
the above centres. This includes priorities, timing,
estimated costing (whole of life).

If the SRV is approved Council will complete the
necessary final business cases, design documentation,
and procurement as required under the Local
Government Act 1993. This will include the completion
of a Capital Expenditure Review where required.

Specific timing of works will be identified as part of the
annual Operational Plan and reported through the
quarterly, annual and end of term reporting.

Council's adopted Leisure and Aquatics Strategy (Attachment 12) sets out the specific community
needs, vision, requirements, service requirements and recommendations for each of the above
centres. This includes priorities, timing, estimated costing (whole of life).

If the SRV is approved Council will complete the necessary final business cases, design
documentation, and procurement as required under the Local Government Act 1993. This will
include the completion of a Capital Expenditure Review where required.

Specific timing of works will be identified as part of the annual Operational Plan and reported
through the quarterly, annual and end of term reporting.
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The One Rate proposal was communicated clearly across the LGA to all ratepayers in a methodical
communication and engagement strategy with stakeholders. At each stage of the strategy, Council
clearly articulated the permanent increase in its total income that would result from a successful
application. In harmonising rates across the city, increasing the minimum rate, attaining a special
rate variation above the IPART rate peg, and the development of new rating subcategories, Council
assessed that its total income had the potential to increase $40 million per year. This increase in
revenue would be retained following the proposed five-year harmonisation process proposed
increase of rates via a special rate variation over four years.

Engagement tools and materials

The different components of the engagement strategy ensured a complete picture could be
obtained across a variety of platforms. A summary of some of the key components is below:

Mail out: Council's approach to the mail-out focused on ratepayers, emphasising the impact of the
rate proposal on individual rates, and the collective benefits that could be realised for Council and
Canterbury-Bankstown as a whole. Included in each was a letter, a brochure developed by Council
that demonstrated the One Rate proposal for the SV, a six-page flyer with more detailed
information, and a list of the January drop-in sessions.

Six-page flyer: This brochure demonstrated both the impact of the process of rates harmonisation
on the two former rating areas within the Canterbury-Bankstown LGA, and the impact of the
cumulative increase in rates that could be expected with the One Rate proposal. Given the broad
reach of the letters and brochure, the information contained within it was of a more general nature,
detailing the economic situation of the Council, the need for harmonisation and an SV, and the
broad impact of rate increases on ratepayers in both residential and business categories.
Notwithstanding the complexity of the proposal, Council made every attempt to provide as much
detail as possible, including models for both the former Bankstown Council and Canterbury Council
ratepayers. It directed ratepayers to other sources of information that Council had established to
provide more specific information and methods of feedback on the proposal.

Rates calculator: To communicate the specific impact of rate increases to individual ratepayers,
Council built an online rates calculator that could be accessed via the CBCity website. The
calculator provided ratepayers with the ability to input the value of their property, as determined by
the Valuer General, and determine their individual rate increase in line with the One Rate proposal.
The calculator was accessible to both residential and business ratepayers, provided options for the
former Canterbury Council and former Bankstown Council ratepayers, and presented a table which
broke down the year-to-year increases in rates, measured against current rates, and the cumulative
percentage increase that could be expected with the process of both harmonisation and the SV.

The One Rate webpages: The 11 webpages included information on the impact of the SV,
Council's determination of the need for the SV, information on the use of rates income, and
opportunities for feedback and consultation. Ratepayers who were unable to access the website,
were encouraged to contact Council, or attend a community information and engagement session,
and were provided with a clear breakdown of their individual impact in the One Rate proposal.

Have Your Say: To capture formal feedback in the online space, Council established a dedicated
Have Your Say (HYS) webpage to receive submissions on the proposal. Again, this service was
offered in a number of translations, reflecting Council's commitment to the diverse community it
serves. The HYS page captured both community sentiment through a rigorous survey, and more
open-ended responses that allowed the community to voice their submissions in their own words.
Such submissions proved invaluable to Council and provided the opportunity for robust discussions
with the community on the themes they articulated.
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Webinars: Acknowledging that people take in information in different ways, the Webinars provided
a full overview of the proposal, including the background and need, the specific changes to rates as
part of the proposal and how the funds will be spent. They also included the capacity for attendees
to engage with Council via Question and Answer sessions in the webinars. The webinars were
advertised in both digital and print media across Canterbury-Bankstown and provided in the mail-
out information packs to all ratepayers. 10 of the 15 drop-in session were held between 12 and 19
December 2020 and the remaining five were held in between 11 January and 16 January 2021.

The sessions were conducted across a variety of days and times, to ensure all community
members would have the opportunity to access them.

Drop in sessions: The community drop-ininformation sessions were attended by senior Council
staff who had developed the One Rate proposal, and were structured as open-ended discussions
with ratepayers in their local areas. The purpose of the sessions was to inform, answer questions
and explain any gaps or misunderstandings in the resident's knowledge about the reasons for the
proposed change. These sessions spanned the complete range of information about the proposal,
as well as many concerns outside the proposal. The information sessions were advertised in both
digital and print media across Canterbury-Bankstown and provided in the mail-out information
packs to all ratepayers. Of these 15 drop-in sessions, there were three conducted in each ward,
and on a variety of days and times so as to provide every resident with equal and ample
opportunity to attend a session intheir local area. Residents appreciated the combination of one-
on-one personalised discussions with the senior Council staff, and the collective nature of the ‘town
hall' style of community engagement in the drop-in sessions, all of which was conducted in a
COVID-safe fashion.

The opportunity for face-to-face meetings was mainly used by elderly community members —
sometimes as individuals and sometimes in pairs, such as with a partner or neighbour. Others
attended in small groups of neighbours. The nature of drop-in sessions meant that members of the
One Rate Team could devote whatever time was necessary for a resident or group so that all
guestions could be answered. The meeting was not run to a time slot which would have resulted in
some people feeling that they were cut off and that not all their questions would have been
answered. The approach also meant that the pace of the meeting could be adjusted to suit each
resident or group. For example, often with the elderly, the pace of the meeting had to be slower
than with a younger person. Our aim was to run the meetings in a manner that ensure that each
community member was heard and felt respected.

Phone line: Given the significant impact of COVID-19 on resident’s ability to move freely in the
LGA, and the significant risk for the elderly population of Canterbury-Bankstown, Council
established a dedicated phone line for the One Rate proposal. The phone line provided the
opportunity for ratepayers who were unable to attend information sessions or to access the
website, the capacity to provide feedback to the proposal, understand the impact of the rate
increase for themselves, and receive further information on the proposal. The phone line was
promoted throughout the engagement period across the various means Council employed above.
Calls were fielded by Customer Service Officers trained in the proposal, and interpreters were
available when community members required.

Dedicated email: In addition to the above means, Council established a dedicated email address
through which ratepayers could correspond, in conjunction with the normal postal means of
communication. Of the email submissions and written correspondence received, Council replied to
77% of all enquiries, in instances where the ratepayer had asked for clarification or further
information on the ‘One Rate’ proposal. Council's response to each instance of enquiry
demonstrated the commitment to providing ratepayers with the most accurate and personalised
information pertaining to the impact of rate increases across the LGA. As with the dedicated phone
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line, the One Rate email address was extensively advertised across Canterbury-Bankstown during
the engagement period. Each email was captured by the One Rate project team and collated into a
database and spreadsheet, and each response was collected and catalogued in a similar manner.

Translated materials: Council recognises the importance of communicating across all languages
and mediums, and many residents across Canterbury-Bankstown choose to take translated
materials or business cards when in attendance at the community engagement sessions to pass on
to others. Of note, many Greek participants took additional materials to improve their own
understanding of information or to distribute to their families and neighbours, particularly in eastern
parts of our City. Council also made the website available in multiple translations, to ensure wide-
ranging community access to the information provided.

A summary of the increases proposed were included in the flyer and on the website are:

Year IPART % | SRV % | Total %
2021/22 2.00 - 2.00
2022/23 2.50 5.30 7.80
2023/24 2.50 5.30 7.80
2024/25 2.50 4.90 7.40
2025/26 2.50 4.60 7.10

Cumulative 12.60 21.60 36.34

The above outlines the total annual and cumulative increase resulting from annual IPART increase
(rate peg) and the proposed SRV. This applies differently for each Minimum Rate and both
Residential and Business categories. A breakdown of the in the likely average combined increase for
each Minimum Rate and rating category over five years from 2021/22 is as follows:

Former Bankstown Former Canterbury
Residentia | Ordinary Busines | Ordinary | Residentia | Ordinary Busines | Ordinary
[ minimum | Residentia S Busines | I minimum | Residentia S Busines
I minimu S I minimu S
m m
30.2% 15.9% 19.1% 26.9% 30.2% 16.9% 19.1% 30.2%

Naturally, each individual property will differ from the average somewhat given the varied nature of
land values for each property throughout the Local Government Area.

Changes to minimum rates over five years were also clearly shown on the flyer and website:
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

A new minimum

Council Rate.
Il $728

H $850
M s990
M 1015
M s1040*

The minimum rate for
residential will increase
gradually over a 3year
period which will provide
additional revenue and
deliver greater equity
for ratepayers.

“Includes IPART increase estimate only

A new minimum
Council Rate.

The minimum rate for business year1
willincrease gradually overa
3 year period which will provide year 2
additional revenue and deliver year3
greater equity for ratepayers.
B si015* PO
year5

“Includes IPART increase estimate only

e) What feedback was received.

A summary of engagement and the community response is provided in the table below (see also

Attachment 5 - Rates Harmonisation & Financial Sustainability - February 2021 Council Report):

residential and
businesses ratepayers

flyer, summary of Frequently of Asked

Questions, and a list of the

engagement sessions.

e Sent to 114,723 residential
ratepayers.

e Sent to 7,943 business

ratepayers.

Method Engagement Strategies Community Response
Hardcopy
Mailout to all Mail out consisted of letter, six-page | The calls received via the One

Rate customer service number
peaked during the mail-out period
(see below).
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Translated materials

3,000 English and 2,500
translated hard copies of the
information booklets were
available through major
community service locations.
2,000 English and 1,000
translated hard copies of the
information booklets were made
available through information
drop-in sessions. In addition,
business cards (including the
website, phone number and email
addresses) and translated
Frequently Asked Questions
(1,000 copies available in
different languages) were also
available at all drop-in sessions.

Many residents chose to take
translated materials or business
cards when in attendance at the
community engagement sessions
to pass on to others. Of note,
many Greek participants took
additional materials to improve
their own understanding of
information or to distribute to their
families and neighbours,
particularly in eastern parts of our

City.

Newspaper/print news

Five advertisements were
placed in the Canterbury-
Bankstown Torch.

Two media releases were
arranged during the consultation
period resulting in one story being
published in the Torch.

12 mayoral messages placed in
various ethic newspapers.

The key information was
mentioned in eleven other media
reports

Digital/Online

One Rate
website portal including
Have Your Say pages

Dedicated One Rate webpage
and 10 additional webpages
containing information (including a
dedicated translation page).

Have your Say webpage to
capture feedback and responses.

A total of 6,717 views across all
One Rate webpages.

Average viewing time

of two minutes which means
people were reading the content,
or looking for something specific.

1,255 views of the rates
calculator, with users spending an
average of 2 minutes 38 seconds
on the calculator pages.

31.5% of users through the
dedicated translations page
utilised Chinese translations.

One Rate explanatory videos
reached 2,168 people and were
watched by 604 people across the
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CBCity Facebook page and the
CBCity website.

A total of 147 submissions
received during the consultation
period of which 87 were received
via the Have Your Say webpage.

Social media

The proposal was published, and
engagement opportunities advertised
on Council's Facebook page.

385 link clicks, 29 responses to
Council information events, and
30,528 total impressions.

One Rate customer
service number
hotline

Dedicated One Rate hotline
number (9707 5719) was
advertised and promoted
throughout the engagement
period.

Customer service officers were
briefed prior and during the
engagement period, so they could
confidently answer and respond to
community questions and
concerns.

Use of interpreters to help
communicate with our community
members when required.

325 calls were answered by our
customer service team members.

Only 28 phone calls were
escalated to the One Rate project
team to deal with more complex
questions.

Three responses were hand
delivered to residents who were
unable to access online or
hardcopy information.

One Rate email

Dedicated One Rate email box
(OneRate@chcity.nsw.gov.au) was
advertised and promoted
throughout the engagement
period.

Each email received was recorded
on a spreadsheet and a criterion
was applied to determine whether
it required a response.

Community members who had
raised complex matters and
questions, were offered face to
face meetings.

68 emails received during
the seven week engagement
period.

55 One Rate emails received
individual and personalised
responses that provided more
detail relating to their query.

53 One Rate emails were
considered a submission.

As a result of emails received, four
community members met with
senior Council officers face to face
to further discuss their concerns.

One Rate online
webinars

Eight online webinars were
scheduled, advertised and
promoted through various
mediums over December and
January.

Attendees were able to engage in
the webinars via a Q&A function.

88 people registered across
the eight webinar sessions.

50 people attended the session.

34 questions were asked via the
Q&A webinar function.
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Sessions were targeted to a variety
of audiences.

Sessions were scheduled over a
variety of times and days -
including out of normal working
hours and on weekends.

Post survey feedback responses
received.

Community Key

Communication campaign developed

13 people registered for One Rate

Satisfaction Survey

Satisfaction Survey through an
external provider. The survey aims to
understand community sentiment in
relation to:

Overall satisfaction with Council;
Satisfaction with a range of
Council services;

The perceived importance of
Council services; and
Examining the quality of life and
general wellbeing of Canterbury
Bankstown residents.

The surwey is targeted to reflect the
community at the time, giving a fair
and unbiased perception of Council,
its services and the City at a given
point in time. 895 community
members surveyed during this period
(achieving a Standard Error of only
approximately + or - 3.25% for the
whole City’s population).

stakeholder and sent to: webinar targeted towards Sports
engagement e 40 different community sports Associations.
groups and associations.
e 2,150 people in Council's 32 survey feedback forms .
Community Service's network. rece!ved from the Community
Service network.
e Proposal promoted
to 60 community 29 survey feedback forms
based organisations. received from the Aquatics and
e 7,000 people in Council's Leisure | Leisure network.
and Aquatic network. .
«  Five Business Chamber groups 12 people registered for One Rate
. A webinar targeted towards
for wider distribution. Business ratepayers.
e Council's Business Link network.
e CBCity Council employees who
live in Council's LGA.
Community Council runs an annual Community The following areas were identified

both as the areas with a large gap

between importance (i.e. they are

important to residents) and

satisfaction (i.e. satisfaction is

lower than desired) and also as

the area’s residents would like

Council to spend more money:

e Preventing people from
littering or dumping rubbish;

e Cleanliness of local streets
and public places;

¢ Maintenance and
improvement of local roads;

e Cleanliness of rivers and
creeks; and

e Maintenance and
improvement of footpaths.

There is a strong alignment with
the purpose of the proposed rate
increase.
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81% of ratepayers responding
were aware that all ratepayers can
access the same services
regardless of dwelling type.

However, when asked if they were
aware that some ratepayers pay
less (i.e. minimum rates) to
receive the same services, only
43% were aware and only 31%
thought this was fair (reflecting a
desire to close the gap between
minimum and other ratepayers).

Only 45% of ratepayers were
aware that rates were different
between the two former cities, and
only 21% thought this was fair —
reflecting support for the
harmonisation process. (NOTE:
survey was completed by some
before the main One Rate
engagement commenced).

50% of ratepayers surveyed
supported a review of rates to
ensure services were maintained
and rates were equitable.

E-newsletters

Information was distributed to 23,000
residents via e-Newsletters.

E-newsletters were opened by
10,500 residents.

Digital screens

Screens in Customer Service Centres
in Bankstown and Campsie, and the
Bankstown Library and Knowledge
Centre from 7 December 2020, to
January 20, 2021 promoted the
proposal.

Face to Face

Drop-in sessions and
customer service
centre

e 15 drop-in sessions across the
LGA over the period of
December and January.

e Eight ‘walk-ins’ to customer
service centre.

234 people attended the drop-in
sessions. Each of these people
had individual and personalised
conversations with a Council
officer.

Some residents were keen to have
a ‘town hall' type engagement
session so at times information
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was provided in a small group
setting,
applying COVIDsafe principles.

Discussions on average lasted 15-
30 mins, some lasting over an
hour. Some conversations shifted
into an informal presentation on
the rate proposal, giving the group
a chance to understand more
about the proposal and an
opportunity to ask further
questions prompted by the
presentation.

Discussions with Pensioners
allowed Council to inform
pensioners about the pensioner
rebate schemes and about options
to defer rate payments.

Targeted engagement

Key user groups

More specific community information was developed to engage with key community stakeholders
including. The information provided to these groups was targeted, and addressed specific
considerations for each target audience. The communication campaign was developed and

distributed to:
e 40 different Sports groups and Associations;

Council's community service network;

e Community based organisations;

e 7,000 people in Council's Leisure and Aquatics network;
e Five business chamber groups;

e Council's Business Link network; and.

e Council employees who reside within the LGA.

As a result of engagement with these key stakeholders,

e 13 people registered for the One Rate webinar targeted to Sports Associations and Groups;
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e 32 surwvey feedback forms were received by the Community Service network;
o 29 feedback forms were received by the Leisure and Aquatics network; and

e 12 people registered for the One Rate business targeted webinar.

Community Satisfaction Survey (Attachment 9)

Beyond the directand indirect means of communication and submission, Council hoped to capture
the more general tone of the community in regard to the proposal. In connection with an existing
Community Satisfaction Survey conducted by a third-party, Council included in the survey several
guestions addressing community awareness and satisfaction with the proposal. The survey is an
annual Community Satisfaction Survey that aims to understand community sentiment in relation to:

e Overall satisfaction with Council;
e Satisfaction with a range of Council services;
e The perceived importance of various Council services; and

e Examining the quality of life and general wellbeing of Canterbury-Bankstown residents.

The survey is targeted to reflect the community at the time, giving a fair and unbiased perception of
Council, its services and the City at a given point in time. 895 community members surveyed during
this period (achieving a Standard Error of only approximately + or - 3.25% for the whole City’s
population).

Reponses to the community engagement program are detailed in Attachment 5 - Rates
Harmonisation & Financial Sustainability - February 2021 Council Report.

Responses were received through:

e Have your Say Website online form;

e Have Your Say email address;

¢ One Rate Email; and

e Personal collection by our One Rate Team.

These responses were in the form of general questions, responses not related to
the One Rate proposal or formal submissions on the proposal.

At the close of the exhibition Council received a total of 147 submissions. Residents and businesses
could submit a submission via the Have Your Say web page, through the dedicated One Rate email
address, or by other means (letter, phone call, petition etc). See below for a breakdown of
submissions:

Method Number of submissions
Have Your Say submission 37

One Rate email submissions 53

Other 7
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TOTAL 147

These submissions are detailed in Attachment 6 — One Rate Proposal — full submissions and
responses.

Council also received a small number of late submissions after the closing date. While not formally
counted in the numbers above, on review of the submissions, they had opposing views and raised
no new issues for Council to consider.

An analysis of the submissions received during the consultation process revealed that:

e 53% of submissions received were from the former Canterbury area;
e 39% were from the former Bankstown area; and

e 8% were unidentifiable.

Responses captured from the community were assessed and categorised by the One Rate project
team, and responses were developed to address respondent enquiries. As part of this process, a
formal collection of submissions was analysed to develop and understand key community themes
and the findings of the One Rate engagement process. Of the feedback received by council, a
significant proportion was provided in informal or non-direct submissions as part of drop-in sessions
and webinar information sessions. While this feedback can be difficult to qualify, the overwhelming
tone of this feedback provided to Council was focused on seeking more information, understanding
the burden for pensioner ratepayers, and establishing the premise of the special variation. During
these interactions, Council staff endeavoured to encapsulate the tone of the feedback, and provide
meaningful responses to the enquiries.

Council categorised these themes into three distinct categories:

Direct themes:
1. Capacity to pay the rate increase;

2. Pensioner capacity to pay for the increase;

3. Council services not meeting needs;

4.  Council should explore an alternative to the SRV,

5.  Business impact;

6. Equity between minimum rate and rate in the dollar; and

7. Support for One Rate proposal.

Indirect themes:
1. Issues with harmonisation and amalgamation;

2. Timing of the One Rate proposal and community engagement period; and
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3. Conducting the proposal and engagement during a global pandemic (see also direct theme
one).

Other themes:
1.Issues with the local environment/streets/community/customer request.

Direct themes:

Direct concerns regarding the impact of the proposal and issues with the ‘One Rate’ proposal
included the ratepayer’s capacity to pay; a perception that current Council services are not meeting
the needs of the community; and that Council should work within its budget rather than grow its
income. Those who supported the ‘One Rate’ proposal noted that Council had an obligation to
provide a high level of service to the community, and income in line with this expectation is
essential to the function of local government.

Directtheme 1: Capacity to pay the rate increase

A high portion of the ratepayers who provided feedback, did so on the grounds of the impact of
COVID-19 and a subsequent reduction in earning capacity. Many respondents also explained that
they were struggling to keep pace with the cost of living, and a rate increase would only add to this
burden, “We are financially struggling to make ends meet with bills as it is”, and “Residents have
been hit with the COVID-19 pandemic and many have lost their jobs and businesses are struggling
with new COVID restrictions. This is not the time to be increasing rates.” These respondents
demonstrated a belief that Council should take the circumstances of their capacity to pay into
consideration when developing the One Rate proposal, and before a decision is made in relation to
the outcome of the proposal.

In addition to respondents identifying concerns over ability to pay, some identified the possibility of
an alternate rating structure, believing it would better spread the cost of rates and improve the
equity of the rating structure across the city, “the Base Rate + ad valorem is still the most equitable
way of flattening the Rate across the LGA where the property values vary greatly”.

Direct theme 2: Pensioner capacity to pay for the increase

A specific theme in relation to capacity to pay came from those that identified themselves as aged
pensioners, “My wife and | are pensioners and our only income is the Federal fortnightly part
pension...” In other instances, children of pensioners, and in one case a concerned resident of the
LGA, petitioned the Council to consider the impact the rate increase would have on pensioners,
“24% of Canterbury Bankstown ratepayers are Pensioners; therefore, this SV will have a
significantly higher impact on them than other ratepayers.”

Direct theme 3: Council services not meeting needs
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In some submissions, ratepayers identified an issue with the current services provided by Council
not meeting their needs. Of these respondents, many had concerns over reductions in the level of
service provided, where they identified, “a reduction in many services including no maintenance of
verges (bus stops, pensioner properties, public land/parks)”, and, “I don't believe we get value for
money with the current rates we pay. The only service that has been received this year is our
weekly bin collection”. These respondents identified issues with the proposal on grounds that it
would not achieve what they expected of Council.

Despite the above there was some feedback that also identified the improvement to many services
and facilities, “I support the move by Council to balance its books and put investment into the
assets that support our community”.

Directtheme 4: Council should explore an alternative to an SRV

Many respondents articulated the position that Council spending should remain within the confines
of its existing budget. In line with this, some respondents expressed the notion that Council's desire
to generate more general income reflected a poor management of Council services, staff, and
infrastructure. These respondents were most concerned with Council's desire or ability to operate
within its existing structure of income: “Ratepayers are required to live within their means, Council
needs to do the same. Thus, no Special Rate Variation”. Others identified the need for Council to
find other income generating option - “Requesting an SV appears to be a lazy method of raising
funds. We propose the Council becomes more efficient at budgeting i.e., lives within its means and
raises funds in other ways (such as investing astutely)”. With some residents believing council had
borrowed money to fund services “Council has already taken out a 30 year loan” (note: this is not
correct).

Direct theme 5: Business Impact

Though the majority of submissions taken during the One Rate engagement process were
concerned with the development of the residential rating structure, some responses were received
from businesses relating to the services they receive, the impact of the proposed business rating
structure especially during COVID-19 and introduction of business sub-categories. Some
submissions questioned why business rates were going up when they did not utilise the services
(such as waste collection). A submission also questioned why Council was introducing business
sub-categories and put forward that this was a barrier to competitive business practices and would
place undue burden on businesses located within busy shopping centres. - “The adoption of
targeted rating categories that discriminate against a small number of properties creates an inequity
and contravenes the principle of Competitive Neutrality".

Direct theme 6: Equity between minimum rate and rate in the dollar

Overall, there was a recognition of the need to provide a fair and equitable rating system which is
calculated the same irrespective of what part of the city they live in. Some submissions raised the
concern why units were paying a lot lower than houses for access to the same Council services
“Those who live in units, use the same services and sometimes more, they should pay their fair
share”.
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Directtheme 7: Support for One Rate proposal

While a portion of the feedback Council received on the One Rate proposal was in opposition to the
proposal, many respondents were in favour of the harmonisation portion of the One Rate proposal
but opposed to the rate increase imposed by the SRV, “Whilst | understand the rates harmonisation
process and in essence it makes sense to me but the value of the SV increase over the next 5
years is extortionate”.

In addition to those who supported the process of harmonisation in the proposal, 21% of
respondents identified partial or full support of the SRV. Some respondents identified common
issues that caused others to oppose rate increases, including poor service and infrastructure
standards, but instead sought to understand the need to address these concernsin line with the
One Rate proposal, “I, like most people, don't like increases in my bill payments, however | support
the proposal for an increase in rates so that the community facilities and roads can be maintained
to expected standard”.

A number of ratepayers who responded to the community engagement were in support of the One
Rate proposal. Respondents identified the measures proposed by Council as within the remit of
local government, appropriate to the local area, and in line with the values of the city in which they
reside, “While | don't like having to pay more rates | understand that council needs to cover costs
going up for them too. Plus, if it means more and / or better services, then | support everyone
paying a little more to get better outcomes.” And, “I have lived in Sefton most of my life and have
swam at Birrong pool for over 35 years. | have seen the pool upgraded over time and understand
that this costs money. | support the rate change if the extra funds are used wisely.”

Indirect themes:

In the feedback from ratepayers, it became clear that much of the opposition to the SV could be
linked to the amalgamation of the two former Councils. Much of this is addressed further in this
report, in the misinformation section. Significant resistance did stem from a belief that the process
of amalgamation, and any subsequent savings for Canterbury-Bankstown Council had failed to
materialise.

Indirect theme 1: Issues with harmonisation and amalgamation

Residents frequently quoted the former NSW Premier and other NSW Government Ministers, who
had confidently espoused the cost-saving efficienciesthat could be gained. Many based their
opposition to the proposal on these amalgamation promises. “The purpose of amalgamation is to
reduce costs not increase them. ..... If | remember correctly Mike Baird’s promise there was to be
no increase in council rates and the purpose of amalgamation was to realise cost savings.” Several
respondents characterised the amalgamation and subsequent required harmonisation process as a
pretence for increasing revenue, reflecting a misunderstanding of the harmonisation process alone
“The proposed harmonisation is a thinly disguised sham to increase rates over and above what is
fair and reasonable in these difficult times”.
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There were also a number of respondents who understood the purpose of the harmonisation
process but had issues with the failure of the amalgamation to improve the financial position of the
two former councils, “The amalgamated municipality is too large, too slow, too inefficient to succeed
as itis into the future...... has council not made any cost efficiencies as part of the merge?”.

Indirect theme 2: Timing of the One Rate proposal and community engagement period

Another concern not directly related to the specifics of the proposal, was the timing of the
consultation period. Many respondents expressed a frustration with the period occurring over the
typical summer holiday period, where many residents were not at their homes, or were using the
time to take a break with their families. “Firstly the period of time for us to be properly informed
about these changes is when the community is most busy and some away on holidays. ..... So
many people won't have time to attend these events and otherwise be very preoccupied.” In
addition, concerns about the limited time, being only seven weeks was identified as a further barrier
to greater community consultation, “I have concerns about the brevity of the community
consultation period for the SRV being just 21 Business days over the Christmas/New year period
(14th Dec 2020 to 14th Jan 2021), 34 days when weekends and public holidays are included.”

Indirect theme 3: Conducting the proposal and engagement during a global pandemic (see also
direct theme one):

Many respondents identified a confluence of factors in determining their opposition to the One Rate
proposal, most notably the intense impact of COVID-19 on their capacity to find and maintain
gainful employment, and meet growing bills and financial commitments, “Timing, In [SIC] light of the
COVID 19 outbreak and the uncertainty of the year ahead many without a job this is not a good
time to increase rates for homeowners” and, “Like most Australians, employers are holding back on
pay rises due to the Coronavirus and economic uncertainty.”

Other theme: Issues with the local environment/streets/community/customer request

In addition to the indirectissues raised, there were several submissions made that raised matters
totally unrelated to the One Rate proposal including the maintenance of assets, cleaning issues and
unresolved or unsatisfactory resolution of previous matters, examples included, “What can be done
about the carsillegally parked like: wrong side, across driveways, one is regularly parked right on
the corner”, and, “Our street is literally infested with the learner drivers, regularly blocking the street
practising to make a 3point turn. This is usually done within 5 to 10 metres from the junction. Can
you imagine: you are entering a street and suddenly a car across the street is in front of you. Then
you have to wait while the driver is being instructed what to do next.”

During the One Rate community consultation and engagement, Council identified a number of
issues regarding community misunderstandings and perceptions of Council's general income and
financial position that are not consistent with the existing situation. Council made significant efforts
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to address these instances of misinformation, providing the most accurate information at all times,
and responding to concerned ratepayers and residents in these situations.

A number of respondents identified the financial position of the two former Council's that were
detailed in the Fit for the Future reports submitted prior to the amalgamation process. In this, some
respondents identified both Council's as being regarded by the NSW government as financially
secure. Given the application for an SV now, these residents were upset with both the nature of the
Fit for the Future reports, and the current reality of the Council's finances. As detailed inthe A
Funded Future paper (Attachment 21) however, there were significant barriers to Council's ability to
maintain its prior financial position, including cost shifting, increasing cost of service provision, a
miscalculation of the asset backlog, and the COVID-19-induced economic downturn.

In the majority of circumstances, these responses presented in the submissions were the result of
dated information from the former Council's prior to amalgamation, incorrect financial figures, and
misunderstandings of the structure of Council's revenue, and particularly development contributions
and population growth. Below is a summary of some theses matters:

e There was a view in the community that the former Canterbury ratepayers were paying more
than the former Bankstown ratepayers:

This is both correctand incorrect. Rates across the City currently differ in a number of aspects
and it is not as simple as one former council area being higher or lower than the other. For
example, the former Bankstown area 'Residential Minimum Rate' (rate generally paid by those
living in units) is currently lower than the Canterbury area, however the Rate in the Dollar
Charge (used to calculate for houses) for the former Bankstown area is higher than the former
Canterbury area. There are also different rates for businesses.

e There was confusion over how many SRVs of the former Canterbury still existed:

Prior to the merger, the former Canterbury Council had applied for and been successful in
receiving three SRVs from IPART. Two of which were temporary and have since concluded
and residents are no longer paying those variations with rates returning to their original path (ie
having decreased for residents).

o There were statements that the amalgamation was meant to prevent any future rate increase:

As part to the amalgamation process, the NSW Government implemented a rate freeze policy.
This meant that, apart from the across the board rate peg increase, ratepayers in newly
amalgamated councils would pay no more for their rates than they would have in their pre-
merger council area. This has been in place for the last five years and finishes in 2021. After
this period, rate reviews are allowed, and in fact required by law.

e Confusion between harmonisation, annual rate peg and SRV:

It has been acknowledged by Council and IPART that this matter is very detailed and complex
— Council Officers made every effortto provide the most detailed information to every enquiry.
As part of the engagement, the rates calculator was developed to clearly demonstrate what the
harmonisation, annual rate peg and SRV would look like to the cent over each of the five years
of the proposal for each individual circumstance. Additionally, throughout the process additional

IPART.NSW.GOV.AU

64



information was added/ updated on the website to ensure further clarity. This included
information showing the total and component cumulative increases of each (harmonisation,
annual rate peg and SRV) over the five years to meet specific IPART requirements.

e A\view that the former Councils were financially secure:

During the merger both former councils’ Fit for the Future submissions identified that significant
financial reform was needed. The former Bankstown identified the need for an SRV of $17M
per annum while the former Canterbury identified the need to retain their Infrastructure
Renewal Lewy (one of their previous SRVs — which has now finished) as well as major cuts to
services (reducing street sweeping), selling assets (such as community land), increasing
charges to sporting fields and other facilities, accepting further deterioration in roads, footpaths,
parks and buildings and borrowing $36.5M. These were never implemented given the changes
were not supported by the current Council. Inthe majority of circumstances, miscalculations or
outdated information from the former councils, incorrect financial figures, misunderstandings of
the structure of Council's revenue, particularly development contributions and population
growth were the basis for this incorrect information.

Other feedback

Key user groups

An analysis of feedback received from our Community Services networks of which 74% identified
as ratepayers, indicate that 78% of survey respondents identified they support further investment
into Council programs and services to deliver them now and into the future. When asked ‘In what
area should more money be spent to make life better for you living in Canterbury-Bankstown’ there
was a variety of responses that included investing in:

o Parks;
e Community buildings;
e Cleaner roads and greenspaces; and

e More community events.

89% of respondents to a survey of Leisure and Aquatics community groups feel our Leisure and
Aquatics facilities are starting to feel run down and need investment to provide the service they
expect and need. It should be noted that 85% of survey respondents identified as ratepayers. 96%
of respondents stated they support further investment into Council programs and services to deliver
them now and into the future. When asked ‘In what area should more money be spent to make life
better for you living in Canterbury-Bankstown’ there was a variety of responses that included
investing in:

e Aquatic centres and pooals;

e Parks and playgrounds; and
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e Exercise facilities.

A post-webinar feedback form was sent to all webinar attendees. An analysis of feedback reveals
that:

o 92% of attendees indicated that following the webinar they now understood that rates in the
former Bankstown and former Canterbury are different;

e 64% of respondents indicated that they felt this was unfair;

e 100% of respondents indicated that following the webinar they now understand that Council is
currently reviewing rates across the City; and

e 74% indicated that they support a rate change that will improve fairness, equity and service
levels across the City.

Community Satisfaction Survey 2020/21 (Attachment 9)

Within the survey, the following areas were identified as being both important to residents, and
areas of low satisfaction with Council's currentlevel of provision:

e Preventing people from littering or dumping rubbish;
e Cleanliness of local streets and public places;

¢ Maintenance and improvement of local roads

e Cleanliness of rivers and creeks; and

e Maintenance and improvement of footpaths.

In addition, each of the above categories were identified as areas that residents expected Council
to contributed greater resources to meet the needs of the community. Such a correlation
demonstrated an alignment with the proposal for a special variation that addresses these very
issues through increased general income for Council.

The survey also identified community awareness of the rates proposal It found that 81% of
ratepayers who responded were aware that all ratepayers can access the same services,
regardless of their dwelling type or rating category. However, when asked if they were aware that
some rates differ across the two former Council areas, yet have access to the same services, only
45% were aware and only 21% thought this was fair. Such a sentiment reflects a desire to close the
gap between the two former rating structures that predate the amalgamation into Canterbury-
Bankstown. 50% of ratepayers surveyed supported areview of rates to ensure equitable
distribution and fairness across the city. Of note, is that the survey was conducted before the
community engagement on the One Rate proposal began.
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e) How the council responded to any issues of concern raised in feedback from the
community.

Council's engagement during the One Rate proposal identified a number of key themes in the
submissions received. These themes are identified above, and the Council response to each them
is articulated below. At all times, Council endeavoured to provide the community with the most
accurate information, presented in the most readily accessible and understandable form. As
discussed above, this came in the form of in-person sessions, dedicated meetings with senior
Council staff, email responses, and phone conversations. The themes identified above were each
responded to as below:

Direct themes:

Direct theme 1: Capacity to pay the rate increase

The proposal has been prepared, understanding the broader issue of the current community’s
capacity to pay and whether there is potential for changes in that capacity. In developing the rating
options in this proposed SRV, Council considered a range of data available to it to better
understand the ratepayer’s capacity to pay rates above estimated rate pegging limits.

This included an understanding of the SEIFA Index of Disadvantage for Canterbury Bankstown
which measures the relative level of socio-economic disadvantage based on a range of Census
characteristics. The City of Canterbury Bankstown scores 935 on the SEIFA index of disadvantage,
ranking it the 130th highest LGA score in Australia (24th percentile), and 29th highest local
government area score in NSW (23rd percentile). Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics -
2033.0.55.001 Socio-Economic Indexes for Australia (SEIFA), 2016.

This identified that there are many other LGAs in NSW with a higher disadvantage score. It also
identified that this is not evenly spread throughout the LGA with some suburbs having a higher
socioeconomic status than others, in particular those areas in the East and South of the City. This
is better reflected in the household income across the City.

In the City of Canterbury Bankstown, 18.2% of households earned an income of $2,500 or more
per week (2016 Census) and 20.6% were low income households, compared with 28.3% and
15.1% respectively for Greater Sydney. When reviewing Household Income quartiles 71.3% were
in the medium lowest, medium highest or highest group. The biggest increase from 2011 to 2016
was also in the ‘highest income group’ indicating a shift in socioeconomic status more broadly.

While SEIFA and Household Income are an important measure it is recognised that many on the
lower household incomes are either in government assisted housing or renting or other tenure and
are not direct owners of properties who pay rates. Around 4,000 properties are prescribed housing
providers whose tenants will not be impacted by any change. Analysis of the housing tenure of
households of the City of Canterbury Bankstown in 2016 shows that there was a larger proportion
of households who owned their dwelling (higher than the Sydney average). 57% of households
were purchasing or fully owned their home indicating a significant number were not directly
ratepayers.
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Council has also used comparative data published by the Office of Local Government to review the
current and proposed average business and residential rates against the current business and
residential rates of like Councils (classified as group three Councils) as well as Council’'s
neighbouring councils. This indicates that Council's average rates are comparably lower to similar
councils.

The proposal also recognises the current economic conditions as a result of COVID-19 and the
potential impact any increase will have on the community. That is why the preferred proposal and
position of Council is to gradually increase and harmonise over a five-year period. Year one sees a
smaller increase in rates across the community (reflective of only a 2.0% - rate peg — increase to
total rates income), with larger increases spread over years two to five.

It is the genuine intent of Council to balance the needs of our community whilst responsibly
managing the financial health of our council. As stipulated in this report for review, Council has a
number of mechanisms to support those who need assistance, including the Rates and Charges,
Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy, which has support options depending on
circumstances.

With regards to the utilisation of a different rating approach, it is acknowledged that under the Local
Government Act 1993, rates may consist of:

1. An ad valorem amount (which may be subject to a minimum amount of the rate); or
2. A base amount to which an ad valorem amount is added.

The City of Canterbury Bankstown, as do the majority of councils in NSW, apply an ad valorem
amount, with a Minimum Rate applicable. This has been both the former and the current Council's
rating policy.

The alternative, i.e. the application of a base rate to which ad valorem is added, has been modelled
for the City to achieve the same current total rates income. While a base rate could potentially
reduce the rates paid by property owners with land values at the lower and higher ends of the
scale, it would place an additional significant burden on 63% of residential ratepayers with average
property values —i.e. would impact more ratepayers across the City. To introduce a further change
in rating policy, taking an entirely different approach, would compound the change to be felt by the
majority of ratepayers.

In addition, based on the current valuations across the city, the maximum base rate would equate
to around $750 once the SRV is fully implemented. This is significantly lower than the minimum rate
proposed under the One Rate proposal ($990). The implication is that a standard residential house
could be paying three or four times what a current and future owner of a unit would pay who are
utilising the same services. For CBCity the ad valorem and minimum rate structure best applies the
ability to pay principles as outlined by IPART.

Separately, as our City continues to grow — primarily through the construction of residential flat
buildings, a Minimum Rate and ad valorem rating structure would provide greater capacity to
generate additional income commensurate with the required services needing to be provided to
accommodate the growth.

Direct theme 2: Pensioner capacity to pay for the increase
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As noted above, Council is cognisant of the impact to ratepayers who live on a fixed income,
particularly those on government provided pensions throughout our city. That is why the preferred
proposal and position of Council is to gradually increase and harmonise over a five year period.
Year one sees a smaller increase in rates across the community (reflective of only a 2.0% - rate
peg — increase to total rates income), with the remaining increases spread over years two to five.

Council does not have any direct measure of the exact number of those on some form of pension
(aged pension, disability pension etc) inthe city who are ratepayers. Based on the Census we do
know that almost 14% (48,000) of our community are 65 and over and likely to be nearing or at
retirement (either government or self-funded). Itis also likely that a portion of these are at the point
of owning their own home (28.7% of the population own their own home). Despite these numbers,
at present we only have 328 pensioners (or less than 1% of community over 65) who have taken up
the rates deferral.

However, itis recognised that some of these may be asset rich and cash flow poor. As a result,
Council has also put in place measures to protect the wulnerability of eligible pensioners to pay their
rates. Under Council's Debt Recovery Policy, Pensioners can request to defer their rates for up to
19 years to be paid on transfer of the estate.

Additionally, and as set out below, there is an opportunity to further review the Rates and Charges,
Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy to provide greater information, clarity and
assistance to those on a pension having difficulty paying.

Direct theme 3: Council services not meeting needs

It is recognised that there are some areas where services are not meeting the needs of the
community. This is part of the reason for the SRV, to specifically target areas of community
concern.

Several submissions specifically mentioned a decline in verge mowing in the former Canterbury
area. Council has well over 3.6 million square metres of grassed nature strips traversing some
140,000 rateable properties. Therefore, it is not possible for Council to mow all of these verges and
must rely on the goodwill and pride of our community to mow the nature strip in front of their
residence.

The former Canterbury had a policy where more properties were maintained by Council than in the
former Bankstown, and they had also proposed to cut and reduce a number of community services
to remain sustainable. It was only after careful consideration of budgetary projections the decision

was made to provide the same level of service across the entire LGA.

Obviously, there are members of our community who are, through circumstances beyond their
control — age and disability being primary among them — unable to mow and maintain their nature
strips, even if they desired to do so. Where this is the case, Council has arole to play and will offer
the service to those who make application for it.

While some areas have may have seen a superficial reduction in some services, these areas will
have seen arise in other services and many other areas have seen dramatic improvements such
as sports field improvements, new playgrounds and overall improvement to services across
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council's vast open space network. Similarly, there has been an increased focus on other important
services such as Meals on Wheels and waste collection.

Directtheme 4: Council should explore an alternative to an SRV

Both former councils’ operational cost per capita (as assessed by the Office of Local Government)
was among the lowest of all metropolitan councils. These efficiencies continue to be achieved with
some of the leanest operating costs per capita in metropolitan Sydney — around $800 per resident.
Despite this, the financial challenges of both the former councils’ and the current Council are well
documented, as early as the former councils’ ‘Fit for the Future’ submissions to IPART (both
councils outlined their preference and proposed strategy to stand alone and identified the need for
additional income to maintain assets) and as recently as the Council's current Financial and Asset
Management Strategy’s. Financial pressure continues to come from ‘rate pegging’ and, also from
the growing burden of cost shifting from the State and Federal Governments, which adds millions
annually in costs to the Council.

Since the merger, CBCity has been able to realise significant efficiency savings of $7.6M per
annum, far exceeding the NSW Government estimates of $4.5M per annum. Despite these
savings, Council is unable to adequately address the asset backlog it faces. Council currently
requires $70M every year to keep assets maintained up to current standards. However, once
Council pays for all the services we provide to the community, there is only $39M left, leaving a
$31M shortfall every year to maintain assets. This is the primary focus of the proposed SRV of
which $36M annually (includes Leisure and Aquatics) will be directed to maintain and renew
Council's $4.8 Billion asset portfolio.

During the consultation there were some ratepayers who suggested Council should explore options
to increase its income through means other than an SRV. This includes raising more income from
existing services or introducing new profit-making services.

Increasing income from core services would not be enough to address the shortfall given the heavy
regulation on fees and charges for most Council services. Council cannot charge for some services
such as roads or access to libraries, and many fees are set by State Government Legislation, such
as DA fees. In some situations, these fees do not even cover the cost of running the actual service
(like swimming pool inspections and maintaining sports fields). Additionally, Council does not have
the power to manage its own road restorations (with state and federal governments giving powers
to utilities to dictate what it does on our roads).

There are some areas where fees and charges for services could be introduced or increased such
as charges for hire of community facilities or car parking. It is acknowledged, that a number of the
councils in eastern Sydney benefit from a significant windfall from being able to charge for parking,
however there is clearly a higher demand and limited supply in these government areas. While
paid parking may assist with turnover, Council would not be able to charge the fees in areas such
as Sydney or Waverley, and hence would not provide the level of income these areas receive.

Other options include more high-risk ventures such as investment in high-risk funds or acting as a
developer for profit making purposes. Due to the history of many other councils losing ratepayer
money undertaking such activity, the Government has introduced numerous rules to prevent these
from being undertaken.

This leaves the option of introducing new services for profit. This in itself, carries significant risk with
having to resource up and operate as a commercial operator in a free market. The former
Bankstown Council had previously done this, generating between 5% to 10% return, however the
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effort and focus to run that commercial business came at the cost of the local community which is
unacceptable. Furthermore, to generate sufficient funds to cover the infrastructure backlog Council
would need to create a business with revenue turnover of over $400 million which would involve
doubling the size of the existing organisation. This is unrealistic, unsustainable and carries
significant risk.

The use of loans was also proposed. Itis to be noted that the use of debt/borrowings is not a
substitute for recurrentincome. If Council was to annually borrow at least $34M to ensure we
maintain the current level of existing assets and ensure that our backlog does not grow — it would
end up equating to around $350M of debt over ten years with the annual asset deficit still being the
same and debt servicing consuming all our funds. Borrowings could be used to offset timing
imbalances between income inflows and expenditure outlay needs as proposed for the Leisure and
Aquatics Strategic Plan.

Additionally, in December 2020, the NSW Productivity Commission released its report into
development contributions, Final Report of the Review of Infrastructure Contributions in New South
Wales (‘the Review'). The Review recommended that the Local Government rate peg be reformed
to allow Council's general income to increase with population to address changing infrastructure
and service needs as a result of growth. The Commission recognised that while the rate peg
accommodates changes in the price of services faced by an average council, it does not include
changes in the volume of services required. This is likely to increase for councils experiencing
population growth. For councils servicing high growth areas, the rate peg imposes a revenue
constraint that amounts to a decline in revenue collected per ratepayer. This lack of fiscal flexibility
means the higher an LGA’s population, the lower the resources available for councilto provide
services to each individual resident.

While the concept of staying within the confines of the existing budget is supported, if additional
revenue is not provided, Council will need to explore other cost cutting options as set out at the end
of this report.

Direct theme 5: Business Impact

In relation to service provision to businesses the specific matter of waste collection for residential
properties is funded separately from the Waste Lewy and not the general rates. Business do receive
benefits from the many other services Council provides both directly (such as town centre
improvements, economic development programs, roads, drains etc) and indirectly providing
services to their staff (e.g. recreation spaces). It is recognised that there is an opportunity to provide
an enhancement to these, and that is why the proposal includes a specific focus on both Town
Centre Improvement and Industrial Area Improvement, to provide further support to businesses.

In relation to the introduction of sub-categories, the current One Rates proposal makes no change
to the actual rates for these sub-categories. The establishment of any change to sub-categories will
be undertaken in consultation with the business community prior to any changes being made. Itis
to be noted that, given the higher volume of pedestrian traffic, increased retail exposure, and
proximity location to the centre of suburbs, the development of sub-categories for businesses in
diverse settings is both within the scope of the legislation, and the spirit of rating structure.
Business ratepayers operating outside established commercial zones and city centres, are not
provided the same level playing field as businesses located inside of these areas. Businesses who
choose to position themselves in these locations do so specifically for the benefits of that location.

In relation to the impact of any increase on the business community, especially during COVID-19,
Council has endeavoured to provide the best possible support to its local business during COVID-
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19. Central to Council's response was the CBCity Cares Relief Package. Announced by Mayor
Asfour in March 2020, the 18-point plan provided relief and support to residents and businesses
including waiving footway dining fees for small businesses for six months and allocating $250,000
to assist businesses in Smart City Grants. As with the residential rates, any significant change is
not proposed to occur until year two in recognition of the current economic condition.

Directtheme 6: Equity between minimum rate and rate in the dollar

Part of the underlying principles set out in the One Rate proposal is to deliver a more equitable and
fairer rating structure. This is not only about harmonising rates across the LGA, but to review the
overall contribution ‘minimum’ rates have towards the overall rating income. Currently there is a
significant difference in the average rates of residential houses (Canterbury $1,472.81 and
Bankstown $1,224.81) and a unit (Canterbury $713.90 and Bankstown $636.80). This is despite the
factthat many of the services provided to residents are the same, irrespective of whether they are
living in a house or a unit (typically on Minimum Rates).

In addition, it is recognised that much of the growth in Canterbury Bankstown will be in residential
flat buildings. This will, over time, result in an increase in services and greater maintenance of our
current facilities and assets.

In order to ensure that greater fairness in the overall contribution towards Council services between
residential houses and units, the One Rates Proposal looks to raise the minimum over a 3-year
period to $990.

Directtheme 7: Support for One Rate proposal

There were some submissions that directly supported the change, in particular the investment in
new services and facilities. As set out in the November Council report, the review of the rating
structure is essential to the fund the financial future/sustainability of the Council. As demonstrated
in A Funded Future (Attachment 21), the long-term financial stability of the Council is predicated on
its ability to expand its general income. Without an increase to the rates generated across the city,
Council would simply be unable to continue to provide the current level of service and infrastructure
that we have delivered and that residents of the city expect.

This fact was recognised and supported by some submissions which noted that the increase in
rates will deliver enhanced services they wish Council to provide.

Itis also noted that, as a result of the active engagement undertaken where Council staff
addressed many questions and misinformation, many respondents acknowledged they better
understood the need for the change.

Indirect themes:

Indirect theme 1: Issues with harmonisation and amalgamation
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While many of the issues raised are beyond the scope of the rates review, it remains prudent to
address the concerns raised.

The process of amalgamation was forced by the NSW Government. Neither former council was in
favour of the merger, citing issues with the expected efficiency gains, the size of the proposed LGA,
and the lack of transparency and guidance offered to merged councils. Despite this, CBCity has
been able to realise significant efficiency savings of $7.6M per annum, far exceeding the NSW
Government estimates of $4.5M per annum. Even with these savings, Council is unable to
adequately address the asset backlog it faces, nor can it deliver the enhanced services requested
by the community.

As part of the amalgamation process, the NSW Government implemented a rate freeze policy to
2021. This meant that, apart from the across the board rate peg increase, ratepayers in newly
amalgamated Councils would pay no more for their rates than they would have in their pre-merger
council area. So, residents accessing the same services and facilities have been paying different
rates i.e. an apartment in Campsie is paying less rates than an apartment in Bankstown. It also
means that Council has had to maintain two separate rating systems since 2016. During the NSW
Government's Rate freeze period, Council lost $5M per annum in rating revenue entirely from for
Canterbury ratepayers, which was reflected in an average decrease of $138 per year for each
ratepayer. This was due to the Infrastructure Renewal Levy ending on 30 June 2019.

The process of harmonisation does not raise a single extra dollar for Council. The process of
harmonisation means that eventually the rates will be calculated exactly the same no matter where
any resident lives. This will result in some rates going up and others down, but there is no change
to the total amount of money that comes into Council.

Prior to amalgamation, the former Canterbury Council had one of the lowest operating costs per
resident in Sydney, but it also faced growing infrastructure asset needs that could not be met with
existing funding. Financial pressure came from ‘rate pegging’ and, also from the growing burden of
cost shifting from the State and Federal Governments which added millions annually in costs to the
Council. Both former councils’ put in submissions to IPART, outlining their preference and proposed
strategy to stand alone. These documents are publicly available on the IPART website. It should be
noted that both the former Councils identified the need for additional income to maintain assets,
including Bankstown.

Indirect theme 2: Timing of the One Rate proposal and community engagement period

The timing for rates harmonisation is due to the deadline for an application to IPART, and therefore
Council was unable to alter or extend the consultation period. The process and the timeframe for
SRV applications is set by IPART, with all councils required to have notified them of intention to
apply by 27 November 2020 and final applications due by 8 February 2021.

Community consultation commenced on 1 December 2020 after the Council resolved at the
November 2020 meeting to put this proposal out to the community. The planned engagement
activities were spaced out over a period of seven weeks. Once the consultation period ended, the
feedback needed to be consolidated and reported to Council before 8 February 2021. All feedback
received relating to the proposal is required to forwarded to IPART who will assess the application.
IPART will conduct further community consultation relating to Council’s application.

Council's community consultation for the One Rate proposal consisted of a range of in person and
digital/ on phone/ online opportunities, giving every person an opportunity to give feedback, seek
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answers to questions or to have a conversation whether they could attend a session in person or
not. These opportunities have been outlined in detail in this report.

Indirect theme 3: Conducting the proposal and engagement during a global pandemic (see also
direct theme one):

It should be noted that the timing for rates harmonisation is set by the NSW Government, and
therefore Council is unable to alter or extend the timing of this process. Rates must be harmonised
across the City by 1 July 2021. As aresult of the existing differences in the rating structure across
the City, part of the increase in rates felt by individual residents is unavoidable. The rates
harmonisation process will result in an increase to rates for some residents, no matter whether an
SRV is approved and implemented. This can be seen in the table below, which outlines the result of
the changes of each component of the proposal, noting that both the rate peg and harmonisation
will need to occur irrespective if Council decides to proceed with the separate SRV.

This is why the additional measures outlined in Council's response to direct theme one are so
important. The proposal sets out to balance the needs of the community whilst responsibly
managing the financial health of Council. This is why a phased approach has been taken for this
proposal, to reduce the immediate impact on ratepayers. Council's Debt Recovery and Hardship
Assistance Policy will continue to provide support to those who need it through these difficult times.

Other theme: Issues with the local environment/streets/community/customer request

While these concerns were raised within the formal and informal mechanisms of the One Rate
community engagement process, they did not directly pertain to the proposal or the circumstances
of the engagement. However, Council remains committed to providing the best possible service
and experience to all residents of the City. Where required and appropriate, Council staff generated
customer service requests, listened to community issues, and endeavoured to provide solutions to
community members with unrelated issues beyond the scope of the One Rate engagement
process.

Proposed changes

As a direct result of the feedback that Council received as part of the engagement strategy, the
following changes are being proposed by Council:

1. Review of the Rates and Charges, Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy

Council has the following in place to assist ratepayers suffering financial hardship (as outlined in
the Rates and Charges, Debt Recovery and Hardship Assistance Policy):
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Periodical payment arrangements with debtors experiencing genuine difficult circumstances
including allowing a debtor to pay an outstanding account in weekly, fortnightly or monthly
instalments;

Writing off or reducing interest accrued on rates or charges;

Waiving, reducing or deferring the payment of the increase in the amount of rate payable
because of hardship resulting from general revaluation of land in the local government area;

Waiving, or reducing rates, charges and interest of eligible pensioners; and

Waiving or reducing Council fees when the inability to pay is due to hardship.

The following assistance is currently provided for eligible pensioners:

$250 — Statutory pensioner rebate;
$40 — Additional voluntary pensioner rebate;

Deferral of rates, interest and charges up to 19 years to be paid by pensioners estate (requires
completion of form to enter into deferral agreement);

Periodic payment arrangements;

Extension of the pensioner concession to ratepayers who jointly occupy a dwelling and are
jointly liable for the rates and charges with an eligible pensioner in order avoid hardship;

Interest will continue to be waived on rates which became due (arrears) prior to the
commencement of 1 July 1994 for eligible ratepayers; and

Potential to write off accrued interest and costs due to hardship.

Itis to be noted that the former Canterbury did not provide a voluntary pensioner rebate ($40)
which is now available to all eligible ratepayers in the City. At present, Council's voluntary rebate of
$40 for each Pensioner equates to around $800K per annum, and is combined with a $250 rebate
offered by the State Government. The policy has also been amended to allow hardship provisions
to be amended to deal with specific emergency events such as COVID-19.

Notwithstanding the above, it is proposed that Council again review Council's hardship policy and
implementation to clarify the following:

Provide further clarity on hardship relief options including adding in situations for temporary or
longer term hardship;

Specifying any protections from debt recovery available;

Provide further clarity on hardship assessment process including how, when, and who
assesses financial hardship;

Create application form for financial hardship to reduce the friction preventing those in need
applying;
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e Create fact sheet or FAQs and application forms available on council website;

e Define and clearly communicate financial support contacts, or information about where contacts
can be found e.g. links or contacts for Financial Counsellors Association, Financial Rights Legal
Centre, Mortgage Hardship Service, National Debt Helpline, and/or any other relevant services
in the LGA,;

e Develop an assessment methodology for financial hardship; and

e Determine period for assessment and when required to reassess.

2. Subsidies under the Local Government Act 1993

Since the introduction of the Local Government Actin 1993, the statutory provisions which support
pensioners receiving a rebate have not changed. The rebate amount of $250 — which is partly paid
by the State/Federal Government (55%) and Council's portion (45%) has never been indexed to
reflect CPI and/or the rate-peg increase. If this had occurred, it would now have been $482 per
pensioner and the Government would have been contributing $2.6M more. As a result, this is
placing a greater reliance on Council's rates income to address the shortfall.

From a financial perspective, Council's contribution to pensioner’s rebates for 2019/20 was as
follows:

Description $K/
Annum
Statutory Component — Council Portion — 45% 2,281
Voluntary Council Rebate 811
Total Council Contribution 3,092

That said, it is proposed to write to the NSW Government seeking further reforms and/or
consideration to indexing the rebate amount funded by the Government to ensure that it does not
continue to erode and that at least it annually increases (e.g. IPART increase).
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Attachments for Criterion 3

List attachments relevant to your response for Criterion 3 in Table 3.1. Use the
council-assigned number shown in Table 5.1. If the document is also attached to
the council’'s SV Application Form Part B, use the number assigned in that
application.

Table 3.11 Attachmentsrelevanttoresponsefor Criterion 3

Council- Name of document Page
assigned number references?
4 Rates Hamonisation & Financial Sustainability - November 2020

Council Report

5 Rates Hamonisation & Financial Sustainability - February 2021
Council Report (incorporating resolution to apply for Special
Variation and Minimum Rate Increase)

One Rate Proposal - full submissions and responses

Financial Management Strategy and Long Term Financial Plan

2020-2030
9 Community Satisfaction Survey 2020/21
12 Leisure and Aquatic Strategic Plan
13 Delivery Program 2018-2022
20 One Rate Engagement materials
21 A Funded Future economic paper

a If document only relevant in part.
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Criterion 4

Other relevant matters

The MR Increase Guidelines provide that IPART will assess each application based on its
merits against the three assessment criteria:

In addition to any other matter which it considers relevant.

To complete the questions for Criterion 4: Other relevant matters refer to IPART's Application
Guide for MR Increase Application Form Part B, Criterion 4.

In the text box the council may provide information in addition to that provided elsewhere in
the Application which it would like IPART to consider when assessing its proposed increase
to minimum rate(s).

Click here to enter text.

Attachments for Criterion 4
List attachments relevant to your response for Criterion 4 in Table 4.1. Use the

council-assigned number shown in Table 5.1. If the document is also attached to
the council’'s SV Application Form Part B, use the number assigned in that
application.

Table 4.11 Attachmentsrelevanttoresponsefor Criterion 4

Council- Name of document Page

assigned number references?

a If document only relevant in part.
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MINIMUM RATE INCREASE APPLICATION FORM PART B FOR 2021-22

Council certification and contact information

To prepare the Council certification and provide council information refer to IPART's
Application Guide for MR Increase Application Form Part B, Certification and contact
information.

Certification of application

Prepare a document in the form indicated below, sign, scan and attach as a public supporting
document.

Application for a Minimum Rate Increase

To be completed by General Manager and Responsible Accounting Office
Name of council: Canterbury-Bankstown Council

We certify that to the best of our knowledge the information provided in this application is
correct and complete.

General Manager (name): Matthew Stewart

Signature and Date:

8 February 2021

Responsible Accounting Officer (name): Ken Manoski

8 February 2021

Council contact information

Provide council contact information below.

Council contactinformation

General Manager
General Manager contact phone
General Manager contact emalil
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Primary council contact

Council contact phone
Council contact email

Council email for inquiries about the MR
Increase application
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List of attachments

To prepare the List of attachments, refer to IPART's Application Guide for MR Increase
Application Form Part B, List of attachments.

Table 5.1 is the list of all attachments to the council’s MR Increase Application Form Part B.

To complete Table 5.1 (adding rows as necessary):

1.  Assign an identifying number and/or letter to each document. If the document is also
attached to the council’'s SV Application Form Part B, use the number assigned by the
council in that Application Form.

2. Name each document.

3. Check the box to indicate that it is being submitted with the application.

Table 4.2 List of Attachmentsto the council’s application

Council- Name of Attachment Is the document
assigned included in the

number application as
submitted?

Mandatory forms/attachments
Application Form Part A (Excel spreadsheet)

X

Application Form Part B (this Word document)

Council resolution to apply for the for the minimum rate increase
variation

X

Certification
Public supporting material (ie, to be published on IPART's website)

X

Community Strategic Plan — Relevant extracts

X

Delivery Program — Relevant extracts

X

Long Term Financial Plan in Excel format

Consultation material

X X

Community feedback (including surveys and results if applicable)

O

Willingness to pay study (if applicable)

X

Hardship Policy
Other public supporting material

X

Bankstown City Council - Fit for the Future Proposal

X

Canterbury City Council - Fit for the Future Proposal

X

Rates Harmonisation & Financial Sustainability - November 2020
Council Report
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Council- Name of Attachment Is the document
assigned included in the

number application as
submitted?

Rates Hamonisation & Financial Sustainability - February 2021
Council Report (incorporating resolution to apply for Special
Variation and Minimum Rate Increase)

Strategic Planning Framework
Asset Management Strategy 2020-2030
Leisure and Aquatic Strategic Plan
Review of Delivery Program 2018-2022 — November 2020 Council X
Report

Revised Delivery Program 2018-2022 - February 2021 Council
Report

2020/21 Operational Plan
Canterbury SRV determination 2004/05
Canterbury SRV determination 2014/15
A Funded Future economic paper
Detailed analysis of SEIFA indexes
Bankstown City Council - Fit for the Future IPART determination
Canterbury City Council - Fit for the Future IPART determination

Confidential supporting material (ie, not to be published on IPART's website)

Leisure and Aquatic Strategic Plan - draft Capital Expenditure
Review (confidential)

One Rate Proposal - full submissions and responses (confidential)
Community Satisfaction Survey 2020/21 (confidential)
Bankstown City Council T Corp Assessment
Canterbury City Council T Corp Assessment Letter
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Important information for completing and submitting the Minimum Rate Increase

Application Form Part B for 2021-22

Submitting the application online

Applications must be submitted through IPART's Council portal by Monday, 8 February 2021.
v A file size limit of 10MB applies to the Part B Application Form.

v For supporting documents (Attachments) a file size limit of 70MB applies to public documents,
and another 50MB to confidential documents.

It is not necessary to submit adocument with the MR Increase Application Form if the council
has submitted the same document as an attachment to its SV Application Form.
Confidential content in applications

IPART will post all applications (excluding confidential content) on the IPART website. Examples of
confidential content are those parts of a document which disclose the personal identity or other
personal information pertaining to a member of the public, a document such as a council working
document that does not have formal status, or document which includes commercial-in-confidence
content.

Councils should ensure supporting documents are redacted to remove confidential content where
possible, or clearly marked as CONFIDENTAL.

Publishing the council’s application

Councils should also post their application on their own website for the community to access.
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