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NOTES FROM THE PUBLIC MEETINGS HELD IN JUNE 2015 

IN RELATION TO THE 

DELIVERY PROGRAM 2015/2019 AND OPERATIONAL PLAN 

2015/2016 
 

Notes from Bonalbo Workshop held 3-6-2015 

Apologies Clr Creedy, Brown, Simpson and Dwyer 

Present Clrs Mulholland, Burley, Passfield, Wilson, Reardon, staff G. Kennett and J Breen. 

Audience numbers recorded: 13 

 

Questions/Comments and Answers/Responses; 

 

Q: One of the problems in the past has been lack of reseals. How much is the resealing program 

going to be in the future? 

A: 

 Rural Local Roads every 17 years at $458k/year 

 Regional Roads every 15 years at $328k/year 

 Urban Streets every 20 years at $90k/year 

 

Q: Is the jetpatching unit owned by Council or is it a contractor because the repairs don’t last after 

rain? 

A: The machine is a Paveliner and is owned and operated by Council. The repair method is not ideal, 

but is necessary to prevent further water ingress. The focus in the future is on resealing and 

rehabilitation as this will reduce the need for this type of temporary pavement repair over time. The 

machine is mobile and cost effective as it covers a lot of ground, but it is acknowledged that the 

repair process is of a temporary nature. 

 

Q: How come we get charged the waste charges as well as tip fees? Isn’t that double dipping? 

A: The need for the charge was identified to avoid double dipping. The previous charges at the gate 

were not recovering the cost of the operation of the waste facilities, so the revenue from general rates 

was needed to prop up waste operations. Domestic Waste customers were being charged their share 

through a separate charge, but those without the wheelie bin services were only paying gate fees, and 

this required the general rates paid by everyone to be used to make up the shortfall, effectively 

charging Domestic Waste customers twice, or “double dipping”. The additional waste charge to all 

assessments not on the Domestic Waste runs has made sure that the waste business is closer to cost 

recovery and that everyone is paying a share towards the service without requiring further top up 

from general rates revenue. 
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Q: Can we use last years waste vouchers that we didn’t use in the next financial year? 

A: The issue was not answered directly at the meeting, but this was reviewed after and the waste 

vouchers are clearly marked as only applying to the financial year they were issued in, so the answer 

is no. 

 

Q: What about the rates for larger rate bills on farmland? These costs will go up more than for 

residential customers with a fixed percentage increase. 

A: The increases are the same percentage across all rating categories, and the figures provided are 

averages across all rate categories. It is true to say that those with higher rate bills and land values 

will end up paying a higher increase in dollar terms. Rate pegging and the Australian Government’s 

recent freeze on FAG’s both affect our ability to fund our priorities. The end result is shifting tax to 

property through increase rates, and cost shifting to Local Councils and their rate payers. 

 

Q: Seems to take Council too long to do jobs and you need to get more efficient in the way you do 

things. 

A: The efficiency dividend around the administrative budgets was identified as a means to drive 

efficiencies and cost decreases over time. The continuous improvement program around road 

maintenance and construction that is currently being implemented was also discussed. The need for 

the capital renewals program to be rolled out to get Council ahead of the game and reduce the need 

for ongoing maintenance was also discussed as a means to improve efficiency and whole of life costs 

around road and bridge infrastructure. The requirements on Council to meet WHS requirements 

during the course of undertaking works were also discussed as one of the areas where work practices 

may seem to be less efficient, as was the long distances to travel to work sites and the time required 

to set up prior to commencing works. 

 

Q: Why did Council get knocked back with recent grant funding applications, and is grant funding 

included in the bridges budget? 

A: The criteria set in the Federal Governments Bridge Renewal Program were challenging for local 

Councils to meet, and a high percentage of the funding from this round went to the State 

Governments. The criteria are expected to be changed for Round 2, to allow better access by local 

Councils to the program. The funding was focussed on heavy vehicles, and we found it hard to 

compete with higher trafficked roads. The future criteria will hopefully focus more on community 

outcomes. It was noted that the LTFP adopted by Council includes significant external grant funding, 

and that the freeing up of cash reserves and additional borrowings was included to allow Council to 

provide matching funding and leverage as much external grant funding as possible in the future. We 

were recently successful in obtaining major grant funding under the Fixing Country Roads Program, 

Black Spot Program, and under the Water Security for Regions program for the Kyogle Water 

Supply. All of these grants were at a higher level than originally anticipated in the budget. However, 

the need to have in place a process that identified priority projects for various grant opportunities has 

been identified, and Council are working on a process to ensure that these projects are developed 

sufficiently to ensure information is available to allow quality applications to be lodged for grant 

funding in the future. 
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Q: The Special Rate Variation at 38.9% does this include the rate pegging amount? 

A: Yes, this is the total increase in ordinary rates, based on a 22% above rate pegging increase over a 

5 year period. This percentage is the cumulative increase, including rate pegging increases, the above 

pegging increases, the stormwater and flood special rate, and a small Crown Land adjustment. 

 

Q: What about costs between west of the ranges versus east of the ranges? Why do we get less spent 

per person than east of the ranges? 

A: This perception has been around for some time, however this is not supported by any evidence. 

The areas where analysis has been undertaken tend to show that the per capita spend west of the 

ranges is higher than east of the ranges. In almost all areas, those east of the ranges are effectively 

subsidising those west of the ranges. This is not unexpected, as the population density is less and 

length of roads per person is more west of the ranges. The most significant difference is that 

volunteer contributions are greater west of the ranges than east of the ranges around parks and 

gardens, cemetery maintenance etc where the villages have in place a Village Maintenance 

Agreement. Council does not allocate any of its budgets on the basis of expenditure per capita, but 

uses other factors such as asset condition, risk, traffic volumes etc to determine where best to spend 

funds. 

 

Q: Why are our administration costs so high compared to Richmond Valley Council? 

A: The comparative data which has been used to support this claim is not based on audited data or 

consistent methodology and should be referenced with some caution. 

 

Questions asked of the audience; 

 

Q: Do you all think that the proposed increases are affordable? If they don’t go up, whats the other 

choice? 

Audience Response/s: 

 There are no alternatives available if we want to maintain our services. 

 If we don’t put them up, we won’t exist in 2 years’ time. 

 Rate pegging doesn’t cover the increases in costs. 

 

Q: Would you like Council to further investigate merger options? 

A: All those present responded that they did not. 
 

Q: Do you understand the reason for the above rate pegging increase? 

A: Those present responded that they did. 
 

Q: Do you think the proposed rate increases are unaffordable? 

A: No-one present responded that they did. 
 

Q: Can we afford not to have the Special Rate Variation? 

A: No-one present responded that they believed we could. 
 

Q: Does everyone agree with the areas where the additional rates are to be spent? 

A: Those present responded that they did. 
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Notes from Woodenbong Workshop held 4-6-2015 

Apologies Clr Brown, Simpson and Dwyer 

Present Clrs Mulholland, Burley, Passfield, Wilson, Reardon, Creedy staff G. Kennett and J Breen. 

Audience numbers recorded: 10 

 

Questions/Comments and Answers/Responses; 

 

Q: What does Rural Council mean? Is the Council structure and administration still going to be 

there? Will we keep our identity? 

A: The expectation is that we will remain as a stand alone Council, and maintain our structure and 

identity. There will continue to be some areas of shared services with other Councils in the region, 

and with the implementation of the Joint Organisations of Councils it is hoped that this could lead to 

further reductions in administrative and governance requirements where appropriate. 

 

Q: How do we fit in with the Rural Council Model and what difference will it make to how we get 

treated? 

A: There were nine criteria identified to define what a Rural Council is, and Council were satisfied 

that we meet the majority of these. The most critical of these criteria, as identified by IPart in their 

proposed assessment methodology, is that of a small and static or declining population spread over a 

large area. This definition fits the Kyogle LGA well. The Independent Local Government Review 

Panel suggested a different governance model for Rural Councils, however the NSW government 

have not confirmed that this will be implemented and have instead indicated that there will not be a 

different structure included in the amended Local Government Act, when it is developed. 

 

Q: Concerned that we will lose our close contact with Councillors and be left lost due to being on the 

edge of the Kyogle LGA and Northern Rivers area. 

A: It is also important to Councillors to make sure this close contact and community identify are 

retained, and we are also concerned that mergers could result in loss of identity. 

 

Q: If we merge with Lismore, would we pay their rates? 

A: Yes, more than likely. Over time the merged Council would need to move to a single rating 

structure. 

 

Q: Is there any proposal to rate the non-rateable land? 

A: A review of the rating system is proposed by the NSW Government as part of the FFTF reforms. 

The areas identified for this review were the current exemptions applied to Crown Land and religious 

organisations. State Forests are non-rateable but still utilise our bridges to transport timber, with 

some contributions to specific bridges negotiated where they were critical to their ability to haul 

timber. The fuel excise used to help, but there is no longer any revenue from this source being 

directed to roads and bridges.  
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Q: What projects are there for the Woodenbong area? 

A: The drainage improvements in Dalmorton Street have been added to the program for 2016/17 and 

are proposed to be funded through the additional revenue from the new Stormwater and Flood 

Special Rate approved by IPart. There is an injection of $650,000 of funding through the NSW 

Governments Fixing Country Roads Program for the rehabilitation of Mount Lindesay Road, plus the 

project to improve the road surface either side of the school crossing, and a Black Spot project 

approved on the Clarence Way near Muli Muli. 

 

Q: Does the IPart approved rate increase require NSW Government approval, like the Fit For The 

Future submission? 

A: The Special Rate Variation has been approved by IPart and does not require further approval from 

the NSW Government, however it does still require Council to formally adopt the rates for the next 

financial year. 

 

Q: What sort of economic outcomes are they looking for in grant applications? 

A: Things such as cost reductions associated with transport of goods, eg lifting a bridge load limit to 

allow larger trucks to be used, shorter travel times, and opportunities for growth of local businesses 

and employment. 

 

Q: Any suggestion of speed humps to slow trucks down either side of Unumgar Street? 

A: This has not been considered as the issue had not been raised before. Council will look at 

alternatives to address the issue. 

 

Q: What about people who default on their rates, won’t this increase if the rates go up? 

A: Council has included a reduction in the interest rate charged on outstanding rates from 8% to 6% 

and has in place a Hardship Policy and allows payment plan options to minimise the impact on those 

less able to pay. It is not anticipated that the level of outstanding rates will increase as a result of the 

rate increase. 

 

Q: Industry decline affects everyone, leads to lower populations, and makes it harder for local 

businesses, can Council help? 

A: Things are getting better, the road between Kyogle and Woodenbong is great, the best its ever 

been. The timber bridges on the Clarence Way north of the Bruxner Highway are almost all replaced, 

with the last one more getting done now. Rate pegging is the cause of a lot of the infrastructure 

problems, but the industries we historically had have diminished, and the infrastructure still has to be 

maintained. Focus groups have been created around these issues and opportunities, particularly aged 

care and disability services, with a focus on economic development more generally. Councils focus 

is on integrating infrastructure projects with economic growth, and we see a need to support local 

businesses as much as possible in that process. 

 

Q: How do we get people to get information to the Focus Groups? 

A: Use the contact people identified in the information provided tonight for the Focus Groups, and 

see Councils website for additional information. The Focus Groups and their work will be further 

promoted in the lead up to the Community Strategic Plan review to be completed in October 2015. 
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Questions asked of the audience; 

 

Q: Would you like Council to further investigate merger options? 

A: All those present responded that they did not. 

 

Q: Do you understand the reason for the above rate pegging increase? 

A: Those present responded that they did. 

 

Q: Do you think the proposed rate increases are unaffordable? 

A: No-one present responded that they did. 

 

Q: Does everyone agree with the areas where the additional rates are to be spent? 

A: Those present responded that they did. 
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Notes from Kyogle Workshop held 9-6-2015 

Apologies Clr Wilson 

Present Clrs Mulholland, Burley, Passfield, Wilson, Reardon, Creedy, Brown, Dwyer, staff G 

Kennett, M Boldy, J Watkins, and J Breen. 

Audience numbers recorded: 46 

Questions/Comments and Answers/Responses; 

 

Q: What are the building disposals proposed? 

A: The Cedar Point Hall and the Horseshoe Creek Hall are both to be disposed of, and Grove House 

is to be sold in 2018 on the open market. The proposal being investigated for consideration by 

Council is for the materials from the disposal of the Horseshoe Creek Hall and Cedar Point Hall to be 

recycled to build a new Museum building between the Library and the KMI Hall, in partnership with 

the Kyogle and District Historical Society. 

 

Q: What about the waste transfer facilities, how will this effect costs? 

Q: The proposal to close the landfill at Woodenbong will not change the level of service for the 

Woodenbong residents, but will require additional funds to transport waste to the Kyogle landfill. 

However, this extra cost will be offset by the reduction in waste levee and costs associated with no 

longer needing to apply day cover to the landfill at Woodenbong. The transported waste will go 

through the weigh bridge at Kyogle and the levee will be charged on the actual weight rather than an 

assumed weight as it is now. There is a one-off cost associated with the closure of the landfill cell at 

Woodenbong, and Council has obtained grant funding for the majority of this. 

 

Q: Do the rate increases identified include the water and sewerage charges? 

A: No, the percentage and dollar increases shown are for the ordinary rates only, the other charges 

will increase at different percentages, as shown on the slides. 

 

Q: How does the increase apply to pensioners? 

A: Rates will increase by the same percentage across all categories, but other protections are there 

for pensioners such as a pensioner rebate. For those who are least able to pay, other protections are in 

place to minimise the impact on them such as Councils Hardship Policy, and reduced interest charges 

on outstanding rates. 

 

Q: I would like to thank Councillors and the administration for the process that we have just gone 

through and congratulate them on their hard work. 

A: The words of appreciation were acknowledged. 
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Q: What is the process around mergers and the timing of the FFTF reforms? 

A: The NSW Government have refused to rule out forced amalgamations. There is a Legislative 

Council inquiry underway to review the FFTF process and local governments position in terms of 

financial sustainability, but the timeframes given for the FFTF submissions must be adhered to. 

Council is working to ensure it has its submission lodged by June 30, 2015. 

 

Q: There is lots of information on rates increases, but not much on other revenue options eg 

investments, solar, process improvements and wastefulness (eg $10 late notices). There are also 

some inaccuracies in the information provided. 

A: Council has an Investment Policy that covers investment of cash reserves. There is funding in 

2015/16 for a number of energy efficiency projects across key high energy use buildings such as the 

three pools, the Kyogle library and the main administration building. These were identified in recent 

energy audits undertaken by Council. The notices sent out for debt recovery in the first instance are 

done by the debt recovery agency at no cost to Council, costs are only incurred when further action is 

taken. We are happy to correct any specific inaccuracies if they are identified. 

 

Q: The State Government is using Local Government to increase taxes, will there be a reduction in 

their taxes, and will there be the same amount of NSW Government funding for Council? 

A: Council does not actually receive any operational or regular funding from the NSW Government 

as such. Most funding from the NSW Government comes from competitive grants processes and for 

specific purposes such as capital renewals of roads that were handed to Council by the states some 

time ago. Council will continue to lobby the NSW Government for increased funding, as grant 

funding is crucial to the sustainability of Kyogle Council, particularly when you consider that only 

around 25% of our revenue comes from rates and charges. 

 

Q: What alternatives have been considered, do we need to replace all bridges? 

A: The possibility of returning some sealed roads to gravel and not replacing some bridges (around 7 

were identified) was considered by Council in the adoption of the Long Term Financial Plan, but this 

decrease in service levels was not supported by Councillors or the communities affected. This also 

has to be considered in the context of flood and fire evacuation and isolation, as well as just getting 

in and out of properties during normal times. Every bridge is the most important bridge to somebody. 

 

Q: Council originally wanted to increase the rates by 45% but are only putting them up 22% above 

pegging, is this going to be enough, was CPI increases factored in to the calculations, or will you 

need to come back for more? 

A: CPI increases were definitely factored in, along with a series of other assumptions on the various 

cost areas such as employee costs etc. The Long term Financial Plan adopted was adjusted to take 

into account the above rate pegging increase of 22% over five years, and service levels were adjusted 

to ensure that the budget was sustainable. Council will continue to closely monitor performance 

against this LTFP and the assumptions that were made, but there should be no reason to require 

further above rate pegging increases. 
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Q: Council has a considerable amount of cash in the bank, does this effect access to grants and other 

funding? 

A: Having the funds in the bank doesn’t necessarily affect access to grant funding, however 

including some of this money in the budget for projects subject to external grant funding allows us to 

leverage additional funding more readily, and maximise the return on the existing funds. 

 

Q: What percentage of rates are unpaid, and how much more is it expected to rise? 

A: The percentage of unpaid rates is not expected to rise because of the rate increase, but Council has 

proposed to reduce the interest on unpaid rates from 8% to 6% to minimise the impact on those who 

do struggle to pay, and we have in place a Hardship Policy and allowance for payment plans to try to 

keep the levels of unpaid rates down. 

 

Q: When I make my way around Kyogle, the vast majority of people I speak to do not want 

amalgamations, and they are prepared to pay extra to retain their sense of independence and their 

local identity. They do not want to lose these things through an amalgamation with another Council. 

A: This comment received strong support from the rest of the audience. The response provided 

acknowledged that there is concern for the impact of the rate increases on the local community, and 

pensioners in particular, and also concern about the potential impacts of an amalgamation with 

another Council or Councils. However, it is not a case of deciding between increases in rates or 

amalgamations. It needs to be acknowledged that rates will increase if an amalgamation occurs 

anyway, the difference is the way forward we are proposing allows the community to decide where 

we spend the additional rates, not someone else from Lismore or Casino. We need the special rate 

variation to survive, and to meet the NSW Governments FFTF requirements, and be able to justify 

the stand alone position. This will allow us to avoid mergers, and loss of wards, loss of 

representation and loss of our sense of identity. 

 

Questions asked of the audience; 

 

Q: Would you like Council to further investigate merger options? 

A: All those present responded that they did not. 

 

Q: Do you understand the reason for the above rate pegging increase? 

A: Those present responded that they did. 

 

Q: Do you think the proposed rate increases are unaffordable? 

A: There were 4 people present who responded that they felt the increases would be unaffordable for 

some ratepayers, the remainder did not. 

 

Q: Does everyone agree with the areas where the additional rates are to be spent? 

A: Those present responded that they did. 

 


