
Mr Glenn Docherty 
Mayor 
City of Playford 
12 Bishopstone Drive 
DAVOREN PARK SA 5113 

Dear Mayor Docherty 

Rating Policy Review Consultation Paper 

Light Electorate Office 
148 Murray Street GAWlER SA 5118 

light@parliament.sa.gov.au 
phone(08)85222878 

fax (08) 8523 1392 

I write to you in response to the numerous representations I have received from ratepayers in 
the City of Playford regarding the proposals the Council is considering to adopt for its rating 
policy for the 2017/18 and subsequent financial years. 

At the outset, I wish to thank your senior staff for making time to brief me on the history and 
objectives of the rating options considered and the process adopted by Council to engage the 
community. 

I note that policy options do not generate additional revenue. However, they significantly alter 
the rates burden across different ratepayer groups. 

I understand that the intention of the policy proposals is to reduce the burden of rates on the 
existing 'commercial' properties, with some rate relief on residential properties that have a 
lower value. 

I was advised that this will be achieved by introducing new rating categories. In particular, 
removing primary production properties from the general rate and placing them into a new 
'primary production' rating classification. 

While a number of residential properties will receive some (in my view relatively minor) rate 
relief, a number of residents will experience quite significant rate increases. Properties with a 
capital value of more than about $250,000 will incur rate increases, in addition to any general 
rate increases. I certainly would not consider people living in homes of $250,000 to $350,000 as 
wealthy. These rate increases will certainly have a negative financial impact on residents in 
the Munno Para, Munno Para West and Munno Para Downs areas. 

I can understand that Council is keen to promote economic activity by reducing rates on 
'commercial' properties, but I am at a loss to understand why 'primary producers' are not 
treated as small businesses. 

Primary Production properties currently attract a lower rate, however, he enormous increase 
proposed by Option 1 would make it very difficult for some primary producers to absorb, and 
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this can only result in lower employment in this sector. Primary Producers in the Munno Para 
West/Downs area and Angle Vale will be hit by these increases. 

Additionally, I note that the rating options were only made public on or about 26 April 2017 
with public feedback closing on 23 May 2017. 

While I acknowledge that Council has the right to alter its rating policies, subject to it meeting 
the consultation requirements set out in the Local Government Act, my concerns about your 
current policy review are as follows: 

• Insufficient dialogue with the communities and sectors affected; 

• Disproportionate impact the proposals will have on some sectors; 

• Failure to consider Primary Production as small business; and 

• Negative impact on relatively modest residential properties in the Munno Para areas. 

As you know, J have served on another Council myself, which went through a dramatic 
change in rating policy. Based on my own experience, I would respectfully recommend to your 
Council that it engage with the community further and explore a broader range of rating policy 
models that may be more acceptable to a majority of ratepayers. 

While this may result in a delay in any policy implementation, it may be a small price to pay 
compared to the ongoing opprobrium Council is likely to receive from a community that 
believes the 'consultation' process has been tokenistic. 

If Council is not of the mind to delay the implementation of a new rating policy, it would be 
prudent to phase them in over a period of time, to enable primary producers and residents to 
adjust and absorb the increases. 

I will follow Council's consideration of the feedback it has received with interest. 



Local Voice for the North 

Cr Marilyn Baker 
City of Playford 
12 Bishopstone Road 
DAVOREN PARK SA 5113 

Dear Marilyn , 

I am writing in relation to the Rating Policy Review that is currently 
subject to public consultation . 

JON GEE 
Member for 

NAPIER 

I have been contacted by many residents who are concerned about the Rating Strategy 
Review and the magnitude of some of the changes that are proposed particularly in 
Option 1. An example of this is a meeting of 350 concerned residents in Angle Vale last 
night. 

I am writing on this occasion to urge yourself and your colleagues to consider extending 
the time that the public has to respond to the Rating Strategy Review. 

The proposal is very broad and quite complex and is not easy for residents to 
understand the impact that the changes may have on their personal circumstances. 

The consultation paper is not very clear or easy to read and the summary sheet jumps 
by up to $250,000 in the examples shown.ie. Residential rate examples are $215k, 
$229k, $250k and then $500k and $1 mill ion. 

I th ink it is also unfortunate that you have released this proposal at the same time as the 
budget and annual plan wh ich includes a further increase in rates and the consultation 
periods almost totally overlap. 

Therefore , I request on behalf of all affected ratepayers that you extend the consultation 
period by at least a further two weeks to allow time for residents to better consider the 
changes being proposed 

Further, I am seeking that a clearer factsheet be prepared and distributed with examples 
that are relevant to all ratepayers in the City of Playford . 

I look forward to hearing from you and hope you will take the positive action to ensure 
thorough consultation . 

Let's keep building South 
{) I 5 12017 Australia 
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Phone 82 >4 1 :J?3 Fax 82 >4 qa1 I Email napter 'patltament.sa gov au 



Local Voice for the North 

Mayor Glenn Docherty 
City of Playford 
12 Bishopstone Road JON GEE 
oAvoREN PARK sA s113 Member for 
Dea~~· NAPIER 
I write once again to urge yourself and your colleagues to consider extending the time 
that the public has to respond to the Rating Strategy Review. A staff member informed 
a resident that my previous request has been denied although I have received no reply. 

I am unsure if you are aware but there are many distressed people across the City of Playford 
regarding this issue. I have now attended two public meetings where in excess of 700 people 
from across a number of suburbs and towns have expressed their views in relation to this 
issue. 

I believe nearly 100 ratepayers have elected to speak at the upcoming public rates meeting. 
This has been due to the work of some committed individuals in the community but I am 
certain a large number of ratepayers are unaware of this review. I can inform you that I 
observed over 300 people at a recent meeting at One Tree Hill vote in favour of Option 3. 

I wish to make you aware that one City of Playford councillor advised that it was inappropriate 
for residents to be calling my office. I find this concerning. 

I ask you to ensure that all residents regardless of the option they support are treated with 
respect and that their views are listened to and valued. I am concerned that councillors who 
have already made their decisions one way or another will dismiss them. 

Therefore, I request on behalf of all affected ratepayers that you extend the consultation 
period by at least a further two weeks to allow time for residents to better consider the 
changes being proposed. I further ask that you ensure that the consultation process is fair and 
that all residents' views are equally considered when the decision-making process re-starts. 

I look forward to hearing from you and hope you will take the positive action to ensure 
thorough consultation. 

J1J7 /2017 
Let's keep building South ~ 

Australia • filr 
Shop 86b, 600 Ma1n North Road PO Box 144 Sm1thf1eld, SA 51 14 
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Glenn Docherty 
Mayor - City of Playford 
12 Bishopstone Road 
DAVOREN PARK SA 5113 

Dear Mayor Docherty, 

I write in regard to the proposed City of Playford Rating Policy Review. 

26/05/17 

In recent times, my office has fielded many enquiries from Wakefield constituents 
concerned about this review from council and the limited timeframe that was 
afforded in regards to the public consu ltation. 

While some of these constituents did manage to provide council with their 
submissions on short notice and inadequate planning, many others were just unable 
and or found the process complex and restrictive. 

In addition to this, the consultation document and summary information provided by 
council , was found by many ratepayers to be unclear and difficult to comprehend. 

I am aware that the public consultation period has now ceased and that numerous 
residents appeared at the recent council meeting held on the 23rd May, 2017. 

On behalf of the affected ratepayers , I request that the council reconsider the current 
situation and re-open the public consultation period for further feedback in regards to 
the three options that were presented to the community from the City of Playford. 

It would be appreciated if your office could provide information on the state of this 
issue and any proposed action planned for the future. 

Yours sincerely, 

NICK CHAMPION MP 
FEDERAL MEMBER FOR WAKEFIEL.D 



Glenn Docherty 
Mayor- City of Playford 
12 Bishopstone Road 
DAVOREN PARK SA 5113 

Dear Mayor Docherty, 

I write in regard to enquiries made to the Wakefield Electorate Office by Mrs 
Margaret Chadwick of 40 Rutland Dr, Sampson Flat. 

Mrs Chadwick is concerned with the proposed increase in rates by the City of 
Playford for horticultural producers. 

Mrs Chadwick has requested that her strong opposition to this proposal be noted by 
the City of Playford. 

Furthermore, Mrs Chadwick has requested that the City of Playford provide 
information relied upon by Council in order to justify the quantum of the proposed 
increased rates. 

It would be appreciated if your office could provide information on the state of this 
issue and any proposed action planned for the future. 

Yours sincerely, 

" ~ 

ICK CHAM~It:-
FEDERAL MEMBER FOR WAKEFIELD 



Leesa Vlahos MP 
Member for Taylor 

16 May 2017 

Mayor Glenn Docherty 
City of Playford 
12 Bishopstone Road 
DAVOREN PARK SA 5113 

Dear Mayor Docherty 

It has been brought to my attention that there is a public consultation taking 
place at the moment in which the residents of the City of Playford can 
comment on changes that are being considered to the rating formula 
proposed for the 2017-18 financial year. 

It would appear that there are many residents who have been shocked and 
alarmed that the horticultural industry is being targeted for rate increases 
between 35% and 200%. 

I am concerned that our local farmers will be faced with yet another financial 
challenge in their endeavours to recover from what has been a difficult time 
for them. 

With the closure of Holden, it has been widely suggested that our hort iculture 
industry should be able to be a major player in filling the employment gap in 
the northern suburbs. 

The local industry has been hit with fires and floods ; extreme weather 
conditions and huge gas price increases. The majority of farmers in the 
reg ion are not wealthy. They work very long hours to break even and they 
deserve the support they receive from all levels of government. 

I am told that it has been suggested in some quarters that the consultation 
period should be extended by some weeks to allow for further discussions 
and I am supportive of this recommendation. 

LEESA VLAHOS MP 
Member for Taylor 

Minister for Disabilities 
Minister for Mental Health and Substance Abuse 

cc Playford Councillors 
Minister Geoff Brock MP 

Paralowie Village 
Units 1-2. 9 Liberator Drive 
Paralowie SA 51 08 
Telephone +61 8 8280 5144 
Fax +61 8 8280 5526 
Email taylor@parliament.sa.gov.au 
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Name: 

Address: 

Postcode: 

Email: 

Date: 

Property Category: 

Rating Option: 

Summary 

Response Submission from Elizabeth City Centre 

City of Playford Rating Policy Review - Public Consultation 

Craig Brown, Centre Manager, Elizabeth City Centre 

50 Elizabeth Way, Elizabeth 

SA5112 

Craig.Brown@vicinity.com.au 

19 May 2017 

Commercial (including tenancies) 

Option 1 Preferred 

Elizabeth City Centre relies on the viability of its tenants to continue to operate, providing shopping facilities, 
employment, community focus and social engagement initiatives. 

Vicinity has commissioned Urbis {the leading management consultancy on rates in retail industry in 
Australia) to provide an independent review of which option will be of most benefit to the tenants, many of 
whom are struggling in the current economic situation. Option 1 provides the best opportunity to the 
tenants as it relieves some of the financial burden on them. 

Background to Elizabeth Citv Centre 

Elizabeth City Centre (ECC) is a large regional shopping centre located in the City of Playford providing a full 
range of products, services and entertainment. It has grown with the development of Elizabeth, from its 
original buildings in 1960. 

Elizabeth City Centre demographics 

The centre appeals to a wide demographic spanning young people, singles, couples, families and retiree's, 
however it does have its challenges with the imminent closure of GM Holden's manufacturing plant in 
October 2017 and a trade area population below other centres of its size. The primary trade area is home to 
some of Australia's lowest socioeconomic regions with serious employment issues. 

General Motors Holden will cease manufacturing in Australia in October 2017 which will mean the loss of a 
further 1200 direct jobs at the plant and affect up to 12000 workers, with component manufacturers likely 
to close. The State and Federal Government has set aside millions of dollars to assist start-up businesses in 
northern Adelaide to create employment. 

The average household income of $78,000 of shoppers at Elizabeth is slightly below the Adelaide benchmark 
of $82,500. 57.2% of these shoppers are "Battlers", these struggling young families, single mums & retirees 
are focussed on making ends meet and many are welfare dependent. 

Retailers in Elizabeth Citv Centre 

ECC has well-known major retailers Woolworths, Coles, Big W, Target and Harris Scarfe along with mini 
majors JB HiFi, Chemist Warehouse, Priceline, Rebel Sport and Best & Less and a large number of small 
shops. 

Especially in recent times, retail businesses have been hit as operating costs increase while sales have 
plateaued, causing extreme pressure on business owners. 
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The last 12 months has seen the closure of Paper Scissors, Ice Design, Chica Booti, Pullmans Cards & Gifts, 
Everblue Gifts, Motoquip, Elizabeth Seafood & Poultry, Man to Man, Dick Smith Electronics, Down Town 
Diner, Roses of Elizabeth, Balfours, Cocos, Pumpkin Patch, Smart City and Chemplus, with additional closures 
likely in the coming months. 

When major retail names and long term local tenants close shop it is a clear reflection of tenants 
experiencing hardship. As retail centres experience increased closures and there are fewer opportunities to 
fill vacant tenancies, the viability of the centre becomes increasingly tenuous impacting the whole 
community. 

ECC, through its parent company Vicinity Centres, has commissioned Urbis, advisors to the Shopping Centre 
Council of Australia and leaders in rates and taxes Consultancy in the retail industry in Australia, to undertake 
an independent assessment into the rates options nominated by the City of Playford. The Urbis conclusion 
is that Option 1 provides the best opportunity for the retailers (please see full paper attached) with defined 
and meaningful savings resulting from this option that will assist in the short and long term survival of the 
tenants in ECC. 

Employment at Elizabeth City Centre 

ECC provides significant employment in the City of Playford. There are over 1100 staff employed at the 
shopping centre through retailers, service and office tenants. Additionally our subcontractors employee at 
least 50 additional staff through cleaning, security and gardening and another 80-100 support contractors 
are employed for plumbing, building, specialist contractors, maintenance, etc. 

Any measures adopted by the City of Playford to assist our tenants, will keep employment in the area, both 
directly and indirectly. 

Community and Social Engagement 

ECC focuses on enriching community experiences and there are many close community stakeholders at 
Elizabeth with excellent relationships formed. 

The Centre has a strong relationship with the City of Playford and works in partnership on local projects. 
Most recently a joint campaign to support and invest in the Playford Fringe project in which local talent 
performed at the centre, a mural was painted on the centre walls and online activity managed to support 
the Playford activation. 

Plans are progressing for the Careers Expo at the shopping centre later this year where the centre will be 
facilitating the connection between employers and education providers with local youth and unemployed. 

The ECC team is also working with local youth group "Streetlight" who are making connections with local 
youth at the centre on Thursday nights. 

Conclusion 

ECC strongly favours Option 1 as the best outcome for the tenants, by reducing some of their operating 
costs, and therefore benefiting the community of the City of Playford during these difficult times. 
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17 May 2017 

Ms Ruth Kyte 

Commercial Manager - Operations 
Vicinity Centres 
National Office 

Level4, Chadstone Tower One 
1341 Dandenong Road 
CHADSTONE VIC 3148 

Via email: ruth.kyte@vicinity.com.au 

Dear Ruth, 

LEVEL12 
120 COLLINS STREET 

MELBOURNE VIC 3000 

URBIS.COM.AU 

Urbis Valuations Pty Ltd 
ABN 28 105 273 523 

REVIEW OF CITY OF PLAYFORD RATING POLICY REVIEW 
We have been instructed by Vicinity Centres owner of Elizabeth City Centre to review the policy paper 
put forward by the City of Playford (Playford) comprising a review of proposed amendments to rating 
policy within Playford. We are to review all options put forward by Playford and provide modelling with 
regard to Councils preferred option. 

It is acknowledged that Council Rates are a recoverable charge under the Retail and Commercial 
Leases Act 1995 and as such this review focuses on the impact of the varying options have on 
individual tenants and businesses within the centre. 

Urbis' credentials as specialist advisors in the field of statutory rates and taxes extends from our 
management of a portfolio of more than 300 retail centres across Australia. We advise Australia's 
largest retail owners including AMP, Lend Lease, Mirvac, QIC, Scentre Group, Stockland and Vicinity 
Centres. In addition to our expertise as rating and taxation advisors, Urbis is Australia's foremost retail 
economics expert and producers of the Urbis Benchmarks, a universally adopted performance 
benchmark for retail centres. 

Our review proceeds on the following basis: 

• Review of Playford's rating strategy Options 1, 2 and 3. 

• Model financial impact of all option against Elizabeth City Centre and advise which option provides 
optimal relief to tenants from the existing rates burden. 

• Benchmark analysis of Playfords existing rating policy. We have undertaken comparative analysis 
of the rates burden currently applied to Elizabeth CC relative to the rate policy of commercial 
properties within adjoining local government areas (LGAs), other Regional shopping centres within 
South Australia (SA) and against Property Council of Australia (PCA) benchmarks for rates 
charges against SA Regional shopping centres. 

• Conclusion and supporting commentary in support of Option 1 which provides greatest relief to 
tenants within the centre. 

MRV-1180 - Rating Strategy 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
We have undertaken an analysis of the current rates burden levied against Elizabeth CC. Table 1 
below provides a summary of the outcomes of the analysis detailed within the body of this report. The 
clear outcome of this analysis is that Elizabeth CC is subject to an onerous rates burden relative to, 
adjoining LGAs, other comparable SA shopping centres and the accepted industry benchmarks. 

Table 1 compares the 2016-17 general variable rate charged against Elizabeth CC as a rate per 
square metre of lettable area (accepted industry comparison) as the primary unit of comparison. As 
detailed in Section 2.4 the rates charged against the centre sit well in excess of all analysed 
benchmarks representing on average a premium of 73%. 

In monetary terms the average rates charge evidence by the below benchmarks is $27.52. At 
$47.48m2 of lettable area there is a $1,647,045 over-collect in annual rates charges against the 
tenants and business operating within the centre. 

Accordingly there is a clear imperative for a structural reform of the existing rating policy within 
Playford, in order to transition Commercial rates to a more sustainable basis. 

TABLE 1 

PLAYFORD RATES COMPARISON 
2016-17 PCA Urbis 

GLA: 82,502 Council Benchmark Regional SC Charles Tea Tree 
Rates (Median) Average Gawler Sturt Salisbury Gully 

Rates p.m2 GLA $47.48 $29.13 $27.83 $35.72 $29.80 $21.63 $21.01 

Rates Premium Base 63% 71% 33% 59% 120% 126% 

Ave. Rates p.m2 $27.52 
Rates Premium 73% 

A summary of our review outcomes is as follows. This summary should be read in conjunction with 
the body of this report. 

• Option 1 (preferred Playford option) 

We support Playford's recommendation to adopt Option 1 as its preferred rating strategy. 

Of the 3 options put forward, Option 1 is the sole option to provide a clear, long term benefit to 
businesses. 

When applied to the subject centre, Option 1 reduces tenant rate burden by an average of 15% or 
$7.20 per m2 of lettable area (2016-17 v Option 1 2017-18 rate calculation). This is a genuine and 
necessary reform which will substantially benefit the ultimate ratepayer being businesses within 
the centre. 

While Option 1 is a meaningful first step, the resultant rate burden at $40.29 m2 of lettable area 
remains at a 71% premium to the PCA rates benchmark for Regional shopping centres in SA. It 
also remains at a distinct premium (13% to 92%) to the rates charged against commercial 
properties within adjoining LGAs. 

MRV-1180- Rating Strategy 2 
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While we fully support Option 1 as a first step to genuine reform, Playford must continue its policy 
of normalising rates charges to provide ongoing relief to commercial businesses within the LGA to 
a level more aligned with surrounding LGAs. 

• Option 2 

Option 2 is a scenario whereby the revenue derived from the Commercial category is frozen at the 
2016-17 total quantum of commercial rates. The income freeze is achieved on the basis of 
continued commercial development within the LGA. Councils modelling of this scenario indicates 
Option 2 is not sustainable as the five year projection will result in a cumulative $1.184M shortfall 
and will result in the LGA to fund this shortfall from other sources such as residential properties. 

When applied to the subject centre Option 2 results in nominal change to the current rate burden. 
This proposal leaves rates at a forecast $47.51 m2 of lettable area and provides no meaningful 
reform and maintains the rates burden at an unsustainably high level. 

• Option 3: 

Option 3 is a 'do nothing' position. As acknowledged within Playford's current rating policy, Option 
3 would perpetuate a circumstance where rates continue to be levied at unsuitably high level 
against commercial properties within the LGA. Playford's own policy review acknowledges 
continuance of this policy would place it at a significant competitive disadvantage when seeking to 
attract commercial investment within the LGA. 

The modelled impact of Option 3 is an increase in the rates burden to $49.41 m2 of lettable area. A 
level which is amongst the highest in Australia for any asset of this class and a 109% premium to 
the PCA benchmark. 

MRV-1180- Rating Strategy 3 
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2. URBIS ANALYSIS OF PLAYFORD RATING POLICY AND OPTIONS 

2.1. RATING POLICY GUIDELINES 
We made enquiries with the office of the Minister for Local Government and confirmed there is no 
policy guidelines for the setting of differential rates within SA. Likewise, the Local Government 
Association have advised there is no public policy document available from the Association. 

As cited by Playford, rating policy is underpinned by the principles of capacity-to-pay, equity, benefit, 
economic efficiency, administrative simplicity and policy consistency. 

Our review of Playfords proposed rating policy and the options laid out therein is cognisant of these 
principles. 

2.2. RATES BURDEN- COMMERCIAL LAND 
In addition to the principles which underpin rating policy any rating or taxation authority must be 
cognisant of the full taxation burden placed upon commercial land and specifically the full extent of 
direct property taxes imposed upon commercial properties. 

Direct property taxes within SA comprise the following: 

• Land tax. 

• Council rates and levies. 

• Water and sewerage rates. 

• Emergency services levy. 

• Natural resources management levy. 

By comparison to all other land uses, commercial properties are the most highly taxed land category. 
In comparison, some commercial enterprises such a rural production land is levied at significantly 
reduced rates or are exempt entirely from some taxation categories (land tax), providing a significant 
taxation advantage particularly where lands may be land banked for future development purposes. It 
should be noted that vacant commercial lands are not provided with a comparable taxation benefit. 

This submission is not intended to be a broad critique of rating policy and only seeks to bring into 
context the analysis of the rates burden applied against the subject and commercial properties more 
broadly. 

MRV-1180 - Rating Strategy 4 
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2.3. PLAYFORD RATING POLICY AND OPTIONS 
We have relied upon Item 14.3 Rating Policy Review sourced from the Ordinary Council Agenda 
published by Playford pertaining to the 18-Apr-17 council rate meeting. 

The extract from the full council agenda comprises a report authored by Mr Paul Sansome, Financial 
Strategy Specialist, City of Playford. The relevant agenda extract includes an attachment detailing an 
independent review of the rating model undertaken by UHY Haines Norton. 

The purpose of the report is "For Council to consider its Rating Policy. This report provides an 
overview of the options for Council's consideration and seeks a decision from Council to endorse an 
option for the purposes of public consultation". 

The report confirms the staff recommendation that Council endorses the proposed rating policy 
changes as per Option 1 detailed within the body of the report. In addition, the staff recommendation 
is that Council endorses public consultation of the rating policy as is required under Section 151 of the 
Local Government Act (LG Act). 

The committee recommendation is that Council endorse the proposed rating policy changes as per 
Option 1 also endorsing public consultation of the rating policy as required under Section 151 of the 
LG Act. 

This review has been prepared to accompany a formal submission to be lodged by Vicinity Centres in 
support of Option 1 . 

We do not propose to detail an exhaustive review of Council's current rating policy, acknowledging the 
recipient of this report (Playford) as the rating authority is fully conversant with its own policies. 

Currently Playford operate a differential rating policy with charges levied via the application of a 
variable rate charge applied against the Capital Value (CV) of all land within the LGA. A fixed charge 
is also levied against rateable occupancies within the LGA. 

It is acknowledged within the Rating Policy Review that the rates burden currently levied against 
commercial land within Playford is onerous and sits well above that of adjoining LGAs. There has 
been a policy in place since 2014 to provide rates relief to commercial businesses within the LGA via a 
'reinvestment' of council rates realised through new commercial development. 

In its assessment of the 3 options published for public consultation, Playford provides comparative 
analysis of the variable rate charge between the commercial variable rate levied within Playford 
relative to the adjoining LGAs of Salisbury, Gawler, Tea Tree Gully and Charles Sturt. 

2.3.1. Urbis Modelling & Assumptions 
We have undertaken a similar analysis applying the 2016-17 variable rate charge to the 2016 CV. 
The CV adopted by Urbis in its analysis represents the aggregate value of the six rateable 
assessments issued by Playford. 

To model the impact of all options against the subject property we have sourced the 2017 CV from the 
Valuer Generals office and confirmed this assessment with Playford. The CV adopted for this 

MRV -1180 - Rating Strategy 5 
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modelling is again the aggregate value of the 6 rateable assessments forming the larger centre and 
the CV is $282.904M. 

We have undertaken our own benchmark analysis of rates charges, extending our review to a 
comparison of rates charges for comparable Regional shopping centres located within the LGAs of 
Charles Sturt, Onkaparinga, Marion and Tea Tree Gully. 

In all cases the general rates burden is illustrated as a rate per m2 of gross lettable area (GLA), the 
universally accepted benchmark for the comparison of statutory and operational outgoings. The 
variation between the rates is also expressed as a percentage premium between the benchmark 
centre and Elizabeth CC. 

The second component of Urbis' analysis is to model rates charges adopting the 2016-17 commercial 
variable rate levied against commercial properties with Salisbury, Gawler, Tea Tree Gully and Charles 
Sturt. 

In addition, we have compared the current rate charges (Elizabeth CC) to the PCA's 2016 benchmark 
for Regional shopping centre outgoings (SA). The PCA benchmarks are a universally adopted 
benchmark for both statutory and operational expenses. Charges within the benchmark are 
expressed as a 'lower range', 'benchmark' and 'upper range'. 

We provide below an extract in table 2 from the PCA 2016 benchmark detailing all direct property 
taxes relevant to shopping centres. Specifically, council rates, water and sewerage rates, land tax and 
other statutory charges (NRML). 

TABLE 2 

2016 PCA STATUTORY BENCHMARK 

IM!@£j]~al/ Council Rates 
Water & Sewerage Rates 
Land Tax 
Other Statutory 
TOTAL STATUTORY CHARGES 

$/sqm 
LOWER 
RANGE 

$19.23 
$8.75 

$13.15 
$2.21 

$46.43 

$/sqm 

BENCHMARK 

$23.59 
$9.95 

$17.37 
$3.12 

$57.24 

$/sqm 
UPPER 
RANGE 
$27.95 
$11.16 
$21.59 
$4.04 

$68.05 

Notably the range in council rate charges evidenced within the benchmark is $19.23m 2 to $27.95m2 

for Regional centres, significantly lower than that current charges levied against the centre ($47.48m2). 

For our modelling, we have adopted the PCA benchmark of $23.59m2 . 

2.3.2. Benchmark Comparison to Regional Shopping Centres 
As detailed above we have selected comparable retail centres within the cities of Charles Sturt, 
Onkaparinga, Marion and Tea Tree Gully and provide a comparative analysis of the rates burden 
between each of these LGAs. As we are not privy to the 2017 CVs for each of these properties we 
have sourced, via public records, the 2016 value and provide our comparison against the aggregate 
2016 CV of $282.756M. 

MRV-1180 - Rating Strategy 6 
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TABLE 3 

SOUTH AUSTRALIA· COMPARISON TO REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTRES 
Elizabeth CC Centre A Centre B CentreC CentreD 

2016 Capital Value $282,756,000 $205,325,000 $459,575,000 $137,050,000 $824,000,000 

Gross Lettable Area (GLA) 82,502 85,496 95,192 37,896 137,241 

CV per m2 GLA $3,427 $2,402 $4,828 $3,616 $6,004 

Local Government Area Playford Onkaparinga Tea Tree Gully Charles Sturt Marion 

RID $0.013855 $0.004372 $0.006131 $0.008694 $0.006625 

General Rates $3,917,500 $897,742 $2,817,714 $1,191,520 $5,459,198 

General Rates (per m' GLA) $47.48 $10.50 $29.60 $31.44 $39.78 

%Premium Base 352% 60% 51% 19% 

Table 3 illustrates rates charges for the sample properties ranging from $1 0.50m2 (Onkaparinga) to 
$39.78m2 (Marion). This compares to $47.48m2 currently levied against the subject property. The 
commercial rates applied by Playford reflect a premium to the sample properties of 19% to 352%. 

One of the key factors to be acknowledged when undertaking a comparison of any tax levied against 
the capital value of land is the 'capacity to pay principle'. In the context of shopping centres a centre's 
ability to generate an economic return is reflected in its capital value. To compare the relative value of 
centres a comparison of the CV as a rate per m2 GLA is undertaken. 

Capacity to pay and equity in the distribution of rates burden should be proportional to the relative CV 
as a rate per m2 GLA. i.e. the higher the CV as a rate per m2 GLA the greater the capacity to pay. 

As illustrated in table 3 Centre D with the highest CV at $6,004m 2 GLA, incurs the highest rates 
burden ($39.78) of the sample properties aptly illustrating the capacity to pay principle. Whereas 
Elizabeth CC with a CV at $3,427m2 incurs a rates liability 19% higher than that of Centre D, 
demonstrating that there is a disconnect between the current rate burden and capacity to pay. 

2.3.3. Surrounding LGA Comparison 
Table 4 adopts the 2016 CV and models rates charges adopting the prevailing 2016-17 commercial 
rate charge for the Salisbury, Gawler, Tea Tree Gully and Charles Sturt LGAs. 

TABLE 4 

SURROUNDING LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA COMPARISON 
Playford Gawler Charles Sturt Salisbury Tea Tree Gully 

2016 Capital Value $282,756,000 $282,756,000 $282,756,000 $282,756,000 $282,756,000 

GLAR 82,502 82,502 82,502 82,502 82,502 

2016-17 Ad Valorem Rate $0.013855 $0.010421 $0.008694 $0.006310 $0.006131 

General Rates $3,917,500 2,946,600 2,458,296 1,784,190 1,733,614 

General Rates (per m' GLA) $47.48 $35.72 $29.80 $21.63 $21.01 

o/o Premium Base ·:· 75% 63% 46% 44% 
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By comparison the subject property's rate liabilities within the benchmark LGAs would result in 
charges ranging from $21.01 m2 to $35.72m2 of GLA. In all cases this compares favourably to the 
prevailing 2016-17 rate burden of $47.48. 

2.3.4. PCA Benchmark Comparison 
The PCA collates and publishes the industry benchmark for shopping centre statutory and operational 
outgoings. The council rates benchmark for Regional centres within SA is $23.59. 

Table 5 compares the PCA benchmark to the general rates payable (2016-17) at Elizabeth CC, which 
at $47.48 represents double the PCA benchmark. By comparison to the sample centres identified 
earlier herein, council rates levied against these properties range from -55% below the benchmark to 
69% above the benchmark. 

The rates charged against Elizabeth CC are 1 01% above the PCA benchmark. We would also make 
the point that council rates at $47.48 places Elizabeth CC amongst the most highly taxed Regional 
centres within Australia. This position is drawn upon the 300 retail centres managed by Urbis, of 
which 82 comprise Regional class shopping centres. 

While we acknowledge the rates burden is as a result of a broad rating policy and not a targeted rates 
collect (i.e. single property rate category) a tax burden of this magnitude is a significant impost upon 
businesses operating within the centre. There is therefore an imperative for significant rates reform 
within Playford to ease this burden on businesses. 

TABLE 5 

SOUTH AUSTRAUA ·COMPARISON TO REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTRES 

General Rates (per m2 GLA) 

%Premium 

PCA Benchmark (Median) 

Relationship to PCA Benchmark 

Elizabeth CC · 

$47.48 

Base 

$23.59 

101% 

MRV-1180- Rating Strategy 

Centre A 

$10.50 

352% 

$23.59 

·55% 

Centre B 

$29.60 

60% 

$23.59 

25% 

Centre C 

$31.44 

51% 

$23.59 

33% 

CentreD 

$39.78 

19% 

$23.59 

69% 
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2.4. URBIS MODELLING OF RATING POLICY REVIEW OPTIONS 1, 2 AND 3 
We have modelled the financial impact to the Elizabeth CC of Options 1, 2 and 3. To model the three 
options we have been provided with the 2017 CV by the Valuer General's office which has been 
further confirmed by Playford. 

The CV represents the aggregate value of the six rateable assessments currently levied by Playford. 
The 2017 CV is $282.904M. 

TABLE 6 

RATING POLICY OPTION ANALYSIS- ELIZABETH CITY CENTRE 
Playford Option 1 Playford Option 2 Playford Option 3 

'New Rate Strategy' 'Rate Freeze' 'As Is' 

2017 Capital Value $282,904,000 $282,904,000 $282,904,000 

GLAR 82,502 82,502 82,502 

RID $0.012980 $0.013855. $0.014409 2 

General Rates 3,323,651 3,919,550 4,076,332 

General Rates (per m2 GLA) $40.29 $47.51 $49.41 

Rates Reduction(per m2 GLA) -$7.20 $0.02 $1.93 

%Variance -15% 0% 4% 
• Based on same RID as FY17 

2 Based on FY17 RID multiplied by FY18 rates revenue forecast for Playford (4.0%) 

In modelling Option 1 we have adopted the 2017-18 commercial variable rate published by Playford 
including the scaled discount for the variable and minimum rate charges. Within our modelling we 
have relied upon advice provided by Playford rates department with respect to the basis of the 
calculation of rate charges against the subject property. We have adopted the proposed rate charges, 
scale and minimum charges detailed within the rating policy review document. 

The modelled outcome of Option 1 results in a reduction of $7.20m2 of GLA in rate charges with total 
rates forecast to reflect $40.29m2 of GLA. 

Option 2 - Rate freeze. In modelling Option 2 we have assumed that the 2016-17 general variable 
rate will be carried forward into the ensuing 2017-18 financial period and have therefore adopted a 
general rate of $0.013855. 

Option 2 results in a nominal change in the total rate burden reflecting a $0.02m2 reduction in rates 
charges forecast to reflect $47.51 m2 of lettable area or no change to 2016-17 council rates. 

Option 3 -Do nothing. In modelling Option 3 we have increased the 2016-17 general variable rate by 
4% in accordance with Playford target revenue requirements which require a 4% increase in total 
revenue. The forecast commercial general rate is $0.014409. The modelled rate results in an 
increase in rate charges of $1.93m2 of GLA and a total rate burden of $49.41 m2 of lettable area. 

Of the three options put forward only Option 1 provides a tangible level of relief to tenants and 
business owners within the centre. Therefore, we confirm Council's recommendation that Option 1 
provides the optimal and most equitable outcome to commercial rate payers within the LGA. 

MRV-1180 - Rating Strategy 9 
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In addition to the above modelling we provide a comparison of each of the three options against the 
median PCA benchmark for council rate charges and the rates (2016-17) charged for commercial 
properties within the adjoining LGAs of Gawler, Charles Sturt, Salisbury and Tea Tree Gully. 

TABLE 7 

PLAYFORD OPTION COMPARISON 
PCA 

Benchmark Tea Tree 
(Median) Gawler Charles Sturt Salisbury Gully 

Elizabeth SC $23.59 $35.72 $29.80 $21.63 $21.01 

Option 1 'New Rate Strategy' $40.29 $40.29 $40.29 $40.29 $40.29 

71% 13% 35% 86% 92% 

Option 2 'Rate Freeze' $47.51 $47.51 $47.51 $47.51 $47.51 

101% 33% 59% 120% 126% 

Option 3 'As Is' $49.41 $49.41 $49.41 $49.41 $49.41 
109% 38% 66% 128% 135% 

As is illustrated in table 7, while Option 1 represents a tangible level of rates relief for commercial 
business owners the proposed level at $40.29 remains at a premium to all benchmarked comparisons. 
Specifically, the proposed rate sits at a 71% premium to the PCA benchmark of $23.59. 

Similarly, the Option 1 rate sits at a 13% premium to commercial charges within Gawler, a 35% 
premium to Charles Sturt, an 86% premium to Salisbury and a staggering 92% premium to rate 
charges within Tea Tree Gully. 

It is therefore critical that Option 1 is adopted by council as it is the only scenario which provides 
genuine relief. It is also critical that adoption of Option 1 is considered as the first step in a process to 
bring Playford's rating policy back into line with industry benchmarks and adjoining LGAs. 

Yours sincerely, 

Hamish McKnight 

Director 

M RV -1180 - Rating Strategy 10 
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RATES REVIEW FEEDBACK from Robert & Isabella HANRAHAN 
of 92 Riggs Road, Yattalunga. SA 5114 

Page 1 of 2 

I Our Preferred Option is: Option 3 Retain the current model 
--------~------------------------------~ 

Our reasons for selecting Option 3 are as follows: Dated: 23th May, 2017 

• Under the Council's proposed favoured Option 1, we have calculated our potential increase in Rates at approx. 
17% above our current rates, which we consider to be unjustifiably excessive. (Actual calculation of the 
proposed rate increase including the graded rural rebate was difficult so it may be even higher.) 

OPTION 1 Ability and Capacity to Pay 

• We strongly object to the assumption that "Ability and Capacity to Pay" are commensurate with the valuation, 
position and rated land use of our property. 

• Based on information from Paul Samson, Finance Officer at Playford City Council, the majority of properties in 
the urban areas of the Council are below a valuation of $500,000. Our property, with a land use on Rates 
notice of "Residential" is currently valued at $610,000. When we purchased our property in 2006, we paid below 
$500,000 and had both worked a lifetime, paying taxes, to purchase it for our retirement. 

Who considers that we now have a greater "capacity to pay" and on what basis? 

We are both on the Age Pension, which does not have the potential to increase substantially in the future and a 
rate increase approaching some 20% will create a further burden on already increasing costs for essential 
services e.g. electricity. 

In addition, under the proposed Option 1, it indicates that we would be subsidizing the urban areas, who 
all benefit from sealed roads, street lighting, sidewalks, close Council services, new tennis courts and 
so on, while we enjoy none of those benefits. 

We have paid for our own rainwater storage (as we do not have reticulated water), a septic tank ensures 
we do not utilize Council sewage treatment; we have no mail deliveries; no street lighting; no close 
parks, gardens or walking/cycling paths, no footpaths and no sealed road. 

For these, and other reasons, we cost the Council markedly less than urban residents. 

CONDITION OF RIGGS ROAD 

• On 14th June, 2011 we presented a comprehensive submission in person to Council , to request the sealing of 
Riggs Road and substantiated that submission with strong and valid reasons for the sealing of the road 
including the danger of the initial bend which always has loose gravel on it and is incorrectly cambered and is 
therefore unsafe (copy attached). 

• Prior to the above date, we had received an email from Andy Slager, Team Manager, Civil Design & Technical 
Services, City of Playford dated 26fh May, 2010 that "Riggs Road is currently proposed to be sealed during 
2017118 financial year". Clearly, that is no longer the case. 
In fact, I received an email from Derek Langman, Traffic Engineer Specialist, City of Playford dated 2(Jh July, 
2016 that said, to quote, "I wouldn 't anticipate Riggs Road to be sealed within the next 10 years". It appears to 
us, that it will always be "in the too hard basket". 

--- ------ - - ------ - --
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On that basis, seeing that my husband and I are aged 73 and almost 70 years of age, it seems that we are 
unlikely to ever see the road sealed and yet we are being asked to pay more rates for significantly fewer 
services and facilities than in the urban areas. 

Additionally, our house was built, according to Council records, in 1993. Therefore in almost 24 years, the City 
of Playford has made NO SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENTS to Riggs Road surface or services, save for 
repeated routine grading and repair of the road surface due to corrugations and dust following residents' 
complaints- yet now, we apparently have "the capacity to pay" to subsidize those in the urban areas who 
already enjoy all these things. We feel that it is not unreasonable, in an approximately 24 year period, to expect 
that we would have received some improved conditions on our road. 

We have noticed, however, that the Council has managed to seal Somerton Road South with only 4-5 
residences on it a year or two ago and we have more than twice that number of rated residences on Riggs 
Road. 

We would appreciate Council giving the above reasons for our selection of Option 3 some 
consideration. 

_ _.jiL-L..:tL-'Jit"'--':.UA'£tnlz,=--'-'-a)l~a""'¥Jrq...__lsabella HANRAHAN 



SUBMISSION 

to CITY OF PLAYFORD 

per Councillors Andrew Craig and Joe Federico (Ward 3) 

from the RESIDENTS OF RIGGS ROAD, YATTALUNGA 

for the URGENT UPGRADE and SEALING OF RIGGS ROAD. 

BARING.\ 

.. 

Compiled by Isabella (Kaye) HANRAHAN, 
Lot 7 Riggs Road, 

Yattalunga. S.A. 5114 
Ph: 08 8522 7887 
Mobile: 0417 861 547 
Email: rkh9@bigpond .com 

KALBEEBA 

YATTALUNGA 



PREAMBLE 

This document is to present a case to the City of Playford for the inclusion of Riggs Road in the 

Works programme of the Council before the conclusion of the 2010/2011 Financial Year. 

The residents consider this upgrading to be of an URGENT nature to address the safety and well

being of all residents, visitors, tradespeople, emergency services personnel and others who utilise 

Riggs Road. 

It is our understanding that the current rating, for the purpose of road improvement, applied to 

Riggs Road is a grading of 3 in a range of 1 to 5; 1 to 2 being considered appropriate for the road to 

be sealed (according to the information in the Council's 2009/2010 Rural Road Construction 

Program}. 

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 

Riggs Road is currently a gravel road which, at the time of writing this submission, is in poor 

condition with accumulated gravel on both sides of the road, deep corrugations and numerous pot 

holes along it entire length. The road has, this past week {6th, ih and gth May 2011), been graded, 

topped and rolled. 

However, this work has merely served to change the road from from a corrugated "dry creek bed" 

to a quagmire. The last 24 hours we have had light rain only and this has transformed the 

roadworks which have been done into a slippery and dangerous surface which is particularly 

difficult when trying to negotiate the steep gradients. 

What condition will this road will be in when the winter rains begin in earnest? 

We are also particularly concerned about the standard of the entry and exit points of the road 

surface onto the sealed surface of the Gawler-One Tree Hill Road. 

These entry and exit roads are either side of a sweeping bend on the Gawler-One Tree Hill Road 

where the speed limit is currently 100 kph and with restricted views of approaching traffic from 

both sides due to a high bank and a number of large trees between it and the Riggs Road points of 

entry. 

This section of the Gawler-One Tree Hill Road has also been designated by the S.A. Government as 

a "Black Spot" section of road and is therefore a recognised dangerous section of road. 

These factors make entering and exiting Riggs Road proper, particularly from a gravel surface, 

extremely hazardous. 



As the entry and exit roads from the Gawler-One Tree Hill Road and Riggs road proper, are also 

gravel, it is frequently used by irresponsible drivers to come down off the Gawler-One Tree Hill 

Road at speed, do a few "donuts" and exit at the other end. The fact that this part of the road is 

gravel only assists their "thrills". This activity is "an accident waiting to happen". 

Sealing Riggs Road together with its entry and exit roads to the Gawler-One Tree Hill Road, would 

largely remove the "thrill" . 

In addition, Riggs Road itself has a very sharp left hand bend at the crest of a hill adjacent to the 

driveway entries to three properties, which is extremely dangerous. 

There are also several steep gradients further along the road which, with the poor gravel surface, 

causes vehicles to lose traction, particularly in wet weather and the recent roadworks have only 

served to make this situation even worse. 

Some sections of the road, particularly at the bend adjacent to the driveway entry to lot 58, have 

accumulated a large amount of loose rounded gravel. 

During the summer of 2009/2010 we experienced a serious bushfire in Riggs Road during which a 

large number of CFS vehicles attended. 

In addition, we have witnessed a serious accident on Riggs road on the afternoon of Saturday, 20th 

March, 2010 in which visitors to one of the residents lost control of their car on the gravel surface 

of the previously mentioned sharp left-hand bend at the crest of the first hill on Riggs Road proper. 

The car subsequently hit a tree on the left of the road surface, veered sharply to the right, became 

airborne and rolled 3 times to come to rest on its roof approximately 20 metres into a steep 

paddock adjacent to the road. 

Fortunately, on this occasion, the car did not continue to roll to the bottom of the gully in that 

steep paddock and the driver and passenger were able to extricate themselves with only minor 

injuries. 

Police and CFS personnel attended and assisted as a tow truck retrieved the wreck from the 

paddock. 

PRECEDENTS 

We have noted that although Riggs road is a IINo Through Road" there are several similar roads 

nearby in Playford Council area, which have been sealed. 

These include: 

Eagles Nest Drive (Gawler end): This road has 5 households but has no steep gradients or sharp 

bends. 



Johnson Road, One Tree Hill: This road has 8 households but no steep gradients nor blind sharp 

bends. 

Kaiser Drive (off Cornishmen's Hill Road): This road has only 7 households but does have some 

bends and gradients. 

Gould Road (off Blacktop Road}: This road has been sealed for some time but in the second week 

of May, 2010 was widened with the shoulders extended with hot mix asphalt by approx. 1 m. to 

both sides. This road has 7 households, no steep gradients and a moderate left hand bend near the 

entry from Blacktop Road. 

Again it is brought to your attention that all the above roads, despite being uNo Through Roods", 

have been sealed, with Gould Road widened in 2010 despite not being listed on your website 

works programme for widening. 

We are therefore of the opinion that these precedents indicate a strong case for Riggs Road, which 

has more dangerous gradients and sharp bends together with a larger resident population, to be 

deserving of immediate upgrading to Level 1 and to be scheduled in your Works Program for 

2010/2011 for sealing as a matter of urgency. 

COUNCIL'S CURRENT RURAL ROAD CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

This program mentions that works are to be done to seal, for instance, the complete length of 

Vivian Road, Uleybury. This road contains 4 residences. 

It is also interesting to note that the Project Deliverables comment on the website states "to seal 

existing unsealed roads to prevent dust in warmer months, and to minimise the continual 

maintenance and need to resheet these roads." Does this not apply to Riggs Road?? 

Considerable sealing works are also planned for Somerton Road, Alexander Avenue and Kentish 

Road all in Bibaringa. 

While not denying that these roads need attention, why is the sealing of Riggs Road not being 

included as well, as it is the last major road on this section of the eastern side of the Gawler-One 

Tree Hill road which has not been sealed. 

RESIDENTIAL POPULATION OF RIGGS ROAD 

Currently there are 12 residences on Riggs Road. 

Some of these households conduct primary production or recreational activities which means that 

Riggs Road is frequently used by heavy trucks and horse floats as well as four wheel drive vehicles 

and smaller passenger cars. 

This traffic has increased significantly over the past 5 years. 

Several of these households are rated by the Council as "Residential". 



This ratin& as I understand it, is financially equivalent in the rating terms of the Council, to any 

urban household in residential Elizabeth or Munno Para. 

However, we have no sealed road, no footpaths, no mail deliveries, no mains water or sewerage, 

no street lighting, no school bus, no proper storm water drainage (other than dirt trenches) and 

have to travel further to shopping, medical and other facilities. 

In addition, we have to contend with dangerous and dirty road conditions, dust raised by passing 

traffic and reluctance on the part of some services and visitors to use the road due to its condition. 

I have heard the argument presented that "we chose to live here under the present conditions" and 

should not now be complaining about the unsealed road. 

However, no matter where we choose to live, as ratepayers to this Council, it is not unreasonable to 

expect that adjacent infrastructure would be improved with the passage of time, particularly in an 

area that is 5 mins. by car from Murray Street, Gawler and 10 mins. from Munno Para Shopping 

Centre, a major urban services centre. 

We, the residents of Riggs Road, therefore feel that it is time for Riggs Road to be sealed in order 

to enjoy the same basic facilities enjoyed by other ratepayers in this immediate area in the City of 

Playford. 

CONCLUSION 

We thank the Council for seriously considering this submission and await the positive outcome of 

notification that Riggs Road has been included in the 2010/2011 Works Schedule for upgrade and 

sealing of the road surface, including the entry and exit roads to Riggs Road adjacent to the Gawler

One Tree Hill road. 

PLEASE FIND ATTACHED RESIDENT DETAILS. 



31 Judd Road 
Elizabeth SA 5112 

4 May 2017 

Rating Review Consultation 
City of Playford Operations Centre 
12 Bishopstone Road 
Davoren Park, SA 5113 

Dear Sir 

I write regarding a review into Council rates. I own a house in Elizabeth alongside the sporting fields which I 
have tenanted. It wasn't easy finding a good tenant after my previous tenant damaged the house. I ask the 
Councillors to approve Option 1 before them as it will help people like me keep rent costs down for people in 
the local community. 

Any rate cut I receive I will pass onto my tenants. 

Yours faithfully, 

Karen Brown 
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Rating Review Consultation 
City of Playford Operations Centre 
12 Bishopstone Road 
Davoren Park, SA 5113 

To whom it may concern, 
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rebel 

I am writing on behalf of Super Retail Group, our store Rebel Sport is are situated in a 
shopping centre within the City of Playford district. 

In relation to the current review of the City of Playford rating policy, I would like to confirm 
our company is in support of Option 1 which will see our stores benefit from savings via 
our centre outgoings contributions. 

In a challenging retail environment any savings in relation to our tenancy costs help us to 
grow our businesses by supporting further investment in employment and marketing. 

Kind Regards, 

/JW~ 
3on Briddon 
General Manager Property- Sports Division 
Super Retail Group 
IBC Business Centre, Level 1, 
29-33 Carter Street, Lidcombe, NSW 2141 
PO Box 7534, 
Silverwater NSW 2128 
P: 02 8866 6507 I F: 02 8866 6607 
M: 0424 041 700 
E: jbriddon@rebelgroup.com.au 

www .rebelsport.com.au 



City of Playford 
12 Bishopstone Road 
Davoren Park 5113 

'Bimbimbie' 
458 Humbug Scrub Road 
Humbug Scrub 
SA5114 

10th May 2017 
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Refers: City of Playford's proposed increase of Notice of Rates to those properties whose land is 
designated for use/location as 'Primary Production'. 

As rate payers and aged pensioners, my wife and I are strongly opposed to the introduction of 
such a broad and indiscrimate increase in rates. 

This increase may have the same affect that many aged Adelaide residents have suffered under 
huge rate rises within the main city area. 

That is, aged pensioners being forced out of their long-term family home by the economic factor of 
sudden and harsh increases in their council rates. 

While we share a boundary with a neighbour who has several hundred acres, that to my 
knowledge - affords little monetary return. My choice of the word 'indiscrimate' in relation to the 
proposed rate increase can be supported by our own situation. 

We are long-term residents of Humbug Scrub and live on a bush land property of some three acres 
next to the Para Wirra Conservation Park, hardly deserving, we feel, of a hike in council rates 
applied to the broad term of Primary Production land use. 

The Cost of Living allowance will hardly compensate aged pensioners for what might be a 
ludicrous increase in their Notice of Rates within the City of Playford council area. 

Yours truly, 

C.V.E & C.AAdlard 



15 May 2017 

City Of Playford 
Rating Review Consultation 
12 Bishopstone Road 
Davoren Park SA 5113 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

City of Playford Rating Policy Review- Public Consultation 

MunnoPara 
rnyplace 

600 Main North Road 
Smithfield S.A. 5114 

PO Box 170 Smithfield 
S.A. 5114 

.. (08) 8254 5777 
t (OS) 8254 5757 

mpsc@mpsc.com.au 

www.munno.com.au 

We wish to lodge a submission in relation to the proposed rating policy currently out on public 
consultation until 23 May 2017. 

Unfortunately I will be away on the 23rd May whereby it would have been my preference to address 
elected members in relation to our submission that supports Option 1. 

Chapley Nominees are the owners of a number of commercial properties located in the City Of 
Playford including the Munno Para Shopping City, The Fields Shopping Centre and Davoren Park 
Shopping Centre. 

We represent and support approximately 150 retail and commercial business owners that provide 
significant employment opportunities to the residents of Playford. 

It is important for elected members to understand that a majority of retailers are based interstate, 
whereby many have not been made aware of the proposed rating policy or have had the opportunity 
to be in a position to respond during the consultation period. 

The detailed information contained within the consultation paper clearly highlights the inequity within 
the current rating policy. It is difficult to comprehend with 16% unemployment why a sector that 
provides the majority of employment, contributes 22% of all rate revenue is levied the highest rates 
out of all other councils within South Australia. 

The Chapley Group contributes $2,224,438.00 in rates to the City if Playford. This amount is 
approximately $1.2m more when applying the rating policy of The City of Salisbury. 

This year will be the 1 o'h anniversary since Mayor Lindsell instigated the World Cafe- Rating Policy 
Review, whereby it is disappointing that little has been achieved to reduce rates to sufficiently 
support the commercial sector during this time. 

The independent Hudson Howells report commission by Council in February 2011 indicated that the 
choice to have significantly higher commercial and industrial rates than neighbouring Councils is 
undoubtedly having a negative effect on the operations of business in the City of Playford, and 
requires careful consideration. Modeling also suggested that the current level of rates relative to 
Salisbury, costs the region in the order of 200-300 jobs per year, (relative to what there would 
otherwise be in the region). 

We do however acknowledge the strategy approved on the 24 June 2014 and the March 2015 report 
presented to council with options to increase the pace of the rate reductions however strongly urge 
council to endorse the latest changes as per Option 1 . 

Rate reductions will enable the retail and commercial business sector to simply compete in a 
competitive market that is extremely price sensitive, to be sustainable and provide employment. 



Encouraging business development through a significant rate reduction plan will create jobs and 
encourage people to make Playford their home, increasing the property demand and help stimulate 
the local economy. 

Option 1 appears to reduce our over all rates by approximately $325,250.00 or 14.6% 

Once approved by Council this amount will be immediately re invested back into our centres with 
retailers and commercial business owners utilising the cost saving to either improve their business 
or potentially provide options for additional staff. 

It is important for all elected members to clearly understand that retail and commercial businesses 
pay an occupancy cost that includes rent for the space occupied and expenditure in the form of rates 
and taxes, cost to repair and cost to maintain the premises. 

A business owner when deciding on a suitable location to open a new business will consider the 
estimated sales projection from within the trade area and the total occupancy cost. However due to 
the higher level or rates charged in Playford unless the occupancy cost is heavily reduced or a 
significant incentive provided in the form of free rent or a capital contribution towards a tenancy fitout 
it is extremely difficult to attract new businesses. 

It is vital for the growth of Playford that council continues to reduce rates to a level that is competive 
and sustainable. Without an affordable rating policy business growth will stall and unemployment will 
grow. 

In closing a former CEO stated that financial sustainability is easy to achieve. You only spend what 
you can afford. Maybe the debt ratio of Playford at this point in time is not sustainable and a review 
of the capital works program is also required . 

Thank you for the opportunity to lodge our submission and please do not hesitate to contact me 
should you have any questions or wish to discuss this further. 

~ely 

Marcus Collins 
General Manager - Property 
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To whom may concern 18/05/2017. 

After reading my local paper about the expected rate rises by Playford Council, I feel I need to express 

my concerns. 

Why do you believe we need to continually raise the rates above the 2.8%, which you say would cover 

inflation costs? 

Why are you looking specifically at increasing these rates to deplorable heights to the rural sector? 

I don't know how to voice the hurt and disappointment I feel by the totally unfeeling decisions that the 

council seem to think they have the right to make, without considering the consequences. 

You are discriminating against the very people who have NO amenities, NO roadsides to sweep, NO 

kerbs, NO street lighting, NO mains water, NO sewerage, nothing except rubbish collection, but you 

think we deserve a rate rise, it should be a refund for all the support we get. 

I would like to know where my rates are actually being spent, because it is not benefitting the rural 

sectors, our roads always have potholes, our verges are not mown, we get no assistance. In fact over 

the last few years our rates have gone up dramatically, with nothing changing in this area. 

If you are needing to raise revenue for your projects, then look to your own backyard. 

Perhaps remove the CEO, his astronomical salary would certainly help, then the mayor could be next in 

line, as he obviously does not care about the backbone of the community. Then there are the workers 

that just sit in there tractors for most of the day and definitely do not cut verges. Their pay would help, 

there is definitely too many of them. 

Why is it always Mr and Mrs average, who have worked hard to get a nice home, that are always 

targeted, to try and squeeze more money out of. 

So stop spending OUR money on YOUR projects and get back to basics and reality. 

I REQUIRE ZERO RATE RISE AND THE RATES FROZEN. 

From a disgruntled ratepayer and voter. 

Kind Regards 

Ashley Ruddock 



         Mr Ross Trimboli 
         Director GTS Farms 

PO Box 34  
Virginia SA 5120 

 
Mr Mal Hemmerling 
CEO City of Playford 
12 Bishopstone Road 
Davoren Park 5113 
 

CC: Mayor and Councillors City of Playford 

 

18 May 2017 

 

Dear Mr Hemmerling 

Rating Policy Review Consultation 

My family business GTS Farms has been operating in Virginia, South Australia, for almost 65 
years.  I have given long and well considered thought to the current Playford Council Rating 
Policy Review and fear that Option 1 will severely impact on my business, other primary 
producers, suppliers and locally employed people.   

 

Option 1 

Option 1, if adopted, will lead to unemployment in the primary production sector.  The 
following is the situation which I currently face.  At present, GTS Farms employs eight 
permanent full time staff, together with up to 25 seasonal workers throughout the year.   

GTS Farms is currently in the process of recruiting an additional two full time staff.  
However, we are now putting this business decision on hold, pending Council’s rate review 
decision.   

If Playford Council endorses Option 1 my business will need to review how it can make up 
for the massive (up to 220%) increase in rates as proposed.  If this were to occur, we would 
be left with no choice but to consider downsizing our business and reduce our current 
employee numbers.  This would result in reduced production.  Hence, the viability of 
exporting our produce would likely cease, given the reduction of productivity.  These 
examples will not only affect my business, but also the majority of local primary producers.     

If Option 1 was to be endorsed it has the potential to: 

• Increase unemployment further in an area with already significantly higher than 
average unemployment 

• Reduce food production for both the domestic and international markets 
• Increase the prices of fresh produce to the consumer 



 

An increase in food prices to the consumer has a flow on impact to every other industry as 
does an increase in unemployment, as those people affected will have reduced capacity to 
purchase other goods and services.  In turn, this will impact Council’s ability to collect rates 
from those parties affected by increased prices.  

  

“Ability and Capacity to Pay” Concept 

I am unable to understand the thought process behind the concept “ability and capacity to 
pay”.  Primary production property values have increase over time, just because they are 
worth more does not translate equally to increased income.   

For example, a property worth $500,000 today, which was worth $200,000 10 years ago, 
does not produce 2 ½ times more the amount of produce or income now than it did 10 
years ago.   

Further, the rate of return on primary production land is ordinarily much lower than that of 
many other investments. 

Hence, the perception of ‘being rich’ in assets does not translate to ‘being rich’ in liquid 
funds.   

To cover the potential increase in council rates, we cannot simply sell a small block of land 
or part of a property, as regulation prohibits this occurring.  In the past subdivision occurred 
in Newton, Campbelltown, the Torrens Valley and the like, when urban encroachment 
forced market gardeners out of those areas.  This is not an option for the primary producers 
in Playford, as you cannot carve off a small part of land to sell to make up for a deficiency in 
cash flow, whether it be for Council rates or any other purpose. 

Further, Market Gardeners constantly face challenges thrown at us by nature, including 
climate change, flood, fire, drought, frost, hail, rising shallow saline water tables, increased 
soil salinity and so on.  The life of a farmer is constantly challenged by nature in one form or 
another.  These factors impact productivity, income generation capability and the ability to 
manage expenses that would otherwise not be incurred.  For example, the recent floods in 
October 2016 together with the inclement weather pattern, severely impacted our 
production.  Therefore, we had to spend additional funds to remediate the impacts of these 
floods.  This, combined with increased energy costs well beyond inflation, are non-
recoverable for us, nor do they reduce our land value.  We can’t simply pass costs of this 
nature on to our customers, as price is determined by the retail sector.   

To produce clean, green, and environmentally sustainable food, we need to rest our soils 
through crop rotation.  This means that we can only grow on between a quarter and a third 
of our total land holding at any given time.  However, we still need to pay rates on the full 
land holding, including that from which we are not generating income in a given year. 

This is in stark contrast to commercial property which can generate income from their total 
land holding.  

 



 

 

Equitable contribution by ratepayers 

At present, Council is considering an option around “ability and capacity to pay”.  This in no 
way factors in the value of the contribution to the economy of the primary producer.  

Primary Producers contribute to the economy not only through employment, but also 
through exports and the purchase of products locally to support the growing and sale of 
their produce, such as fertilisers, seed, packaging, use of freight companies, machinery, fuel 
etc.  These businesses also employ staff who in turn spend their wages locally. 

Employees in the primary production sector may not have extensive formal education and 
this often means that employment opportunities are limited.  Many jobs in primary 
production do not require a university degree and therefore the Primary Production 
Industry provides valuable opportunities for those people who have not followed the path 
of higher education.  As you are well aware, the City of Playford has high numbers of people 
in this category and if Option 1 is adopted job prospects for these people will decrease.   

There are many of the existing successful and well established businesses within the Council 
area, such as Coles, Aldi, Woolworths, On the Run, Caltex, Bunnings, The Big Banks, 
Dominoes, McDonalds, KFC, and Hungry Jacks etc, who reside in commercial premises.  
Under Option 1, my understanding is that these businesses would receive the benefit of 
significant rates relief.   

These large, and often multinational, organisations seem the most likely to have the ability 
and capacity to pay and yet will likely have lower rates, whilst small primary production 
businesses will be asked to subsidise them.  Furthermore, I question the average level of 
Australian tax paid by some of these businesses, and therefore what they would be 
contributing from that perspective.  This hardly seems equitable or reasonable.   

If Council was really serious about attracting more commercial businesses, then they would 
be well advised to consider providing a “rates holiday” or rates subsidy in year one to any 
new business moving to the area.  This would provide a boost allowing the business to 
become established before having to pay council rates. 

You will understand that I am gravely concerned about Option 1 as proposed by Council, as 
this has the potential not only to be severely detrimental to me and my business, but also to 
every other primary producer in the area, to employees and residents of the northern area 
through reduced employment opportunities and increased food prices, as well as, to the 
local and national economy generally. 

My preferred option of those presently on the table is Option 3. 

I wish to speak at the public meeting to be held on Tuesday 23 May at 7pm.  Please 
confirm my request to speak by Monday 22 May close of business.   

Please feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss this matter further on                           
0418 817 186. 

Yours Sincerely 



 

Ross Trimboli 
Director GTS Farms 



20 May 2017 

Dear Playford Counsellors, 

We read with interest in the May edition of the "One Tree Hill Grapevine" that the council plans to 

significantly increase the rates of some properties. 

I imagine that the council will receive many negative comments regarding this increase. This letter is 

to advise that I would be glad to pay the additional rates. It is part of the Australian way of life that 

those who are well off help those who are less fortunate. It is part of the 'fair play' and equality on 

which we rightfully take a lot of price. 

Naturally, the council will agree that in the interest of that fairness, equal levels service must then 

also be provided by the council to all rate payers. 

For example, the council will surely agree that rates will not be increased until local council and 
taxation law are equal- eg the definition of primary production is equal amongst all levels of 

government. 

For example, the council will surely agree that rates will not be increased until the right to use the 

land is equal amongst all rate payers- eg the right to subdivide. 

For example, the council will surely agree that rates will not be increased until the infrastructure is 

equal amongst all rate payers- eg curbing and guttering to avoid washouts over the road after rain, 

street lighting to provide identical safety to walkers during the evening, and bike lanes provided for 

all ratepayers. 

For example, the council will surely agree that rates will not be increased until communication is 

equal amongst all rate payers- eg all rate payers have the equal ability to connect to the NBN at 

equal speeds so that the education opportunities of all children is equal. 

For example, the council will surely agree that rates will not be increased until equal access is 

provided to all recreational facilities- eg local parks within equal walking distance, equal library 

opening times, and equal access to public transport. 

For example, the council will surely agree that rates will not be increased until equal access is 

provided to basic sanitary provision- eg water, sewerage, and hospital access times. 

Since the conditions amongst rate payers is patently NOT equal, the council must retain the current 

rate structure until such a time that they are equal. In other words, option 3 as described in the 

Grapevine must be taken. 

Until the council has done its duty and equalised all services amongst all ratepayers, any other 

option is unconscionably unfair. 

Regards, 

Ken Mulder 

219 Toolunga Rd 

One Tree Hill 
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Mr and Mrs Pfau 
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To whom it may concern,  

We write in response to the City of Playford’s rating policy review and would like to take this 

opportunity to emphasise our support for option three.  

We would also like it noted that we do so in the absence of a better option; we acknowledge the 

need for progress and the desire to make our City more competitive and desirable for businesses, 

however not at the significant expense of those that benefit the least from their rates, the primary 

producers and those who live on rural properties.  

For context and prior to explaining our support for option three, we currently live on a property 

within the City of Playford. This property is likely to be considered a primary production property for 

rates purposes and we graze a small number of cattle on this property. In addition, we own two 

further properties within the City of Playford which would be considered residential for rates 

purposes. We also own other residential properties outside of the City of Playford and have owned a 

business previously. As a result, we have experienced, and continue to experience, a range of rate 

charges which has also influenced our support for option three. Unlike many that will be expressing 

opinions about the proposed rating policy, we feel this has enabled us to undertake a more balanced 

assessment of the changes.  

Despite being considered to ‘benefit’ from the changes to the residential rate charges, we still 

remain very much opposed to the proposed changes; the increase in rates we will experience on our 

one primary production property far exceeds the combined reduction in rates on our two residential 

properties. In addition to this financial imposition, we also have the following reasons for supporting 

option three: 

A. The proposed rate changes seek to rectify perceived imbalances in the current system, 

primarily reducing the rates for commercial properties and to ‘enable businesses to become 

more competitive and encourage investment’ (page 13 of the consultation paper). To do so, 

more than 90% of primary producers will experience a rate increase and ‘foot the bill’ so to 

speak. However, commercial properties benefit from their rates significantly more than 

most primary producers due to the following: 
 

i. Commercial properties benefit from more services within and near our town centres 

which primary producers do not have the same access too; 
 

ii. Commercial businesses have a greater impact on Council’s infrastructure than most 

primary producers. For example, commercial properties attract traffic and require a 

robust road network which they more rapidly degrade (and receive more frequent 

road upgrades for) than any primary production properties (who often have dirt or 

low priority roads). We also manage storm water on our own land rather than 

commercial and residential properties which utilise Council’s storm water 

infrastructure;  
 

iii. Commercial properties often experience the larger profits and/or returns compared 

to primary producers. Primary producers often rely on additional streams of income 
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to operate and/or live (especially for those who are ‘retired’ such as us); the income, 

if any, generated by the land is often insufficient; and 
 

iv. Commercial properties can claim their rates as a tax deduction whilst primary 

producers, who often live on their land as well, often cannot claim their rates as a 

tax deduction. 
 

As a result of the above, we feel that primary producers ‘footing the bill’ for commercial 

properties is inequitable and hence our support for the current rating policy and option 

three. 
 

B. Primary producers are unlikely to receive any benefits despite the significant increase in our 

rates. For example, improvements to Cornishmans Hill Road to ensure safety for those who 

walk along this road (such as a footpath, road widening and/or a speed reduction) or finally 

smoothing out Black Top Road (albeit this is a DPTI managed road). These upgrades would 

not be more achievable as a result of the rate increase but rather this money would 

subsidise the rates of properties who already benefit from a better road and footpath 

network (as described above).  
 

C. The rating policy review and public consultation paper suggest that option one relates to the 

‘ability and capacity to pay’. With many rural properties having recently experienced 

devastating floods, being owned by older residents and/or requiring primary producers to 

have a source of employment to survive in addition to working their land, the change in 

distribution of rates is not distributing rates to those who have the ‘ability and capacity to 

pay’.  
 

D. Primary producers and their land are receiving increasing recognition, support and 

protection by the South Australian Government. For example, through the Right to Farm Bill 

2015 and the introduction of the Environment and Food Production Areas within the 

Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016. The City of Playford however seeks to 

increase the financial stress and pressure on our State’s primary producers including those 

who have recently experienced devastating floods.  

It is clear that the focus of the rating policy review is to better align with the City of Playford’s 

Commercial Rates Strategy and option three will admittedly not achieve this. As a result, we are 

concerned that your primary producers, who also contribute to the economy and employment 

within the district, will not be heard and are concerned that option three may be ignored. Should 

you not wish to keep the current rating policy, we strongly encourage you to revisit and consider 

alternative options that will not detrimentally impact primary production properties such as those 

proposed.  

We appreciate your consideration, the opportunity to raise our concerns and hope you view option 

three favourably.  

Kind regards, 

 
Mr and Mrs Pfau 



Rating Review Consultation 

City of Playford Operations Centre 

12 Bishopstone Road, 

Davoren Park.  S.A.  5113     22nd May, 2017 

 

Dear Playford Council its Councilors, Management, Mayor and CEO, 

 

We write to you as a primary producer to object on the idea of considering or lifting our 
council rates towards byway of decreasing the Commercial and Residential.   

The City of Playford has presented from a thought bubble three rate options for 
consultation for the community with the goal to stimulate job creation in response to a 
decline in car manufacturing and increased financial pressures. 

The contentious option includes a rate reduction for 66 per cent of residential ratepayers, 
91pc of commercial properties and 31pc of vacant land properties, with an increase in 
rates for primary producers. 

From responses to the media you have stated 6.9pc of primary production properties 
would receive a reduction, while 50pc would have no change or a small increase. You 
also claim only 1pc of producers would have more significant rate increases.  We ask if 
you have lived the life of a Primary Producer to come up with this information without 
considering the future implications and not the present on these figures as the proposal 
would double or, in some cases, triple the rates. 

We do not think you totally understand the life of a Primary Producer whom not only 
contend with the effects of weather, drought and floods, the rise and fall of our economy, 
the low costs and wastage from our supermarkets provide to us, the imports of food 
against our best we provide, the trade location needed of primary production delivery, the 
constant increase of water and electricity costs, the 7 day a week with 14 hour days.  And 
after years of the above there is the possibility there is no succession and the land 
becomes vacant?  ONLY to be hit with a Council Rate Increase. 

If you are to increase commercial interest in the City of Playford  it should not come “off 
the backs of primary producers”. But urge you to consider other methods we have not 
heard yet, rather than target the food bowl of S.A.  We are sure there is efficiencies in the 



Playford Council to consider firstly along with further assistance from State and Federal 
Government. 

The Primary Production area of Playford Council is a significant industry that does 
provide significant jobs, and by way of these increases will only create further cost 
reductions, less employment,  and less investment in infrastructure, when we are already 
facing increased financial pressure with the lift in electricity prices.  We can only guess 
you don’t think the Food Bowl is as important as the car manufacturing industry closure 
then. 

“We want to keep council rates where they are” 

As custodians to your community, Playford Councilors, our Mayor and CEO, Please get 
on your bikes and listen to the Primary Producers, please do not create these walls of 
division between all concerned in your community and leave the rates where they are. 

 
 
Sincerely 
  
Steve Barilla 
Primary Producer of Playford 
 
Barilla Olive Oil 
Lot 286 Stebonheath Road, 
Munno Para Downs.  S.A.  5114 
 
Email: Steve@barillaoliveoil.com  
 

mailto:Steve@barillaoliveoil.com
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City of Playford Rating Policy Review- Public Consultation 

~ 
Dear M~cherty 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission on the City of Playford Rating Policy Review 
currently out for public consultation. 

Property Council of Australia - who we are 

First and foremost, the Property Council of Australia is the peak body for South Australia's largest private 
sector employer and biggest industry, which accounts for 10.8 per cent of the state's economic activity 
(or $10.5 billion) . 

It builds prosperity by paying $4.4 billion in wages and salaries- one in six people draw their wage directly 
or indirectly from property- and one million South Australians have a stake in property through their super 
funds. 

Of particular relevance to your Council's current consultation, property is the largest single industry 
contributor paying 56.6 per cent of state taxes, local government rates, fees and charges. 

Playford Rates Review 

In terms of the leadership your Council has shown through this process, we would first like to commend 
you for undertaking a review of your current rating system. The Property Council believes that a 
sustainable council rating system should be implemented to provide Local Governments with funding for 
services without discouraging economic investment. 

Your consultation set out to review the current method for setting rates and what alternative methods may 
be more appropriate for the community. Your paper sought feedback on three options: 

• Option One: Ability and capacity to pay 
• Option Two: A hold on commercial property owner rates 
• Option Three: No change 

At first blush, we are pleased that you are actively working to reduce rates for the commercial sector, 
which for too long has carried much of the taxation burden in your council area. In fact, it's been an 
onerous weight on a sector that drives economic growth. 

The information presented in the consultation paper clearly highlights the inequity and anti
competitiveness within the Council's current rating policy. As you would be aware, South Australia is 
struggling economically under the highest unemployment rates in the nation, which means we should be 
doing everything we can to support business growth and job creation. 

As an example, one of our members has informed us that they pay upwards of $2 million in rates to the 
City of Playford. In comparison, they pay less than half this amount in the neighboring City of Salisbury. 

PROSPERITY JOBS STRONG COMMUNITIES 
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If this was a contest around taxation competitiveness, Salisbury wins every time in a two-horse race. This 
disparity could have a direct negative effect on the City of Playford with business and building owners 
deciding to move their operations and investments to more affordable jurisdictions. 

While we do commend you and your Council for the proactive decision to review your existing system, 
the Property Council believes that the options presented in the consultation paper do not go far enough 
in reducing rates or making the City of Playford a more competitive and attractive investment area. We 
believe that commercial rates need to be lowered substantially without cost shifting these taxes onto other 
productive sectors of our economy, like primary producers. 

We support the lowering of rates for the commercial sector and believe that the City of Playford can 
achieve these savings (and more) through internal efficiencies rather than tax hikes on agricultural land. 

Hence, the Property Council recommends that the City of Playford examines its internal operations for 
any cost savings and efficiencies rather than taxing two of the most productive parts of the economy. The 
property industry contributed $10.5 billion to Gross State Product in 2013-14 and agriculture, forestry and 
fishing contributed $5.4 billion in the same year. 1 When combined, these two sectors contributed 16.4 per 
cent to the state's economic footprint and 116,000 direct jobs. If we start shifting taxes around like pawns 
on a chessboard, there could be unintended economic consequences. 

That's why the City of Playford should consider taking a leadership position with neighbouring councils to 
examine ways of cost sharing to lower expenditure. This could include entering into a variety of shared 
service and outsourcing arrangements as well as resource sharing. 

National Rates Perspective 

South Australian councils are heavily reliant on a relatively narrow base for their revenue. Approximately 
63 per cent of South Australian council revenue comes from rates compared to 38 per cent for Australia 
as a whole. Adelaide metropolitan councils are even more reliant on rate revenue than the state as a 
whole with rates accounting for 76 per cent of their total revenue base. The over-reliance on rate revenue 
in South Australia means that any cost pressures are more likely to result in rate increases than in other 
states where there is a greater capacity to fund activities from commercial activities or other sources. 

Brisbane City Council provides a meritorious case study of a council diversifying its revenue base and 
reducing its reliance on rates. The City of Brisbane Investment Corporation - which is wholly owned by 
the Brisbane City Council and is effectively the city's future fund - invests in commercial property and 
other investments on behalf of ratepayers. The fund had equity of $236 million in 2015 and returned a 
$20 million dividend to the council. In total, the Brisbane City Council receives dividends of around $70 
million per annum from its commercial enterprises, while rates contribute only 38 per cent to the total 
revenue base. 

The City Deals Opportunity 

The Property Council also encourages the City of Playford to look at City Deals as a way of driving 
innovation and growing its cost base. 

City Deals are an innovative approach to infrastructure funding and political decision making with a focus 
on specified economic regions. City Deals bring together local and higher tiers of government to 
collectively prioritise infrastructure projects and agree on long-term (1 0-30 year) funding mechanism and 
commitments that aim to deliver a set of agreed economic and social outcomes. 

The City Deals model was championed in the UK by the British Government and aimed to build stronger 
urban and regional growth via smarter strategic planning, infrastructure investment, and local governance. 
As at June 2014, 20 City Deals were being implemented across the UK, ranging from complex multi-

1 AEC Group Ply Ltd, 2015, Economic Significance of the Propertv lnduslrv to /he South Australian Economy, pg. iii 

propertycouncil.com.au I ~ @propertycouncil 
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partner agreements such as the Greater Manchester City Deal, to less complex deals like the Bristol City 
Region and Liverpool City Region City Deals. 

City Deals seek to lift the level of rigour and co-operation around large scale infrastructure investment into 
growing city-regions, which has historically been perceived as being political, ad-hoc and unplanned. 

While cities often drive economic growth, the income and tax receipts from this activity goes mainly to 
state or federate government- there is a disproportionate flow back- and cities are often stuck with the 
problems stemming from growth like congestion, pollution, and a shortage of affordable housing. 2 

To date, three City Deals have been announced in Australia, involving the Townsville, Western Sydney, 
and Launceston economic regions respectively. Each deal is unique and aims to deliver location specific 
outcomes. 

Australian City Deals currently being undertaken have focused on three key areas - transport, housing, 
and regeneration investment. 

The Property Council of Australia supports the introduction of a City Deal in South Australia. The City of 
Playford could greatly benefit from a City Deal agreement that promotes long-term strategic thinking 
around infrastructure and investment. 

Recasting Council boundaries in South Australia3 

In modelling the economic impact of local government reform in South Australia, ACIL Allen has looked 
at similar reforms interstate and assessed the scope of reform that could be possible in South Australia 
taking into account existing shared service agreements between councils and the reforms that occurred 
in 1998. 

ACIL Allen has modelled a reduction in councils from 68 to 32 councils, with a reduction in metropolitan 
councils from 19 to 9 and a reduction in regional councils from 49 to 23. A reform of this nature is more 
conservative than options considered in the past. 

The economic benefits and costs of further council reforms in South Australia were assessed in relation 
to the existing structure of 68 councils. A reduction in councils in South Australia by around 50 per cent 
would deliver savings to councils and the community of around $65 million per annum and result in a total 
benefit of around $505 million in Net Present Value terms. 

While there are significant upfront costs in implementing any reforms, the benefit overwhelmingly 
outweigh the costs resulting in a benefit-cost ratio is 4.54. 

While this report provides an estimate of the potential financial benefits of council mergers, the real 
benefits should be in terms of improved services and lower rates which could be passed onto the 
community and improved capacity and capability of councils to provide essential infrastructure. For many 
of the relatively small councils in South Australia, this improved capability is likely to be considerable. 

The modelling undertaken indicates that there will be substantial economic benefits from further council 
reform, any reform of local government in South Australia, however, should not be purely driven by 
financial considerations but should underpin a broader reform process aimed at redesigning the role, 
function and structure of local government to better meet the challenges going forward. 

2 Marie Sansom, March 31, 2017, What the UK can teach Australia about City Deals in GovernmentNews 
3https:/lwww.propertyt::ouncil.com.auMJeb/Content/Media Release/SN2016/Councjl amalgamations to deliver 500m t 
o state.aspx 
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The Property Council recommends that the City of Playford consider council mergers to provide 
efficiencies and improved services to the community. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Property Council recommends: 

1. Lowering rates for the commercial sector. We believe that the City of Playford can achieve these 
savings (and more) through internal efficiencies rather than tax hikes on agricultural land. 

2. Take a leadership position with neighbouring councils to examine ways of cost sharing to lower 
expenditure. 

3. Investigate ways of diversifying the Council's revenue base and reduce its reliance on rates. 

4. Examine City Deals as a way of driving innovation and growing the Council's revenue base. 

5. Consider council mergers to provide efficiencies and improved services to the community. 

If you have any questions in relation to this submission, please don't hesitate to contact my office on 
8236 0900. 

Yours sincerely 

Daniel Gannon 1 SA Executive Director 

propertycouncil.com.au I "# @propertycouncil 
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Monday, 29 May 2017 
 

PLAYFORD SHOULD RETHINK RATING POLICIES SAYS PICCOLO  
 

The City of Playford have been asked to rethink the proposed changes to their rating policies 
by local Member of Parliament, Mr Tony Piccolo. 
 
Mr Piccolo has written to Mayor Glenn Docherty in response to representations he received 
from angry ratepayers in the City of Playford Council area. 
 
It has been reported that more than 500 people attended a Playford Council meeting last 
Tuesday evening to protest the Council’s proposed rating policy changes. 
 
The proposed changes could see some market gardeners paying double to more than three 
times their current rate, while homeowners in the new Playford Alive area will also be 
heavily hit. 
 
Mr Piccolo said that such a massive increase in rates would be too difficult for some 
landowners to absorb into their businesses in one year.  
 
“I have received numerous representations from ratepayers regarding the proposals the 
Council is considering to adopt,” Mr Piccolo said. 
 
As a result of the representations, Mr Piccolo has written to the Mayor of the City of 
Playford, Glenn Docherty.  
 
Quoting from Mr Piccolo’s letter he outlined his concerns about the proposed policy 
changes. 
 
“Primary producers will potentially be hit the hardest by the policy proposal,” Mr Piccolo 
said. 
 
“I can understand that Council is keen to promote economic activity by reducing rates on 
‘commercial’ properties, but I am at a loss to understand why ‘primary producers’ are not 
treated as small businesses.  
 
“Primary Production properties currently attract a lower rate, however, the enormous 
increase proposed by Option 1 would make it very difficult for some primary producers to 
absorb, and this can only result in lower employment in this sector.   
 
“Primary Producers in the Munno Para West/Downs area and Angle Vale will be hit by 
these increases. 
 



For more information, contact Tony Piccolo on 8522 2878  
 

“In my correspondence to Mayor Docherty, I noted that while a number of residential 
properties will receive some relatively minor rate relief, a number of residents will 
experience quite significant rate increases. 
 
“Properties with a capital value of more than about $250,000 will incur rate increases, in 
addition to any general rate increases. 
 
“These rate increases will certainly have a negative financial impact on residents in the 
Munno Para, Munno Para West and Munno Para Downs areas. 
 
“Based on my own experience, I would respectfully recommend to your Council that it 
engage with the community further and explore a broader range of rating policy models 
that may be more acceptable to a majority of ratepayers. 
 
“While this may result in a delay in any policy implementation, it may be a small price to 
pay compared to the ongoing criticism Council is likely to receive from a community that 
believes the ‘consultation’ process has been tokenistic.  
 
“If Council is not of the mind to delay the implementation of a new rating policy, it would 
be prudent to phase them in over a period of time, to enable primary producers and 
residents to adjust and absorb the increases,” he said. 
 
END 

 



  
 
 

Angle Vale & Districts Residents Association 
 
 

Mayor Glen Docherty 
City of Playford, 
10, Playford Boulevard, 
Elizabeth SA. 
 
Re: City of Playford Rating Policy Review 2017 
 
Dear Mayor Docherty, 
 
We ask that the current the current rating policy review being undertaken by the City of Playford be 
withdrawn in its current form and a comprehensive  consultation process be undertaken for the 
development of a new , fair and balanced financially responsible policy can be developed with the 
input of all key stakeholders in the community. 
 
The reasons for this request are as follows; 
 
1. Improper level of  consultation 
2. Consultation period was not long enough 
3. Unfair bias towards some wards when voting 
4. Elected members not giving fair weight to the consultation process 
5. Further issues not currently identified, 
 
 
 
1. Improper level of consultation 
 
(1) The City of Playford Public Consultation Policy as listed on the council web site provides 
for a number of levels of consultation in all instances where consultation with the community 
occurs. 
(2) Part 3. Definitions, states that Consultation is “The process of informed dialogue between 
Council and the public” 
(3) Part 3. Definitions , states that Communication is the exchange of information, opinions and 
ideas between Council and the public. 
(4) Section 4 of the policy “ Procedure” states, 
“ The relevant Practice Manager will be informed of: 
• All consultations undertaken by Council staff that will be publically advertised. 
 
 The Practice Manager will determine the level of risk associated with the proposed 
consultation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



(1) We put that the Practice Manager has made an error in this process in that the Rating Policy 
Review 2017 should have been determined to be off a high level risk consultation and so should 
have been afforded a higher level of consultation. 
 
(2) Items to be considered when accessing the risk include the following , 
◦ Sensitivity and nature of the issue 
◦ Number of stakeholders to be impacted by the decision 
◦ Scale of Public interest 
◦ Degree of complexity 
◦ Degree of political sensitivity 
◦ Availability of resources 
◦ Media interest 
 
 
 
Rating scale (with scores added)  
 
Sensitivity and nature of the issue; Clearly as this policy has the potential to raise rates for some 
ratepayers by up to 359% and with over 5000 residential ratepayers to have increases of over 18% 
this is clearly a sensitive issue. (score 5) 
 
Number of stakeholders to be impacted by the decision; This policy review affects all 39,625 of 
listed ratepayers within the City of Playford. (Score 5) 
 
Scale of Public interest; Any change of a policy that has the potential to affect so many in such a 
drastic manner would also be meet with large scale public interest. (score 4) 
 
Degree of complexity; Once you start looking at this policy its easy to see the degree of complexity 
is very high with no less than 22 tables and 10 graphs to try and compare some of which do not 
have similar information displayed. ( score 5) 
 
Degree of political sensitivity; Rate capping has been put on the agenda for the next state election 
and any attempt to increase rates in such a large scale was always going to attract interest, as is the 
grouping together of a sector being the Farmers and growers who are only recently recovering from 
flooding and looking to pass on huge increases. ( score 4) 
 
Availability of resources; Due to the complexity of this issue and the fact that it will affect all 
ratepayers then clearly the council  should ensure what ever resources are required are available. 
This may have required the council to move funding from items such as overseas trips for the 
Mayor and CEO so to use that funding for this issue ( score 3) 
 
Media interest; Maybe it was the councils idea to avoid media interest in this matter with its level 
of consultation. ( score 5) 
 
The score inserted above have been insert with the benefit of hindsight however due to the nature of 
this policy its hard to see how those scores could be much lower. 
 
Result is a score of 31. 
 
Any score over 16 is measured as high risk where a higher level of engagement is recommended. 
Any score over 26 is measured as very high with action mandatory to reduce or manage the risk and 
if this is not likely to consider changing the project. 



 
 
1. Consultation period was not long enough 
 
1. While the period of consultation was longer than the Councils minimum and also the 
minimum as referred to in the Act both of these are minimum requirements only and the length of 
the consolation period should reflect the issue being consulted on. 
2. Without any previous involvement of keystake holders from both residential ratepayers and 
primary producers the period of consultation was not long enough to allow for both a full 
understanding of the policy but also the awareness of this policy. We continue to encounter 
ratepayers from areas ranging from Andrews Farm to Hillbank that as of the close of the 
consultation period where not aware of this policy. 
3. Due to the complexity of this policy a longer consultation period would have allowed all 
sectors the time to understand the policy and make submissions. 
4. A longer consultation period would have allowed the council to better manage the 
submission process on the night of the 23rd of May 2017 that resulted in 119 people turn up and 
register to speak on the night however due to the poor planning of the council of this process of the 
119 that registered to speak, 29 left without speaking. Those who left with out speaking had to leave 
the meeting for various reasons including family responsibilities and work the following day. Even 
with so many leaving early verbal presentations did not finish until past midnight some 5 hours 
after the start of the meeting. 
 
 
 3. Unfair bias towards some wards when voting 
 
1. Currently the City of Playford is made up of 6 wards made up in the following manner 
 
Ward Electors Councillors No per councillor 
1 14,959 3 4,986 
2 11,496 3 3,832 
3 6,456 2 3,228 
4 9,977 3 3,325 
5 6,302 2 3,151 
6 6,838 2 3,419 
 
As the rating review policy consultation paper does not contain information in relation to the values 
of properties and areas. Independent research shows that wards 4 and 5 stand to benefit the most 
from the new rate policy and clearly have the lowest number of ratepayers per councillor. This 
results in more votes on a council decision per ratepayer than for other areas.  
 
We claim that this situation is in breach of the Local Government Act 1999 . 
 
Chapter 2- The System of Local Government 
8- Principles to be observed by a council 
A council must act to uphold and promote observance of the following principles in the 
performance of its roles and functions - 
 (a) provide open, responsive and accountable government; 

(b) be responsive to the needs, interests and aspirations of individuals and groups within the 
community; 



(g) manage its operations and affairs in a manner that emphasises the importance of service 
to the community; 
(j) achieve and maintain standards of good public administration; 

 
Clearly passing a policy which has the potential for such large impacts in that it has winners and 
losers while the ward quotas are so badly out of proportion is grossly unfair, unjust and 
unreasonable. This is not providing open, responsive and accountable government.  
 
The council has admitted that the ward quotas are out by as much as 33.6% in its review of the 
current wards. 
 
With the system that is currently in place a councillor from ward 5 who is given 1 vote based on 
representing just 3,151 ratepayers compared to a councillor from ward 1 who also gets only 1 vote 
on behalf of 4,986 ratepayers. 
 
To take advantage of this situation prior to changes in the ward ratios next year show a complete 
lack of empathy and consideration for those ratepayers in ward 1. 
 
 4, Elected members not giving fair weight to the consultation process 
 
It's quite apparent from social media comments made from some councillors that they are not giving 
the submissions made by ratepayers fair weight and in fact some councillors left the meeting early 
before receiving a summary of the written submissions and have already stated which way they are 
voting. 
 
Any such action taints the consultation process and as a minimum is in breach of the Objects of the 
Act. 
 
It could also be put that the way in which the Rating Review Consultation Paper was written has 
given an unfair leaning towards Option 1 clearly pushing an agenda of the council administration. 
 
 5, Further issues not currently identified 
 
While the items listed so give council enough reason to withdraw the rating review policy it seems 
we are continuing daily to come across new issues and concerns which we are happy to pass on as 
they emerge. 
 
Summary. 
 
The Rating Review Policy is floored on so many levels from consultation through to the policy 
itself being unfair and unjust. We ask that the policy be withdrawn immediately. Due to the current 
time frame. We ask for a response by close of business Tuesday the 30th of May 2017. If by this 
stage the matter has not been resolved we will forward the matter to the Ombudsman for further 
investigation. 
 
We are willing to meet and discuss this matter in the hope of resolving it. 
 
Shaun Reardon 
President 
Angle Vale & Districts Residents Association. 
 

 



RETAILERS & MANUFACTURERS 
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Ratmg Rev1ew Consultation 
C1ty of Playford Operat1ons Centre 
12 B1shopstone Road 
Davoren Park, SA 5113 

To whom it may concern 

Charlesworth Nuts 
NUTS A BOUT CHARLESWORTH NUTS 

We are wntmg today m response to the C1ty of Playford's Ratmg Policy 
Rev1ew before the council 

Firstly, a b1t of background about Charlesworth Nuts. Beginning m 1934 with 
a stall at the Central Market, Charlesworth Nuts has grown 1nto a th1rd 
generat1on fam1ly business with 11 locations throughout the Adelaide CBD 
and suburbs One of our stores, at the Elizabeth Shopping Centre, falls in the 
C1ty of Playford s boundanes 

As a company we recognise the tough enwonment that faces all business in 
South Austral ia Th1s IS especially prevalent m the Northern Suburbs w1th the 
pendmg closure of Holden. Desp1te th1s, we apprec1ate how act1ve the 
Playford counc1l has been with 1n1t1at1ves such as the Playford C1ty CBD and 
the upgrades of the Sportmg and Health precincts m the area The C1ty of 
Playford's Rat1ng Polley Rev1ew is another proactive step that the council IS 

takmg to ensure businesses in the area remain prosperous and viable, while 
also attractmg new ventures 1nto the Northern Suburbs 

In regards to the C1ty of Playford 's Rat1ng Policy Rev1ew, we strongly support 
Option 1, the ab11ity and capac1ty to pay taxation model which, in our opinion, 
w1ll encourage growth withm the area From a Charlesworth Nuts point of 
v1ew, the posit1ve effect 1s twofold F1rstly, any easmg of commercial costs, 
makmg 1t more v1able to do busmess, 1s strongly supported and appreciated 
1n a challenging enwonment 

Secondly, 1f there 1s an easmg of rates overall, both individually and 
commercially, 1t prov1des greater confidence for everyone llv1ng and working 
m the area lnd1v1duals benefit w1th more 1ncome while new and ex1sting 
businesses 1nvest m the northern suburbs, providing more assurances and 
secunty for everyone m the area The end result of this is more people are in 
the Northern Suburbs, and these people have a greater ability to spend wh1ch 
in turn means our customer base Increases It is then of course up to us to 
ensure our product IS good enough to attract thiS larger base 

Thank you for taking the t1me to read th is letter, and we applaud you for 
cons1denng ways to keep the Northern Suburbs viable. Again, we strongly 
support Opt1on 1 in the C1ty of Playford's Ratmg Policy Review, and 
recommend you vote 1n favour of th 1s 

If you would l1ke to discuss th 1s further, please feel free to contact us. 

Mark Charlesworth 
D1rector 

Dermott Taylor 
Reta11 Manager 



City of Playford - Council Submission 

We believe current Council rates and the cost of doing business in the Playford Council are 
excessive given the current economic environment. We employ over 50 staff locally and 
have had to review and cut our current employment numbers to combat the continual 
increase in rent and out goings. This has a cascading effect within the Playford area as we 
start to contribute the reduction in the economic environment and also the lack of 
employment opportunity within the Playford Council. 

The reduction of rates makes commercial sense for local business and also the Council as it 
allow us to continue to employ which stimulates the financial environment and reduces 
unemployment, drug use, crime and develops a better educated community. 

This will give the Council a competitive edge in attracting new businesses to the area . 

We strongly believe our rates are not aligned with other Councils in similar environments 
which is adding pressure to a already struggled retail sector. By reducing rates will assist in 
stimulating the Playford Council and provide opportunity for our local people. 

Please Conder the above submission when making your decision. 

Regards, 

~M' 
Stephen Keens 
Director 
Telstra Stores Elizabeth, Munno Para & Salisbury 



From David Kerrison 
PO Box 107, One Tree Hill SA 5114 

Written Submission 23rd May 2017  
In regard to City Of Playford (Rating Policy Review) 

  

The City of Playford has produced the rating review consultation paper for its 
councillors to decide between three Options, so they can reduce the 
commercial rates. The first Option is called option 1- ability and capacity to 
pay. No evidence has been tabled to support this and is a misrepresentation. 
 

Response to consultation paper 
 

In the Rating Policy Review Consultation Paper the council states at 2.1 One of 
the key objectives of the rating is to ensure the “ability and capacity to pay” 
taxation principle is applied. Therefore, they have reviewed the current rating 
model and are seeking feedback on the three options. The council now has a 
large number of feedback forms that show in our rural community a number of 
important facts, 30% plus are retired, 88% say their property value is not a 
reflection of their ability to pay and cannot afford the increase. 
 
The council confirms and acknowledges in their report at 4.1 One problem with 
a wealth tax is the tax payer who owns a property that has a higher value may 
not have the income to pay a higher level of tax. This is consistent with the 
feedback forms lodged on the community meeting nights. Nowhere in the 
report does it consider the impact of the changes on the retired, pensioners, 
health card holders, people on disabilities and the like. It does not consider the 
higher mortgage levels of people who live in these areas that have higher 
capital values. 
 
It is interesting to review the median wages, while some variances do occur 
they do not reflect people’s mortgage levels, expenses associated with living in 
the rural environment. 
 
The council states in the report at 4. Councils are faced with the challenge of 
 -Establishing a level of infrastructure and services for its community. 
 
This highlights a very critical issue, Budgeting and Spending. The council 
acknowledges the difficult financial times in the north but wishes to continue 
spending as if we are an affluent suburb of Adelaide. We need the council to 
provide and maintain the basic services. Not the elaborate upgrading of 
facilities or the new proposed $10,000,000 under cover bowling green. 



 
The council has had a very high commercial rating for a long time. They have 
failed to introduce a differential rating for the different commercial properties. 
So the council has been collecting more than its fair share of revenue. Once 
again I say they have a budgeting and spending issue. 
 
In  June 2014,  The City of Playford stated in its Commercial rate Review 
strategy “Council deems businesses as having a higher capacity to pay based on 
their higher than average value of property owned and their ability to generate 
profit from the property” also stating “This sector relies heavily on Council 
infrastructure and services including roads, drainage and street lighting to 
provide access for their customers”. 
 
The council has had a very strong position on the ability and capacity to pay of 
the business sector but has now had a dramatic shift. It is shifting the burden 
of its budgeting and spending problems to the rural and residential sectors, 
without considering peoples capacity to pay in a fair and transparent manner. 
We don’t have the income of business and we don’t have the high draw on 
services of the business sector. In the rural sector we do not have the same 
access to facilities provided by council. These proposed changes are unfair and 
unjust. 
 
In the primary production zones the report does not consider that many of the 
farming enterprises are income neutral and often have negative cash flows 
accruing losses. The State Legislation recognises the often difficult position 
that primary producers are in, the impact of rising land values from the 
lifestyle buyer and the associated financial impacts. That is why there is state 
legislation that provides provision for Notional Value and land tax exceptions. 
The City of Playford is going against the State of South Australia in applying its 
own taxation principle, if option 1 was to be selected. 
 
Another concern that I have under option 1, is the council has included the 
rebates in its calculated rate increase. These are discretionary rebates, which 
mean the actual rates could actually increase above the dramatic levels 
proposed. These additional increases would be 7.5% to 40% for the primary 
production properties.  
 
The council has indicated that they do not have intentions to remove the 
rebates at this stage, but I present to the councillors, how can the resident’s 
have confidence in the council. It was only three years ago they tabled the rate 



reduction of the commercial rates with a plan. This plan has been abandoned 
to my understanding as it was flawed and did not work. 
 

Lack of transparency or misrepresentation 
 

The City of Playford has not been transparent in applying the ability and 
capacity to pay principle. 
 
The reasons promoted to justify the rate changing policy are mostly 
statements without reason or evidence. 
 In other areas 11.1.1 making statements like 66% of rate payers would receive 
a rate reduction to support councils preferred option. In Elizabeth 52% of these 
properties are rental properties. Landlords are receiving a rate reduction. 
Ability and capacity to pay principle? I ask. 
 

Conclusion 
 

The council has not applied the “ability and capacity to pay principle” 
adequately or responsibly. 
 
Under section 151 the council must produce a public report that addresses a 
number of issues when considering changing their basis of rating. All of the 
items have not been addressed adequately in the report, it is my opinion that 
the council is in breach of the requirements under the act. I would question 
the validity of any change based on this report. 
 
The only reasonable and socially responsible option at this point is to continue 
with option 3 (current) 
 
David Kerrison 
PO Box 107, One Tree Hill SA 5114 
0417 847 810 
davidk@live.com.au 
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Submrssion ro the Citv uj Playford on its Rating Policy l?el'ie1v 
Cnnsultatwn Paperhy Potatoeo:; South Australra Inc 

Executive Summary 

Potato South Australia Inc. and its stakeholders strongly advise the following: 

• Option 1 of the Rating Policy Review Consultation Paper as it is currently proposed 

is contrary to Section 158(2)(d) of the local Government Act and cannot lawfully 

be carried out eliminating Option 1 as a course of action. (Refer attached legal 

opinion from Griffins Lawyers.) 

• Potatoes South Australia and Primary Producers have no objection to the premise 

of lower rates for commercial/industrial properties but question why it is proposed 

that the impact falls on 4,468 properties (Vacant Land, Primary Production & Other 

- average increase $711) rather than 38,348 properties (Residential, Vacant Land, 

Primary Production & Other- average increase $66). 

• The issue of equity in taxation has been lost in the development of a solution to 

the over-taxing of commercial and industrial properties at the expense of Primary 

Production, Vacant land and Other properties. 

• The preferred option is Option 3 - no change, for the present, with the City of 

Playford going back to the drawing board and re-assessing, from a strategic 

perspective, how it will rate its community equitably. 

It is clear that the very high commercial/industrial rates are an Issue for the City of 

Playford. However, solving that issue by shifting a high rate burden from one class of 

ratepayers to another class of ratepayers is not an equitable solution. 
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Suhmisswn to the City of Playford on lls Roling PoltCJ Uevtew 
ConsultatiOn Paper hv Potatoes South Australia Inc. 

1 Purpose of this Submission 
The purpose of this submission is to: 

A. Advise the City of Playford that Option 1 set out in its Rating Policy Review 

Consultation Paper is contrary to Section 158(2)(d) of the Local Government Act; 

B. Indicate the inequity inherent in Option 1 in that Primary Production, Vacant Land 

and Other land uses, totalling 4,446 properties (11.3% of the total), should bear the 

full burden (plus more for a reduction in Residential rates) for a rate reduction for 

1,227 Commercial and Industrial properties; and 

C. Recommend to the City of Playford that the only option it can adopt for the 2017/18 

rating year is Option 3 - no change - and go back to the drawing board to find an 

equitable basis for providing relief to Commercial and Industrial properties from 

2018/19. 

2. Preliminary Cotnments 
At the outset of this submission it is important to state that Potatoes South Australia and 

Primary Producers are not averse to a reduction in the level of rate revenue sourced from 

commercial and industrial properties. It is quite clear from an analysis of the rating policies 

of South Australian councils that the City of Playford has the highest differential for 

commercial/industrial rates of any council, compared to the residential rate in the dollar as 

a base. Table 1 shows that for the 13 councils that have a differential greater than 100% the 

City of Playford has the highest differential of those 13 councils. 

Commerdal % Industrial % 
Co una'/ General Rate Rate differential Rate differential 

Playford 0.2279920 1.3854700 507.68% 1.3854700 507.68% 

Whyalla 0.8700000 3.1571000 262.89% 3.1571000 262.89% 

Roxby Downs 0.4960000 1.5560000 213.71% 1.2386000 149.72% 

Charles Sturt 0.2783146 0.8694054 212.38% 1.1054985 297.21% 

Coober Pedy 0.4009000 1.2482000 211.35% 1.2886000 221.43% 

Mount Gambier 0.2363700 0.6381990 170.00% 0.6381990 170.00% 

West Torrens 0.2659380 0.6208550 133.46% 0.6208550 133.46% 

Streaky Bay 0.7001000 1.5800000 125.68% 1.5800000 125.68% 

Copper Coast 0.2505000 0.5489000 119.12% 0.5693000 127.27% 

Port Adelaide Enfield 0.2670000 0.5780000 116.48% 0.5780000 116.48% 

Gawler 0.4877000 1.0421000 113.68% 1.0421000 113.68% 

Renmark Paringa 0.2203000 0.4671000 112.03% 0.4671000 112.03% 

Mitcham 0.2989720 0.6200350 107.39% 0.6200350 107.39% 

Note: While Whyalla has a higher rate in the dollar than Playford, this is applied against the site value of 
properties in Whyalla rather than the capital value. 

Table 1 
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Submission to the Citv o(Pinyjord on 1ts Rotlngt>uJJcy l?cPieH 
[onsultatlnnl)aper hy Pntatrws ~'·iouth !lustralia Inc . 

Table 2 shows for the 2016/17 rating year (the current year) the number of councils that 

had differential rates for commercial, industrial and primary production properties, 

compared to the residential rate in the dollar as a base. 

Residential Residential 
v. Residential v. Primary 

Commercial v. Industrial Production 

No Differential 30 29 20 

Lower than residential rate 1 1 32 

Differential >0 to <=25% 7 8 4 

Differential >25 to <=50% 6 7 2 

Differential >50 to <=75% 6 6 1 

Differential >75 to <=100% 5 3 3 

Differential >100% 13 14 6 
68 68 68 

Table 2 

Differential rates for commercial and industrial properties were applied by approximately 

56% of councils, although this included 1 counci l which had lower differential rates for 

commercial/industrial properties. 

In the case of Primary Production 52 of the 68 councils either had a lower differential rate 

or no differential rate. 

It is also interesting to note that the split between counci ls using fixed charges and 

minimum rate is almost even, see Table 3. 

Minimum Fixed 
Rate Charge 

Metro 14 3 
Non-metropolitan 20 30 

34 33 
Total I 67 J 

Note: Adelaide City Council does not apply a minimum rate or a fixed charge 

Table 3 
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'iuhr111SSIOI7 to the Cttr nf F'lct\'jnt d I tl aalln I Pr II 
Consultatwn Paper by Pntatoc~ South ~ust1 a/wine 

1. Comments on the Rating Policy Review Consultation Pel per 
Section 151 of the Local Government Act requires a council to consult with its community 

before it changes the basis for rating. Part of the consultation process is the provision of the 

report prepared under Section 151(5)(d) of the Act . The required content of the report is 

set out in Section 151(6) as follows: 

( 6) A repon prepared tor the purp<.1-.cs of sub ect10n t5 )(d) must addrc~~ the !olio\\ mg: 

(a) the reasons for the proposed change: 

(b) the relationship of the propo. ed change to the counc1 l's mcrall rates structure 
and pohcies: 

(c) in so far as may be reasonably practicable, the likely Impact of the proposed 
change on ratepayers (usmg such assumptions. ra te modelling and lc\el of 
detaH as the counci l thinks fi t ); 

(d) issue concerning equity within the communi ty. 

and may address other issues considered re le\ ant by the counc1l. 

This submission contends that the Rating Policy Review Consultation Paper fails to meet the 

requirements of Sections 151(6)(c) and (d) for the following reasons. 

lmn · 1 f P··oposcd (h;r gC's 
There is significant discussion in the paper about the impact of the current rate regime and 

proposed changes on commercial and industrial sector but almost none about the impact of 

the changes on Primary Production, Vacant Land or Other land use categories. Yet ABS 

statistics belie some of the argument set out in the paper. 
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I Sulm11SSJon to the City of Playford on Its !?atmg Policv Re\'Tea· 
Consultatwn Paper hy Potatoe:i South Au~tralia Inc. 

Figure 1 shows that w hile there was a decline in the number of businesses in the City of 

Playford in 2013 (decrease of 217}, and a smaller decline in 2014 (decrease of 9}, there was 

an increase of 98 businesses in 2015. It is important to stress that the picture is similar for 

the City of Playford's neighbouring councils, as shown in Figure 2 (and Table 4}, although 

Adelaide Hills and Gawler are still on a downward trend .l 

So in t erms of competition for businesses with neighbouring councils there does not 

appear to be a competitive disadvantage arising from Playford's current rate regime. 

8000 

No. of Businesses (2011-2015) 
- Playford - Adelaide Hill~ -Adelaide Plain~ 

-Baro~~ - Gawler - Light 

7000 
Salisbury - Tea Tree Gully 

6000 

~----------------5000 

4000 

3000 

2000 

1000 

0 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Figure 2 

1 The source for the information in Figures 1 and 2 is Regional Statistics by LGA, 2011-2016, published by the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics. 
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2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Playfo rd 3, 257 3,260 3,043 3,035 3,133 

Ade laide Hills 4,018 4,012 3,914 3,907 3,856 

Ade laide Pl ains 719 715 678 669 679 

Barossa 2,215 2,221 2,146 2,196 2,201 

Gawler 1,383 1,407 1,302 1,255 1,245 
Light 1,256 1,239 1,222 1,235 1,248 
Sali sbury 6,796 6,693 6,387 6,339 6,403 
Te a Tree Gully 5,698 5,616 5,282 5,193 5,230 

Note: Table 4 is the basis fo r Figures 1 and 2. 

Table 4 

More importantly, there is almost no discussion in the paper on the impact of the change 

on the Primary Production sector. As shown in Table 5, t he agricultural sector is a growing 

component of the gross product for the City of Playford. 

Value added by ind ustry sector 
City of Playford -Constant prices 

Industry 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing 

Mining 

Manufacturi ng 

Electricity, Gas, Water and Waste Services 

Construction 

Wholesale Trade 

Retai l Trade 

Accommodat ion and Food Services 

Transport, Postal and Warehousing 

Information Media and Telecommunications 

Financial and Insurance Services 

Rental, Hiring and Real Estate Services 

Professional, Scientif ic and Technical 

Services 

Administrati ve and Support Services 

Publ ic Administrat ion and Safety 

Education and Training 

Health Care and Social Assistance 

Arts and Recreat ion Services 

Other Services 

Total Industries 

2015/16 
$m % 

216.3 9.5 

14.7 0.6 

340.6 15.0 

53.2 2.3 

158.7 7.0 

129.5 5.7 

201.5 8.9 

54.6 2.4 

139.8 6.2 

15.4 0.7 

54.1 2.4 

41.1 1.8 

33.0 1.5 

69.8 3.1 

133.6 5.9 

165.4 7.3 

396.2 17.5 

12.4 0.5 

39.7 1.7 

2,270 100.0 

Source : National Institute of Economic and Industry Research (NIEIR) ©2016. 

Compi led and presented in economy.id by .id , the population experts. 

http://www.id.com.au 

Table 5 
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2010/11 
Sm % 

197.9 9.1 

11.6 0.5 

415.4 19.2 

62.5 2.9 

230.8 10.7 

73.0 3.4 

189.0 8.7 

52.9 2.4 

76.0 3.5 

13.6 0.6 

47.1 2.2 

26.0 1.2 

29.5 1.4 

71.1 3.3 

111.5 5.1 

154.6 7.1 

354.3 16.4 

11.3 0.5 

38.0 1.8 

2,166 100.0 

Change 
2010/11 to 

Ma 

2015/16 

+18.4 

+3.1 

-74.8 

-9.3 

-72.1 

+56.5 

+12.4 

+1.7 

+63.9 

+1.8 

+7.0 

+15.1 

+3.5 

-1.3 

+22.1 

+10.8 

+42.0 

+1.1 

+1.6 

+103 
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Agriculture's percentage of gross product has risen from 9.1% to 9.5% from 2010/11 to 

2015/16 to an annual va lue of $216.3 million, an increase of 18.4%. Agriculture is now the 

third biggest contributor to gross product. This growth replaces some of the loss from the 

decline in the manufacturing sector. 

There is no analysis of what the impact of a significant increase in rates will be for the 

Primary Production sector, but it is the only other sector apart from commercial and 

industrial that contributes to gross product and provides jobs for t he City of Playford and 

the State's economy. Despite this, an increase in average rates for a Primary Production 

property of $866.64 or 45.6% is proposed - increasing the rate revenue from primary 

production properties from $2.86 million to $4.22 million. There will certainly be an impact 

on Primary Production properties from such a large increase. 

The characteristics of Primary Production properties include: 

• They are significant employers; 

• They contribute to the local, State and National economy; 

• Production is constrained by the productive capacity of the land; 

• Primary production income varies with climatic conditions and the impact of natural 

disasters (e.g. floods, bushfires); 

• The incidence of disease of plants or animals (biosecurity incursions) can have a 

significant impact on primary production; 

• They have high input costs (electricity, fuel, labour etc.) and; 

• Increases in costs cannot be passed on down the value chain and must be absorbed 

by primary production businesses decreasing their viability and capacity to employ 

people. 

From a taxation perspective, tax policy in Australia has always been to minimise the input 

costs to Primary Production and tax the profits of Primary Producers. Local government 

does not have the option of taxing profits as it has a single tax base; property rates. It must 

consider its taxing policy in relation to Primary Producers and other non-urban ratepayers 

on the basis of the principles of taxation.2 It is usually the case that non-urban properties do 

not receive the same standard of local government services that urban ratepayers receive, 

either because the service is not provided (street lighting, garbage collection, footpaths, 

parks and gardens) or because they are too remote from the service to be able to use it 

(neighbourhood houses, aged care facilities, libraries). This suggests that there is a basis for 

reducing the level of tax because the benefits provided to non-urban ratepayers are less 

than those provided to other ratepayers. However, the cost to provide large road networks, 

even ifthey are gravel roads, often means that a greater proportion ofthe maintenance and 

2 See Appendix 1: Taxation -Its Nature and Principles for a more detailed discussion of the nature and 
principles of taxation. 
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renewal budget for roads is directly related to the provision of a transport route to get 

produce to market. So the decision on a tax level for non-urban properties is not simple. 

Interestingly, as mentioned above, 52 of the 68 SA councils either tax primary production at 

the same, or a lower level, than residential properties. 

On the other hand do businesses receive a greater level of benefits than residential 

property owners? This is a difficult question to answer, but only from the perspective that 

some of the perceived benefits that are attributed to businesses are enjoyed by all citizens, 

e.g. in CBD, shopping and office areas: more parks, improved street lighting, greater parking 

control, public conveniences, streetscaping and other aesthetic treatments. It is wrong to 

say that only the businesses get the extra benefits. In fact, it may be the case that the 

opposite is true - in many council areas businesses do not get a garbage collection; 

businesses do not use aged care services and other council provided services; businesses are 

subjected to other local government controls that increase their costs- provision of parking, 

signage fees, inspection costs, fire and other safety considerations, etc. 

Do businesses have a greater ability to pay than residential ratepayers? There is a 

perception that businesses do have the ability to pay, but is this really the case? There is 

strong anecdotal evidence that councils have set commercial rates on the basis that 

commercial ratepayers will receive a tax benefit from paying the rates of 36%. This assumes 

that the business will pay tax and, of course, there is sufficient evidence to suggest that 

many small businesses do not make a profit and therefore do not pay tax. Many small 

businesses operate on very slim margins (it is still the case that more than 50% of small 

businesses fail within three years of starting up) and illlY cost increase or excessive cost 

makes those businesses uncertain financially. This extends to the impact of a large 

minimum rate on a small strata office or shop. 

A factor that needs to be taken into account when setting differential rates is that 

businesses provide local employment. For many councils this is an important consideration 

and anything that the council can do to create and maintain employment for its citizens, 

particularly in declining rural communities needs to be encouraged. This could suggest that 

the differential rate for businesses might be less than the general rate. 

Businesses generally put a greater load on a councils infrastructure through use of heavier 

vehicles, higher pedestrian and vehicle traffic volumes and, in some cases, are significant 

contributors to pollution levels - visual, airborne, spillage and waterborne. A differential 

rate that is higher than the general rate could offset some of the additional cost councils 

face from businesses operating in their counci l area. 

P.H~ 10 of 
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The lack of discussion of the impact of the proposed changes on Primary Production, Vacant 

Land and Other properties is exacerbated by what appears to be a focus on the urban 

nature of the City of Playford . 

This is unfortunate given that the City of Playford is a signatory to the document Look North 

- A Shared Vision for Northern Adelaide which makes the following comments on 

agriculture: 

"The north has the potential to become one of the nation's premium food bowls -

supplying clean and green produce to expanding Australian and International 

markets. 

Capitalising on good soils, good climate and access to a number of water sources our 

growers had already created the largest area of protective cropping in the country. "3 

The City of Playford's Strategic Plan 2016-2020 has a strategic objective - Strategy 4 -

Securing Playford's Position in the Global Economy which states: 

"The City of Playford will capitalise on its strategic geographical position and 

demographics to work with other local government bodies, the State and 

Commonwealth governments, applied research bodies and other regions to establish 

a diverse industry base and expand its defence, advanced manufacturing, 

horticulture, health and ageing industry sectors to provide local jobs for local people, 

capitalising on the digital economy, as the foundation for a rising standard of living 

for the community. "4 

It appears that the team that carried out the rates review is unaware of either of those 

commitments. Perhaps this reflects the cultural bias of town dwellers and their lack of 

understanding of the issues facing the people that grow the food that feeds us. 

The table on page 16 of the consultation paper that sets out the commercial rates for the 

City of Playford and its 'neighbouring' councils does not include Adelaide Hills, Adelaide 

Plains, Barossa and Light. All those councils abut the City of Playford . Perhaps a more 

appropriate table is Table 6 below. 

3 SA Government (2016 ), Look North -A Shored Vision for Northern Adelaide, Summary, p. 7 
4 City of Playford, (2016), Strategic Plan - 2016-2020, p.l4 
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Coundl 
Playford 
Adelaide Hills 
Adelaide Plains 
Salisbury 
Tea Tree Gully 
Barossa 
Gawler 
Ught 
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Commerdal % Industrial 
General Rate Rate differential Rate 

0.227992 1.385470 507.68% 1.385470 
0.244000 0.280600 15.00% 0.280600 
0.451651 0.581705 28.80% 0.581705 
0.430000 0.631000 46.74% 0.631000 
0.408742 0.613113 50.00% 0.613113 
0.339900 0.531900 56.49% 0.552500 
0.487700 1.042100 113.68% 1.042100 
0.432080 0.756150 75.00% 1.188230 

m .., R mq P 

Primary 
% Production % 

differential Rate differential Vacant Land % differential Other % differential 
507.68% 0.227992 0.00% 0.227992 0.00% 0.227992 0.00% 
15.00% 0.244000 0.00% 0.244000 0.00% 0.244000 0.00% 
28.80% 0.410602 -9.09% 0.451651 0.00% 0.451651 0.00% 
46.74% 0.430000 0.00% 0.559900 30.21% 0.430000 0.00% 
50.00% 0.408742 0.00% 0.817484 100.00% 0.408742 0.00% 
62.55% 0.339800 -0.03% 0.619200 82.17% 0.565000 66.23% 

113.68% 0.487700 0.00% 0.731550 50.00% 0.487700 0.00% 
175.00% 0.349900 -19.02% 0.756150 75.00% 0.432080 0.00% 

Table 6 

The reality is that the City of Playford is not like its neighbouring cou ncils. It is a council that has both a large urban area, which is continuing to 

grow, and a relatively large non-urban area, with significant Primary Production. None of Gawler, Salisbury or Tea Tree Gully has significant 

Primary Production and Adelaide Hills, Adelaide Plains, Barossa and Light do not have a large urban centre. 

The City of Playford has a diverse community, predominantly residential, but with significant commercial/industrial and Primary Production 

elements. It is critically important that it considers the impact of its rating policies on each of the elements of its community and does not 

have rating policies that are fashioned without due consideration for their impact on every ratepayer. 
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The concept of equity embodies the concept of fairness.5 It is incumbent on councils that 

their rating regimes are fair. This is, of course, a matter for judgement for each council and 

fairness does not mean having a rating regime that mirrors neighbouring councils. Each 

council provides a unique basket of services to its community and the make-up of the 

community differs from council to council. A council 's decision to levy rates must be based 

on knowledge of its community, an understanding of the purpose and principles of taxation, 

an understanding of the legal framework for setting rates and sound advice from its officers 

and advisers. 

The consultation paper does make reference to fairness and capacity to pay. However, 

capacity to pay is only one of the principles of taxation and a focus on it, without taking into 

account the other principles of taxation, is a little baffling and gives rise to the following 

questions. 

1 How has capacity to pay been determined? The consultation paper is silent on this 

issue, but given the weighting placed on capacity to pay this should have been carefully 

addressed. If the City of Playford is relying on property value to indicate capacity to pay 

then it is in line with research and current thinking in property tax application. 

Interestingly, in 1999 Skilmar Systems Pty Ltd analysed, by Australian Bureau of Statistics 

collector district, average property value with average income for the City of Playford in 

South Australia . The correlation between income and property value was 0.81, a high 

correlation as perfect correlation is 1. Further, recent research in in New Zealand found 

a high correlation between income and property va lue.6 These f indings are consistent 

with international research on this issue. 

This raises the issue of why is the system of rebates being proposed if the City of 

Playford is relying on property value as the indicator of capacity to pay? 

It also raises the question of why are minimum rates being proposed when this will 

mean that 30.6% of properties or the 12,142 lowest value properties are paying more 

than the valuation of their property t imes the rate in the dollar. 

2. What weighting has been given to the equity principle? The basic tenet of the equity 

principle is that people with similar income pay similar taxes and people with greater 

income pay greater taxes. In the case of local government rates property is the 

surrogate for income and research, as mentioned above, confirms there is a high 

5 See Appendix 1: Taxation- Its Nature and Principles for a more detailed discussion of the nature and 

principles of taxation . 

6 Refer Coleman, Andrew and Grimes, Arthur, (2009), "Fiscal, Distributional and Efficiency Impacts of Land and 
Property Taxes, " Motu Working Paper 09-14. 
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correlation between property value and income, with the exception of those ratepayers 

who have become asset rich, but income poor. Fundamentally, this would mean that 

there would be one rate in the dollar for all properties, allowing property value to be the 

determinant of the quantum of rates paid by each ratepayer. This is the case for 9 of 

the 68 counci ls in South Australia. Rea listically, there are reasons why differential rates 

may be imposed. However, the imposition of differential rat es must be based on the 

taxation principles of equity, benefit, capacity to pay, efficiency and simplicity. 

A departure from the equity principle to apply differential rates needs to be fully 

explained. In the case of Primary Production properties what is the basis for breaking 

the nexus w ith residential rates? 

3. What weighting has been given to the simplicity principle? The proposal to provide 

rebates based on the value of the property effectively means that instead of 5 rates in 

the dollar based on land use there will be at least 27 different rates in the dollar. This 

offends the simplicity principle as it makes the application of rates to individual 

properties less understandable. 

How will the City of Playford answer the question when asked by a ratepayer why they 

only get a rebate of 15% when their neighbour gets one of 25%1 

The issue of equity in taxation has been lost in the development of a solution to the over

taxing of commercial and industrial properties at the expense of Primary Production, 

Vacant Land and Other properties. 

4. Consideration of the Options in the Rating Policy Review 
Consultation Paper 

() ... 1 

Option 1 proposes differential rating of five rating categories based on land use: 

• Residential; 

• Commercial/Industrial; 

• Primary Production; 

• Vacant land; and 

• Other. 

In addition, it proposes to: 

• Impose a minimum rate which will affect 12,142 (30.6%) properties; and 

• Provide rebates, based on valuation ranges, that will affect another 5,944 (15.0%) 

properties. 
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While the basis for the rebates is legitimate under the relevant provisions of the Local Government 

Act, the application of the rebates, together with the application of the minimum rate, means that 

45.6% of properties will receive an alteration to the amount that would otherwise be payable by way 

of rates on a range of values determined by the council. Section 158(2)(d) of the Local Government 

Act is very specific in applying a limit to the number of properties that may receive an alteration to 

the rate payable based on valuation and that limit is 35%. The relevant parts of Section 158 of the 

Act state: 

"Minimum rates and special adjustments for specified values 

(1} A council can do one or both of the following: 
(a) fix a minimum amount payable by way of rates or charges under this Part (which 
may vary according to factors prescribed by the regulations); 

(b) alter the amount that would otherwise be payable by way of rates in respect of 
land that falls within a range of values determined by the council. 

(2} However-

(d) a council may nat apply this section sa as to affect or alter the rates that would be 
otherwise payable under this Part in relation to more than 35 per cent of the total 
number of properties in the a reo subject to the separate assessment of rates; and" 

A legal opinion has been requested and received from Griffins Lawyers on this matter. This 

opinion has been provided by Mr John McElhinney, a lawyer practicing in the field of local 

government. 

The legal opinion (see Appendix 2) states quite clearly that Option 1 is contrary to Section 

158(2)(d) of the Local Government Act. Option 1 is not capable of implementation. 

The conclusiveness of the legal opinion notwithstanding, t here are some other issues to 

consider as follows: 

• Under the current rate regime the average Primary Production property already pays 

$489.66 (39.7%} more than the average resident ial property; under the proposed 

regime this will rise to $1,375.07 (98. 7%}. For larger Primary Producers the proposed 

increase is in the $1,000s. This would be a very significant increase and while the 

consultation paper discusses how much a week that might mean, rates are not paid 

weekly, but quarterly and an extra quarterly impost in the $1,000s is significant. 

Even for smaller Primary Production operations, an increase in rates, along wit h an 

increase in fuel and utility costs and both skilled and unskilled labour may mean the 

difference between employing two people, a single person or no-one at all. Taking 
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an extra $1.8 million out of the Primary Production sector will have an impact on 

both employment and the viability of some Primary Production businesses. 

The consultation paper glossed over the real impact on Primary Producers. It has 

not demonstrated that it is equitable to charge Primary Production properties more 

than residential properties or the equity in allocating 72% of the decrease in 

commercial/industrial rates to Primary Producers. The current rate regime provided 

the same rate in the dollar for Primary Production properties and residential 

properties. This is line with the majority of councils in South Australia . 

• The consultation paper makes no mention of phasing in the changes or of rate relief 

policies to assist in their implementation. This is a major flaw in the paper. The 

proposed rate increases for Primary Production and Vacant Land are a significant 

change from the current rate regime. LGA advice, particularly in the document 

referenced in the consultation paper bibliography - Flexible Approaches to Rate 

Setting- A Guide- makes recommendations on the phasing in of changes to a rates 

regime. The paper makes reference to young couples and the increase in rates on 

vacant land. It is a well-established fact that young people are having great difficulty 

in getting into the property market. For those who have managed to buy the block 

of land it is now proposed that they pay more in rates while they t ry to save to build 

a house, or even pay off the land. There should have been consideration of a rate 

relief policy to accommodate this situation. 

• A proposed increase in rates coupled with the fact that some of the City of Playford's 

Primary Producers are still recovering from the effects of the devastating flooding 

that occurred in late Spring 2016 makes the viability of some of those Primary 

Producers even more questionable. Naturally, Primary Producers are asking for the 

City of Playford's plans to reduce the impact of floods and to provide rate relief to 

those primary producers affected by the floods. 

The added impact of additional costs from increased rates is likely to aggravate 

mental health issues among Primary Producers. Fact Sheet 14 on suicide in rural 

Australia, produced by the National Rural Health Alliance Inc. in May 2009 stated 

that : 

"Studies show that at least two-thirds of all farmer suicides occur in older age 

groups, mainly those over the age of 55. Other factors relevant to suicide and 

older people are: 

• economic change leading to financial insecurity and vulnerability; 

• the stress caused by drought, flood and bushfires;" 
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• The City of Playford previously believed commercial/industrial properties should pay 

more; this was probably a reasonable belief. What is proposed now is a blunt 

instrument - why should national and international companies already established in 

the City of Playford (e.g. banks, supermarket chains, other national chains) receive 

rate relief? 

If the City of Playford wants to attract commercial and industrial businesses, a rate 

holiday to encourage them to locate in the City of Playford may be appropriate. This 

could be a complete or a partial rebate of rates, with the premise being that the 

business will strengthen the local economy, improve employment and eventually 

provide additional rate revenue. 

For those commercial and industrial properties that are having difficulty meeting 

their rate obligations the City of Playford should use the hardship provisions of the 

LG Act to provide rate relief. 

• Comments in the paper concerning the fact that the fixed charge makes up a large 

component of rate revenue are somewhat incongruous. The City of Playford set it at 

maximum value (SO% of rate revenue). Has the City of Playford undertaken 

modelling of the impact of a lower fixed charge? Lowering the fixed charge will 

mean that lower valued properties will get a reduction in their rates - the capacity to 

pay consideration. 

More importantly, a fixed charge facilitates the use of tiered rating whereas a 

minimum rate makes the application of tiered rating more of a challenge because of 

the 35% limit to adjustments based on valuation. If the City of Playford retained a 

fixed charge in some form and applied rebates based on valuation as outlined in the 

consultation paper then only 15.9% of properties would have an adjustment based 

on valuation . 

Again, Potatoes South Australia and Primary Producers have no objection to the premise 

of lower rates for commercial/industrial properties but question why it is proposed that 

the impact falls on 4,468 properties {Vacant Land, Primary Production & Other - average 

increase $711) rather than 38,348 properties (Residential, Vacant Land, Primary 

Production & Other- average increase $66). 

' I; '} ') 

There is no objection to the premise of lower rates for commercial/industrial properties as 

long as the burden of increased rates for other ratepayers is shared equitably. 
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This is our preferred position- no change at the present time. 

The City of Playford should start with a blank sheet of paper if it wishes to change the rating 

system in the future. It needs to: 

• Get a better understanding of the demographics of its community; 

• Use that better understanding and the strategic objectives of the City of Playford to 

determine its long-term requirements for revenue and revenue sources; 

• For rates revenue, model how it can rate its community based on the principles of 

taxation, using better information about its community and its capacity to pay rates; 

• Develop an appropriate communication and consultation strategy that ensures the 

involvement of the various elements of the community throughout the process; and 

• Develop equitable phasing in and rates relief policies for any proposed changes to 

the rates regime. 

5. Conclusion 
It is clear that the very high commercial/industrial ra tes are an Issue for the City of Playford. 

However, solving that issue by shifting a high rate burden from one class of ratepayers to another 

class of ratepayers is not an equitable solution. 

Paying tax is not one of the things that people prefer to do but they understand that it is a necessary 

part of living in a civil society. However, they expect the tax burden to fall fairly on every taxpayer. 

The visibility of local government rates means that the level of scrutiny on local government tax 

policy is relatively high. 

Option 1 of the consultation paper is ruled out because it does not comply with Section 158(2)(d) of 

the Local Government Act. 

Potatoes South Australia Inc. believes that the issues of equity and impact for Primary Producers has 

not been addressed. 

The City of Playford should accept Option 3 for the time being and plan a more careful assessment of 

its rating policy in the future to ensure that the tax burden is equitably levied on all classes of 

ratepayers in accordance with the principles of taxation. 

In developing a new rates regime the City of Playford should involve the various elements of the 

community through an appropriate consultation and communication strategy throughout the 

process. 
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Appendix 1: Taxation- Its Nature and Principles7 

T ' ,. 
Taxation is the major source of revenue for governments. Tax is raised to pay for the 

services provided to citizens by the government. Many of the services provided by 

governments are provided because either businesses are not prepared to provide them, 

often because they cannot charge for them effectively, (e.g. defence, police, quarantine) or 

because the government has seen fit to impose certain community standards (e.g. 

education, health). There is no doubt that the line between what governments provide and 

what businesses provide is becoming blurred. The sale of 'government businesses' and the 

increasing resort to the private sector to provide infrastructure (toll roads etc.) is 

contributing to the blurring . 

. ,. ·• tion ·•·· ·• '"'olir · M chani~ 11 

Taxation is a policy mechanism. Taxes are levied to meet four specific policy objectives: 

Number these 

II t '( 

Governments allocate resources to produce goods and services that would not otherwise be 

produced, or produced in sufficient quantities, because of a failure of private businesses to 

produce the goods. The technical term for this is 'market failure' and market failure usually 

occurs where businesses perceive that they will be unable to recover the costs of 

production through some charging mechanism. The provision of public infrastructure, 

street lighting, defence and police services are classic examples of this allocation of 

resources. Local government is a major provider of infrastructure . 

..., r • l "I ' t " • 

The distributive role of government is also concerned with market failure- the failure of the 

market to provide eq uity or social justice. Governments use taxation to re-distribute 

wealth, either directly through the provision of pensions, unemployment benefits, sickness 

benefits or simi lar benefit payments or indirectly (generally the case with local government) 

through the provision of goods and services at less than the cost normally charged - e.g. 

pensioner remissions, concession fees and charges. 

> n . I 

This role of government is concerned with the regulation of individual behaviour - the 

making of good citizens and the provision of a suitable environment for the community. 

Taxation revenue is used to make and enforce laws that regulate an individual's behaviour. 

Sometimes the level of tax on certain goods is such that it discourages the consumption of 

1 The information in this appendix is taken from papers written by the author of this submission, David Hope, 
and is his intellectual property. 
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those goods - e.g. alcohol and tobacco taxes. Local governments have a role to enforce 

state laws on planning, animal control, noise abatement and clean air amongst others. They 

also have the power to create local laws to regulate local communities. Some of the 

taxation revenue raised in this area comes from the penalties imposed for breaches of the 

regulations. 

This relates to the actions taken by government s to minimise the cyclical nature of 

economic activity - inflation, lack of economic growth, unemployment, interest rate rises. 

Local governments do not have the capacity to significantly affect either the national 

economy or a state's economy. However, they are able to take actions that will influence 

their local economy- e.g. local purchasing policies, rate holidays for new business start-up, 

business incubators. 

. ... ( ) . rT . 'j • •• 

There are five principles that apply to the imposition of taxes on individuals and businesses. 

To some extent these principles are in conflict with each other. Governments must balance 

the application of the principles, the policy objectives of taxation, the need to raise revenue 

and the effects of the tax on the community. 

" .. ··.1=n ··· rFqu it, · 

Equity is the concept that a tax will be fair to the taxpayer and that each taxpayer will be 

fairly taxed relative to other taxpayers. There are two dimensions to equity. 

1. Horizontal equity- which says that people with similar circumstances will be taxed a 

similar amount 

2. Vertical equity- which provides that people w ith more wealth should pay more than 

people with less wealth . 

20 of 29 1 



SubnHSSion tu the Cit) of PlnJ ford on tt.s Rattnq Poltn Rc\ te\1\ 
Con ultalton Paper by Potatoes ~outh lustralla Inc 

c.. 

The fundamental principle is that taxpayers in similar circumstances will pay similar levels of 

tax, but taxpayers with greater income levels will pay greater amounts of tax. 

In local government the value of a ratepayer's property is the proxy or surrogate for income. 

Anecdotal evidence8 and research9 supports the view that there is a high degree of 

correlation, at the macro level, between property value and income. 

However, the circumstances (capacity to pay) of an ind ividual ratepayer are generally not 

taken into account, with the general exception of pensioner concessions, although local 

governments do have powers to remit or rebate rates. Rates are levied on an ad valorem 

(by value) basis, that is, pro rata to the value of the property. This is generally considered to 

meet the equity principle because two taxpayers with the same property values will pay the 

same amount of tax (excluding any pensioner or other concession). A taxpayer with a high 

valued property will pay proportionately more than a taxpayer with a low valued property. 

In the local government context the application of the equity principle would suggest that 

the tax (the rate in the dollar) would be the same for all ratepayers in a municipal area, 

unless some compelling application of the other taxation principles applied to change the 

8 In 1999 some work was done in analysing, by Australian Bureau of Statistics collector district, average 
property value with average income for the City of Playford in South Australia. The correlation between 
income and property value was 0.81, a high correlation as perfect correlation is 1. 

9 Research in New Zealand found a high correlation between mcome and property value - refer Coleman, 

Andrew and Grimes, Arthur. 2009. "Fiscal, Distributional and Efficiency Impacts of Land and Property Taxes," 

Motu Working Paper 09-14. 
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incidence of the tax. A number of reasons are advanced as to why one ratepayer may pay a 

different rate than another ratepayer. They include: 

1. Differences in the services provided (e.g. urban versus rural ratepayers); 

2. Revenue earning land versus non-revenue earning land; 

3. The impact certain land uses have on the environment (commercial and industrial 

land uses); 

4. Taxation as a policy mechanism e.g. discourage holding land, encourage business or 

other development; and 

5. Concessions, rebates and remissions for hardship . 

. : . .:: .... , JPIJ' 

The benefit principle has its basis in the concept that 'he who pays benefits, he who benefits 

pays'. This is not to suggest that the benefit must be equivalent to the tax paid. The equity 

principle requires that wealthier taxpayers pay more tax than less wealthy taxpayers. The 

tax paid by an individual taxpayer is not a 'fee for service'. However, to some extent, every 

action of a local government affects the amenity of life of individual taxpayers and the 

property receives value from the services provided by the local government. There are 

direct benefits to properties and there are indirect benefits to properties. The totality of 

services provided by a local government acts to maintain and enhance the value of all 

properties in the municipality. 

Some commentators have suggested that the 'benefits' received by each category of 

ratepayer, e.g. residentiat commercial, industrial etc., should be equal to the taxes paid by 

that category of ratepayer. There may be some merit in that argument, although it acts to 

'water down' the equity principle. However, it is difficult to put a boundary around what is 

a benefit for one category of ratepayer over another when the services provided are 

available to all ratepayers. Who benefits from the park in a shopping precinct - the 

business ratepayer, the residential ratepayer, a tourist using the facility? Additionally as 

local governments become more engaged in providing services to the less advantaged in the 

community, it is illogical to expect those taxpayers to 'pay' for the services they consume

other taxpayers who have the capacity to pay more in tax should contribute, not just pay for 

the services they consume. 

Benefits are consumed by ratepayers in differing quantities over their lives in a municipal 

area. Young families may use more of the services provided by a local government than 

couples whose children have grown up and left home. In the same way, elderly ratepayers 

may use more facilities than middle-aged couples. The nature of service consumption is 

cyclic and varying. Taking a snapshot of current service consumption is not a good guide to 

the average level of benefits received by ratepayers throughout their lifecycle. 
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The ability-to-pay principle is grounded on the concept that there is only a certain amount 

of income that a taxpayer can be expected to sacrifice (afford to pay) and that government 

should minimise the impact of taxation on individuals. This has developed in two ways. The 

concept of ability-to-pay has led to the development of progressive tax systems where 

higher earners pay an increasing proportion of their income as tax as their income increases. 

Personal income tax rates are an example of a progressive tax system, with the tax rate 

increasi ng, in a stepped manner, as it is applied to higher incomes. Local government rates 

are generally proportional and, as property val ue increases rates increase, but at the same 

'proportion' of the property value. There has been some discussion that the rating system 

should be progressive. However, the generally low impact of rates on a ratepayer's 

disposable income and the fact that property value is only a proxy for income have been 

used as an argument to maintain the simplicity of the rating system. 

The second development of the ability-to-pay principle is that, like the benefit principle 

there is recognition of the cyclic nature of income - low incomes for younger taxpayers, 

increasing as income earning potential increases, with a return to lower incomes later in life. 

In the income tax system, this is recognised by paying out tax income as benefits. In the 

local government rating system this is recognised in remission and rebate of rates and 

charges. 

In considering its stabilisation role as a government, a council also considers the ability of its 

community as a whole to pay rates. Taking too much in tax will have an impact on the 

disposable income of ratepayers, including businesses, and adversely affect the local 

economy. 

The nature of rates as a property tax gives rise to the consideration of how to deal with 

temporary ' incapacity-to-pay' . As rates are a charge against the property a number of local 

governments have adopted tax deferment options - deferring the payment of the tax until 

the ratepayer can pay the tax- as opposed to remitting the tax (giving up the right to collect 

the tax) . The administrative implications of either course of action need to be weighed 

against the ability to replace the income lost through other sources or to sustain the 

temporary income shortfall. 

• Pf I 11("\· 

Efficiency of a tax relates to the effect of the tax on the behaviour of the taxpayers on whom 

the tax is imposed and the impact or effect of the tax on the consumption of goods and 

services. If the reason for imposing a tax is to change consumers behaviour (e.g. tobacco 

and alcohol taxes) and the behaviour changes (e.g. reduced cigarette consumption, reduced 

alcohol consumption) then the tax is considered efficient. If the behaviour did not change 

then the tax would be inefficient. If the tax is being imposed solely to raise revenue and it is 

not designed to change a consumers or taxpayers economic behaviour - tax neutrality -
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then the tax will be inefficient if it can be passed on or changes the taxpayer's economic 

behaviour. 

Local government rates are efficient because the decision to buy a property is not based on 

the level of rates paid for the property. In addition, the incidence of the tax is known, it 

does not generally change markedly from year to year, it is built into property values and 

the amount of tax paid is a low proportion of income. Some distortions of the efficiency of 

the tax can occur with sudden or unexpected movements in property values. This is 

particularly the case where a 'spike' occurs in valuation levels - i.e. an abnormal rise or fall 

in property va lues for certain types of properties - and the spike occurs as properties are 

being revalued. The 'spike' needs to be contrasted with the cyclic nature of economic 

activity. It is normal for the relativities between values of different types of properties to 

vary because of economic conditions at particular times. In general, when viewed over a 

longer time frame, the relativities are maintained unless there is some fundamental change 

in their nature- e.g. the redevelopment of a depressed residential area into one of greater 

economic value. 

The simplicity of a tax relates to its understandability by taxpayers, its certainty of 

application and its ease of collection. Complex tax systems, with numerous provisions for 

'special cases', give rise to loopholes, uncertainty of application, uncertainty of collection 

and significant costs in tax administration and enforcement for both the taxing authority 

and the taxpayer. 

Local government taxes generally have the criteria of certainty, transparency and simplicity. 

Local government taxes are: 

• Unavoidable in their application; 

• Levied on a regular and consistent basis; 

• Open to public scrutiny; and 

• Collected at specific intervals. 
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Appendix 2 - Legal Opinion from Griffins Lawyers 
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23 May 2017 

Mr Dav1d Hope 
Managing Director I Princ1pal Consultant 
Skilmar Systems Pty Ltd 
20 Katoomba Road 
BEAUMONT SA 5066 

By Email: david@skilmar.com.au 

Dear David 

City of Playford Rates Review 

I refer to our discussions herem. 

N S 

I am adv1sed the City of Playford 1s reviewing its rating policy and has issued a 
Consultation Paper w1th written submissions due by and a public heanng to be held 
on 23 May 2017. 

The Consultation Paper (the "Paper' ) contains three rating options and you seek my 
opinion on whether the proposal by the City of Playford to impose a minimum rate 
and rebates based on a range of values that will impact on 45 6% of total properties 
breaches Section 158 of the Local Government Act. 

I adv1se as follows. 

1 1 Council's current rat1ng provtdes two categories of differential rates -
"commercial" (which includes industrial) and other (which includes residential. 
primary production and vacant land 

Council also prov1des statutory mandatory rebates 

2.1 Option 1 1n the Paper w1ll Introduce separate land use categories for 
residents, vacant land owners, primary producers, commercial property 
owners and others This will remove the use of a ftxed charge. adopt a 
minimum rate and introduce a senes of rebates. by valuation range 

IIIli lAlD! 

The Paper states. supported by the table on page 29, that 30.6% of rateable 
properties will be on the minimum rate. The supporting tables in Section 10.1 
on pages 23 and 24 list the number of commercial, primary production and 
res dential properties that will get a rebate based on valuation range 

SYONI'I' MUBOUIINI OOlD COAST 

40 n~, C.IMM A,d8o.,W. ~A S()()() GPO So( '}077 Arl• kl•ri"' SA SOC'l lae'~ • 61 R 8.4 10 2020 foo:-''"''"- t 61 8 8410 1910 f'IT'IOitftg,,R"" com ou 

GMG legal Services Ply lid M ln«ltpo<ooed 10901 Ponc><e A8N 19 0 7 • 977 13 1 

~gufrm1 com ov 
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2 2 You have prepared the following table based on the mformahon provided 1n 
the Paper from the tables on pages 23, 24 and 29 

roposed %on Properties No. of % o I Number ~P 
of p 

properties 
roperties Minimum rebated properties proportie 

f 
s 
h 
n 
t 

on Rate on wi th wit 
Min imum Valuation valuation valuallo 

Rate Basis adjustment adj ustmen 

Residential 33,880 11 008 32 5%-+-- 2,948 13,956 41 2°/, 

Vacant land 2,247 744 331~ 744 33 1°/c 

Pnmary Production 2,090 133 64% ·1 .957 2,090 100 o• 
-Other 131 

1,277 f- -
47 359% 

210 164% 

i-
47 35 9° 

· 1,039 1,249 97 a•;. 
~I 
0 Commercial/ 

lndustnal 

---t---;;;39,265 1-- --
12,142 30.6% 5,944 18,086 45.6°1. 

- '-~ 
You advise the numbers highlighted with an astensk n have been adjUSted to 
exclude from the properties listed in the two tables on page 23 all those 
properties that will rece1ve a mln1mum rate so as to eliminate double counting 

2 3 You also adv1se a dilemma has ansen as a direct result of movmg from a fixed 
charge to minimum rates without considering fully the 1mpact of rebates, 
based on valuation, on the 35% limit imposed by Section 158(2)(d) of the 
Local Government Act (' the Act") . 

2.4 Sectton 158 provtdes. 

:1~ 27 of 29 1 

' Minimum rates and special adjustments for specified values 

(1) A cotmcil can do on a or both of the followmg 

(a) fix a minimum amount payable by way of rates or 
charges under th1s Part (wl1ich may vaty accordmg to 
factots presctibed by the tegulations). 

(b) alter the amount that would otherwrse be payable by 
way of rates 111 respect of land that falls within a range 
of values determmed by the council. 

(1a) Subsection (1) does not apply to, or m relation to, rateable land 
cons1sting of a marina or marina berth (wit11in tl1e meaning of 
section 152) 

(2) However-

(a) a minimum amount cannot be imposed against land 
that constitutes less than the whole of a single 
allotment. and 

111m nih p8S940_001 doc;• 
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(/)) a rmmmum amount cannot be imposed agamst-

(i) each stle m a caravan park; or 

(11) each site m a restdenltal park wtiiJIIl the 
meaning of the Restdenltal Parks Act 2007, and 

(bb) if 2 or more pteces of ratable land within the area of a 
counctl constrlute a smgle farm enterprise, a mmimum 
amount may only be imposed against 1 of the pieces of 
land and 

(c) if two or more pieces of contiguous rateable land are 
owned by the same owner and occupied by the same 
occupier by the same occupier, a mmimum amount 
may only be unposed agamst the whole of the land and 
not against indtvtdual pteces oft/; and 

(d) a council may not apply this section so as to affect 
or alter the rates that would be otherwise payable 
under this Part in relaUon to more than 35 per cent 
of the total number of properties in the area subject 
to the separate assessment of rates; and 

(my emphas1s) 

(da) a council may not apply 1/Jis sectton so as to affect or 
alter a separate rate that would be otherwise payable 
under section 154 in relatton to more than 35% of the 
total number of properties in the area that s11ould be 
subject to the separate rate, and 

(e) a council cannot apply lh1s sec/ton in respect of a 
general rate or a separate rate 1f the counctl has 
included a fixed charge as a component of thai rate 

(3) In subjection (2). an allotment is -

(a) the whole of the land comprised n a certiftcate of ttlle; 
or 

(b) the wllole of the land subJect to a separate lease or 
licence, ot11er than a lease or licence of a prescnbed 
class (tf any) 

(4) Subsection (2) does not apply m ralalton to a service rate or 
annual servtce charge 

(5) However, the abiltty to fix a m1111mum amount payable by way 
of a service rate or annual service charge will apply subject to 
any restriction. limitation or conditiOn made by the regula/tons 
(111cludmg a provision that only allows the ftxing of a mmimum 
amount m prescribed circumstances) 

(6) In this sec/ton -

single farm enterprise has the same meaning as under 
sec/ton 152. " 
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2 5 A f1xed charge facilitates the use of tiered rating whereas a m1mmum rate 
makes the application of tiered ratmg more difficult because of the 35% hm1t 
to adjustments based on valuation. 

2 6 If Council retained a f1xed rate In some form and applied rebates based on 
valuation as outlined in the consultation paper then only 15.9% of properties 
would have an adJustment based on valuat1on 

3.1 The rebates proposed in the tables on pages 23 and 24 of the Paper 
const1tute an alteration to the amount that would otherwise be payable by way 
of rates and therefore fall within the ambit of Section 158(1 )(b) 

3 2 On your calculations 45.6% (not 30.6%) of ratable propert1es will be affected 
w1th1n the meanmg of Sect1on 158(2)(d) of the Act 

3 3 In my op1n1on Option 1 as currently proposed is contrary to section 158(2)(d) 
of the Act and therefore cannot lawfully be Implemented nor considered as an 
opt1on. 

Yours faithfully 
GRIFFINS LAWYERS 

JOHN MCELHINNEY 
Direct email 
Dtreclllne. 
Mob~e 
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PLAYFORD COUNCIL MEETING 23/05/17 

My name is Garry Walsh I have been a resident of One Tree 

Hill for 17 years. Prior to that I lived in Craigmore and 

Hillbank before that. I have been a member of the local CFS 

for 22 years and I am president of the OTH Soccer Club. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak. 

In particular, I would like to talk about the stereotype that 

everyone in One Tree Hill is rich, which appears to have led 

to this invalid perception of the ability and capacity to pay 

driving these changes. A perception that has apparently led 

to the assumption that the rural community can bear the 

brunt of the changes in the new rates proposal. 

I would have thought that prior to making a decision based 

on a perception, the Council may have actually done some 

research to find out if their perceptions were true.  

Let me enlighten you as to my situation. I like many of my 

neighbours moved into One Tree Hill in the late ‘90s. 

Although house prices were comparatively high then, living in 

OTH was our dream and we scrimped and saved and 

eventually managed to make the move up from Craigmore. 

Unfortunately, dreams don’t last and in part due to the 

financial pressures of living in a new house, my wife left me a 

couple of years after moving in. 

I decided I would try to hang on to the house but as any 

economist will tell you where there is a scarcity of supply 

there is upward pressure on prices and that is certainly the 

case in OTH. In the couple of years before my wife left, the 



value of the house almost doubled and as a result to pay her 

out, I found myself with a $250K mortgage on a single 

income, and paying child support. 

I managed to keep the house but as a single father with two 

young boys that was not an easy task and as a result, many of 

the things I wanted to do to the house have had to be put on 

hold.  

I cut my own hair and I have a gravel driveway because I can’t 

afford better, I volunteer because I can’t afford expensive 

hobbies, I sit on 2nd hand furniture because I can’t afford to 

buy new, and I have only owned 3 cars in the last 30 years. 

The last of which remains where it died after 320, 000 

kilometres. 

It’s only in the last week that I have finally managed to install 

proper heating after shivering through winter for the last 17 

years and that only because of a payout from being laid off 

from my job last year. No-one wants to employ a 60 year old 

computer geek and I now live off my superannuation but 

obviously that money has to last me many years into the 

future. 

The story is not a lot different to many others … the point 

being my capacity to pay. I don’t need to tell anyone about 

price rises over the last 10 years, electricity, health insurance, 

Emergency Services Levy and as a result my discretional 

spend is not that much different to anyone in the same 

situation. Why is my perceived capacity to pay any better ? 

The answer is because of where I live … but drive past my 



house with its unimproved garden and the rusting Holden 

parked down the side and maybe you will change your mind. 

Most of my neighbours have been here as long or longer 

than I have. My neighbours, the teaching assistant, the 

ambulance driver, the music teacher, the public servant, the 

many retirees, they are not lawyers, or doctors, or any of the 

other perceived “rich” occupations. They all find themselves 

in the same situation … asset rich and cash poor and with 

little or no increase in income.  

Council has already reaped the rewards through council rates 

that have increased disproportionately over the last decade 

thanks to the explosion in house values and now we are to be 

hit again because our choice of location has put us into the 

perceived “rich” bracket in the Playford Council.  

The assumed capacity to pay is based on those few houses 

that have been sold over the last few years for prices 

bordering on the ridiculous. Look at the people who have 

managed to buy recently and most are no better off, in 

pursuing their own dreams they find themselves mortgaged 

to the hilt.  

I will let others talk about absentee land lords, both 

commercial and residential, who have multiple low value 

properties and stand to reap the rewards of cheaper rates 

without passing the savings on to the actual residents of 

Playford. I will let others talk about the exorbitant hit on the 

rural property owners which I find is a disgrace, and I will let 

others talk about the cynical $250K price point where a lot of 



this year’s winners will be next year’s losers as their house 

prices creep over this barrier. 

In the end, I have found that life deals up these shocks along 

the way and I might be able to find that extra 25% to pay the 

increase. As always something will have to give and that will 

be the amount of money I have available to spend in local 

businesses. Maybe council should take a leaf out of my book 

and put a hold on some of its own excessive spending until 

things are a bit better. What do they say, champagne diet on 

a beer budget? 

I find the haste of introduction of this proposal is obscene, I 

find the reasoning poorly thought out and I find it unfair that 

rural wards are being asked to fund this change because we 

are in the minority in this Council and effectively being 

bullied by the other wards.  

I call on the Council to place a minimum 12-month 

moratorium on this change so that it can be properly 

considered and discussed and feel that perhaps it is time that 

Council gave the rural wards the option to move to rural 

councils where our needs and difficulties would be better 

understood. 

Thanks for your time. 
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From:   Chad King
Sent:   Tuesday, 23 May 2017 3:09 PM
To:     Playford; Public Consultation
Subject:        FW: Rating Review Policy

From: Jill [mailto:jta95051@bigpond.net.au]  
Sent: Tuesday, 23 May 2017 2:35 PM 
To: Chad King 
Subject: Rating Review Policy

 
Hello Admin, 
A contact us enquiry has been received on Engagement Hub.
 
Name : Jill 
Email : jta95051@bigpond.net.au 
Phone : 0408084129 
Message: I have just accidentally found out about the rate review. We receive no communication from 
Playford, are 12km from One Tree Hill so do not receive The Grapevine or any printed media. For more 
than 20years I have been asking for regular communication from City of Playford without success. Now 
to register to feedback on the above issue there is a period of waiting before my approval comes through 
so very possibly won't have feedback received before tonight's Council meeting. This is not OK. Where is 
your community engagement? We receive rates notices to our PO Box in Gawler but Playford can't seem 
to organise to get us information to that address. Lord knows I have tried many times to have this fixed 
and now this issue without any communication from you. Very poor form. Historically when sending 
emails I haven't had a good response rate so not altogether hopeful of this either. Please don't ask that I go 
on the website to seek information as it's actually up to you to communicate way better than has been the 
case for many years. 
 
Thanks, 
The Engagement Hub Team
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From:   Susie Reichstein
Sent:   Monday, 29 May 2017 11:37 AM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        FW: Rating Policy Review

Good morning,

Please refer to the email below received by the Mayor prior to 23 May 2017 providing feedback 
regarding the Rating Policy Review public consultation.

Thank you

 
Susie Reichstein | Executive Assistant Mayor and Councillors 
City of Playford 
 
P: (08) 8256 0188 | F: (08) 8256 0578 
sreichstein@playford.sa.gov.au 
www.playford.sa.gov.au 
 
12 Bishopstone Road, Davoren Park, SA 5113

From: Ginetta NOTO [mailto:cgspn4@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, 16 May 2017 8:14 PM 
To: Glenn Docherty 
Cc: Werfel, Mathew (N. Champion, MP) 
Subject: Rating Policy Review

16th May, 2017 
 
 
ATT:  Mayor Glenn Docherty
Rating Policy Review
Playford Operations Centre
12 Bishopstone Road
DAVOREN PARK  SA  5113 
 
 
Dear Mayor Docherty 
 
Re:           Rating Policy Review 2017 
 
Thank you for reading this letter.  
 
My concerns weigh heavily on the capacity of judgement by our councillors when proposing the Rating Policy 
Review. The consequences of the options 
are as follows;  
Option 1:                As a landowner and resident the proposal is just simply UNAFFORDABLE.   Regardless of the 
value of our 
property, we are all struggling with finances.   Whilst it may look and sound good on paper the truth is, that primary 
producers are 
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cash strapped.  
 
                                    The proposal is UNFAIR.  It is unfair to expect that primary producers can afford to finance 
“short fall” for 
other organisations/institutes/residents and their incompetency’s or mismanagement of funds.  Primary producers 
already carry 
huge burdens with elements beyond their control such as weather, (searing heat or flooding rains), record power prices, 
ever 
inflating fertiliser costs, rates and many more elements.  
 
                                    The premium rates that councillors are proposing should reflect the Premium services and 
amenities of 
matched value. However the fact is that Angle Vale and Virginia DO NOT HAVE THE PREMIUM AMENITIES 
EXPECTED 
OF A PREMIUM RATE.   We do not have sewage connection and storm-water still remains a major issue with no 
plans in 
council to address these issues be it near or distant future.   
 
 
Option 2:                Whilst does not personally effect me, would in the long term, if my local shops can not afford a 
viable 
business therefore that business would shut its doors and not provide very much needed services close to my residence.     
 
Option 3:               In favour. 
 
Therefore Mr Mayor; 
 
Can you please explain why your councillors have not considered other strategies other than rising rates? 
 
Have your councillors looked at their own efficiency, effectiveness and management of surplus funds and consider 
spending wisely?
 
Can you please ascertain if ALL Councillors are acting in the best interest of ALL communities within the Playford 
area rather than favouring one area and 
discriminating to others? 
 
Can you please explain how your councillors have concluded that primary producers can afford to provide financial 
support to neighbouring residences?  
 
Can you please explain why your councillors believe we should pay premium rates when basic services such as 
sewage and storm-water have not been 
supplied? 
 
Yours Faithfully, 

Ginetta NOTO  
cgspn4@gmail.com.au 
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From:   Susie Reichstein
Sent:   Monday, 29 May 2017 11:36 AM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        FW: Rate review policy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

Good morning,

Please refer to the email below received by the Mayor and Councillors prior to 23 May 2017 providing 
feedback regarding the Rating Policy Review.

 
Susie Reichstein | Executive Assistant Mayor and Councillors 
City of Playford 
 
P: (08) 8256 0188 | F: (08) 8256 0578 
sreichstein@playford.sa.gov.au 
www.playford.sa.gov.au 
 
12 Bishopstone Road, Davoren Park, SA 5113

From: Shaun Reardon [mailto:smreardon72@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, 19 May 2017 6:08 PM 
To: Gay SmallwoodSmith; Samantha Blake; Duncan MacMillan; Adam Sherwood; Esperanza (Jane) 
Onuzans; Glenn Docherty; Dino Musolino; Joe Federico; Shirley Halls; Denis Davey; Marilyn Baker; 
Agapios (Peter) Rentoulis; Max ORielly; Michael Joy; Andrew Craig 
Subject: Rate review policy

Re; Rate Review Policy
 
Dear Elected Members, 
As you may be aware there have been community meetings held in Angle Vale and more 
recently also in One Tree Hill. No doubt you will hear next Tuesday night there is a huge amount 
of concern of the affects Option 1 will have across the city. 
Some of the information that I have been provided with, shows that the effects of Option 1 will 
be felt further across the city than first thought. 
If we look at the following suburbs which are spread across more residential areas of the city 
Craigmore 
Blakeview
Hillbank
Munno Para 
Andrews Farm 
Most of the houses in this area would be valued over $250,000 or  so close to it that within a year 
or 2 they will be and as a result having to pay higher council rates.
The most recent Census data available also reveals that the above suburbs have a high number of 
homes mortgaged 
Craigmore        54% mortaged (Median monthly repayments $1,222)
Blakeview        56% mortaged(Median monthly repayments $1,597)
Hillbank           56% mortaged(Median monthly repayments $1,394)
Munno Para     43% mortaged(Median monthly repayments $1,534)
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Andrews Farm  53% mortaged(Median monthly repayments $1,454)

These figures would also apply for the growth areas of Playford in Playford Alive and Blakes 
Crossing.
Why will these suburbs and others need to pay higher rates?
So that a rate reduction can be passed on to other areas, some of which are more than 50% rental 
properties. Will the rate increase be passed on to the people who need it? Or will it just be 
pocketed by landlords.
Elizabeth South 57% rentals
Elizabeth Grove 53% rentals 
Elizabeth North 49% rentals 
Elizabeth Park 44% rentals 
This policy will just put more money in the pockets of investors who already claim council rates 
against their tax, and will hit many young family's across the city who are trying to buy their own 
home. 
I am happy to meet to further discuss this before Tuesday's nights meeting. Please understand 
that most of the residents I have spoken to are not against a fair increase of rates and we would 
welcome the chance to help achieve this. 
Shaun Reardon 
President 
Angle Vale and Districts Residents Association.
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From:   Mark & Amanda Davy <davyma2015@tpg.com.au>
Sent:   Wednesday, 24 May 2017 7:20 AM
To:     Playford
Subject:        Council Rates

With all the talk about increases I get concerned you are going to take advantage of your struggling rate 
payers, the market has had a serious down turn with a lot of people now owing more on their homes 
than they are now valued at, I don't hear any talk about reductions. Holden's closes in a few months and 
I expect this will only escalate the down turn in values. I hope my concerns are taken on board and your 
rates reflect the downturn in values

Ta Amanda Davy ??
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From:   HF TL <ben.james.thatcher@gmail.com>
Sent:   Monday, 1 May 2017 9:25 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        Feedback/Complaint

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

Playford Concil,

I am disgusted to hear you are increasing the rates.

I must strongly encourage you to empathise with the already large cost-of-living we are subjected to, 
and maintain the current policy (Option 3).

I believe there are other options that can be brainstormed which would prove to be beneficial to all!

I for one, believe that humanity needs to begin embracing permaculture, so that we may extricate 
ourselves from this slavery system before our impending extinction.

So if you care about life at all, then how about you promote Permaculture in Playford in a massive way, 
to educate, inspire, regenerate the earth and provide hope.

Remedy this situation or I will.

In a calm state of fury,
Ben Thatcher
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From:   Christine You <travischristinecc@gmail.com>
Sent:   Tuesday, 9 May 2017 3:48 PM
To:     Playford
Subject:        Proposed rates strategy.

I am writing about the proposed rates strategy you are proposing. I am apalled at this where do u 
think rate payers  would get this extra money from. We are on an old wage pension other people 
are stuggling with all other cost of living rises. We dont engoy all the high wages council offices 
award them sleves we are not as privelged as you it is disgusting what you are doing. 
You are getting way to involved in planning big progetes that should be left up to private 
investments.  
Stick to basic and we wouldent for ever having to have these ridiculas rate rises 
We live in One tree Hill and not a lot of vacilites here how can u justife these rises.
Christine Clarke
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From:   Brown, Stephen (Health) <Stephen.Brown@sa.gov.au>
Sent:   Wednesday, 24 May 2017 12:00 PM
To:     Playford
Subject:        Council meeting 22nd May 2017

Good Afternoon,
I would like to express my dissatisfaction with the council meeting on 23rd May 2017 ( Last 
Night)
Firstly one of the speakers made a comment with regard to people (rate payers) committing 
suicide,  "Quote" necking themselves or shooting themselves. 
I find that this was totally insensitive, but what I find more alarming is that the Chair of the 
Meeting didn't call that person into line for his comment, this person is the owner of a coffee 
shop in the Elizabeth City centre.
This was following another speakers concerns that the rate rise would potentially push people 
over the edge due to financial pressures.
 
Secondly, it was good that the rate payers could express their concerns and were given 5 
minutes to get their point across which was fair.
However, allowing over 100 people to share their point of view equates to over 9 hours.
This is ridiculous
 
Regards
Stephen Brown
0409 917518
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From:   DJ <denys.delany@gmail.com>
Sent:   Monday, 22 May 2017 4:07 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        Rate Review

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

I suspect that this 'rates review' is an attempt by this council to find ways to increase rates in 
order to meet the ideologically driven, neo-liberal agenda of some of its members. It is the 
traditional and statutory role of a 'city council' in Australia to provide 'non-politicised' services to 
rate-payers and citizens. This does not include using rate payer money (from one of the least 
advantaged local body areas in Australia) to meet the uneducated and flawed political agenda of 
a liberal party member who is trying to use the people of Playford in order to meet his own party 
political aspirations. Current services in Playford are minimal and lacking while rates are high. 
There has also been significant wastage such as the recent completely unnecessary 'narrowing' of 
Peachey Road. Just try driving down any residential street and you will find pot hole after pot 
hole, all of which remain in a state of perpetual neglect. Please, fix as a priority, those long 
standing issues that directly affect people's safety in Playford such as pot holes, broken 
footpaths and the many dangerous intersections that now require urgent re-engineering e.g. 
Stebonheath Road / Womma Road, because of, seemingly unacknowledged (by the council), 
population and traffic increases before going off on uneducated, academically proven to be 
flawed, ideologically driven, highly expensive economic 'goose chases'. 
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From:   Danielle McCormack <danie@dmctax.com.au>
Sent:   Tuesday, 23 May 2017 6:35 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        Rate Review Consultation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

To Whom it may concern

As a resident of Hillbank, I firstly wish to take this opportunity to say that I totally disagree with your rate 
review and am opting for no change to the rates. Option 3!!!

I would like to know, how the council can say that no residential rates will change yet there will be a 
decrease in commercial rates and that the council can return to surplus.  I do not understand how that 
will work if no one is paying extra money.?  If someone would please explain how this will work, it would 
be appreciated.

I would also like to know why this “Review for Public Consultation” has not been openly shared amongst 
those who may be affected by these changes.

I was only notified by a friend who alerted me to the proposed changes.  On top of this I was notified 
today was my last day to voice my opinion, however on your website 
http://playford.sa.gov.au/webdata/resources/files/DRAFT%20Commercial%20Rate%20Strategy_Final%
20for%20consultation.pdf it clearly states the following:

Your feedback is encouraged in writing or by email, to arrive no later than 5pm on 
Tuesday 27th May 2014, by sending it to: 
Public Consultation - Commercial Rates Review 
City of Playford 
21 Bishopstone Rd 
Daveron Park SA 50 
or: publicconsultation@playford.sa.gov.au

on your other link http://www.playford.sa.gov.au/page.aspx the “City of Playford Rating Policy Review 
Public Consultation” states we have until May 23 to get our review submitted

Could you please advise when, as residents, we were notified of this Public Consultation?  I have seen 
NO advertising for this Public consultation.  Quite unfair for council to treat its residents this way.

Yours faithfully 

Danielle McCormack (Resident of Hillbank) 
Principal
DMC TAX
Taxation • Accounting • Business Solutions

Unit 6, 10 - 12 Hurtle Parade Mawson Lakes SA 5095 | T: 08 7324 7381 |F: 08 8359 4859 | 
Email: danie@dmctax.com.au | Web: www.dmctax.com.au
  
CAUTION: This email and files included in its transmission are solely intended for the use of the 
addressee(s) and may contain information that is confidential and privileged. If you receive this email in 
error, please advise us immediately and delete it without copying the contents contained within. DMC 
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TAX Pty Ltd does not accept liability for the views expressed within or the consequences of any 
computer viruses that may be transmitted with this email. The contents are also subject to copyright. No 
part of it should be reproduced, adapted or transmitted without the written consent of the copyright 
owner.
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From:   Janet Elliott <janetdarcy@bigpond.com>
Sent:   Thursday, 18 May 2017 5:11 PM
To:     Playford
Cc:     Joe Federico; janetdarcy@bigpond.com
Subject:        Response to rate proposal. Please read.

18/5/17

To the Playford Council,

I am writing to express my concern over the proposed rate changes the council is considering.
I have read the three options on the council website and I firmly believe option three is the only fair and 
equitable outcome.
Council seems to have the impression that all those that reside on acreage are wealthy, (and therefor 
can afford a massive rate rise) this is not the case.
We moved to the One Tree area Hill seventeen years ago to pursue a rural lifestyle. We did so with the 
full knowledge that our dream would require a great deal of sacrifice, hard work and dedication. In the 
past seventeen years we have had to go without on many occasions just to make ends meet, this is still 
the case today.
I suffered a heart attack eight months ago and was retrenched two weeks after the heart attack. I am 59 
years old, have chronic rheumatoid arthritis and enough brains to realise that I am not going to find 
work in the current economic environment given my health and age are against me.( believe me I’ve 
tried) and the council wants to increase my rates!
There are six occupied properties in our street. One is occupied widower retiree in his eighties. One by a 
widowed nurse who cares for neglected animals. One a carpet salesman. One a quarry worker .Us and 
another family and I am unsure of their occupation.
Collectively I don’t think we could be considered affluent by any means and very much doubt any of us 
have the ability or capacity to afford the proposed rate increases.
I would imagine the above scenario would most of the other small land holders in the Playford Council 
area 
I question the legality of targeting a minority of the population in a blatant grab for cash.
I question the value for money we receive for our current rates.
As far as I can see we get our rubbish removed (no hard waste service as is the norm with other 
councils)
We get the road side slashed twice a year (poorly and too early in the season) 
We get the collection of road side dumped rubbish (usually incomplete)
We get a mobile Library, apparently (never seen it)
Supposed road maintenance (see below examples)
Our road (Goulds Road, One Tree Hill) was widened a couple of years ago and left in an appalling state, 
the road was left with a thick layer of mud on it for its entire length. And on returning home at night I 
nearly crashed as a result of the dangerous conditions. When I complained to the works manager I was 
told there was a sign installed to warn of slippery conditions. The trouble is the sign was 60 meters past 
the entrance to the road and the turn off from Black Top Road is virtually blind. A week later after the 
road was cleaned, I went for a walk and noticed that weeds were growing thru the new work and the 
widening had resulted in making existing Stobie Poles dangerous as the road now is now less than a 
meter from the poles
When I complained to the works manager about the above he was more worried about the weeds in the 
new work than the safety aspect of the potential danger to the public. To this day there has been 
nothing done to rectify the situation.
Last year our road was resurfaced. And is already in the process of breaking up. 
We do not receive the services that the majority of residents in other areas of Playford council 
receive.IE:
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     Street Lighting
     Curbing
     Footpaths
    Road sweeping
     Storm water drainage
It is apparent that the proposal (option one) is designed to penalise the people of One Tree Hill and 
surrounds to satisfy Councils Greed. It is clear that council has not taken into taken account the financial 
impact on families living, and businesses currently operating in our area and the impact on the workers 
employed in these enterprises. 
If the surrounding councils have much lower impost on businesses, I suggest council lowers the rates on 
commercial properties to comparable rates and looks to improve revenue by looking closely at the way 
it conducts its business.
We are already the highest taxed state per head of population in Australia and with the Holden plant 
closing and jobs being lost to overseas companies on a daily basis I am astounded that council would 
even consider putting a selected rate increase on a small section of its community, we are doing it hard 
enough as it is.
I would hope that council would provide a complete list of councillors, and their families business 
interests including commercial property ownership in the Playford district to eliminate self interest.

I look forward to your written response and that common sense prevails in this matter.

Darcy Ferguson

P.O. Box 121
One Tree Hill
SA 5114
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From:   Andrew Craig <adcraig@ihug.com.au>
Sent:   Sunday, 28 May 2017 9:29 PM
To:     david.z.dennis@gmail.com; Playford
Subject:        Re: Playford Rates

Thanks Dave.  I appreciate your comments.  Being Council correspondence I am CC'ing this to 
Council admin.  I must say that I share some of your sentiments.  I will be expressing to Council 
my dismay as to the poor consultation in the recent exercise.  I will be opposing the heavy rate 
increase that is being considered when the proposal comes to a vote.  I echo your concerns about 
how the Council is not always mindful of the various issues that impact on ratepayers, including 
people from the rural side of Playford.  I am also a resident in the rural area and can truly 
empathise.  Best wishes
Andrew Craig - 0417 016 160

On 28/05/2017 11:34 AM, Dave Dennis wrote:
Dear Andrew,
 
I notice you have been corresponding with Anthony Hughes on the above topic and 
thought you might like an 
extract from an email I recently sent to the Minister for Local Government.
 
I will not be availing myself of the "opportunity" to put my case to Council as in my 
experience these "opportunities" are designed
to allow the powers-that-be to say a consultation process was gone through, before doing 
what they were going to do in the first place.
 
In addition, I have only found out through third parties that a Rate change was being 
mooted. I would have thought that any
"consultation" would involve Playford making interested parties aware. Since I use 
Gawler as my base, putting up billboards in
the Elizabeth area can hardly be considered as "widely disseminating" the 
information.  Once again the "Rural back-blocks" are ignored.
 
Cheers,
 
_______________________________________________________________________
________________________________________
 
Dear Minister,
 
I am writing specifically in relation to a Playford council discriminatory rate raise, but wish 
to also make some observations on the State Government approach to governance that 
allowed the situation to develop.
 
Background:
I am a returned veteran on an age pension. When I left the service, I sought a location 
away from near neighbours to set up home, as I was uncomfortable being in close 
proximity.  Aided by a Defence Service Home loan, I was able to purchase a block of land 
and then have a house built on it out of the city, at Bibaringa. At the time the block cost 
less than a building block in most of Elizabeth and developments at West Lakes.
 
Playford Proposed Rate Increase:
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Forty plus years later and it appears I am now, according to Playford, a rich capitalist who 
deserves to be slugged with rate hikes so that the people of Elizabeth can have cheaper 
rates (many of whom have far more assets and higher disposable income). Given that I 
currently “earn”  $325.00 approx per week, if this rate rise goes ahead I am unlikely to be 
able to afford to stay in my home. Playfords’ action in pushing for a “variable rate” cuts 
across any “progressive” form of taxation by higher levels of Government and at least in 
my case can be considered as completely retro-active – something which successive 
governments have advised is bad policy. That seems to completely negate the point of 
getting the Defence Service loan in the first place.
The proposal not only requires rural areas to pay a premium but provides far less support 
to those areas. In my case I am far closer to Gawler that any of the Playford urban areas 
and use Gawler rather than Playford for facilities.
 
Council and State Government Governance Interaction:
Playford Council have over recent years shown that they have no understanding of what 
living in a rural environment is all about. The latest joke is that if I want to burn-off to 
reduce summer bushfire hazard I have to “pop my head over the back fence” and let the 
next door neighbour know that I’m going to do it beforehand. The next door neighbour in 
question lives a kilometre away and I’ve met them once in forty years. Playford have on 
several occasions advised that they are a “Metropolitan council” and I am obliged to 
observe metropolitan rules whether I like it or not.
 
etc........
 
 
Dave Dennis
0449 256 058
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From:   Glenn Docherty
Sent:   Tuesday, 23 May 2017 5:03 PM
To:     Jessica Absolom; Playford
Subject:        Fwd: Council Rate Review

This email

Needs to be added to the rate review feedback

As it came to council before 5pm today.

Thanks

Glenn 
 
Mayor Glenn Docherty
City of Playford
Phone 8256 0188
Sent from my IPhone 

 
Begin forwarded message:
From: David Cockburn <dcockburn@anconbeton.com> 
Date: 23 May 2017 at 4:51:56 PM ACST 
To: <mayordocherty@playford.sa.gov.au> 
Subject: Council Rate Review
Dear Glenn
 
 
Please find below some comments of mine following my reading of the rates 
consultation paper, thankyou. 
 
Option 1 is not equitable. Increasing residential rates by >25% for some rate payers to 
fund a small <10% decrease for others does not equally share the burden for reducing 
commercial rates. A modest, evenly spread increase for all residential rate payers would 
be equitable. 
 
In the street that I live on most properties would be valued at greater than $500,000 
however the majority are also retired with low incomes - the consultation paper blandly 
assumes incorrectly that these people somehow have a high capacity to pay significantly 
higher rates.
 
Of course lower value properties take up the largest proportion of rate revenue burden 
as these form >90% of all residential properties and the paper appears to use this as 
some justification for the significant increase in rates on higher value properties.   
 
Making residential rates for typical houses valued at around the $500,000 mark the 
highest of surrounding councils is not justified - particularly without any commensurate 
increase in services. 
 
The apparent justification in primary production rate increases versus commercial rates 
in the consultation paper does not take into account the capacity to pay of commercial 
operations with higher land values versus the often lower commercial returns from 



file:///G|/S%20&%20C/Finance/Shared/Rating%20Policy%20Review/Emails/David%20Cockburn.txt[1/06/2017 2:08:47 PM]

primary production operations. The paper appears to ignore the economic importance 
for the many primary production areas within Playford and will only increase the 
building of new operations just outside Playford such as the Two Wells/Light council 
areas.
 
The massive rates proposed for vacant land is an embarrassment when, blocks requiring 
no services, are charged higher rates than occupied properties that require services 
from council. 
 
 
Regards
David Cockburn
One Tree Hill
Ph 0438 807 678
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From:   Frank Calvaresi <chicho@tpg.com.au>
Sent:   Wednesday, 17 May 2017 9:34 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        Rate review policy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

Hi , My name is Frank Calvaresi and I have lived in the Virginia area for most of my life .
After hearing of your new proposed rate policy a number of areas in the policy concerned me . Firstly 
increasing the rates in horticultural and farming areas by ridiculous amounts and reducing it in 
commercial and residential  zones is highly unfair .
These farming areas don’t have kerbing ,  lighting , footpaths and landscaping as in the residential and 
commercial areas in Playford . So the farming areas would be subsidising the commercial and residential 
areas services .
Most Growers are finding it hard enough without an increased council rate that would double or more 
in most cases.Growers incomes are reliant on market forces , that is supply and demand , we cannot 
pass on increased costs as usually prices received for our products have not kept up with inflation .
Most consumers complain about a spike in prices due to adverse weather or disease conditions but 
never complain when prices go lower than production costs for a lot of the time .An increased council 
rate cost would reduce already slim margins and could cause some growers to employ less people as a 
cost cutting exercise . This is not good for employment in the area .
  Council should be trying to become more efficient so a huge increase in rates is not necessary .
It concerns me that most other countries look after their farmers by giving them grants and subsidies 
while here we want to tax them out of business . Of particular concern is in late 2016 a lot of growers in 
Virginia were badly affected by flood caused by the Gawler river . Its bad enough trying to recover from 
lost income without a new council rate hike .
Clearly most of the councillors don’t know about how a growers life works and only a few would . So if it 
was left to the councillors to vote it would result in a loss to the growers .
  My main concern is that the council has a hidden agenda . As we have an election in March 2018 and 
the Liberals have a policy of capping council rates , the council wants to get an excessive rate increase in 
just in case the state Labour party loses the election .
  Regards Frank
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From:   Jenny Price <jennyprice52@gmail.com>
Sent:   Tuesday, 23 May 2017 9:37 PM
To:     Playford
Subject:        Proposed Council Rates options

Dear Sir/Madam,

I have just attended the Council Meeting and am actually feeling sick at your proposed options as 
my wife and I cannot think of a way to pay an extra $2,000 or more a year on top of what we pay 
now.  This would be roughly 10% of my annual take home income as we live from week to 
week.  Our power and bottled gas are all going up in price as well.  This is on top of mortgage 
payments.

We would like to go with Option 3 as everybody in the Council area would be treated equal.

Gary & Jenny Price
(Concerned Residents)
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From:   Chad King
Sent:   Tuesday, 23 May 2017 3:09 PM
To:     Playford; Public Consultation
Subject:        FW: Rating Review Policy

From: Jill [mailto:jta95051@bigpond.net.au]  
Sent: Tuesday, 23 May 2017 2:35 PM 
To: Chad King 
Subject: Rating Review Policy

 
Hello Admin, 
A contact us enquiry has been received on Engagement Hub.
 
Name : Jill 
Email : jta95051@bigpond.net.au 
Phone : 0408084129 
Message: I have just accidentally found out about the rate review. We receive no communication from 
Playford, are 12km from One Tree Hill so do not receive The Grapevine or any printed media. For more 
than 20years I have been asking for regular communication from City of Playford without success. Now 
to register to feedback on the above issue there is a period of waiting before my approval comes through 
so very possibly won't have feedback received before tonight's Council meeting. This is not OK. Where is 
your community engagement? We receive rates notices to our PO Box in Gawler but Playford can't seem 
to organise to get us information to that address. Lord knows I have tried many times to have this fixed 
and now this issue without any communication from you. Very poor form. Historically when sending 
emails I haven't had a good response rate so not altogether hopeful of this either. Please don't ask that I go 
on the website to seek information as it's actually up to you to communicate way better than has been the 
case for many years. 
 
Thanks, 
The Engagement Hub Team
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From:   Moore, Keith <Keith.Moore@broadspectrum.com>
Sent:   Tuesday, 23 May 2017 4:53 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        City of Playford Rating Policy Review | Public Consultation | Response 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

To whom it concerns,

As a long term City of Playford resident (since April 2000) I make this submission to leave the 
rating system as it stands.  Council needs to provide further information to justify any future 
proposed amendment.

The objective to rebalance the rating system is admirable if indeed that is required.  The 
justification for doing so is not adequately explained nor are the supposed “current inequities” 
explained.

Option 2 states commercial property owners’ rates make up 22% of rates revenue.  There is no 
comparison of rate revenue to improved/vacant land values across any of the proposed four 
categories which we should have to better inform this process.  It is therefore impossible to 
determine whether 22% is proportionate with the total commercial property values across the 
City or not.  Presumably Council is purporting that 22% over represents commercial rate payers, 
but I’d be surprised at that.

Additionally, there is no comparison of such data with other nearby councils to ascertain where 
Playford sits amongst likely competing councils for attracting new commercial enterprises to the 
region.  Given the longer term push nationally to expand interstate rail networks, the ASC future 
contracts it is illogical to make any comparisons with locations well south such as Lonsdale.

I note that Option 1 is likely to see a substantial increase to primary producers.  My rating is in 
that tranche based on where I reside with a small acreage property.    I am not running a 
commercial enterprise from the property as may a larger scale farmer with traditional primary 
production.     Irrespective, the commercial enterprises council aims to assist enjoy a tax break 
for the rates charged as a legitimate business cost.   

I strongly object to the council expecting us to pay more rates for the limited services we 
receive.   

Frankly Playford serves poorly compared to the valued services I used to receive in the exurbs of 
Melbourne.  It took years for Council to get neighbours to clear up long grass pre the fire season 
yet I received a notice annually for many years yet cleared my boundaries regularly (I still 
believe council didn’t know which blocks they were looking at and served notice on the wrong 
party).   The entry to our driveway was repeatedly washed away by inadequate drainage from 
road runoff despite repeated calls to council to rectify.  It wasn’t rectified until I just happened to 
see a road crew nearby one day and having told them the issue, they agreed to form a spoon 
drain.   Subsequently I learned the road is the responsibility of DPTI, but council didn’t advise me 
of that.  Hard rubbish collections are annual only and if you miss it (as I have due to work travel) 
then its bad luck.  Council should provide say one tip pass per annum as part of the rates.   I 
would utilise a service from Council such as grading my driveway etc if that was offered 
commercially.

I acknowledge that taxes and rates are socialised monies and not everyone agrees in how 
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governments and councils appropriate the revenues earned.  However, in this matter of 
proposed rebalancing rates Council should provide further data to enable a more fulsome 
debate for an informed decision.

Regards

Keith Moore
PO Box 10 
One Tree Hill, 5114
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From:   
Sent:   Saturday, 6 May 2017 9:02 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        Rate review

Importance:     High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

To whom it may concern at Playford Council,I DO NOT AGREE TO THE PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE RATE 
REVIEW so i would choose option 3.I believe i am already paying too much.On my rates i am classed as 
primary production yet i make no money off the land? We do not run our property as a business. I have 
some sheep to eat the grass down to avoid bushfires.I have 2 minature ponies which are rescue 
ponies.My property is a lifestyle property so we can give our boys a good country upbringing. After years 
of ill health bone marrow extractions & an organ removed and several years of treatment which has 
been a huge cost to the family i fear raising the rates may push us and other families out of the playford 
area and into an area which is fair and has good value for what we are paying. Our property costs us a 
lot of money eg;fire breaks,weed spraying and removal, fencing among several other expenses.I spend a 
lot of time each year talking to councils fire prevention officer at bush fire time, National resources 
weed control and removal and a lot of time on the surrounds near the bush for life site and the council 
verges Our rubbish bins are emptied every week a lot of times the rubbish is blowing around which we 
pick up, among bottles food containers,papers opposite us outside the bush for life site where people 
park. A lot of times we have had car tyres, lounge suites large rubbish dumped on council verges 
opposite and a lot of times it has taken up to 4 weeks  plus several phone calls for council to remove 
them.Our road Alexander Ave is in terrible condition pots holes and deepholes and edges missing a link 
rd to Trinity college so several learner drivers use i and it has a high traffic volume as well as the 
surrounding roads a lot in poor condition and it is a 80km speed limit. 
i have notice several surrounding country roads also i poor condition.I wonder how much money in 
councils budget has been allocated  for the country/rural areas there seems to be a lot of upgrading in 
the residential areas eg elizabeth, munno para, blakes crossing, elizabeth centre and surrounds which is 
great,as long as the rural areas are not forgotten.I would hope when the councillors vote their is an even 
number rural to residential councillors so they have an even understanding of the areas.I will also be 
contacting in writing the state land valuation and asssesment office to ask them why we are classed as 
primary production.This email is my view and i ask u to consider these factors above when making your 
decision.Thankyou for your consideration.Kind regards (Playford Council rate payer) 
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From:   Steve Marsh <stevemarsh49@outlook.com>
Sent:   Thursday, 25 May 2017 7:22 PM
To:     Playford
Subject:        Rate increases

Hello,
I'm hearing rumours of significant rate rises, what's going on, why has there been no communication on 
this?
Steve Marsh
Blakeview
5114

Sent from my iPad
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From:   Deirdre Colleen Wood <deirdrewood@bigpond.com>
Sent:   Monday, 22 May 2017 2:08 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        Rating Review Consultation - Deirdre Wood 263 Alexander Avenue Bibaringa

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

Dear  Council,

I have a 10 acre rural living property on the Hills Face Zone which I have owned since 1988 on which I 
have built a modest weatherboard house. 

For rating purposes the property is zoned primary production.

It comprises a steep gully and is not arable (i.e. capable of cultivation).  I have had a small flock of sheep 
on it to defray the rates and to feed myself and my family of dogs.  Because of the work involved with 
the sheep and my reducing physical capacity (I am now 60 years old)  I no longer wish to breed 
sheep.  However because of the good season of 2016 I bought 3 two week old calves which I bucket 
fed  and am rearing so as to eat excess feed to reduce the bushfire risk and to help defray the cost of the 
rates.   Even so the money I earn from my livestock does not cover the cost of the rates.    Also other 
expenses involved in the upkeep of the property e.g. weed spraying and fencing exceed the earning 
capacity of the property even when I do all of the work.

I am a self-funded retiree.

The prospect of higher rates is burdensome.

I am against the proposed changes to the rating system.

Yours faithfully,
Deirdre Wood
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From:   Andrew Craig <adcraig@ihug.com.au>
Sent:   Sunday, 28 May 2017 9:29 PM
To:     david.z.dennis@gmail.com; Playford
Subject:        Re: Playford Rates

Thanks Dave.  I appreciate your comments.  Being Council correspondence I am CC'ing this to 
Council admin.  I must say that I share some of your sentiments.  I will be expressing to Council 
my dismay as to the poor consultation in the recent exercise.  I will be opposing the heavy rate 
increase that is being considered when the proposal comes to a vote.  I echo your concerns about 
how the Council is not always mindful of the various issues that impact on ratepayers, including 
people from the rural side of Playford.  I am also a resident in the rural area and can truly 
empathise.  Best wishes
Andrew Craig - 0417 016 160

On 28/05/2017 11:34 AM, Dave Dennis wrote:
Dear Andrew,
 
I notice you have been corresponding with Anthony Hughes on the above topic and 
thought you might like an 
extract from an email I recently sent to the Minister for Local Government.
 
I will not be availing myself of the "opportunity" to put my case to Council as in my 
experience these "opportunities" are designed
to allow the powers-that-be to say a consultation process was gone through, before doing 
what they were going to do in the first place.
 
In addition, I have only found out through third parties that a Rate change was being 
mooted. I would have thought that any
"consultation" would involve Playford making interested parties aware. Since I use 
Gawler as my base, putting up billboards in
the Elizabeth area can hardly be considered as "widely disseminating" the 
information.  Once again the "Rural back-blocks" are ignored.
 
Cheers,
 
_______________________________________________________________________
________________________________________
 
Dear Minister,
 
I am writing specifically in relation to a Playford council discriminatory rate raise, but wish 
to also make some observations on the State Government approach to governance that 
allowed the situation to develop.
 
Background:
I am a returned veteran on an age pension. When I left the service, I sought a location 
away from near neighbours to set up home, as I was uncomfortable being in close 
proximity.  Aided by a Defence Service Home loan, I was able to purchase a block of land 
and then have a house built on it out of the city, at Bibaringa. At the time the block cost 
less than a building block in most of Elizabeth and developments at West Lakes.
 
Playford Proposed Rate Increase:
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Forty plus years later and it appears I am now, according to Playford, a rich capitalist who 
deserves to be slugged with rate hikes so that the people of Elizabeth can have cheaper 
rates (many of whom have far more assets and higher disposable income). Given that I 
currently “earn”  $325.00 approx per week, if this rate rise goes ahead I am unlikely to be 
able to afford to stay in my home. Playfords’ action in pushing for a “variable rate” cuts 
across any “progressive” form of taxation by higher levels of Government and at least in 
my case can be considered as completely retro-active – something which successive 
governments have advised is bad policy. That seems to completely negate the point of 
getting the Defence Service loan in the first place.
The proposal not only requires rural areas to pay a premium but provides far less support 
to those areas. In my case I am far closer to Gawler that any of the Playford urban areas 
and use Gawler rather than Playford for facilities.
 
Council and State Government Governance Interaction:
Playford Council have over recent years shown that they have no understanding of what 
living in a rural environment is all about. The latest joke is that if I want to burn-off to 
reduce summer bushfire hazard I have to “pop my head over the back fence” and let the 
next door neighbour know that I’m going to do it beforehand. The next door neighbour in 
question lives a kilometre away and I’ve met them once in forty years. Playford have on 
several occasions advised that they are a “Metropolitan council” and I am obliged to 
observe metropolitan rules whether I like it or not.
 
etc........
 
 
Dave Dennis
0449 256 058
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From:   Nurton Grigg Family <mardiandbrad@gmail.com>
Sent:   Tuesday, 30 May 2017 12:14 PM
To:     Playford
Subject:        re rate review policy - primary producers

Playford Operations Centre
Rating Policy Review
12 Bishopstone Road,
Davoren Park,  SA,  5113
 
To those that this involves,
While I am aware that the deadline for such correspondance has passed, I felt I might as 
well send anyway to express my views.  I write regarding the proposed rate change to effect 
primary producers within the Playford Council Area.
I am absolutely against this proposed rate rise, and the reasons for my opposition are many 
and varied, the key reasons are;
-                -     In our current economic climate where families are increasingly experiencing financial 
stress, this huge extra cost will be too greater a burden for some households.   The costs to the 
wider community are potentially enormous.
-                 -    With regard to the environment and climate change, where locally produced food on small 
scale has the potential to significantly reduce emissions, this rate proposal is immoral
-                -     With regard to pending food shortages, where locally produced food on small scale has the 
potential to answer many of these problems, this rate proposal is immoral
-       Considering this rate proposal alongside of Playford’s vision to be the ‘food bowl of the south’, 
makes a joke of the council and said vision. This rate proposal hugely reduces opportunities for 
food production in the area and vastly hinders growth in this field.
While we personally are not currently registered as primary producers, it is certainly 
something that we are seriously considering.   We moved to the area within the last 12 
months with a view to use our 5 acre property to involve ourselves in food production.  This 
proposed rate rise would potentially see us not pursuing such an avenue, and I think the 
potential loss, not only to our family, but to the wider community is hugely regrettable.

I urge council to scrap this proposed change and instead focus on nurturing these grass 
roots businesses that can actually offer solutions to the significant problems mentioned 
above.
 
 
Yours sincerely,
Mardi Grigg
536 Craigmore Road,
Uleybury, SA, 5114

0401 329 478
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From:   Rod Beinke <r.beinke@torqind.com>
Sent:   Wednesday, 3 May 2017 6:14 PM
To:     Playford
Cc:     Joe Federico; Rodeny Beinke (rodney.beinke@bigpond.com)
Subject:        Proposed Rate Hike

Categories:     Rhonda Cooney

WE would like to register our strong opposition to the proposed hike in council rates to properties in the 
Playford council valued over $450k.(Option 1)

Our home is in the township of One Tree Hill and our rate are already too high for the amount of 
services we currently receive compared to others within the council area.

It is hard to stomach that the council would proposed to penalised us further just because we have got 
off our behinds, worked to build what we have.

Please reply email that you have received and registered our opposition to Option 1 Rate Change

Yours sincerely,

Rod & Joanne Beinke

1 Jordan Drive,
One Tree Hill, SA
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From:   Steve & Marie Taylor <smtaylor@activ8.net.au>
Sent:   Tuesday, 23 May 2017 4:45 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        Rating Policy Review Comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

Dear Sir/Madam
As a ratepayer in Playford for nearly 2 decades I am writing to express my concern at the proposed 
changes to rates in the rural (primary Producers) area in particular.

(1)     The method of proposing and evaluating options is inappropriate. Substantial changes to rating 
should have a much better consultation process. The increase of my rates under your proposed 
option 1 are about 25%.  I only found out about a review through the One Tree Hill Grapevine, 
and I expect the courtesy of a direct communication for such a significant change
(2)     A reduction for residential properties ignores the fact that a large proportion of residential 
properties in Playford are investment properties, ie commercial interests. A concession for 
absentee landlords and other investors does not encourage home ownership and hence does 
not promote community cohesion (which should be an objective of all Council Policy).
(3)     Business owners should pay their way and contribute to the community through appropriate 
rates, not benefit from an unfair burden on so called primary producers, the lifestyle families 
like mine who have invested in Playford for the long term
(4)     I do not want any additional services from Playford at my home address and I do not expect to 
have to pay a 25% rate increase to prop up commercial development in Playford.

I am in favour of Option 3, leaving rates as they are, but if changes must be made to keep Playford afloat 
then Option 2 seems reasonable. I will not support Option 1 under any circumstances.

Yours Sincerely

Stephen and Marie Taylor

42 Tenafeate Court
Yattalunga 5114
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From:   Rana, Sue <Sue.Rana@tweglobal.com>
Sent:   Tuesday, 23 May 2017 5:38 PM
To:     Public Consultation
Subject:        Feedback on proposed changes to the Playford Council Rating Policy

Importance:     High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

I refer to a request to provide feedback on the Playford Council rating policy review.

Treasury Wine Estates has only late this afternoon, become aware of the Playford Council rating policy 
review. Given we have a large warehouse tenancy in the Playford Council area (TWE’s National 
Distribution Centre is owned by STC at Penfield), we request some additional time to review and 
respond to your proposal. I would like to provide a response within the next 24-48 hours for you to take 
into consideration when assessing all the feedback you receive.

your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated.

kind regards

Sue Rana

SUE RANA  | Corporate Affairs Manager – Global Supply Chain
78 Penfold Road | Magill | SA 5072
T: +61 8 8301 5880 | M: +61 427 849 933 | F: +61 8 8332 9978 
sue.rana@tweglobal.com
www.tweglobal.com
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Rates: My arguments 2017 – comments in red were added on the night, often in response to 
someone else’s comment. Comments in blue were deleted as someone had already made the point 
or I was short of time to make them. 
 
Hello. I will not wish you a good evening as I hope you are not enjoying this. 
 
Opening comments: 
My name is Julie Buttery and I have lived in Humbug Scrub for 40 years. 
35 years ago I fought to prevent Munno Para being taken over by Elizabeth for exactly this reason: 
that suburban dwellers do not understand the rural life style, needs, wants and spending habits of 
rural residents. 
I was not at the One Tree Hill meeting as I did not hear about it. Indeed, I have rushed back from a 
family reunion of 3 siblings, my 91 year old mother and 7 cousins I have not seen for 10 years, just 
to be at this meeting tonight. 
Council is required to provide services and to finance this they must impose rates as their main 
means of income. Granted. 
Services for the rural areas are far below those for the suburban areas especially road maintenance, 
drains, mowing. They happen once a year. Compare with the work being done again (or still) on 
Fremont Park and median strips on Yorktown Road. 
But each community has different priorities and I think the rural areas agree we can do without 
verges, street sweeping and hedging.  
The time scale for this consultation was the minimum. Rural people do not get newspapers 
delivered, we collect our mail weekly (although we did not get posted notification). If it were not 
for the work of our councillor most of us would not have heard of the rates review. Indeed, I know 
of one business owner and rate payer who knew nothing until Sunday afternoon. After discussion, 
with his rates expected to go down, he said “That is not fair. There has to be a better solution”. 
Major changes should have more time for public consultation and discussion. If you want to make 
changes, they need even more time. You have had 210 speakers register and wish to speak. At 5 
minutes each, that will take 17 hours. 
 
 
The Discussion: 

Semantics.  

 Option 2 says the rates MAY have to go up if there is a shortfall. What you are saying is that 
“they will go up and we have an excuse because we warned about it.” 
 There is no end date on Option 2 for levelling the commercial rates. Will it be when we have 
accepted the hikes? 
 “The Rates strategy is subject to council being in a surplus budget” but if you keep spending 
it will never be in surplus. So the rates will never go down. 
The Capital Value system discourages improvements to the property. Why improve it if your rates 
will go up as a direct consequence? 
“You can apply for rate relief” but is there any guarantee it will be approved? This is a furfy to 
make gullible people think they will not have to pay the full amount. 
As a former business owner, I can tell you that decreasing rates will not automatically mean there 
are more employment opportunities. It is only when you sell more product that you employ more 
people.  
I have a budget for items. It doesn’t matter how many shops there are, I will still only spend so 
many dollars on any type of item. Businesses will only be useful to the area if they produce 
something that they can export (out of the area) as the discretionary cash of any area is limited. 
  
The tables: 



 They are displayed in a manner that encourages direct vertical comparison yet reveal very 
different data. Is this poor planning or deliberate obfuscation? Items of note: $500k in 2 tables but 
$530k in a third in a different column. Residential rates starting from $215k with others starting at 
$250k or $179k (for vacant – what a strange amount to show stats for). 
 Work force quoted at 17% for manufacturing, yet the graph shows it as 14%. 
 
Final analysis: 

 You base the rates on Ability to pay –  
we have spent 40 years nurturing our property, going without to buy and improve it. For 35 
years we have been told we are “lucky’ to live in One Tree Hill. There is no luck involved. 
We had the luck to buy before the rush, to be able to pay a mortgage of 18% by working 2 
jobs, growing our own food, wearing second hand clothes and driving second hand vehicles, 
not smoking, drinking or going to entertainment venues. 2 self drive holidays in 30 years, no 
overseas holidays. We raised our children, paid our superannuation and retired as self 
funded retirees. Only to be told we have expensive properties so “obviously” have the 
ability to pay high rates, taxes, electricity, fuel, postage, public transport . .. .  Everywhere 
we turn we are paying full price, sometimes, as you are proposing, paying more than the 
average person, because we chose to go without to get ourselves independent in our old age. 
I see this leading to us, and many others, selling out. But if we all put our properties on the 
market at the same time, the prices will fall, we will be unable to buy another house and 
with the lower valuation, our rates will fall. So maybe we will be able to stay here, until 
some other bright spark decides we can afford to pay high rates as we “Obviously” have 
plenty of money. Then you won’t get the increase as we will be below the “wealthy” level. 

 
 IMPACTS: 

Option 1 says 66% of residential ratepayers and 91% of commercial will receive reductions 
as will 31% of vacant land and 6.9% of rural. So this means that the income will reduce OR 
the rest will be slugged enormously. I can see which it will be. 

 
Recommendation and preferred options. 
OPTION 4: maintain the current rating system for another year, find where you can cut the fat from 
the budget (reducing debt will reduce expenditure on interest payments) and continue to search for 
an equitable system based on the current options 2 and 3 (dropping commercial rates and increasing 
all rates to some extent – not the extortion you have in option 1). 
 
Option 5:   Extend Adelaide Plains Council boundary to include all the rural based areas of 
Virginia and Angle Vale. 
  Extend Gawler Council to include Smithfield and possibly Munno Para. 
  Extend Adelaide Hills Council to include all the hills face areas of One Tree Hill, 
Yatalunga, Bibaringa, Humbug Scrub, Sampson Flat. 
  Extend Salisbury Council to include Hillbank. 
This will result in a break up Playford council possibly the total demise (with all suburban areas 
joining either Gawler or Salisbury). Which, according to the statistics, will be better for all the rate 
payers as they will not be paying as high rates as they currently are. 



 

CI T Y OF 

~~I 
1--

Hello Admin, 

A contact us enquiry has been received on Engagement Hub. 

Name : Jill 

Email : jta9505l@bigpond.net.au 

Phone : ()408084129 

Message: I have just accidentally found out about the. rate review. \Ve receive no communication from 
Playford, are lllan from One Tree Hill so do not receive The Grapevine or any printed media. For more 
than 20years I have been asking for regular communication from City of Playford without success. Now 
to register to feedback on the above issue there is a period of waiting before my approval comes through 
so very possibly won't have feedback received before tonight's Council meeting. Tills is not OK. \Vhere is 
your community engagement? We receive rates notic-es to our PO Box in Gawler but Playford can't seem 
to organise to get us information to that address. Lord knows I have tried many times to have this ftxed 
and now this issue without any communication from you. Very poor form. Historically when sending 
emails I haven't had a good response rate so not altogether hopeful of this either. Please don't ask that I 
go on the website. to seek information as it's actually up to you to communicate way better than has been 

the case for many years. 

Thanks, 
The Engagement Hub Team 
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