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2. Introduction 

My name is Malcolm McFetridge of , and I have been a ratepayer in the City of 

Rockingham WA since 1981. I was also a Councillor, City of Rockingham from 1995-1999 and 2005-2006. 

The original aim of this submission was to present a case that supported an argument that the proposed rate rise for 

the financial year 2018/19 should be reduced from 3.6% to 2.9% using historical information and rate rises imposed 

on residential properties by the City of Rockingham from financial year 2010/11 to 2016/17, and in particular, 

2018/19, were unnecessary and unjustified. The more I wrote the more questions I had and the content grew to a 

point that I missed the deadline for the submissions. It was always my intention to submit this paper to the relevant 

authorities to request them to review why the ratepayers of Rockingham were subject to substantial rate rises over 

the initial ten year City Business Plan and the ‘Inquiry into Local Government’ by the Legislative Council provides 

the opportunity to allow me to do this. 

3. Aim 

The aim, using the arguments I have put forward in the body of this submission, is to provide information from 

Council’s own documentation and extracts from associated documentation to question why brutal rate rises were 

imposed on the existing ratepayers of Rockingham from FY2010/11 to 2019/20 shouldering the burden of costs to 

fund future growth which should have been funded by a mix of rates, long term borrowings and own source 

revenue spreading this burden over many years.   

4. Preamble 

Questioning a residential property rate rise that could be considered excessive for any particular year could easily 

be explained by Council as a ‘one off’ but questioning those rate rises over consecutive years is harder to argue 

given the patterns that emerge.  

I have only addressed residential rate rises in this submission, although any rate revenues quoted are inclusive of all 

rates including interims. I have only included comments from some of the past financial years as from one financial 

year to the next the reasoning for above average rate rises was always the same, population growth and the need to 

build and maintain infrastructure, something I will address in this document. 

5. Financial Years 

Above average rate rises were imposed on residential properties in the City of Rockingham from 2010/11 until 

2015/16 and totalled 53%, (Front Page Weekend Courier) these rises being justified by the need for the 

construction, renewal and maintenance of infrastructure to cater for a burgeoning population. In the following 

financial years 2016/17 to 2019/20 the City of Rockingham again imposed some of the highest rate rises in the 

metropolitan area on its ratepayers. 

Financial years 2006/7 to 2009/10 have been listed to compare ratios and add any information which refers to the 

performance of previous administrations. (The information found for these years is limited but should be adequate 

to support my submission.) 
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6. Extracts from the 2006/7 Annual report 

CEO’s Report (Mr Gary Holland CEO) 

        “The City of Rockingham has enjoyed yet another year of growth and development and we are poised for further 

expansion and progression for our City.” 

 “The increased demand for infrastructure and community projects is expected to increase as this growth continues 

and I feel extremely confident that the City of Rockingham will be able to meet these challenges as we move in to 

2008.” 

Engineering and Parks (Mr Chris Thompson, Director Engineering and Parks) 

“2006/7 has been another year of Rapid expansion” 

Accounting Services (Mr David Hannington, Acting Director Corporate Services) 

****“A prime responsibility is to deliver a balanced budget, keeping rates to a minimum and providing sufficient 

funds to meet all operating and capital expenditure requirements.”**** 

Mayor’s report (Mr Barry Sammels, Mayor) 

20 years ago (1990) we knew Rockingham would experience unstoppable growth and as our population races 

towards the 100,000 mark we will continue to manoeuvre the City in a positive and optimistic direction” 

7. Extracts from the 2007/08 Annual report 

CEO’s Report. (Mr Ned Fimmano, Acting CEO.) 

“It has been a year of growth and significant change at the City of Rockingham” 

“The ability to meet the strong demands of our residents requires that we continue to develop valuable and 

appropriate infrastructure projects and to develop and implement effective community strategies and plans.” 

Mayor’s report (Mr Barry Sammels, Mayor) 

“Looking back on the past 20 years, it's so gratifying to see what we have achieved. Our visions and objectives for 

the City have always been clear and witnessing these projects and visions unfold has been extremely rewarding. 

One of the biggest challenges we face as a growing City is keeping up with the demand for suitable infrastructure 

developments that will continue to improve the lifestyle for the community.  

Engineering and Parks (Mr Chris Thompson, Director Engineering and Parks) 

 “Council’s focused emphasis on Asset Management will ensure that regular scheduled inspection and maintenance 

will occur on it’s numerous community assets and ensuring that they meet today’s level of service expectations. 

8. Financial Year 2008/09 

***Please note - I could only find the 2008/09 Annual Financial Report from which the population and ratios 

figures have been taken and listed in Table 1. 

9. Extracts from the 2009/10 Annual report  

Mayor’s Report (Cr Barry Sammels, Mayor) 

“Like most Local Authorities in Australia, the City of Rockingham was not immune to the threat of this (Global 

Financial) crisis. However, due to the prudent management of our funds we weathered the crisis well as a result of 
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all of our deposits being secured in locally based major banks using traditional term deposit investments. We have 

also managed to decrease our levels of debt with no new loans planned to be raised in the coming year. This 

planning has ensured the City of Rockingham is financially sound and with greater scrutiny in future years and 

many new projects will evolve in line with predicted population growths, particularly in the rapidly expanding 

Baldivis area.” 

CEO’s Report (Mr Andrew Hammond CEO) 

“on average, we have increased by 2,750  people per annum over the last 20 years. With a predicted ongoing 

growth rate of 4.5 percent, the city’s population could reach 164,000 by 2030. This information has been made 

available to us as a result of the completion of our first Urban Growth Program, which provides a summary and 

pattern of expected urban development for intervals up to and beyond 2031”. 

Engineering and Parks (Mr Chris Thompson, Director Engineering and Parks) 

 “There was a strong emphasis on Asset Management and the refurbishment and repair of the City’s existing 

infrastructure, facilities, roads and services. The City developed an Infrastructure Asset Management Plan, which 

identifies gaps in Capital renewal funding and provides recommended steps to reduce these gaps.” 

10. Financial Year 2010/11- Adoption of the initial Ten Year Business Plan 

It should be noted that the business plan was supposed to be a ‘rolling’ ten year plan and not just a definitive 

ten year plan, the intention being to ensure existing ratepayers were not burdened with the full cost of future 

infrastructure these costs supposedly being shared by existing and future ratepayers by responsible budgeting  

minimising rate rises whilst meeting so called ‘community expectatuions’. 

Councillors at the Council meeting on the 27 April 2010 voted to adopt the first City Business Plan covering a ten 

year period from 2010/11 to 2019/20. In the minutes it states that ‘The City Business Plan indicates the financial 

position of the Council over the next 10 years and is one of the most important planning documents that Council 

needs to consider.’ The City of Rockingham Business Plan places emphasis on new projects and asset preservation. 

****($166.5million dollars of new infrastructure and $17.5million for asset rejuvenation over the 10 years of the 

plan.)**** The plan also provides for $48 million to be raised in loans over a 10-year period. 

With strong strategic and financial management, Council has the ability to achieve significant outcomes for the 

City. Although funds for the next few years are tight, with correct allocations and strong financial projections the 

latter half of the plan represents financial prosperity for the City of Rockingham. The process for the development 

of  strong business management planning has occurred and whilst the City Business Plan before Council is 

ambitious, it is definitely achievable. Debt management remains a significant challenge and it is recommended that 

where ever possible a debt servicing ratio not exceed 8% (debt serving ratio is the percentage of operating revenue 

that is allocated towards maintaining debt principal and interest payments). 

For the purposes of the plan, landfill revenues have been excluded in this calculation. (i.e. ‘quarantined) 

To sustain the service levels and build the facilities required, it is anticipated that rate yields of between 7% and 

9% will be required for the first five years. It is then predicted to decrease to approximately 5% per annum.’ These 

numbers were not adhered to. 

The motion to adopt the business plan was carried 10/0.  

At the Council meeting held on the 27 July 2010 Councillors voted to adopt the 2010/11 Budget, Setting of Rates 

and related issues our Council imposing a rate rise of 8.9% on GRV properties. 
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In the minutes it states that: 

“The Budget provides the operating means for strategic plans to be implemented. The City Business Plan has 

informed the budget. All projects contained within the Business Plan are also contained within the budget.”- “As 

per business plan predictions, there are no plans to raise any new loans. It is vital the City maintains a steady debt 

position to ensure that when major projects need developing, debt can be used to support the project.” 

11. Financial Year 2011/12 

FY 2011/12 marked the start of the above average rate rises.  It should be noted that at this time, June 2011, the 

Department of Local Government (DLG) released a document called the 'Integrated Planning and Reporting-Model 

Long Term Financial Plan'. ( https://www.dlgsc.wa.gov.au/docs/default-source/local-government/integrated-

planning-and-reporting/integrated-planning-and-reporting-model-long-term-financial-

plan.pdf?sfvrsn=47debaad_3) The model was prepared to assist Western Australian local governments to 

develop 10 year Long Term Financial Plans (LTFP) from which annual budgets could be developed.  

The model, using the hypothetical town of Eagle Bay as the basis for a rating strategy in the ten year plan, 2010/11 

to 2019/20, stated “Levying rate increases at or below CPI is unsustainable in the long term and in the LTFP the 

Council has determined that rate increases would be based on 8% for years 2 and 3, 7.5% for the next 2 years and 

6.5% for the balance of the plan. In addition the rate base is estimated to grow by 3.5% each year through until 

2020 as new development occurs.” Although the LFTP was a hypothetical model aimed at Councils struggling with 

finances the City of Rockingham could not be considered one of these. (See 2006/07-2009/10 extracts from the 

annual reports in this submission.) Following the lead given to them in the document by the DLG, numerous local 

councils including Rockingham, went on to impose huge rate rises on their communities. City of Rockingham 

council officers recommending a rate rise of 15% for FY2011/12 which was eventually reduced to 12% and finally 

adopted at, 9.9%. The officers also addressed the reliance on the Landfill surpluses to subsidise rates stating in the 

report written for the Special Corporate & Engineering Services Standing Committee Minutes Tuesday 28 June 

2011, ‘The City also needs to establish cash reserves to support the long term risks and responsibilities involved in 

managing its commercial and environmental obligations. It is estimated that $15 million will be needed in reserve 

to cover these contingencies and protect ratepayers from potential future liabilities resulting from an incident at the 

landfill or unpredicted closure and remediation costs.’ It was also stated that ‘It is staff opinion that the practice of 

utilising landfill revenue to subsidise rate increases need to cease immediately.’ This explains the recommendation 

for a rate rise of 15%, (a 1% rise equating to additional rate revenue 0f $460,000, 15% equalling additional income 

of  $6,9 million in rates more than enough to cover the quarantined landfill revenue of $6.1 million which they 

wanted to shift to a reserve fund.) As it was the the 9.9%  rate rise adopted equalled $4.55 million in additional rate 

revenue.   

12. Financial Year 2012/13 

At the Council Meeting on Tuesday 22 May 2012 item CS-018/12 – rating methodology 2012/13 financial year 

https://www.dlgsc.wa.gov.au/docs/default-source/local-government/integrated-planning-and-reporting/integrated-planning-and-reporting-model-long-term-financial-plan.pdf?sfvrsn=47debaad_3
https://www.dlgsc.wa.gov.au/docs/default-source/local-government/integrated-planning-and-reporting/integrated-planning-and-reporting-model-long-term-financial-plan.pdf?sfvrsn=47debaad_3
https://www.dlgsc.wa.gov.au/docs/default-source/local-government/integrated-planning-and-reporting/integrated-planning-and-reporting-model-long-term-financial-plan.pdf?sfvrsn=47debaad_3
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the Officers again recommended an ‘Increase the GRV rate in the dollar by 15% in all GRV rating differential 

categories.’ Again this was opposed and a rate rise of 9.9% was adopted for the FY2012/13.  Rate rises for the 

financial years 2010/11 to - 2012/13 totalled 28.7%, in round figures about $14,000,000 in additional rate revenue 

in that time. It should be noted that the minimum rate rose from $612 in 2010/11 to $799 in 2012/13 a rate rise of 

30% in three years years. 

Once again the council minutes stated that ‘As the useful life of landfill reduces, so to does the time available to 

build suitable revenue buffers to address post closure rehabilitation or major catastrophic issues associated with 

landfill emergency closure. It is officer opinion that the practice of utilising landfill revenue to subsidise rate 

increases needs to cease immediately.’and ‘The City also needs to establish cash reserves to support the long term 

risks and responsibilities involved in managing its commercial and environmental obligations. It is estimated that 

$15 million will be needed in reserve to cover these contingencies and protect ratepayers from potential future 

liabilities resulting from an incident at the landfill or unpredicted closure and remediation costs.’  

13. Financial Year 2013/14 

****Please note as most important****   In 2013 I believe the DLG realised what they had done and released 

another document under cover of Circular 13-2013, 'Rate Setting, Asset Management and Financial Sustainability' ( 

 (  DLG_Circular ) The purpose of which was for Councils to consider all the options currently available to local 

governments when planning their budgets and setting rates in preparation for a new financial year. That is, to use 

options when financing their 10 year plans. ( LTFP Financial Strategies )  Seven years into its City Business 

Planning Rockingham City Council reduced the rates rises (FY3013/14 – 7.6% and FY2014/15 – 6.9%)  after 

applying huge increases in rates in the first six years. This coincided with the State Government expressing 

concerns the rate rises were excessive threatening to cap rates but in FY2015/16 again imposed a 9.9% rate rise on 

the city’s ratepayers using the same justifications for the rate rise used in the earlier years .  

14. Information Table (By Column) 

The Information Table (attachment 14.1) is a collation of the information given to Councillors to support the rate 

rises associated with the 10 year City of Rockingham Business Plan. 

Council minutes continually state that “The City Business Plan indicates the financial position of the Council for 

the next ten years and is one of the most important planning documents that Council needs to consider.” In addition 

minutes state that “Given the City Business Plan identifies each year’s revenue and expenditure projections on a 10 

year basis, it follows that year one of the plan should always form the foundation of the draft budget submitted to 

Council.” 

Given these statements it is imperative that the financials put before the Councillors are correct as incorrect 

information could lead to the Councillors making poor decisions affecting the household budgets of the city’s 

ratepayers. The information in the table is sourced from Council and committee agendas and minutes, the ABS, 

ID.com, (the demographer Council uses for its statistical information) and other Council documents.  

Let me address each column left to right. 
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14.1. Rate Rises. 

As you can see residential rates have risen by 57.6% over 9 years, an average of 6.4% a year well above CPI, the 

biggest increases occurring from FY2011/12 & FY2012/13 when rate rises of 15% were being considered. It 

should be noted that the minimum rate rose from $612 in 2010/11 to $1,202 in 2018/19, 96%, an average annual 

rate rise of just over 10%. (The minimum rate was levied on 20,000 properties.)  

The reasons given for the rate rises were many and in no particular order were:  

 

14.2. Consumer Price Index (CPI) 

Although the CPI is a good basis to establish revenue to enable a Council to meet the level of service of the 

previous financial year, it would not allow them to collect the revenue necessary to sustain their current and non-

current capital costs. WALGA produces a Local Government Cost Index, (LGCI) which as the name suggests 

takes into account rises in the costs associated with a Councils budgets.  

As can be seen from the attachment ( Local Government Cost Index (WALGA Economic Briefing March 2018)) 

the LGCI was 1.9% and given the ‘solid financial state’ of the City of Rockingham’s finances the rate rises 

imposed on our ratepayers should have been fair and reasonable and loan funds should have been used to fund 

most of the infrastructure it was suggested we needed. 

14.3. Population 

The growth in the population of Rockingham was front and centre in the justification for the huge rate rises 

imposed on property owners but in truth this was not anything new. (ID.com-Rockingham and population 

growth )  Rockingham’s population has grown at an almost steady rate of 4.6% per annum since the eighties and 

recently the rate of growth has been decreasing since 2013/14 decreasing even further into the future. See 

Extract of Population forecast 2016-2036 (Forecast.id, City of Rockingham demographer)   

14.4. Debt Service Ratio 

“Debt Service Ratio is the percentage of operating revenue that is allocated towards maintaining debt principal 

and interest payments.” (Council Minutes 27-04-2010 page 106). Council agreed to accept a ratio not exceeding 

8% at this Council meeting effectively reducing Council’s borrowing ability by 2%, 10% being the accepted 

ceiling for this ratio.(Debt Service Ratio)  

As you can see from The Information Table past administrations maintained debt levels at or near the allowed 

10% reducing the need for substantial rate rises to fund council’s capital expenditure. Despite stating in council 

minutes that loans would be raised to fund the 10 Year Business Plan apart from raising two self supporting 

loans, (loans repayments being paid by the impacted ratepayers or an entity such as a sporting club or 

community group) Council failed to use loans in the same way as past administrations that kept rates to 

reasonable levels.  

From 2009/10 to 2027/28 the Debt Service ratio does not exceed the 10% of 2008 and in the 2018/19 to 2027/28 

City Business Plan “Loans Summary’ it peaks at 4.5% in 2024/25 in most years being much lower than this 

figure.  
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14.5. Gross Debt to Economically realisable Assets ratio (Gross Debt) 

Although this debt ratio has an accepted ceiling of 50%, Council modified the formula to reduce this to a 

maximum ceiling of 45%. As can be seen in the table the gross debt ratio allowed Council to borrow funds to 

relieve the impacts of rate rises (FY2010/11 to 2018/19) but seemingly chose not to do so. The figures in the 

attachment showing that Gross Debt was 46.3% in 2018 (Debt Levels Council Minutes 28 April 2015 (Gross 

Debt)) is wildly inaccurate, the latest business plan FY2018/19 to FY2027/28 stating it is only 18.5% giving the 

perception in the minutes that Council would be borrowing more than the Business plan predicts. This needs to 

be explained. 

14.6. Loans 

The following extract from the DLG WA Rate Setting, Asset Management and Financial Sustainability June 

2013 states. “Debt management is viewed as both an indicator of financial performance and as a financing 

opportunity. Out of hand dismissal of debt as an appropriate source of funding is not a measure of prudence, but 

rather a failure to entertain an important opportunity for meeting defined objectives.” Extract from the DLG 

WA Rate Setting, Asset Management and Financial Sustainability June 2013 

14.6.1. Loans to be raised with respect to the City Business Plans. (Council minutes) 

Although from Council Minutes the initial City Business FY2010/11 to FY2019/20 stated $48 million would be 

raised within this period, (Extract Of Council Minutes 27-04-10. $48 million to be raised in loans), only two 

self- supporting loans for the installation of underground power, paid for by the ratepayers in specified areas, no 

loans were raised from 2011 to and including 2018.  

14.6.2. Loans that were to be raised in the 10 year Business Plans - FY2009/10 to 2016/17 

Loans that were supposed to be raised in the 10 year Business Plans FY2009/10 to 2016/17 excluding self 

supporting loans were $32,000,000.  

14.6.3. Actual loans raised from Annual reports and Council Minutes -FY2009/10 to 2016/17 

Only two Self Supporting Loans ($8.85 million) aforementioned paid for by levy or specific area rates by the 

ratepayers in the areas affected. No other loans were raised. 

14.7. Transfers to and from Reserves 

Reserves Funds have been used to fund assets but given the ambitious capital expenditure program only 

minimally, $17.8 million being transferred into and $28.35million out of the reserve funds. It should be noted 

that at a Special Meeting of the Corporate and Engineering Services Standing Committee 28 June 2011, the 

Director of Finance, Mr John Pearson, stated that there was $10 million of unrestricted reserves that could be 

used from the reserve funds for rate relief. In the 2018/19 – 2027/28 Business plan the cash in these unrestricted 

reserve accounts has risen to $50 million. (In the 2017/18 Annual report there was $44.5 million in 

unrestricted funding.) 
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14.8. Prior works not completed (Carried Forward) 

 

The ‘Prior Works Not Completed (Carried Forward)’ from the previous year needs scrutiny as it is a product of 

over budgeting and/or under resourcing. It could also be a place holder for revenue that council hasn’t the 

capacity to allocate for a specific purpose. As can be seen in 2018/19 $32.7 million was carried over from 

2017/18. If you consider there are two parts to a Council’s budget, the operational costs that recur year after year 

and the capital costs. The first, is mostly funded by raising Council’s fees and charges which should be in 

keeping with the economic indicators which the WALGA cost index uses in its calculation. The second, the 

capital expenditure, is based on a Council’s spending and any shortfalls in Council’s ‘own source’ funds for this 

expenditure can only be made up for by additional rates. If Council over budgets for work putting it’s ambitions 

above it’s capabilities, it leads to unrealistic rate rises to fund work which will never be undertaken. For example 

the City of Rockingham’s budgeted capital expenditure for 2017/18 was $83.2 million, $10.5 million being 

reserve transfers and loan repayments leaving $72.7 million to be funded by Council’s general purpose funding 

which includes rates. From a capital expenditure budget of $83.2 million from the table above $32.7 million was 

‘Prior Works Not Completed’ and ‘Carried Forward’  into FY2018/19. This unspent funding (which is 

considered part of the end of financial year surplus) has  been recurring year after year in Council’s budget and 

the full impact on our rates should be investigated. 

15. Other reasons given for the above average rate rises 

15.1. Comparison with other Councils 

Throughout this period of rate rises Rockingham City Council compared itself to other Councils, particularly 

rates paid per capita. Although these comparisons can be put forward through the presentation of figures in an 

effort to justify a Council’s position, they can be misleading as Councils have different demographics, assets, 

growth and needs.  

In my opinion such a comparison can and does muddle the need for rate rises similar to those proposed by other 

metropolitan councils. The best way to compare one Council to another is through both the eight financial ratios 

that the Department of Local Government of Western Australia (DLGWA) Financial Management Regulations 

requires a Council to provide in their Annual Financial Reports and, the Asset ratios which refer to the way 

Council assets are funded and managed. Each ratio is benchmarked to allow local governments to track their 

own performance and for the DLGWA to ensure councils remain sustainable. These ratios are: 
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15.1.1.  Financial Ratios 

 The current ratio 

 The debt ratio 

 The debt service ratio 

 The rate coverage ratio 

 The outstanding rates ratio 

 The gross debt to revenue ratio 

 The untied cash to trade creditors ratio and, 

 The gross debt to economically realisable assets ratio 

15.1.2. Asset Ratios 

 Asset Consumption ratio 

 Asset Sustainability Ratio 

 Asset Renewal Funding Ratio 

In this submission I have referenced the two financial ratios which both the Rockingham City Council and UHY 

Haines Norton, (independent auditors of the City of Rockingham to the year 2010/11), agreed are relevant to 

debt levels and therefore the capacity of a Council to raise loans which are, the ‘debt service ratio’ and the ‘gross 

debt to economically realisable assets ratio’.  

15.2. Past Administrations 

Past administrations have been unfairly blamed by Council for keeping rates low in an effort to justify the above 

average rate rises. It was even suggested that rates had been capped for the ten years prior to 2013, a false and 

misleading statement. “Capped Rates for Ten Years”  I asked a question at a recent council meeting if rates had 

ever been capped, the Mayor responding a resounding “No”! Given that it was he who tried to justify the rate 

rises by making the original statement it was perplexing. 

Hopefully you have already read the extracts from past annual reports which indicate that the past administration 

under the late CEO, Mr Gary Holland, administered rapid population growth quite well using not only rates, fees 

and charges but maximising loans to allowable levels to cater for the operations of Council as well as meeting 

‘community expectations’.  

Additionally, the past administrations had to deal with the Global Financial Crisis which as the Mayor stated in 

the 2010 Annual report, was “due to the prudent management of our funds we weathered the crisis well”. 

It is fitting that I close this paragraph with the following extract from the 2006/7 Annual report by Accounting 

Services (Mr David Hannington, Acting Director Corporate Services) 

****“A prime responsibility is to deliver a balanced budget, keeping rates to a minimum and providing 

sufficient funds to meet all operating and capital expenditure requirements.”****   

15.3. The need for infrastructure 

The need for new infrastructure to meet the growth in population, the maintenance of Council assets and, 

‘community expectations’, were other reasons given for the rate rises.  

The term ‘Community Expectations’ is repeated throughout Council minutes addressing the business plan but 

realistically how are these expectations gathered and do they represent the majority of ratepayers. The Council 

Capped_Rates_for#_
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has a sub-committee of volunteer residents to give them feedback and advertises its intention to raise rates for its 

building program for comment they are unelected and it can be questioned are they rerpresentative of or 

community. Probably not, the issue of ‘community expectations’ needing an overhaul. Is the apathy shown by 

the community in its failure to respond to these advertisements an excuse for Council to raise rates beyond a 

reasonable level to meet these so called ‘Community expectations”? In my opinion, no. 

To consider the construction of new infrastructure Council carries out a detailed ‘needs analysis’ based on a 

range of statistics to establish this need. What seems to be missing is the next step and that is a ‘requirements 

analysis’ to ensure that the need is met and infrastructure is constructed that does not exceed this need. If this 

step is missing and I failed to find a reference to it, it can lead to infrastructure that is costly to build and what 

could be termed ‘overkill’.  

As no loans had been raised or ‘rolled over’ to help fund the need for new infrastructure it follows that rates had 

to rise to cover most of the shortfall.  

 

15.4. Lack of funding for infrastructure maintenance  

As well as the need for new infrastructure it was argued that there was a substantial shortfall in funding for 

infrastructure maintenance Council stating that only $4 million annually was being allocated for asset 

rejuvenation. (Remember our city was much smaller then). Once again past administrations were blamed for this 

shortfall even though early Annual Reports referenced in this submission clearly show that asset rejuvenation 

was a priority.  

In April 2010 Council adopted the City Business Plan 2010/11 to 2019/20 which allowed an additional $17 

million to be raised for Asset rejuvenation over the 10 years of the plan. (#Extract from Council Minutes 27 

April 2010 Item 1.15 Page 106)  

In April 2012 Council voted to adopt the 2012/13 to 2021/22 Business Plan. In two years the Asset rejuvenation 

budget was stated as $90.4 million some $73 million more than budgeted from 2010 to 2011.  

Two years later Council adopted the 2015/16 to 2024/25 Business Plan which allocated $133.6 million for asset 

rejuvenation, an increase from $4 million a year in 2009 to $13.36 million per year in 2015.  

As you have read there has been significant funds raised for asset renewal through increased rates, fees and 

charges. The stated aim was for $10 million annually to be quarantined for asset preservation but has increased 

33% indicating that rate rises have been applied that could have been reduced realising only the funding 

required. 

In the City Business Plan 2018/19 to 2027/28 Attachment to CS-009/18-‘Table 3.2 - City Asset Preservation’ 

lists the work planned to be carried out by Council in the next five years, ten years being too long for the 

relevant council departments to produce any accurate budgets. This table would follow the planned (routine) 

maintenance of the city’s assets as well as allowing for the repair or renewal of obsolete and broken equipment. 

I have attached this table ( Asset Preservation Table ) (please see page 274 of the attachment) which needs some 

scrutiny. In 2012 Council minutes stated that by 2017 there would be $10 million quarantined for asset 

preservation ($10 million per annum by 2017) In 2017 it appears they have achieved that goal but at what cost. 

From the table, page 278, the total expenditure for asset preservation is $10 million or above for the next five 

years; or is it? As can be seen there are rows labelled ‘Yet to be determined’ in this asset table, substantial 

amounts are yet to be allocated to any infrastructure. From the ‘Asset Preservation Table’ I have made an XL 



14 
 

spreadsheet (see below) with figures from the asset preservation table to see how much of the budgeted $10 

million is planned. This is listed in the row, ‘Planned Asset Preservation Expenditure’. 

In my opinion there is no place for funding that has not been allocated for a specific purpose in any financial or 

planning document as the budget should be based on the actual funding needed. As an example, ‘Information 

Communication Technology Proposals-major purchases’ in which there is $580,000 (equivalent to a 0.6% rate 

rise)  in ‘to be decided’ funding from FY2018/19 to FY2022/23 waiting for them to decide what to spend this 

funding on. It suggests teams were allocated budgets and told to find something to spend it on. 

15.4.1. Table of ‘Yet to be Determined’ expenditure. 

                       FY 

Year Asset group
2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23

Building renewals $2,312,387 $2,551,466 $2,866,000 $2,612,250 $2,772,250

Parks Renewal $1,258,570 $1,110,000 $1,541,660 $1,100,000 $1,646,500

Lighting renewals $2,220,000 $1,400,000 $1,950,000 $1,560,000 $2,000,000

Road renewals $4,742,343 $4,968,534 $5,462,340 $5,142,750 $5,381,250

Total Expenditure $10,533,300 $10,030,000 $11,820,000 $10,415,000 $11,800,000

Less 'Yet to be 

Determined' 

funds

$0 $4,845,543 $7,312,340 $6,321,350 $11,438,500

Planned Asset 

Preservation 

Expenditure,

$10,533,300 $5,184,457 $4,507,660 $4,093,650 $361,500

Notes: 

There is no place for funding that has not been allocated for a specific purpose in any financial or 

planning document as the budget should be based on the actual funding needed. This seems to 

indicate Council teams were allocated funds from the proposed budget but did not know how to 

spend it instead of instead of submitting a request for funding for specific purposes. 

 

15.5. The reliance on Landfill revenue 

One of the key drivers of the rate rises was the argument that in the past (pre 2008/9) the City relied heavily on 

landfill revenue to subsidise rates and this reliance was not sustainable into the future. The Council minutes of 

19 July 2011 ( Reliance on Landfill revenue ) were dire in predicted outcomes if this reliance on landfill revenue 

was not reduced. Words such as ‘major problems, reduced service delivery, major catastrophic issues and 

landfill emergency closure’ were used and it was recommended that utilising landfill revenues to subsidise rate  

increases cease immediately. The outcome of what in my opinion was an alarmist report, was that Council 

planned to establish a landfill reserve fund and, despite the last landfill cell at the Millar Road site being opened 

in 2029 some 17 years from the time of this decision, transfer $12.7 million into it by the end of FY 2012/13. 

 ( $12 million to Landfill reserve fund ) This left a shortfall of some $6 million a year in Council revenue which 

had to be found elsewhere and led to this impost being put upon the city’s ratepayers leading to the huge rate 

rises at that time.  

In my opinion this initiative was unnecessary and the speed it was accomplished unwarranted. There was plenty 

of time to establish the landfill reserve whilst still using the landfill surplus reducing the reliance on it  as the 

rate base grew. After all, when introduced to Councils by the DLGWA in 2011 the 'Integrated Planning and 

Reporting-Model Long Term Financial Plan was supposed to be exactly that, a long term financial plan ensuring 

existing ratepayers did not carry the majority of the costs of future Council spends.    
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At the Council meeting April 2012 it was planned to carry $18 million in the Landfill reserve fund. The next 

point I want to raise is baffling. In the 2014/15 Budget Report the CEO states that Council has almost achieved 

the cash reserves necessary to cover any of the incidents aforementioned with respect to the operations of the 

landfill site. In addition he goes on to state that “We can now look forward to a significant annual financial 

return from the Landfill to assist in major projects for many years to come.” In other words use the Landfill 

surpluses to partially fund Council initiatives just as past administrations had done. What he didn’t explain was 

that  unlike a specific purpose levy that can be withdrawn when it’s purpose was achieved, rate rises imposed on 

our community to build the landfill fund from $933,610 in FY2010/11 to $13.7 million in FY2013/14 

(equivalent to rate rises of  9.75% for the three financial years) are perpetual in this case giving a cash bonus to 

Council of $13 million annually which can be seen by the city business plan 2018/19 - 2027/28 showing an 

accumulating operating surplus of $13+million each year for the life of the plan. Council now has about $18 

million annually in discretionary funding to spend, i.e. $13+ million in general purpose funding and the $6 

million landfill surplus. In my opinion, our ratepayers have stumped up around 20% more in rates than they 

should have in the last ten years due to irresponsible budgeting and the lack of financial skills of our councillors. 

If the officers’ recommendations of 15% rises in FY2011/12 &2012/13 been supported the landfill reserve 

would have had the required funding poured into it in only two years but as they were not it took an extra year to 

build the reserve.  

16. Conclusion 

 The population growth was nothing unusual for Rockingham, past administrations aware of the future 

funding necessary to meet this growth. 

 The rate rises from the financial year 2010/11 were brutal in their application, and were initially  

triggered by a Local Government financial initiative  proposing above average rate rises and, the rush by 

Council to establish a Landfill Reserve fund stripping some $12.7 million dollars from Council revenue 

in three financial years ratepayers having to make up the shortfall. This initiative was based in my 

opinion on alarmist comments and a risk profile that was developed which did not seem to be properly 

applied to the risk levels given the wording “catastrophic” and “emergency”. If it was the Landfill site 

would have been closed until the risks were eliminated or reduced to an acceptable level and reviewed 

as necessary. 

 Although the capacity was there to do so, no loans were raised for new infrastructure from 2010/11 until   

2018/19 Council minutes contradictory in their contents with respect to loan funds.  

 Unrestricted reserves increased substantially over the first seven years of the Business Plan. A portion of 

the 2011 unrestricted reserve funds should have been transferred to the landfill reserve. 

 Landfill surpluses are once again being used to fund the operations of Council.  

 The extracts from past Annual Reports indicate that past administrations of the Rockingham City 

Council were managing finances pretty well prior to 2010/11 and the rate rises imposed on struggling 

households from 2010/11 until 2019/20 were in my opinion, both unnecessary and unjustified front 

loading the initial ten year business plan instead of developing a responsible and long term financial 

plan using the additional revenue from the growth in the rate base and loan funds.  

 

The ratepayers of Rockingham have been unnecessarily burdened by the rate rises imposed on them from 

2010/11 to this day. We have been told there is an urgent need for new infrastructure, (due to our rapid 
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population growth), that the maintenance of existing infrastructure is underfunded, our debt situation needs 

attention and we rely on the surplus from the Millar Road landfill operation too much. 

Let’s start from the new infrastructure. Since the early eighties our population has grown by approximately 4.8% 

annually and yet past administrations (pre-2008) seem to have been able to manage this growth with a mix of 

rates offset by the landfill surplus and responsible borrowings. In those days Council never seemed to think it 

necessary to impose huge rate rises on our ratepayers and as our Mayor stated we even came through the Global 

Financial Crisis in good shape.  

We have been told that the maintenance of existing infrastructure has been under funded but if you read the 

COR’s Infrastructure Asset Management Plan you will find that only 1.26% is in very poor condition, 0.12% is 

in poor condition 67.19% is in average condition, and the rest good to very good. The Asset ratios in the plan are 

all conforming with very good explanations of these ratios. 

Using the surplus from the Landfill to fund infrastructure has always been a strategy of past administrations and 

why shouldn’t it be, the reliance on it being decreased as our rate base grows. The  latest 10 year City Business 

Plan showing $7 million+ landfill surpluses through until 2028 (a year before the last rubbish cell opens) despite 

the dire warnings of doom and gloom. Councillors were told in 2011(Special meeting of Council dated 05Jul11 

page 12) that the use of the landfill surplus should cease immediately to build up a reserve fund in case of a 

‘catastrophic’ incident wrt the landfill operations which could force an ‘emergency closure. In my opinion as a 

bloke that has worked in an industry that took risks seriously we would either eliminate them or reduced them to 

‘improbable with periodic review’ with sound administrative and/or engineering controls before letting people 

anywhere near the environment in which the risk might occur.  As a result the Landfill surplus was quarantined 

and transferred to a reserve fund that grew from $2.5 million in May 2011 to over $13 million in 2013/14. $10.5 

million ripped out of the budget but don’t forget the infrastructure was still to be built with some Councillors 

clamouring for it to be built immediately not giving any thought to the impacts on ratepayers struggling with 

other household expenses. You cannot take $10.5 million out of a budget and still expect to fund the 

infrastructure build so what did Council do. Did it borrow to subsidise rates? Did it curtail it’s spending? The 

answer to both is ‘no’. Although Council had the capacity to borrow between FY 2010/11 and 2018/19, and 

despite every business plan stating it would borrow millions, only two self supporting loans were actually raised, 

that is loans to be paid by a third party, in this case the ratepayers of Shoalwater and Palm Beach who were 

levied a specific area rate to repay the loans that in turn, were used to fund the undergrounding of their power. 

Did council curtail it’s spending, again ‘no’. So what did it do, well they imposed brutal rate rises on the 

community to ensure the infrastructure spend was not curtailed. Let me quote from the minutes of the Special 

Meeting of Council dated Tuesday 5 July 2011- ‘The situation the City currently has with downward trending 

Landfill revenue means that land rates need to make up the shortfall or fixed expenditure needs to be reduced’. 

(Remember Council now estimates that the Landfill surplus will be $7 million until 2028.) The trouble is that 

when you use rate rises to cover short term funding shortfalls such as the quarantining of the Landfill surplus, 

those rate rises are perpetual, a bonus for Council. For example if ratepayers were levied $100 annually until the 

Landfill reserve fund had sufficient funds in it to cover any contingency wrt the landfill operations, they would 

then stop paying the levy but because Council used rates rises to do this they have a rate bonanza for years to 

come the latest city business plan 2018/19 - 2027/28 showing an accumulating operating surplus of $13+million 

each year for the life of the plan. 

Rate rises in line with the WALGA Cost Index, (around 1.7% this year) should have been levied in 2019/20 and 

be levied in future years until the balance is restored between borrowings and rates as our community has 
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endured unfair and unreasonable rate increases since the 2011/12 financial year. The City of Rockingham’s 

rating strategy of the last ten years needs to be examined as it has imposed unreasonable and unfair rate rises on 

the community at odds with responsible  Long Term Financial Planning. 

In closing I again draw your attention to the Extract from the DLG WA Rate Setting, Asset Management and 

Financial Sustainability June 2013. 

Regards 

Mal McFetridge 13 September 2019 

 

17. Attachments 

17.1. Information Table 
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Year to 30 

June 

Residential 

(GRV) 

% Rate Rise 

CPI 

% 

Population 

Growth 

Population 
Debt Service 

Ratio (%) 

Gross debt to 

economically 

realisable assets ratio 

(%) 

Loans wrt the business 

plan Council (April or 

May) minutes 

(in $millions) 

Loans to be raised as stated in 

10 year Business yearly review 

Plan  (in $millions) 

 

Actual Loans 

raised  (Annual 

reports) 

(in $millions) 

 

Transfer to 

reserves 

 (in $millions) 

Transfer from 

reserves 

(in $millions) 

***2007/8  2.2 5.9(2006) 92,235 4.9 21   2.55 18.83 6.45 

***2008/9 3.9 2.4 4.6 96,506 7.03 19   9.7 8.19  

**2009/10  2.3 4.3 100,639 8.0 18   0.00 7.8 3.44 

2010/11 8.9 2.0 4.2 104,922 5.0 15.8 
$48- (27/4/2010),           

$0- (27/7/2010) 

From Council minutes -$48 

Extract Of Council Minutes 
4.45 (SSL) 3.24 4.36 

2011/12 9.9 2.6 4.3 109,415 4.5 12.9 
$50.1 over  ten years 

2011 to 2021 
Not found 0.00 2.50 3.07 

2012/13 9.9 2.3 4.6 114,511 8 12.9 
$50.0 over  ten years 

2012 to 2022 
 0.00 6.1 1.12 

2013/14 7.6 2.6 4.5 119,658 2.72 
Not given in 13/14 to 

22/23 Bus. Plan 
None mentioned 

11,2  (13/14 to 22/23 Business 

Plan) 
0.00 2.05 0.00 

2014/15 6.9 1.9 2.4 126,325 5.04 

Not given in 13/14 to 

22/23 Bus. Plan 
“Low use of debt previous 

5 years” 

2.72  (13/14 to 22/23 Business 

Plan) 
4.20 (SSL) 3.55 0.00 

2015/16 9.8 1.5 2.4 129,308 5.06 

Not given in 13/14 to 

22/23 Bus. Plan 
“debt not increased for 

previous 5 years” 

Total loans 62  from 13/14 to 

22/23 (Business Plan) 
0.00 0.2 10.6 

2016/17 4.0 1.9 1.7 131,506 5.12 20.42  
“debt will increase over 

next 4 years” 

5.42  (13/14 to 22/23 Business 

Plan) 
0.00 0.0 0.55 

2017/18 3.0 1.9 

 Population forecast 

2016-2036 

5.96 18.24  
24.0  (13/14 to 22/23 Business 

Plan) 
0 0.0 2.25 

2018/19 
Proposed 

3.6 
1.9 

5.56 

(decreasing) 
8.22 

Total loans 62.0 from 

18/19 to 27/28. 
5.0  0 .7.0 3.74 

2019/20 3.6 1.6    17.7 TBA 4.4 5.2 



19 
 

Notes: (Figures taken from applicable websites, Council and committee minutes, Business Plans and Annual reports, where available) 

1. *** Only the two debt ratios aforementioned are shown as other information is incomplete or archived.   

2. Figures taken from Annual Reports and the 10 year business plans. 

3. Population growths are the latest figures from '.ID.com', Council's demographer. 

4. CPI figures taken from ABS website.  

5. Self Supporting Loans:- (2009/10 was for underground power in Palm Beach and was recovered by a ‘Specified Area rates’. Similarly 2014/15 was   for underground power in Shoalwater.) 
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17.2. Front Page Weekend Courier  
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17.3. DLG Circular 13-2013 – Rate setting, Asset Management and Financial Sustainability 
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17.4. Extract of Population forecast 2016-2036 (Forecast.id, CoR demographer) 

             

    ****Please note percentage increase in population for these years. **** 

 

17.5. Extract Of Council Minutes 27-04-10. $48 million to be raised in loans 
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17.6. Extract of Council Minutes Tuesday 24 April 2012 (Page 241.) 

Council Minutes 

Tuesday 24 April 2012 PAGE 241 

CONFIRMED AT A COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY, 22 MAY 2012 

 Redevelopment of the Laurie Stanford Reserve totalling $5.054 million commencing in 

             2015/16. 

 Construction of a new Depot in Southern Rockingham totalling $6 million commencing in 

             2015/16. 

 Redevelopment/relocation of the Rockingham Aquatic Centre totalling $22.870 million in 

             2018/19. 

 Continued construction of Mundijong Rd totalling $16 million (commenced in 2011/12). 

 Building Maintenance and Asset Preservation (asset rejuvenation) of $90.4 million over 10 

             years. 

 Roads capital improvement program of $115.8 million over 10 years. 

 Construction of further buildings to support required staff in 2017/18 totalling $24 million. 

 Construction of Secret Harbour Library in 2016/17 totalling $1.863 million. 

 Construction of the Baldivis Library and Community Centre totalling $11.15 million 

             commencing in 2012/13. 

 Provision made for adequate plant and equipment to serve the City for the duration of the 

             plan. 

The Plan includes information and projections current as at March 2012. 

A summary type format is utilised with all projects being included on a simplified single sheet so that 

the reader can see all the projects together. 

Council is requested to adopt the plan, which will indicate the various projects to then be taken into 

account for the 2012/13 operational budget year and provide direction on future years activities 
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17.7. “Capped Rates for Ten Years” 

 

 

17.8. $10 million per annum by 2017 
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17.9. Local Government Cost Index (WALGA Economic Briefing March 2018) 

 

 

17.10. Debt Service Ratio 
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17.11. Extract from 2018-05(MAY)-minutes-CCD item CS-009/18 page 22 

 

17.12. Debt Levels Council Minutes 28 April 2015 (Gross Debt) 
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17.13. Extract from the DLG WA Rate Setting, Asset Management and Financial Sustainability June 2013 

 

 

17.14. Extract from Council Minutes 27 April 2010 Item 1.15 Page 106 

‘This plan includes major facilities that need to either be maintained or constructed. Specifically, annual 

allocations have been made towards building rejuvenation totalling some $17.5 million over the duration of the 

plan.' 

17.15. Asset Preservation Table 

https://rockingham.wa.gov.au/your-city/council/council-and-committee-meetings/agendas-and-

minutes/2018/may/ordinary-council-report-attachments-may-2018 Page 630 

https://rockingham.wa.gov.au/your-city/council/council-and-committee-meetings/agendas-and-minutes/2018/may/ordinary-council-report-attachments-may-2018
https://rockingham.wa.gov.au/your-city/council/council-and-committee-meetings/agendas-and-minutes/2018/may/ordinary-council-report-attachments-may-2018
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If the link does not work look up the City of Rockingham Council and Committee Agendas and 

Minutes, Corporate and Community Development Committee Agenda dated 15 May 2018 - City 

Business Plan 2018/19 to 2027/28 Attachment to CS-009/18-‘Table 3.2 - City Asset Preservation’. 

17.16. Reliance on Landfill revenue 

 

17.17. $12 million to Landfill reserve fund 
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17.18.  2014/15 – Extract CEO’s Report 

 

 

17.19.  Rockingham and population growth 

blog.id.com.au/2015/population-forecasting/can-the-history-of-rockingham-help-us-understand-

the-future/ 

17.20. LTFP Financial Strategies 

 

 

https://blog.id.com.au/2015/population-forecasting/can-the-history-of-rockingham-help-us-understand-the-future/
https://blog.id.com.au/2015/population-forecasting/can-the-history-of-rockingham-help-us-understand-the-future/



