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SPECIAL MEETING 

MINUTES 

 
 

1. ATTENDANCE: 

 

His Worship the Mayor, Cr G R Williamson (Chairperson), Crs K J Casey, M J Bella, L G 

Bonaventura, A J Camm, J F Englert, F A Fordham, R C Gee, K L May, A R Paton and R D 

Walker were in attendance at the commencement of the meeting.  Also present was Mr C 

Doyle (Chief Executive Officer) and Mrs M Iliffe (Minute Secretary). 

 

 

Cr Williamson acknowledged the Yuwibara people, the traditional custodian of the land on 

which we meet and paid his respects to their Elders past and present. 

 

 

The meeting commenced at 10.00 am. 

 

 

2. ABSENT ON COUNCIL BUSINESS: 

Nil  

 

3. APOLOGIES: 

Nil  

 

4. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: 

Mrs Alison Jones of Slade Point, in your deliberations today asked Council to consider not 

taking out the Non-Principal Place of Residence (Non-PPR) Non-PPR category.  As a previous 

Councillor and a Non-PPR property owner at the time when the decision was made to introduce 

the Non-PPR category I was happy to pay the extra expense based on the information provided 

at the time which was beneficial to the majority of the community.   I ask that you consider the 

majority of the community not the minority when making your decision today. 
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5. CORRESPONDENCE AND OFFICERS' REPORTS: 

5.1 NON-PRINCIPAL PLACE OF RESIDENCE RATING CATEGORY   

 

File No Rates and Valuations 

Author Chief Executive Officer 

 

 

Purpose 

To present to Council for consideration options regarding the rating structure to be used in 

relation to Non-Principal Place of Residence properties in the 2016/2017 budget. 

 

Background/Discussion 

Council has the power to levy rates and charges under section 94 of the Local Government Act 

2009.  Under the provisions of that section, Council may categorise rateable land, and decide 

differential rates for rateable land, including whether or not the land is the principal place of 

residence of the owner. 

 

In the 2013/2014 financial year, council introduced an Investor rating category.  The category 

was continued for the 2014/2015 and 2015/2016 financial years, however under a changed 

category name of Non-Principal Place of Residence (Non-PPR). 

 

It is understood that the reasoning for such a decision at the time was based upon – 

 

A focus on relief for owner-occupied properties 

Advice that owners of income producing properties have the ability to claim a tax 

deduction whereas owner occupiers don’t  

Such a system was used by a number of other Councils in Queensland 

 

For the rating category and level introduced in Mackay, Non-PPR properties pay on average 

15% above PPR properties or approximately $200 per year on average. 

 

A comparison of the 2015/2016 year was undertaken by Council’s Finance Services staff and 

shows that from 77 Councils in Queensland, eighteen (18) (including Mackay) utilise a form of 

Non-PPR rating category. Of these, Mackay has the 4
th

 lowest differential between PPR and 

Non-PPR with more than half the councils at 20% or above. 

 

The below table details the break-down on different rating categories for the entire Council – 

 

 Number of 

Assessments 

% of Total 

Assessments 

Annual Rating 

Revenue 

% of Total 

Rating 

Revenue 

PPR 32,186 62.1% $48,645,078 42.7% 

Non-PPR 14,726 28.4% $23,294,196 20.4% 

TOTAL 

Residential 

46,9142 90.5% $71,939,274 63.1% 

     

Other 4,899 9.5% $42,021,365 36.9% 
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 Number of 

Assessments 

% of Total 

Assessments 

Annual Rating 

Revenue 

% of Total 

Rating 

Revenue 

TOTAL  51,811 100% $113,960,640 100% 

 

Consultation and Communication 

A/Director Organisational Services, Manager Financial Services  

 

The Department of Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning was consulted regarding 

Councillors ability to participate in a meeting specifically related to a possible change to a 

rating category that could impact on personal property rates charges (i.e. a ‘material personal 

interest’).  The view given was that such a matter is part of the Budget consideration and 

development, and as such would be considered ‘ordinary business’, which is excluded from the 

application of the material personal interest clauses.  Such a clause is necessary because 

without the ability for a Councillor who is a property owner to be involved in preparation and 

adoption of a Budget including applicable rating charges, most Councillors would be excluded 

from making a decision meaning that a decision could never be made. 

 

Resource Implications 

The table below shows the single year impact on net rates/revenue of any potential change to 

Non-PPR rating.  

 

 
 

If the Non-PPR category rating was completely removed (as shown as a 100% reduction in 

table above) then there would be $3,002,052 reduction in rates/revenue to Mackay Regional 

Council.  This has assumed that the discount would apply to the full amount.  Other percentage 

change options are included for information and reference. 

 

Options for Consideration 

 

With the obvious impact on the net rates revenue delivered by any change to the Non-PPR 

category, it is prudent to consider the advantages and disadvantages generally for available 

options.  Options to consider include –  

 

1. No change – retain current Non-PPR category and rate 

 

i.e.  Leave current rating system as is. 

 

Advantages 

 

Revenue of ~$3M generated would remain in the budget.  

Owners of income producing properties have the ability to claim a tax deduction  

Remove Non-

PPR

Change Non-

PPR to 5% 

Differential

Change Non-

PPR to 10% 

Differential

Change Non-

PPR to 11.25% 

Differential

Change Non-

PPR to 12.5% 

Differential

Change Non-

PPR to 13.5% 

Differential

Change Non-

PPR to 15% 

Differential

100% reduction 66% reduction 33% reduction 25% reduction 17% reduction 10% reduction Realignment

Gross Rates 3,298,958$        2,240,051$      1,181,256$      916,570$         651,811$         440,102$         122,403$       

Est. Discount 296,906$           201,605$         106,313$         82,491$           58,663$           39,609$           11,016$         

Net Rates 3,002,052$        2,038,446$      1,074,943$      834,079$         593,148$         400,493$         111,387$       
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Such a system is used by a number of other Councils in Queensland 

 

Disadvantages 

 

Introduces a different residential rating category for similar properties with the only 

difference being the characteristics of whether the land is the owners principal place 

of residence. 

A difficulty in confirming use means there is no differentiation of purpose for 

multiple owned properties.    

A perceived impediment to investment in Mackay, especially given current slow 

economic climate 

 

2. Removal of Non-PPR category within 1 year  

 

i.e…Remove current Non-PPR category rating system immediately for 2016/17 

financial year 

 

Advantages 

 

Introduces a standard residential rating category for similar properties regardless of 

the use of the property. 

Removes any perceived impediment to investment attraction for Mackay  

 

Disadvantages  

 

Delivers a $3M shortfall in assumed revenue for the draft FY16/17 Budget requiring 

significant rework 

 

3. Removal of Non-PPR category over a number of years 

 

i.e.  Agree to “wind back” Non-PPR category rating charges over a number of years. 

 

Advantages 

 

Starts to introduce a standard residential rating category for similar properties 

regardless of the use of the property is used for. 

Starts to remove any perceived impediment to investment attraction for Mackay  

Partial removal could be possible within proposed 2016/2017 Budget without major 

impact, with future years reductions being assessed at the time of budget 

preparation.  

 

Disadvantages  

 

Council’s annual revenue will be impacted depending on the amount at which the 

wind back percentage is set. 

 

Revenue Recovery Options 

 

To cover any potential reduction in Non-PPR rating revenue, there are a number of options to 

be considered; 
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1. Reduce Council Expenses. 

 

A ‘first principles’ review is proposed to be undertaken of Council operations as a 

matter of good financial governance.  As part of this process it is believed that cost 

savings are possible.  However, beyond the 2016/17 draft Budget any possible 

expense savings have not yet been identified. 

 

2. Identify Additional Revenue Increases 

 

Without any subsequent cost reductions or remedial budget work to compensate, a full 

reduction of the Non-PPR would ultimately have to be recovered from other revenue 

sources.  Key Council revenue sources include rates, service charges, and user 

charges. 

 

3. A Combination of 1 & 2 

 

Obviously a combination of both options is able to be achieved dependant on the level 

and balance of each. 

 

Risk Management Implications 

If Council wished to see a partial reduction in the Non-Principal Place of Residence (Non-PPR) 

rating category within the draft yet to be adopted 2016/2017 Budget, this would be possible up 

to 33% as a single transaction without any major ongoing budgetary impact.  

 

However, without the benefit of identifying possible ongoing cost savings from expenses, any 

impact on the Long Term Financial Forecast cannot be confirmed.  Any ongoing reduction 

process should be considered annually at time of Budget consideration, with consideration able 

to be given to possible cost savings from expenses, and/or recovery from revenue sources.  

 

Conclusion 

The reasoning behind the original decision in 2013/14 of the Council introduction of the Non-

Principal Place of Residence (Non-PPR) rating category has been listed as including – 

 

A focus on relief for owner-occupied properties 

Advice that owners of income producing properties have the ability to claim a tax 

deduction whereas owner occupiers don’t  

Such a system was used by a number of other Councils in Queensland 

 

Any change in such a rating category, as with the setting of any other category and level, is a 

discretionary decision within the allowable legislative framework and is best able to be made 

by Council in considering the associated ramifications, the community at large, and the 

impacts. 

 

This report sets out associated details and various ramifications from options. 

 

If Council wished to see a partial reduction in the Non-Principal Place of Residence (Non-PPR) 

rating category within the draft yet to be adopted 2016/2017 Budget, this would be possible up 

to a 33% reduction as a single transaction without any major ongoing budgetary impact.  
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However, without the benefit of identifying possible ongoing cost savings from expenses, any 

ongoing reduction process should be considered annually at time of Budget consideration. 

 

Alternatively, Council could await a review of Council operations and costs being undertaken 

by the CEO for possible expense savings, and consider the matter of rating category changes as 

part of the 2017/2018 Budget process. 

 

Officer's Recommendation 

THAT Council gives direction regarding the concept of Non-Principal Place of Residence 

(Non-PPR) rating category to enable the Revenue Policy 2016/2017 to be formed for 

presentation as part of the 2016/2017 Budget. 

 

 

The Mayor opened the floor to questions from the Councillors in relation to the documentation 

circulated. 

 

Cr May queried whether the officers could advise if there are any additional services ratepayers 

receive for their Non-PPR payment as opposed to the general ratepayer. 

 

The CEO advised there are no additional services provided to Non-PPR ratepayers. 

 

Cr Bonaventura queried if the CEO could advise in the 2013/14 Budget when the Non-PPR 

category was introduced what was the percentage increase in pensioners rebate offered through 

that Budget. 

 

The CEO advised the rebate to pensioners was 48%. 

 

Cr Camm queried if there would possibly be a cut to the pensioner rebate in the 2016/2017 

Budget.  

 

The CEO advised that the draft 2016/2017 Budget will be released for consideration this week 

for the Special Ordinary Budget Meeting on 22 June 2016 and at the current draft of the 

2016/2017 Budget has no change to the pension rebate. 

 

Cr Walker queried if the Non-PPR category was reduced or eliminated will that have an effect 

on what pensioners will pay moving forward. 

 

The CEO advised that the draft 2016/2017 Budget prepared for consideration by Council has 

no change in the rating categories but going forward this would need to be reviewed annually 

through the Revenue Policy and this would be reviewed and approved by Council at that time. 

 

Cr Walker queried if Council reduced the Non-PPR category will that increase the percentage 

that the normal ratepayer and pensioners will pay? 

 

The Mayor advised that the documentation provided shows that for this year, at least, there is 

no impact. 

 

Cr Walker then queried if Council eliminates or reduces the Non-PPR that does not increase the 

burden or percentage on other ratepayers for the 2016/2017 Budget or years to come.  
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The Mayor advised that in the documents provided from the Officers there was clear indication 

that if Council winds back the Non-PPR as indicated in the documentation there is no impact 

on the 2016/2017 Budget in terms of rates. 

 

Cr Walker asked, with respect, his question was not in relation to the effect on Council but 

rather the effect on individual ratepayers, will it increase the percentage that one owner 

occupier will pay, and that includes pensioners, moving forward if revenue is reduced from the 

Non-PPR. 

 

The CEO advised the Non-PPR category was only one item in the draft 2016/2017 Budget and 

there are many more items which form this Budget and it is difficult to answer but the current 

draft 2016/2017 Budget for consideration has no increase for general rates. 

 

Cr Walker queried if, say, $1M is removed from the Budget that must have an impact on other 

ratepayers in the community and that in quantified in this report, it has to have an effect on 

other ratepayers of the community.  Some sections will be paying less and others would be 

paying more and this is not mentioned in the report. 

 

The CEO advised that the part of the Budget is looking at all revenue streams and in compiling 

the draft 2016/2017 Budget overall there may be a revenue loss on one item, eg. this particular 

item, Council will look at costs and everything else including other levy sources as a total 

Budget.  Some of the questions you are asking Cr Walker will form part of the 2016/2017 

Budget review and questions as part of the Revenue Policy. 

 

Cr Bonaventura queried that if the complete removal of the Non-PPR category would reduce 

net revenue by just over $3M, have any long term studies been undertaken on the effect this 

will have on Budgets going forward and the long term plan. 

 

The Mayor cautioned Councillors that they can only debate on an outcome for the 2016/2017 

Budget but takes what Cr Bonaventura has asked and requested the CEO to respond. 

 

The CEO advised Council has undertaken the long term financial forecast past this year and the 

long term financial forecasts tends to be more assumptions the further out you go but the long 

term effect of a $3M potential reduction in this revenue stream or anything else has been taken 

into account for the years 2017/2018 going forward but not to any major degree, this would 

need to be done yearly at Budget time. 

 

As there was no further question the Mayor asked for a Motion to be tabled. 

 

 

Cr Paton moved the following Motion. 

 

Council Resolution 

 

THAT Council agree to direct the CEO to prepare for consideration the 2016/2017 

Revenue Statement based on the reduction of the Non-Principal Place of Residence (Non-

PPR) rating category by 33% of the current rate. 

 

Moved Cr Paton Seconded Cr Camm 
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Cr Paton spoke to the Motion - The concept of Non-PPR was introduced into Brisbane some 

20 years ago and Mackay Regional Council introduced this category three (3) years ago.  There 

was a court order objections raised against the Brisbane City Council but this did not gain 

momentum due to lack of funds.  Mackay Regional Council was challenged in the Supreme 

Court when they initially introduced the category and lost, the State Government then made 

amendments to the Local Government Act to clarify its meaning thereby the category of Non-

PPR is legal. 

 

The conditions now compared to four (4) years ago are vastly different with large numbers of 

rental properties vacant.  There are many assumptions made in relation to Non-PPR but 

Council should make their decisions based on facts.  It is assumed that Non-PPR category 

ratepayers are not local resident but 46% of Non-PPR category ratepayers are local residents. 

The ultimate decision today as you as Councillors is if it is fair and just to charge one ratepayer 

15% higher rates on one property compared to another ratepayer when there is no extra service 

given by Council nor extra burden worn by Council.  I recognise that removing the Non-PPR 

category totally in the Budget would create a $3M shortfall and would cause some degree of 

concern for the officers to balance the Budget in the short time frame left.  I also note that the 

officer's report supports a 33% reduction in the Non-PPR category without any major effect on 

the Budget and support the Motion above. 

 

 

Cr Bella spoke against the Motion - As an owner of two (2) Non-PPR properties and coming 

into Council that the Non-PPR category was unfair but I have since changed my view on this, I 

believe there are a large number of ratepayers with this category of properties that do not live in 

our region.  After some additional research I believe that many of the properties are relatively 

close to the centre of the region and not further out and I feel if there is any budgetary shortfall 

generally it tends to affect ratepayers on the outer edges of the region.  My commitment is 

firstly to local ratepayers rather than non-local ratepayers and very aware of the fact that we are 

facing times that are tough and will not be turning around in the short-term.   

 

I would like to foreshadow an alternative Motion - "THAT Council agree to direct the CEO to 

prepare for consideration the 2016/2017 Revenue Statement based on the reduction of the Non-

Principal Place of Residence (Non-PPR) rating category by 10% of the current rate with no 

further reduction in future years." 

 

 

Cr Camm spoke for the Motion - I believe we are elected to represent the whole community 

and respect the past decisions that have been made by previous Council as a point in time 

however I have empathy for all of our community who are doing it tough not just local people 

here but also our local investors here of which there is a percentage Non-PPR, 46% which are 

local, that is nearly half of the category. Proud to support this Motion to assist our ratepayers 

and encourage investment in the region. 

 

 

Cr Walker spoke against the Motion - I owned a Non-PPR property when I originally 

supported this category and still support this category being in place in full now.  The current 

Mayor before the Local Government election was held stated, "I will ensure that a full review 

of rates will happen under a Council I lead.  It means engaging with the community about 

service requirements."  Common sense would dictate that this occurs before changes are made 

not after.  There has been no review but this Council is voting on reducing the Non-PPR 
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category.  This will mean that a greater percentage of the rates burden will be borne by the 

average ratepayer, your average owner occupier and that includes all pensioners.  Where that is 

through rates or fees and charges that is fact.  Without a comprehensive review Council will not 

know the long term effects on the ten (10) year long term financial plan including the effects on 

the average ratepayer and the final consequences of Councils' ability to deliver essential 

services.  The reason this category was established was to give residents who live and work 

locally cheaper rates than those who live in outside our region.  The majority of ratepayers a 

reduction will benefit are ratepayers who do not live and work locally.   

 

An individual ratepayer's amount payable has nothing to do with the services, the general rates 

has nothing to do with services delivered this is based on land valuations.  The total amount 

collected is for the community at large to provide services to the whole community. Some 

ratepayers do not use any services at all, if you do not have a car you do not drive on Council 

roads.   

 

The surrounding Council's, Whitsunday, Isaac, Central Highlands and Rockhampton all have 

this category and all have a higher percentage than Mackay, this makes Mackay an attractive 

place to invest in.   

 

If you look at Council's payment plans (there are no exact figures) but over the years the 

number of ratepayers who are in the PPR and on payment plans is enormous compared to those 

on payment plans in the Non-PPR category.   

 

I am 100% against reducing this category, it is very low now and the category was introduced 

to support local ratepayers who live in Mackay and call Mackay home.  Reducing this category 

is going to help the majority of ratepayers who do not live in Mackay. 

 

 

Cr May spoke for the Motion -  Ratepayers can only receive a tax deduction when they are 

earning money from their rental property, so there would be many ratepayers in this category 

who would not be making money from their investment rental property and do not see how this 

has any bearing on what rates Council charges for that particular property.  With all due respect 

to the previous Council they were making decisions in a very different time to what it is now, 

the economy in Mackay is in a very low state and I think anything Council can do to encourage 

investment in our town is something that Council should be looking at.  33% is not a large 

amount to wind back and the CEO has stated there will be no change in the general rates for all 

ratepayers and this is a great outcome for everyone. 

 

 

Cr Bonaventura spoke against the Motion - Thanked officers for the report and guidance on 

the options available and in the conclusion there are three important sentences: 

 

"If Council wished to see a partial reduction in the Non-Principal Place of Residence (Non-

PPR) rating category within the draft yet to be adopted 2016/2017 Budget, this would be 

possible up to a 33% reduction as a single transaction without any major ongoing budgetary 

impact.  However, without the benefit of identifying possible ongoing cost savings from 

expenses, any ongoing reduction process should be considered annually at time of Budget 

consideration. 
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Alternatively, Council could await a review of Council operations and costs being undertaken 

by the CEO for possible expense savings, and consider the matter of rating category changes 

as part of the 2017/2018 Budget process." 

 

By adopting the last option this would consider reviewing all rating categories not just one 

section in isolation and that is something I would support and it is something you have stated 

your worship that is an important priority.   

 

I believe we should end today's meeting with the alternative Motion - "THAT Council could 

await a review of Council operations and costs being undertaken by the CEO for possible 

expense savings, and consider the matter of rating category changes as part of the 2017/2018 

Budget process." 

 

My reasons for this alternative Motion are: 

 

1. Council needs to review the entire rating system and get external advice, gather 

information and receive and independent advice on a range of options; 

 

2. Need to consider how this advice will consider our long term financial forecast; 

 

3. Councillors Sworn Oath taken 59 days ago, taking into consideration public holidays, 

week-ends etc., we have only had 41 days of experience in our role as Councillor. 

 

I believe it is unfair to ask six (6) new Councillors to make such an important decision 

on adjusting rate categories without a great deal of background work into the 

consequences.  

 

4. Also relates to the Councillors Oath I took and it says in "being elected to faithfully and 

impartially to fulfil the duties of the office".  

 

So today I speak up for the first home buyers, the young families trying to meet their 

commitments and in many cases with only one income earner and the pensioner who is 

on a fixed income.  They were beneficiaries of the 48% increase in their discount as a 

result of the Non-PPR category being implemented in the 2013/2014 Budget. 

 

Councillors please remember we represent the entire community and our decisions must be 

based on what is overall fit for the community.   

 

Cr Bonaventura thanked the Mayor for making decisions in the public forum and waiting for 

the full Council to be available for discussion of this matter. 

 

 

Cr Fordham spoke for the Motion - believes everyone has reviewed the information provided 

and will be voting on this decision fully informed and do not believe it is Council's place to 

decide that any group of ratepayers has the capacity to pay more than others.  Council is not tax 

agents or financial advisors and to decide that ratepayers can afford to pay an extra levy or rates 

based on the fact that they own more than one (1) property or that they can claim an extra 

charge on their tax is poorly considered.  The premise that tenants pay nothing towards 

Council's services but use the services is illogical, the landlord is paying on their behalf and if 

Council is to use that logic than offer rate reductions to ratepayers who don’t use all the 



FINAL MINUTES MONDAY 6 JUNE 2016 

MIN/06.06.2016 FOLIO 37700 

facilities or services.  I will be supporting the Motion and believe we are speaking our own 

minds and we can make that decision for ourselves. 

 

 

Cr Casey spoke against the Motion - I have listened to the Motion and advise the downturn is 

not just in Mackay it is across the whole of the State and have witnessed this downturn in my 

recent visit to America.  It is a worldwide downturn and this will change.  We have been 

provided with advice from qualified people to assist us with our decision.  Only 50% of the 

Non-PPR category are local residents and believe this decision should be for the whole 

community and do not feel we have had time to review this issue fully. 

 

 

Cr Englert spoke for the Motion - Believes that the introduction of the Non-PPR category by 

the previous Council was made from sound information provided at that time.  However today I 

will support a reduction to the Non-PPR category as I believe a policy should be the right 

policy in the right place at the right time.  This may well be the right policy in the right place 

but I believe it is the wrong time.   

 

I may have only be an elected Councillor for 41 days but my election campaign commenced 

over 18 months ago and during discussions with the residents the main issues raised were 

transparency, divisions and Non-PPR reduced or removed.  My commitment to those voters 

and my personal opinion is to vote in favour of a reduction in the Non-PPR category.  However 

I do acknowledge Council does have some work to do in making up the shortfall in revenue if 

non-PPR is reversed and encourage the full rates and charges review be finalised prior to any 

further reductions. 

 

 

Cr Paton thanked all of the Councillors for their views and take them on board.  Whilst there 

are a percentage of ratepayers in the Non-PPR category who reside outside Mackay there are 

46% who do reside in Mackay and they form part of our community that is 7,000 locals who 

are charged 15% higher rates.   

  

CARRIED 

 

 

Crs Bella, Bonaventura, Casey and Walker recorded their vote against the Motion. 

 

 

6. MEETING CLOSURE: 

The meeting closed at 10.47 am. 

 

 

Confirmed on Wednesday 22 June 2016 

 

 

 

……………………………………… 
 

MAYOR 
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APPENDIX / ATTACHMENTS 

 


