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Shire of Moora 

Analysis of 2025/26 Differential Rates Submissions 

Introduction 

In total, 32 submissions from the Shire’s ratepayers have been received, covering 39 assessments. 

These submissions have been categorised for the purpose of summarising feedback according to the 

rating category applicable to the respondent’s property.  Where a submission covers assessments in 

multiple rating categories, it has been categorised in the following order: 

1. UV Special Rural

2. UV Rural

3. GRV Commercial / Industrial

4. GRV Residential

This categorisation was applied, as the proposed differential rates apply to UV rated properties.  A 

general rate is proposed to apply to GRV rated properties. 

On this categorisation, the number of submissions received can be summarised as from the following 

categories 

Rating Category Support Object Total 

UV Special Rural 1 11 12 

UV Rural - 7 7 

GRV – Residential - 12 12 

GRV – Industrial / Commercial - 1 1 

Total 1 31 32 
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For context, the total number of properties in each category and the number of submissions received is 

presented below: 

Rating Category Total # of 

Assessments 

# of Submissions 

GRV – Residential 712 12 

GRV – Moora Industrial / Commercial 101 1 

GRV – Other Town Site Residential 123 - 

GRV – Other Town Site Industrial / Commercial 11 - 

UV – Rural 398 7 

UV – Special Rural 72 12 

UV – Mining 28 - 

Total 1,445 32 
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Summary of Submissions 

The key themes from submissions in each rating category have been summarised and are presented 

in the following section. Each submission is supplied in full under separate cover. 

It is important to note that most of the submissions were copies of two specific original submissions 

rather than independent statements. 

 

UV Special Rural (12 Submissions) 

1. Lack of Transparency and Communication 

Respondents expressed frustration over the poor communication from the Shire: 

 Notifications were received only a day before the submission deadline  

 No clear explanation of who would be affected or how the changes were determined  

 Absence of public forums, media advertisements, or direct consultation  

Respondents contend that this has led to confusion and a sense of exclusion from the decision-making 

process. 

2. Unclear Classification and Impact 

Several submissions questioned the reclassification of properties: 

 Properties previously rated as UV were reportedly reclassified as “Urban Farmland” without 

notice  

 Concerns about how land use, size, or productivity influenced rate changes  

 Requests for clarity on who benefits from the changes and how rates are calculated  

3. Financial Burden and Equity Concerns 

A dominant theme was the perceived unfairness of the proposed rates: 

 Ratepayers with non-income-generating land (e.g., retirees, residential blocks) felt 

disproportionately impacted  

 Some feared being forced to sell their properties due to unaffordable rate increases 

 Questions were raised about preferential treatment for certain landowners and the basis for 

rate increases  

4. Limited Services for Affected Properties 

Many submissions highlighted the lack of services provided to properties facing increased rates: 
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 No street lighting, footpaths, kerbing, or deep sewerage  

 Minimal road maintenance and poor verge management  

 Requests for details on what new services would be introduced if rates increased  

5. Calls for Due Process and Extended Consultation 

Ratepayers urged the Shire to: 

 Extend the submission deadline to allow proper community input  

 Hold public forums and provide detailed documentation  

 Ensure fair and inclusive consultation, especially for absentee landowners  

6. Minority Support for the Proposal 

One submission supported the differential rating, citing: 

 The need for equitable rating across property types. 

 Recognition of the economic pressures on broadacre farming  
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UV Rural Submissions (7 Submissions) 

1. Lack of Transparency and Communication 

Many submissions expressed concern over the absence of clear, timely, and direct communication 

from the Shire: 

 Ratepayers were often informed via social media or last-minute emails, rather than through 

formal channels. 

 Several residents requested clarification on who would be affected, why the changes were 

proposed, and how decisions were made. 

 The Special Meeting on 16 July 2025 was criticised for lacking information and failing to 

engage the community meaningfully. 

2. Financial Burden and Equity Concerns 

A recurring theme was the disproportionate financial impact on a small group of ratepayers: 

 The proposed UV – Urban Farmland rate of 0.008326 compared to 0.004671 for UV – Rural 

was seen as unfair, resulting in average increases of \$270 per affected property, plus a 

general 3% rate rise  

 Some ratepayers reported estimated increases of over \$700, with no corresponding 

improvement in services  

 Concerns were raised about inequity, especially where similar properties were rated differently 

across town. 

3. Minimal Services for Affected Properties 

Ratepayers highlighted the lack of infrastructure and services in areas facing increased rates: 

 No street lighting, footpaths, kerbing, or deep sewerage. 

 Poor road conditions and inadequate drainage. 

 Limited or no maintenance of verges and public spaces. 

4. Unclear Reclassification and Rating Logic 

Several submissions questioned the reclassification of properties to “Urban Farmland”: 

 Residents were not notified of changes to their property classification. 

 Requests were made for the criteria used to determine reclassification, and who 

recommended the changes. 
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 The rationale behind differential rating based on UV rather than GRV was seen as a way to 

maintain revenue despite falling property values. 

5. Calls for Proper Consultation and Review 

There were strong appeals for: 

 Pausing the implementation of differential rates until proper consultation is undertaken. 

 Direct engagement with affected property owners. 

 A review of the Shire’s internal expenditures and exploration of alternative funding sources. 

6. Community Impact and Social Division 

Concerns were raised about the proposal creating an “us vs. them” divide: 

 The changes were seen as favouring rural farmland owners at the expense of urban 

landholders. 

 The proposal was described as causing stress, confusion, and community angst, especially 

during a time of rising cost of living. 
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GRV Commercial (1 Submission) 

1. Lack of Transparency and Disclosure 

The submission expresses concern over the absence of clear information regarding: 

 Who will be affected by the proposed changes. 

 Why the changes are being introduced. 

 What the broader implications are for ratepayers. 

The ratepayers felt that the Shire had not adequately explained the rationale or mechanics of the 

proposal  

2. Concerns About Rate Calculation Methodology 

The submission critiques the shift from Gross Rental Value (GRV) to Unimproved Value (UV) as a 

basis for rate calculation: 

 The concern is that if GRV stagnates or declines due to economic conditions, the Shire could 

still impose rate increases by switching to UV. 

 This approach is perceived as a way to maintain or increase revenue despite falling property 

values  

3. Community Impact 

The ratepayers argue that the proposed differential rating would be detrimental to the community: 

 It could impose unfair financial burdens on property owners. 

 The submission reflects a broader sentiment that the proposal lacks fairness and could 

exacerbate economic pressures  
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GRV Residential (12 submissions) 

1. Lack of Transparency and Communication 

A dominant concern across submissions was the poor communication from the Shire: 

 Many ratepayers reported receiving information only one day before the submission 

deadline, or via social media rather than direct contact. 

 There was confusion about which properties were affected, with some residents unsure if 

their UV-rated land would be reclassified as “Urban Farmland”  

 Several called for clearer explanations of how the differential rates were calculated and why 

specific properties were targeted  

2. Financial Burden and Equity Concerns 

Submissions highlighted the disproportionate financial impact on a small group of ratepayers: 

 The proposed changes were seen as a way to maintain or increase rates even if property 

values (GRV) decline  

 Concerns were raised about ongoing compounding increases, with one submission noting 

that a one-off increase would still result in higher annual rate hikes due to percentage-based 

calculations  

 Many felt the proposal was unfair, especially given the lack of corresponding service 

improvements. 

3. Minimal Services for Affected Properties 

Ratepayers questioned the value received for their rates: 

 Common complaints included no street lighting, footpaths, kerbing, or deep sewerage, and 

poor road maintenance  

 Some noted that basic infrastructure was lacking, and improvements were long overdue or 

inconsistently delivered  

4. Concerns About Reclassification and Future Implications 

There was widespread unease about the reclassification of UV-rated properties: 

 Residents were not informed about changes to their property classification. 

 Questions were raised about whether this would set a precedent for future differential rating 

of other property types, such as those with wind turbines or intensive farming  
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5. Calls for Proper Consultation and Review 

Many submissions urged the Shire to: 

 Pause the implementation until proper consultation is undertaken. 

 Engage directly with affected property owners. 

 Provide a transparent and consistent framework for rate setting going forward  

6. Community Impact and Distrust 

The proposal was seen as causing community division and distress: 

 Several submissions described the process as rushed, opaque, and unfair, leading to anxiety 

and frustration  

 There were calls for the Shire to learn from neighbouring councils, such as Dandaragan, 

which had abandoned similar proposals after community feedback  
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Response to issues raised 

Communication 

From the submissions received, it is clear that respondents believe further communication is needed in 

order for the community to understand the differential rating. 

The Local Government Act 1995 (Act) S6.36 requires that local public notice be given before imposing 

any differential general rates or minimum payments. Section 1.7 of the Act states: 

Where, under this act, local public notice of a matter is required to be given, notice of the matter must 

be – 

(a) Published on the official website of the local government concerned in accordance with the 

regulations; and 

(b) Given in at least 3 of the ways prescribed for the purposes of this subsection. 

Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996 3A(2) provides the following methods for the 

purposes of LGA S1.7(b): 

a) Publication in a newspaper circulating generally in the state; 

b) Publication in a newspaper circulating generally in the district; 

c) Publication in 1 or more newsletters circulating generally in the district 

d) Publication on the official website of the Department or another State agency, as appropriate 

having regard to the nature and matter of the persons likely to be affected by it for – 

i. The period specified in or under the Act in relation to the notice; or 

ii. If no period is specified in relation to the notice – a period of not less than 7 days 

e) Circulation by the local government by email, text message or similar electronic means, as 

appropriate having regard to the nature of the matter and the persons likely to be affected by it. 

f) Exhibition on a notice board at the local government offices and each local government library 

in the district for-  

i. The period specified in or under the Act in relation to the notice; or 

ii. If no period is specified in relation to the notice – a period of not less than 7 days 

g) Posting on a social media account administered by the local government for –  

i. The period specified in or under the Act in relation to the notice; or 

ii. If no period is specified in relation to the notice – a period of not less than 7 days 
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The Shire has complied with the requirements of the Act in relation to Local Public Notice of the 

proposed differential rates.  Namely: 

1. On the 18 July 2025, notice was published: 

a. In the West Australian Newspaper 

b. On the Shire’s Website 

c. On the Shire’s Facebook Page; 

2. Displayed at the Shire Library 

The Objects and Reasons prepared for the proposed differential rates were prepared in accordance 

with the requirements of the Act and are available for viewing.  The form and content of the objects and 

reasons is comparable with Objects and Reasons prepared by other WA Local Governments that apply 

differential rating. 

Notwithstanding the above, in response to feedback identified from submissions during the notice 

period, the Shire prepared further information in relation to the operation of differential rates, which was 

published toward the end of the submission period. From submissions received, it appears that this was 

the first notice seen by some respondents. 

 

Concerns about Rate Methodology 

Some submissions contend that the proposed changes are a way to maintain or increase rates even if 

property (GRV) declines. 

It should be noted that all properties are rated on either a Gross Rental Value (GRV) or Unimproved 

Value (UV). 

The Minister for Local Government decides whether a property is rated on a GRV or UV basis. This 

decision is based on the predominant use of the land: 

 GRV (Gross Rental Value) is applied when the land is used predominantly for non-rural 

purposes, such as residential, commercial, or industrial use. 

 UV (Unimproved Value) is used when the land is used predominantly for rural purposes, 

especially where a livelihood is derived from the land  

Valuations are carried out by the Valuer General’s Office of Landgate, which provides either GRV or 

UV values depending on the land use. These values are then multiplied by the rate in the dollar set by 

the local council to determine the rates payable. 

The proposed differential rates do not include any reclassification of land between GRV or UV rating. 

The proposed differential rates for UV properties are based on existing categories (that have previously 

been rated uniformly). 
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