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government is able to fully fund these rebates and then index them accordingly to prevent negaƟve 
impacts on the operaƟng results of LWU’s. 

 We also feel that the paper’s omission of the ‘75/25 rule’ in its consideraƟons (under the Best PracƟce 
Management of Water Supply and Sewerage Guidelines - which requires at least 75% of residenƟal 
revenue from water usage charges for 4,000 or more properƟes (or 50% for < 4,000 properƟes)) could 
prove problemaƟc in beƩer understanding all aspects of an LWU’s sustainability during periods of 
extended drought condiƟons. 

 
Challenges from current funding models: 

 Q3 – The key challenges in obtaining funding for water and sewerage infrastructure upgrades and 
investment stem from the short-term nature of the poliƟcal cycle relaƟve to the long-term nature of 
infrastructure planning and implementaƟon. This presents problems for gaining access to grant funding 
which could be applied for major infrastructure upgrades, as the tangible delivery of short-term 
outcomes (desired under most funding deeds) is only able to occur once LWU’s have already spent 
many years on resourcing, due-diligence and planning. This is problemaƟc within LGA’s that are 
constrained financially and operaƟonally, and are unlikely to have had the Ɵme and resources allocated 
to being able to achieve any short-term implementaƟons of infrastructure.  

 
Funding Model Principles: 

 Q4 – The creaƟon of collaboraƟve uƟlity arms within the Joint OrganisaƟon (JO) framework, and the 
parƟcipaƟon of LGA’s within these, could be taken into account when calculaƟng government subsidies 
for local water uƟliƟes. This would engender Government confidence in the capabiliƟes of LGA’s in 
delivering desired infrastructure through the ability of neighbouring Councils to leverage resourcing, 
knowledge and cost sharing from the membership of the JO.  

 
Minimum Levels of Service: 

 Q7 - Any Levels of Service proposed and regarding community outcomes for water and wastewater 
need to be developed, tested and approved so that they are able to suit the operaƟonal contexts of the 
community(s) being serviced. Subsequently, a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach will be unable to achieve the 
same benefits for all, noƟng the geographically disparate nature of the communiƟes serviced by the 
majority of LWU’s.  

 Q8 – Metrics to be considered for Minimum Service Levels should be customer outcome-focussed and 
could include: Response Ɵmes to supply disrupƟons (water), Average duraƟon of planned & unplanned 
interrupƟons (water), Average Ɵmes to aƩend spills & blockages (sewer), Average Ɵmes to recƟfy 
(sewer). They should be easy to understand and measurable within an LGA’s exisƟng data acquisiƟon 
capability. Perhaps informaƟon from an LWU’s Annual NaƟonal Performance ReporƟng (NPR) could be 
used to establish the Service Level ‘baseline’ from which rolling averages (taken over a defined period) 
could be applied in superseding the ‘baseline’…  

 Q9 – Currently, engagement data is lacking to suitably inform the basic needs and expectaƟons of 
customers regarding Service Levels and their Willingness to Pay in respect to water and sewer services. 
These engagement acƟviƟes are intensive and costly, and could be beyond the capabiliƟes of some 
regional and remote communiƟes. Within the Victorian regional context, equivalent engagement 
acƟviƟes have cost around $200K – which is significant for smaller communiƟes. AddiƟonally, there is 
the requirement for significant and ongoing, data collecƟon and analysis expenditure to verify customer 
saƟsfacƟon against the Service Levels.   

 Q10 – The barriers for seƫng measurable Service Levels are wholly linked to an LGA’s understanding of 
its customer base and their servicing expectaƟons. This requires a comprehensive dataset to have been 
collected in relaƟon to the services provided to each community. At present, the NPR framework 
provides some of this informaƟon, although it is oŌen 12-24 months out of date, and so might not 
reflect current organisaƟonal performance. 

 Q11 – The challenges associated with monitoring and reporƟng against Minimum Service Levels include 
cost, resourcing and data acquisiƟon. 

 
AlternaƟve funding opƟons: 
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 Q17 – The challenge for LWU’s in leveraging the scale and experƟse of State Owned CorporaƟons (SOCs) 
has been due to the differences in legislaƟon under which the enƟƟes operate, and the metro-centric 
nature of the SOCs. As the SOCs are able to draw upon a far larger revenue base, their resourcing and 
experƟse is largely focussed on providing the high-cost infrastructure and systems necessary to service 
their future needs. ComparaƟvely, the regional and remote LWU’s have a far smaller revenue base and 
resourcing level, and this only just allows them to meet basic operaƟonal needs. This disparity between 
the organisaƟons is not helped by legislaƟve differences and the commercial nature of these enƟƟes. 
SOCs are currently bound by legislaƟon to achieve specified rates of return for government 
shareholders. Accordingly, the ability of SOCs in offering any support to regional/rural councils is 
therefore limited unless a Service Level Agreement (or similar) can be developed that clearly defines 
each Party’s expectaƟons around the delivery of commercial services and how they might assist in 
improving LWU sustainability. This will create similar operaƟonal baselines and common, over-arching 
business drivers between LWU’s and SOC’s.  

 
AlburyCity looks forward to parƟcipaƟng in the upcoming consultaƟons and reviewing any public submissions on this 
maƩer. 
 
Should you wish to clarify any of the above responses, please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Brad Willis  
Service Leader Water and Wastewater  
 
553 Kiewa Street  
Albury NSW 2640  

  
alburycity.nsw.gov.au  
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