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Draft Submission by Shoalhaven City Council
Inquiry into the Augmentation of Water Supply for Rural and Regional New South
Wales

Background — Shoalhaven Water

Shoalhaven City Council has responsibility for water and sewerage services for the
Shoalhaven Local Government area. The Local Government area includes 49 towns and
villages, scattered predominantly along the coast.

Council exercises water supply and sewerage functions under Division 2 Part 3 Chapter 6
Local Government Act 1993 and therefore acts as a “Local Water Utility” (LWU) in addition
to its other local government functions. Council meets these responsibilities and delivers
water and sewerage services through Shoalhaven Water, a defined Business Group of
Council.

Shoalhaven Water supplies potable water and reclaimed water to a variety of customers in
the LGA. It operates a number of water storages and is also reliant on storages owned and
operated by WaterNSW (formerly the Sydney Catchment Authority).

About 90% of the LGA’s raw water is pumped from the Shoalhaven River at Burrier
approximately 47 km upstream of the ocean estuary outlet. The water is pumped from
Burrier to a 3,800 megalitre off river storage dam at Bamarang near Nowra West. The
water is then pumped from the dam to Water Treatment Plants at Bamarang and Flatrock.
The treated water is then transferred throughout the City.

Some parts of the southern Shoalhaven area are normally served by the Porters Creek
Dam west of Milton which supplies the Milton Water Treatment Plant. The plant treats
water for the Milton/Ulladulla/Narrawallee/Mollymook/Kings Point/Burrill Lake/Lake
Tabourie areas. Bendalong, Manyana, Conjola & Fisherman’s Paradise are supplied from
the Northern System, which also supplements the area served by the Milton Water
Treatment Plant over peak demand holiday periods or when the operating level in the
Porters Creek dam is low.
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A fourth treatment plant is located in Kangaroo Valley at Bendeela Pondage and supplies
water to the Kangaroo Valley township. This plant is a microfiltration plant and operates
using a membrane system.

A 7,600 megalitre storage dam at Danjera acts as an emergency backup supply feed for
the Shoalhaven River in times of drought. The combination of Danjera’s 7,600 megalitres
and the off river Bamarang 3,800 megalitres storage acts to limit the effect of low flows in
the Shoalhaven River to provide drought security for the Shoalhaven City water supply
system.

The flow in the lower Shoalhaven River is controlled from Tallowa Dam, owned and
operated by WaterNSW. Release of water from Tallowa Dam for Shoalhaven use is
controlled through a series of agreed protocols between WaterNSW and Shoalhaven
Water.

Flows from the Shoalhaven can also be used to supplement Sydney’s water supply during
a drought. This is achieved by pumping water from Tallowa Dam to Wingecarribee
Reservoir in the Southern Highlands. From there it is released and flows down the
Wollondilly River to Sydney’s Warragamba Dam, or the Nepean River to Nepean and
Avon dams, which supply the people of the lllawarra with water.

Rules for environmental flow releases from Tallowa Dam to the lower Shoalhaven River
have been implemented by the State Government through the Greater Metropolitan Water
Sharing Plan, which came into force on the 15t July 2011.

Shoalhaven Council is the owner of 4 prescribed dams — Bamarang, Cambewarra,
Danjera and Porters Creek. Council also supplies reclaimed water to dairy farms and
sporting facilities from its 600ML reclaimed water storage at Callalla sewage treatment
plant.

Response to Terms Of Reference

Given the possible breadth of the Terms of Reference to this Inquiry, Shoalhaven Council
determined to focus on 2 critical aspects of the ToR relevant to the Shoalhaven (items a)
and b) of the ToR).

a) Investigate the requirement for a water equation (demand and supply out to
the middle of this century) for rural and regional New South Wales

Shoalhaven City Council has been proactive for many years in planning for the security of
water supply for the Shoalhaven Local Government Area. Council had negotiated and
lobbied the New South Wales State Government for 4 years to provide sustainable
outcomes for the Shoalhaven River system. An agreement was finally reached in 2006
that secured water licence entitlements for the Shoalhaven City and provided for positive
environmental outcomes.

The mechanisms for Shoalhaven’s water security are embedded in Council’s extraction
licence, the Bulk Water Supply Agreement and the Bulk Water Supply Protocols. The Bulk
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Water Supply Protocols are also legislated within the Water Sharing Plan for the Greater
Metropolitan Region — Unregulated River Water Sources 2011.

These mechanisms, combined with effective demand management processes have meant

that the existing storages within the Shoalhaven system have adequate capacity to meet
the demands of the end users.

The graph below shows the actual water demand as the projected demand adopted in
1993 when additional sources of water were being considered.

Clearly since the total system demand is at levels equivalent to the mid 1980s, the
previous headworks proposals have not been required.

Reductions in total demands have been achieved despite increases in the number of
properties connected to the system, as shown in the graph below.
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As part of DPI Water’s Best Practice Management Shoalhaven Water prepared an
Integrated Water Cycle Management (IWCM) Strategy. The strategy identified the
preferred options for development of urban water services (water supply, wastewater and
stormwater) at Shoalhaven City.

The process taken to develop the IWCM Strategy included:

Consideration of the Concept Study findings and baseline forecasts.

Development of the long-list of options and assessment criteria for decision making.
Selection of options for further assessment.

Detailed options assessment and development of IWCM scenarios.

Identification of the preferred scenario.

The integrated scenarios incorporate combinations of various demand management
measures and an increasing movement towards the integration of water supply, sewerage
treatment and stormwater management through cumulative inclusion of rainwater,
stormwater, greywater and reclaimed water use. The supply side approach is common to all
scenarios, drawing on surface water extractions from the Shoalhaven River, Danjera Creek
and Porters Creek, with system capacity requirements sized to suit the town water demands
for each scenario.

Council formally adopted its Integrated Water Cycle Management Strategy in June 2008.
The focus of Shoalhaven water supply planning is now directed at enhancing the north-
south system transfer capacity.

It is therefore considered that appropriate planning has been carried out for the
Shoalhaven water supply system. The current protocols as established with the previous
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Sydney Catchment Authority are appropriate and provide effective mechanisms to
maintain the security of Shoalhaven City Council’s Water Supply.

b) Examine the suitability of existing NSW water storages and any future
schemes for augmentation of water supply for NSW

There remains outstanding land tenure by WaterNSW previously acquired for a proposed
Welcome Reef Dam on the upper reaches of the Shoalhaven River.

The Welcome Reef Dam project has had a long history.

The Snowy Mountains Engineering Corporation prepared an Environmental Impact Report
in 1980 for the (then) Metropolitan Water Sewerage and Drainage Board (the Board). The
Welcome Reef project had included a dam on the Shoalhaven River about 70km to the
east of Canberra and 30km north of Braidwood. The stated purpose of the dam was to
supplement the Shoalhaven transfer scheme to meet increased demand from Sydney.

In 1985 the Board advised Shoalhaven Council that they intended to proceed with the
Welcome Reef Dam project, but had deferred the project and it had a tentative completion
date of 1999.

Further advice to Council in 1991 put the dam construction commencement as 2002. In
1992 a series of public information sessions were held throughout the affected regions.

At the Council meeting of 23 March 2004, Shoalhaven Council resolved to “reject the
proposal to resurrect the Welcome Reef Dam concept.”

It is clear from the key strategic water planning documents for Sydney that a new dam on
the Shoalhaven River is not required nor is it on a planning agenda from a technical
perspective. The following excerpts from the 2004, 2006 and 2010 Metropolitan Water
Plans demonstrate this:-

2004 Metropolitan Water Plan

“There is no need for a twelfth dam. Another dam would be very costly
from a financial and environmental perspective with an estimated cost
of over $2,000 million for Welcome Reef Dam. The same dam would be
very shallow with a large surface area, meaning that evaporation rates
would be extremely high and increase the potential for toxic blue-green
algae outbreaks. It would take nearly 10 years to build and fill under
average conditions and up to 30 years if current drought conditions
continue. A new dam would not make the most of the existing
infrastructure and so it is far more effective to extend our current
system as proposed in this Plan.”
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2006 Metropolitan Water Plan

“The current Shoalhaven Scheme comprises Tallowa Dam and a
system of pumps, pipes and reservoirs which were completed in 1976.
The scheme was planned as the first phase of a much larger but now
abandoned project (the Welcome Reef Dam) for the specific purpose of
capturing water from the headwaters of the Shoalhaven River and
transferring it to Sydney to boost supplies when the Sydney storage
system fell to low levels.”

2010 Metropolitan Water Plan

“After extensive research, analysis and community consultation
important improvements to the Shoalhaven system were announced in
March 2007.

These included:

o New environmental flow rules for the lower Shoalhaven River (see
page 50)
o Changed operation of Tallowa Dam:

- Water transfers will begin when Sydney’s total dam storage
level falls to around 75 percent and continue until total dam
storage level rises above 80 percent

- Water will not be drawn down further than one metre from
Tallowa Dam’s full storage level — this will be increased to three
metres in times of severe drought (see page 56)

o New infrastructure at Tallowa Dam to allow native fish passage and
improve the quantity and quality of water releases downstream for
the environment (see case study on this page)

o Upgraded picnic facilities at the dam site.

The Shoalhaven and Wingecarribee communities were also invited to
comment on six options to upgrade the water supply transfer system.
The options looked at ways to transfer more water from Tallowa Dam to
Sydney and the lllawarra, if required in the future. Several options had

the benefit of protecting the health of the Southern Highlands’ river
system by reducing the use of rivers to transfer water between dams.

Based on community feedback, scientific and engineering
investigations, and social, economic and cultural heritage
assessments, three options were short listed. Further detailed
technical investigations of these options have been undertaken. The
preferred augmentation option is a tunnel from Burrawang to Avon
Dam.
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There are significant costs and lead times for the augmentation and a
decision on its timing will depend on factors such as future climate
predictions and population growth and demand. These factors will be
reviewed over the next few years with a view to having an upgraded
system built and operational by around 2025.”

Shoalhaven Council therefore submits in the strongest terms that the Inquiry should reject
any proposal to resurrect the Welcome Reef Dam project and the Inquiry should find that

the land acquired for that purpose is no longer required.
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WSAA National Customer Perceptions
Survey

Executive Summary

Customer focus is a top priority for Australian water utilities. This means ensuring customer needs
and preferences are considered as part of investment decisions, performance indicators and
planning for the future. At the heart of this is an understanding of what drives customer value, trust,
customer behaviours and the expectations they have for their water utility. In August 2015, the
Water Services Association of Australia {WSAA) along with Insync carried out an Australia-wide
survey of 5973 customers from 21 water utilities. This survey provided excellent insight into what
influences customer value and trust and identified the leading performers among the utilities. The
survey also highlighted areas of improvement and will guide a collaborative work program among
the utilities on customer indicators, engagement and value,

Key Insights from the Survey

s Value for money, trust and satisfaction with the quality of the drinking water is higher when
respondents know that their water utility manages their sewerage services. Improving brand
awareness and knowledge of the sewerage services will improve how customers rate the

" utility.

* Contrary to data collected by the utilities, the respondents who have contacted the utility in
the last 12 months only score their utility higher if they are from regional areas. This effect
was not demonstrated for most of the urban utilities. There may be some crucial differences
in the survey method or context compared to the utility surveys.

¢  Too much information is better than not enough. The 25% of respondents who think they
receive not enough Information scored their utility much lower than the 2% that think they
receive too much information,

s« Middle-aged customers score the utilities lowest for trust, value for money, affordability and
quality of services. They are also the group that are most likely to want more information.
However, survey data shows that this corresponds with the time of life that individuals are
at their “least happy” that accounts for this lower score.

o Different survey methods will give different results, Satisfaction with water quality is highest '
for respondents older than 65 years. This helps explain why phone research vields higher
resuits as they tend to get older respondents.

» Communication strategies on drinking water quality should be targeted to specific cultural
groups where there we can see large differences in drinking the tap water. This in turn
affects the scores for trust, value for money, affordability and of course quality of service.

e Concession cards may be too generous with customers on concession cards rating a higher
level of affordability than those without a card.

e QOlder respondents are far less likely to think that climate change is caused by human
activity. There is also a geographical difference to this belief. This will influence how we
design and carry out any engagement around water security planning. .

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Headline results

For trust, vaiue for money, affordability and quality of services water utilities rated similar to
electricity and gas but significantly lower than mabile phone, internet providers and
Australia Post. But customers rated us higher than focal councils. {insert graph)
Middle-aged respondents scored us the lowest. ’

On average, one third of people don’t always drink water out of the tap. 13% never drink
water stréight from the tap. However these figures vary significantly among the utilities.
People from different cultural backgrounds have different habits when it comes to drinking
tap water. 46% of people with a Chinese background do not drink tap water.

Satisfaction with the water quality was highest in Canbefra, Melbourne and Sydney.

On average 61% of customers were able to correctly name theirwater utility unprompted.
Half of all customers did not know that their water utility also looks after their sewerage
services. (insert graph)

On average, only about 20% of customers had contacted the water utility in the last 12
months. Contact increases trust for regional utilities but this was not the case for the urban
utilities.

Our attitudes regarding the building of dams varies by state. More than 50% of respondents

" in South East QLD and Sydney think that building dams is a solution to our water problems.

Some of the regional Victorian areas also scored above 50%.

Attitudes to climate change vary across demographics and regions. The belief that climate
change is caused by human activity decreases with age. It is also lowest in QLD and some of
the regional utilities. ‘

Customers who identify themselves as ‘future-focused’ have the highest levels of trust while
those that identify as ‘price focused’ are significantly lower. “Price focused” customers also
make up 38% of respondents. Uninvolved customers score utilities the lowest for trust
{insert graph)

Only 18% of customers are aware that their water utility offers financial hardship support.
But if they are aware of the programs, they score their utility significantly higher for trust,
value and most of all affordability.

Purpose of the Survey
This national survey was conducted to:

determine how water utilities are perceived, particularly in the area of value for money
and trust compared to other service sectors

identify those attributes that influence a customer’s perceptions of value for money and
trust '

carry out benchmarking of Australian water utilities, identify good performers and share
successful strategies

identify and collaborate on addressing industry-wide gaps

provide data on customer attitudes, preferences and behaviours to inform WSAA policy
work and customer engagement strategies

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Water Utility Insights from the Survey

At the end of February 2016 WSAA will ran a workshop to discuss the results, The purpose is for
members to share their own insights from their resuits, share successful strategies of the high
performers, discuss how we address some of the common gaps across the industry and provide
some recommendations for indicators and questions that we can potentially use on an ongoing basis
to measure and benchmark our performance. The detailed analysis that forms the bulk of this report
was carried out by WSAA with support from Insync. However the utilities also developed their own
insights from the survey data in conjunction with their own research

¢ [t highlighted the low fevel of awareness that the water utility also provides sewerage
service ' .

e Value for money was lower than expected. For those utilities that measure VEM, it was
useful for them to see that this is a problem for all water utilities.

* They found the comparison to other sectors very valuable since customers are comparing
their experience not to other water utilities but providers of similar services. It was
interesting to note that water provision has the 2" lowest VFM score of all the sectors.

¢ It was useful to have another source of data to see if aligned with the results from the
utilities own survey. In some cases where the results did not align, it flagged potential review.
of the survey methodology.

» Different cultural groups require tailored communication. Utilities also identified the groups
that they need target in regards to more research or specialised programs.

+ Different perceptions of those in units and those in houses. What drives this?

s identified some additional questions that they would like to add into their own surveys

» The section on beliefs and how they differ around the country helps with targeting their
messages to different demographics and also identifying regions which have similar values
and beliefs,

Improvements on the Survey
This was collated from the workshop as well as emails from some of the 100+ member employces
that have access to the portal. '

e The guestion about drinking the water ‘straight from the tap’ needs to be reconsidered as it
is ambiguous

¢ Need a better way to classify regional versus urban respondents

s It would be good to further identify segments based on levels of engagement and
involvement

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Detailed Analysis

Regional and State Comparison

The survey results showed that there is no one state or region that outperforms all the rest in every
category. It appears that there are some factors in play in different states that affect how
respondents see thelr water utility. For example, respondents in NSW and in particular Sydney
scored all service providers highly. The recent Choice Consumer Sentiment Survey conducted at
approximately the same time {July 2015} shows that NSW is leading the states in positivity with 37%
rating the economy as good compared to about a 24% in other states. Similarly, poor scores for
some utilities in some cases may be the result of recent restructure, negative publicity or a lower
socio-economic customer base. This is supported by the survey results which show that those
customers who feel they are comfortable score significantly higher than those that feel they have
trouble meeting basic needs.

Metropolitan versus Regional comparison

Most of the regional data is from Victoria and Tasmania, with one regional utility from NSW. While
there are likely to have been a minor number of regional respondents from SA and WC, this survey
did not allow for making this distinction within a utility.

Some of the differences in respondent characteristics are shown below.

Number of 4422 (74%) 1551 {26%)

respondents

Number of 11 10

utilities

States NSW, VIC, QLD, ACT, WA, SA VIC, TAS, NSW

Holds 41.3% 50.1%

concession

card

Speaks 11.4% 5.2%

another

language at

home

Financial Live comfortably —27.2% Live comfortably — 20.6%

situation Don't have enough —4.5% Don’t have enough —5.7%

House or unit House—71.7% House — 87.8%
Semi ftownhouse — 10.8% , Semi/ townhouse —3.2%
Unit—16.8% Unit - 8.4%

In general, customers rated overall quality of products and services higher in metro areas (5.9)
compared to regional areas (5.5). Metro customers {7.3) were more satisfied with the quality of their
drinking water compared to regional customers {6.9). Metro customers rated affordability and value

for money higher as well.

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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There was not a great deal of difference between the metro and regional areas in regards to
thoughts around climate change, though there were particular states where there were clear
differences. More people in regional areas believed there were moderate water shortages in their
area but level of concern was low and about the same as the metro customers.

Regional customers had a higher level of awareness. They were more likely to know the name of
their water utility and were more likely to know that their water utility also managed sewage.
Customers of regional utilities who had contacted the utility scored their water utility significantly
higher than customers that had not contacted their utility. This was not the case for metro
customers. In general customers of the regional utilities who contacted the water utility with an
issue were much happier with the resolution than those from metro utilities (6.8 compared to 6.5).

Victoria
Respondents 2223 Number of utilities 10

Key Influencers

s large number of regional respondents represented compared to other states

» Renters receive a water bill whereas in other states owners receive the water bill
In general
Victorian utilities can be classified as the three Melbourne metropolitan utilities and the regional
utilities. They made up 37% of all respondents with most of the regional respondents. Customers in
Melbourne score their drinking water high. Regional Victorians have a high level of awareness of
their water utility and the services they provide.

NSW
Respondents 920 Number of utilities 3

Key influencers
¢ High number of concession card holders {Hunter and Shoalhaven)
®  Sydney has one of highest number of people who speak a language other than English at
home
* Shoalhaven has the largest percentage of customers who identify as ‘not having enough to
meet basic needs’
In General
NSW on the whole scored quite highly but this is possibly due to the more optimistic outlook of NSW
residents and in particularly Sydney. Sydney-siders in particular were quite supportive of dams
compared to other capital cities. Sydney was the only city where customers who didn’t drink the
water stated that health concern with the water was equally high as taste as the reason why they
didn’t drink the water.

Report an WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Queenstand
Respondents 1206 Number of utilities 3

Key influencers

¢ All the customers surveyed were residents of South East QLD

* SEQ has undergone significant water industry reform over the past few years with new

water utilities formed as opposed to council-run utilities

e Gold Coast Water is stil a council run water utility
in General
As a state, the awareness of the water utilities and services they provide was the lowest with a great
deal of confusion with council responsibilities. Survey respondents had the lowest level of belief in
man-made ciimate change.

Tasmania
Respondents 403 Number of utilities 1

Key influencers
o The state has recently gone through a restructure moving from numerous counci run
utilities, to four utilities and now to one utility, along with the introduction of economic
regulation
s 51% of survey respondents were concession card holders

Western Australia
Respondents 401 Number of utilities 1

In General

Western Australians scored their water utility highly in comparison to other service providers and
they were one of the top performers when benchmarked against other utilities. Customers were
strong believers in anthropogenic climate change, most likely due to the fact that Perth is the only
city that is reliant on non-rainfall dependent water sources with desalination currently providing
approximately 50% of the cities supply.

South Australia _
Respondents 402 Number of utilities i

In General

There is only one water utility in South Australia and it covers urban, regional and rural towns. South
Australians have one of the highest ownership of rainwater tanks {52% compared to an average of
30%) and (along with Melburnians) are the least likely to think dams are the solution to water
shortages.

Report on WSAA Nationa! Perceptions Survey April 2016
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ACT
Respondents 402 Number of utilities 1

Key influencers

» Highest percentage of respondents that identify as ‘comfortable’
e Recently changed their brand
In General

ACT customers are the most satisfied with their drinking water and most likely to drink the water.

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Comparison to other Service Providers

Key messages

» Overall utilities scored similar to electricity lower than other service providers but higher
than councils.

e There were big differences between states, particularly in comparison to electricity and gas.

o Relative to other providers, utilities scored best overall on trust.

e Relative to other providers, value for money and affordability was the lowest. Possible
reasons for this could be the lack of customer choice in their water provider {as with their
council). The other factor is that water is a low involvement good. Many people, as
demonstrated by the survey have a low awareness of the services actually provided.

Strong Performers ‘
The strong performers have been identified refative to how they scored to other service providers
rather than just the individual score. Note that the portal ranks utilities based on the latter.

¢ Sydney and Melbourne {three metros combined) customers scored their water utility higher
than gas, electricity and councils for all four questions

¢ Sydney Water, Goulburn Valley Water, Yarra Valley Water, Water Corporation were the
strongest overall performers for this section with Wannon Water (trust) and Shoalhaven
{value for money) also scoring reasonably well for particular categories.

Results

Respondents were asked to rate seven different service providers: Electricity, Water, Gas (where
applicable), Local Council, Internet provider, mobile phone provider and Australia Post. The
respondents were asked their level of agreement (0=strongly disagree, 10 = strongly agree) with a
series of statements.

» Taking into account all services delivered by each of the following providers, please rate your
level of agreement with “my .... provides value for money”

« Thinking about the affordability of services delivered please rate your level of agreement
with “my .... delivers affordable services”

e Taking account of all aspects of services delivered, please rate your level of agreement with
“my .... Delivers high quality products and services”

¢ Thinking about your experience with each of the following providers, please rate your level

”

of agreement with “I trust .....

On average water scored above local councils with a very similar score to gas and electricity but
significantly fower than internet, mobile phone and Australia Post.

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Overall Average of all statements

Y
Q

646

551 5.57
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Score {0-10)
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Councit Water  Electricily internet  Mobfle Phone  Aus Post

Figure 1: Overall average score for value for money, affordability, trust and
quality of products and services

The best scoring category was quality followed by trust.

Water scores for each statement

¢ Water — Average of all service providers

q“ll o).

6 =6
537 N

Delivers value for money Delivers affordable services  Delivers high quality { trust them
products and services

Figure 2 Water scores (out of 10} for each of the statements

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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However, relative to other service providers, trust is actually the strongest category for water
utilities with 5 water utilities (25%) scoring above the average for service providers in their area of

operation.

Trust by Water Utility

m=mWater  —— Averago Jor all service providers - Auerage for aH water utllities

Score (0-10)

4 5 G H ] L] 10 i1 12 i3 i3 15 b I V') 18 i4 20
Watar Uitility

Figure 3 Trust scores by utility

Report on WSAA National Percepticns Survey April 2016
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Water Quality

Key messages

* Satisfaction with the quality of the water is a strongly related to trust and value for money.

» On average, two thirds of people drink water directly out of the tap and 87% drink water at
least some of the time out of the tap. However these figures vary significantly among the
utifities.

s People from different cultural backgrounds have different habits when it comes to drinking
tap water. 46% of people with a Chinese background do not drink tap water.

Top performers

¢ Customers of Icon in the ACT scored their water quality the highest. They also have the
highest proportion of customers who drink or sometimes drink the water {95%)
e Satisfaction with the water quality was highest in Canberra, Melbourne and Sydney.

Results

In general the guality of the water was one of the highest scoring attributes for water utilities with
an average of 7.2 out of 10. However the results did show significant variation between utilities.

How would you rate the satisfaction of the water supplied to your
home?

g=mm Water utility -~ Average for aff water utilities {718}

i 2 3 4 5 6 T ] -] 10 11 12 i3 14 15 16 17 18 15 20
Water Utility

Figure 4 Satisfaction with the water quality
The highest satisfaction rating is for lcon Water in Canberra. Overall satisfaction is higher for urban

providers (7.24 out of 10) compared to regional providers {7.02 out of 10}.

Report on WSAA Mational Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Satisfaction with water quality
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Figure 5: Top five providers in terms of satisfaction with quality of water

There is significant variation across utilities in the percentage of respondents that drink tap water.

Percentage of respondents that drink tap water by utility

mYes #%Sometimes ENo

Average f
21 £
20 |
19 E
18
17
16
15 &
14
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g T ] ¥ T T

T T T
D% 10% 20% 0% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 6 Responses to “do you drink water straight out of the tap”

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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For those that do not {or only sometimes) drink water out of the tap, the most commonly reason
provided is taste (57%), followed by potential health risks (30%). There are some notahle
exceptions. In one city, both taste and health scored equally high (46%).

Cultural background also makes a difference. Those respondents that speak Chinese at home are
Ieast likely to drink the water whereas those in India are most likely,

Endia {n=45)

Middle East (n=26)

Asia, other (n=152)

Europe (n=220)

| {

3 i E 1 1

'
0% 20% 40% . 60% 80% 100%.

B Yes ESometimes ®E No

Figure 7 Drink tap water by cultural background

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Awareness
Key messages

+ Awareness of brand and the services provided is important. Those utilities that had a high
level of awareness scored thelr utility higher for satisfaction with drinking water quality.

» Customers who were aware that their water utility offered financial hardship programs
scored their water ﬁtility significantly higher for affordability as well as the other attributes.

Top Performers

¢ Regional water utilities, in particular Regional utilities generally had the highest level of
awareness with 80% (Wannon Water} and 75% (Coliban and Gippsland Water)

Results

Knowing who your water utility is, the services they provide and programs to assist those custemers
experiencing financial hardship were on average lower than expected. There is a reiatibnship
between awareness and satisfaction levels of respondents with customers who knew their water
utility provided sewerage services also scoring the utility higher for trust, value for money and the
quality of drinking water.

About half of respondents didn’t realise that thefr water utility also removed and treated their
sewage. The best for any utility by for was about 83% {Wannon Water) with other Victorian
regionals also scoring well. The Melbourne retailers and Water Corporation were the best of the
capital cities with awareness of about 60%. Those utilities that are councils or are council owned had
the lowest level of awareness with most respondents thinking that the council looked after sewage.

Which organisations are responsible
for treating and removing sewage?

B Council
2 Water utility
State Gov/Other

& Don't know

Figure 8: Who is responsible for treating and removing sewage?

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Respondents were asked to type in the name of their water utility. On average 61% of respondents
could unprompted correctly name their water utility. Regional utilities generally had the highest
level of awareness with 80% (Wannon Water) and 75% {Coliban and Gippland Water)

Type in the name of the organisation that supplies your mains water

@Corect B0ontkoow Rincoirec

9
a
1
&
5
L
E
?
1

12 10 0% i 4% 50% 60% % BO% ] 100%

Figure 9 Respondents who could name their water utility

45% of respondents correctly identified their local council as being responsible for stormwater
management but 24% still believed it was the responsibility of the water utility,

Awareness of financial hardship programs was on average low at 18%. However those that were
aware of these programs scored the utility higher for trust, quality, value for money and most
significantly for affordability.

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Are you aware of any programs your water provider offers for customers
experiencing financial hardship?

10

9

8

7 6.15
— 5.80 : 5.86 597
S e aa
-
2 3 Yes
g
] & No
wr

Value for Money Affordability Quality Trust

Figure 10 Awareness of financial hardship programs versus trust, value,
affordability and quality

There is a relationship between awareness and how a customer perceives their water utility. For
example, those customers who knew that their water utility did sewage services scored the guality
of the water higher. They also had higher levels of trust and value for money. Increasing brand
awareness also increased the way the customer scored the utility. '

Satisfaction with water quality
by sewage responsibility
awareness

jany
o
i

O rRr N WROO QW

Yes No

Figure 11: Satisfaction versus Sewage responsibility awareness

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Appendix 1: Regional Classification

g g
2 Central Hightands Water Regional
3 City West Water CWW Metro
4 Coliban Water (Bendigo) Regional
5 Gippsland Water ' Regional
6 Gold Coast Water (QLD) Metro
7 Goulburn Valley Water {Shepparton) Regional
8 Hunter Water Metro Covers some regional areas but most
customers in metro centre of
. Newcastle
9 lcon (ACTEW) Metro
10  Queensland Urban Utilities (QUU) Metro _
11 SA Water ) Metro Covers whole state of SA but most
customer in metro areas
12 Shoalhaven Regional
13  South East Water SEW Metro
14 South Gippsland Water Regional The results have been excluded from
peer comparison due to small number
of responses
15 Sydney Water Metro
16 TasWater Regional Covers metro centres but these are
closer fo regional centres than capital
cities
A7 Unitywater Metro
18 Wannon Water Regional
19 Water Corporation (WA} Metro Covers whole state of WA but most
customers in metro areas
20 Western Water (Sunbury Vic) Regional
21 Yarra Valley Water YVW Metro

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Appendix 2: Survey Methodology

While no survey methodology is perfect, WSAA chose and online survey where respondents were
paid for their responses and were not aware of who was sponsoring the survey. This method was
chosen to hopefully reach a broader demographic and ensure that we were not surveying individuals
with a high knowledge, or vested interest in the water industry.

s This survey was carrled out using Insync as the consultant and SSI as a globai panel provider.

* Survey questions were developed by WSAA and insynt in consultation with several water
utilities

s Survey was completed online

+ Respondents were paid for carrying out the survey

e Respondents were not aware of who was sponsoring the survey. Only after the comparison
questions with other sectors did it become obvious that it was a survey about water utilities

e Respondents were sourced using a panel provider with a requested number in each of the
utility area of operations

s There were 5973 responses in total, statistically robust

+ All respondents were over 18 .

s Survey selected for respondents who were connected to a centralised system and paid a

water bil

Figure 12 Number of responden'ts by utility

Report on WSAA National Perceptions Survey April 2016
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Shoalhaven City Council TBL Sewerage Performance 2014-15

SEWERAGE SYSTEM - Shoalhaven Cily Council serves a poputation of 81,200 {41,870 connecled properlies) and has 13 sewage treatment works providing advanced secondary {roatment.
The system comprises 127,710 EP treaiment capacily {nfermitient Extended Aeralion {Activaled Sludgs), Trickling Filter and Membrane Biological Reduction), 247 pumping stafions (661 ML/d),
228 km of rising mains and 989 km of gravily trunk mains and reticulation. 21% of effluent was recycled {Indicator 27) and the treated effivent is discharged to land river and ocean.

PERFORMANCE - Residentia! growth for 2014-15 was 0.9% which is similar to the statewide median. Shoahaven City Council achieved 100% implementation of the outcomas raguired by the
NSW BPM Framewaork, The 2015-16 typical residential bill was $772 which was above the statewide median of $657 (Indicator 12). The economic real rate of refum was 3.9% which was
grealer than the statewide median (Indicator 46). The operating cost per property (OMA) was $500 which was above the statewlde median of $420 (Indicator 50). Sewage odour complaints were
less than the statewide median of 0.8 {Indicaler 21). Shoathaver Council reporisd 10 Calegory 2 (limited impacf) public health incidents, Council did not comply with the S5 requirements of the
environmental regulater for effluent discharge. Tha current replacement cost of system assets was $700M {314,800 per assessment}, cash and investmenls were $64, dabt was $38M and
revenue was $46.7M {excluding capital works grants). Council paid a dividend of $1.276M.

IMPLEMENTATION OF QUTCOMES REQUIRED BY THE NSW BEST-PRACTICE MANAGEMENT (BPM) FRAMEWORK

{1) Complete current strategic business plan & financial plan YESH {2e} Pricing - DSP wilh commercial developer charges Yes
{2) {2a} Pricing - Full Cost Recovery without signiflcant cross subsidies Yes {2} Prlcing - Liguid {rade waste approvals & policy Yes
(2b) Pricing - Appropriate Residential Charges Yes (3} Complete performance reporling (by 15 September) YES
{2¢) Pricing - Appropriate Non-Residential Charges Yes {{4) Integrated water cycle management strategy yesc
(2d) Pricing - Appropriate Trade Waste Fees and Charges Yes IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL QUTCOMES 100%
TRIPLE BOTTOM LINE (TBL) PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
NWl Ha Lwu RANKING MEDIANS
y »10,000 i
c5 1 Population served: 81,200 RESULT peapectis “’;:[E Statewide Natienal
8 €8 2 WNumber of connected properties: 41,870 Number of assessments: 47,250 Nole!  Nela? Hote 3 Hote 4
‘g €6 3 MNumber of residential connected properties: 39,500 Cal 1 Gal2 Cald Col4 Cul$
m 4 New residences connected to sewerage {%) % 0.9 5 3 1.0
5 At 5 Properties served per kilometre of main Prophm 34 an 40
= iWig 6 Volume of sewage collected (ML} ML 9387 5200 K840
°© 7 Renewals expenditure (% of current seplacement cost of system assats) % 01 5 5 0.5
4 Employeas per 1000 properties per 1,600 prop 21 5 4 16
P4 Description of residential tariff structure: aceass chamge/prop; independent of land value
« [P41 tla Residential access charge for 2014-15 ($/assessment) § 201415 750 3 ] 669 620
%' 11 Residentlal access charge for 2016-16 {$/assessment) § 2615-18 772 3 4 697
= | P6 12a Typical residential bill for 2014-15 {($/assessment} 8 2014-15 750 3 4 669 567
§ 12 Typical residential bill for 2015-16 {$/assessment) § 201516 772 3 4 697
k4 13 Typlcal developer charge for 2015-16 ($/equivalent tenement) § 2o615-6) 8,340 2 1 5,100
& 14 Non-residential sewer usage charge {c/kL) ot 140 4 3 150
F& 15 Revenue per property - Sge {3) - soropl 120 2 i 882 947
16 Sewerage Coverage (% of Urban Population with Reticulated Sga Service) % 97.8 3 2 57.9
E3 17 Percent of sewage treated to a tertiary level {%) % 98 4 4 97 91
18 Percent of sewage volume treated that was compiiant (%) % 94 4 4 100
19 Number of sewage treatment works compliant at alf tfmes ) 120f 13
o 21 Odour complaints per 1000 properties par 1,000 prop 0.1 2 3 0.8
§ o | €17 22 Service complaints - sewerage per 1000 properiies per 1,000 prop 04 1 1 6 1
e E Ci6 23a Average sewerage interruption (minutes) min 60 1 1 95 102
25 Total days lost (%) % 4.0 4 4 3.1
- W1 26 Volume of sewage collected per property (kL) ki/orop 224 3 4 238 214
g, W25 28a Tofal recycled water supplied (ML) . .My 1,710 2 1 520 1,580
20 | W27 27 Recycled water (% of effluent recycled) % 21 2 2 10 15
@8 | Es 28 Biosollds reuse (%) % 100 1 1 100 100
g % 30 Energy consumption - sewerage (KWh/ML) emLl 900 3 4 790
% 31 Renewahle energy consumption (% of total energy consumptien) % 0 2 1 0
£12 _32 Net greenhouse gas emissions - WS & Sge {net tonnes CO2 equivalents per 1000 properties) tcoz A40 4 4 410 303
33 90! Percentile licence limits for efffuent discharge: BOD 40 mgfl; S$ 40 mgi
Fw 34 Compliance with BOD in licence (%) % 100 1 1 100
E% 35 Compliance with S5 in licence (%) % 94 5 5 100
Z& t A4 35 Sewer main breaks and chokes (per 100 km of main) per 100km main 11 2 2 35 17
£ % 37a Sewer averflows {per 100 km of main) per 100km main 20 3 5 10
&0 | £t3 37b Sewer overflows reported o environmental regutator {per 100km of main) per 100km main 0.8 3 4 09 0.5
39 Mon res & trade waste % of tolal sge volume % 15 4 3 20
43 Revenue from non-residential plus trade waste charges (% of lotal revenue) % 14 4 4 18
w 44 Revenue from trade waste charges (% of tolal revenue} % 0.9 4 3 2.0
S | Fi§ 48 Economic real rate of return - Sge {%:} % 39 1 1 1.7 3.0
% 46a Return on assets - Sge (%} % 34 i 1 1.3
48a Loan payment per property - Sge {$) $fprop 181 3 2 10
F24 _4Bb Net proflt after tax - WS & Sge ($'000) soo0} 20778 i 1 f 2340 7,120 |
49 Operating cost {OMA) per 100 km of main (3000} gooof 1,730 3 4 1,720
£12 50 Operating cost {OMA) per properly ($} {Note 9) $/prop 500 4 4 420 400
. 51 Operating cost (OMA) per kL {cents} okl 223 4 4 193
o 52 Management cost per property ($) Wprop 188 4 5 160
g 53 Treatment cost per property (§) Stprop 134 2 3 145
it 54 Pumping cost per property ($) Ssprop 89 4 4 72
55 Energy cost per properly {3} $/prop 32 1 2 37
56 Sewer main cost per property (3) $prop 51 3 3 51
: F29 57 Capital Expenditure per properly - Sewerage (§) $/prop 300 2 2 204 217
NOTES :
1 Cot 2 rankings are on a % of LWUs basis - best reveals performance compered to similar sized LWUs {ie. Cof 1 is compared with LWUs with >10,000 properties).
2 Col 3 rankings are on a % of LWUs basis - best reveals performance compared to all LWUs {ie. Col 1 is compared with all LWUs). - see attachment.
3 Col 4 (Statewide Median) is on a % of connected properlies hasis- best reveals statewide performance (gives due waight to larger LWUs & reduces effect of smaller LWUS).
4 Col 5 {National Medlan) is the median value for the 75 utilities reporling sewerage performance in the National Performance Reporl 2014-15 (www.hom.gov.au).
5 LWUs are required o annually review key projections & actions in the fater of their INCM Strategy and financial plan and their Sirategic Business Plan and to annually *roll forward',

review and update their 30-year total asset management plan (TAMP) and 30-year financial plan.
Non-residential access charge - $772, proportional to sguare of mefer size. Sewer usage charge - 140 o/kL.
7 Non-residential and irade waste volume was 15% of fotal sewage collected.
Non-residential revenue was 14% of revenue from access, usage & trade waste charges, indicating fair pricing of services between the residential and non-zesidential sectors.
8 Compliance with Total N in Licence was 100%. Compliance with Totaf P in Licence was 100%.
9 Operating cost (OMA)/properly was $500. Components were: management ($188}, operation ($200), maintenance ($58), energy {$32), chemical ($7) & effuentibiosolids ($17).
40 Shoalhaven Gily Council rehabfiitations included 0.2% of its sewerage mains and 0.3% of its service connections. Renewals expenditure was $73,000/100km of main.
11 As Council's IWCM Strategy is over 6 years old, it will need to prepare a new 30-year IWCM Strafegy, financial plan and reporlin accordance with the July 2014 IWCM Check List

(www.water.nsw.gov.au).
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Shoalhaven City Council

TBL Sewerage Performance

{page 2}

201415

(Results shown for 10 years fogeiher wilh Statewide Median and 2014-15 Tep 20%)

COST RECOVERY

12. Typical resideatial bill - P&

14, Hon-residential Sewer Usage Charge
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EFFICIENCY
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1. Costs are in Jan 2015% except for graphs 12 and 14, which are in Jan 2016%.
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Shoalhaven City Council TBL Water Supply Performance 201415

WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM - Shoalhaven City Council serves a poputation of 89,100 (47,150 connected properiles). Waler Is drawn from the Porlers Cresk, Kangaroo River and Shoathaven River to
sunply tovmships from Berry and Kangaroo Valley in lhe north to Lake Tabourie In the south. Bamarang, Cambewarra, Danjera and Porlers Creek Dams have a total storage capacity of 13,360 ML. The
waler supply network comprises 2 convertional water treatment works (103 ML), 1 microfiltration works al Kangaroc Valley {1.3 ML/d) and 1 direct filration (10.5 ML/d), 38 service reservolrs (192 ML),
26 pumping stations, 115 ML deiivery capacity into lhe dislribution system, 481 km of transfer and trunk maias and 1084 km of reticulation. §5% of water supplied is potable and 15% nonpotable (4%
recycled). The Northern areas are fully reated and Lhe Southem areas are unfiflered (chiorinated},

PERFCRMANGE - Shoalhaven City Councll achiaved 100% implemnentation of the oulcomes required by Lhe NSW BPM Framework. The 2015-16 typical residential bill was $315 which was much less
than Lhe slatewide median of $593 (Indicator 14). The economk real rafe of relum was similar fo the slatewide median {ndicator 43). The aporaiing cost (OMA} per property was $276 which was much
less than the slatewide median of $400 (Indicator 49). Water quality complaints were negligible compared to the slatewide median of 3 (Indicator 26}, Complignce was achieved for micreblofogical waler
quality (100% of the population, 4 of 4 zones compliant), chemical water qualily and physical waler guality. Thera were no failurss of the chiorination system or the freatment system. Shoahaven City
Council reported no water supply public hea!th incldants, Cusrent replacemant cost of system assels was $621M (512,100 per assessment). Cash and investmants were $39.2M, debt was $0.2M end
revenus was 527M (oxcluding capital works grants).

IMPLEMENTATION OF OUTCOMES REQUIRED BY THE NSW BEST-PRACTICE MANAGEMENT {(EFM) FRAMEWORK

(f} Complete Current Strategic Business Plan & Financlal Plan YES™| (3) Sound water conservation implamented YES
(2} (2a) Pricing - Full Cost Recovery, withcut significant cross subsidies Yes | (4) Sound drought management impiemented YES
{2b,2c) Pricing -  Appropriate Residential Charges Yes | (5) Complete performance reporting {by 15 September) YES
{2d} Pricing - Appropriata Non-fesidentiat Charges Yes | {6) Integrated water cycle management strategy yEsC™
(2e) Pricing - DSP wilh Gopmercial Developer Charges Yes IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL OUTCOMES 100%
TRIPLE BOTTOM LINE (TBL) PERFORMANGE INDICATORS LwWu RANKENG MEDIANS
Wi Na, : RESULY ptm MW it et
Gt 1 Population served: 89100 Hota § Note 2 Note 3 hcled
€4 2 Number of connected properties: 47150 Number of assessments: 51260 Col 1 Col2 Col3 Cald Tols
a 3 Residential connected properties (% of totai) 42 92
E 4 New residences connected to water supply (%) % 1.5 2 2 1.1
© 1 A] 5 Properties served per kilometre of water main Prop/km kil M a4
{E 6 Rainfall (% of median annual rainfally %i 151 1 1 116
5 Wil 7 Total urban water supplied at master matars (ML} MY 14,200 7,000 9,066
< 8 Peak week to average consumption (%) %! 156 4 3 141
9 Renewals expenditure (% of curent replacement cost of system assets) %y 0A 3 3 04
10 Employees per 1800 properties per 1,006 prop 14 3 2 1.4
Pt Residential tariff structure for 2015-16: two part, independent of land value; access charge $80
P13 12a Residential water usage charge for 2014-15 for alf usage (c/kL} okt (201418 160G 5 3 213 185
g 12 Residentlat water usage charge for 2015-16 for alt usage (c/kL) okl (201518)] 165 5 3 226
= | P53 14a Typical residential bill for 2014-15 ($/assessmant) § (201478 308 1 1 5ag 539
g 14 Typical residential bill for 2016+16 ($/assessment) § (zo15-15)| 315 1 1 593
g 15 Typical developer charge for 2015-18 {Sfequivalent lenemant) $ f2o15-18)| 6,600 2 2 5,900
F4 . 18 Residential revenue from usage charges (% of residentiaj bills} % 75 1 2 72 €6
F§ 17 Revenue per proparly - waler ($/properiy) $4prop| 570 5 5 827 B3t
18 Water Supply Coverage (% of Urban Papulation wilh reticulated WS) % of population| 99,2 4 2 96.5
18a Risk based Drinking Water Management System (DWMS)? Yas/No Yes
19 Physical compliance achieved? Note 10 Yeslo]  Yes 1 1
19a Chemical compliance achieved? Notet0 YesNo|  Yes 1 1
H4 19b % population with chemical compliance % of population] 100 1 1 100
20 Microbiological (E. cali} compliance achieved? Note 10 Yes/o]  Yes 1 1
H3 20a % population with microbiological compliance % of population 100 1 1 160 ie0
C4 26 Water quality complaints per 1000 propertias per 1,060 prop] 0.5 2 2 3 2
é G0 28 Water service complalnts per 1000 properties por 1,000 prop 05 z 1 8 0.5
El 17 27 Incidence of unplanned Interruptions per 1000 properlies per 1,000 prop 78 5 5 24 91
w |G15 28 Average duration of interruption {min} min} 135 3 4 133 117
# | A2 30 Number of water main breaks per $00 ki of water main per 160km 8 3 2 9 12
£ 31 Drought water restrictions (% of time) % of time 0 1 1 0
37 Tolal days lost (%) %25 2 2 29
W1z 33 Average annual residential water supplied - STATEWIDE (&Uproperty) Kpropl 143 1 1 86 il
] 33a Average annual restdential water supplied - GOASTAL LWUs (kL/property) klpropl 143 2 2 150
ER 33b Average annual residential water supplied - INLAND LWUs {(kUproperty} ki iprop 225
E g A1D 34 Real losses (leakage) {L/service cannection/day) Lionnsction/day 90 4 4 60 76
E = 35 Energy consumplion per Megalitre (kilsWatt hours} KRMLE 709 3 4 700
36 Renewable energy consumption {3 of fotaf ensrgy consumplion) % 0 1 A 0
Et2 36a Net greenhouse gas emissions - WS & Sge (net tennes CO2 equivalents per 1000 properiies) tcozf 440 4 4 410 383
42 Current repl t cost per nt {$) $rasssssment] 12,100 4 4 16,400
Fi¥ 43 Economic real rate of return - Water {%) % 1.7 2 2 18 1.8
44 Return on assets - Waler (%) % 23 1 2 10
£22 45 Net Debtto equity - WS & Sge (%) % A a 2 -1 11
F23 45 Interest cover - WS & Sge >100 1 1 1 2
47 Loan payment per property - Waler {3) &prop] 6 4 3 69
£24 47b Net profit after tax - WS & Sge ($000) §000{ 20,770 1 i 2340 7820
48 Operating cost {OMA} per 100km of main ($'000) ) $o001 860 1 1 1,320
F11 4¢ Operating cost {OMA]} per property {$/prop} Note & &oropl 276 1 i 400 455
. 50 Operating cost {OMA) per Kilofitre (cenis) okl 92 2 2 429
2 51 Management cost {$/prop) . orop] 129 2 2 41
g 52 Treatment cost {$/prop) Spop] 45 3 2 58
& 53 Pumping cost (¥/prop) sprop| 22 4 2 31
54 Enezgy cost ($/prop) Sprop| 17 3 2 18
55 Water main cost {§/prop) Spropl 50 1 2 74
F28 56 Capital Expendituré {§/prep) $prop{ 218 3 2 156 463

HOTES:
1 Cot 2 rankings are on & % of LWUs basis - best reveals performance compared to simiar sized LWUs (ie. Col 1 is compared with LWUs with >10,000 properlies).

Cal 3 rankings are an a % of LWUs basls - best roveals psrormance compared to ali LWUs (ie. Co! 1 is compared with all LWUs).

Col 4 (Slalewide Median} is on a % of connacied properlies basis- best raveals statewide performance (gives due weight to larger LWUs & reduces eflect of smaller LWUs).

Col & (National Median} is the median value for the 76 utilities reporting water supply performance in the Nationa! Performance Report 2014-15 (www.bom.gov.au).

LWUs are required to annually review key projections & actions in the fater of their iWCM Strategy and financial plan and their Stralegic Business Plan and to annuaily 'roll forward,

review and update lheir 30-year total assel management plan (TAMP) and 30-year financial plan.

20516 Mon-residential Taniff: Access Charge hased on Service Conaeclion Size (40mm: $320), Inclining Block ; Usage Charge 165c/kL.

7 MNon-residential water supplied was 38% of potable water supplied excluding non-revenue water,
Men-residential revenue was 32% of annual rates and charges, indicaling fal pricing of services between tha residential and non-residential seclors.

8 The operating cost (OMA) per properly was $276. Componenis were: management ($129}, operation {$80), maintenance ($36), encrgy ($17) & chemicat {$13).

9 Rehabliitations included 1.2% of water mains, 0.67% of service connaclions and 8.4% of waler meters. Renewals exponditure was $164,000/4100km of main.

10 Gompliance with ADWG 2011 for drinking water guslity is shown as “Yes” If compliance has boen achieved (indicators 19, 18a & 20).

11 Shoalhaven Cily Council has 8 fully qualifisc water rsatment operafors who meet Lhe requirements of the Nationa! Certification Framework,

12 As Council's INCM Stralegy is over 6 years old, il will need lo prapare a new 30-year IWCM Siralegy. financial plan and report in accordance wilh the Suly 2014 'WGM Check List
{www.water.nsw.gov.au).
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Shoathaven City Council

TBL Water Supply Performance {page 2)

2014-15

{Results shown for 10 years together with Statewide Median and 2014-15 Top 20%}

RESIDENTIAL USE/REVENUE FROM USAGE
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12. Water usage charge - P1.3

Yallow bars show peak weak for comparison - sas nols 4

3
g
g £ 3
a2
3 E E
=
5
:
0607 09 L h74k] 1415
COST RECOVERY
16. Resldentia? Revanua from Usage - F4 200 14. Typleat residentiat bifl - P3 25 43. Econemic real rate of retum - F17
100 s
% 500
500
T 0
F S
g E
4 30
2.
200
100 -
g 9 -
0505 07108 0D 1112 E'E) 0607 08100 o w3 i5 05106 0718 010 112 124
WATER QUALITY/CUSYOMER SERVICE/CAPITAL EXFENDITURE

25, Watar quality complaints - C9 [dark) and

56, Capital Expanditura - F28

100 18 20 Watersarvice pl i [ plart & Equipment {Acquisiien
500 B Renevals
[ T Mew Assets for Improved Standards
450 | Hew Assets for Gronth
a0 |
) 400
H -
® £ .
£ g T M
T a
£ - |
@ X & M0
H o | |
2 | o0 | i
=8 A = A 2.2 o i Lol S
05408 07h6 a0 iz 1314 Q506 07108 0BG 1112 1314
RELIABILITY
30. Main breaks - A8 27. Incidence of unplanned Infervuptions - C17 28, Avarage duration of Interruptions - C15
1) 250

{Mumber per 100km of $aln)

0508 0718 0sHQ

{Number par 1000 proparties)

{miny

112 1314

EFFIGIENCY

20 10, Fmployses

4%a, Opeyating cost OMA - FH - Asset Typs

1B

18

{Number per 1000 praperties)

031

e (kL]

(Skropert)

N ol 3
9710 12 k]

0910 112 1214

| Management 0 Operation #Maintenance [F Energy WChemicals

75 EAPump Siaflons CiReservors [WTreatmenl [EDamsies BCter |

1 Caosts are in Jan 2016% excapt for graphs 12 and 14, which are in Jan 20168§.

Microbiological water quality compiiance 1999-00 10 2003-04 was on the basts of 1996 NHMRC/ARMCANZ Austrafian

Drinking Water Guidelines for E. coli; from 2004-05 to 2010-11 compliance was on lhe basis of the 2004 NHMRC/NRMMC
Auslralizn Drinking Water Guidelines (ADWG) and for 2011-12 to 2014-15 compliance was on lhe basis of the 2011 ADWG.

Indicators 33 and 33¢ - Gresn shading of bars shows 9% af time Drought Yater Resirictions appiled In each year:
Indicator 33c - Yellow bars show Peak Week Water Supplied for comparison with Peak Day Water Supplied shown in green,
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