
Australian Local Government Association - Alga

First Stage of "National State of the Assets Report" launched at National Local Roads 
and Transport Congress in Hobart on 16 November 2012.

8. 1217835 * 01-07-08

Local Government Association Of Qld Ltd (LGAQ)

LGAQ Circular - 2012-240 - New Local Government Legislation in Force.

7. 1217301 * 01-08-01

Australian Local Government Association - Alga

Update on Constitutional Recognition Together with Copies of the Case for Change.

3. 1216934 * 01-07-08

Department Of Natural Resources And Mines

Annual Valuation Effective 30 June 2013.

2. 1216121 * 01-03-01

Queensland Urban Potable Water and Sewerage Benchmarking Report - Trial 
2010/2011.

1. 1208800 * 05-01-01 & 05-05-01A

Department Of Local Government And Planning

2012-2013 Local Government Grants and Subsidies Program - Flood Response 
Component - Burdekin Cyclone Shelter

6. 1217279 * 04-04-03A & 01-10-03

Surf Life Saving Queensland

Thanking Council for its support and forwarding Surf Life Saving Queensland's Annual 
Report 2011/12.

5. 1216950 * 03-06-04

Hon David Crisafulli Mp - Minister For Local Government

Applications for Funding Under the Local Government Grants and Subsidies Program 
- Flood Response 2012-2013.

4. 1216935 * 03-04-01

CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION



Rosemary Menkens M P - Member For Burdekin

Reply from Minister for Police and Community Safety advising there is no Change to 
Levy or Standard Fire and Rescue Services in Ayr.

15. 1219561 * 01-10-28

Australian Dental Association Queensland

Community Feedback regarding Water Fluoridation.

14. 1219300 * 05-04-01

Cannavan, Emily

Thank You for Donation - Representation of Queensland in Golf - Emily Cannavan.

16. 1219666 * 01-10-17

Electoral Commission Queensland

Electoral Commission Queensland's Report on 2012 Quadrennial Local Government 
Elections' Report is now available on website - www.ecq.qld.gov.au.

10. 1218155 * 01-08-04

Local Government Association Of Qld Ltd (LGAQ)

Forwarding thanks for support in electing her as President of the Local Government 
Association of Queensland.

9. 1218154 * 01-07-08

Hon John Mcveigh Mp - Minister For Agriculture Fisheries And Forestry

Further response to Council's request for Update on Future of Former Burdekin 
Agricultural College.

11. 1218156 * 03-08-11A

Local Government Association Of Qld Ltd (LGAQ)

LGAQ Circular - 2012-253 - LGAQ Commentary on Local Government Act Changes.

13. 1218542 * 01-07-08 & 01-08-01

Local Government Association Of Qld Ltd (LGAQ)

LGAQ Circular - 2012-251 - New Legislation - Elected Member Updated February 2013 
(EMU 2013).

12. 1218540 * 01-07-08 & 05-03-01 & 01-08-01



Schreiber, Patrick

Thank You for Nomination - BHP Billiton Cannington Mine NQ Sports Development 
Bursary - Patrick Schreiber.

18. 1219731 * 01-10-17

Burdekin Neighbourhood Centre Association Inc

Annual Donation for 2012/2013 Financial Year - Burdekin Neighbourhood Centre 
Association Inc.

17. 1219730 * 01-10-17
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Queensland’s Urban Potable Water and 
Sewerage Benchmarking Report – Trial 
2010/11 
This Urban Potable Water and Sewerage Benchmarking Report contains a suite of indicators and 
benchmarking data for all QLD urban water/sewerage utilities that reported data via SWIM in 
2010/11. The data is presented in figures which provide comparative information to enable each 
Service Provider to benchmark its performance against that of similar sized Service Providers. 

The report is divided into two areas (i.e. Sewerage Services and Potable Water Supply) and looks at 
aspects of capacity and viability, customer service, condition of assets, management and 
performance. 

qldwater strongly supports the use of performance reporting and benchmarking to assist Service 
Providers in the continuous improvement of the services they provide to their community. 
Performance reporting and benchmarking provides valuable comparative data which enables each 
Service Provider to critically examine its performance by investigating trends in its performance 
indicators and by benchmarking these against those of similar Service Providers, and particularly 
against one or two high-performing Service Providers and implementing the best-practices 
identified. 

External factors potentially influencing performance 
There are a wide range of ‘external’ factors which can influence a Service Provider performance. 
These factors include such things as: 

• climate (e.g. rainfall patterns, evaporation, temperature) 
• geography (e.g. geology (i.e. soil reactivity (shrink-swell)), typology (i.e. mountains, flood 

plain) 
• size (e.g. population, number of connections, km2) 
• location (e.g. SEQ vs. Western Qld, dense urban vs. rural urban) 
• services provided (e.g. water treatment vs. treated water imported from other supplier) 
• water supply (e.g. river vs. dam vs. bore water may require different treatment, distance to 

supply) 
• asset age (e.g. old assets may require more maintenance/repairs and be less efficient) 
• regulatory requirements (e.g. fluoridation, sewerage treatment levels) 

It is important to take into account these factors when comparing performance with other Service 
Providers.  

One way for Service Providers to limit the effects of these external factors is to examine trends in 
their own performance indicator over time. It must be remembered though that there may be 
changes in the external factors over time as well (e.g. wet vs. dry years). 
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Service Provider size as a factor in assessing Statewide ‘benchmark’ 
performance 
It is important to note up front that the figures for smaller Service Providers may be skewed towards 
higher values for indicators that standardise data by ‘per property’, ‘per connection’ or ‘per 100 km 
of mains’. This is due to these smaller Service Providers having very low populations and relatively 
short main lengths which means that even small figures can be magnified when compared with 
larger organisations. This means that these indicators can result in small organisations comparing 
poorly with larger ones and benchmarking is only useful against Service Providers of a similar size. 

Sewerage Services 

Capacity and viability 
The total reported capital expenditure on sewerage infrastructure in Queensland was $473,740,715 
for 2010/11. The Statewide median average capital expenditure was $190 per property. In addition, 
the total reported operating costs to collect and treat sewerage from across the State was 
$312,295,368 at a median average cost of $413 per property for the State. The median value of the 
typical residential bill for sewerage services was $492. 

Capital expenditure 
Capital expenditure will vary markedly from year-to-year, particularly for Service Providers with a 
smaller number of sewerage assets, but still provides a snapshot of investment across the industry. 

Figure 1. Sewerage capital expenditure ($/property)1.  
Note: This figure shows ranked values of sewerage capital expenditure ($/property) for each Service Provider (SP) who 
reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 
connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 
50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide 
median value for sewerage capital expenditure is $190 per property. Each bar represents one SP. 

                                                           
1 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their very low populations. 

State median 

3693.44 

12885.76 
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Operating costs 
The ‘operating cost (sewerage) per property’ is a good indication of the performance of a Service 
Provider. The components of operating cost (operation, maintenance and administration) are: 

• Charges for bulk treatment/transfer of sewerage 
• Salaries and wages 
• Overheads on salaries and wages 
• Materials/chemicals/energy 
• Contracts 
• Accommodation 
• All other operating costs that would normally be reported 
• Items expensed from work in progress (capitalised expense items) and pensioner remission 

expenses 
• Competitive neutrality adjustments, they may include but not be limited to, land tax, debits 

tax, stamp duties and council rates 

The type of treatment as well as the level of treatment (related to the discharge requirements) of 
sewerage will affect the operation costs. With higher levels of sewerage treatment come associated 
increase in other costs, particularly energy. 

Topography will also affect operation costs through the amount of pumping needed to move the 
sewage to the treatment plant. With higher levels of sewerage pumping come associated increase in 
energy costs. 

Service Providers with a number of separate sewerage systems, larger areas of low density service 
(i.e. low numbers of properties serviced per km of main) and those with higher numbers of, and 
smaller, sewerage treatment plants will generally need more employees to effectively manage their 
systems and thus have higher costs. 

The maintenance costs of sewerage infrastructure is related to several factors, such as the age and 
condition of the assets, the soil reactivity (shrink-swell rating) and the density of connected 
properties. 

Typical residential bill 
The ‘typical residential bill – sewerage’ is the dollar amount of the typical residential sewerage bill 
for the financial year, including special levies. If the bill is cost-reflective and a Service Providers’ 
operations are run as effectively and efficiently as possible then the typical residential bill should be 
minimised and the Service Provider is thus providing value for money to the community. The aim for 
a Service Provider should be to provide agreed levels of service at the lowest, but importantly 
sustainable, residential bill. The trend for smaller water service provider’s bills to reflect lower costs 
than large providers is opposite to the trend of decreasing cost with size demonstrated for large 
utilities nationally. 
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Figure 2. Operating costs – sewerage ($/property)2.  
Note: This figure shows ranked values of operating costs – sewerage ($/property) for each Service Provider (SP) who 
reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 
connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 
50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide 
median value for operating costs – sewerage is $413 per property. Each bar represents one SP.  

Figure 3. Typical residential bill – sewerage ($). 
Note: This figure shows ranked values of the typical residential bill – sewerage ($) for each Service Provider (SP) who 
reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 
connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 

                                                           
2 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their very low populations. 

5511.92 

State median 

State median 
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50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide 
median value for the typical residential bill – sewerage is $492. Each bar represents one SP. 

Economic real rate of return 
The financial performance of most Service Providers is intricately meshed with that of the owner 
councils. This makes determining the financial performance of the sewerage operations, as an 
individual business unit, hard to assess. 

In addition, an important distinction must be made between the category of (usually large) councils 
that can be categorised as financially sustainable and can provide dividends to their stakeholders, 
and the smaller and often remote councils. In the latter, small populations (and thus rate bases) can 
mean that capital investment in sewerage infrastructure is difficult or impossible and relies on 
funding assistance and subsidies from other council income. In some cases even operating costs can 
be difficult to manage. 

One comparator of financial performance is the Economic Real Rate of Return (ERRR). The ERRR 
(sewerage) is the revenue from sewerage business operations less operating expenses for the 
sewerage business divided by written down replacement cost of operational assets. An appropriate 
value for ERRR is difficult to determine for Service Providers but should be at least positive with a 
margin to allow for return on capital (NWC, 2011). OTTER (2011) suggested that an ERRR of around 
7% was required for full cost recovery in the Tasmanian urban water industry while NWC (2011, p. 
386) questioned the appropriateness of NWC and NSW Office of Water definitions of full cost 
recovery as an ERRR “greater than or equal to zero”. 

Conclusive comparisons are difficult because of the range and diversity of service providers listed 
and the small number of data, but it appears that the larger the Service Provider the more likely it 
will have a positive (>0) ERRR (sewerage) value. The Statewide median value for ERRR (sewerage) 
was 0.08%. 

Customer service 

Sewerage service complaints 
During 2010/11 a total of 4,748 sewerage service related complaints were reported across the State. 
The Statewide median number of complaints per 1,000 connections was 4.6. 

Response time to sewerage incidents 
The Statewide median for the average response time for sewerage incidence was 45 minutes. 

Condition of assets 

Sewerage main breaks and chokes 
The Statewide median for the number of sewer main breaks and chokes reported per 100 km of 
sewer mains during 2010/11 was 16. This indicator can provide a rough surrogate for the condition 
and age of sewerage infrastructure.  
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Figure 4. Economic real rate of return (ERRR) – sewerage (%).  
Note: This figure shows ranked values of the ERRR – sewerage (%) for each Service Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 
in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 connections (orange), 
medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 50,000 connections 
(green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide median value for the ERRR 
– sewerage is 0.08%. Each bar represents one SP. 

Figure 5. Number of sewerage service complaints (per 1,000 connections)3. 
Note: This figure shows ranked values for the number of sewerage service complaints per 1,000 connections for each 
Service Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP 
with less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with 

                                                           
3 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their very low populations. 

State median 

State median 

141.58 

110.00 
69.92 
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between 10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 
2010/11 Statewide median value for the number of sewerage service complaints per 1,000 connections is 4.6. Each bar 
represents one SP. 

Figure 6. (Average) Response/reaction time for incidents (sewerage) (min). 
Note: This figure shows ranked values for the (average) response/reaction time for incidents (sewerage) (min) for each 
Service Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP 
with less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with 
between 10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 
2010/11 Statewide median value for the (average) response/reaction time for incidents (sewerage) is 45 minutes. Each bar 
represents one SP. 

Performance 

Sewage overflows 
During 2010/11 Service Providers reported that a total of 457 sewerage overflow events were 
reported to DERM with a Statewide median of 0.14 events per 100 km of mains. Overflows at 
pumping stations may occur in wet weather when sewage flows are increased from illegal 
connections to the sewer and because of stormwater infiltration. Overflows can also be caused by 
mechanical or power failures or blockages. Pumping stations are designed with a capacity to 
overflow at such times to prevent back-up of sewage and potential overflows to private premises.  

Compliance of treated sewage 
The 2010/11 Statewide median for the amount of sewage treated that was compliant with current 
licence limits is 96%. 

 

266.00 

State median 
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Figure 7. Number of sewerage main breaks and chokes per 100km of sewer main4. 
Note: This figure shows ranked values for the number of sewerage main breaks and chokes per 100km of sewer mains for 
each Service Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – 
small SP with less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP 
with between 10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 
2010/11 Statewide median value for the number of sewerage main breaks and chokes is 16 per 100km of sewer main. Each 
bar represents one SP. 

Figure 8. Number of sewage overflows reported to the environmental regulator (per 100km sewer 
main)5.  

                                                           
4 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their relatively short main lengths. 
5 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their relatively short main lengths. 

State median 

22.10 

State median 
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Note: This figure shows ranked values for the number of sewage overflows reported to the environmental regulator (per 
100km sewer main) for each Service Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected 
properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 
connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 
50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide median value for the number of sewage overflows reported to the 
environmental regulator (total, annual) is 0.14 per 100km sewer main. Each bar represents one SP. 

Figure 9. Percent of sewage volume treated that was compliant. 
Note: This figure shows ranked values for the percent of sewage volume treated that was compliant for each Service 
Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with 
less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 
10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 
Statewide median value for the percent of sewage volume treated that was compliant is 96%. Each bar represents one SP. 

Potable Water Supply 

Capacity and viability 
The average reported annual potable water supplied per connection for the State was 551 kL in 
2010/11 which is slightly down on the 2009-10 value of 621 kL. 

The reported total capital expenditure on water supply was $188,345,849 for 2010/11. The 
Statewide median average capital expenditure was $193 per property. In addition, the reported total 
operating costs to supply water from across the State was $517,975,831 at a median average cost of 
$446 per property for the State. The median typical residential bill for water supply was $546. 

Capital expenditure 
Capital expenditure will vary markedly from year-to-year, particularly for Service Providers with a 
smaller number of water assets, but still provides a snapshot of investment across the industry. 

 

State median 
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Figure 10. Water supply capital expenditure ($/property)6.  
Note: This figure shows ranked values of water supply capital expenditure ($/property) for each Service Provider (SP) who 
reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 
connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 
50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide 
median value for water supply capital expenditure is $193 per property. Each bar represents one SP. 

Operating costs 
 Service Providers with cost reflective pricing and effective and efficient system will have lower 
operating costs and thus provide better value for money to their customers. The components of 
operating cost (operation, maintenance and administration) are: 

• Water resource access charge or resource rent tax. 
• Purchases of raw, treated or recycled water 
• Salaries and wages 
• Overheads on salaries and wages 
• Materials/chemicals/energy 
• Contracts 
• Accommodation 
• All other operating costs that would normally be reported 
• Items expensed from work in progress (capitalised expense items) and pensioner remission 

expenses 
• Competitive neutrality adjustments, they may include but not be limited to, land tax, debits 

tax, stamp duties and council rates 

Service Providers that maintain major storage dams for their water supply have larger capital 
expenditure and operating costs.  

                                                           
6 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their very low populations. 

3028.74 

State median 

1652.17 
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The amount of treatment needed for the water sourced will affect the operation costs. However, 
larger water treatment plants can generally reduce this cost, relatively, through economies of scale. 

The topography and location of the water supply will also affect operation costs through the amount 
of pumping needed to move the water to the treatment plant and then onto the customer. Again, 
high density connections provide economies of scale which will help to reduce this cost, relatively. 
With higher levels of water pumping (e.g. in hilly areas) come associated increase in energy costs. 

Service Providers with a number of separate water supply systems, larger areas of low density 
service (i.e. low numbers of properties serviced per km of main) and those with higher numbers of, 
and smaller, water treatment plants will generally need more employees to effectively manage their 
systems and thus have higher costs. 

Maintenance costs of water supply infrastructure is related to several factors, such as the age and 
condition of the assets, the soil reactivity (shrink-swell rating), water pressures and the density of 
connected properties.  

Figure 11. Operating costs – water ($/property)7.  
Note: This figure shows ranked values of operating costs – water ($/property) for each Service Provider (SP) who reported 
in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 connections 
(orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 50,000 
connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide median value 
for operating costs – water is $446 per property. Each bar represents one SP. 

Typical residential bill 
The ‘typical residential bill – water’ is the dollar amount of the typical residential water bill for the 
financial year, including special levies. If a Service Providers’ operations cost reflective and are run as 
effectively and efficiently as possible then the typical residential bill should be minimised and the 
Service Provider is thus providing value for money to the community. The aim for a Service Provider 

                                                           
7 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their very low populations. 

4371.26 

State median 

2225.14 
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should be to provide satisfactory levels of service at the lowest, but importantly sustainable, 
residential bill.  

Figure 12. Typical residential bill – water ($).  
Note: This figure shows ranked values of the typical residential bill – water ($) for each Service Provider (SP) who reported 
in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 connections 
(orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 50,000 
connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide median value 
for the typical residential bill – water is $546. Each bar represents one SP. 

Economic real rate of return 
The financial performance of most Service Providers is intricately linked with their owner councils, 
making it difficult to assess the financial performance of the water supply operations. 

In addition, an important distinction must be made between the category of (usually large) councils 
that can be categorised as financially sustainable and can provide dividends to their stakeholders, 
and the smaller and often remote councils. In the latter, small populations (and thus rate bases) can 
mean that capital investment in water infrastructure is difficult or impossible and relies on funding 
assistance and subsidies from other council income. In some cases even operating costs can be 
difficult to manage. 

One comparator of financial performance is the Economic Real Rate of Return (ERRR). The ERRR 
(water) is the revenue from water business operations less operating expenses for the water 
business divided by written down replacement cost of operational water assets. An appropriate 
value for ERRR is difficult to determine for Service Providers but should be at least positive with a 
margin to allow for return on capital (NWC, 2011). OTTER (2011) suggested that an ERRR of around 
7% was required for full cost recovery in the Tasmanian urban water industry while NWC (2011, p. 
386) questioned the appropriateness of NWC and NSW Office of Water definitions of full cost 
recovery as an ERRR “greater than or equal to zero”. 

State median 
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Conclusive comparisons are hard to be drawn because of the range and diversity of service providers 
listed and the small number of data, but it appears that the larger the Service Provider the more 
likely it will have a positive (>0) ERRR (water) value. The Statewide median value for ERRR (water) 
was 0.91%. 

Figure 13. Economic real rate of return (ERRR) – water (%).  
Note: This figure shows ranked values of the ERRR – water (%) for each Service Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 
groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium 
SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and 
extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide median value for the ERRR – water is 
0.91%. Each bar represents one SP. 

Customer service 
Water service complaints 
During 2010/11 a total of 14,647 water related complaints were reported across the State. The 
Statewide median number of complaints per 1,000 connections was 25. 

Condition of assets 
Water main breaks 
The Statewide median for the number of water main breaks that were recorded per 100 km of main 
during 2010/11 is 19. 

Real water losses 
The Statewide median for the amount of reported real water losses for 2010/11 is 105 litres per 
service connection per day. 

Performance 
Microbiological compliance 
The Statewide median for the percent of total population where microbiological compliance was 
achieved in 2010/11 is 100%. 

State median 
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Figure 14. Number of water service complaints (per 1,000 connections)8. 
Note: This figure shows ranked values for the number of water service complaints per 1,000 connections for each Service 
Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with 
less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 
10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 
Statewide median value for number of water service complaints per 1,000 connections is 25. Each bar represents one SP. 

Figure 15. Number of water main breaks per 100km of water main9. 
Note: This figure shows ranked values for the number of water main breaks per 100km of water main for each Service 
Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with 
less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 

                                                           
8 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their very low populations. 
9 Note: figures for smaller SPs may be skewed towards higher values due to their relatively short main lengths. 

State median 

State median 
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10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 
Statewide median value for the number of water main breaks is 19 per 100km of water main. Each bar represents one SP. 

Figure 16. Real water losses (litres/service connection/day). 
Note: This figure shows ranked values for real water losses (litres/service connection/day) for each Service Provider (SP) 
who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – small SP with less than 1,000 
connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP with between 10,000 and 
50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 2010/11 Statewide 
median value for real water losses (litres/service connection/day) is 105 litres per service connection per day. Each bar 
represents one SP. 

Figure 17. Percent of total population where microbiological compliance was achieved. 
Note: This figure shows ranked values for the percent of total population where microbiological compliance was achieved 
for each Service Provider (SP) who reported in 2010/11 in 4 groups based on the number of connected properties served – 
small SP with less than 1,000 connections (orange), medium SP with between 1,000 and 9,999 connections (blue), large SP 

State median 

State median 
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with between 10,000 and 50,000 connections (green), and extra-large SP with more than 50,000 connections (purple). The 
2010/11 Statewide median value for the percent of total population where microbiological compliance was achieved is 
100%. Each bar represents one SP. 

 

References 
NWC (National Water Commission). 2011. Urban Water in Australia: Future Directions. NWC, 
Canberra.  

OTTER (Office of the Tasmanian Economic Regulator). 2011. Tasmanian Water and Sewerage State 
of the Industry Report 2009-10. Tasmanian Government, Hobart. 

















Circular  
 

New Local Government Legislation in Force 

For Information/Action 
Circular: 2012-240 
Release Date: Friday 23 November 2012  
Authorised by: Greg Hallam PSM Executive Director 
 

Local Government and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2012 was assented to on 22 November. 

The new Local Government Regulation is expected to commence on 13 December 2012. 

Following passage of the Local Government and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2012 in 

Parliament on 13 November (see Circular 2012-233), the Bill was assented to on 22 November.  The 

provisions contained in this piece of legislation, now referred to as the Local Government and Other 

Legislation Amendment Act 2012, are now officially in force, with the exception of a number of 

provisions which will commence on a day to be fixed by proclamation.   

 

Three of the provisions in question relate to the issue of re-corporatisation of local governments, 

namely sections 77, 150 and 151.  These provisions will not commence until local governments, who 

are bodies corporate, have been declared not to be National System Employers for the purpose of the 

Fair Work Act.  Such a declaration will enable those local governments to fall under the State 

Industrial Relations system.  The Department of Local Government has advised that, because of the 

required Commonwealth action, these provisions are not expected to commence until 31 January 

2013.   

 

The Department of Local Government has advised that all other remaining provisions listed in section 

2 of the Local Government and Other Legislation Amendment Act 2012 are expected to commence 

by proclamation on 13 December 2012.  

The new Local Government Regulation, which will amend and consolidate the Local Government 

(Beneficial Enterprises and Business Activities) Regulation 2010, Local Government (Finance, Plans 

and Reporting) Regulation 2010 and Local Government (Operations) Regulation 2010, is also 

expected to commence on 13 December 2012. 

 

Questions about these issues can be directed to Greg Hoffman, General Manager – Advocacy, by 

telephone (07) 3000 2245. 

 

http://www.lgaq.asn.au/group/guest/circulars/-/asset_publisher/0qJq/content/lgaq-lobbying-wins-changes-to-local-government-and-other-legislation-amendment-bill-2012?redirect=%2Fgroup%2Fguest%2Fcirculars
http://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/LEGISLTN/ACTS/2012/12AC033.pdf
http://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/LEGISLTN/ACTS/2012/12AC033.pdf
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2013) 
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Circular: 2012-251 
Release Date: Wednesday 5 December 2012  
Authorised by: Greg Hallam PSM Executive Director 
 

Half Day Interactive Workshops will be held in 9 regional centres around the state. 

The state government has made over 250 changes to critical pieces of local government legislation 

that will have effects on council’s powers, systems and operations and have personal implications for 

elected members and officers. 

  

Many changes have been made to the Local Government Act and Regulations, and the Sustainable 

Planning Act – many proposed by both LGAQ and by member councils. 

  

In addition, the new Economic Development Act, which replaces and significantly expands the powers 

of the superseded Urban Land Development Authority, will have major consequences for Council’s 

planning powers. 

  

The LGAQ invites you to join with councils in your region to hear from our legal partners and 

legislative experts King & Company about these changes and what they mean. 

  

In addition, there will be the opportunity to receive a briefing on the latest emerging issues for your 

region and to raise new matters with your Association. 

  

Please join us at one of these sessions: 

  

Region Venue Date Time 

Longreach Longreach Civic and 

Cultural Centre 

Monday 4 February 

2013 

11.30 – 5.00 pm 

Bundaberg Bundaberg Civic 

Centre 

Tuesday 5 February 9.30 – 3.00 

Mount Isa Mount Isa Civic 

Centre 

Tuesday 5 February 9.30 – 3.00 

Townsville Rydges Southbank Wednesday 6 9.30 – 3.00 



Circular  
 

Townsville February 

Rockhampton Travelodge 

Rockhampton 

Wednesday 6 

February 

9.30 – 3.00 

Cairns Civic Reception 

Rooms Cairns 

Regional Council 

Thursday 7 February 9.30 – 3.00 

Mackay Mackay 

Entertainment and 

 Convention Centre 

Thursday 7 February 9.30 – 3.00 

Charleville Racecourse Complex Thursday 7 February 9.30 – 3.00 

Brisbane Training Room 

LGAQ House 

Tuesday 12 February 9.30 – 3.00 

  

Cost is $295 per person (lunch included). 

    

On-line registrations are required for these workshops.  

  

For further details, please call 1300 542 700 or email ask@lgaq.asn.au 
 

http://www.lgaq.asn.au/group/guest/events?p_p_id=101_INSTANCE_o9Hc&p_p_lifecycle=0&p_p_state=pop_up&p_p_mode=view&p_p_col_id=column-2&p_p_col_count=2&_101_INSTANCE_o9Hc_struts_action=%2Fasset_publisher%2Fview_content&_101_INSTANCE_o9Hc_urlTitle=elected-member-update-emu-2013&_101_INSTANCE_o9Hc_type=content&redirect=javascript%3Awindow.close%28%29%3B
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LGAQ has prepared a commentary of the changes to the Local Government Act 2009 which came 

into force on 22 November 2012. 

Further to Circular 2012-240, the Local Government and Other Legislation Amendment Act 2012 

assented to on 22 November 2012 made numerous and substantial amendments to the Local 

Government Act 2009, including: 

• Many changes introduced by the previous State government in 2009 have been removed. 

• A number of the powers of the CEO have been transferred to the council.  

• Prescription has been reduced, with the emphasis on saying 'what' must be done, rather than 

'how' it must be done.  

• The role of mayors has been strengthened – mayors are now responsible for preparing the 

budget and can direct 'senior executive employees'. 

The amended Local Government Act 2009 is now available on the Parliamentary Counsel website. 

 

LGAQ has prepared a commentary on the changes, for the benefit of councils.  A similar document on 

the changes to the Local Government Regulations will be made available to councils once the new 

Regulation has entered into force. 

As per Circular 2012-251 LGAQ will conduct Elected Member Update workshops in February 2013 

about these changes. 

Questions about the legislative changes can be directed to Greg Hoffman, General Manager – 

Advocacy (07) 3000 2245. 

 

http://www.lgaq.asn.au/group/guest/home/-/journal_content/56/10136/2178802
http://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/Acts_SLs/Acts_SL_L.htm
http://www.lgaq.asn.au/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=9eeb5a7c-0bd2-4c1e-96ad-0cded8c4ba90&groupId=10136
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From: ADAQ [ADAQ@adaq.com.au] [ADAQ@adaq.com.au]
Sent: Monday, 10 December 2012 2:47 PM
To: ADAQ
Subject: Water Fluoridation

Categories: 00_Inward

Dear Mayor

I am writing to you in relation to the recent changes in State Legislation that allows Councils to decide 
whether or not to fluoridate their local water supplies. The Australian Dental Association (Queensland 
Branch) notes that some Councils are now calling for community feedback on water fluoridation.

As public health measure, all health and scientific experts conclude that fluoridation is the most 
effective, cheapest and safest way of delivering the benefits of fluoride to the community, particularly to 
those with the greatest need; elderly and infirm people, children, and residents of low socio-economic 
areas. It is also endorsed by the World Health Organisation (WHO), National Health and Medical 
Research Council (NHMRC), the Australian Medical Association (AMA) and the Australian Dental 
Association (ADA) as a safe and cost-effective means of reducing dental decay.1

While a noisy minority opposing water fluoridation cite alleged health risks, the reality is that the 
science of water fluoridation is proven, and many countries around the world, other states of Australia 
and some towns in Queensland have, for several decades, enjoyed the benefits of fluoridated water 
with no adverse effects.

Fluoridation of water supplies not only benefits children but also benefits people of all ages, and as 
Professor Ian Frazer, inventor of the Gardasil cervical cancer vaccine and 2006 Australian of the Year 
stated: "I believe that the evidence overwhelmingly supports the safety and effectiveness of water 
fluoridation." 

I appreciate there is a cost, but the ongoing cost of water fluoridation is insignificant compared with the 
cost of pain and suffering of dental decay and the cost of remedial dental treatment. The relatively small 
investment in water fluoridation will far repay itself many times over in terms of reducing the burden of 
oral disease and the cost of treating that disease within your local community. A study showed that in 
Melbourne the first 25 years of water fluoridation saved the state of Victoria $1billion in dental costs 
and lost productivity.2

I urge you to support the fluoridation of your local water supply, and in the meantime, should you have 
any specific concerns about water fluoridation please don’t hesitate to contact the Association on 3252 
9866.

Yours sincerely

Dr Bruce Newman 
President

References:



1)           Australian Dental Association Victoria. Celebrating 25 years: fluoridation of Melbourne water 
1977-2002. Melbourne: Australian Dental Association Victoria; 2002

2)           Department of Human Services Victoria. Water fluoridation: Information for health professionals. 
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