Water Submission


- both local and national patterns indicate a need to contain the rate at which we draw on our water resources - pricing policy should be structured to promote water conservation.  Figure 4.2 shows that the present structure encourages increased consumption.  It should be restructured to discourage that.  I suggest that the fixed charge should be phased out over a ten year period.  In year one a ten percent reduction in fixed charge and a ten percent increase in consumption charge, in year two twenty percent and twenty percent, and so on until after ten years we would be paying in direct proportion to consumption.  That would reverse the graphline on figure 4.2.  Something of the sort has, I understand, already been done by the Hunter Valley Water authority who thereby reduced water wastage by a third.  I am not sure of that figure - I received this Issues Paper only a few days before the closure of submissions - and have not had time to verify but will endeavour to do so.


- the demography of households is changing with more people living on their own.  Where, a generation ago, two people were living together and sharing one fixed charge, now they are likely to live separately and therefore pay two fixed charges.  That change will further discourage water conservation (there will be twice as much consumption before the 'step' is hit).  I suggest the ICRC should allow for this changing demography


- the top paragraph on page 37 refers to large households. This needs more precision - how large is large?  Largeness alone does not equate with ability to pay.  Some large households - eg group houses with all residents earning - can afford to pay the full cost of water.  Other large households - eg single parent families with no residents earning - cannot.  I suggest the ICRC consult with the Australian Bureau of Statistics (for the census) and perhaps with the Electoral Commission to ascertain the average number of residents per household. That will give an initial criteria. Then consult with the Department of Social Security as to income criteria.  Indeed I would suggest that if there were to be a national move to consumption only charging for water, then the needs of impoverished large households could more efficaciously be served with an addition to social security benefits. But I acknowledge that such a move would engender inter-governmental difficulties which I regret I cannot address.  However I commend the ICRC to consider the concept.


- I support the idea of seasonal pricing floated in paragraph 4.1.1.  In a small way it would help impoverished large households since they are likely to be using 'roughly the same amount of water throughout the year'.


- with the unmetered properties mentioned in paragraph 4.1.4, how many such are there, and how old are they?  If they are relatively few and likely to gradually become too old for habitation we might accept the reality of continuing as at present.  Alternatively could the whole block be put on one meter and allocation between properties made according to their respective floor spaces (ascertainable from the plans)?  That would be a crude encouragement to conservation. 


- the wastewater pricing methodologies mentioned in paragraph 4.2.  As most sewerage going out from a premise will have come in as water supply and therefore be directly proportional, I suggest the capital and revenue costs of the sewerage system be added to those for the water supply system and the whole charged according to unit of water supplied.  It would be as close to equitable as we are realistically likely to get.
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