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response to the LWU was “we consider the proposed performance upgrade as an opportunity to improve 
the quality of effluent discharged to waters from the xxx Wastewater Treatment Plant (including beneficial 
re-use op ons) and bring the plant into alignment with Accepted Modern Technology discharge 
parameters.”   The EPA was unable to demonstrate any environmental requirement or benefit but s ll 
proposed an upgrading requirement.  This approach requiring LWUs to upgrade to Accepted Modern 
Technology Standard (AMT) is very different to that applied to Sydney Water, which is s ll permi ed to 
release primary treated sewage into the ocean.  For water treatment, following the recent (September 
2022) introduc on into the Australian Drinking Water Guidelines (ADWG) of “Health Based Targets” (HBT), 
the regulators (NSW Health and DCCEEW) have indicated that any proposed upgrade to a Water Treatment 
Plant requiring a Sec on 60 applica on will have a condi on that the plant meets HBTs.  The ADWG 
indicates in Sec on 1 (p2) that when determining the quality of water to be supplied to consumers, the 
determina on needs to consider “customer expecta ons and willingness and ability to pay” and also 
indicates on (p4) that “excessive cau on can have significant social and economic consequences…installing 
treatment processes that are not required could have a high financial cost and divert funds needed 
elsewhere”, but these two ADWG requirements are not taken into account by the regulators when requiring 
upgrading to meet HBTs, which comes at a significantly increased treatment cost that customers may not 
consider is jus fied by the reduc on in health risk.  Imposi on of HBTs removes the “choice” from the LWU 
customers to balance water quality and cost which is clearly outlined in the ADWG’s introduc on.  

These three key factors are not reflected when benchmarking is undertaken by only loca on or size. 
 

4. What factors should be taken into account in calcula ng government subsidies for local water u li es? 
Two factors which should be taken into account (for sewer) are the different standards imposed on LWUs 
compared with large u li es such as Sydney Water and that requirements are imposed on LWU customers 
which benefit the whole community (including those outside of the LWU area) but without subsidies are 
achieved solely at the cost of the LWU customer. 
 There are significantly different environmental requirements imposed on large u li es such as Sydney 

Water compared with LWUs.  As one example noted in the response to ques on 2, Sydney Water is 
permi ed to discharge primary treated effluent to the ocean whereas LWUs are required to upgrade their 
sewage plants (at the cost of their customers) to achieve AMT requirements.  Likewise Sydney Water 
releases recycled water to the environment at Bents Basin and received environmental credits for this 
release as envornmental flow when LWUs are generally charged load based licence fees for returning 
recycled water to the source water and do not receive environmental credits.   When there is not a 
regulatory “level playing field”, subsidies should be provided for the addi onal costs related to higher 
requirements. 

 Also as noted in the response to Ques on 2, regulators are seeking to impose upgrading condi ons without 
evidence of environmental requirement or benefit.  As it is the whole community which “benefits” from 
these higher standards, the whole community should be contribu ng to the increased treatment 
requirements (through subsidies) rather than just the LWU customers. 

 
5. What might be the typical costs for delivering water and sewerage services for a well-run local water u lity 

As noted in the first and second response to ques on 2 there is not a “typical” cost.  The cost of service delivery 
is dependent on the number and geographic loca on of treatment facili es, size of treatment facili es, terrain, 
licence requirements and capacity for tourism.  Clarence Valley Council for example has towns where 
popula ons can increase in peak holiday periods by up to 50% so its network and treatment facili es are 
designed for these peak transient loads rather than the permanent popula on, which means there is “excess” 
capacity outside of the peak periods.   Other factors which influence asset life may include loca on (e.g. assets 
in coastal loca ons have shorter lives than in non-coastal loca ons) and soil type (aggressive soils may result in 
shorter asset lives).  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the review. 
  
Greg Mashiah 
Manager Technical Services 
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This email is intended for the named recipient only. If you are not the intended recipient you must not reproduce or distribute any part of this email, disclose its contents 
to any other party, or take any action in reliance upon it. The views expressed in this email may not necessarily reflect the views or policy position of Clarence Valley 
Council and should not, therefore, be relied upon, quoted or used without official verification from Council's General Manager. No representation is made that this email 
is free from viruses. Virus scanning is recommended and is the responsibility of the recipient. 

Think of the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to. 
 




