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Institutional change
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International Trends 4

« Numerous studies on efficiency of institutional models.

 General Findings:

« Regionalisation of LG services is increasing (scale economies).

« Commercialisation/corporatisation more common.

Norway: Czech Republic:
Ownership: 431 municipalities Ownership: Extensive mixed PPPs
(2007) with increasing collaboration. (2nd largest in OECD). Extensive
Outsourcing of operational activities 2002 and privatisation in Norrkoping privatisation of water in the 1990s,
is common through competitive in 1997 which was reac uired by the mainly through joint ventures

- Private Sector Parficipation-is'universal{and'increasing).

or nearly 90% of the popu enterprise is common.
Netherlands:

being urban areas serviced by
infrastructure owned and operated 0 ership: Public. 500 councils sl
{10 corporatised water utilities and

by municipalities. Experimenting with|
erage boaadsmin 2002 the first

Ownership: 290 mumcnpalmesA A
10-year concession (Norrtalje) in

UK / Scotland:
SD% PPPs for Capital works. Majority of operations delivered
in house but PPPs and outsourcing used ex'(ensavely Scottish
Water developed ]omt ven! wn s and other | |
S ( o
using external expemse whl e

the introduction of various forms

g P) 1C n
lmng staff to manage and wastewater treatment, was signed

- Full private ownership~has

Mexico:
Ownership: Public through
numerous city utilities and small
cooperatives. Limited service
contracts, a small number of
long-term concessions and a
single council owned company
(privatisation is being driven by the
World Bank).

e CIN T

party providers.
3 USA:
[Ownership: Public (>90% LG)
Private — 8.6% by volume (only 22% of
these are ‘for-profit’)

n regional areas most utilities are
jpublically owned by local government
lor by utility cooperatives jointly
owned by customers including local
governments.

pmenhip: Water industry
decentralised from a single

pational entity to 13 private |

concessions based on the

iexisting 11 regional areas.
Nanonal Regulatory enforces

la riff recovery.

deliver major capital investment program. Up to 50% of waste
water services are outsourced through contracts with third-

with the Water Board of Delfland.
Regulation through industry-led

\benchmarking.
France:
‘Ownership: Over 10,000 local
services provided by numerous 1
lentities. Increasing regionalisation
since 1999. Extensive mixed PPPs |
(largest in OECD). Sewerage is less India: t
commonly delegated than water Ownership: Public. Services ‘
services. are supplied by a mix of local |
and state governments and
3  os specialised public water utilities.‘
Argentina: ) ~ —

Ownershlp' Public (some private) |
Over 1000 providers at provincial, —South Africa:
local and national levels (plus many Ownership: One Council-

cooperatives). Significant private
concessions in the 1990s were

reversed in some cases following
pational economic crisis in 2001.

owned corporation.

China:
Ownership: Public regional
organisations with minority private
stockholders in some areas.
Increasing amount of DBT contracts
with private industry. China is the
one country where privatisation is
still increasing

Ownership: Pubhc
through City and
District Councils
(around 40 serve over
10,000 people). Mixed
levels of outsourcing
across councils and
regional councils.
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"Remunicipalisation”
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Efficiency benchmarking

al. / Utilities Policy 17 (2009) 225-232

M. Walter et




0.8

0.6+

I

Efficiency Score

major 50-100K non-major 20-50K non-major 10-20K major 100K+

“This paper empirically analyses the efficiency of urban water utilities using state-
of-the-art methodology combining data envelopment analysis (DEA) and a two-

stage double bootstrap procedure.” (Source: Ananda, 2015)

factor{year)

B8 2006
B3 2007
B3 2008
ES 2009
E3 2010
E3 2011
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Why Queensland is
different.



Regional Queensland £ e
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Small Communities Q

Fit-for-purpose solutions. adly

e Capacity to pay vs levels of
service.

* Additional needs of
indigenous communities.

* Management of compliance
COSts.



Queensland

Created by LGAQ and gldwater with
funding from DEWS and matching
funding from participating councils.

Addresses three national reviews that
were critical of QId’s water industry.

Four pilot regions

Requires participants invest, and
‘consider’ three alternative models

Water Regional Alliance Program

Jwater
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RAPAD

* Before QWRAP:

* Strong regional body but no water focus

* After QWRAP:

* Political and technical water groups

* Alliance with regional coordinator

* Collaborative projects underway

Individual RAPAD
Member Councils:

Boulia
Barcaldine
Barcoo
Diamantina
Longreach

v

E

| =t

Constitution

Memorandum

Understanding

of

Outback Regional

Water Alliance Water Technical
CEO and elected delegate Group
fz,:t::fyh Cou:;il it Senior Water Manager from
otesl ol each Council responsible for:
a;:g 5 regrlfa 2 development and
e S harig implementation of operations
technical I

>

Outback Regional

developing skills, establishing
join procurement initiatives,

the benefits of the operations
of the Alliance, making
ions, providing

and recommend priorities to
ORWTG

technical advice tothe ORWA.

Development

of the

Alliance
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LEGEND
‘ Water
Infrastructure’

Sewerage
Infrastructure

water,
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Typical residential bill ($)

Bills — Pricing — Cost Recovery /
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I Typical water

I Typical sewerage

=—NPR Av

* 40% Qld communities > SEQ

60% > national average



Bills — Pricing — Cost Recovery £ v
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Bills — Pricing — Cost Recovery £ v

Revenue vs Opex (Opex <$30mill)
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Bills — Pricing — Cost Recovery

Water Rev vs Opex Sewerage Rev vs Opex
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Bills — Pricing — Cost Recovery £ v

Water Rev/Opex vs typical bill Sewerage Rev/Opex vs typical bill
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Bills — Pricing — Cost Recovery
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Ulimited
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Bills — Pricing — Cost Recovery £

i. Average residential use versus size of free ii. Average residential use versus the volume where
allowance. tier two charges commence.
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i water,

Ageing Queensland Assets

Asset life 50-90 years >

Infrastructure CIiff

A Standards

A Populat’n >
Sewerage

A Expectations

\ 7 Subsidies>

Number of ‘schemes’

Storages
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gldwater is an initiative of:

D 1caa AWA (D¢

Institute of M‘ A >
Public Works

Engineering
Australia
QId Division Inc

Rob Fearon

rfearon@qldwater.com.au
0428 300 208
www.gldwater.com.au



