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.1  
General Comment The overall concept of the 
NDRRA is based on the principle of acting es a 
relative safety net for those elth limt ed fiscal 
capacity. 

The cortinued opplicetion of this foundation prindple by the State and Federal GOVNIVIONS is endorsed unreservedly. Comment oily 
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General Comment An Equity based reproach to 
Pending sUpport, should He et the heart of the 
Neural Disaster Relief Funding by the stale and 
Federal Govemm eds. 

Assistance should be provided to those h need, to those vithout the fiscel capactyto provide tar themselves. State and Federal Government 
should only be considered as an alternative &Andre option Menthe local capacity of the affected Local Govemrnerts hove been exhasted 
TeRC supports iNs view 

Most R egional or remote Cound Is In Northern Queensland, Were the prevalence °Natural Disasters is Noll, are not Inc position to fund the 
cumulative costs as-sodded 54th repays required es a consequence of Natural Disasters. Large asset bases are required to support and service 
emansive local government areas. The areas and demands of the electorate are reverse. They include urban an rural re eidentiel , commence, 
Industrie, mining, terming and energy generation activities. (Reference Is made to : http://vmw.calrnsinvestrn  at corn surehy-cairnetegional-
pelletedele rids ) . People n denier prone areas are by necessity, reeilient people. Sheerly, It torrid reasonable to suggest that the Councrs 
have been inactive, or avoid employing mitigation meastres, for the onset of these nature dusters. Tablelands Regional Councl contributes 
isle Marty to dossier management eitNn its region. To enable it to comply eth the requirements of the Qua eneard Disaster Menagement Ad, 
Council employs a lull time Disaster Management Officer and a further oNcer one trod tern contract. These officers coordnate and attend the 
real disaster management group meetings, prepare the required plan as eel as community cheater dens and then are the tont tine response 
ehen a deader occtrs. MI of these costs are covered by Council. In addition to these costs, Counci officers undertake annual fuel reduction 
lees in accordance veth its the management plan, I deans out Rs drainage structures otter to the wet season, it ensures Its staff are trained and 
equipped prior to the cydone season to restore community hire enidure as quickly as possible. C curette also provide support, equipment and 
tackles to the local SES and Rural Fire Brigades. All of these costs and services are provided for and funded by the Coundls. Council 
implements etbrdable, preventetive measures to prepare to natural deniers. 

Whilst the recommendations are not sperffic in terms of the impacts on Local Governm Nise i( is reasonable for the Commission to reviewthe 
likely outcomes of their recommendations. Namely the Ilkelhood of State Governments onehlk-g the cost burdens created by the Drat Report 
onto Local Governments. TN, eould ultimately result In the position revere a number of Coundle could not afford to And the remediabon vsorks 
resoling from Natural Disasters. While the bias towards preparation and mitigation MEN referred to lithe Commission Drat report are 
LAMM* sensible - one mold question Wetter Mende viability of with an approach has been considered or Is inversely applicable. 

Comment only 
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General Comment: An Equity based approach to 
providing support, should fleet the heed of the 
Natural Disaster Relief Fuming by the state and 
Federal Governmets 

fits weeded that the highest cumulathe imped of the changes resulting tom adoption of the than recommendations ell be on the region el and 
remote Council's of North Queensland. Questions are raised asto Metier the resolution of the assessmed (to State level only) vas too coarse 
to al lowfor consideration of higNy affected and regions). Concerns are raised that the adoption of the Productivity Commission's that 
recommendations Sill unfairly and unreasonably shit the cost burden to allies Nth lover *ace capacities and levels of resat rclng. 
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DRAFT Recornmendetion 3.1 (Poirot It 
The Austreian Government should rechace its 
marginal cost sharing contribution rate to disaster 
recovery outlays to 50 per cent under the Nature 
Disaster Relief and Recovery Arrangements 

Fiscal Capacity It is recognised that the Federal Dow mment is tming to provide some clarity, end certainty around the Natural Disaster Andre 
arrangements. 'stile State In the poetion to absorb the Wail one 25% of the funding requirements Mach Is sought to be abrogated by the 
Federal Government? The Federal Governments has the greatest local capacity and funding  base. fotioeed by the State, and then Co once's. 
The redirecting the costs to lower level of governments, ensure finance abilities and capacities are expended, prior to request for assistance 
scours current hi. !Whe position of C oundl that there is no additional capacity to fund the consequences otNetural deserters In the short term. A 
more sustainable *dation for at levels of government mold be to provide abase level of support through the development of an smeary kind, 
built up over a number of wars, to provide funding tor repots and mitigation. The 3 year transition penal Is considered insufildent and a 
Women 0th years Is recommended. 

Organisational P0sS de Severe E >Verne 

Significant Raks & Impacts 

Associated with 
Recommendation 
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DRAFT Recommendation 3.1 (Point 2) 
The Australian Government should Increase the 
triggers for Australian Government assistance (small 
disaster criterion and annual expenditure threshold). 

The principles of equity, preparedness and elf sufficiency for natural dealers is endorsed. Cost sN ling to elites 'Nth loner Ince capacity 
(Stets and Local Governm ants) is not. 
As per the Federal Govemments Concern -the sloe, tequency or damage potential of natural disaster are dealt to stress WI h eny .  eccurecy. 
Budgeting for this More latent risks and potential cost impacts on Coundls (Mich are likely to be signitcant) Is poseible, bet likely to be 
inaccurate. Artlicially reducing the exposure of funding to each &Minh/e level of government by means of uoing benchmark costs etc. do not 
obviate the need or adopt costs of repenng assets to an agreed standard of service. Ultimately the costs of initially fundng the assets eill lay 
WM the respective Candle, wth some form of subsequential recovery/ reimbursement tom the State etc. If the levels of support are ertltdally 
set to maxkn urn thresholds, by each level of Govenanent, then the cost and risks are trensferred to the next level of Government doen. 
Ultknately, eth Council's having no abilty to artificially reduce their cost or risk exposures. 

Support is provided for the recommendation for additions' autonomy for the incenceure of ND RRA support. This vell alowlor the prkeitIsetion of 
eorks and repairs -to mech the Stele, Regional or Local Government Area's sceptic needs. Thereto limited darity as to howthe increased 
autonomy *odd be admINstrated torn a Local Governrned Level, but the crimples Is of autonomy and applied dscretion for reconstruction 
mods is supported. it Is mpected that the base for assessing the kindng cerium ell rem ain the bteld-up of darn ego reports by the local 
Councils, With are subsequently submitted to the State and Federal Government for approval. It is recommended that once the reeved fuming 
levels have been set, that a reviewand prioritisation of the eats (end potent'al betterment emirs) Witch very torn the angina submisoion are 
provided for endorsement by the NORRA administrators (e.g. ORA) - prior to emirs commendng. 

Organisations! Possible Moderate High 

Significant Risks & Impacts 
ASSOCISIES with 
Recortunmdatbn 
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DRAFT Recommendation 3.1 (Poirot 3) 
The Australian GovernmeN should prods* Mite end 
terrkory govemmeres pith Increased eutonomy to 
menage rellefend recovery expenditure IT, Paythat 
relents the preferences end cherecteristIcs of their 
commtrities. 

The pimple of having Increased levels of autonomy Is supported and mud eneble the State and Local Governments to use greater chscredion 
in terms of the constrogned NORRA kinds to Identify and protect Ngh priority Intastruclure Pithin their respective areas. 
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DRAFT Recommendation 3.2 
If the Australian Government reduces the relief and 

recovery funding k provides to state and tentory 
governments, It should Increase *mud mitigation 
amenciture grobbegy to $200 million, attributed to 
the states and territories on a per cepria basis. The 
moult of mitigation spending could be ackusted 
over time to relied the Imputed isevingt 	tom 
reckoced relief and recovery lunging. 

A prodsion of $200M annually Is admirable, but 'Molly Inadequate to provide for mitigation manures for the State and TeMtorlas - even lithe 
funding pore matched by each of the States( Territories. 

In addtion to tNs, distibution ethos 0200M one per mob basis is strongly opposed. The attribution of the miligetIon measures should be on 
the basis of greatest need and bens% and should not be leered latially by population. 

To Om some perspective to thls proposal Gueendend% Population is roughly 20% of the Nation (Source 
.111p://vmwabsgovetu/ausslatsfebsandeniebsPages/Population*Clocle7openclocument). Under Ms arrangement Queensland mould be die 
$40M annually. 140M dollars Is equivalent to epprodmatdy 7-them Martens' road In Cams (not Highpay Standard), or approximately 35km 012 
lane bitumen sealed road. lithe stele or territories Pere to double the available funds -these extents mould double. TNs Is dearly 

Flitenng the provision betterment /mitigation moneys based on Population Is not supported. 

CompetitNe open tendering/ competition for the funds available based on the criteria outlined 'nth/ balance of Oralt Recommendation 3.2 Is 
supported. 

Comment Only 
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DRAFT RE COMIENDATIOR 3.3 
The Australian Government should publish estimates 
(lithe future costs of naturel disasters to its budget in 
the Statement of/U*8. It should also obviaton 
through annusa appropriation br some base level of 
natural disaster risks the can be reasonably 
foreseen. For more caladrophic, less quantilable 
risks, e is 'Pay to be more ancient to thence the 
related costs if and Menthe risks are reiliSed. 

Noted Comment Only 
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DRAFT RE COMIENDATIOR 3.4 
State, terrkory and local governments should tether 
Mestigege non traditional insurstoce products for 
roads. Where they do not akeedy do so, date, 
territory and local governments should compile and 
publish deleted registers of road asset condition and 
maintenance he ell roads over Mich they have 
Misdiction (and have Mese registers Independently 
mated). T Ns may help Insurance markets to 
understand and price the risk. Co nsiderebon should 
be given to the Victorian model in this regent. 

Noted. 
The insurance premiums for residential property in North Queensland are acproxinetely 2.0 times as high as other centres (refer 'Addressing 
the AO cost of home end steels Vile Maumee or North Qkeenslend, DiSC331,01, Paper, doted i Afey 2014 toy the ital.-erten Government.). It is 
expected Mat this is due to the degree of netural diesel ers faced. Similar pricing differenUals are emected for nontreditional assets, and are 
lkely to be comity unaflordable. Questions are raised irk the applicability of the dct Men Model to an area of extreme natural disasters (Far 
North Queensland). 

Financial Likely Mt* Extreme 
Significant Roles & Impacts 
Associated with 

Flecanmendatbn 

CA) 
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DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.6 
The Australian Government should: 
• cease reimbursement to date and territory 
governments under the Natural Disaster Relief and 
Recovery arrangements for relief palm ents for 
emergency food, clotNng or temporary 
accommodation and assistance to businesses end 
Primary producers (including concesdonel loans, 
subsidies, grads and clew up and recovery prods) 
. reduce the mount prosided under the Austrel Ian 
Oovemment blender Recovery Pawned (AOD RP). 
The Australian Government Cons Pam ert may 
provide a reasonable benchmark In tNs regard 
• kgrate the eligibility criteria for the AGDRP end 
the Disaster Recovery Allovance and make these 
not suttect to M bitten.' discretion. 

The reduction or cessation of NDRR A for relief payments hr emergency bad, dotNng or temporary accommodation end assistence to 
bushesses and prim ery producers (Inducing concessionsi loans, subsides, grads and dean up and recovery grarts) is not supported. It Is 
considered that primary producers provide services and products to the older community in we of the most volade Industries and deserve 
support by that alder community beret log fromt thek endeavours. It mould eppear court er.intutIve to remove the support (from Government) to 
those most In need, at thee time of need. Again, the bcus of the Drat report appears a late myopic in that it doesn't appear to adequately 
consider the Impact that these proposed cost-saving memures have. One mulct aspect that the costeasIngs by removing or recbcing these 
rapport* are minor, and the Impact on those affected skanIficart. 

The reduction to the amount prodded under the Australian Government Disaster Recovery Payment (AODRP) - Is not supported. 

Support is provided for the recommendation to 'legislate the eagitinly criteria for the A GDRP and the Disaster Recomy Altwance and make 
these not 'abject to Ministerialdrscretion.' 

PoitIcal 
Almost 
Certain Firers Extreme 

Significant Maks & Imparts 

Associated with 
Reccamendatbn 

DRAFT RE COMMENDATION 3.1 
The Commorenealth Grants Commission should 
revise Its assessment of %wove state policy and 
eccompanyIng accountability requirements for 
natural disaster policies once the Australian 
Government !unannounced Its decision regarding 
relief and recovery lundng arrangements. 

Noted 

C =men( Cony 
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DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.1 
When collecting newneturel Naiad data or 
undertaking modeling, el levels of governments 
should 
• make information piklicly available ahem it Is used 
for their oan risk menagement andkr there are 
sIgnlicert public benetts torn doing so 
• use private sector providers anent cost effective, 
end use licencing arrangements that allowfor public 
Olsson !nation. Where there are costs involsed in 
obtaining intellectual property rights hr °ailing date, 
governments should veigh up these costs agent 
the public benefit of making the data freely 
accessible 
• apply cost recovery Mere governments are best 
placed to collect or analyse specialist data for ahich 
the benefits accrue mostly to private sector users. 

The prInciphs of transparency, accessible information, linen-edge sherhg era all supported. 

Risks Idelectuel Property !VIM end agreements: Most levels of State and Local Government have a lerge quantities of natural disaster and risk 
Information available. These have been collected over along period of time to meet spedile needs, through development applications or strategic 
penning endeavours. Not al of the documents have the IP rights assigned to the Governm efts to allow direct publication of the Information. 
Obtaining these can be time-consumIng end expensive - ablaut surety of success. For the collection of future information, Drat 
Recommendation 3.7 Is supported. 

Lout Coundls In Queensland are required to comply Nth Stele Planning P okcies relating to natural disasters e.g.: estebilaNng relevant planNng 
Schemes (in pedlcular Queenslands State PlenNng Polley (Sin. T103- Mitigating the Atlierm impacts of Flood, Bashflre and Landahde) and 
more recently, the Singe Stake Planning Policy (released June 2014) both refer and require development of assets atth due regerd to Natural 
hazards, risk and resilience. These documents are required to be updated regularly end provide a summary of the best Information to date held 
by the Councirs In relation to their LOA',. These dotter ents are considered adequate to circulate the best Information and Planning for Rehire! 
Hazard Mapping in each LOA. 

Organisational Posed. Moderate High 
.,,i Risks C. Impact:. 
. uted with 

• ...nines dation 
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DRAFT RE CORSIENDATION 42 
State and territory governments, local governments 
and insurers should explore opportunities for 
collaboration end partnership. Partnerships, for 
example, could be formed through the Insurance 
Council of Australia and Mate based local 

9aVarna' ant aaa“iatidna  Or regianai argentaatic" 
°locum:Ns). Consideration could be given to the 
Trusted Information Sharing Network model, and 
involve 
• governments shoring natural hazard data that they 
already hold and undertaking land use Warming and 
mitigation to reduce risk exposure and vulnerability 
• insurers shoring experts, and information (for 
example, delms data) to inform lend use plannkg 
and mitigation 
• collaboration to Inform households of the risks that 
they lace and adequacy of their insurance to hey 

ca"r rebdidng Wats' and to anctaaage  Private  
funding of mitigation through incentives such as 
reduced premknis. 

As noted above (Response to Recommendation 41) - Camas already undertake extensive Rehear Hazard, lend use planning, risk reduction 
and vulnerable y panning Inc the development of their Planning Schemes. I ndeed, they are required to under. - 
SPP 1)03- Mitigating the Ache rse Impede of Flood, Budlike and Landslide and more recently, the Single State Plenning Policy (released June 
2014). Both of width refer to end require lend use planning to be undertaken to mitigate the he exposure and venerabilNyto Missal Eventis 

Caution is recommended with development of reliance on the Intonnellon provided by insurers (for example, claims date) to inform land use 
planning or selection of suitable mitigation measures. Insurers, are skilled in inairerice matters and are not the eppropreite persons to relents for 
inrorroing or developing neperd romp.. 

The intent of the integre/ion of inbrmelion end collaboration Is supported, but, only wen a bekinced viewto echieving a beHer or more complete 
picture then the existing. The date thet can be provided by insurers hill only represent the number of clern s in the area. The aPPNONtitlY' or 
representativeness' of the of data for use as a vindatIon tool may be questionable lithe eel facts and circumstances for each cale are not known 
or assessed . insurers greedy have every opportunity to provide the Information suggested in Draft Recommendertion 4.2to Councils - without 
need tr. rodrier. ievenn,gr  poreeporeov.  

in term s determining the cause or selecting the most appropriate mitigation options - Coundl hould endorse the use of sultebly qualified end 
experienced professionals to provide advice (Engineers, Planners, Builders, Valuers etc.) as opposed to reliance on harem 

As per above - I ntiVoluals and companies already undertake a risk asses-nerd discussions •nith nsurers arnually. They are best pieced to 
assess their particular circler silences with insurers to develop tailored premium. It Is not the responsibility o f Councils or Governments to be 
invohed In providng insurance advice of any :alto intividualsf households or business (tiredly or indirectly). Any retortion of the insurence 
market by a requirements or induence of Onemment policies Is not supported. On this bests, Counci would not support a collaboration model to 
'Inform households of the nsks that they face and adequacy of their insurance to fugy cover rebuilding costs, and to encourage private funding of 
mitigation through incentives such as reduced premium." This Cowell would recommend that policy holders m eke themsehes aware of the 
risks, through the nionnationthot is publically awake*, end consult with suitably quelled and experienced profession/is (Enamel's, Planners, 
Builders, Vakiers etc.) if further nformation or advice is retailed. 

lithe Insurance Counci of Asistralki could guarardee that reduced premiums would result as a consequence °Mitigation measures undertaken 
oven Indiedisel level, and to whet extent -then, it would be suggested that this information be made available to policy holders - such that 
informed decisions could be mode. 

Organisational P ossIble Marti E Areme 
Significant Ricks &Impacts 

Associated with 
Recommendatbn 
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DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.3 
State andterritory governments should hasten 
implementation of the Enhancing Drunter Resilience 
In the Wit Eneroisnent Roadmap, including 
reerning the regulatory components of vendor 
disclosure stelements.Furtherm ore, the Land Use 
Plannirg and Building Codes Teskforce should 
consider possibilities for regular, lowcost 
dissem nation of hazard information to households by 
governments and insurers (for exempla, the work of 
the Insurance Council of Australis to develop ordure! 
Naiad ratings M a household level). 

Noted- Commerts as per Drab Recommendation 42 Organisetionat P osdbie Maor Extreme 
Significant Risks & Impacts 
Associated with 

Recommendation 
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DRAFT RE CO11V4EH DATION 4.4 
State governments should 
• clearly *Mosta 0 the State-nide nelorca Ward Mk 
appals. In lend ute planning policy tam pram, s 
• dowse local governmerts wlh guidance on howto 
plonk w competing obiednes Wiwi land use 
donneig 
.Prohde toed 9Cne,re000d 14111 %Admen on howto 
ntegrale land use plannont end bolting standards. 
Ccnsiderabon dodd be then to Vidorkt s 
imgmed Planneg and  wiang yrprnow:yk soy 
Oushee nubs regent 
Furthetm ore, local goveurneds should (AMIN) the 
reasoning behind development assessment 
decloons. 

The 03,1 point of Dealt Recommendation 4 4. 	Weeny *Markle the stete-w,de hatwof ha ma nee welt. n 4 hd use plithimg poky 
treMetrorks'nettecty .006004 10 Osteehetehd th,0416 the Wee Of Stet inthtung Polelet Local C ouncils in Owen:land ate :ready 
01,04006 50 comply hills Slate Plaid,* Policies relating to natural deaden Wen de reispng or changng Plarovng Schemes. In particular 
Queensland' s State Plennng Polley (SPP 1103. MtIgrktrig the adkerse Impads 01 113011, Bushfire and Landslide) and Mare reCenIty. the Sngle 
Stale PlinPrig Policy (Idea Sed June 2014)11011. tele, and repute developmerd of assets WM due regard to Natural haawdS, risk and resilience 
edhPoides haw clearly arbeuteteel levels ol treceeplable n* Miriam acceptable levels 01 001 are considesed hthin these poke, nalvIst a 
.11,040 1010000 to natural dividers Is not articulated, the cumulative erred or the minmum regained standards de considered sudden: For 
examde,there Is no reference toe risk tolerance rot odones, but the same Pr come Is achieved by emplowd the mimum standards he 
1000109 (131,03 laid lerelS) and the rand code requirements (speak maps identified areas of Sweated dengn requremenis in in 0,005 Were 
nigh 'mei 031960 (0, CYclOneS)NeeNiieCted) These State Policies and Ovidedes coopieci roth the Current engineering Standard: and 
considered to adequately deal wth p006 01 Dead Recommendation 4.4. 

Drat Recommendation 4 4 , Pont 2. 'prow* local Zwefenlehts letth gine/once on how to pnollne compehhp okedwes wthn 4 n1 est 
Omer . This Recommended Is NOT dipPOrted This detement appears to Ignore - - The Sustainable Planting Ad (2009) An eflenSlie Vale 
PlenNng Policy Framehork,In place harm Owen:WM. numerous Vale retard agendes (to With development apdicabons are referred to), 
the date inteted checking process dbubred to be Undertaken be any 01300309 schemes bent developed or mottled StalutoW Cludeldes Id the 
development of Intragiudure, local °overt:led plduvng schemes or the roles end responsibilities of the Planning and Environment Cowl 
ExtenSive wnsultabon and .guldince* Is traveled bra rang: ot Government s, Policies and legal tamehaks for land use prannrit and the 
i'eiNed Coollselirg obi ecbves 

Drat Recommendation 4 4 , Pont 3. The recommendation Is NOT supported - Al per Comments for P301 2. In ackkien to the tornmerts relabng 
$0 1306.00, above. the Staling Code or Imbibe (OCA) provides the framehork egaInst hitch an assessment or the proposed buldrd 
droduret may be assessed (eg .. minimum requremerts kr toot levels 10 ,0131,30 to the 0100 food level de.). 

Drat Recommendation 4 4 , P oint 4. The recommendaten is NOT supported. Each Development Application submtled to Council is assessed 
by Tohn planners and entneers against the mnmum standards. Once the assessment Is made, TO.IPlanners we regoded lo provide a 
wren report, gelding recommenddionsand the nenonale behind each decisions made. $o In Ors regard, the plannirw report providecIto 
Cowell be each Development Application alreedy EXPLICITLY STATES the reasonirg behind Development Assessment Ded dons. 

Comm ert Only 
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ORAFT RECOINAENOATION 4.4 
The onus mon stale tovemm ents to 340040 11131 
local governments n thee furl plution ete sutecierely 
resourced to eitedwelyimplernent their land use 
dewing re deastilities. Stele governments should 
reeewtne odequacy of local govemmentr 01 0001000 
and coped Mies. and provide anther resouwes and 
support Wide they de nc4 adequate. 

Whilst the Ident of this Dud Recommendation is node • prodically 1 is dame to cletne WWI -witciently resource:* is, and +dal cost: ere 
ass:crated wth proodew an sfuldent level otresoureing In large C %Inca's hith *verse needs or capaladdy recturemerts.lhe lehil and I we It 
ederbse *Mehl° tuctiele Wth circumstances (market forces/natural disasters de ) thd we out of the 510105 306 Local genefnmenls 
metro'. The dposure to cods lor the Slate rs kncappcd. The options for resourang carrels vAhInsulterent levels of resoirces are unclear 
(hard dere be ar Idea resofrces to NI these cap:rely gaps, and mith Mod> Olven the smaller, regonal Councirs are Ikely to be the most 
eiPOSed  m this rots rd,is there *shill Oa:, or riciert 10 meet the obligations suggeded by Draft Recommendation 4.0(0) 

Comment Only 

DRAFT RE COMENOATION 41 
Stale governments should proud arotiond :Wood 
and guidance to local goverment:: that addresses 
Ihe eNtent 0110031 governments' legal lability Men 
,eleesing Moral loszatdInfeemation 0040011,9 libity 
change s 10 lend tiee darning regralions 

I 7 Organisational 

OUldence and Framehol, s , As per venous comment s Ica Drat Recommendation 4 4 
Support is scolded far an a 'tandem en1 e,Ixte additional legal mince nes prowled b y the stale to as x to the 'e.lent of beoloo,ernmen: 5 loyal 

when (00.0.9 Arturet ham& nforrhat00 an4 meAng ehenges to land use 0110hog repo ittna r Unlikety Minot Low 

I 8 

DRAFT RE COMENDATION 4.? 
Me prod 0040 10 the Chreensland Sustainable 
Piercing Act 2009 he inasious allection :Mild be 
repealed. 

Nara and Agreed 

Commend Only 

I) 

DRAFT RE CONTSEIIDATION 46 
Stale and territory tares and lehes on gerieral 
nstionce should be phased oul and replaced rAn 
less distortionar y ta,es 

Noted 0314 110,004 

C omment Only 
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DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 41 
insurers should prob.* additional information to 
households regarding their hsurance po ades, the 
nature! hazardsthey face and possible cots of 
rebuilding ater a natural dishier. This v,ork could be 
led by the Insurance Coundl of Australia to ensure 
consistency In the pros/ Coo of informs:ion moose 
insurers. 

Noted. 

Comment Only 
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DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.11 
All governments should pkt In place best practice 
Institulkinal and governance arrangements butte 
provision of pubec hfrastrudure, including rood 
In tasiructure. These should include 
• stronger processes for protect selection that 
incorporate requirements for cost—benefit analyses 
that are independently acntlnised and pubNcly 
released 
• conskleration of natural disaster risk In prolect 
selection 
• a clearer link betneon road user preferences and 
maintenance and investment decisions 

A tharough en robust assessment criteria for prdect selection I s Supported 

Note.. Cost-BenefiRA 'inhale (C13A'5)e1e required by e number°, other funding bodies es pert ol the londiog oppketions to each Whose- Il l. 
noted that the she renence on the CM es en investrne nt decision tool may not be stuleble- as benelts for toed construction end' or upgrecks 
are sometime difficult to benne ebsolutey, end re& on into ngibb; which are 0.110 10 ewes etthe time of the CM (safety improvements, 
reduced rnentenence requrernents, defined economic impacts- *erecter in tourist or cortunercie trunk etc.) 

Comment Only 

22 

11 

24 

Sensate teem Funding for reconstruction of 
essential public assets based on assessed damage 
and benchmark prices 

Estimates of asset reconstruction costs may be achieved uang benchmark costs. 
There actual costs for reconstruction can very slonlicently based on market brces, aveilebility of materiels and or services. Funding purely on 
benchmark prices is too simplistic and is not supported. 
(As an maniple -lithe event is small -the cost variation to normal coated construction costs me likely to be smell, if the event Is large (e.g.. IC 
Yes), or these lea large demand on *entices nthin a locality totals a competing Wive* (e.g.. Proposed $8.28 Ames development in Cekns - 
which demand high lewd* of endnecring and construction services) - WI distort the contract cod lathe high side, due to the latent demand for 
services. Fuming on historical benchmark costs will underesbmate costs. An alternative would be that if only bench mark unit rates mato be 
used to assess funding - then there should be a de-couplko of the approved works ard funding. Allow Rale and Councrs to undertake the work 
as they see lit up to the settle wormed. 

Financial Likely hl odende High 
Significant Ruts &Imp,-
assoctatsd wIth 

Recommendatron 

Damage to Essential Public Assets WIWI are not able to be rewired due to funding/ costing considerations resulting torn the recommendations 
made - WI result In a lower dandard of serviceability of the esuts Stakeholder UkNy al ocierate High 

Significant Risks &Impacts 

Associated with 

Recommendatkin 

Assets Mich are Maimed -and Mich remain damaged sea consequence of the Inability of States/Local Goveintn ents to undertake the 
required non duets the Increased inendal demands - may pose a risk to the users of the assets Sefety 5 la ossible Minor Medium 

Poilible lolls tt. Impacts 
A 510 bate d with 

25 
Swale team 
Streamline what Is considered NOW eve noliture 

Clarlication auto elle is con/dared eligible expenditure needs to be dented. Additional Exclusions torn the current elighle eapendture will 
additionally teed to the cost burden being transferred torn the Fedeml to the State and Local Governments. Clarity is sougM on the proposed 
"Streamlining" of eligible mhendlture. 

Financial Possible Minor Medium 

Possible Risks t, Irnpacts 

Associated with 
Recommendation 

—51 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), 
Average Event (e.g. T.C. Ita) 

Impact Assessment Model - Inputs 

Only enter values in  LINDER' !WED cells and clear contents before start ing 

1Please Choose from Drop Downs Below) 	 Project Data 
, tele ,,, i  nirr rtm•punil 

t. pe of I,. 	.. 	, 	• 	, 	,:inent 	- 

Industry Level -a 

Industry -, 

Exponsion/Contraction of Industry Amount of Spend or Turnover --, 

Number of Employees -, 

- 	 1,161,3u6 
1 Digit 
Construction 



ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes}, Average Event (e.g. T.C. In) 

Direct 
	

in-direct 	 oral 

Output -$1,163,396 4949,635 -$2,113,031 
Value Added -9375,960 4436,930 -$812,910 
Employmmt -4 -4 -s 



ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Average Event (e.g. T.C. Ita) 

-$500,000 

-1:3 	000 000 -$1 

Output Value Added Employment 

--1 

--2 

7,5- 
.0 

4... 
C 
a) 
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Ta. 
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11.1 
--6 
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--3—.. 

(I) 	" 
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1' 
a) 
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To 

-io 
c -$1,500,000 
co 

S.  
Ct. 
4-,  
= 
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-$2,000,000 

-$2,500,000 9 

• Direct Impact 	• Indirect 	• Total 



ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Average Event (e.g. T.C. Ita) 

Distribution of In-direct Impacts on Industry Sectors 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - Ta RC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Extreme Event (e.g. T.C. Yasi) 

Impact Assessment Model - Inputs 

;:m1v enter values in  LIN DI- RI INFO  CP11c and clear contents before starting 

IPleutte Choose from 0,01, Downs 8414owl 	 Pnaied 0 ' 
,  vpe of lrnpa, 	• . 	, 	nt  -,• 

Industry Level -> 
Industry.> 

Expos:slam/Contraction of !Podiatry Amount of Spend or 
Nurnber of Employees -, 1 	t 

Construction 



ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Extreme Event (e.g. T.C. Yasi) 

Impact Assessment Model -Output lSumm ry 4 

Direct In -direct 

Output 44,368,791 -$3,566,073 -$7,934,864 
Value Added -$1,411,883 -$1,640,761 -$3,052,644 
Employmmt -16 -15 



ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC- High impact (Funding Model Changes), Extreme Event (e.g. T.C. Yasi) 

Agriatiture, Forestry and Fishing $0 -$44,420 -$44,420 
Mining $0 -$19,075 -$19,075 
Manufacturing $0 -$482,672 -$48Z,672 
Electricity, Gas, Water and Waste See vices -$60,302 -$60,302 
Construct iOn -$4,368,791 -$902,663 -$5,271,454 
Wholesale Trade $0 -$234,930 -$234,930 
Retail Trade $0 -$206,816 4206,816 
Accommodation and Food Services $0 -$115,010 -$115,010 
Transport, Postal and Warehousing $0 -$209,423 -$209,423 
Information Media and Telecommunications -$79,594 -$79,594 
Financial and insurance Services $0 -$250,249 -$250,249 
Rental, Hiring and Real Estate Services $0 4362,616 4362,616 
Professional Scientific and Technical Services $0 -$31.9,913 -$319,913 
Administrative and Support Services $0 -$64,454 -$64,454 
Public Administration and Safety $0 -$38,152 -$38,152 
Education and Training $0 -$43,371 -$40,371 
Health Care and Social Assistance $0 -$42,498 -$42,498 
Arts and Recreation Services $0 -$23,864 -$23,864 
Other Services 469,050 -$so,oso 
Total -$4,368,791 -$3,566,073 .$7,934,864 



ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Extreme Event (e.g. T.C. Yasi) 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Extreme Event (e.g. T.C. Yasi) 

Distribution 014n-direct Impacts on Industry Sectors 
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