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Qo Detaln

Support is provided for the recommendation for additional autonom y for the expenditure of NDRRA support. This will alow for the prioritisation of
works and repairs - to match the State, Regianal or Local Government Area's specifc needs. There is Imited darity as to howthe increased
auto nomy would ba administrated ¥om a Local Governm ent Level, but the isof and applied for

works is supported. it is expected thet the base for assassing the funding quantum will rem ain the build-up of dam age reports by tha local
[Councils, which ars subsequently submitted to the State and Federal Government for approvel. it is recommended Ihat once the reievant Linding
levels have been set, that a reviewand prioritisetion of the work s (and potential batterment works) which vary ¥om tha original submission ere
provided for endorsem ent by the NDRRA administrators (e.g. QRA) - prior to woiks commencding.

Initial Yalues Comments
tom Productrty ot 0t fecsmmenct v mma Rr.k Lielhood | Conzequence | RizkRating
G eneral Comment: The overali concept of the The otthis principle by ths State and Feceral Governments is endorsed unreservedy. ICommerg only
L INDRRA isbased on the principle ofacting as &
relative safety net for those with limked $scai
|capacity.
{Goneoral Comement: An E quity based spproach to (Assistance should be provided to those in need, to those without the fiscat capacityto provide for them seives. State and Federal Government IC ommert only
providing su| , shouid lle at the heart of the should only be considered as an aiternative inding option when the gscai capacity of the afleded Local Governments have been exhasted
[Naturai Disaster Reket Funding by the state and TaRC supports this view.
F ederat Governments.
Most R egional or remote Coundis in Northesn Queensiand, where the prevalence ot Natural Disasters is high, are nat in a position to fund the
cumulative costs associated with repairs requiced as a consequence of Natural Disasters. Large assat bases are required to support and service
espansive locat governm ent areas. The areas and demands of the electorate are diverse. They inciude urban an rurei residential, commericad,
industrial, mining, farming and energy generation activities. (Referonce is made to : hip:/f nt.com auimhy
profile-tablelands ) . People in disester prone areas are by necessity, resiliant people. Similarly, it is not reasonable 1o suggest that the Council's
have been inactive, of avoid employing mitigation measures, for the onset of these natural disasters. Tablelands Regional Councll contributes
to disaster within its region. To enable it to com ply with the ofthe Q Disaster Ad,
[Council employs a iull time Disaster M anagem ent Officer and a further ofcer on a fxad term contract. The se officers coordinate and attend the
-y local disaster m anagement group meetings, prepera the required pians as wel as com munity disaster piana and then are the front line response
when a disastar occurs. All ofthese costs are covered by Council. In adkiition to these costs, Councl officers undertake annual fued reduction
[hres in withits $re t plan, & deeans oul its drainage structures prior to the wet season, it enswres its statf are trained and
lequipped prior to the cyclone season fo restore community infrastructure as quickiy as possible. C ouncil's siso provide support, equipment and
facilities to the local SES and Rura! Fire Brigades. Ali ofthese costs and services are provided for and iunded by the Coundls. Council
L P! to prepare for natural disasters.
IWhitst the recommendations are not specific in terms ofthe impacts on Local Ltis for the C to
Wkeiy out otthelr Namely the of Siate rts on-shitting the cost burdens created by the Dratt R eport
orto Local Governments. This would ulim ately resuit in the position where a number of Coundi's could not afford to fnd the remediation works
resulting fom Natural Disasters. Whilst the bias tonards preparation and mitigation works refemed to In the C ommission Drat report are
uitim ately sensible - one would que stion whether fnancial viability of such an approach has been considered or is universally applicable.
Goneral Cornment: An E quity based approach to it is expected thet the highest cumuletive impact of the changes resulting from adoption of the draft recomm andations will be on the regions and
providing support, should iie at the heart of the remote Counci's of North Queensiand. Questions ars raised asto whather the resaiulion of the asssssment (to State leval onty) was too conrse
3 Natural Disaster Relef Funding by the state and tto sliowfor consideretion of highly affected and regions). Concems are raissd that the adoption of the Productivity Commission's drat
Federal Governments. recomm endations will unfairiy and unreasonebly shit the cost burdento entiies withiower iscal capacities and levels of resourcing.
DRAFT Roc ommendation 3.1 (Point 1) Fiscal Capacity ttis that the Federal is trying to provide some clarity, and certsirty eroundthe Natural Disaster funding Slgnificant Risks B tmpacts
The Australian Government shoukd reduce its srrengem ents. s the State In the position {o absorb the additional 25% ofthe funding requirements which is soughl to be abrogeted by the lassoctated with
marginal cost sharing contrbution rate to disaster Federal ? The Federat rts has the greatest fscal capacity snd funding base, kilowed by the State, and then Council's.
s recovery outlays to 50 per cent under the Natural The redirectingthe costs to lower level of governments, ensuwre financiel abilities and capacdities are expended, prior to request for assistance Organisationat possible Severe lEstreme
Disaster Relief and Recovery Arrsngements: occurs currently. it & the position of Council that there is no addiional capacity to fund the consequences of Natural disasters inthe short term. A
[mora susiainable solution for all ievels of government would be to provide a base level of support through the deveiopment of sn ancillary fund,
[buil up over a number of years, o provide funding for repairs and The 3 yesr perod is anda
minumum of S yea 5 .
DRAFT Rec ommmendation 3.1 (Point 2) Tha principles of equity, and seif for natursl is . Cost shitingto entities with lower fiscal capacity [Significant Risks & lmpim
The Australian Government should increase the (State and Local Governmerts) isnot. Associate ¢ with
ftriggers for Austraiian Government assistance (smafi [As per the Federsl Govesnments Concem - the size, ¥equency or demage potertial of nalural disaster are difficutt to assess with any accuracy. "
disa ster criterion and annual expendéure threshokd), [Budgeting for this fture [atent risks and potantial cost im pacts on Coundis (which are kkedy to ba signifcant) |3 possible, butikely tobs
y reducing the of funding to each suce ssive level of government Hy means of using benchm ark costs etc. do not
obvuelhe need or actual costs of repairing Assels to an agreed standerd ot service. Ultimat ety the costs of initiedly funding the assets will jay
withthe respactive Coundis, with some form of recoveryf reim Fom the State eic. | fthe levels of support are artifdally
setto maximum thresholds, by each level of Governmenrt, then the cost and risks are iransfesred to the next level of Government down.
Uit! iy, with Council’s g no ability to y reduce their cost of risk exposures.
5 Organi sationsl Possible M oclerate High
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Fizk Ragistar tor Produotivity C: Orakt Report
pry——y Initiat Vataes Comnents
tom ' Productirty Repoit Ot Recomment o m o Rish Likelhood Gonsequence | Risk Rating
DRAF T Recommendstion 3.1 (Point 3) The principle of heving lewels of is and woulkd eneble the State and Local to use greater
The Australian Government should provide state and {in terms of the consirained NDRR A tunds to identity and protect high priority infastructure within their re spective areas.
tesritory
d manage relief and recovery expenditure i a uylhn
refects the preferences and charecteristics of their
communities,
DRAFT Recommendation 3.2 A provision of $200M annualiy I but wholly to provide for for the State and Termitories - evenifthe iComment Only
ifthe Australien Government reduces the relief ‘were matched by each ofthe States/ Territorles.
recovery funding & provides lo state arxl tesritory
governments, It should increase annusl mitigation]in addition to this, distribution ofthis $200M on a per capita basis is strongly opposed. The ofthe should ba on
expenditure gradusily to $200 milion, distributed tojthe basis of grestest need and benett and shouid not be fered initially by popisation.
the states and territories on a per capita basis. The
amount of g coukl be To give some tothis proposal. Queensiand's Population is roug‘ﬂym ofthe Nation (Source
over time to rolod !he imputed 'savings’ from |:hitp: gov. ). Undler this would be due
reduced refief and recovery funding. $40M annuelly. $40M dollers is equivalent to nppm:amdely 7-8km ol.rterlal road in Cairns (not Highway Standard), or approxim ately 35km of 2
7 isn & bitum an sealed road. (fthe state or terdtories were to doubie the availebie funds - these extents would double. Thisis clearly
Filtering the provision betterment / mitigation moneys based on P opulation is not supported.
C open for the funds available based onthe critaria outiined inthe baisnce of Drat R ecomm endation 3.2 is
supported.
DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.3 Noted iC omment Only
The Australisn Government should pubdish estim ates
ofthe Mture costs of netured disasters to its budget in
the Statement of Risks. It shouid aiso provision
through annual appropristion for some hase level of
3 natural disaster risks that can ba reasonably
For more cot hic, less.
rigks, i is lkely to be more eficient to fnancethe
related cosis Ifand whenthe risks are realised.
DRAFT RE COMMENDATION 3.4 Noted .
State, torriory and |ocg| governments should turther [The insurance premiums for residential property in Nodh Queensiand are approximataly 2.5 times as high as other centres (refer “Addar asing
non products for the hiph coal of home and strala e insrance in Noith Queensiand, Discnasion Paper, daled 5 May 2014 ty the Austrahan Government’). it Is
roads. Wheralhey da not aireedy do so, state, |expected thet this i+ due to the degree of natural disastars faced. Similer pricing are expectad for assets, and are
terrikory and local governm ents shouki complle and  |likely to ba equaliy unatiordable. Questions are ralsed into the applicabitily of the Mctorien Model to an atea of extreme nalural disasters (Far
pubtish delailed regisiers of road asset condition and [North Queensiand). Significant Risks & Impacts
3 mairtenance for all roais over which they have Financial Likely M ajor [Exreme Assotiated with
lurisdiction (and have these registers independently Recommendation
audited). This may help insursnce merkets to
understand and price the risk. Cansideration should
be given to the Victorian model inthis regard.
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tom Peoductir Ly Resot Diak Mecommendtiom et Risk Liebhood | Consequence | Rizh Rating
[DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.5 & I Of Ci o O r refef payments for em argency food, ciothing or tem porary accomm odation and assistenca to
The Australian Governmert shoukd: businesses and prim sry producers iosns, granis and clesn up and recovery grants) is not supported. itls
* conse reimbursement to state andterrtory considered thet primary producers provide senlces and products to the wider comm unity in one ofthe most volatie indusides snd deserve
[governm ants under the Natural Disaster Relief and  [support by thet wider y g vomt their 1t would appear counterintulive to remove the support (vom Governmert) to
[Recovery Arrangements for ralief paym ents for these most in need, st their time of need. Agnin. the focus ofthe Drat report appears aiitiie myopic inthat it doesnt appear to adequataly
lemergency food, clothing or temporary cansider the impect thet these proposed cost-saving measures heve. One woukl esped that the cost-savings by rem oving or raducing these
otion and to busi and are minor, and the iImpact on those affected significant.
prim ary producers (iInchuding concessional loans,
subsidies, grants and clesn up and recovery grants) |The reduction to the amount provided under the G Disoster y Payment (AGDRP) - is not supported, om0t L [Significant Risks & Impacts
10 |« reduce the smount provided under the Australian P okitical Cartan Bior E dreme {Assoctated with
(Govemment Disaster Recovery Payment (AGDRP). [Support it provided for the recommendation to ‘Jegisiete the odQibidly crideria for the AGORP and the Disaster Recovery Allow ence and make b Recommen dation
The Australien Government Crisie Paym ant may these not subject to Ministeraiducretion.’
provide a reasonable benchmark inthis regard
~ legisinte the ekgibllity criteria for the AGDRP and
the Disaster Recovery Alowance end make these
not sublect to Ministerial discretion.
IJRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.8 IC omm ent Only
Grarts C should
rewsl ks assessmernt of 'nvtrage state poIIw‘ and
" netural disastes policies once the Austrﬂon Noted
‘Gove mmont has announced He decision regarding
refief and recavecy funding srrengements.,
[DRAFY RECOMMENDATION 4.1 The principle o irenIpAroncCY, acCosbie injorm alion, knowecdge sharing are ak supported.
[When collecting nawnﬂural heazerd data or
g, o |evels of o« Risks: Property rights and agreemenrts: Most ievels of State and Locai nt have A lerge o of natural disaster and risk
shoutd: Information avallable. These heve been callected aver along period oftime to meet sped1c needs, through development applications or strategic
= make information pubiicly availabie where it is used . Not all of the have the P rights assigned to the Governm ents to sllow direct publication of the inform ation.
Hor their own risk management andhr there are Obteining these can be time-consuming and expensive - without surety of success. F or the coliedion of fulure inform ation, Drat
signitcant public benedts fom doing %o Recomm andiation 3.7 is supported.
* use private sector providers where cost effective,
and uge licencing arangom ents that allow for public [Local Coundis in Queensiand are required to comply with State P lanning P tonatural eg. L] ratevant planning
12 |dissemination, Where there are coste involved in Sch Gn x ¢ State Planning P ollcy (SPP %03 - Mitigating the Adverse Impacts of Flood, Bushfire and Landsiide) and Organisationsl [P ossibls Moderste High

property rights for existing data,
governm ente shouid weigh up these costs ageinst
the public benefits af making the data froely

acce asible

= apPly Cost recovery where governments are best
piaced to collect or analyse specwiist data for which
the benest¢ accrue mostly to prvate sector users.

mare recently, the Single State Planning Policy (released June 201 4) both reter and require developm ent of assets with due regerd to Netural
hazarde, risk and resilience. These docum ents are roqulrod to be updated regularly and provide a summ ary of the best information to dete heid
by the Councll'e in retation to their LGA's. These dos to circulate the best information and Planning for Natuma!
Hazard Mappingin each LG A.
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cons;der possibilkies for regular, iowcost

of hazard infol

governm erts and insurers (for example, the wirk of
he insurance Counci! of Ausiralia to develop netural
hazard ratings at a househoid jevel).

to by

Rigk Register for Ry Drakt Report i ®ions
0 mocat Dot 2in initi Values Conmnxnts
(L] Prodectivty mpott DIt Recom menct o mpch Rek Likz khood Con-tquence | RiskRatig
;':tAFT RE C;MHDA“ON 42 o - As noted above (Response to Recommandation 4.1) - Counci's already undertake extensive Natuwal Hazard, land use pianning, sk reduction
e orflorY Goveinmonts, looal GOVErnMANE and wanerabity plenning K the development of their Plenning Schemes. indeed, ihey ere required 1o under: -
oration and oerteeraion porimersins. o |SPP 1103 - MRigating the Adverse Impacts of Flood, Bushire snd Landsiids end more recently, the Single State Planning Policy (relessed wne
example, coukd be formed through the Insurance 2014). Both of which refer to and require 1and use planningto be undestsken to mitigate the risk exposure and vuinerabiityto Natural Everts.
[Coundll of Austrsiia and date based locsi (Caution ts recommended wih davelopment of rellance on the information provided by insurers (%or exam ple, clisims data) to inform land use
government (or regionad [planning or selection of suiltable m tigation measires. insurers, are skiliod in insurance m atiers and are not the appropralte persons o reter to for
of councis), Consicleration could be given to the informing or developing hazard maps.
Trusted information Sharing Network model, and
jrvoive: . The intent of the of ion and , but, only with a viewto a better or more piet
" governments sharing naturai hazard deta that they 1ouey s than the exsting. The deta that can be provded by hawecs wi only resresent the number of claim sin the ares. The 'appicetiity’ or
"I'“:'y hold and ui "”‘ﬂ kllklng 1and use planning and |, o argativeness’ ofthe of datn Tor use as a vaiidation toot may be questionabie if the ful facts and dircumstancess for each cese are nat known
:n:g on(:‘reduce " o8 and hl.nddlon o or -insurers siready have every to provide the inDraft 4.2to Councils - without
surers sheving expertise ormetion ( need for further layering/ buresucracy. Significant Risks & Impacts
[exampie, cdaims data} to inform land use ptanning
'3 m mitigation Inform risks thel interms determining the cause or selecting the most appropriate mitigation options - Coundi would endorse the use of sutably quelited and Orgenisational P ossible M oo ireme ‘;::o;.:n::::ln
° e {experienced professi L ' , Pl , Builders, Vaiuers etc. ed 1o reliance on insur
hey face and acy ofthelr 0o 1o flly exp ced professionals to provide advice (Engineers, Planners, 8, ers etc.) as opposed 1o relia on ors
cover rebuilding costs, and fo encourage private A per above - and already a risk it discussion s with insurers annually. They ave best placed to
tunding of mitigation through incentives such as n32ess their particuler circum stances with insurars to develop takored i # I= not the yotCouncis or to be
reduced premiums. involved in providing insurance advice of any sort to Individusls/ households or business (directly or inclirectly). Any cistortion of the insurance
market by & requirem ents or influence of Govesnm ent policies is not supnorted. On this basis, Council wouid not suppert a collaboration model to
"inform househoids of the risks thet they face and oftheir 1o fully cover costs, and to ge private funding of
mitigation through incentives such as reduced premium s.° This Council would recomm and thet poncy holders make themselve saware ofthe
isks, through the iInformation that is publicaity aveilable, and consuit with suitabiy qualifiad and ,
Builders, Vakers otc.) if axther information or advice isrequired.
Ifthe insurance Council of Australia could guarantes that rechiced premiums would result as a of
on an individuat ievel, and o what extent - then, it wouid be suggested that this information be macie availsble to pokicy hoiders - such that
informad decisions could be made.
DRAFT RECOMMERDATION 4.3
State and territory governm ents should hasten
implementation of the Enhancing Disaster Resilience
in the Buik Environm ent Roadm ap, including
reviewing the requmnry componeds of vendor
, the Land Use [Significant Risks & Impacts
14 [P'onning and Bulidng Cades Taskforcs shoud Noled- Commants as per Drat Recommenidation 4 2 Organisstionel  [Possible M jor Extreme  |Associated with

[Recommen dation
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ool Cukai Initial Values Conwnnts
ten Peoductbly B pot Dt Becommesat v tmpity Risk Likeitwod © | Consequence |- Rish Rating
ORAFT RE COMMENDATION 4.4 IComment Only
State govemments should: The firt point of Drart Recommendation 4.4, “clearly ariiculste the state-wide palural he 28vd tisk appetde v Bad wiw planing palicy
» clearly articuisde the state-wide natural hazard risk *is akeady artx in Qi d thraugt the sule of State Phinning Palcres. Lacal Counclis in Quesnsiand are slready
appetts inland use planning policy fram evworks required to comply with State Planning Policies retating 1o natural disagers when g of ¢h Planning S che in partiastar
* provide local s with onhowto & State Planning Policy (SPP 1403 - Mitigating the Adverse Impoads orFtood Busmwc and Londslide) and more recently, the Single
priofitise competing objective s within land use State Planning Policy (released June 2014 both refer and require development of assels with due regard to Nadura! bazands, risk and resilience .
Iplanning Both Policies have cleary aticulated levels of unaccepfatie risk. Minimum acceplable levels ofrisk are considered within these policies, Whilst
= provide locsl government with guidance onhowto  |specific refence 1o natural disasters is not the effect of the minimum requirsd are d sutficiert, For
integrate land use planning and building thereis no tondsk tor cyclones, bid the same outcome is achieved by employing the mimum standards for
IConsideration thould be given to Vidoria's fooding (100 food levels) and the wind code requirem ents (spedific maps identified areas of ncreased dedgn requirements i.e.in areas where
integrated Planning and Building Framework for high leve] winds (or cyclones) are expected). These State Policies and Guidelines coupled with the Cument enginesring Stondards and
iBuchfre inthis regard. considered to adequately deal wih point of Draft Recommendation 4.4,
i urthermore, tocnl governments should publith the
ing hehind iOrag Recommendation 4.4, Poinl 2. “provide facal governments with guidanc e un how o pricrkise compeling obpclives whm nd nge
15 decltons, [piznning” . This Recommended isNOT supported. This statement appears to ignare - The Sustalnable Plonning Act (2009) An extensive State
Pianning Policy Framework, in place within Queensiand, numerous State referral agendies (fo which development applications are referred to),
the stale interest d\ex:kmg process nequired to be undetsken for any planning schemes being developed or madited, Statutory guidelines for the
of b locat t planning schem es or the roles and re sponsibilties otthe Planning and Envimnment Court
Extensive consullation and ‘guidance’ is provided by a range of Government s, Policies snd legal fram eworks for fand use planning and the
irlated competing objectives.
Drat R ecommendation 4.4, Point 3, The recommendstion is NOT supported - A3 par Comments for Point 2, in addition to the comments reloting
to 1and-use shove, the Bullding Code of Australia (BCA) provides the famevork against which an assessment of the propesed building
maybe d(e.g.. mini requirements for toor levels in relation to the Q100 food favel etc.).
Drat Recommendalion 4.4, Point 4. The i HOT -Each Develop: 1o Coundil is
by Town planners and engineers against the L Once the is made, Town Planners are required {o provide a
witten report, detalling recommendation s and the rationale behind each decisions made, Soin (hm regard, Ihe planning repont provided to
Council for each Development Application already EXPLICITLY STATES the hehind Devel rt O ecisions.
[ORAFT RECOMMENDATION 45 Whilst the intent of this Drat R eco isnobie - 1 15 dificult to define what “oufficierdly resourced” is, and what costs are IC omment Only
The onus 15 0n state governments 1o ensure that assodated with provding an sufficient level of resourcing. In large Council's with diverse needs or capability requirements, the level and type of
cal govemments in their jusi are y is liketyto fuctuate with circumstances (market forces/ notural disasters etc ) that are out of the State's and Local government s
esourced Lo effectively implement their land use cortrol, The exposureto costs for the State is The options tor g Councils with thcient ievels of oare unclear
16 inlanning re sponsidilities. State governments should  [(would thare be sufficient resources to fillthege capacty gaps, and with whom? Given the smaller, regional Councifs nre likelyta be the most
revev the oflocal go resourcs inthis regard, is there a skills base sutficent to meet the obligati 3] by Drafl R 457
and capabilities, and provide turther resources and
support where they are not adequste.
ORAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.6
State govermments should provide additional support
and guid: tolocal s thst Guidance and Frameworks : As per previous ¢ s tor Drad R 4.4
17 he extent oflocal governments’ legal habllity when  [Support is provided for an arangement where additionat legal advice was provided by the state 1o assess the “extent of heal gave tnments’ kgal o tionsl Unticel .
Ireleacing natural hazard information and making Falibly when rekasing patural hazend informalnn and making chenpes o land use planning reguiatons” rOAnSation! ely or lLow
ichange s to land use planning regulations.
GRAFT RECOMMEHDATION 4.7 iComment Only
The p inthe
18 [Planning Act 2009 for injurious atfection should be  [Noted and Agreed
repealed.
[ORAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.8 iComment Only
State and terntory taxes and levies on general
19 jinsurance shouldbe phased oud and replaced vt {Noted and Agreed
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ORAFT RECOMMENDATION 43 Comment Only
insurers should provide acditional inform ation to
gording their polides, the
netural hazards they face and possile costs ot
20 jrebuikding atter a natural disaster. This work could be [Noted.
led by the Insurance Coundi of Australia o ensure
consistency inthe provision of inform stion across
insurers.
DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 418 Athorough an robust assessment criterie for project selection is Supporied KComm ent Oniy
Ali governmerts should put in place best practice
and g ks for the Nole: Cost-Benefi-Analysis (CBA'S) are required by & number of other finding bodie s a3 part of the funding sppications. In esch of these - it fs
vision of public infrast , Inckiding roed noted that ihe soke relance on the CBA a3 an invesime nt decision loolmay not be suilatie - 23 benelts for road construclion and or npgrades
infrastructure. These should include; are sometime difficult to define abacimlely, and rely on intangite s which are hard o 8ssess gt the time of the CBA (safely improvements,
= stronger processes for project selection that rduced mak F , defned i IMPacts - crea se in Jourist or comme rcial iratic elc.)
21 [ncomorate requirements for cosi-benefit analyses
thet are independentiy scrutinised and pubiiciy
released
 consideration of natural disaster risk in project
selection
= a ciearer iink betwaen road user preferences and
Specific issue: Funding for tion of of asset tion costs may be achieved using benchmark costs.
essentiol public assel s based on assessed damage  [There actual cost's for reconstruction can vary signifcantly based on market forces, avaiiablity of m slerieds and or services. Funding purely on
land benchm ark prices henchm ark prices is too sil andis not
(As on exompie - ifthe event s small - the cost variation to normal contract construction costs are Fkely to be smel, ifthe evert Is iarge (¢ 9. TC Significant Risks & Impict
22 Yasi), or there iz a inrge demand on sendces wRhin a iocalty dueto s ofing irterest (e.g.. Prope $8.20 Aquis ntinCakng -  |Financiai Likely M odersle High lAssoctated with
which demand high ieveis of engineering and canstruction services) - wilk distort the contract cost to the high side, due to the istent demand for dation
vice s. Funding on casts wiii costs, An would be that if only bench m ark unit rates sre to be
used to aszess unding - then there should be a de-coupling ofthe approved works and unding. Allow State and Council’s to undertske the work
| |asthey see & uptothe value spproved
[Damage to E ssentlal Public Asssts which are not able to be repaired due to unding/ costing considerations resutting from the recomm endations i feant Resks Empacts
e o ns
mede - vill result in a iower standard of serviceabiity of the assets Stekeholder Likely odersie  High peomated wih
[Assets which are dam aged - and which remain damaged as a consequence ofthe inabikty of States/Local Governm ents to underteke the otstble fists Eimpacts
" required work due to the Increased fnencisl dem ands - m ay pose a risk to the users ofthe assels Saety P ossible Minor i eckom ([sociated with
Recommaendaton
specific tssua C asio what is eiigible needs o be clariiied. Addtional Exclusions fom the current sligile expenditure wili Posiible Rusks & impacts
25 ine what I slighle additionaliy ieed to the cost burden being transferred rom the Federaito the State and L.ocal Govemments. Ciarity is sought onthe proposed Financial Possible Minor M edium 4 ssoctate d with

of efighle

ket ommendation




Productivity Commision Draft Report

Histarical NDRRA Program Costs

TR CPragram Value

15900 LS |
EYIek AN
5 iz 7 |
3 2,800,000 00
Reconstuction Costs
Cure hadng bodd Pogumd fasihgMote Bpw
Fotwrd S ] Feled Svn ol Fedo!
llﬂu!um ™ Ladt (U] ™ B% o 0% b o b3
GEEIT [ 15 Mo 15 1137 oa $ $ 23m08 mon | § — $ 7um o [ErTEl
FY 112 ansmnls E ] 2o |s 3 %4 -1 B pos.nk: 21 & ] LN |5 T8
v 121s Az s 2ANED aaw [§ [ 1smm|s 1ama s Lo mymo )¢
Y 171 2000000 20000 (4 Ao 1AG300 iaooncfs 1,400,000 o000]s
Avera goCont (Bnd. FYLYVLL §
AverapaCant (el PYLOFLL) 3
Prefiminary Costs
Current A swrmrts Epuctedim -
ol By 00 Trig g Paint Tigger o 1L
NOREA o (St Trigger) Llad
Y w1t Moo 5 Tk on
ry 112 400 1t XA 0 $ N mess 3 £08 [thes o,
FY MNOGYT) § 1igomos $ ﬁmﬂl;
Y L34 "::3"7 ] inme|

sjoedw 9jwouod3 pue [ejdueuld jenusiod € INJWHOVLLY



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

51,163,396 -$949,635 -$2,113,031
-§375,980 -5436,930 -$812,910
-4 - 8
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ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Average Event (e.g. T.C. Ita)

Output and Value-added ($)
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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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ECONOMICIMPACT 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)

-$4,368,791 -$3,566,073 87,934,864
-$1,411,883 -$1,640,761 -$3,052,644
-16 -18§ 30
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ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Extreme Event (e.g. T C Yasi}

50 -544,420 -544,420
50 -519,075 -$19,075
S0 -S482,672 -5482,672
50 -SE0,302 -580,302
54,368,791 -5902,663 55,271,954
50 -§234,930 -§234,930
50 -$206,816 -5206,816
50 -$115,010 -5115,010
50 -5209,423 -5209,423
50 -579,594 -579,594
50 -$250,249 -$250,249
S0 -$362,616 -5362,616
50 -5319,913 -$319,913
50 -$64,454 -$64,454
S0 -5$38,152 -$38,152
50 -540,371 -540,371
so -542,498 -$42,498
50 -$23,864 -523,864
S0 -569,050 -$68,050
54,368,791 53,566,073 -$7,934,864
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ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT - TaRC - High Impact (Funding Model Changes), Extreme Event (e.g. T.C. Yasi)

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

In-direct impacts on Output

Distribution o_yn—direct Impacts on ind ustry%Sectors
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