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1. Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of engagement  

TasWater has engaged Jacobs to provide support in its review of the sewerage and commercial trade waste 
charging approach. Due to the unique nature of certain issues arising in each area, it was agreed that Jacobs 
would provide separate reports in relation to each. This report addresses commercial trade waste only. The 
review seeks to ensure TasWater’s charging approach is: 

 transparent  

 logical and evidence based  

 equitable  

 easier to administer 

 ensures recovery of costs associated with the delivery of sewerage services 

 meets regulatory requirements.  

To complete this investigation, Jacobs was supplied with documentation that included analysis of TasWater 
costs of networks and plant. A schedule of the documentation supplied is contained in Appendix C. 

TasWater will use the review to inform a revised commercial trade waste charging approach within its Price and 
Service Plan proposal for the fourth regulatory period (PSP4) from 1 July 2021 to 30 June 2025. 

Sewerage charging options and assessment are addressed separately. 

1.2 Purpose of the pricing report 

This report has considered a revised pricing structure and approach for commercial trade waste services 
provided by TasWater.   

1.3 Background 

Trade waste is generally defined in Australia and New Zealand as wastewater discharged to a sewerage 
system (network and/or treatment plant) that is not derived from domestic residences or is not human-derived.  
Under the Tasmanian Water & Sewerage Industry Act 2008, trade waste is defined as liquid waste generated 
other than in the course of domestic activities. This includes liquid waste generated by any trade, industrial, 
commercial, educational, medical, dental, veterinary, agricultural, horticultural, scientific research or 
experimental activities. 

TasWater provides a trade waste service including collection, conveyance and treatment of trade waste where 
the waste is of an appropriate volume and quality to be accepted for discharge to their sewerage infrastructure. 
The conditions of acceptance, and the associated charges, may differ depending on the level of risk associated 
with the discharge of trade waste to sewerage infrastructure including the impact on personnel working in the 
sewerage system, the sewer network, receiving sewage treatment plant, treated effluent quality for disposal to 
the environment intended for recycling and biosolids produced for disposal or reuse.   

For a customer to discharge trade waste into TasWater’s sewerage infrastructure, a customer must obtain 
consent under section 56ZI of the Tasmanian Water & Sewerage Industry Act 2008.  It is unlawful to discharge 
trade waste to TasWater’s sewerage infrastructure without TasWater consent. 

TasWater has adopted separate trade waste pricing since the commencement of the second regulatory period 
(PSP2) in July 2015. Trade waste was unbundled from sewerage charges and TasWater highlighted a greater 
focus on the nature of waste discharged by customers.  
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TasWater’s current trade waste prices are determined by risk categorisation based on the expected load and 
demand from the waste that is typically discharged by different businesses types. It is recognised that this does 
not reflect a customer’s actual volume or load, but is used as an approximation, based on industry averages. 

The current commercial trade waste charging framework, including pre-treatment requirements, is commonly 
misunderstood and sometimes gives rise to inconsistent results for customers. In order to lessen the impact of 
change, TasWater planned transition periods for customers to be fully compliant with the new framework,  

The transition to full charges and compliant pre-treatment has been slow and a source of complaints to 
TasWater. Many of the complaints have been around the cost to businesses in meeting their trade waste 
compliance obligations, typically by installing pre-treatment, and the perceived inflexibility of TasWater’s pricing 
arrangements to appropriately reflect the circumstances of individual businesses. This has been expressed 
through a range of channels including media comment from individual businesses and peak industry groups, 
feedback through the Legislative Council Select Committee on the TasWater takeover, complaints to TasWater 
and face to face meetings with TasWater staff. 

TasWater has sought to address these concerns through: 

 Providing access to a zero interest, four -year loan scheme for the installation of pre-treatment equipment 

 Developing a preferred supplier scheme for plumbing contractors 

 A discount of 10 per cent on trade waste charges (fixed) for customers who are already fully compliant. 

There are 3,686 commercial trade waste customers, with approximately 43 per cent (1,580 customers) requiring 
an upgrade of their pre-treatment equipment to meet compliance requirements. 

TasWater categorises trade waste customers into two broad areas—commercial and industrial. These reflect 
the level of risk of the customer’s discharge to the sewerage network.  Industrial customers are generally in 
mass production industries and are understood to produce higher risk trade waste discharges.  Commercial 
customers are typically considered as enterprises that interface with the community (e.g. hairdressers, 
restaurants, car mechanics) and produce a less risky waste either due to its nature or volume. 

A separate review is being undertaken on the pricing structure for TasWater’s 79 industrial trade waste 
customers which impose the greatest loads of treatable parameters (e.g. BOD or COD, total suspended solids) 
on TasWater’s sewerage system and drive treatment plant capacity needs and costs in particular 
catchments/systems.  These are excluded from this assessment.  
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2. Current state 

This section outlines the current state of TasWater’s trade waste service.  

2.1 Strategic framework 

This project supports the successful delivery of TasWater’s vision ‘to be a trusted and respected provider of 
essential services that is making a positive difference to Tasmania’. It also supports the promises that TasWater 
has made to its customers in the TasWater 2020-2024 Corporate Plan.  

Specifically, the project aligns with the customer promises of: 

 Delivering a positive customer experience 

 Providing value for money. 

The project will support the development of a robust PSP4 submission and help to address the strategic risk of 
the possible financial loss, reputational damage and regulatory penalties arising from an inability to deliver a 
robust PSP4 submission and its subsequent implementation.  

2.2 Customers 

TasWater’s core business is to provide two essential services to its customers: 

 The sourcing, treatment and reliable delivery of quality drinking water 

 The collection, transportation, treatment and safe return of the wastewater to the environment. 

Figure 2.1 provides an overview of the responsibilities of TasWater, including managing 3,686 commercial trade 
waste customers. 

Figure 2.1: TasWater responsibilities (information as at January 2019) 

 

 



Commercial Trade Waste Charging Pricing Report 

 

 

 

 7 

2.2.1 Description of trade waste 

As indicated in Section 1.3, under the Tasmanian Water & Sewerage Industry Act 2008, trade waste is defined 
as liquid waste generated other than in the course of domestic activities.  This includes liquid waste generated 
by any trade, industrial, commercial, educational, medical, dental, veterinary, agricultural, horticultural, scientific 
research or experimental activities.  

If a customer wishes to discharge trade waste into TasWater’s sewerage system, prior consent is required to be 
obtained from TasWater under section 56ZI of the Water & Sewerage Industry Act 2008. For any other than 
industrial customer, the consent is the mechanism for additional or specific conditions to be imposed relating to 
matters including the levels of acceptance of non-treatable parameters or pre-treatment of waste.   

2.2.2 Trade waste customer categories 

Under TasWater’s Trade Waste Customer Category Guideline (see Appendix A) a technical and commercial 
risk assessment of a customer’s trade waste impact on TasWater’s sewage infrastructure provides the basis for 
categorising trade waste customers and applying the relevant trade waste charges. 

TasWater’s application of a risk assessment framework for trade waste customers seeks to achieve the 
objectives of: 

 Allocating equitable charges for businesses with ‘like’ demands on sewerage infrastructure  

 Setting achievable compliance requirements for customers and increasing voluntary compliance 

 Reducing costs for the service through improved administrative process 

 Improving customer service through targeted use of resources. 

Under TasWater’s framework, a trade waste customer is assigned a risk score based on the four key elements 
of: 

 Business activity - customers are grouped and scored by the business activity they conduct 

 Substance of concern - a score is applied based on the substance considered to be of most concern to 
the operation of TasWater’s sewerage infrastructure 

 Pre-treatment - a score based on the pre-treatment required by the business activity 

 Trade waste volume - a score is applied for the customer’s estimated trade waste volume discharged to 
the sewerage infrastructure, based on accepted industry averages that are applied to their business. 

Customers are grouped together on the basis that they conduct similar activities and are expected to discharge 
trade waste of similar quality which requires a typical level of pre-treatment before being suitable for discharge 
to sewerage infrastructure.  A customer’s risk score provides an indication of the expected demand and load 
placed on TasWater’s sewerage infrastructure by the trade waste discharged by the customer.  This may not 
reflect the actual volume or load from the customer, as it is based on industry average loads, as set out in the 
guideline.  

This approach is an adaptation of a method outlined in the Water Services Association of Australia (WSAA) 
Australian Sewage Quality Management Guideline 2012.  More detail on the inputs to the trade waste risk score 
and determination of trade waste volumes is in the Guideline. 

The current application of this approach at TasWater does not consider factors that affect a customer’s risk due 
to specific features of its business – including its actual volume of flow or how its pre-treatment may apply to 
reduce harmful elements of its trade waste.  For example, a category 2A customer who operates a café that is 
closed over the winter has the same risk rating as a café in a busy suburban area with a larger daily volume of 
trade that is not affected by seasonal closure.  

Trade waste customers are placed into four primary categories based on their risk score: 
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 Category 1 - Dischargers of trade waste of low volume or strength, which poses minimal risk to 
TasWater’s sewerage infrastructure and can be managed through pre-treatment or cleaner production 
methods 

 Category 2 - Dischargers of trade waste of low to medium volume, which requires physical pre-treatment 
at the source to make the trade waste acceptable for discharge to sewerage infrastructure. Category 2 is 
further separated into three sub-categories (2A, 2B and 2C), based on an assessment of the commercial 
and technical risk associated with accepting a customer’s trade waste to TasWater’s sewerage 
infrastructure 

 Category 3 - Dischargers of trade waste which through volume, composition or quality, individually or 
combined, poses a medium risk to the operation of TasWater’s sewerage infrastructure 

 Category 4 - Dischargers of trade waste which through volume, composition or quality, individually or 
combined, poses a high risk to the operation of TasWater’s sewerage infrastructure. 

A customer in either Category 1 or 2 is classified as a commercial trade waste customer. A customer in either 
Category 3 or 4 is classified as an industrial trade waste customer.  A separate review is being undertaken on 
the pricing structure for TasWater’s industrial trade waste customers. 

Table 2.1 outlines examples of commercial and industrial customers that may require TasWater’s trade waste 
service. These may also utilise tankered waste services that divert their waste from direct input to TasWater’s 
sewer network and are transported directly to a treatment plant (STP) for treatment (with temporary on-site 
storage or direct injection into the STP incoming sewage stream).  Examples include mixed wastes of septic 
sewage, grease trap clean-outs and industrial waste storage clean-outs.  Some change in characteristics of this 
waste may occur in the storage facility before transport and/or during transport.   

Table 2 1: Commercial and industrial trade waste customer examples 

Commercial Customer Industrial Customer 

 Restaurant 

 Take away food outlet 

 Coffee shop 

 Bakery retail 

 Butcher 

 Supermarket 

 Delicatessens 

 Confectionery manufacturing 

 Automotive Workshops 

 Aged Care facilities 

 Hospital 

 Education Facilities 

 Medical 

 Funeral parlour 

 Hotel/hospitality 

 Dry cleaners 

 Laundromat 

 Car/equipment wash 

 Breweries 

 Dairies 

 Abattoirs 

 Food processors 

 Chemical manufacturing 

 Tanneries 

 Metal finishers 

 Bakeries 

 Waste recovery 

 Paper printing 

Conditions upon the consent of customers may include the installation of pre-treatment equipment to pre-treat 
and manage their trade waste before it is discharged to sewerage infrastructure. Hairdressers may use basket 
arrestors, as a form of pre-treatment. For food service type businesses that are within category 2A (restaurants, 
cafes), it is widely acknowledged and accepted that grease traps are a typical pre-treatment device most 
appropriately used to remove fats, oils and grease (FOGs) to make trade waste of a suitable quality prior to 
discharge to the sewerage infrastructure.  
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Pre-treatment devices are given a risk score based on their complexity, susceptibility to failure and the difficulty 
of maintaining them in a satisfactory condition. Where a pre-treatment device is required, but not installed the 
waste is untreated. Waste may also be untreated where devices are installed, but not operated or maintained 
correctly by, for example, insufficient or infrequent clean-outs to remove the FOGs that they are designed to 
capture. Where a pre-treatment device is not installed within the time set by TasWater a non-compliance charge 
may be applied.  

Examples of pre-treatment include grease traps, oil/water separators, bottle traps, basket arrestors and cooling 
facilities.  

2.2.3 Category 1 and 2 - Commercial trade waste customers  

Table 2.2 outlines the number of TasWater commercial trade waste customers under category 1 and 2 (A, B 
and C).  

Table 2 2: Commercial trade waste customers 

Customer category  No. of customers 

Category 1 1,152 

Category 2A  2,297 

Category 2B 119 

Category 2C 130 

Total 3,686 

Source: Greg Cooper Wastewater Source Management Technical Officer (TasWater) email, 8 April 2019 

2.3 Trade waste prices 

TasWater’s trade waste prices are regulated by the Tasmanian Economic Regulator (TER). Under approved 
transitioning measures, many customers are not yet paying approved prices in full, and many prices are not yet 
fully reflective of TasWater’s cost in supplying services to transport and treat trade waste.   

TasWater’s trade waste charges consist of: 

 an application fee; 

 an annual charge paid on a quarterly basis. This includes 2 components  

1) a substance charge based on categorisation and risk score of the customer as set out in 2.2.2. and  

2) an estimated management fee for the allocation of TasWater resources to manage each category of 
trade waste customer (including time and resources, extent of monitoring); 

 fees for minor and major instances of non-compliance; 

 an annual site constraint fee (where applicable); and 

 an annual macerator charge (where applicable). 

For Industrial trade waste customers (category 3 and 4) consent to discharge to the sewerage system is 
provided in the form of negotiated agreements that include more rigorous terms around self-measurement and 
reporting of volumes and strengths of waste. Such customers can negotiate charges with TasWater that may 
involve fixed and/or variable charges which better reflect the costs of removing, treating and disposing of the 
trade waste. Prices for these customers are negotiated individually and are unregulated. They are paid monthly, 
rather than quarterly.  
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2.3.1 Application Fee 

The trade waste application fee is a one-off standard fee to cover the assessment and processing of a trade 
waste application for consent to discharge trade waste to sewer.  The fee is applicable to all new commercial 
category 1 and 2 customers who apply for consent.  

Table 2.3 outlines TasWater’s trade waste application fee for 2018-19.  

Table 2.3: 2018-19 TasWater trade waste application fee 

Customer category  Application Fee 

Category 1 and 2 $147.40 

2.3.2 Annual charge 

The trade waste charge is a recurrent annual charge, paid quarterly, for the acceptance of trade waste from a 
customer.  

Table 2.4 outlines the annual charges for TasWater’s four commercial trade waste categories for 2018-19.  

Table 2.4: 2018-19 TasWater trade waste annual charge 

Customer category  Annual charge 

Category 1  $569.48  

Category 2A   $933.52  

Category 2B  $1,309.96  

Category 2C  $1,964.64  

2.3.3 Minor and major non-compliance fee 

TasWater may apply a non-compliance charge to a trade waste customer where they do not comply with the 
requirements of their trade waste consent. To arrive at the non-compliance fee, a multiplier is applied to the 
trade waste charge depending on the nature of the non-compliance. For minor non-compliance the annual trade 
waste charge is multiplied by two and for a major non-compliance the annual trade waste charge is multiplied by 
three. 

The application of relevant charges for non-compliance is a critical regulatory tool for TasWater to build a 
compliance culture within the category 1 and 2 customer segments. Ensuring that non-compliance action is 
applied in a consistent and timely manner and proportionate to the level of non-compliance is a key component 
in keeping administrative costs at a reasonable level for TasWater’s customers.  

Table 2.5 outlines TasWater’s trade waste minor and major non-compliance fee for 2018-19.  

Table 2.5: 2018-19 TasWater trade waste minor and major non-compliance fee 

Customer category  Minor non-compliance charge Major non-compliance charge  

Category 1 $1,144.60  $1,1716.90  

Category 2A  $1,876.10  $2,814.16  

Category 2B $2,632.66  $3,948.98  

Category 2C $3,948.37  $5,922.57 

If an onsite inspection identifies it is necessary to upgrade or install a compliant pre-treatment system to achieve 
compliance, TasWater will issue a Trade Waste Notice and provide guidance on the options available to 
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complete the upgrade/installation. TasWater trade waste customers have 18 months from the date they receive 
their Notice to achieve compliance.  

2.3.4 Site constraint fee 

TasWater recognised that some trade waste customers are unable to comply with its trade waste requirements 
due to heritage or other constraints at their properties, including physical constraints (footprint, height) that do 
not allow installation of the necessary pre-treatment equipment on their premises. As such, these limitations are 
‘site specific’. 

For PSP3, TasWater introduced an annual site constraint fee in addition to the trade waste annual fee for 
customers to whom it applies. The fee represents contribution to TasWater’s costs of treating waste that would 
otherwise have been reduced by pre-treatment.  It is noted that the trade waste produced by category 1 
customers requires nil or minimal pre-treatment with devices that are not as large as grease traps or arrestors 
and so the site constraint fee is unlikely to apply (i.e. there is no constraint at their site). 

Table 2.6 outlines TasWater’s annual charges for the site constraint fee for 2018-19. At this stage, no site 
constraint fees have been levied on customers, so they have never been paid to TasWater.  

Table 2.6: 2018-19 TasWater trade waste site constraint fee 

Customer category  Site constraint fee 

Category 1 and 2  $1,097  

The site constraint fee is set such that the net present value (NPV) of the fee is equal to the NPV of installing 
and maintaining a pre-treatment device that a typical (non-constrained) trade waste customer would otherwise 
have. TasWater’s intent is to offset the impact on its sewerage systems and create equity between trade waste 
customers by ensuring there is no competitive advantage at a constrained site. For the purpose of the NPV 
calculation for PSP3, TasWater estimated the average cost of installing the pre-treatment device to be 
approximately $13,000 and the annual maintenance and servicing cost to be approximately $500. 

2.3.5 Other assistance  

Customer Support Program 

TasWater has introduced a Customer Support Program for eligible trade waste customers, which includes a 
repayment scheme. To reduce the risks associated with trade waste TasWater created the Commercial 
Compliance Program, to help Tasmanian businesses become trade waste compliant by installing pre-treatment 
systems to minimise the amount of trade waste entering their sewerage network. To support Category 2 trade 
waste customers TasWater offers a no-interest repayment scheme to help cover the cost of installing or 
upgrading a compliant trade waste pre-treatment system. Initially, repayment contracts were offered with no 
interest and available for up to 80 per cent of the total cost of works and equipment required to meet trade 
waste compliance. Customers were required to contribute 20 per cent of those costs before they could access 
the full repayment amount. In 2018, to encourage greater take up of the scheme, the subsidy was extended to 
100 per cent of the total cost with no contribution required of the customer. The repayment scheme contract 
period is four years and is for a minimum of $5,000.  

Discount for compliant customers 

As a further incentive, TasWater will discount trade waste fixed charges by 10 per cent for four years for the 
period from 1 July 2018 to 30 June 2022 for eligible category 1 and 2 trade waste customers that have already 
completed their trade waste compliance upgrades. In practice the incentive may be inadequate as typically 
grease traps for category 2A customers (restaurants or cafes) cost between $10,000 to $15,000. As well, there 
are regular charges for tankered removal of grease and servicing of the trap.  Currently the fixed charge is 
$933, so a four-year discount is $372. This may not act as an effective pricing signal to change behaviour.  
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Category 1 and 2 customers that become compliant during the four-year period without accessing the Customer 
Support Program are also eligible for a 10 per cent discount on their trade waste charges. Discounts will apply 
at the commencement of the next quarter after compliance is gained and will automatically be applied to the 
nominated TasWater account once proof of compliance has been verified.  

2.3.6 Macerator fee 

Macerators are used in aged care facilities to shred disposable paper bedpans prior to discharge to the sewer. 
TasWater introduced a macerator fee from 1 July 2018 as part of PSP3.  

It was noted that the proposed annual fee of $50 for 2018-19 was well below the equivalent charge from other 
Australian utilities of around $500-$600.  For comparison, SA Water in South Australia, charges $688 per unit 
(2018-19). TasWater is collecting data of on the frequency, severity and costs of managing blockages resulting 
from the disposal of macerators during the duration of the PSP3 and look to develop an estimate of cost-
reflective pricing to consult upon with customers.  

Table 2.7 outlines TasWater’s annual macerator fee for 2018-19. At this stage, no macerator fees have been 
levied on customers, so they have never been paid to TasWater.  

Table 2.7: 2018-19 TasWater trade waste macerator fee 

Customer category  Annual charge 

Macerator fee  $50  

2.4 Revenue 

In 2017-18, TasWater received $10.79 million of income from customers provided with trade waste services. 
This represents 3 per cent of TasWater’s total revenue.  

Figure 2.2 summarises TasWater’s revenue for 2017-18.  
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Figure 2.2: 2017-18 TasWater total revenue (category, $ million, percentage) 

 

Of the $10.79 million in trade waste revenue during 2017-18, $3.21 million was received from annual charges to 
commercial trade waste customers and $7.58 million was received from industrial trade waste customers. Table 
2.8 outlines the 2017-18 revenue from annual charges for each of the four commercial trade waste categories.  

Table 2.8: 2017-18 TasWater commercial trade waste revenue (annual charges only) 

Customer category  No. of customers Customer charge Total charges 

Category 1 1,152  $569.48   $656,041  

Category 2A  2,297  $933.52   $2,144,295  

Category 2B 119  $1,309.96   $155,885  

Category 2C 130  $1,964.64   $255,403  

Total 3,698   $3,211,625  

Source: Greg Cooper Wastewater Source Management Technical Officer (TasWater) email, 8 April 2019 

2.5 Expenditure 

The expenditure surrounding the delivery of trade waste services is a component of TasWater’s wastewater 
network and treatment processes.   

In PSP3 it was highlighted that most wastewater system costs are fixed and that TasWater’s systems are 
designed to cater for peak season demand. This is consistent with utility providers in other jurisdictions.  

A detailed breakdown and apportionment of costs between customer groups using the wastewater system has 
been completed with the available data.  Further refinement of the cost allocation between the customer 
categories should be investigated and refined in order to calculate cost reflective charges for each customer 
category.  A schematic of the framework, and its component parts, to establish unit charges for key parameters 
which drive costs in a sewerage system is included in Appendix B.  The key components which inform the 
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derivation of the unit charges include establishing for each sewerage system (a) the flows and loads of the key 
parameters, and (b) the cost allocation against those key parameters.  The key parameters are flow, 
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) or chemical oxygen demand (COD), total suspended solids (TSS), total 
nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP).  This is discussed in more detail at Section 5.   

Charges for other problematic treatable parameters (e.g. FOGs) can also be derived on a targeted basis by 
establishing the particular costs that they impose on the sewerage system (network, STP) and linking these with 
both the loads (e.g. FOGs) that particular waste dischargers discharged to the network or treatment plant and 
the relative impacts or significance of different customers/dischargers within that customer grouping type.  This 
could be considered where is a wide spread in impacts.  

Table 2.9 and Table 2.10 provide a summary and detailed breakdown of the cost allocation of TasWater’s 
wastewater system for 2018-19.  Further work is required estimate to refine the estimates below.  Further 
discussion on how this could be achieved is included in sections 7 and 8, including the development of a cost 
allocation manual.  

Table 2.9: 2018-19 Tas Water wastewater system cost allocation summary 

Customer category  Network Allocation ($) Treatment Allocation ($) Total Allocation ($) 

Sewerage customers  117,399,118   38,154,887   155,554,005  

Commercial trade waste customers  4,841,706   1,524,062   6,365,769  

Industrial trade waste customers  8,469,565   6,090,576   14,560,140  

Total wastewater system  130,710,389   45,769,525   176,479,914  

Table 2.10: 2018-19 Tas Water wastewater system cost allocation detail 

Cost category  Sewerage 

customers ($) 

Commercial trade 

waste customers 

($) 

Industrial trade 

waste customers 

($) 

Total wastewater 

system ($) 

Total wastewater 

system – row item 

(% of Total cost 

[fixed + variable]) 

Fixed costs      

Network  91,630,485   3,778,971   6,610,529   102,019,986  58% 

Treatment  27,004,452   1,080,976   4,317,844   32,403,272  18% 

Total fixed costs  118,634,937   4,859,947   10,928,374   134,423,258  76% 

Variable costs1      

Network  25,768,633   1,062,735   1,859,035   28,690,403  16% 

Treatment  11,150,435   443,087   1,772,732   13,366,253  8% 

Total variable costs  36,919,068   1,505,822   3,631,767   42,056,656  24% 

Total costs      

Network  117,399,118   4,841,706   8,469,565   130,710,389  74% 

Treatment  38,154,887   1,524,062   6,090,576   45,769,525  26% 

Total costs  155,554,005   6,365,769   14,560,140   176,479,914  100% 

1 The variable costs allocation is based on usage volumes adopted for PSP3 (48,775,301 kL) 

Table 2.11 and Figure 2.3 highlight the difference between the allocation of costs for PSP3 and for this 
assessment.  The material changes between the PSP3 and this assessment results from our analysis and 
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refinement of TasWater treatment costs of chemical oxygen demand (COD), total suspended solids (TSS), total 
nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP). 

Table 2.11: 2018-19 Tas Water wastewater system cost allocation difference – PSP3 and price assessment 

Customer category  Previous 2018-19 Allocation ($) New 2018-19 Allocation ($) Change ($) Change (%) 

Sewerage customers  144,684,571   155,554,005   10,869,434  8% 

Commercial trade waste customers  7,826,919   6,365,769  -1,461,151  -19% 

Industrial trade waste customers  23,968,424   14,560,140  -9,408,284  -39% 

Total wastewater system  176,479,914   176,479,914   -    0% 

Figure 2.3: 2018-19 Tas Water wastewater system cost allocation difference – PSP3 and current price assessment 

 

For PSP3, treatment costs were estimated based on treatment costs provided by Sydney Water. For this 
assessment, these costs have been updated following a detailed analysis of TasWater’s treatment plants. Table 
2.12 summaries the difference between the treatment costs adopted for PSP3 and this assessment. 

Table 2.12: 2018-19 Tas Water wastewater plant cost allocation difference – PSP3 and current price assessment (to be 
finalised) 

Customer category  PSP 3 cost ($) New cost assessment 

($) 

Change ($) Change (%) 

BOD (previous) / COD (New) 

(kg/d) 

 1.83   0.23  -1.60  -87% 

TSS (kg/d)  1.48   0.58  -0.90  -61% 

TN (kg/d)  1.68   1.26  -0.42  -25% 

TP (kg/d)  6.01   1.29  -4.72  -79% 
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Another change in cost allocation between key treatable parameters is that COD rather than Biological Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) is used.  COD represents the oxygen required to chemically oxidise (with a strong oxidant, e.g. 
potassium permanganate) the organic material in the sewage.  Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) is a measure 
of oxygen consumed by bacteria in a biological treatment process in converting organic pollutant material to 
safe end-products (carbon dioxide, water and biomass).  BOD testing could be, and is often, used as an 
alternative to COD testing.  Either is acceptable and each has its advantages and disadvantages in designing 
sewage treatment plants, e.g. COD provides a more reliable estimate of pollutant load from a testing 
perspective than BOD, while BOD is more directly related to the manner in which biological treatment processes 
are designed.  There is typically for each waste type a relationship between COD and BOD, with COD 
concentrations and loads being typically twice that of BOD concentrations and loads.   

Although COD unit charges are smaller than BOD unit charges, changing from one to the other would 
effectively be cost recovery or revenue neutral.  In the longer run, COD ought to be a more reliable cost 
recovery mechanism.   
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3. Case for change 

This section outlines the case for a change to the current pricing structure of TasWater’s commercial trade 
waste service.  

3.1 Stakeholder feedback 

3.1.1 TasWater sewerage and trade waste workshop report  

A series of internal workshops involving TasWater staff who have most direct contact with relevant customer 
groups were held in October and November 2018 to discuss issues and opportunities regarding the provision of 
sewerage and trade waste services, the potential need for sewerage and trade waste charging reforms and 
options for new charges. The feedback that is summarised in this report excludes that related only to sewerage 
services. 

Participants considered that commercial trade waste charging is poorly understood by customers and has 
sometimes give rise to inconsistent results for customers. The shift to full charges and compliant pre-treatment 
has been slow and a source of complaints to TasWater. Many of the complaints have been around the cost to 
businesses in meeting their trade waste compliance obligations, typically by installing pre-treatment, and the 
perceived inflexibility of TasWater to consider the circumstances of individual businesses.  

Table 3.1 summarises the identified problems, issues arising, and potential solutions discussed through the 
workshops. 

Table 3.1: TasWater sewerage and trade waste workshop key issues 

Problem Issues arising Potential solution 

Pricing methodology is: 

 Illogical 

 Unfair 

 Not reflective of 

usage/load 

 Lack of science / research behind charges, 

including at a catchment scale 

 Charges are fragmented / unclear 

 Charges don’t reflect true cost 

 Ability to measure volume / impact of 

discharges from specific property 

 Ability to provide fairness in charges 

 Ability to simplify charges  

 Ability to charge commercial customers for 

sewerage based on staff numbers / actual 

load 

 Design a “user pays” pricing methodology  

 Consolidate charges 

 Separate sewerage from Trade Waste charge (to 

connect to number of staff, not business 

size/nature)   

 Increase customer waste limits and/or reduce 

charges if waste is pre-treated (so bad content 

reduced)   

 ET to go below “1” for small business with trade 

waste charge   

 Install trade waste meters to support charges with 

data 

 TasWater to build / fund better infrastructure 

 Engage experts to identify alternate uses for trade 

waste  

 Pilot projects for catchments / sectors of 

customers – then use as a basis for re-design 

Customers don’t understand 

charges 

 Education / engagement of customers 

 Ability to educate on industry / sectoral 

basis  

 Ability to make outbound calls / 

communication   

 Commercial customers lack trust in 

TasWater 

 Marketing / education 

 Use variety of media channels, tailored to 

customers 

 Streamline the customer experience  

 Give customers technical apps to communicate 

and log their pre-treatment maintenance     

Mismatch of customer and 

public interests / values 

 Education / engagement of public 

 Limited public ethical values (greater good)  

 Educational programs  

 Use variety of media / channels 
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Problem Issues arising Potential solution 

 Ability to explain to public 

 Ability to use various media channels     

TasWater has limited 

capacity and/or ability to 

enforce 

 Ability to reduce TasWater costs 

 Key regulators are dispersed / disinterested  

 Ability to adopt a risk-based approach to 

enforcement 

 Legal / contractual tools and protections for 

TasWater  

 Ability to make compliance mechanisms 

outcome focused 

 Ability to tailor compliance to focus on high 

risk / high load industry sectors 

 Ability to control volume/impact of inflows to 

TasWater system   

 Ability to provide incentives for good 

behaviour (rather than punishment for bad 

behaviour) 

 

 Stakeholders to join forces 

 Risk rate customers - target enforcement efforts 

on risk basis  

 Redirect / redesign compliance towards pre-

treatment (not just fine / penalty) 

 TasWater to own and install pre-treatment devices 

(at customer cost, and as a condition of business 

operation) 

 Install alarms in network to alert TasWater to 

harmful waste and source of it 

 Investigate & take the best of approaches used by 

other authorities 

 Use a risk-based approach to asses and rank 

solutions  

 TasWater to use alarms in network to alert of 

dangerous / high levels of discharge and pro-

actively address  

 Design incentives for customer compliance  

TasWater ability to explain 

charges 

 Education / resourcing of contact centre 

staff 

 Identification / skilling SME’s for technical 

queries  

 Ability to maintain consistent approach 

 Ability to define relationship between cost 

and charge  

 Ability to get customer feedback (to 

enhance comms methods/design outbound 

program) 

 Improve customer interface – use web channels / 

tools to automate & simplify explanations  

 Connect customers to TasWater SME’s 

 Build systems (to justify / explain) discharge 

factors  

 Have a “1300 Trade waste” number – a hot line 

 

3.1.2 TasWater PSP 3 - Customer and stakeholder trade waste consultation 

In developing PSP3, TasWater consulted with a wide range of customers and stakeholders. This engagement 
provided an understanding of customer and stakeholder views on key issues, including trade waste pricing. The 
consultation activities were designed to maximise the level of engagement with the maximum number of 
customers and stakeholders in the available timeframes. Activities included focus groups, consultation issues 
papers, individual interviews and discussions, and telephone surveys.  

Among telephone survey respondents, there was very high support overall (84%) that trade waste costs should 
be paid by those customers who create the trade waste. However, major customers with large amounts of trade 
waste reported unsatisfactory support and service in setting up trade-waste agreements. TasWater indicated 
that this may be reflective of the transition toward full cost recovery for trade waste customers.  

This feedback was reflected in TasWater’s PSP3 submission by: 

 maintaining the user pays approach to trade waste  

 improving communication relating to trade waste charges and policies to ensure they are communicated in 
plain English 

 continuing to work proactively with customers as they transition to target tariffs that reflect full cost 
recovery. 
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3.1.3 Tasmanian Economic Regulator – 2018 water and sewerage price determination – Final report  

Two submissions on the issue of trade waste policy and practices were received by the TER in response to their 
Draft Report on the 2018 water and sewerage price determination investigation.   

The first submission considered that TasWater has provided insufficient evidence to justify its current and 
proposed trade waste charges. A specific complaint was that TasWater does not provide enough education and 
incentives for trade waste customers to reduce the amount of trade waste they produce. The submission also 
suggested that TasWater fails to observe various aspects of the trade waste best practice principles developed 
in other jurisdictions (in particular, Victoria).  

TasWater provided additional information to TER on the measures it was undertaking in seeking to “… 
encourage trade waste minimisation through sustainable, clean and innovative trade waste management 
practices” as outlined in TasWater’s trade waste policy.  TasWater explained that during the second regulatory 
period, it focused on building understanding and improving relations with its large trade waste customers, and 
that in the third regulatory period, it intends to expand its efforts to include smaller trade waste customers as 
well. TasWater stated that it is working to improve the way it communicates with small trade waste customers 
regarding compliance requirements and plans to have trade waste technicians visit every one of its category 1 
and 2 trade waste customers to help them develop solutions for their particular trade waste needs. 

The TER noted that this may not have specifically addressed the concerns raised in the first submission but it 
believes that it represents a reasonable and acceptable commitment by TasWater to engage with its trade 
waste customers, help them manage their trade waste and potentially reduce the load they place on the 
sewerage system. The TER also recognised that not all trade waste customers would be able to reduce the 
volume of trade waste they produce significantly even if TasWater were to provide them with better education 
and incentives. 

Other comments raised in the first submission related to TasWater’s pricing model for trade waste customers. 
They suggested that category 1 and 2 trade waste customers should pay variable charges based on the actual 
volume and content of trade waste they discharge to the sewerage system. Under TasWater’s current trade 
waste policies, category 1 and 2 customers pay fixed charges but not variable charges. TasWater determines 
these fixed charges on the estimated volume and content of trade waste produced by each customer based on 
their business type. 

The submission also suggested that TasWater move to discharge factor pricing for category 1 and 2 trade 
waste customers (i.e. that a trade waste customer’s fixed charges be based on a certain percentage of its total 
water consumption). The TER recognises that moving from TasWater’s current trade waste pricing model to a 
discharge factor model could address some of the concerns raised in the first submission. However, a discharge 
factor model, like the current pricing model, is a one-size-fits-all solution in a situation where each trade waste 
customer faces different circumstances. Therefore, while changing to a discharge factor model of calculating 
trade waste charges may benefit some trade waste customers, it would likely still leave other customers at a 
relative disadvantage. 

The second submission raised three issues with TasWater’s trade waste management practices and its 
proposed trade waste policy for the third regulatory period. Firstly, the submission considered some of the 
requirements of TasWater’s Commercial Trade Waste Customer Pre-treatment Guideline to be unreasonable. 
The TER did not support this view.  

Secondly, the submission raised concerns that TasWater’s trade waste charges were considerably higher and 
unfair when compared to residential customers. The submission questioned whether these trade waste charges 
are justified, claiming that TasWater has not collected any data to show that its fees accurately reflect the 
additional load trade waste customers place on the sewerage system. 

During the second regulatory period, The TER approved TasWater’s trade waste pricing framework and 
considered it reasonable and appropriate and believes that it would be unrealistic to expect TasWater to collect 
the type of data to justify its existing trade waste charges in the manner prescribed in the submission. This is 
due to several reasons including that most sewerage connections in Tasmania are unmetered; that regularly 
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testing the content of multiple sewer lines and mains would be impractical; and that determining the origin of 
trade waste once it reaches a treatment plant can be extremely difficult. In the absence of a simpler, more 
accurate method, the TER accepted that TasWater’s trade waste pricing framework was reasonable and 
appropriate for applying trade waste charges. 

The submission’s third point related to the installation of grease traps as per the requirements of TasWater’s 
Commercial Trade Waste Customer Pre-treatment Guideline. The submission pointed out the various costs 
involved in installing and maintaining grease traps and questioned why trade waste customers who install 
grease traps still must pay trade waste charges. The submission also argued that TasWater has no data 
showing that category 1 and 2 trade waste customers place a significantly larger load on the sewerage system 
than do residential customers. 

The TER reiterated its previous comments on the matter of TasWater not having data to support its trade waste 
charges. Regarding the installation of grease traps, the submission’s argument hinged on the assumption that 
grease traps can remove 100 per cent of the grease content of wastewater before it enters the sewerage 
system. This is not the case, with research and testing suggesting that most commercial grease traps are 
between 50 and 80 per cent efficient, providing that they are serviced and regularly maintained and emptied by 
business owners. Further, wastewater from many businesses contains various other contaminants besides 
grease. Consequently, the TER considered it reasonable for TasWater to require trade waste customers to both 
install grease traps and pay trade waste charges.  

The TER recognised that trade waste charges can be a considerable impost to small businesses in Tasmania. 
As previously noted, TasWater has stated that it intends to focus on building understanding and improving 
relations with its category 1 and 2 trade waste customers during the third regulatory period. 

3.2 Opportunity for improvement 

Based on the need for change and submissions discussed above, extensive internal and external consultation 
to date, a review of literature on trade waste charges and reforms nationally, there are several areas for 
improvement in TasWater’s charging for commercial trade waste services.  

The agreed areas for improvement include: 

 Greater visibility and understanding of the costs of TasWater in providing trade waste services to 
customers 

 Better arrangements for customers with their needs being met in a practical and efficient manner 

 Leverage the use of the data available to TasWater to improve risk assessments 

 Providing a framework to address specific catchment concerns (e.g. fats, oils and grease in areas of a high 
concentration of restaurants) 

 Providing practical tools to ‘pre-treat’ waste that are acceptable to customers and facilitate asset protection  

 Increased simplicity of charging framework where complexity exists  

 Increase customer and TasWater staff understanding of the method by which trade waste charges are set 
and what costs they seek to recover 

 Improve customer categorisation criteria, so that those with minimal impact can be ‘deemed’ a residential 
load   

 Ensuring that charges reflect the cost to deliver the service, including system capacity and load  

 Improve the administrative efficiency of the management of trade waste charging, with a clear net benefit 
demonstrated for any additional administrative burden. 
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3.3 Desired position – What does success look like? 

The purpose of this project is to deliver a commercial trade waste charging approach that is transparent, 
equitable and easier to administer. These aspirations are in addition to meeting TasWater’s regulatory 
requirements. 

Through feedback from stakeholders, positive outcomes that would confirm success are:  

 Direct and indirect costs of the wastewater system become attributable to sewerage, commercial trade 
waste, industrial trade waste and other customer categories through a robust process 

 An effective process to allocate the true costs of trade waste and manage the collection of commercial 
trade waste charges relating to the wastewater system 

 A simple charging approach that is easy to understand by customers and other stakeholders, including 
TasWater staff 

 An efficient commercial trade waste charging framework which does not burden customers with additional 
operational and administration costs 

 An approach that is generally supported by customers and other stakeholders.  

3.4 Recognised limitations 

Several barriers that exist, which may prevent these aspirational targets being met or delayed, include: 

 True cost-reflective pricing through nodal / location-based prices would help to achieve some of the 
aspirational targets, albeit possibly at the expense of administrative ease. However, both customers 
(through consultation in PSP2) and TasWater support the current state-wide “postage stamp” approach. 

 Customers could be faced with significant price increase (or decrease) which would impact acceptance of a 
changed pricing methodology and/or TasWater may not wish to pass on the price increases or decreases  

 The limited availability of detailed data and information, including both cost data and relevant data for key 
treatable parameters (e.g. flows, concentrations and loads of BOD/COD, TSS, TN and TP) and other 
problematic parameters (e.g. FOGs).  This may make it challenging to apportion the costs, flows and loads 
for those key parameters for each of TasWater’s wastewater systems (network, STPS) between customer 
categories.  

 TasWater may choose to concentrate its finite resources and attention on priorities other than 
implementing commercial trade waste charging reform.  
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4. Options development 

This section provides an overview of the process to develop potential options to improve the pricing framework 
for commercial trade waste customers.   

The options identification process has considered: 

 the general principles and structure of a trade waste pricing model; and 

 examples of methods used for trade waste pricing by 37 major metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
authorities (TasWater included) in Australian and New Zealand with trade waste customers. 

This was supported through engagement with TasWater staff to ensure all options that they may have 
considered previously were represented.  

4.1 Trade waste pricing principles 

Trade waste pricing mechanisms serve two general purposes:  

1) ensuring the recovery of costs associated with providing a service; and  

2) providing incentives for customers to decide whether to treat on-site or dispose of their trade waste to sewer 
and, for the former, to choose between trade waste management options.   

Traditionally trade waste pricing structures have focussed exclusively on the recovery of cost for service 
provision, recently however some water utilities and local authorities in Australia have opted to include incentive 
and penalty mechanisms for trade-waste customers to achieve specific sewerage system management 
objectives (e.g. limiting corrosion, managing odour, prevention of fat blockages).  Unlike Tasmania, other states 
have the benefit of years of customer understanding of the effect that their waste has upon network and assets, 
how pre-treatment reduces that effect and any collateral benefits that may arise for them.  

Trade waste pricing in Australia is based on the guiding principles of the Council of Australian Governments 
(CoAG) which include that: 

 charges should provide a full cost-recovery of the services provided 

 customers should pay for the use of the service 

 there should be no cross-subsidies of the services between customers 

In Australia, all trade waste pricing must be equitable, transparent and consistently applied to avoid potential 
breaches of the Competition and Consumer Act 2010.  Most waste pricing models in Australia are subject to 
review by the relevant state pricing regulator who makes determinations based on the accuracy of charges, 
their actual cost reflectivity and the equity in charges between customer groups. 

New Zealand shares the same approach to cost recovery through trade waste pricing.  The Local Government 
Act 2000 specifies that a Local Authority may “prescribe fees and charges, however the fees prescribed must 
not recover more than the reasonable costs incurred by the Local Authority for the matter for which the fee is 
charged”. 

4.2 Trade waste pricing model structure 

Despite small specific variations between localities across Australia and New Zealand, the over-arching 
structure of a trade waste pricing model can be seen in Figure 4.1 and 4.2. A general trade waste pricing model 
structure includes the following: 

 definition of ‘trade waste’ 

 identification and classification of customers 

 management of trade waste discharges through a consenting or agreement framework 
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 identification of the parameters for which costs have been incurred and on which trade waste charges 
should be based 

 cost recovery through customer charging 

 non-compliance management. 

This is discussed in more detail in Section 4.6.  

4.3 Trade waste acceptance criteria 

Water businesses in Australia and New Zealand have an opportunity (or obligation) to receive and treat trade 
waste provided it does not pose an adverse risk to the sewerage system, workers or community members, the 
environment or re-use (recycled water, biosolids).  More specifically, trade waste acceptance criteria provide a 
mechanism for water businesses to prevent the discharge of compounds that compromise the safety of 
personnel working in the sewerage system, the integrity of sewerage system assets, the effectiveness and 
efficiency of sewage treatment plant processes, and the quality of treated effluent and biosolids to be disposed 
of to the environment or intended for recycling.  

To manage these risks, water businesses apply trade waste acceptance standard criteria or standards 
(Australian context) or permissible and prohibitive discharge criteria (New Zealand context). These criteria 
define what is acceptable for a trade waste customer to discharge and in some cases provides a strict criterion 
as to what is deemed ‘domestic sewage’ and what is deemed ‘trade waste’.  

Trade waste acceptance criteria provide a mechanism for water businesses to prevent the discharge of 
compounds that compromise their sewerage systems and pose risk to human and environmental safety and 
include various toxic and non-toxic but non-treatable compounds such as heavy metals, resins, latex emulsions, 
hydrocarbons, pesticides, biological additives (enzymes) and radioactive waste. Trade waste acceptance 
criteria can also play a role in the management of problem treatable but non-toxic compounds with various 
water businesses opting to place limits around parameters such as organics (BOD/COD), solids, salts, oil and 
grease and nutrients to manage capacity constraints, recycled water and biosolids quality, as well as effluent 
discharge licence limits. 

4.4 Identification and segmentation of customers 

The identification and segmentation of trade waste customers generally follows one or more (sometimes as 
many as four) of the following segmentation methods. The purpose of customer classification is to segment 
customers into a management category to eliminate the need for case-by-case management and pricing 
mechanisms for cost recovery.  

 Commercial/Industrial/Deemed – trade waste customers are segmented based on their business type 
with specific industries considered ‘industrial’ and ‘commercial’ enterprises.  The following segmentation 
approach is most suited to water businesses that have a small number of customers or primarily low-risk 
commercial customers. 

- customers that produce trade waste similar in quality to domestic wastewater can be considered 
‘deemed’ meaning deemed safe to discharge without the requirement for a consent.  

- industrial enterprises are generally considered as mass production industries and are understood to 
produce higher risk trade waste discharges.  

- commercial enterprises are typically considered as enterprises that interface with the community (e.g. 
hairdressers, restaurants, car mechanics) and produce a less risky waste either due to its nature or 
volume.  Businesses defined as ‘commercial’ trade waste dischargers are defined by the water 
businesses for consistency typically through a list of pre-determined business types.  

- any businesses that do not appear on the commercial list are considered industrial customers and 
potentially attract additional attention.  

 Major/minor trade waste categories – trade waste customers are segmented based on their potential risk 
to the sewerage network estimated based on the business type, volume and quality of discharge to the 
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sewerage system. These categories can, but do not necessarily, involve a risk assessment to establish the 
major/minor distinction between customers. This approach is most suited to water businesses with 
relatively diverse trade waste customers.   

 Volume and strength of wastewater – trade waste customers are segmented into categories that reflect 
the volume and/or load that is discharged to the sewerage network, e.g. BOD and total suspended solids. 
This approach is particularly suited to  

- sewerage systems where the flows and/or loads of priority treatable sewage quality parameters 
represent a significant proportion of the total flows and parameter loads transferred through the sewer 
network for treatment and disposal at the treatment plant  

- water and sewerage businesses that are attempting to reduce the inputs of those priority parameters or 
to recover costs to manage sewerage system impacts and/or provide additional wastewater treatment 
capacity or facilities to treat additional loads of those priority parameters. 

 Industry category – this option provides the means for water businesses to customise controls to target 
specific risks or issues for particular businesses, but it may have limited application if the business has 
numerous customer categories in the region. 

 Geographic location – segregation of customers based on their geographic location – this can include a 
listing of business discharging to particular sewer catchments, pumping stations of treatment plants based 
on their location.  An example is particular industrial estates where there is an aggregation of industries 
which are problematic in terms of their sewerage system impacts, including costs.  This approach can be 
utilised to manage specific issues linked to a particular treatment plant or catchment but does not address 
risks inherent to specific business categories and therefore may require further categorisation. 

 Risk ranked categories – evaluation of customers based on the degree and likelihood of risk to the 
sewerage system that the acceptance of trade waste from a specific customer poses. Risk rank categories 
are based on several parameters and involve an algorithmic weighted risk assessment methodology 
(Section 4.4.1). This approach is most suited to water businesses with relatively diverse set of trade waste 
customers and is favoured by nearly every water business as the sole segmentation method or in 
combination with at least one other.  However, the primary purpose of the risk ranking approach is to 
manage the sewerage system risks upfront by mandating pre-treatment or more stringent acceptance 
standards for discharges to the sewer. It complements but has a different role to that of a targeted cost 
recovery-based charging approach.   

 Permitted/controlled/conditional – this segmentation approach is specific to New Zealand water 
businesses that adopt a Trade Waste Bylaw and allows water businesses to categorise customers based 
on their permission authority to discharge to the sewerage system. Permitted customers are those 
permitted to discharge without requiring a consent and are typically restricted to customers that have trade 
waste similar in composition to domestic wastewater.  

Controlled customers are those permitted to discharge provided they have a control measure in place (i.e. 
pre-treatment) to ensure their trade waste is safe to discharge, these customers require consent to do so.  

Conditional customers can only discharge trade waste under specific negotiated conditions stated in a 
trade waste agreement that is required to be held by the customer to permit discharge to the sewerage 
network. 

The customer segmentation categorises trade waste customers based on the risk posed to the water business 
for the receival and handling/treatment of the trade waste. Risk groups include: ‘minimal/no risk’, ‘low’, ‘medium’ 
and ‘high’ risk categories. This allows for efficient management of customers such as establishing terms and 
conditions and charges for like businesses and ensuring equity amongst businesses and effective risk 
management. Some water businesses opt to create specific categories for greasy waste and/or higher risk 
commercial customers. 

Risk-ranking is the most preferred and recognised best-practice methodology utilised, with 86% of 37 water 
businesses analysed applying this methodology of customer categorisation. 
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However, the focus of the risk ranking system should be to determine (a) whether waste is accepted or not and 
to what extent and under what conditions (e.g. pre-treatment), and (b) the charging approach to the extent that 
riskier wastes that are accepted involve greater administrative and ongoing monitoring and inspection costs that 
need to be recovered. Once trade waste is accepted into a sewerage system the costs that it imposes for flows 
and loads (of priority sewage quality parameters) need to be recovered regardless of its risk categorisation. 

A summary of the customer categorisation approaches for a selection of water businesses in Australia and New 
Zealand is provided in Table 4 1. Risk-ranking is the most preferred and recognised best-practice methodology 
utilised, with 86% of 37 water businesses analysed applying this methodology of customer categorisation. 
Combining a few methods of customer segregation is also popular with some water businesses, 24% of the 37 
water businesses analysed applying two customer segmentation methods and 16% of water businesses 
applying three or more customer segmentation methods. 

Detail surrounding risk-ranking customer segregation is described in Section 4.4.1. 

Table 4-1: Summary of customer segmentation approaches 
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TasWater TAS 
   



South East Water VIC 
    



Yarra Valley Water VIC 
 


 



City West Water VIC 
    



Barwon Water VIC 
   

 

Central Highlands Water VIC 


 
 



Coliban Water VIC   
 



East Gippsland Water VIC 



  



Gippsland Water VIC  
  



Goulburn Valley Water VIC   





GWMWater VIC 


 


 

Lower Murray Water VIC 
    



North East Water VIC  
  



South Gippsland Water VIC 


 
 



Wannon Water VIC  
 

 

Western Water VIC 


 
 



Westernport Water VIC 
    



Hunter Water NSW 





  

Sydney Water NSW 
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Water Business (State/Country) 
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Powerwater NT 
 


 



Queensland Urban Utilities QLD 


   


Unitywater QLD 



  



Wide Bay Water Corporation QLD 
 


  

SA Water SA 
 

 




Western Australian Water Corporation WA 



   

Christchurch City Council NZ 
    



New Plymouth NZ 
    



Palmerston North NZ 
    



Rotorua District Council NZ 
    



South Taranaki District Council NZ 
  

  

Taupo District Council NZ 
   

 

Tauranga City Council NZ 
    



Upper Hutt NZ 
    



Waimakariri District Council NZ 
    



Watercare NZ 
    



Wellington City Council (Central) NZ 
 


 



Whangarei District Council NZ 
    



Percentage of total  19% 38% 32% 14% 22% 86% 

4.4.1 Risk-ranked customer categorisation 

Utilising a risk-rank customer segmentation approach assists water businesses to put measures into place to 
manage the risk to the business, staff, customers and environment that the acceptance of trade waste poses. A 
risk profile of each trade waste customer is developed to tailor the management activities (e.g. prescribed pre-
treatment, the extent of monitoring of trade waste quality, frequency of inspections) required for the acceptance 
of the trade waste by the water business. 

The risk-ranking categorisation approach utilises an algorithm to calculate the risk rank of each customer based 
on a series of weighted parameters. The risk rankings distinguish between classifications of minimal risk to 
extreme risk depending on the needs of the water business. 

Analysis of the 30 water businesses (out of 37) who apply a risk-ranked customer segmentation approach utilise 
the following key considerations as weighted parameters:  

 nature and quality of discharge (typically BOD, TSS and Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen [TKN]) 
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 rate of discharge (volume) 

 whether flow metering is utilised 

 the type of business operated by the customer 

 if any pre-treatment equipment is installed and utilised 

 the location of the trade waste customer relevant to the Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) receiving 
the trade waste 

 history of compliance with trade waste agreements for the customer and for similar operations 

 the type and volumes of chemicals used and stored on-site and the potential for spills to enter the trade 
waste stream 

 risk of an incident occurring for receival of trade waste, e.g. breach in wastewater treatment capacity, odour 
incidence, wastewater overflow incident etc. 

 risk to health and safety (of personnel operating the sewerage system) by receival of trade waste 

 risk posed to the sewerage system assets from transport or treatment of trade waste 

 risk posed to treatment processes and their effectiveness and efficiency 

 risk posed to the receiving environment of the trade waste discharge 

 risk posed to recycled water and/or biosolids products. 

Examples of the application of risk-ranking is presented in Section 4.4.1.1 below. 

4.4.1.1 South East Water Customer Risk Ranking example 

South East Water manages the risks associated with accepting trade waste effluent by assigning all trade waste 
customers a risk ranking based on their business activities, trade waste volume and quality, their compliance 
history and their location in relation to proximity to a sewerage treatment plant. An algorithm calculates the risk 
rank, which ranges from one to five with rank one posing the highest risk and rank five customers posing the 
lowest risk. The risk ranking determines the frequency of site inspections and self-monitoring required by each 
customer. The risk ranking algorithm places a greater emphasis on the evaluation of risk via the volume of trade 
waste discharged and the location of the trade waste discharger with a lesser emphasis on the quality of the 
water discharged. 

Ranking algorithm: 

Risk rank = Location x (Volume + History + Activity) 

Ranking criteria and weightings 

Criterion Variables Weighting 

Location Eastern Treatment Plant or Western Treatment Plant,  

Greater than 5 km from the plant 
1.0 

 Eastern Treatment Plant or Western Treatment Plant,  

Less than 5 km from the plant 
1.2 

 Somers, Mt Martha or Pakenham Treatment Plants 1.2 

 Other Local Treatment Plants 1.5 

Volume (per day) < 5 kL 1 

> 5 kL to < 25 kL 10 

 > 25 kL to < 50 kL 20 

 > 50 kL to < 75 kL 30 

 > 75 kL to < 100 kL 40 
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Criterion Variables Weighting 

 > 100 kL to < 500 kL 50 

 > 500 kL to < 1,000 kL 75 

 > 1,000 kL to < 2,000 kL 100 

 > 2,000 kL 150 

History New work/change of occupier only 0 

 Environmental concern – cases issued with initial notice in the past two years 

for OH&S parameters listed in the system guide 
10 

 OH&S concern – cases issued with initial notice in the past two years of OH&S 

parameters listed in the system guide 
20 

Activity Highest risk rating activity 

Complete list of activities set out in system guide 

Highest Risk Rating Activity 

(Range: 1 to 150) 

Risk ranking classifications 

Risk ranking calculation total Risk rank 

>151 1 (Extreme) 

121 – 150 2 (High) 

91 – 120 3 (Moderate) 

51 – 90 4 (Low) 

<50 5 (Minimal) 

4.4.1.2 Sydney Water customer risk ranking example 

Sydney Water has a risk ranking process for its industrial customers to determine the degree of risk presented 
by a particular customer. The risk factor considers the volume of trade waste discharges, the capacity of the 
receiving sewage treatment plant, the substances discharged, the customer’s compliance history and the 
activity factor for the process conducted on site. Sydney Water places a greater emphasis on the compliance of 
the trade waste discharge to evaluate the risk associated with the acceptance of the trade waste.  

Applying Sydney Water’s risk ranking algorithm to a small versus large discharger of greasy waste, provided the 
performance history factor, historical incident factor and activity factor remain the same between the two 
customers, a difference in dry weather volume and consented volume minimally affects the overall ranking of 
the two customers; both customers are classified the same. The performance history factor and historical 
incident factor provide Sydney Water a means by which to classify grease-producing waste customers in a 
higher risk category regardless of the volume of grease produced. 

Ranking algorithm: 

Risk Rank = �
��.���.�

��.� � + � + �  

where: 

V = The maximum daily volume in the consent (or requested in the application) 

L =  The average dry weather flow into the sewage treatment plant in kL/d to which the 
customer discharges 

A = The activity factor accounts for the range of hazards presented to the sewerage system 
for each process. Activity factors are determined by Sydney Water. The hazards 
considered include sewerage blockages, corrosion, occupational health and safety, fire 
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and explosion, odour, foam and toxicity to receiving waters, biosolids or treatment 
processes. Activity factors ranges from six to 70. 

P =  The performance history factor 

(Total number of analyses results in the previous 12 months (excluding BOD) greater 
than the respective acceptance standards) / (total number of analyses results in the 
previous 12 months (excluding BOD)) 

OR 

For each substance calculate: 

 Total number of sample results greater than the acceptance standard in the previous 
12 months (excluding BOD) / total number of sample results in the previous 12 
months. 

 Add together the results for all substances, this is the performance history factor. 

 Missed sample results may be replaced with the highest value in the previous 12 
months 

H =  The historical incident factor 

Risk Ranking = 
�������.�

�� ×��∗  

where: 

 MMC is the maximum measured concentration 

 AS is the acceptance standard 

 AS* is the sum of the acceptance standards calculated for each substance. 

 The historical incident factor is based on the previous 12 months and missing sample 
results may be replaced with the highest value in the previous 12 months. 

Risk ranking classifications 

Risk ranking Risk index 

Up to 1.5 7 

1.5 – 2.5  6 

2.51 – 3.5 5 

3.51 – 4.5 4 

4.51 – 5.50 3 

5.51 – 10.50 2 

Greater than 10.50 1 

4.4.2 Greasy waste / FOGs customers 

Grease-producing or greasy-waste customers such as food preparation businesses (e.g. take-away shops, eat-
in restaurants) are a known risk to the sewerage system. Fats, oil, grease and solids result in blockages, 
overflows and odour production in the sewerage network as well as overloading problems at sewerage 
treatment plants. Historically greasy-waste customers especially have been considered low-risk and their impact 
has been under-estimated. 

Typically, management difficulties posed by greasy waste customers include inadequate pumping out 
frequencies, undersized pre-treatment apparatus, and resultant poor compliance with trade waste acceptance 
standards. Practical difficulties can also arise, such as obtaining compliance samples from the outlet of pre-
treatment apparatus. 
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Best practice management of greasy-waste customers includes: 

 Requirement for greasy-waste customers to hold trade waste consents/permits with compulsory pre-
treatment apparatus installation, and maintenance. Adoption of a consent specific to greasy-waste 
customers may be most appropriate; South East Water, Westernport Water, Queensland Urban Utilities, 
Barwon Water and Watercorp all adopt this approach. 

 Clean out of pre-treatment apparatus should be monitored and audited by the trade waste officer. Non-
compliance notices should be issued for inadequately maintained pre-treatment apparatus. Monitoring of 
maintenance should be carried out with the assistance of a cleanout contractor with the assistance of a 
digital database that automatically generates overdue cleanout lists. 

 Customers should be educated on best practice for grease disposal as well as grease and waste 
minimisation techniques in their business. 

 Regular update of permits/consent database to ensure the rapid turn-over of customers in this space is 
tracked and accounted for. 

Alternative greasy-waste management methods applied by other water businesses include: 

 Adoption of an asset protection charge for customers unable or unwilling to install an appropriate pre-
treatment device (Barwon Water, Yarra Valley Water, North East Water, South Gippsland Water and 
Sydney Water all adopt this approach) 

 Application of a Fats Oils and Grease (FOG) unit charge for non-complying trade waste discharge 
(Sydney Water and Watercorp adopt this approach) 

 Exceedance fees for discharges of FOG beyond the consented volume/load (North East Water and 
South Gippsland Water adopt this approach).   

 Specification of maximum acceptable total oil and grease limit (either concentration or load) as part of 
discharge acceptance criteria (post any pre-treatment device where it is employed). This appears to be a 
popular approach especially with regional water businesses in Australia and New Zealand with 16 of the 37 
water businesses1 employing a total oil and grease acceptance limit. Gippsland Water has a particularly 
low limit for acceptance (30 mg/L) with the typical acceptance limit being 200 mg/L. Westernport Water 
does not allow any oil and grease (0 mg/L) into certain points of its sewerage system (Cowes WWTP and 
King Road WWTP) with the maximum total oil and grease concentration at Kilcunda and Dalyston 
Wonthaggi WWTPs being 30 mg/L. 

 Providing financial assistance to non-compliant commercial customers – SA Water and TasWater 
both operate financial assistance and grant programs to provide eligible customers the means to reach 
compliance. 

The above mechanisms allow for direct assessment of previous performance compliance and inherent risks 
associated with oil and grease discharges from each customer. These mechanisms also allow for direct 
recovery of cost associated with the discharge of non-compliant volumes of oil and grease to the sewerage 
system. 

4.4.2.1 Costs - TasWater context 

In urban areas greasy waste producers are a major cause of blockages. South East Water found that they  
“contributed more than 80 per cent of the total fats in the system, with 30 per cent of the blockages experienced 
in the [South East Water] sewerage system due to fat build-up” (EPA Victoria, n.d.). 

 
1 Water businesses employing a total oil and grease trade waste acceptance limit: North East Water, Barwon Water, East Gippsland Water, 

Gippsland Water, Wannon Water, Western Water, Hunter Water, Sydney Water, Powerwater, Queensland Urban Utilities, Unitywater, 
SA Water, Water Corporation, Christchurch City Council, Rotorua District Council, South Taranaki District Council, Tauranga City Council, 
Upper Hutt City Council and Wellington City Council 

 



Commercial Trade Waste Charging Pricing Report 

 

 

 

 31 

For the 12-month period ending May 2019, TasWater’s cost of breaks and chokes in sewerage infrastructure 
was $1.67 million. This comprised of $802,000 for sewer main and $862,000 for sewer connection breaks and 
chokes. The main causes for the breaks and chokes in the sewer main were: 

 Root intrusion ($463,033, 58%) 

 Foreign objects ($101,623, 13%) 

 Fats, oils and grease ($81,724,10%). 

However, the specific cause for individual sewerage systems is varied. Table 4.2 provide an example of 
TasWater’s sewer main breaks and chokes in individual sewerage systems for the 12-month period to May 
2019. 

Table 4-2: Example of causes of TasWater’s sewer main breaks and chokes in individual sewerage systems, June 2018 – May 
2019  

Sewerage system Root intrusion Foreign objects Fats, oils and grease 

 $ ‘000 % $ ‘000 % $ ‘000 % 

Ti-tree $30 47% $7 10% $14 21% 

Newnham $4 19% $7 32% $10 47% 

Norwood $16 70% $ - 2% $2 9% 

Riverside $7 89% $1 10% $ - 1% 

Macquarie Point $28 66% $7 17% $4 10% 

Camerons Bay $24 54% $4 8%` $1 2% 

Selfs Point $59 61% $12 13% $6 6% 

Blackmans Bay $31 73% $4 10% $2 5% 

Rosny $21 43% $3 6% $1 3% 

Hobart $4 51% $ - 5% $3 32% 

North Hobart $ -  8% $2 81% $ -  - % 

South Hobart $3 40% $4 47% $1 12% 

West Hobart $10 89% $ -  4% $ -  4% 

The above data is useful; however, the cause of the break or choke could be a result of several contributing 
factors (e.g. a foreign object blockage was recorded from the combination of a foreign object and the build-up of 
fats, oils and grease in the sewer main). 

As for the sewer networks, it would be difficult to justify a costing regime for FOGs alone for current STP based 
on the limited and sketchy evidence of STP FOGs loads, impacts and costs.  More substantial information on 
the nature and impacts of FOGs on STPs, the cost of those impacts and their materiality would be required. 

4.4.2.2 FOGs Management - Taswater 

To better establish and manage the effects of FOGs on sewer network performance and costs the following 
broad approach is recommended (some of which may be in hand and/or build on TasWater’s current approach): 

a. Undertake some specific monitoring of potential source inputs of FOGs as identified by TasWater’s trade 
waste group as part of its risk assessment process.  This would involve estimating flows, and the oil and 
grease concentrations and total suspended solids concentrations for these individually for higher risk 
dischargers and selected indicative dischargers in low to medium risk categories.   

b. From this develop a plot of TSS(Total suspended solids) concentrations versus Oil & Grease 
concentrations.   
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c. Use this plot to categorise all firms on the following basis say, measured before any on-site treatment facility 
(e.g. grease traps) is installed: 

A. Category A (high FOGs risk):  Firms with Oil & Grease concentrations or Total /Suspended Solids 
concentration above nominated thresholds, say X1 and Y1 mg/L respectively (indicative say 1000mg/L, 
to be confirmed).   

Indicative firms in this category likely to be Pizza Hut, Kentucky Fried Chicken, McDonalds, large food 
preparation facilities, large restaurants (extensive opening periods). 

B. Category B (medium FOGs risk):  Firms with Oil & Grease concentration less than X1 mg/L but with a 
Total /Suspended Solids concentration in the range Y1 to Y2 mg/L (indicative say 300 to 1000 mg/L, to 
be confirmed).   

Indicative firms in this category likely to be medium size restaurants (regularly open).  

C. Category C (low FOGs risk):  Firms with Oil & Grease concentration less than X1 mg/L but with a Total 
/Suspended Solids concentration less than Y2 mg/L (indicative say 300mg/L, to be confirmed).   

Indicative firms in this category likely to be small size restaurants (or those irregular or limited opening 
periods).  

d. A potential way to deal with these categories is:  

A. Category A:   

 Require on-site pre-treatment using more reliable and better technologies than conventional grease 
trap to guarantee acceptable effluent quality, with discharger bearing these costs (see later section 
for potential technologies).  

 Charge base cost using unit charges from general analysis and the flows and effluent quality (post 
on-site treatment) - BOD/COD, Total Suspended Solids, Total N, Total P loads. 

 Establish (or continue) an intensive monitoring regime to manage performance of these high risk 
dischargers and recover these costs directly on the basis of costs incurred.   

B. Category B:   

 Require on-site pre-treatment most likely well-operated and maintained enhanced conventional 
grease traps, with the discharger bearing these costs.   

 Charge base cost using unit charges from general analysis and the flows and effluent quality (post 
on-site treatment) - BOD/COD, Total Suspended Solids, Total N, Total P loads. 

 Establish (or continue) an appropriate monitoring regime (less intensive than for Category A) to 
manage performance of these medium risk dischargers and recover these costs directly on the 
basis of costs incurred. 

C. Category C:   

 Require on-site pre-treatment using well-operated and maintained conventional grease traps, with 
the discharger bearing these costs. 

 Charge base cost using unit charges from general analysis and the flows and effluent quality (post 
on-site treatment) - BOD/COD, Total Suspended Solids, Total N, Total P loads. 

 Establish (or continue) a low level monitoring regime to manage performance of these low risk 
dischargers and either waive these costs if not material or recover these costs directly on the basis 
of costs incurred. 

e. As an alternative to, or in addition to the above, target areas or precincts where there is an aggregation of 
Category A and Category B dischargers that create or have the potential to create significant local problems 
with greater maintenance and other costs being incurred by TasWater.  Such areas could be declared 
“FOGs impacted” area say and a special charge applied to that area or precinct.   

This would be similar to the manner in which Sydney Water manages special dischargers or an aggregation of 
them to manage sewer asset life and network costs in catchments declared to be “corrosion impacted”.  In such 
catchments, Sydney Water requires a higher level of pre-treatment and improved effluent quality discharged 
and/or payment of a special charge. 
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It is assumed that the approach to management of FOGs as outlined in Section 4.4.2.2 above for the sewer 
networks would result in improved outcomes for the STPs also.  This would leave the “FOGs” problems 
associated with direct acceptance of tankered waste at the STPs. 

Appendix D provides a detailed memo on the approach to fats, oils and grease.  

4.5 Trade waste management frameworks 

Once identified, trade waste customers are managed through a systematic permissions process through a trade 
waste permit/consent and/or trade waste agreement framework.  

The purpose of trade waste consents and agreements is to provide an enforceable mechanism for ensuring 
customers comply with their trade waste obligations. Therefore, consents and agreements describe all the terms 
and conditions necessary to effectively manage the risks to the water business associated with the trade waste 
discharge. These terms include acceptance criteria, rate and flow volume, nature of trade waste, requirements 
for pre-treatment, basis for fees and charges, requirements for monitoring and sampling and any non-
compliance conditions. 

Trade waste agreements are generally reserved for medium to high risk industries and generally specify a level 
of detail that is commensurate with the risk of the trade waste discharge. Trade waste agreements involve a 
negotiation process for an ‘agreement to discharge’ where customers and water businesses have 
acknowledged discharge of trade waste will pose high risk to the sewerage system and have set out conditions 
that must be followed to allow the discharge of the trade waste to the sewerage system. In some instances, 
trade waste agreements may be customised for specific industry types, for example the dairy or metals 
processing industries. 

Permits and consents are reserved for low to medium risk customers and are abridged versions of trade waste 
agreements with mostly generic componentry. Low risk customers are assumed to be ‘permitted’ or ‘consented’ 
to discharge following acknowledgement that customer has taken necessary steps (such as pre-treatment 
device) to reduce the impact of their discharge to the sewerage system. 

‘No or minimal risk’ customers often do not require a consent or agreement to discharge (or enter into a default 
agreement) provided they meet the standard acceptance criteria. This is due to the nature of their trade waste 
being no different to domestic wastewater or the volume of the trade waste being too small to have any 
measurable impact on the sewerage system.  

Table 4.3 shows a summary of the differentiating components of trade waste agreements and consents/permits.  

Table 4-3: Summary of differentiating components of trade waste agreements and consents/permits 

Criterion Trade waste consents/permits Trade waste agreements 

Acceptance criteria  Standard acceptance criteria apply 
 Standard acceptance criteria apply. Some 

criteria can be negotiated. 

Discharge rate/volume  Pre-defined consented volume  Negotiated acceptable volume 

Nature of trade waste 

 Pre-defined ‘lower risk’ waste 

 High-risk trade waste, which can include hard 

to manage compounds (e.g. parameters that a 

biological wastewater treatment facility is not 

normally designed to treat). 

 Managed through acceptance conditions, not 

charges. 

Pre-treatment 

requirements 

 No always required, where required is often 

industry specific 
 Generally compulsory 

Fees and charges 
 Flat rate only or annual fee 

 Quality (volume) cost recovery 

 Annual fee 

 Quantity (volume) and quality cost recovery for 

priority parameters, e.g. BOD, suspended 

solids) to achieve cost recovery 
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Criterion Trade waste consents/permits Trade waste agreements 

Non-compliance 

conditions  Cost recovery for investigation works 

 Possible termination of consent and 

prosecution 

 Cost recovery for investigation works 

 Possible cost recovery for management of 

non-compliant waste through unit charges 

 Possible termination of consent and 

prosecution 

4.6 Trade waste cost recovery 

Pricing mechanisms can be used to achieve several aims: cost recovery for service provision, provide a means 
of incentive for customers to use a particular waste management option in preference to others, penalty to 
discourage the use of a certain waste management option.  

Traditionally trade waste pricing has only taken the form of cost recovery however in recent years there has 
been a move towards incentive and penalty mechanisms to encourage sustainable waste disposal practices. 

 As mentioned in Section 4.1, the key principles applied to trade waste charging include that: 

 charges should be a full cost recovery of the services provided, i.e. administration, monitoring, discharge, 
transfer and treatment of the waste 

 customers should pay for their use of the service 

 there should be no cross subsidy of services between customer groups and other users of the system (i.e. 
residential or public users).  

Trade waste charges can be broadly categorised into ‘one-off’ and ‘ongoing’ charges, these are described in 
more detail in the following sections. 

4.6.1 One-off charges 

One-off charges generally reflect the administrative burden of assessing or renewing trade waste applications 
and/or the cost burden of having to routinely and regularly monitor the quality of the trade waste discharged to 
sewer. Headworks charges are also applied in some jurisdictions where additional headworks are required and 
are brought forward ahead of orderly development for a significant individual trade waste customer or group of 
customers. 

A trade waste application fee is charged to all new customers to cover the initial assessment and processing 
costs associated with obtaining an approved consent or agreement. This cost predominantly recovers 
administration and labour costs. Application costs are often banded as it is generally accepted that customers 
with high or more complex discharges will require more consideration and therefore pay a greater fee.  

A trade waste renewal fee can be applied to recover administrative costs associated with renewal of a trade 
waste consent. 

Some water businesses apply a trade waste headworks, area contribution fee or one-off discharge fee that 
covers the capital cost of meeting additional demands placed on the volumetric capacity of the sewerage 
network. This is particularly relevant for sewerage systems with impending capacity constraints. These fees can 
vary depending on the specific sewerage catchment affected and the maximum discharge rate assumed. 

4.6.2 Ongoing charges 

A trade waste agreement charge can be utilised to recover the cost of monitoring and administering the 
customer’s trade waste agreement. The variation in fees can be based on a variety of methods with the 
following three being the most common 

 cost based on the customer’s risk ranking – higher risk customers requiring higher charges to cover 
increased monitoring requirements 
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 cost based on annual discharge levels – customers with greater flows require more frequent monitoring 
and therefore pay a higher fee 

 flat fee charge for all customers with additional variable fees for sampling, inspections and meter readings 
based on required sampling and monitoring requirements 

The best practice approach is to ensure that ongoing charges are directly linked to level of service provided to 
the customer and that the customer pays the charges that are invoiced to them. Furthermore, utilities have the 
responsibility to invoice customers for additional charges under their pricing frameworks to ensure correct signal 
to the market and to reward compliant behaviour. 

The risk ranking methodology is the most appropriate to determine the level of charge applied for these types of 
waste rather than a flow-based fee as it  is already used for determining appropriate inspection and monitoring 
frequencies for customers. Appropriate charges can therefore be calculated more transparently and accurately.  

TasWater currently charges a risk-based trade waste agreement charge for trade waste customers. It is 
appropriate to retain this charging method, but the costs recovered through the charge should be reconsidered 
as part of the trade waste charging review to better reflect the actual management costs including costs of the 
initial and ongoing trade waste quality monitoring program and periodic risk review required, which is a function 
of the assessed risk.  

4.6.2.1 Quality and quantity charges  

Trade waste customers are subject to quality and quantity charges that recover the cost of treating and 
disposing of trade waste to the sewerage system. The level of charges applied relate to the level of risk the 
customers pose to the system, high risk customers are often charged both quality and quantity charges with 
lower risk customers charged only quantity charges, if at all. 

Quality and quantity charges can be based on actual flows and loads of a few selected parameters. The 
selection of the number and type of parameters is generally based on the following drivers: 

 Impact on safety of personnel working in or at sewerage system facilities  

 Impacts on cost of treatment, e.g. flow, BOD, solids, nutrients etc. 

 Impact to discharge environment, e.g. nutrients, salinity, solids 

 Impact on asset lifespan or asset protection, e.g. flow, fats oils and grease (FOG), pH, temperature 

 Impact on resource recovery (i.e. recycled water and biosolids), e.g. TDS, heavy metals 

A summary of the typical quality and quantity charging parameters are summarised in Table 4.4 below. 

Table 4-4: Typical charging parameters and their impact on the sewerage system 

Parameter Impact on sewerage system 

Flow  Increase risk of damage to network 

 Increase risk of sewer capacity and risk of sewage spills 

Organic concentration (BOD/COD) 

- Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD)  

- Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) 

 Increased treatment capacity and costs 

 Odour in network 

 Accelerated corrosion (in sewers of corrodible material) 

Solids (TSS, screenable solids)  Siltation or settlement of solids in the sewer network (which 

can later be picked up in wet weather) 

 Blockages (drainage, pumps, sewers) 

 Increased treatment capacity and costs 

Nitrogen (TN, Ammonia, TKN)  Increased levels in recycled water which may limit (or 

promote) beneficial reuse  
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Parameter Impact on sewerage system 

 Increased treatment capacity and costs targeted at increased 

nitrogen removal 

 Risk of EPA discharge licence breaches 

 Risk of localised adverse environmental impact 

Phosphorus (TP)  Increased levels in recycled water which may limit (or 

promote) beneficial reuse 

 Increased treatment capacity and costs targeted at increased 

nitrogen removal 

 Risk of discharge licence breaches 

 Risk of localised adverse environmental impact 

Sulphur species (oxidised, elemental)  Accelerated corrosion in sewer network (pressure mains and 

manholes especially) 

 Increased odour risk potential in the sewer network and at 

treatment plants 

Total dissolved solids (TDS, inorganic TDS)  Increased TDS concentrations in recovered resources 

(recycled water and biosolids) which potentially limit their 

reuse/recycling 

 Risk to treatment efficiency of biological treatment processes 

Salinity (sodium)  Increased TDS concentrations in recovered resources 

(recycled water and biosolids) which potentially limit their 

reuse/recycling 

 Risk to treatment efficiency of biological treatment processes  

Heavy Metals  Increased sodium concentrations in recovered resources 

(recycled water and biosolids) which potentially limit their 

reuse/recycling 

 Sodium absorption ratio (SAR) increased potentially limiting 

agricultural reuse 

 Risk to treatment efficiency of biological treatment processes 

  

Fats Oils and Grease (FOG)  Blockages (drainage, pumps, sewers, treatment facilities) 

 Increased treatment costs - network and treatment plants 

Temperature High Temperatures (>25°C) can lead to: 

 Accelerated corrosion in sewers, 

 Failure of grease traps (reduced separation of oil and grease) 

 Increased odour risk potential 

pH  Accelerated corrosion in in corrodible sewers particularly at 

pH < 6.7 

 Impact on biological treatment – reduced efficiency 

Toxicity  Impact on biological treatment - reduced efficiency and 

potential failure 

 Risk of environmental impact 

 Toxicity to humans, animals and plants 

 Increased toxicity in recovered resources (recycled water and 

biosolids) which potentially limit their reuse/recycling 

Transmissivity  Increased treatment costs (UV disinfection, ozone) 

 Risk of discharge EPA licence breaches 
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A summary of the quality and quantity parameters of 37 water businesses are presented in Table 4.5. The most 
predominant charging parameters are flow, BOD, TSS, total phosphorus (TP) and total nitrogen (TN) with 76% 
of water businesses employing a charge for BOD and TSS, 51% employing a charge for BOD, 43% employing 
a charge to TP and 30% applying charge to TN. Their frequency is not unusual as these parameters are typical 
treatment parameters for both primary and secondary treatment processes as well as being typical limited 
parameters for discharge consents and licences.  

The use of nitrogen and phosphorus charges depends largely on the location and the nature of the 
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) effluent discharge quality requirements to the relevant receiving 
waters. For example, at Melbourne’s two largest treatment plants (Western Treatment Plant and Eastern 
Treatment Plant) there is a TN charge applicable but not a TP charge because the primary concern is nitrogen 
loads and concentrations to the receiving environment. 

Less common charging parameters include heavy metals, fats oils and grease (FOG), temperature, pH, TDS 
and/or salinity parameters (e.g. sodium), sulphur parameters (e.g. oxidised and elemental sulphur) as well as 
parameters relating to toxicity and transmissivity. These parameters are more related to securing the quality of 
recovered products (i.e. biosolids and recycled water) and asset protection (i.e. network blockages and 
corrosion). Their application may be limited according to the needs of the water business relating to asset 
protection and resource recovery. 

Shoalhaven Water is unique in its approach that it applies unit charges rates to approximately 46 parameters, 
including parameters associated with toxicity and OH&S e.g. pesticides, surfactants, polyaromatic hydrocarbons 
etc. Highly toxic and inhibitory compounds can attract very large charges (e.g. $2,640.00 mercury, chlorinated 
phenolics $1,585.00/kg, organoarsenic compounds and pesticides other than organichlorines or 
organophosphates $793.00/kg, cadmium $366.00/kg, $79.24/kg for mercaptans and cyanide). Essential Water 
follows a similar approach, attaching very high charges to toxic and inhibitory compounds (e.g.  $1,846.26 for 
chlorinated phenolics and $923.12/kg for organoarsenic compounds and pesticides. This does not assume that 
either of these water businesses do not cap the acceptance of these compounds to the network, concentration 
and mass limits are in place within acceptance criteria, however these charges are in place to provide strong 
incentives to drive industry towards effective pre-treatment. 

A heat map of charging parameters versus discharge parameters and resource recovery options for the 37 
water businesses analysed as part of this literature review (Table 4.6) presents a similar insight into the drivers 
of parameter choice, with parameters such as flow, BOD, TSS nutrient parameters (TN/TKN/Ammonia and TP) 
most strongly correlated with land application or land irrigation, river discharges, water recycling schemes and 
biosolids re-use options. Whereas heavy metal and TDS for instance are most strongly associated with 
resource recovery (e.g. recycled water and biosolids) and land application. 
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Table 4-5: Summary of charging parameters for water businesses in Australia and New Zealand 

Water Business 
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South East Water                    

Yarra Valley Water                    

City West Water                    

Barwon Water                    

Central Highlands Water                    

Coliban Water                    

East Gippsland Water                     

Gippsland Water                     

Goulburn Valley Water                    

GWMWater                    

Lower Murray Water                    

North East Water                    

South Gippsland Water                    

Wannon Water                    

Western Water                    

Westernport Water                    

Hunter Water                     

Sydney Water                     
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Water Business 
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Powerwater                     

Queensland Urban Utilities                    

Unitywater                     

Wide Bay Water Corporation                     

SA Water                     

TasWater                     

Western Australian Water Corporation                     

Christchurch City Council                     

New Plymouth                     

Palmerston North                     

Rotorua District Council                     

South Taranaki District Council                     

Taupo District Council                     

Tauranga City Council                     

Upper Hutt                     

Waimakariri District Council                     

Watercare                     

Wellington City Council (Central)                     

Whangarei District Council                     

Percentage of total 76%51% 27% 76%3% 3% 30% 19%43%11% 5% 8% 5% 5% 19%5% 3% 5% 3% 3%
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Table 4-6: Heat map correlating the charging parameter to the discharge environment for 37 water businesses analysed during study1 

Charging parameter 

Discharge environment/resource recovery 
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Sea outfalls 11 10 4 13 0 1 5 2 8 3 1 2 0 0 3 3 1 2 0 0 

Enclosed bays - TN limited 3 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Enclosed bays - TP limited 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bay discharge - general 4 4 2 4 0 0 2 1 4 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Land application/irrigation 23 15 9 23 1 1 10 6 15 4 2 3 2 2 7 3 1 2 1 1 

Residential water recycling 5 4 2 5 0 0 4 1 3 1 2 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 

River/surface water discharge 16 10 8 14 1 0 8 5 12 3 2 2 1 2 5 1 0 0 1 1 

River/surface water discharge - TN limited 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

River/surface water discharge - TP limited 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Groundwater 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 

Discharge to wastewater treatment plant 3 2 2 3 0 0 3 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

No discharge 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Water recycling schemes 24 16 8 22 1 1 11 6 14 4 2 3 2 2 6 2 0 1 1 1 

Biosolids re-use 20 13 7 18 0 1 10 4 12 4 2 3 2 1 6 2 0 1 0 0 

Biogas production 10 8 2 9 0 0 6 1 8 4 0 2 1 1 4 2 0 1 0 0 

Notes:  The results in cross-section of discharge environment and charging parameter is the product of the coincidence of these two parameters. The higher the product value, the darker the cell colour which 
corresponds to a strong correlation e.g. for every water business that employs water recycling schemes, 22 also apply a TSS charge. For water recycling schemes, flow, TSS and BOD appear to be the most strongly 

correlated parameters. 
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Quality charges are often expressed on a dollar per mass basis ($/kg) but can also be in the form of a dollar per 
concentration basis with unit charge bands set up to differentiate low strength and high strength charges. In the 
Australian context, a dollar per mass basis is the most common form except for Sydney Water that utilises a 
dollar per flow basis for all its quality parameters. Charges can be placed on a sliding scale or in discrete cost 
bands based on concentration/load. 

Quality charges are geared towards high risk trade waste customers with few water businesses applying quality 
charges to commercial or low risk customers. Exceptions to this rule include the following examples: 

 SA Water applies quality and quantity charging limits to all customers that encroach the following threshold 
limits, i.e. 10,000 kL/yr volume, 10 tonnes BOD, 10 tonnes TSS, 20 tonnes TDS. The charges are applied 
only to the proportion of the load that’s greater than the defined domestic blackwater load. 

 Wellington City Council charges all customers a flow, BOD and TSS charge regardless of customer 
category. 

 Watercare Services Ltd. has moved away from applying quality-based limits to trade waste customers, 
with all non-residential customers subject to a volume charge only.  

Quantity charges are generally expressed in a dollar per kilolitre basis and can be differential between low and 
high-risk customers but do not generally differentiate within low risk or commercial customers. Exceptions to this 
rule include the following:  

 Sydney Water segregates volumetric unit charges for ‘low strength’ and ‘high strength’ commercial 
customers. The strength of the trade waste is defined in BOD and TSS limits. Sydney Water also 
differentiates between customers that utilise a pre-treatment device and those that do not, with discounted 
rates applied to customers utilising pre-treatment devices. 

 Sydney Water apply differential volumetric unit charges based on the commercial industry, e.g. 
automotive, commercial laundry, lithographic etc. 

 Hunter Water, Queensland Urban Utilities and Essential Water apply unit charge rates specifically 
directed to commercial food businesses with Essential Water applying a rate as high as $29.91/kL 
discharged to the network. 

 Hunter Water also applies a volumetric unit charge to commercial customers discharging trade waste that 
is similar in composition to domestic water or more dilute than domestic wastewater (e.g. cooling tower 
discharges) 

For high risk customers volumetric charging is based on flow-meter readings; quality charges are based on 
results provided by an approved sampling regime that can provide a reasonable estimate of the average 
discharge quality of the customer. Low risk customers (where charged a quality fee) are often charged based on 
a trade waste quality industry average and volumetric charging is more often applied based on a proportionate 
estimate, water meter use or other algorithms or averaged values. 

4.6.2.2 Incentive charges 

Some water businesses opt to implement incentive charging to influence customer behaviour towards 
implementing cleaner production techniques and the adoption of pre-treatment technologies. A trade waste 
benchmarking exercise conducted by Victoria University for Smart Water Fund in 2011 stated that of all the 
national and international water businesses surveyed, the driver for behaviour change was financial, most 
commonly through increases in unit charge rates to encourage reduced potable water usage and increased on-
site water recycling (Milne, Stewart, Reeve, Orbell, & Gray, 2012). Victorian respondents appeared to be the 
only ones that proactively encouraged trade waste customers to reduce the quality and quantity of trade waste 
discharged.  

Since 2011 a greater proportion of Australian water businesses appear to be implementing incentive-based 
charging with varying methodologies as described below: 
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 Incentive/exceedance fees – a higher unit rate charged applied to all loads and volumes in excess of the 
consent amount negotiated through a trade waste agreement or those defined by the water business, e.g.:  

- Hunter Water applies a three-fold increase in unit rates for loads in excess of that permitted for BOD, 
TSS and heavy metals.  

- Central Highlands Water applies a 25% increase in unit rates for major trade waste customers that 
discharge loads in excess of those defined for BOD, TSS and heavy metals.  

- North East Water apply additional charges for TDS, FOG, ammonia, sodium, oxidised sulphur and 
pH parameters that are in excess of those negotiated in the trade waste agreement process. 

 Cost recovery of acceptance of waste – recovery of the cost associated with the acceptance of the non-
compliant waste to the sewerage system, e.g. 

o SA Water recovers the full long run marginal cost of the acceptance and disposal of all trade waste 
loads in excess of that consented. 

o Sydney Water applies a fee for pH and temperature parameters to networks that are affected by 
accelerated corrosion and odour. 

o South Gippsland Water applies a fee for exceedance of FOG, sodium and TOS parameters. 

 Discounted fees or rebatement of fees – encouraging reduction of trade waste loads through discounted 
fees or provision of rebates, e.g. 

o Queensland Urban Utilities applies discounted BOD rates to major industries that demonstrate they 
met a defined trade waste quality and met all terms and conditions of their trade waste agreement. 

 Encouraging flow containment – encouraging customers to minimise their impact on sewerage system 
capacity by offering a discounted unit rate for discharged during non-peak times 

o Christchurch City Council sets a discounted charge for flow discharged to the sewerage system 
during non-peak hours, e.g. a 50% discount on trade waste discharged during non-peak times, e.g. 
16:00 to 20:00 

In addition to financial based incentive methods, several water businesses implement cleaner production 
programs to assist customers to reduce their trade waste discharge quality and quantity by implementing 
principles from the waste management hierarchy pyramid. SA Water has a ‘Cleaner Production Program’ that 
provides technical consultation to trade waste customers seeking to reduce their trade waste disposal costs 
through site visits and evaluation exercises. Other water businesses such as South East Water provided self-
directed guidance to trade waste customers for implementing cleaner production strategies. 

4.6.3 Non-compliance or contravention charges 

Non-compliance is generally defined as follows: 

 Non-compliant sampling results from self or water business led monitoring programmes 

 Failure of pre-treatment technology to meet requirements of site inspection 

 Failure of customer to meet their reporting obligations 

 Failure of customer to pay trade waste account by due date 

Australian water businesses have a multi-stage approach that involves a system of warnings and customer 
consultation prior to the imposition of punitive actions.  

If compliance is not obtained some water business enact punitive measures through the imposition of 
exceedance fees, additional quality and quantity fees or penalty charging namely to recover the costs 
associated with investigating the non-compliance. Some water business acknowledge that a portion of their 
customers may not be able to achieve compliance due to heritage or cultural constraints, such is the case for 
heritage listed site in Tasmania who are charged a ‘constraint fee’ to offset the impact of receiving the waste. 
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Where compliance still cannot be reached through customer consultation, or the customer continues to impose 
an unacceptable risk to the sewerage system, there is power under the legislation to forcibly disconnect a 
customer and/or prosecute the customer to recover damages. Prosecution is often a last resort measure with 
most water businesses choosing a consultation approach. 

Internationally, financial sanctions are not as readily applied with water business recovering cost through 
increased monitoring, increase in fees and possible prosecution. 

4.7 Managing non-compliance 

Non-compliance is typically managed by water businesses punitively through financial recoupment of cost via 
trade waste non-compliance fees (see Section 4.6.3). There is however an understanding that not all non-
compliance events can be attributed to malicious actions by the customer and punitive measures are not always 
the most appropriate tool for behavioural change, particularly where small trade waste customers or commercial 
customers are concerned. 

In acknowledgement of this, some Australian water business demonstrate incentive-based non-compliance 
managements strategies. SA Water operate a ‘Trade Waste Funding’ initiative that enables eligible trade waste 
customers to apply for a funding to opt into two programmes:  

1) a resource recovery assessment that “helps identify opportunities and recommend improvements to trade 
waste management…to enhance a business's productivity and performance as well as reduce costs” (SA 
Water, 2019); or  

2) funding grants specifically tailored to the food and beverage industry to subsidise the cost of improving 
trade waste quality and quantity discharge to the system (SA Water, 2019).  

TasWater run a ‘Commercial Compliance Program’ to assist customers in obtaining trade waste pre-treatment 
equipment through offering no-interest repayment schemes to eligible customers.  

In these ways water businesses are acknowledging the importance of industry to the community whilst still 
ensuring risk to the sewerage system and human health and environment are appropriately managed. 

4.8 Lessons learned  

The lessons learned and recommendations from the review of methods used for trade waste pricing model can 
be summarised as follows: 

 The trade waste pricing principle of cost recovery for service provision (i.e. user-pays) is consistent in all 
water businesses across Australia and New Zealand.  

 Trade waste acceptance criteria are similar across all water businesses in Australia and New Zealand with 
most utilising acceptance criteria as a means of restricting entry of toxic and inhibitory compounds to the 
sewerage system. Some water businesses also opt to use trade waste acceptance criteria as a means of 
constraining the discharge of treatable compounds to the sewerage system owing to capacity constraints. 

 There is no uniform approach to customer segmentation, with most Australian businesses applying a risk-
based algorithm for segmentation and some water business in Australia and New Zealand applying a 
combination of methods to suit their individual requirements. 

 Management of greasy waste customers varies across water businesses, with some businesses applying 
asset protection charges, FOG unit charges, maximum acceptable discharge limits for oil and grease and 
financial assistance to commercial customers to aid in the removal of oil and grease from the sewerage 
system.  There is an emerging interest in managing FOGs differently through better targeting of 
problematic dischargers and use of more appropriate and enhanced pre-treatment technologies; and 
combined with better targeted charges reflective of costs imposed by discharge of FOGs on sewer 
network.  

 The types of costs recovered do not vary much across water business in Australia and New Zealand with 
most water business charging an annual fee and volumetric and quality-based unit charges. The number 
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and type of quality parameters charging varies between water business with most water business 
recovering costs for conveyance and treatment (flow, BOD, TSS) and some recovering costs associated 
with network asset protection and resource recovery quality assurance.  Nutrient removal charges (e.g. for 
TN, TP) are typically imposed where there is an environmental regulatory driver to meet lower load or 
concentration discharges in STP effluent to a receiving water.    

 Differential charging is not commonplace in the Australian context with more evidence of differential 
charging in place in New Zealand where discharges to particular geographies are discouraged due to the 
treatment type in place and final discharge environment. 

 Incentive charging is becoming more commonplace with some water businesses utilising incentive 
charging (or penalties) to direct customer behaviour towards pre-treatment and resource recovery as well 
as manipulating customer discharge habits through peak and non-peak charges. 

 Whatever charging method is employed, charges that are published need to be invoiced to customers and 
paid by them. Charges that are designed to encourage behaviours through sending pricing signals to 
customers will not be effective if they are not required to be paid. 

 Socioeconomic factors are noticeable factor in some trade waste pricing approaches with some water 
businesses providing financial and technical support to customers to implement resource recovery and 
waste minimisation technology or providing trade waste customers a platform for engagement to negotiate 
trade waste charges. Most water businesses are subject to regulatory review to ensure equitable charges 
for their customers. 
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5. Framework for developing Cost Reflective Charges 

Jacobs has developed a framework for determining cost reflective prices for TasWater, which involves the 
following steps.  Schematic showing this framework and its components are provided in Appendix B.  

A. Establishing the aggregate flows and loads of the priority parameters (flow, BOD, TSS, TP and TN) for each 
of TasWater’s sewerage catchments and overall 

- This is based on either available measured data (although this is limited) or estimates by indirect 
means. 

B. Establishing the aggregate costs of providing, operating and maintaining the sewerage system (including 
historical investment, current capital investment, recurrent expenditure)  

- based on TasWater’s recorded costs, 

- for network and treatment plants.  

C. Apportioning the costs for the network and the sewage treatment plants against the priority parameters 
driving those costs 

- For each of TasWater’s sewage treatment plants, the apportionment of costs has occurred at an 
aggregate treatment plant level rather than an individual process unit level.  However, the 
apportionment at an aggregate treatment plant level has considered a typical apportionment of the 
costs for the treatment process units at each of TasWater’s treatment plants (varying types and 
process units).  These were then aggregated to provide a single apportionment percentage of costs 
against each priority parameter at a whole of plant level – for each TasWater treatment plant.  

- This apportionment process can be tested further in future but is enough for an initial assessment. 

D. Aggregating the costs allocated to each priority parameter (flows and respective loads) across all 
TasWater’s sewerage systems. 

E. Establishing unit charges for each priority parameter (flow, BOD, TSS, TN and TN) by dividing the 
aggregate costs for each priority parameter – at Item D above – by the respective aggregate flow or load for 
that priority parameter – at Item A above. This result is shown in Table 6.4, noting that.  

- this assumes postage stamp charges are to be adopted, not catchment by catchment-based charges 

- each unit volume of flow and unit mass load for the respective priority parameter is the same 
regardless of where it was discharged to in the sewerage system or who discharged it 

- this can be refined in future as necessary and when more robust data are available, e.g. to consider 
discharges that have more soluble BOD that is more readily treatable (and may incur relatively lower 
costs).   

F. Estimating the flows and loads from customer categories, by apportioning the aggregate flows and priority 
parameter loads calculated in Item A to customer categories, shown in Table 6.1.  

G. Using the estimated flows and loads from customer categories (calculated in Item F) and the unit charges 
for the priority parameters (calculated in Item E) to establish the costs to be recovered from each customer 
category.  These can be used to further develop both sewerage and trade waste charges under the various 
charging options as required.  The customer apportionment is shown in Table 6.2.  

We have used the following categories of priority parameters for cost allocation purposes:  

 Flow, measured in kL/day, represents the cost of transporting sewerage around the network and through 
treatment plants 

 COD, measured in kg/day, represents the oxygen required to chemically oxidise (with a strong oxidant, e.g. 
potassium permanganate) the organic material in the sewage.  Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) is a 
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measure of oxygen consumed by bacteria in a biological treatment process in converting organic pollutant 
material to safe end-products (carbon dioxide, water and biomass).  BOD testing could be, and is often, 
used as an alternative to COD testing.  Either is acceptable and each has its advantages and 
disadvantages in designing sewage treatment plants, e.g. COD provides a more reliable estimate of 
pollutant load from a testing perspective than BOD, while BOD is more directly related to the manner in 
which biological treatment processes are designed.  There is typically for each waste type a relationship 
between COD and BOD.  

 TSS, measured in kg/day  

 TN, measured in kg/day 

 TP, measured in kg/day. 
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6. Estimated pricing and impact assessment   

This section outlines a preliminary assessment of the substance costs and charges for each of the commercial 
trade waste customer categories.   

The assessment below requires further investigation of TasWater’s data, including confirming whether data sets 
are actuals (and their level of confidence), estimates or averages (where specific data has been unavailable) 
and further development of TasWater’s wastewater system cost allocation model.  

6.1.1 Sewerage system flows and loads 

The sewerage system flows and loads have been estimated using best available TasWater information, noting 
that flows and loads information are limited.  Few STPs, excluding larger STPs with significant large industrial 
trade waste loads, have flows monitored and/or appropriate sewage quality monitoring programs in place to 
establish the loads of the key treatable parameters.  TasWater has started to address and this should be a 
priority.  There are approximately 118 sewerage systems across TasWater’s area of operations.  

Table 6.1:  TasWater’s customer flow and load allocation (estimated 2018-19) 

Customer category  Flow (kL/day) COD (kg/day) TSS (kg/day) TN (kg/day) TP (kg/day) 

Sewerage customers  140,503   122,055   44,223   8,580   1,659  

Commercial trade waste customers  3,829   5,320   2,055   487   85  

Industrial trade waste customers  10,120   31,841   7,587   1,410   321  

Total wastewater system  154,453   159,216   53,865   10,478   2,065  

 

6.1.2 Allocation of Sewerage System Costs to Key Treatable Parameters 

The costs (capital and operating) of operating and maintaining TasWater’s sewerage system have been 
allocated against each of the key treatable parameters as described in Section 5.  The outcomes of this analysis 
are presented in Table 6.2 below.  

Table 6.2:  TasWater’s Total Sewerage Costs Allocated to Key Treatable Parameters - major customer category (est’d 2018-19) 

Customer category  Flow ($) COD ($) TSS ($) Nitrogen 

($) 

Phosphorus 

($) 

Total ($) 

Sewerage customers  131,122,524   10,320,493   9,387,451   3,944,419   779,119  155,554,005  

Commercial trade waste customers  5,215,736   449,865   436,175   224,036   39,957  6,365,769  

Industrial trade waste customers  9,458,064   2,692,375   1,610,567   648,430   150,704  14,560,140  

Total wastewater system  145,796,324   13,462,733   11,434,193   4,816,885   969,780  176,479,914  

This allocation can be used to recover network and treatment costs entirely through sewerage charges, or by 
retaining the current approach of TasWater with separate sewerage and trade waste substance charges. 
However, deriving all network and treatment charges using the same framework will assist communicating the 
basis of charges with customers. 

6.1.3 Target revenue 

In May 2018, a memorandum of understanding between the Tasmanian Government and TasWater was agreed 
and included terms that: 

 freeze prices for regulated services for water and sewerage customers from 1 July 2019 to 30 June 2020  
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 develop a future price profile for regulated water and sewerage services with annual price increases for 
target tariffs to be no greater than 3.5 per cent commencing from 1 July 2020 

 give effect to subsequent Determinations by the Regulator only if they are below 3.5 per cent. 

Table 6.3 outlines the target revenue to be collected from commercial trade waste customers. The target is 
based on the revenue collected for 2018-19 (based on the number of customers and the 2018-19 commercial 
trade waste charges) and an annual increase of 3.5 per cent from 1 July 2020. The number of commercial trade 
waste customers have been held constant.   

Table 6.3: TasWater targeted revenue from commercial trade waste customers 

 2019-20 ($) 2020-21 ($) 2021-22 ($) 

Category 1    

No. of customers 1,152 1,152 1,152 

Customer charge $569.48 $589.41 $610.04 

Total charges $656,040.96 $679,002.39 $702,767.48 

Category 2A    

No. of customers 2,297 2,297 2,297 

Customer charge $933.52 $966.19 $1,000.01 

Total charges $2,144,295.44 $2,219,345.78 $2,297,022.88 

Category 2B    

No. of customers 119 119 119 

Customer charge $1,309.96 $1,355.81 $1,403.26 

Total charges $155,885.24 $161,341.22 $166,988.17 

Category 2C    

No. of customers 130 130 130 

Customer charge $1,964.64 $2,033.40 $2,104.57 

Total charges $255,403.20 $264,342.31 $273,594.29 

Total charges $3,211,624.84 $3,324,031.71 $3,440,372.82 

6.1.4 Cost allocation 

As TasWater is capped to the annual increases in charges, focus has been directed towards understanding 
further the underlying allocation of cost of the wastewater system. This further understanding has been 
achieved through the development of the wastewater costing framework. However, we note that there is a 
significant amount of work for TasWater to do to tighten up the load estimates for the primary parameters to 
make the estimation of unit charges more robust to a confidence level that would justify changes to charges.    

The tables below provide a summary of TasWater’s average costs per substance and how they would translate 
to trade waste charges. 

Table 6.4: Average cost per substance ($) – Basis for Unit Charges 

Key Charging Parameter Unit Cost (based on all costs) – basis for unit charges 

Flow ($/kL)  2.59 

COD ($/kg)  0.23  

TSS ($/kg)  0.58  

TN ($/kg)  1.26  
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Key Charging Parameter Unit Cost (based on all costs) – basis for unit charges 

TP ($/kg)  1.29  

Although we have developed these cost allocations, there are opportunities for TasWater to build on the inputs 
before target sewerage charges reach cost reflective charges. In particular, substance charges are lower than 
substance charges seen in other jurisdictions. In particular COD and TSS unit costs are lower than TasWater’s 
previous substance charges adopted from Sydney Water.  

This may be due for example to more onerous effluent discharge requirements, more expensive treatment 
technologies or more extensive and recent investment in major infrastructure in those jurisdictions. Regardless, 
this could lead to an under allocation of costs to trade waste customers, who have higher substance 
concentrations than other sewerage customers. 

To illustrate the potential lower unit costs of TasWater’s sewerage system we have calculated the unit costs for 
seven treatment plants with either weekly or monthly inlet sampling data, which we assume have reasonably 
reliable load and cost data. The potentially lower cost base of TasWater is typified by Pardoe, which is a primary 
treatment plant with 13,420 kL/day of inlet flow. 

Table 6.5: Unit costs for treatment plants with weekly or monthly inlet sampling data 

Treatment plant Flow ($/kL) COD ($/kg) TSS ($/kg) TN ($/kg) TP ($/kg) 

Blackmans Bay  0.21   0.27   0.45   0.99   -    

Cameron Bay  0.17   0.30   0.55   0.73   -    

Pardoe (Devonport)  0.24   0.01   0.24   -     -    

Prince of Wales Bay  0.25   0.29   0.53   0.98   -    

Rosny  0.60   0.69   1.19   1.92   -    

Selfs Point  0.34   0.39   0.65   3.42   8.90  

Ulverstone  0.22   0.37   0.65   2.07   1.82  

Average  0.29   0.33   0.61   1.44   1.53  

We have calculated trade waste charges comparable with the TasWater’s current trade waste charges. 
TasWater’s current trade waste charges include a substance charge based on a deemed concentration above 
the assumed domestic sewerage concentration, as well as a management fee for the annual costs of managing 
trade waste compliance. TasWater bills trade waste customers a sewerage charge based on the customer’s ET 
to recover costs associated with flow and domestic substance concentrations. 

 

Table 6.6: Substance charges ($/customer pa) 

Key Charging Parameter   Category 1 Category 2A Category 2B Category 2C 

COD   8   128   166   232  

TSS   -     56   73   103  

TN   27   32   42   59  

TP  -     1   2   3  

Total   35   218   283   396  

Management fee  338   492   492   492  

Trade waste total (excluding 

volume charge) 

 373   710   775   888  
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Key Charging Parameter   Category 1 Category 2A Category 2B Category 2C 

Volume charge - flow costs 

recovered through sewerage 

charges 

 2,586   3,862   6,514   12,768  

Total  2,959   4,572   7,289   13,656  

 

Table 6.7 outlines the difference in the commercial trade waste charges between the capped charges to a cost-
reflective charge under the current cost allocation model and information provided by TasWater. 

Table 6.7: 2017-18 TasWater commercial trade waste revenue (annual charges only) 

Customer category  2018-19 Customer charges – 

Capped  

2018-19 Customer charges 

– Cost reflective 

Change ($) Change 

(%) 

Category 1 $569.48 $373.37 -$196.11 -34% 

Category 2A  $933.52 $710.03 -$223.49 -24% 

Category 2B $1,309.96 $775.16 -$534.80 -41% 

Category 2C $1,964.64 $888.42 -$1,076.22 -55% 

The uncertainties and lack of confidence in the accuracy of the data and information required to underpin a 
robust, accurate and meaningful estimate of unit charges for flow and key treatable parameters and the 
allocation of cost against these parameters are significant and must be addressed promptly.   

In particular, an area where TasWater can prioritise its efforts is in refining input flow and load data into 
treatment plants, and in establishing more accurate flow and mass balances across each sewerage system, 
including improving where appropriate more accurate flows and loads from a broader range of significant 
customers or customer groups.  A more robust accounting of costs to allow effective apportionment between the 
key treatable parameters is also important.  
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7. Customer feedback 

Feedback was received from customers and other stakeholders on commercial trade waste pricing through a 
survey and focus group sessions. A detailed report of the outcomes of the customer engagement is included in 
Appendix E.  

The engagement activities undertaken for this report are outlined in Table 7.1. The level of response to the 
online survey and the focus groups did not allow for a statistically significant sample size to be achieved. 
Notwithstanding, some valuable insights can be obtained from the specific customer types represented at the 
focus groups. To improve this response rate for future engagements, TasWater could engage with regional 
Chamber of Commerce bodies to leverage their resources and membership base.   

Table 7.1: Summary of engagement activities 

Method of engagement No. engaged 

Commercial and trade waste customers  

Online survey 104 

Focus group (two in total) 4 

Survey emailed to peak bodies and industry associations 7 

Total engagements 115 

As part of the survey, customers were asked to rank the criteria to assess different charging methods in order of 
preference. The customer ranking of criteria to assess charging methods is outlined in Table 7.2.  Respondents 
were asked to number four criteria from 1 to 4 (1 = most important; 4 = least important). 

Table 7.2: Residential ranking of criteria to assess sewerage charging methods 

Criteria  

1. Risk-Based 

2. Affordable 

3. Fair 

4. Cost Reflective 

The ranking of criteria was highly variable and inconsistent across all respondents. The overall ranking above is 
a crude average and does not reflect the variation in responses. 

Despite the very high level of variation across all respondents, one pattern stood out, and that is the clear 
contrast between risk-based charging and affordability, with small to medium businesses with low volume and/or 
low risk discharges prioritising risk-based charging, and the larger businesses with higher volume and/or higher 
risk discharges prioritising affordability.  This may be related to the high levels of concern over the burden of 
high charges to small businesses, who want to shift the burden to larger businesses, and a fear by larger 
businesses that their charges will go up if they are assessed as a higher risk customer. 

Feedback included that small businesses have been hit hard by substantial charging increases over the last 3 to 
4 years, and the cost of pre-treatment works.  There are stories of many small businesses, especially in regional 
towns, going out of business due to increased commercial trade waste charging increases. To address this, 
new pricing methods should consider charging variations to reflect the lower customer base (e.g. occupancy 
levels in accommodation; meals vs seating capacity in restaurants) for small businesses in regional areas.  

In addition, TasWater should consider providing more advice and information to small businesses as part of a 
communication strategy to explain the charging methods, how charges are set, how money is spent, and 
promoting pre-treatment options including the repayment program. 
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Through the engagement activities, a key principle of increased transparency about how charges are calculated 
and spent was highlighted as important (or even more important) as the level or method of charging.  Feedback 
included: 

- People want to understand why the charges are so high, what they are being spent on, and where.   

- They would feel better about paying high charges if they understood TasWater spending plans and 
priorities for investment for future generations. 

- They recognise that TasWater have inherited an infrastructure network that requires substantial 
investment to be fit for purpose. 
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8. Discussion 
The following is an overview of the key discussion points of this report.  

1) Comparisons have been made of TasWater’s approach to managing commercial and industrial waste 
customers with other jurisdictions  

- TasWater is immature in its experience of levying load-based charges and in adjusting those charges 
for appropriate pre-treatment.  The majority of TasWater regional customers have no education or 
experience around these charges and requirements.   

- Broadly speaking, TasWater is applying sound principles to the management of non-residential wastes 
(commercial and trade waste). 

- There is a high level of consistency in approach with other jurisdictions. 

 

2) An enhanced, consistent and more defensible framework has been developed for the allocation of all 
sewerage system costs (network, STPs), both capital and recurrent, against the primary parameters related 
to costs being incurred – namely flows, and treatable load parameters (COD, TSS, Total N, Total P). 

- Initial estimates of unit charges for these 5 key parameters have been developed. 

- These initial unit charge estimates have been compared with say Sydney Water and differences exist 
that need to be tested further. 

- There is a significant amount of work for TasWater to do to tighten up the load estimates for the 
primary parameters to make the estimation of unit charges more robust. This approach is outlined 
further in Appendix B – which can be used to model the steps required to improve this.    

- Similarly flow estimates through direct measurement where efficient or improved estimating methods 
is an important element of the model methodology.  Dischargers with large flow inputs will incur 
proportionally higher charges than those with smaller flows and may require re-categorisation.  

- While there are other parameters for which an STP can treat or incur costs these are relatively 
insignificant and could be effectively included in or covered by one of the primary parameters.   

 For example, disinfection could imply a microbiological charge.  Furthermore, this would be 
difficult to apply and is not used elsewhere.  

 

3) The unit charges once tested and confirmed should underpin the charges and revenue recovered from all 
sewerage customer groups. We note that TasWater has not levied certain charges, such as site constraint 
fees, macerator fees and some non-compliance charges. This means that the behavioural changes these 
charges are designed to encourage are not occurring. 

 

4) Charges should not be based on risk except to the extent that they reflect the level of administrative effort 
(including any ongoing monitoring) required to manage customers with different risk ratings. 

- The management of non-residential wastes through a risk framework is appropriate but should be 
separated from the charging for treatment of wastes accepted.  

- The purpose of the risk ratings should be to: 

 establish whether, and at what concentration and/or load levels, particular wastes or constituents 
in those wastes should be accepted into the sewerage system; and 

 to identify costs that are directly related to the management of wastes with different risk ratings for 
their administration (e.g. monitoring and assessment frequency, site visits).  

- If there are separate administrative charges adopted based on risk, then these need to be removed 
from the calculation of unit charges of the 5 key parameters. 

- However, once accepted into the sewerage system, charges to treat waste should be related to costs 
incurred against the 5 key parameters.   
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5) For commercial customers, administrative simplicity could be achieved by grouping based on risk and/or 
industry type for the administrative cost component: 

- where industries have similar loads on the sewerage system which could be reflected in a single 
volumetric charge; 

- where the flows and loads are materially different, the unit charges should be applied (in addition to the 
administrative charge) on an individual basis. 

 

6) There is a case to be made for targeted specific charges where there are local or system impacts.  For 
example:  

- FOGs (should be considered now) 

 This is not a universal concern throughout TasWater’s sewer network from a cost impact viewpoint 
(based on an initial analysis of Taswater’s costs incurred).  

 There are catchments where TasWater can better target the dischargers causing the increased 
costs due to FOGs loads. 

 Several other jurisdictions are rethinking charging approaches for FOGs based on a better nexus 
between costs incurred and FOGs loads discharged, guaranteed levels of grease trap cleaning 
and the level of pre-treatment installed.  Consideration is being given to mandated pre-treatment 
in particular catchments where significant problems exist and/or individual premises who have a 
relatively high FOGs load potential to the sewerage system.  

 Appendix D provides a detailed review of the context, management and technologies associated 
with FOGs.  It concluded that at this stage there is little evidence to justify a separate FOGs 
costing regime for TasWater, but that a better understanding of associated costs with receiving 
FOGs should be developed.   

 There is a strong case to be made to restructure the approach for managing FOGs discharger 
types across the spectrum from substantially continuous operations with relatively high FOGs 
loads and concentrations (e.g. from McDonalds type facility) to intermittent operations with 
relatively lower FOGs loads and concentrations (e.g. small café).  A suggested alternative and 
more balanced approach is outlined in Section 4.4.2.2.  

- Corrosion impacted systems (too early) 

 This could be applied in future in those systems where significant problems exist and/or costs are 
being incurred. 

 However, the level of information about the network and plant issues resulting from corrosion as 
well as customer contribution to them would need to be improved to support the development of 
such a charge (Sydney Water can be used as an example of the information type and level of 
assurance required). 

 

7) Future improvements to the framework could be made with other parameters. 

- For example, by splitting COD into soluble (and more readily treatable) COD and less readily 
degradable COD; or some other measure of treatability. 

- While it is acknowledged that there are some wastes that are more difficult to treat and that the 
concentration of a parameter discharged also affects treatment costs, these are further enhancements 
which could be considered once the basic foundation framework is solidly designed and the level of 
data and information required to support it is at hand. 

- These enhancements are only applied in a limited sense elsewhere. 

- Where appropriate, these would be considered on an individual basis to rebalance charges. 
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8) Site constraint fee 

- A potential change to the current site constraint fee is presented in Section 9.1.  sewerage pricing 

9) Communication strategy 

- TasWater needs to provide more advice and easily understandable information to customers, 
particularly small businesses as part of a communication strategy to explain its charging methods, how 
charges are set, how money is spent, and how pre-treatment needs to be employed - including its 
incentive programs (such as the current repayment program). 

8.1 Potential option – Change to site constraint fee 

This section needs to be read and considered with Section 4.4.2.2.   

There have been a several cases presented to TasWater which have indicated it has been unviable for a 
customer to install the mandatory trade waste pre-treatment devices.  These cases have typically been from 
customers that operate small regional businesses with low and season turnover. Customers hold the view that 
their impact to the network is negligible.  Recent examples include small take-away restaurants in the north-
west who claim that they cannot afford to pay the installation and maintenance costs of pre-treatment, such as 
grease traps.  

TasWater recognises that some catchments are more at risk for blockages and higher treatment costs in the 
wastewater system as a result of receiving FOGs. 

An option that may be considered ahead of broad scale change to unit-based charging is broadening the criteria 
underpinning TasWater’s annual site constraint fee which was introduced for PSP3.  This annual fee is in 
addition to the trade waste annual fee for customers that are unable to comply with trade waste requirements 
due to heritage or other site constraints at their properties. 

Table 8.1 outlines TasWater’s the annual charges for the site constraint fee for 2018-19. At this stage, no site 
constraint fees have been levied on customers, so they have never been paid to TasWater.  

Table 8.1: 2018-19 TasWater trade waste site constraint fee 

Customer category  Site constraint fee 

Category 1 and 2  $1,097  

The site constraint fee is set such that the net present value (NPV) of the fee is equal to the NPV of installing 
and maintaining a pre-treatment device that a typical (non-constrained) trade waste customer would otherwise 
have. TasWater’s intent is to offset the impact on its sewerage systems and create equity between trade waste 
customers by ensuring there is no competitive advantage at a constrained site.  

For the purpose of the NPV calculation for PSP3, TasWater estimated the average cost of installing the pre-
treatment device to be approximately $13,000 and the annual maintenance and servicing cost to be 
approximately $500. 

The new definition for eligibility for this enhanced site constraint fee will consider risk to the specific catchment 
(e.g. infrastructure that is prone to blockages, high concentration of similar customers) and the volume (e.g. 
smaller and/or season operators, water usage could be used as proxy to determine volume). Customers where 
pre-treatment is required can elect to pay the fee rather than install pre-treatment where they are site 
constrained or it is uneconomical for them to install.  A ‘Catchment Risk Fee’ is an option to name the 
restructured site constraint fee. 

Table 8.2 outlines an annual charge structure for a ‘Catchment Risk Fee’.  
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Table 8.2: A restructured site constraint fee – ‘Catchment Risk Fee’ 

 Catchment Network Risk 

Annual volume High Low 

High (> X kl/a) Mandatory pre-treatment required Mandatory pre-treatment required 

Medium (between Y and X kl/a) Mandatory pre-treatment required $1,097 

Low (< Y kl/a) $1,097 $548 

The above fees have been based on the previous site constraint fee charge. 100 per cent of the fee has been 
attached to those customers without pre-treatment that have a ‘medium’ annual volume in a ‘low’ risk catchment 
or a ‘low’ annual flow in a ‘high’ catchment. A customer without pre-treatment in a ‘low’ risk catchment with ‘low’ 
flows was allocated 50 per cent of the previous fee. If this fee was set to zero, those customer in ‘low’ risk 
catchments with ‘low’ flows who had invested in pre-treatment would be disadvantaged.  Once there is a better 
understanding of the cost allocation of the wastewater network, consideration can be given to changing the 
charge to reflect the incremental cost to transport and treat those customer’s waste.  That is, cost reflective 
charges would be applied in future rather than the current or an enhanced site constraint fee.  

Further consideration of the risk profile of each catchment’s wastewater system and the annual flow thresholds 
to determine the flow categories are required. Provisions could allow for TasWater staff some flexibility in 
determining the risk category of a ‘high’ volume customer in a ‘high’ risk catchment when genuine site 
constraints prevent installation of acceptable pre-treatment.   
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9. Recommendations 

Significant steps have been undertaken for this report to improve the apportionment of costs between the 
components of the wastewater system and to allocate them between the different customer groups. An 
enhanced, consistent and more defensible framework has been developed for the allocation of all system costs 
(network, treatment), both capital and recurrent, against the primary parameters related to costs being incurred 
– namely flows and treatable parameters (BOD or COD, TSS, TN, TP).  

However, there is a considerable body of work required to further develop a detailed and robust cost allocation 
breakdown of TasWater’s wastewater system between customer groups and sub-groups. 

This report recommends the following steps in TasWater’s review of the pricing structure and approach for 
commercial trade waste services to achieve full cost-reflective pricing.  

1. A detailed and robust cost allocation breakdown of TasWater’s wastewater network between customer 
groups and sub-groups, based on the unit cost and demand for flow and substances.  

2. A major program to establish more accurately and robustly the data and information need to underpin a cost 
reflective sewerage and trade waste charging system should be undertaken as a priority action.  This will 
include (a) a well-structured and targeted STP flows and loads monitoring supported by necessary analysis, 
and (b) a cost base developed and structured in more detail to support the model methodology outlined in 
Appendix B.    

3. Develop a pricing method to apply that cost allocation to each customer group to arrive at the price they 
should pay, including price signals for pre-treatment   

4. Refine bill impacts following the development of a pricing method  

5. Consider the costs and benefits of revised commercial trade waste pricing following the bill impact 
assessment and pricing method to determine whether a shift from the current method is warranted.  

6. If a new pricing method is recommended, develop an implementation plan that considers the requirement 
for any price transition paths for any customer sub-groups who are materially impacted.   

7. Continued engagement with internal and external stakeholders and customers, including improving the 
transparency of how charges are calculated and spent. This could be achieved through increased 
information on price breakdowns in customer invoices and on TasWater’s website.  

8. Further engagement with stakeholders regarding the impact that the types of customer’s waste has on the 
wastewater system and the correlation with network and treatment costs and trade waste charges.  

9. Review of TasWater’s customer categories for trade waste services to explore whether there is an 
opportunity for simplification.  Specifically: 

9.1. Classifying Category 1 customer as ‘deemed’ and removing trade waste substance charges altogether.  
The costs associated with this forgone revenue will be returned to the general pool of costs and 
collected through all general sewerage customers. Application and annual management charges could 
be retained to reflect the administrative costs of trade waste customers. 

9.2. Creating an additional FOG customer group with appropriate differentiation in customer types within it 
reflective of their demands on the sewerage system (refer Section 4.4.2.2 and Section 8.1).  This could 
be undertaken ahead of or independently of broad scale changes to charges and charging structures.  

9.3. Ahead of the above broad scale change to pricing methods, TasWater could consider implement an 
enhanced site constraint fee as outlined in Section 8.1, to enable it to recover costs to treat and 
transmit in particular high-risk catchments.  
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Appendix A. TasWater’s Trade Waste Customer Category 
Guideline  
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1. Purpose 
TasWater is committed to providing a comprehensive trade waste service to customers state-wide in 

accordance with the pricing principles outlined in the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008. The purpose 

of this guideline is to provide additional detail to support the trade waste customer categorisation 

methodology described in TasWater’s Trade Waste Charges Policy and Price and Service Plan.   

This guideline aims to: 

• Provide customers with regulatory certainty through the use of clear criteria for categorising low 

risk trade waste customers. 

• Outline a methodology which acknowledges the demands of a customer’s business activities on 

TasWater’ s sewerage infrastructure. 

• Increase the ability for customers to self-assess their trade waste requirements and 

responsibilities through improved accessibility to relevant information and assistance. 

2. Scope 
This guideline relates to Category 1 and 2 Trade Waste Customers. 

3. Legislation 
TasWater is responsible as the regulated entity for the provision of trade waste services including 

consenting and applying suitable conditions to customers requesting to utilise the service. TasWater 

requires customers to be issued with consent to discharge trade waste to sewer in accordance with Section 

56ZI of the Act. The conditions and format of the trade waste consent have been approved by the Office of 

the Tasmanian Economic Regulator (OTTER) to ensure consistency of requirements for customers. The 

consent is now part of TasWater’s approved Price and Service Plan. 

 

The discharge of trade waste to sewer is regulated in accordance with: 

• Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 

• Water and Sewerage Industry (General) Regulations 2009 

4. Introduction 
Through the continued application of a risk ranking methodology for Commercial trade waste customers we 

can facilitate efficient and effective allocation of resources to the achievement of corporate objectives.  

The objectives of our customer categorisation method are to: 

• Allocate equitable charges for businesses with ‘like’ demands on the sewer. 

• Set achievable compliance requirements for customers and increase voluntary compliance. 

• Reduce costs for the service through improved administrative process 

• Improve customer service through targeted use of resources 

5. Definitions 
Biosolids means solid or semisolid organic material obtained from treated wastewater, often used as a 

fertilizer or soil amendment 

Category 1 Trade Waste customer means a customer discharging low volume and low impact Trade 

Waste which is minimal risk to the Sewerage Infrastructure and can be managed through cleaner 

production methods.  

Category 2 Trade Waste customer means a customer discharging low to medium volume and low impact 

Trade Waste which requires physical pre-treatment at the source to make it acceptable for discharge to the 



 

Trim Record No: Document No:    Page 5 of 18 

Issue Date: 25/05/2018  Uncontrolled when printed  Version No: 0.1 

Trade Waste Self-Auditing Guideline for Industrial Customers 

Sewerage Infrastructure, and includes those customers in subcategories 2A, 2B and 2C as set out in the Price 

and Services Plan. 

Category 3 Trade Waste customer means a customer discharging trade waste which through volume, 

composition or quality, individually or combined, poses a medium risk to the operation of TasWater’s 

sewerage infrastructure. 

Category 4 Trade Waste customer means a customer discharging trade waste which through volume, 

composition or quality, individually or combined, poses a high risk to the operation of TasWater’s sewerage 

infrastructure. 

Equivalent tenement (ET) is the basis for the calculation of target tariffs for customers for sewerage 

services. It is a measure of the demand that a standard residential allotment will place on infrastructure in 

terms of water consumption and sewage discharge. 

Pre-treatment device means equipment installed at a customer’s property or business for the purpose of 

reducing or removing substances prior to the trade waste being discharged to sewer. Typical pre-treatment 

devices include grease traps used in the food service industry to remove fat, oil and grease and oil water 

separators used in the automotive industry to remove engine oil, grease and hydrocarbons. 

Price and Service Plan means a regulated entity’s price and service plan approved by the Economic 

Regulator under section 65 of the Act. 

Trade waste consent means the specific terms and conditions that must be complied with, in addition to 

any general terms and conditions of this Contract that are not inconsistent with those terms and conditions, 

for TasWater to accept discharge of Trade Waste to its Sewerage Infrastructure from Category 1 or 2 Trade 

Waste customers. 

6. Trade Waste Categories 
The trade waste categories approved in the second regulatory period provided a solid basis for segregating 

Commercial and Industrial trade waste customers.  It is recognised that further improvements to the 

categorisation of trade waste customers is required to consistently apply appropriate tariffs for businesses 

according to the risks posed by their trade waste discharge to our sewerage infrastructure. 

6.1. Categorisation by Risk 

A technical and commercial risk assessment of trade waste impacts on our sewage infrastructure provides 

the basis for categorising our Commercial trade waste customers and applying the relevant trade waste 

charges in accordance with our Price and Service Plan. 

• Customers are segregated into a category which best reflects their demand on the sewerage 

infrastructure, consequently improving the equitability of trade waste charges for the service, 

• The categorisation and compliance requirements for each customer are consistently applied,  

• Clearly identify activities that are commercial in nature (Category 1 and 2) to delineate 

customers whose activities require additional management through an individual contract for 

Category 3 or 4 customers, and 

• Ability to differentiate customers and target our resources towards the higher risk customers 

where the potential benefits to the customer and TasWater are greatest.  

 

6.2. Customer identification 

Our approach to the identification and grouping of trade waste customers in the Price and Services Plan 

includes trade waste codes which are used as the primary identifier.  The trade waste codes have been 

adopted to enable us to group businesses together based on their primary activity. This allows us to: 

• tailor customer engagement activities and communications to provide customers with more 

concise and relevant advice based on their specific business activity 
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• identify and manage circumstances unique to particular business activities more efficiently and 

effectively, and 

• Implement specific compliance requirements consistently  to businesses undertaking the same 

activity. 

The trade waste codes applicable to business activities are detailed in Table 1, Appendix A. 

7. Risk Score Method 

7.1. Incorporating the Risk Score 

The risk score methodology used to categorise commercial trade waste customers is an adaptation of a 

method outlined in the ‘WSAA Australian Sewage Quality Management Guideline 2012 Appendix B’ 

recognised nationally as the most comprehensive guideline to managing trade waste discharge to sewer.   

 

The calculation of a risk score for each customer is based on four applicable elements: 

• Business activity 

• Substance of most concern 

• Pre-treatment equipment required, and 

• Trade waste volume 

 

The risk score provides a clear and transparent justification for placing a customer into a specific category. 

Businesses are grouped together on the basis that they conduct similar activities and are expected to 

discharge trade waste of similar quality which requires a typical level of pre-treatment before being suitable 

for discharge to sewer.  The incorporation of a score for volume is designed to provide a measured 

indication of the expected trade waste demand placed on the sewerage infrastructure by a business. 

 

A risk score is calculated for each business and the business assigned to the category according to the score. 

The score ranges for each category are detailed in Table 2, Appendix A.  

7.2. Risk Categorisation Inputs 

The trade waste risk score is the combined total of the business activity, substance, pre-treatment and 

volume scores: 

 

Trade Waste Risk Score = (A+S+P+V) 

The key inputs into the risk categorisation calculation are explained in more detail below: 

Business Activity Score (A) 

Commercial trade waste customers are grouped by the business activity they conduct. The grouping is based 

on the premise that businesses conducting the same activity will produce a similar waste stream. The risk 

score attributed to each activity is based on consideration of the typical strength and composition of the 

waste stream, and the robustness and degree of control of the processes producing the waste stream.  

 

Business activities have been assigned a trade waste code and relevant risk scores as shown in Table 3, 

Appendix A.  

Substance Score (S) 

A score is applied based on the substance considered to be of most concern to the operation of our 

sewerage infrastructure. Substances are grouped according to their risk to: 
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• Health and safety of our staff and the public 

• The potential for damage of our sewerage infrastructure 

• Our sewage treatment processes 

• Our compliance with environmental discharge conditions 

• The contamination of recycled effluent and biosolids produced by TasWater’s Sewage 

Treatment Plants, and 

• The cost to treat the waste. 

 

The substance of most concern is used as the indicator for the substance score (e.g. for a restaurant the 

most common substance of concern is fat, oil and grease). If there are multiple substances present, only the 

highest score is applied.  Substances are grouped into three categories and attract scores as shown in Table 

4, Appendix A. 

Pre-treatment Score (P) 

The type and complexity of a pre-treatment device required is largely dependent on the business activity 

being conducted and the substance of most concern within the trade waste discharge.  For category 2 

customers typical pre-treatment devices are acknowledged and widely accepted as the most appropriate 

way to treat trade waste to a suitable level prior to discharge to the sewer.  Pre-treatment devices are given 

a risk score based on their complexity, susceptibility to failure and the difficulty of maintaining it in a 

satisfactory condition.  

 

Where a pre-treatment device is required, but not installed the waste is considered to be untreated.  Where 

a pre-treatment device is not installed within the time set by TasWater a non-compliance charge may be 

applied in accordance with our Price and Service Plan. 

 

Table 5, Appendix 1 lists typical pre-treatment devices and their associated risk score. Further information 

on the minimum requirements for pre-treatment devices can be found in our Pre-treatment Guidelines on 

our website. 

Trade Waste Volume Score (V) 

The previous three criteria are used to group ‘like’ businesses together, based on elements typical to the 

business activities.  To categorise trade waste customers according to their demand on the sewer an 

additional score is applied for the estimated trade waste volume discharged to sewer.  The applicable trade 

waste volume is calculated based on three inputs: 

• Metered water consumption.  

• Reduction in volume on the basis that 80 per cent of the metered consumption is discharged to 

sewer, known as the base volume. Refer to section 7.3 for more information on base volume. 

• Application of discharge factors
2
 (DF) which reflect a percentage of metered water consumption 

considered to be trade waste discharged to sewer. Refer to section 7.3 for more information on 

discharge factors. 

The applicable volume scores are shown in Table 6, Appendix A. 

 

Appendix B provides examples of how the trade waste category is determined for some specific business 

activities. 

                                                           
2
 NSW Department of Water and Energy (April 2009) – Liquid Trade Waste Regulation Guidelines 
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7.3. Determination of Trade Waste Volume 

The following formula is used to determine a customer’s trade waste volume: 

 

Trade Waste Volume = (FY12/13 water consumption – DR) x BV x DF 

Domestic Residence (DR) 

If a domestic residence is connected to the same meter as the trade waste business, an allowance of 200kl 

will be subtracted from the water consumption before the base volume and trade waste discharge factor 

are applied. This is based on a typical 20mm water connection and the applied rules for the calculation of 

wastewater to sewer for 1 ET. 

Base Volume (BV) 

The base volume (BV) is equivalent to 80 per cent of the annual potable water meter consumption
3
 for the 

property receiving the trade waste service. This reduction is applied to account for water use which 

ultimately does not end up being discharged to sewer. 

Trade Waste Discharge Factor (DF) 

The trade waste discharge factor is the percentage of the base volume which is considered to be trade 

waste discharged to the sewer.  The base volume includes both a trade waste and domestic portion, the 

trade waste discharge factor is applied to the base volume to represent the typical volume of trade waste 

expected to be discharged dependent on the business activity. 

 

The Liquid Trade Waste Regulation Guidelines – Appendix G published by the NSW Department of Water 

and Energy in April 2009 provides standard discharge factors for typical trade waste customer business 

activities.  Where possible we have directly matched these discharge factors to the relevant trade waste 

codes used by TasWater in our guideline.  Where a direct match was not available or additional assumptions 

have been made, the justification for each decision has been noted and the discharge factor defaults to the 

lowest available discharge factor. 

The trade waste discharge factors are shown in Table 7, Appendix A. 

Assumptions made on volumes 

The trade waste volume for customers is derived from water consumption data for a preceding 12 month 

period.  Water consumption volumes are reduced where the property included a domestic residence.  In 

situations where the meter data is not reflective of the trade waste activity, water meter data is not applied 

and the default volume was applied to these premises.   

Water consumption data applied to new customers and review of the category of existing customers during 

the Price and Services Plan period will be based off the most recent 12 months water usage applying the 

following rules: 

• A default 200kL/annum is applied to all properties where consumption data is unobtainable or 

not reflective of the trade waste activity.  This is based on a typical 20mm water connection and 

the applied rules for the calculation of wastewater to sewer for 1 ET. 

• Where multiple properties are supplied by the same meter the potable water volume is divided 

equally among the properties serviced. 

• Water consumption for new customers without applicable meter data may be reviewed after 1 

year and re-categorised accordingly. 

                                                           
3
 Consistent with TasWater’s Supplements to the WSAA Water Supply Code and WSAA Sewerage Code. 
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8. Trade Waste Charges 

8.1. Trade Waste Application Fee 

A trade waste application fee is levied to all new Commercial Trade Waste customers to accurately recover 

the cost for time spent assessing trade waste applications in advance. The trade waste application fee is 

listed in our schedule of Fees and Charges. 

8.2. Components of the Trade Waste Charge 

The trade waste charge is a recurrent charge for the acceptance of commercial trade waste from a 

customer but does not include a fixed sewerage charge.   The charge for each trade waste category is 

based on the combination of:  

• a usage component which is calculated based on the deemed average trade waste discharge 

volume and quality for customers in each category, and  

• the anticipated allocation of resources spent on the administrative and technical components 

required to adequately manage each category of customers. 

8.3. Non-compliance Charges 

TasWater may apply a non-compliance charge to a trade waste customer where they do not comply with 

the requirements of their trade waste consent.  A multiplier is applied to the trade waste charge depending 

on the nature of the non-compliance. For minor non-compliance the annual trade waste charge is multiplied 

by two and for a major non-compliance the annual trade waste charge is multiplied by three.  

 

The application of relevant charges for non-compliance is a critical regulatory tool required for TasWater to 

build a compliance culture within the category 1 and 2 customer segment.  Ensuring non-compliance action 

is applied in a consistent and timely manner and proportionate to the level of non-compliance is a key 

component in keeping administrative costs at a reasonable level for our customers.  

 

The non-compliance charges for each category are detailed in our schedule of Fees and Charges.   

  

 



Appendix A: Trade Waste Information Tables 

Table 1 – Trade Waste Codes 

 

 

Table 2 – Trade Waste Category Risk Score 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Trade Waste Code Business Activity 

AP01 Nursing Home/Care Home (Kitchen) 

AM01 Hospital 

BE02 Supermarket 

BE02V Green Grocer 

BE05 Hairdresser/Beauty Salon 

BE06 Laundromat (Coin Operated) 

BE07 Medical (inc. Dentist, Vet) 

BE08 Service Station Forecourt 

BE08B Panel/Body Repair 

BE08P Plant/Machinery Hire/Truck Wash 

BE09 Car Wash/Wash Bay (Hand/Wand) 

BE10 Vehicle Wash (multiple lane/auto) 

BE11 Animal Boarding 

CF01 Child Care 

CF02 Primary/Secondary School 

CF03 College Tertiary 

CF04 Correction Centre 

CF05 Church/Place of Worship 

CF06 Community Centre/Hall 

EF01 Licenced Club 

EF02 Pub/Bar/Hotel 

FM01 Smallgoods, Butcher 

FM05 Bakery 

FM07 Beverages Manufacture 

MM01 Factory / Workshop 

MM02 Metal Finishing 

MP01 Restaurant/Café 

MP02 Take Away/Fast Food 

MP04 Catering 

SF01 Sports Stadium (Kitchen) 

SF06 Bowling Green (Kitchen) 

SL01 Laboratories 

SF07 Swimming pool 

TW01 Unique Trade Waste Activity 

ET100 Generic to be classified 

Lower Limit Upper Limit Risk Category 

0 39 1 

40 49 2A 

50 59 2B 

60+ 2C 
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Table 3 – Business Activity Score 
Trade Waste 

Code 

Business Activity Description Risk 

Score 

AP01 Nursing Home/Care Home 

(Kitchen) 

Refers to facilities providing meals, laundry and hairdressing 

services for residents. 

10 

AM01 Hospital 

 

Hospitals have number of waste sources.  This refers to 

facilities providing meals for patients, laundry services and 

discharge from steriliser facilities.  If café for public service 

reverts to MP01
 

10 

BE02 

 

Supermarket 

 

This refers to supermarkets with more than ones of these 

activities; bakery, butchery, chicken cooking, deli and catering 

15 

BE02V 

 

Green Grocer 

 

This activity refers to fruit and vegetable preparation and sale 

only (no deli, butcher, bakery as per BE02) 

5 

BE05 Hairdresser/Beauty Salon All hairdressers, barbers, beauty salons,  5 

BE06 

 

Laundromat (Coin Operated) 

 

Commercial public access/use Laundromats. May include dry 

cleaners dependent on size. 

5 

BE07 Medical (inc. Dentist, Vet) 

 

Refers to personal services including medical centre, dentist, 

nails, vet. 

5 

BE08 

 

Service Station Forecourt Refers to all service stations with forecourt or refuelling 

locations that drain to sewer.   

15 

BE08B Panel/Body Repair 

 

Refers to automotive body repair, no servicing of mechanical 

parts. 

5 

BE08P Plant/Machinery Hire/Truck 

Wash 

Refers to businesses hiring plant and equipment or washing 

down larger scale vehicles (e.g. Trucks).  Main activity is 

service and wash down of equipment 

15 

BE09 Car Wash/Wash bay (Wand/ 

Hand) 
Wash down facilities for light vehicles and small equipment   10 

BE10 Vehicle Wash (auto/multi-lane) Refers to businesses with automatic or multiple berth vehicle 

wash facilities 

15 

BE11 Animal Boarding Refers to boarding kennels 5 

BE13 Nursery/Horticulture Nurseries and Landscape supplies 5 

CF01 Child care Child care facilities providing hot food supplied by the business 

for the children 

5 

CF02 Primary/Secondary School 

 

Refers mainly to canteen/kiosk/Home Ec’/Hospitality waste 

stream as primary waste.  May also have laboratories and art 

facilities in secondary schools 

5 

CF03 College Tertiary Refers mainly to canteen/kiosk/Home Ec’/Hospitality waste 

stream as primary waste.  May also have laboratories/auto 

activities 

5 

CF04 Correction Centre 

 

Refers to the kitchen facilities providing meals for residents on 

mass. May also have on site laundry facilities.  If both activities 

exist must be recognised separately 

5 

CF05 Church/Place of Worship 

 

Refers to sites with kitchen facilities for use intermittently to 

cater for events 

5 

CF06 Community Centre/Hall Refers to sites with kitchen facilities for use intermittently to 

cater for events 

5 

EF01 Licenced Club 

 

Licensed club serving on site meals.. 10 

EF02 Pub/Bar/Hotel 

 

Pub/Bar/Hotel with restaurant on site.  10 

FM01 Smallgoods, Butcher All commercial butcher shops, smallgoods producers (Does not 

include abattoirs) and delicatessen. 

10 

FM05 

 

Bakery 

 

Classed as a bakery when food baked on premises.  If not 

baked on premises business classed  as a café 

10 

FM07 Beverages Manufacture Refers to manufacture of alcoholic and non-alcoholic drinks 

with discharge volumes less than 3kL/day for sewage plants 

with adequate capacity: Contact TasWater for site specific 

details.  

 

15 
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Table 4 Substance Score 

 

Table 5 – Pre-treatment Score 
Definition Pre-treatment fixtures Score 

 

Low Risk 

 

 

 

Cooling facility 

Basket arrestors (in sink/in floor) 

Plaster trap  

Bottle trap 

Controlled Flow  

Amalgam separator 

Cleaner Production 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

Medium Risk Grease Trap 

Neutralising Trap 

15 

High Risk Oil/Water Separator – (coalescing plate separator, VGS, hydro cyclone) 

Solvent Separator 

pH dosing (automatic or manual dosing) 

18
1
 

 

25
2
 

25
2
 

Notes: 

1. Modified from WSAA Australian Sewage Quality Management Guideline 2012 Appendix B score of 20 to enhance customer 

segregation 

2. Value adopted from WSAA Australian Sewage Quality Management Guideline 2012 Appendix B 

MM01 Factory / Workshop 

 

Refers to wet workshops without car wash facilities; may 

include wash down areas. 

15 

MM02 Metal Finishing Small scale powder coating and electroplating facilities 

discharging less than 2kL/day of rinse water to sewer at a 

maximum flow rate of 20L/minute. 

15 

MP01 

 

Restaurant/Café 

 

All restaurants and cafes preparing food primarily for 

consumption onsite 

10 

MP02 Take Away/Fast Food 

 

All Fast Food/Takeaway premise preparing food primarily for 

consumption off site 

10 

MP04 Catering Businesses providing catering services for off- site functions 10 

SF01 Sports Stadium (Kitchen) 

 

Refers to facilities at sports grounds (Canteens, Commercial 

Kitchens) primarily used to cater for specific events on 

weekends or specific week days.  Not 7 day a week access to 

the consumer 

5 

SF06 Bowling Green (Kitchen) 

 

Refers to kitchen facilities in bowls clubs catering for bowls 

patrons only.  If offering meals to general public reverts to 

MP01 

10 

SL01 Laboratories Small scale service laboratories 10 

SF07 Swimming pool 

 

Refers to properties discharging pool backwash to sewer 5 

TW01 Unique Trade Waste Discharge   Unique business activity that does not fit any other code but 

can be managed under a consent 

10 

ET100 Generic to be classified Business that requires further detailed assessment to quantify 

trade waste requirements 

15 

Trade Waste 

Category 

Substances Potential Impacts Substance 

Score 

Low Impact  Suspended Solids (SS) 

Pool Filter Backwash 

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) 

Restricted sewer capacity 

Hydraulic overload 

5 

Medium 

Impact 

Fat, Oil & Grease (FOG) 

MBAS (Detergents) 

Sewer blockage 

Excessive foaming 

Biological inhibition 

10 

High Impact Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) 

Corrosive liquids 

Saline liquids 

Flammable/Explosion 

Biological inhibition 

Sewer odours 

Reduced asset longevity 

15 
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Table 6 – Volume Score 

Lower Limit (kL/annum) Upper Limit (kL/annum) Volume Score 

0 300 5 

301 600 10 

601 1100 20 

1101 25000 30 
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Table 7 – Trade Waste Discharge Factor 
Trade Waste 

Code 

Business Activity Justification Trade Waste 

Discharge Factor 

(%) 

AP01 Nursing Home/Care Home 

(Kitchen) 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1.  
30 

AM01 Hospital 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 
30 

BE02 

 

Supermarket 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

70 

BE02V 

 

Green Grocer 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

70 

BE05 Hairdresser/Beauty Salon Apply lowest discharge factor from the list 25
 

BE06 

 

Laundromat (Coin Operated) 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

92 

BE07 Medical (inc. Dentist, Vet) 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

25 

BE08 

 

Service station forecourt As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1 

70 

BE08B Panel/Body Repair 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

70 

BE08P Plant/Machinery Hire/Truck Wash As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1 

70 

BE09 Car Wash/Wash bay (Wand/ Hand) As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1 (Car wash) 

70 

BE10 Car Wash (auto/multi-lane) As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. (vehicle wash) 

90 

BE11 Animal Boarding Apply same discharge factor as for Veterinary clinics 25
 

CF01 Child care Apply lowest discharge factor from the list 10 

CF02 Primary/Secondary School 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

10 

CF03 College Tertiary As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

10
7 

CF04 Correction Centre 

 

Apply same as Primary/Secondary Schools (reduced 

from 25%).  

30
4 

CF05 Church/Place of Worship 

 

Apply lowest discharge factor from the list. 10
2 

CF06 Community Centre/Hall Apply lowest discharge factor from the list. 10
2 

EF01 Licenced Club 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

50
8 

EF02 Pub/Bar/Hotel 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

25 

FM01 Smallgoods, Butcher Apply discharge factor for Supermarkets, reduced from 

90%.  

70 

FM05 

 

Bakery 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1.  

25 

FM07 Beverages Manufacture Discharge factor based upon ratio of 1L of product to 

5L of wastewater  (1:5 ratio) 

83 

MM01 Factory / Workshop As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1 (Mechanical workshop) 

70 

MM02 Metal Finishing As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1 (Mechanical workshop) 

90 

MP01 

 

Restaurant/Café 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1.  

50
1 

MP02 Take Away/Fast Food 

 

As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

50
1 

MP04 Catering As per NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G 

Table 1. 

50
1
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Notes: 

1. Chose to exclude the higher proposed discharge factor in the NSW Liquid Trade Waste Guidelines Appendix G of 62% 

applicable to McDonalds, Pizza Hu etc. to ensure consistent application across TW Codes MP01, MP02, and MP04. 

2. Apply lowest discharge factor from the list on the basis that these businesses cater for infrequent functions/events 

throughout the year rather than daily service of food to customers in a retail setting. 

3. Apply lowest discharge factor from the list on the basis that the major part of the water through the incoming meter 

would be lost through evaporation and not discharged to sewer. 

4. Align with Nursing Home/Care Home (AP01) as activities are similar (I.e. daily meals, laundry service, accommodation). 

5. Apply lowest discharge factor until business can be correctly classjfied. 

6. Apply highest discharge factor on the list based upon review of PSP2 categorisation outcomes. 

7. Maintain 10% to be consistent with primary school discharge factor. 

8. Align with MP01 as food preparation activity is the activity discharging trade waste. 

SF01 Sports Stadium (Kitchen) 

 

Apply lowest discharge factor from the list. 25
2 

SF06 Bowling Green (Kitchen) 

 

Apply lowest discharge factor from the list. 25
2 

SL01 Laboratories Apply lowest discharge factor from the list. 25
6 

SF07 Swimming pool Apply lowest discharge factor from the list. 25
3 

TW01 Unique Trade Waste Discharge Apply highest discharge factor from the list. 90
6 

ET100 Generic to be classified Apply highest discharge factor from the list. 25
5 



Appendix B: Trade Waste Category Calculation Examples 

Restaurant 

A restaurant with 650kL potable water consumption per year: 

Trade Waste Volume = W x BV x DF 
Criteria Description Risk Score 

Business activity (A) Restaurant 10 

Substance of concern (S) Fat, oil and grease 10 

Pre-treatment (P) Grease Trap 15 

Trade Waste Volume (V) 650x0.8x0.5 = 260kL 5 

Total Risk Score A+S+P+V 40 (Cat 2A) 

 
A restaurant with 1300kL potable water consumption per year with domestic premises connected to the 

same meter: 

Trade Waste Volume = W x BV x DF 
Criteria Description Risk Score 

Business activity (A) Restaurant 10 

Substance of concern (S) Fat, oil and grease 10 

Pre-treatment (P) Grease Trap 15 

Trade Waste Volume (V) (1300-200)x0.8x0.5 = 440kL 10 

Total Risk Score A+S+P+V 45 (Cat 2A) 

 

A restaurant with 3300kL potable water consumption per year: 

Trade Waste Volume = W x BV x DF 
Criteria Description Risk Score 

Business activity (A) Restaurant 10 

Substance of concern (S) Fat, oil and grease 10 

Pre-treatment (P) Grease Trap 15 

Trade Waste Volume (V) 3300x0.8x0.5 = 1320kL 30 

Total Risk Score A+S+P+V 65 (Cat 2C) 

 

 

Hair Salon 

A hair salon with 650kL potable water consumption per year: 

Trade Waste Volume = W x BV x DF 
Criteria Description Risk Score 

Business activity (A) Hair Salon 5 

Substance of concern (S) Total dissolved solids 5 

Pre-treatment (P) Cleaner Production 5 

Trade Waste Volume (V) 650x0.8x0.25 = 130kL 5 

Total Risk Score A+S+P+V 20 (Cat 1) 

 
Service Station Forecourt 

An Service station  business with 400kL potable water consumption per year: 

Trade Waste Volume = W x BV x DF 
Criteria Description Risk Score 

Business activity (A) Service Station Forecourt 15 

Substance of concern (S) Total petroleum hydrocarbons 15 

Pre-treatment (P) Oil/Water Separator 18 

Trade Waste Volume (V) 400x0.8x0.7 = 280kL 5 

Total Risk Score A+S+P+V 53 (Cat 2B) 
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Car Wash/Wash bay (Wand/ Hand) 

A car yard with 400kL potable water consumption per year: 

Trade Waste Volume = W x BV x DF 
Criteria Description Risk Score 

Business activity (A) Car Wash/Wash bay (wand/Hand) 10 

Substance of concern (S) Total petroleum hydrocarbons 15 

Pre-treatment (P) Oil/Water Separator 18 

Trade Waste Volume (V) 400x0.8x0.8 = 256kL 5 

Total Risk Score A+S+P+V 48 (Cat 2A) 
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Appendix B. Wastewater system cost allocation framework 
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Appendix C. Documentation supplied to Jacobs by TasWater  



 

 

Index of uploads (share file): Jacobs Commercial Trade Waste & Sewerage review 

No Document Who When 

1 David Richardson - OTTER - TasWater's review of sewerage charging - interstate regulators.pdf BM 26/3 

2 Jacobs Group - Trade waste pricing - 28 Mar 2017.docx RT 10/4 

3 Oct & Nov 2018 Sewer Trade waste internal workshops - scan of worksheets.pdf RT 26/3 

4 Problem statements trade waste and sewerage charging - November 2018.docx RT 26/3 

5 PSP4 Meeting & outcomes OTTER 4 Feb 2019.docx RT 1/4 

6 Sewerage and Trade Waste Reference Group Terms of Reference March 2019.docx RT 10/4 

7 Sewerage and Trade Waste Workshop Agenda 4 April 2019.docx RT 27/3 

8 Sewerage charging methodologies in other jurisdictions.xlsx RT 26/3 

9 (bundle) Comparative analysis supporting material RT 26/3 

10 Sewerage charging workshop plan - 24 October 2018.docx RT 26/3 

11 TasWater Benchmark survey 2019 presentation.pptx RT 10/4 

12 TasWater PSP3 Pricing Model - response to the TERs draft report - 25 Jan 2018 - 18-9553.xlsx RT 10/4 

13 Trade Waste charging contact note 4 March 2019.docx RT 26/3 

14 Trade Waste Pricing Model 2017 Review v12.xlsb RT 10/4 

15 WSAA Australian Sewage Quality Management Guidelines June 2012 - Water Services 

Association of Australia.pdf 

RT 10/4 

16 WSAA Benchmarking Treatment Plant Level 2014-2015 – M Gangell Nov 2018 RT 10/4 

17 WSAA metrics 2017-18 – M Gangell Nov 2018 RT 10/4 

18 WSSA Agenda Willingness to Pay workshop 1 May 2019.docx RT 27/3 

19 R Trigge response to waste water form 4/4 RT 16/4 

20 R Trigge response to trade waste form 4/4 RT 16/4 

21 Collective response to data/stakeholder request 4/4 RT 16/4 

22 K Westagate Trade waste only - Need options & selection criteria - 4 April 2019 RT 16/4 

23 K Westagate Waste Water only - Need options & selection criteria - 4 April 2019   RT 16/4 
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30 STP Design Requirements  RT 27/5 
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Subject Taswater pricing Project - Approach to FOGs (Fats, Oils & Grease) – DRAFT Working Note 

  

1. Overall context 

1.1 General 

FOGs is a broad categorisation of fats, oils and grease with a wide range of such compounds comprehended 
within this description and the standard measurement test.  

It is of note that: 

 South East Water (SEW), a Melbourne metropolitan retail water authority is undertaking work to establish 
what composition of FOGs is important in assessing the triggers for coagulation and potential blockages.  

 Tankered waste delivered to TasWater’s STPs comprises not only FOGs but also septic tank waste and 
other compounds (e.g. surfactants) that are not FOGs but can create problems in STPs that may be 
inappropriately attributed to FOGs.  

1.2 Sewer Network 

The cost impacts of blockages in the sewer network due to Fats, Oils & Grease (FOGs) are significantly lower 
than the costs impacts of blockages due to other forms of ‘failure’ (e.g. tree roots, structural failure, silt, rags, 
construction and other debris).   

This is evidenced by the information provided by Taswater, “Sewer Network Blockages, 12 Months data to 
May 2019 inclusive”, Damian Devlin Presentation 12 June 2019, as summarised in Table 1 below. 

Table 1  Maintenance Costs due to FOGs (12 Month period ending 12  May 2019) 

Catchment 
Total maintenance cost 

due to blockages ($K p.a.) 
Maintenance cost due to 

FOGs ($K p.a.) 
Cost proportion (%)  

- due to FOGs 

Overall  
(all catchments) 

803.3 82 10.2 

Ti-Tree Bend  67 14 21.2 

Newnham  21 10 47.4 

Norwood 22 2 9.0 

Riverside 8.1 0.13 1.5 

Macquarie Point 42 4.2 10.2 

Cameron’s Bay 45 1 2.1 

Self’s Point 95 6 6.2 
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Catchment 
Total maintenance cost 

due to blockages ($K p.a.) 
Maintenance cost due to 

FOGs ($K p.a.) 
Cost proportion (%)  

- due to FOGs 

Blackman’s Bay 39 2 5.1 

Rosny 49 1.4 2.8 

Hobart Suburbs 8.5 2.8 32.2 

North Hobart Suburbs 2.5 0 0 

South Hobart Suburbs 8 1 12.3 

West Hobart Suburbs 11 0.4 3.9 

Other areas 385.2 37.1 9.6 

The following observations are made (assuming that better and more detailed information is not available): 

a. Sewer network blockages due to FOGs represent only approximately 10% of the total costs of 
maintenance for all sewer network blockages.  The costs incurred to protect assets are relatively low.  

b. The costs attributable to sewer network blockages due to FOGs seem relatively low overall in absolute 
terms.  Such costs would seem relatively immaterial in the context of TasWater’s total annual operating 
expenditure.  

c. Some selected catchments might be targeted to reduce blockages due to improve performance, e.g. Ti-
Tree Bend, Newnham and possibly Self’s Point.   

It would be difficult to justify a costing regime for FOGs alone on this sewer network evidence.  More 
substantial information on the nature and impacts of sewer network blockages due to FOGs, the cost of those 
impacts and their materiality would be required.   

1.3 STPs 

Some information has been sighted and more information may be available on the extent of FOGs on STPs.  
Some initial observations are: 

a. There is only a small body of estimates of FOGs loads to STPs. 

b. It seems, though it is by no means clear, that to the extent there are FOGs problems in STPs these are 
more due to the discharge of tankered waste (a mixed waste containing FOGs amongst other things) than 
from FOGs transferred from the sewer network.   

c. Some initial rough estimates of the cost impacts of FOGs have been determined with operational input 
although it is a challenge to link these explicitly with FOGs loads or impacts.  These costs have been 
estimated on the number of cleaning/maintenance events per month/year and the cost per event.  

d. The actual cost impacts of FOGs at STPs, as for the sewer network, seem to be relatively low at each STP 
relative to overall STP operating expenditure. 

e. It is noted that many of the ‘FOGs’ impacts may be controllable by improved STP operation.   

f. Rather than actual costs for the management of FOGs at STPs, the greatest and most significant impact 
may be on effluent quality and plant odours.  For example, it is noted that the maximum Oil & Grease 
concentration limit in its EPA licence is exceeded for the Prince of Wales STP.  Such ‘non-cost’ impacts 
could be costed by estimating the cost of infrastructure and/or modified STP operation required to bring 
the STP effluent into compliance with the EPA licence.  Alternative approaches would seem to be more 
cost effective, as discussed later.  
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As for the sewer networks, it would be difficult to justify a costing regime for FOGs alone for current STP based 
on the limited and sketchy evidence of STP FOGs loads, impacts and costs.  More substantial information on 
the nature and impacts of FOGs on STPs, the cost of those impacts and their materiality would be required.   

2. Management of FOGs 

2.1 Networks 

To better establish the effects of FOGs on sewer network performance and costs the following broad approach 
is recommended (some of which may be in hand and/or build on TasWater’s current approach): 

a. Undertake some specific monitoring of potential source inputs of FOGs as identified by TasWater’s trade 
waste group as part of its risk assessment process.  This would involve estimating flows, and the oil and 
grease concentrations and total/suspended solids concentrations for these individually for higher risk 
dischargers and selected indicative dischargers for low to medium risk categories.   

b. From this a plot of Total/suspended solids concentrations versus Oil & Grease concentrations could be 
developed. 

c. This plot can be used to categorise all firms on the following basis say, measured before on-site treatment 
facility (e.g. grease traps): 

A. Category A (high FOGs risk):  Firms with Oil & Grease concentrations or Total /Suspended Solids 
concentration above nominated thresholds, say X1 and Y1 mg/L respectively (indicative say 
1000mg/L, to be confirmed).   

Indicative firms in this category likely to be Pizza Hut, Kentucky Fried Chicken, McDonalds, large food 
preparation facilities, large restaurants (extensive opening periods). 

B. Category B (medium FOGs risk):  Firms with Oil & Grease concentration less than X1 mg/L but with a 
Total /Suspended Solids concentration in the range Y1 to Y2 mg/L (indicative say 300 to 1000 mg/L, to 
be confirmed).   

Indicative firms in this category likely to be medium size restaurants (regularly open).  

C. Category C (low FOGs risk):  Firms with Oil & Grease concentration less than X1 mg/L but with a Total 
/Suspended Solids concentration less than Y2 mg/L (indicative say 300mg/L, to be confirmed).   

Indicative firms in this category likely to be small size restaurants (or those irregular or limited 
opening periods).  

d. A potential way to deal with these categories is:  

A. Category A:   

 Require on-site pre-treatment using more reliable and better technologies than conventional 
grease trap to guarantee acceptable effluent quality, with discharger bearing these costs (see 
later section for potential technologies).  

 Charge base cost using unit charges from general analysis and the flows and effluent quality (post 
on-site treatment) - BOD/COD, Total Suspended Solids, Total N, Total P loads. 

 Establish (or continue) an intensive monitoring regime to manage performance of these high risk 
dischargers and recover these costs directly on the basis of costs incurred.   

B. Category B:   

 Require on-site pre-treatment most likely well-operated enhanced conventional grease traps, 
with discharger bearing these costs.   

 Charge base cost using unit charges from general analysis and the flows and effluent quality (post 
on-site treatment) - BOD/COD, Total Suspended Solids, Total N, Total P loads. 



 Memorandum 

 Taswater pricing Project - Approach to FOGs 

(Fats, Oils & Grease) – DRAFT Working Note 

 David Lynch 

 

 

  

Enter Document No. via Document Properties 4 

 Establish (or continue) an appropriate monitoring regime (less intensive than for Category A) to 
manage performance of these medium risk dischargers and recover these costs directly on the 
basis of costs incurred. 

C. Category C:   

 Require on-site pre-treatment using well-operated conventional grease traps, with discharger 
bearing these costs. 

 Charge base cost using unit charges from general analysis and the flows and effluent quality (post 
on-site treatment) - BOD/COD, Total Suspended Solids, Total N, Total P loads. 

 Establish (or continue) a low level monitoring regime to manage performance of these low risk 
dischargers and either waive these cost if not material or recover these costs directly on the basis 
of costs incurred. 

e. As an alternative to, or in addition to the above, target areas or precincts where there is an aggregation of 
Category A and Category B dischargers that create or have the potential to create significant local 
problems with greater maintenance and other costs being incurred by TasWater.  Such areas could be 
declared “FOGs impacted” area say and a special charge applied to that area or precinct.   

This would be similar to the manner in which Sydney Water manages special dischargers or an aggregation 
of them to manage sewer asset life and network costs in catchments declared to be “corrosion impacted.  
In such catchments, Sydney Water requires a higher level of pre-treatment and improved effluent quality 
discharged and/or a special charge.  

2.2 STPS 

It is assumed that the approach to management of FOGs as outlined in Section 2.1 above for the sewer 
networks would result in improved outcomes for the STPs also.  This would leave the “FOGs” problems 
associated with direct acceptance of tankered waste at the STPs.   

A better approach for FOGs management at STPs would seem to be to: 

1. Develop a more targeted approach to tankered waste management overall, potentially involving 

 Separation of the different types of waste now randomly mixed in tankered waste collections.  

 Identifying STPs that are better able to accommodate and treat those wastes, including alternative in-
plant disposal and treatment points; and 

 Dedicated facilities for treating tankered waste.  

2. Develop a costing regime targeted at the tankered waste loads and their cost impacts.  

3. Identify STPs for targeted improvements (operational, other) for management of FOGs if their impacts and 
costs are material.  

3. Overall Approach and Way Forward 

In summary: 

1. At this stage there is little evidence to justify a separate FOGs costing regime. 

2. If this was to be pursued, using a similar approach to general analysis used to establish unit charges for 
key parameters, more reliable and accurate data and information would need to be obtained  

 on the FOGs concentrations and loads discharged to the sewer network and of tankered waste 
characteristics and loads (and the inherent FOGs component of such waste); and  

 the costs incurred as a result of the FOGs impacts in the sewer networks and at the STPs.   

3. Review cost structures once this information is available. 
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4. The best way forward at this stage would seem to be a combination of an acceptance management and 
charges as outlined in Section 2.1 for ‘FOGs’ dischargers to the sewer network and in Section 2.2. for FOGs 
impacts on STPs.   

5. Keeping abreast of developments to identify the components of FOGs that are of real concern in causing 
blockages and better target dischargers of those FOG waste types.  

Note:  If a FOGs charge is pursued then those costs need to be removed from the general cost pool.  It is 
unlikely that they would have a material impact on the unit charges determined in the general analysis to date. 

All of the above would need to be supported by a well-structured TasWater and customer education program 
to ensure the incentive mechanisms work.  In particular,  

 Understanding how the whole structure operates – the balance between acceptance limits and charges.  

 Customers need to understand the effect that their waste has upon network and asset costs, how the 
effect can be reduced with different forms of pre-treatment, the correlation between pre-treated waste 
and TasWater costs and any collateral benefits that may arise for them, as result of pre-treatment. 

 To the extent some dischargers may incur higher costs (direct or indirect through mandated pre-
treatment) and some lower costs, that the rationale for this adjustment is understood. 

 Where pre-treatment is installed, the customers only incur a base cost determined using the same unit 
charges as apply to all users of the sewerage system.   

Additional costs are based on costs incurred for monitoring directly related to FOGs risk.  It all hinges 
around the monitoring regime.  Once better FOG load estimates (from sampling) are available, the cost 
structure can reflect that for lower risk FOGs discharges less frequent monitoring is necessary resulting in 
reduced costs (once confidence is confirmed).  

 Once the rational cost regime is developed and charges published they should be applied without 
exception.  

4. Technologies 

A very brief overview of grease removal facilities is provided below.  

 Conventional grease traps: typically have baffles under which the wastewater must pass.  The lighter FOG 
will separate and float on top of the water and cleaner water will pass beneath the baffle and exit the 
grease trap to the sewer.  The separated FOG and solids are then perioidically removed by a desludging 
truck and taken away for further processing.  Grease traps do not have solids screening devices and a layer 
of solids will gradually accumulate at the bottom of the grease trap and reduce capacity.  

Grease traps have become less efficient at removing FOG as it has a greater tendency to stay in 
suspension due to the use of more effective detergents and lighter oil blends 

 Emerging technologies 

 The hybrid Dissolved Air Flotation (DAF) system could be adopted immediately as it is a proven 
system.  However, it has several drawbacks including cost, space requirements, complexity, high 
degree of maintenance and the continued requirement to dispose of the separated FOG.  The system 
is likely to be suitable only for very large centralised wastewater systems where the problems 
associated with grease traps are significant and quantifiable.   

 The Biogill Tower has several benefits compared to the DAF system. It has a smaller footprint, it is 
modular and scalable, less complex, has a lower cost to install and operate, has potentially no sludge 
to dispose of and can be used to treated FSE trade waste together with sewage.  The Biogill Tower is 
also likely to be suitable for both medium to large centralised systems where the economics do not 
justify the use of a DAF system.  Sydney Water is pursuing trials of the Biogill Tower system to assess 
it’s suitability and performance. 
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 The BioBowser (a mini digester) has several benefits compared to the DAF system. It has a smaller 
footprint, it is modular and scalable, less complex, has a lower cost to install and operate, digestate 
can be disposed of as fertiliser and has the potential to treat FOG together with other organic waste. 
However, since it needs to be installed outdoors its use is likely to be more limited compared to a DAF 
system or Biogill Tower, but suitable applications are likely exist such as golf courses, sporting 
stadiums, outdoor malls and the like. TasWater could consider undertaking a trial to assess its 
performance and suitability.  
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Executive Summary 

TasWater has engaged Jacobs to provide support in its review of the sewerage and commercial trade waste 

charging approach. The review seeks to ensure TasWater’s approach is: 

• transparent  

• logical and evidence based  

• equitable  

• easier to administer 

• ensures recovery of costs associated with the delivery sewerage services 

• meets regulatory requirements.  

TasWater will use the review to inform a revised sewerage charging approach within its Price and Service Plan 

proposal for the fourth regulatory period (PSP4) from 1 July 2021 to 30 June 2025. 

As part of Jacobs’ engagement, customer engagement of residential and commercial and trade waste 

customers using representative sampling via online surveys, focus groups and peak body surveys as been 

condiucted. The main objective of the engagement was to assist to inform the development of charging methods 

which are most likely to achieve a customer perception of being a fair and equitable approach.   

This stage of the project does not include formal, public consultation. This broader public consultation will be 

undertaken at a later stage (as part of PSP4) when a recommended sewerage commercial trade waste charging 

approach has been developed.   

The engagement undertaken in this project is summarised below: 

Table 1: Summary of engagement activities 

Method of engagement No. engaged 

Residential customers  

Online survey 2,472 

Focus group (two in total) 26 

Commercial and trade waste customers  

Online survey 104 

Focus group (two in total) 4 

Survey emailed to peak bodies and industry associations 7 

Total engagements 2,613 

The conclusions and recommendations presented reflect the key themes of feedback from customers, and are 

presented in their voice, and should be given due consideration and weighting.  They should be considered 

against other technical, financial, legislative/policy and other factors.  They do not necessarily reflect the views 

of Jacobs or TasWater.    
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Residential Customers 

• Key Principle:  Transparency about how charges are calculated and spent is as important as the level or 

method of charging.   

- People want to understand why the charges are so high, what they are being spent on, and where.   

- They would feel better about paying high charges if they understood TasWater spending plans and 

priorities as an investment for future generations. 

- They recognise that TasWater have inherited an infrastructure network that requires substantial 

investment to be fit for purpose. 

• Recommendation:  Provide a breakdown on the bill including: 

- Indicative amounts/proportions going to different components of TasWater service.  People 

understand that fixed costs (e.g. infrastructure; treatment) are a large proportion of their bill. 

- Changes in charging over longer term (i.e. compared to previous bills)  

• Recommendation:  Provide a ‘you said, we did’ summary report to those who participated in focus groups.  

People want to see the outcomes of the engagement and how their input has made a difference. 

• Recommendation:  Provide a link on bills as to where people can find a plain-English, long term TasWater 

strategy and spending plan that sets out how charges are being spent and will be spent in future, and how 

TasWater achieves value for money 

Commercial and Trade Waste Customers 

• Conclusion:  There is marked variability in the ranking of the criteria by businesses and peak bodies, even 

within the same business types, against all the variables. The main discrepancy is between the 

prioritisation of risk-based charging and affordability, with smaller businesses preferring risk-based 

charging and larger ones preferring affordability.  This would appear to be related to the high levels of 

concern over the burden of high charges to small businesses, who want to shift the burden to larger 

businesses, and a fear by larger businesses that their charges will go up if they are assessed as a higher 

risk customer. 

• Recommendation:  The overall feedback supports a criteria ranking of risk-based charging at number one 

and affordability at number two. There is majority support for larger businesses with higher volume/risk 

discharges to subsidise smaller businesses. 

• Conclusion:  There is widespread concern that the ET system is an unfair, ‘one-size-fits-all’ pricing 

method that doesn’t accurately reflect usage.  There is huge variation in usage from business to business, 

even within the same business types, that is not reflected in the ET system.  Customers report that it is 

hard to negotiate with TasWater for a fairer assessment. 

• Recommendation:  The new pricing methods should more accurately reflect the actual usage of the 

business and include a mechanism to challenge TasWater’s assessment. 

• Conclusion:  Small businesses have been hit hard by substantial charging increases over the last 3-4 

years, and the cost of pre-treatment works.  There are stories of many small businesses, especially in 

regional towns, going out of business due to increased sewerage and commercial trade waste charging 

increases. 

• Recommendation:  The new pricing methods should not increase overall charging levels for small 

business.  

• Recommendation:  The new pricing methods should incorporate regional variation to reflect the lower 

customer base (eg. Occupancy levels in accommodation; meals vs seating capacity in restaurants) for 

small businesses in regional areas.  

• Recommendation:  TasWater should consider providing more advice and information to small businesses 

as part of a Communication Strategy to explain the charging methods, how charges are set, how money is 

spent, and promoting pre-treatment options including the repayment program. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of engagement  

TasWater has engaged Jacobs to provide support in its review of the sewerage and commercial trade waste 

charging approach. The review seeks to ensure TasWater’s approach is: 

• transparent  

• logical and evidence based  

• equitable  

• easier to administer 

• ensures recovery of costs associated with the delivery sewerage services 

• meets regulatory requirements.  

TasWater will use the review to inform a revised sewerage charging approach within its Price and Service Plan 

proposal for the fourth regulatory period (PSP4) from 1 July 2021 to 30 June 2025. 

1.2 Purpose of the report 

This report summarises the outcomes of the customer engagement of residential sewerage, and commercial 

sewerage and trade waste customers. The methods used for engagement included representative sampling via 

online surveys, focus groups and peak body surveys with the main objective of helping inform the development 

of charging methods which are most likely to achieve a customer perception of being fair and equitable.   

This stage of the project and the PSP4 process does not include formal, public consultation. Broader public 

consultation will be undertaken at a later stage when a recommended sewerage and commercial trade waste 

charging approach has been developed.   

1.3 Customer engagement summary 

Table 1 1 summarises the engagement undertaken in this project. 

Table 1 1: Summary of engagement activities 

Method of engagement No. of engaged 

Residential customers  

Online survey 2,472 

Focus group (two in total) 26 

Commercial and trade waste customers  

Online survey 104 

Focus group (two in total) 4 

Survey emailed to peak bodies and industry associations 7 

Total engagements 2,613 

The feedback and analysis from this engagement is presented in this report.   

The conclusions and recommendations presented are not those of Jacobs or TasWater but are intended to 

reflect the key themes of feedback from customers and should be given due consideration and weighting in that 

context.    
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2. Residential Customers 

2.1 Online Survey  

2.1.1 Summary of Findings 

A total of 2,471 people responded to the residential survey.   

The criteria to assess different charging methods which the respondents were asked to rank in order of 

preference are outlined below. 

• Simple: Simple to understand and simple for TasWater to administer (ie. to categorise customers and 

apply the relevant charging rate). 

• Fair: Fairer, more equitable levying of charges and consistency across customer groups. 

• Cost Reflective: Charges reflect the actual cost to TasWater of infrastructure and services to that user 

group (closer to user pays). 

• Affordable: Affordable to my business and to businesses generally. 

The ranking of criteria has been analysed against each of the following customer attributes asked in the survey: 

• Age group 

• Household size 

• Total household income bracket 

• Postcode 

• Location type 

• Property type 

• Pricing knowledge (awareness of what they are paying for sewerage) 

The overall ranking of criteria was highly consistent across all customer attributes and the sub-categories within 

each attribute.   

Table 2 1 outlines the ranking of the criteria to assess different charging. 

Table 2 1: Residential ranking of criteria to assess sewerage and commercial trade waste charging methods 

Criteria ranking 

1. Affordable 

2. Fair 

3. Simple 

4. Cost Reflective 

The only notable deviations from this pattern are: 

• Age group:  All age groups ranked affordability as number one and fairness as number two, however for 

the bottom two criteria younger people (18-54) prioritised cost-reflectiveness over simplicity and older 

people (55+) ranked simplicity over cost-reflectiveness. 

• Property type:  For the top two criteria, people in strata title units and houses with gardens prioritise 

affordability over fairness.  All other categories (flats; houses with acreage; retirement homes; working 

farms; other) prioritised fairness over affordability. 
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2.1.2 Criteria – overall ranking 

Respondents were asked to number four criteria from 1 to 4 (1 = most important; 4 = least important). 

The individual ranking of the criteria was used as a simple score.  All scores by all respondents were added up 

for each criterion to get an overall score, as an indicator of the overall level of support for each criteria (highest 

score = least preferred criteria; lowest score = most preferred criteria). 

A total of 2471 response were received.  

Table 2 2: Residential overall criteria score and rank 

Criteria  Total scores 

1. Affordable 4,971 

2. Fair 5,687 

3. Simple 6,978 

4. Cost Reflective 7,064 

Figure 2.1: Residential overall criteria score  
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2.1.3 Criteria by Age 

Figure 2.2 outlines the ages of the survey respondents.  

Figure 2.2: Residential - number of responses by age 

 

Table 2.3 summaries the criteria ranking from the six age groups.  

Table 2 3: Residential – criteria ranking by age  

Age Simple Fair Cost Reflective Affordability 

18-24 

4 2 3 1 
25-34 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 
3 2 4 1 

65+ 

There is a clear distinction between the younger age groups (18-54) and the older age groups (55+) in the order 

of the bottom two criteria (simple vs. cost reflective). 

Interpretation: 

• All age groups ranked Affordability as priority one, and Fairness as priority two, indicating that age is not a 

significant factor in the ranking of the criteria. 

• The only deviations from this are: 

- Older people (55+) prefer a simple system over a cost-reflective one. 

- Younger people (18-54) prefer a cost-reflective system over simplicity. 
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2.1.4 Household Size 

Figure 2.3 outlines the household size of the survey respondents.  

Figure 2.2: Residential - number of responses by household size  

\ 

Table 2.4 summaries the criteria ranking from six categories of household size.  

Table 2 4: Residential – criteria ranking by household size  

People in Household Simple Fair Cost Reflective Affordability 

1 3 2 4 1 

2 3 2 4 1 

3 4 2 3 1 

4 3 2 4 1 

5 4 2 3 1 

6+ 3 2 4 1 

 

Interpretation: 

• All household sizes ranked affordability as priority one and fairness as priority two. 

• There was some variation by household size in the ranking of simplicity and cost-reflectiveness as the 

bottom two priorities, but the difference is negligible in scale. 
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2.1.5 Total Household Income 

Figure 2.5 outlines the total household income of the survey respondents.  

Figure 2.5: Residential - number of responses by total household income  

 

Table 2.5 summaries the criteria ranking from 11 household income categories.  

Table 2 5: Residential – criteria ranking by household income  

Income Simple Fair Cost Reflective Affordability 

$0-19,999 3 2 4 1 

$20,000-39,999 3 2 4 1 

$40,000-59,999 3 2 4 1 

$60,000-79,999 4 2 3 1 

$80,000-99,999 4 2 3 1 

$100,000-119,999 4 2 3 1 

$120,000-139,999 4 2 3 1 

$140,000-159,999 4 1 3 2 

$160,000-179,999 3 2 4 1 

$180,000-199,999 4 1 3 2 

$200,000+ 4 1 3 2 

 

Interpretation: 

• All income groups ranked affordability and fairness as the top two criteria. 

• The higher income brackets were more inclined to rank fairness above affordability. 

• There was some variation in the ranking of simplicity and cost-reflectiveness as the bottom two criteria, but 

the variation is negligible. 
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2.1.6 Location 

Figure 2.6 and Table 2.6 outlines the location of the survey respondents.  

Figure 2.6: Residential - number of responses by location 

 

Table 2 3: Residential - number of responses by location  

Region Number of Responses 

North North excl. Launceston 714 

Launceston 379 

South South excl. Hobart 458 

Hobart 868 

Figure 2.7 summaries the criteria ranking scores from four locations.  

Figure 2 7: Residential - criteria ranking scores by location 
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Interpretation: 

• All regions ranked the criteria in roughly the same order, suggesting that region is not a significant factor 

• The north including Launceston ranked the criteria in the following order:   

1. Affordable 

2. Fair 

3. Simple 

4. Cost-Reflective 

• The south including Hobart ranked the bottom two criteria in the reverse order: 

1. Affordable 

2. Fair 

3. Cost-Reflective 

4. Simple 

• The difference between north and south is statistically negligible.  All regions consistently prioritised 

Affordable first and fair second. 
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2.1.7 Location Type 

Figure 2.8 outlines the location type of the survey respondents.  

Figure 2 8: Residential - number of responses by location type 

 

 

Table 2.7 summaries the criteria ranking from four location types.  

Table 2 7: Residential - criteria ranking by location type 

Location Type Simple Fair Cost Reflective Affordability 

Inner City 4 2 3 1 

Regional Town 3 2 4 1 

Rural 3 2 4 1 

Suburbs 3 2 4 1 

 

Interpretation: 

• The ranking of the criteria was largely consistent across the location types, with affordability at priority one 

and fairness at priority two for all location types. 

• The only variation was Inner City locations switching the order of the bottom two criteria, prioritising cost-

reflectiveness over simplicity.  All other groups ranked simplicity at priority three and cost-reflectiveness at 

priority four. 
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2.1.8 Property Type 

Figure 2.9 outlines the property type of the survey respondents.  

Figure 2 9: Residential - number of responses by property type  

 

Table 2.8 summaries the criteria ranking from seven property types.  

Table 2 8: Residential - criteria ranking by property type 

Property Type Simple Fair Cost Reflective Affordability 

Flat/apartment 4 1 3 2 

House with acreage 3 1 4 2 

House with garden 3 2 4 1 

Retirement village 2 1 4 3 

Strata title unit 4 2 3 1 

Working farm 3 1 4 2 

Other 4 1 2 3 

 

Interpretation: 

• Property type had the most variation in criteria ranking between different property types, and the most 

deviation from the average criteria ranking in other variables. 

• Affordability was only ranked at number one in two of the seven property type categories (house with 

garden; strata title unit), suggesting that these property types are more concerned about affordability than 

other categories (flats; houses with acreage; retirement villages; working farms). 

• Fairness was the top criteria in five out of seven of the property types. 
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2.1.9 Pricing Knowledge 

Figure 2.9 outlines the level of pricing knowledge of the survey respondents.  

Figure 2 9: Residential - number of responses by pricing knowledge  

 

Table 2.9 summaries the criteria ranking from three pricing knowledge levels.  

Table 2 9: Residential - criteria ranking by pricing knowledge 

 

 

Pricing knowledge Simple Fair Cost Reflective Affordability 

Yes, I have a rough idea of what I am paying for 

sewerage 

3 2 4 1 

I know that sewerage charges are calculated separately 

from water but I don't recall how much I am paying 

3 2 4 1 

I wasn't aware that sewerage charges were calculated 

separately from water and I don't know how much I am 

paying 

3 2 4 1 

 

Interpretation: 

• The ranking of criteria was consistent across the three levels of knowledge of sewerage pricing, suggesting 

that awareness (or lack thereof) of what people are actually paying is not a significant factor in their ranking 

of the criteria.  
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2.1.10 Comments  

A total of 791 comments were made by residential survey respondents. Figure 2.10 highlights the key words 

contained in customer responses.  

Full comments are included in Appendix A. 

 

Figure 2 9: Residential – Word Cloud from all survey comments  
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2.1.11 Key issues 

• Many comments expressing concern about high charges:   

- Sewerage is one of the biggest household bills. 

- Please reduce costs.  

- Please stop increasing costs - Sewerage charges have increased substantially in recent years, much 

more than CPI. 

- Pensioners and low-income earners struggle to pay bills. 

- Please don’t use the review as an excuse to raise charges. 

• People would like bills itemised/broken down. 

• Infrastructure costs:  People don’t understand why charges don’t reduce to maintenance-only once 

infrastructure is in place and capital costs are paid off. 

• There are many comments and high levels of frustration from owners of vacant land with no services and 

owners of homes with septic systems, including: 

- They don’t understand why they are paying high charges when not using the sewerage system. 

- Houses in areas without sewerage infrastructure pay no sewerage bills, but vacant land in sewered 

areas pay sewerage bills for infrastructure they don’t use.   

• There are a lot of comments expressing frustration that being environmentally friendly and reducing 

wastewater doesn’t have any impact on their bills. 

• People want incentives to be more environmentally friendly including: 

- Discounts/rebates for composting toilets; water-saving/recycling toilets; greywater recycling; septic 

systems/enviro-cycles; other ‘off-grid’ systems. 

- TasWater to promote water conservation measures; advice on what can and can’t go down drains; 

advice on environmentally friendly alternatives to using the sewerage system; etc. 

- TasWater to look at recycling of wastewater and treated sewage from treatment plants as a resource 

to offset charges to customers. 

• People building a house are frustrated at being charged for sewerage from the time of connection before 

the house is built, meaning they are paying for 6 months or more during construction when they aren’t 

using the system. 

• People would like more options for people with visual/hearing impairments to talk to someone about bills 

etc.  

• Charges should be more closely linked to usage, eg. Linked to number of people in the home or number of 

toilets. 

• TasWater should be as efficient as possible to minimise proportion of charges going to administration. 

• Developers of new housing schemes should be paying more for infrastructure because of the extra burden 

on the sewerage system. 

• There is a lot of confusion about Council vs. TasWater responsibilities. 
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2.2 Focus Groups 

Residential focus groups were held as follows: 

• Launceston, 10am Tuesday 23rd July 2019 – 13 people attended 

• Hobart, 11.30am Wednesday 24th July 2019 – 10 people attended 

The introductory questions indicated that the attendees in both groups were familiar with sewerage pricing and 

had a lot to say, so no formal exercises were used.  Rather, the groups were allowed to discuss the issues with 

a minimum of guidance and prompts to keep the discussion on track.  Figure 2.10 provides a summary of the 

key words from the focus group discussions. 

Notes of the residential focus groups are included in Appendix B and Appendix C. 

The key themes and recommendations are summarised, based on analysis of the notes and also the facilitators’ 

assessment of the groups’ response to the ideas discussed. 

Figure 2 10: Residential – Word Cloud from focus groups  
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2.2.1 Key Themes:  Launceston Focus Group  

There is a high level of suspicion about TasWater’s motives in conducting focus groups (i.e. fear that their 

feedback will be used to justify whatever choice of pricing method TasWater chooses, and that nothing else will 

change). 

There is a general consensus that TasWater communication and customer service is poor. 

People are concerned about how much sewerage charges have increased since the establishment of 

TasWater, although there is also a recognition that TasWater have inherited sewerage infrastructure that the 

Councils couldn’t afford to maintain. 

There is a high level of concern about a perceived lack of transparency by TasWater about: 

• Why charges are so high. 

• Where the money goes, and specifically whether their charges are funding infrastructure for other areas 

whilst they don’t see any benefit locally from the infrastructure component of their charges (however, there 

was also division within the group about whether people should be charged differently depending upon the 

state of infrastructure where they live). 

• Whether the legacy of a lack of maintenance by Councils prior to TasWater’s inception is being funded 

through debt which will further increase charges for the next generation. 

It was suggested that people would feel better about paying high sewerage charges if there was more 

transparency about the need for high charges, where the priority infrastructure needs are, and how the money is 

being spent. 
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Figure 2 11: Residential – key statements from Launceston focus group  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 

This is very important – we need to 

see what TasWater are doing with 

our money, and not just on their 

website, so we won’t be p***d off! 

 

We want a flyer with our bill that tells us 

what they are doing or planning in our 

area.  For example, where is my local 

sewerage treatment plant and what 

upgrades are being done or planned? 

 

 

I would feel better about 

paying high charges now if I 

knew what else was in the 

plan 

 

 

 

 

I have made several phone calls to 

TasWater and navigated the organisation 

to try to find a reasonable person to talk to 

about my bills, but all I’m told is “they are 

the charges; that’s how it works”.   

 

Bills aren’t transparent; water/sewerage bills 

are one of the major costs for households; 

sewerage is the biggest lump sum and we 

don’t know why 

 

I am very concerned that the 

focus groups are just to justify 

TasWater’s decision. 

 

A big percentage of sewerage 

charges are for infrastructure 

but we are not seeing 

infrastructure upgrades 
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2.2.2 Key Themes: Hobart Focus Group  

There is a recognition that TasWater has inherited infrastructure which has not been adequately maintained and 

that requires substantial investment. 

There is concern about the extra load being placed on the system by new housing subdivisions, and whether 

developers are making a fair contribution to the infrastructure costs. 

People felt strongly that the current system which treats all household sizes equally is unfair (e.g. a single 

person in a two-bed house shouldn’t be charged the same as the student house next door with 13 people). 

There was a lot of discussion about how to simply reflect relative usage in charging, concluding: 

You can’t use the number of people per household as this is too changeable. 

Use of the sewerage system is likely to be roughly proportionate to the use of water.  There is some support for 

shifting charging to increase water charges and reduce sewerage charges, with a non-fixed component of 

sewerage charges being proportionate to water usage.   

The suggestion of linking sewerage charging to water usage would also have the benefit of incentivising people 

to conserve water and be more environmentally friendly in their use of water and sewerage, which people see 

as TasWater’s responsibility to promote and educate about. 

There is a high level of demand for a long-term spending plan so people can understand why charges are so 

high and what they are being spent on. 

There was division within the group about whether the fixed costs of infrastructure should be shared equally 

across all Tasmanians or whether they should be divided into regions so that people’s charges can be seen to 

be making a difference to their local infrastructure. 

There was a suggestion supported by the majority of the group that there are four areas of charging which could 

be reflected in the bill breakdown:  admin (fixed); maintenance (by region); treatment (cost divided by users per 

catchment); usage (based on water usage). 
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Figure 2 12: Residential – key statements from Hobart focus group  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

There are no graphs on the bill to 

compare with my neighbours and to look 

at conservation of water and cost savings.  

 Transparency and accountability are key 

 

 

The house next door to me has 13 

students.  All the other houses are 

single people. 

 

 

 

TasWater is the innocent party 

taking over the Council’s problems 

 

 

Demography and size of 

households is important and 

should be taken into consideration 

 

 

Shouldn’t the government be 

responsible for sharing costs 

equally across all customers? 

 

 

TasWater have a responsibility to 

run an education programme – we 

don’t have enough information 

 

 

Is there a long term plan?  We 

would like to see long term spend 

planning 

 

Imagine a pie chart of four key 

charges:  treatment; infrastructure; 

usage; administration 

 
It keeps coming back to transparency 
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2.2.3 Focus Group Recommendations 

• Key Principle:  Transparency about how charges are calculated and spent is as important as the level or 

method of charging:   

- People want to understand why the charges are so high, what they are being spent on, and where.   

- They would feel better about paying high charges if they understood TasWater spending plans and 

priorities as an investment for future generations. 

- They recognise that TasWater have inherited an infrastructure network that requires substantial 

investment to be fit for purpose. 

• Recommendation:  Provide a breakdown on the bill including: 

- Indicative amounts/proportions going to different components of TasWater service.  People 

understand that fixed costs (eg. Infrastructure; treatment) are a large proportion of their bill. 

- Changes in charging over longer term (ie. Compared to previous bills).  

• Recommendation:  Provide a ‘you said, we did’ summary report to those who participated in focus groups.  

People want to see the outcomes of the engagement and how their input has made a difference. 

• Recommendation:  Provide a link on bills to where people can find a plain-English, long term TasWater 

strategy and spending plan that sets out how charges are being spent and will be spent in future, and how 

TasWater achieves value for money. 
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3. Commercial & Trade Waste Customers  

3.1 Online Survey 

3.1.1 Summary of Findings 

A total of 104 people responded to the commercial & trade waste survey.  

The criteria are: 

• Risk based: Where there is a risk from discharge, low risk should reflect lower charges and high risk 

should reflect higher charges. 

• Fair: Fairer, more equitable levying of charges and consistency across customer groups. 

• Cost Reflective: Charges reflect the actual cost to TasWater of infrastructure and services to that user 

group (closer to user pays). 

• Affordable: Affordable to my business and to businesses generally. 

The ranking of criteria has been analysed against each of the variables asked about in the survey questions: 

• Nature of Business 

• Number of daily staff & visitors on site 

• Number of opening days per week  

• Main type of discharge 

• Pre-treatment works 

• Postcode/location type 

• Pricing knowledge (awareness of what they are actually paying for sewerage) 

• Awareness of customer repayment plan 

There are two clear outcomes from the commercial and trade waste survey results: 

1. The ranking of criteria was highly variable and inconsistent across all variables and categories.  The overall 

ranking below is a crude average and does not reflect the variation in responses. 

2. Despite the very high level of variation across all categories and variables, one pattern stood out, and that 

is the clear dichotomy between risk-based charging and affordability, with small to medium businesses with 

low volume and/or low risk discharges prioritising risk-based charging, and the larger businesses with 

higher volume and/or higher risk discharges prioritising affordability.   

Table 2 1 outlines the ranking of the criteria to assess different charging. 

Table 3 1: Commercial & Trade Waste Customers -criteria ranking  

Criteria ranking 

1. Risk-Based 

2. Affordable 

3. Fair 

4. Cost Reflective 
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3.1.2 Nature of Business 

The total number of businesses responding to the survey was too low for statistical analysis within some 

business type categories.  Those with the most responses have been summarised in Table 3.2: 

Table 3.2: Commercial & Trade Waste Customers - ranking of criteria by nature of business 

Business Type No.  Risk Based Fair 
Cost 

Reflective 
Affordable 

Accommodation: short term (Caravan Park, Motel, B&B, 

Boarding house) 
10 1 3 4 2 

Catering/Take Away/Fast Food/ Delicatessen (excludes sit 

down eating) 
6 1 3 4 2 

Factory / Workshop/ Metal Finishing/ Panel or Body 

Repair/Machinery Hire 
14 1 3 4 2 

Dentist/ Medical 4 2 3 1 4 

Hairdresser/Beauty Salon/Chiropractic/ Massage / 

Alternative therapies 
3 4 2 3 1 

Restaurant/ Café/ Licensed Club/ Bowling Green (includes 

sit down eating) 
20 3 2 4 1 

Supermarket/Green Grocer/Food retailer/ Smallgoods/ 

Butcher/ Bakery 
4 4 2 3 1 

Interpretation: 

• The ranking of criteria varied significantly from business to business, even within the same business type, 

which makes it very difficult to make generalisations about the priorities of businesses based on the nature 

of business.   

• Nevertheless, one general pattern emerged (highlighted in yellow) in which the ‘Risk-Based’ criteria was 

strongly divided between Accommodation/take-away/factory businesses putting risk-based criteria at 

number one, and hairdresser/restaurant/supermarket putting it at number three or four.  This is likely to 

reflect a perception by the accommodation/take-away/factory businesses that their discharges are low-

volume and low-risk compared to other types of business of similar size and charging levels.   

3.1.3 Type of Discharge 

Most of the responses were from businesses with sewerage discharges from toilets/washing facilities for staff 

and visitors only.  Some of these also had other types of discharge.  Table 3.3 sorts the responses by 

‘sewerage only’ and sewerage plus each of four main other types of discharge.  These are the categories which 

had enough responses to be statistically significant.   

Table 3.3: Commercial & Trade Waste Customers - ranking of criteria by type of discharge  

 Risk Based Fair Cost Reflective Affordable 

Sewerage Only  1 2 3 4 

Sewerage 

plus: 

Food Preparation 3 2 4 1 

Industrial 1 2 4 3 

Contaminated surface 

water runoff 
2 1 4 3 

Waste water from 

laundries, car washes, 

swimming pools, etc. 

1 3 4 2 
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Interpretation: 

• The rankings not only vary between discharge types but also vary significantly from business to business 

within each discharge type.  Therefore, the rankings above are an average with a low level of statistical 

reliability.   

• As a very general pattern, the overall ranking is: 

1. Risk-Based 

2. Fair 

3. Affordable 

4. Cost-Reflective 

• The notable exception is businesses with food preparation discharges, which prioritise affordability over 

risk-based charging, compared for example to sewerage-only businesses who prioritise risk-based 

charging.  As for business types, this would suggest that low-volume and/or low-risk discharge businesses 

perceive unfairness in the current system which charges higher volume/risk discharge at the same rate as 

low volume/risk. 

3.1.4 Volume of People  

This category includes: 

• Number of staff on site per day 

• Number of visitors on site per day 

• Number of opening days per week 

These variables have been multiplied into an overall score and sorted into three categories of small, medium, 

and large as a rough indicator of the volume of people using the premises. 

Table 3.4: Commercial & Trade Waste Customers - ranking of criteria by volume of people 

Category No. Risk based Fair Cost Reflective Affordable 

Small 31 1 2 4 3 

Medium 24 1 3 4 2 

Large 29 3 2 4 1 

Interpretation: 

• There is negligible difference between the criteria rankings of the businesses with small and medium 

volumes of people.  However, there is a marked difference between the small/medium and large 

categories, with the businesses with large volumes of people ranking affordability as the first priority, and 

risk-based at number three, with the small and medium volume businesses reversing this pattern.   

• This suggests that the small-medium businesses feel they are subsidising the cost of larger businesses 

with higher risk discharges, and that a prioritisation of risk-based pricing may make services more 

affordable for smaller businesses.   
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3.1.5 Location 

Table 3.6 and Table 3.7 summarise the ranking of criteria to assess sewerage and commercial trade wast 

charges by location and location type.  

Table 3.6: Commercial & Trade Waste Customers - ranking of criteria by location 

Region Number of 

Responses Risk based Fair 

Cost 

Reflective Affordable 

West  3 2 3 4 1 

North North excl. Launceston 37 2 3 4 1 

Launceston 17 2 3 1 4 

South South excl. Hobart 8 3 1 2 4 

Hobart 16 1 3 2 4 

 

Table 3.7: Commercial & Trade Waste Customers - ranking of criteria by location type 

 
Risk Based Fair Cost Reflective Affordable 

Inner city 4 3 2 1 

Regional town 2 3 4 1 

Rural 1 2 3 4 

Suburban 1 2 4 3 

Interpretation: 

• The rankings by region and location type are highly variable, and not statistically reliable.  Again, this is 

likely to reflect the very individual nature of the businesses and the respondents.   

• The most predominant pattern again is the polarisation between risk-based charging and affordability, 

which is probably reflective of the perceived unfairness in the current system. 
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3.1.6 Sewerage & Commercial Trade Waste Knowledge 

Question 1: Do you have a rough idea of how much you are paying per quarter for sewerage and trade waste 

(if applicable)?   

Response No. of respondents 

I know that sewerage and trade waste are calculated separately from water, but I don't recall how much I am 

paying 
24 

I wasn't aware that sewerage and trade waste charges were calculated separately from water and I don't know 

how much I am paying 
13 

Yes, I have a rough idea of what I am paying for sewerage and trade waste 60 

Question 2: Do you think that businesses with higher volume and/or higher risk discharges should pay a bit 

more to subsidise the cost of trade waste infrastructure for small businesses? 

Response No. of respondents 

High volume /high risk should subsidise low volume/low risk 59 

Large business should subsidise small business 13 

No subsidies should be allowed at all 20 

Other approach (see below for comments) 11 

Question 3: What other approaches could be adopted for sewerage and commercial trade waste charging?  

Responses 

1. For businesses that have spent 1000's of dollars installing pre-waste water treatment the discount for trade waste should be 

significantly more than the 10% discount that TasWater gives. 

2. User pays approach would be best 

3. Should pay on volume.   

4. Sporting club need lower charges  

5. Maybe calculate according to volume and usage. Doesn’t seem fair that smaller businesses pay the same as larger one with higher 

risk and output.  

6. Low risk low volume should not be penalised to subsidise high risk discharge ie. soap and water is not high risk 

7. User pays - big users pay big, small users pay small 

8. allowances should be made if you are forced to pump to street system 

9. Each business should have its own meter to calculate. ie I have my own electricity account - I should have my own water account - 

not rely on an approximate from my landlord. I believe as a small business I am subsidising other business who are not charged any 

water or trade waste. 

10. User Pays System 

11. Fees should be assessed on volume and risk 

Question 4: Are you aware of TasWater's Trade Waste Commercial Compliance Program? 

Response % of respondents 

Yes 54% 

No 47% 
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Question 4: Are you aware of TasWater's Customer Repayment Program that offers 4-year interest free 

repayment contracts for up to 80% of the cost of compliant pre-treatment systems? 

Response No. of respondents 

No, I was not aware 55 

Not applicable, as I do not discharge trade waste 20 

Yes, but my business has not used it 22 

Yes, my business has used it 3 

Question 5:  If you answered yes to Question 4, but did not access the program, please indicate why? 

Response No. of respondents 

I could not commit for the duration of time required 9 

I did not meet the eligibility criteria 6 

The financial terms were not attractive enough 3 

The repayments were still too high 1 

Other (see comments below) 17 

General comments 

Responses 

1. Not applicable for my business as none of my trade waste goes down sewers 

2. Didn’t need to use it 

3. Not needed 

4. Not needed 

5. Has not been installed as yet 

6. I will pay for it myself 

7. Don’t believe I should have to pay 

8. Did not need 

9. Self-Funded 

10. Not necessary 

11. Have budgeted for works and prefer to pay up front. 

12. It’s up to my landlord to fund or organise funding I believe. 

13. My existing system  

14. In the process of applying 

15. Self-funded 

16. This is only applicable to my landlord NOT to me who pays him rent. As an older building there is absolutely NO WAY he is going to 

dig anything up to sort this - and I think Tas Water are asking too much of any business to do this. These are very old business and 

infrastructure; it would be inconvenient to the businesses to comply - if you want it sorted then Tas Water should do it at their cost. 

17. Installed by Council 
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3.2 Focus Groups 

Focus groups were held as follows: 

• Ulverstone, 2pm, Monday 22nd July 2019 – 2 people attended 

• Hobart, 10am, Wednesday 24th July 2019 – 2 people attended 

Attendance at the focus groups was much lower than expected, compared to the number of expressions of 

interest.  This was put down to the challenges of taking time out of the business during a business day.  

The introductory questions indicated that the attendees in both groups were familiar with sewerage and 

commercial trade waste pricing and had a lot to say, so no formal exercises were used.  Rather, the groups 

were allowed to discuss the issues with a minimum of guidance and prompts to keep the discussion on track. 

Notes of the commercial and trade waste focus groups are included in Appendix D. 

The key themes and recommendations are summarised below, based on analysis of the notes and also the 

facilitators’ assessment of the groups’ response to the ideas discussed. 

3.2.1 Key Themes 

• ETs are not an accurate indicator of usage and are an unfair pricing method. 

• There has been a substantial increase in charging over the last few years (67% in 3 years evidenced in one 

case) which has been a big burden on small business, and businesses in regional areas.  Some 

businesses have closed due to charging increases and pre-treatment compliance costs. 

• Occupancy levels in accommodation should be considered, including regional variation in average 

occupancy levels. 

• TasWater’s customer service and communication is poor.   

• Businesses would like more personalized support for small business. 

• There is no mechanism to review or challenge ET assessments. 

• Many businesses are commercial tenants.  Some landlords refuse to pay for pre-treatment works and 

businesses can’t afford it, but the communication is between TasWater and landlords, which creates a 

difficult situation for commercial tenants.  

• Charging should include an incentive to develop business in regional towns. 

• There is a lack of transparency by TasWater regarding how charges are set and spent. 

• There is no incentive or reward for being environmentally friendly. 

• There is confusion about the division of responsibilities between Council and TasWater, eg. Tree roots 

interfering in sewerage pipes, with both parties denying responsibility. 
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3.3 Commercial Peak Bodies Survey 

Seven peak bodies and industry associations responded to the email survey, although one did not complete the 

criteria ranking. 

Table 3.8 outlines the ranking of criteria to assess sewerage and commercial trade waste charges by each 

response. The full responses are included in Appendix E.  

Table 3.8: Commercial peak bodies survey - ranking of criteria by commercial peak bodies 

Respondent No. Risk based Fair Cost Reflective Affordable 

1 2 3 4 1 

2 4 1 3 2 

3 4 3 2 1 

4 2 4 1 3 

5 2 3 4 1 

6 4 1 3 2 

The overall ranking is difficult to define with this small number of responses.  The high level of variation seen in 

the commercial & trade waste customer online surveys is also apparent in the peak body surveys.  The overall 

ranking below should therefore be taken as statistically unreliable.   

Overall ranking: 

1. Affordable 

2. Fair 

3. Cost-Reflective 

4. Risk-Based 

It is notable that the risk-based charging criteria was rated overall number four by the peak bodies but overall 

number one by the individual commercial customers. 
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3.3.1 Commercial peak bodies survey responses 

Question 1:  Do you think businesses with higher volume and/or higher risk discharges should pay a bit more to 

subsidise the cost of trade waste infrastructure and services for small businesses? 

• The consensus is yes, higher risk discharges should incur higher costs, but with a recognition that where 

businesses have invested to become compliant that there should be some financial benefit 

Question 2:  Are you aware of TasWater’s Trade Waste Commercial Compliance Program? 

Response No. of respondents 

Yes 5 

No 2 

Question 3:  If yes, have you had any feedback from your Members about the cost of compliance or any 

obstacles to becoming compliant? 

• The consensus is yes, they have had feedback and the cost of compliance is a significant burden to small 

businesses. 

Question 4:  Do you understand the current charging method based on number of ET’s (‘Equivalent 

Tenements’), ie. Equating each business to an equivalent number of domestic homes? 

Response No. of respondents 

Yes 3 

No 4 

Question 5:  Do you have any suggestions for a fairer way to charge for trade waste? 

Responses 

1. Evaluate each business individually rather than grouping them 

2. There should be provision of an offset principle to rehabilitate the damage caused by businesses with high risk discharges  

3. Occupancy should be taken into account, ie. a venue may have 50 accommodation rooms but if that only operate at 50% occupancy 

then surely this should come into the calculation. 

Question 7:   Are there any other considerations you would like TasWater to take into account in designing a 

new trade waste charging method? 

Responses 

1. Have some appreciation of the impact of actions handed down by bureaucrats in ivory towers far removed from the difficult world of 

small business. 

2. Certain industries generate higher-risk trade waste. If this industry is required and utilized by the wider community then it is an 

essential service and its ongoing viability should be considered.  

3. Certain rural areas are severely disadvantaged due to lack of infrastructure capability. Any trade-waste generating business wishing 

to operate in [such] an area faces significant financial hurdles due to the inability of infrastructure to deal with trade waste. This 

means that this business moves from being a serviced trade waste customer to a tankered waste customer and the cost of doing so 

is often unfeasible. 

4. TasWater are not encouraging customers to use less water.  It’s not in their philosophy or policy to reduce wastewater.  If it was user 

pays, customers will look for ways to reduce wastewater.  TasWater should be looking to reduce discharges, as part of their 

philosophy/policy.   

5. Their staff and how they have dealt with customers has improved dramatically in the last 18 months.  They should reflect this in their 

business going forward. 

6. Business outflow and impacts on the marine environment and seafood businesses is of concern to OT and TSIC.  
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Responses 

7. There should be consideration of a rebate to businesses that are impacted negatively by TasWater infrastructure breaches. In 

particular, sewage spills can result in a mandatory 21-day closure for oyster growing areas. If caused by failed or faulty Taswater 

infrastructure and operations, there should be a rebate to impacted businesses. 

8. Meter water usage in and Meter waste going out. That it is simply fair and equitable for all, that it considers new business such as 

mobile food vans, dog washes etc so these businesses contribute fairly. 

9. A review of fixed sewer charges should be included in review.  Higher trade waste charges, variable trade waste charges may offset 

lower fixed sewer charges. 

10. Venue size should not determine a higher fee to subsidize smaller venues, only low vs high risk venues should determine different 

pricing structures. 

 

3.3.2 Commercial & Trade Waste conclusions and recommendations 

• Conclusion:  There is marked variability in the ranking of the criteria by businesses and peak bodies, even 

within the same business types, against all the variables. The main discrepancy is between the 

prioritization of risk-based charging and affordability, with smaller businesses preferring risk-based 

charging and larger ones preferring affordability.  This would appear to be related to the high levels of 

concern over the burden of high charges to small businesses, who want to shift the burden to larger 

businesses, and a fear by larger businesses that their charges will go up if they are assessed as a higher 

risk customer. 

• Recommendation:  The overall feedback supports a criteria ranking of risk-based charging at number one 

and affordability at number two. There is majority support for larger businesses with higher volume/risk 

discharges to subsidise smaller businesses. 

• Conclusion:  There is widespread concern that the ET system is an unfair, ‘one-size-fits-all’ pricing 

method that doesn’t accurately reflect usage.  There is huge variation in usage from business to business, 

even within the same business types, that is not reflected in the ET system.  Customers report that it is 

hard to negotiate with TasWater for a fairer assessment. 

• Recommendation:  The new pricing methods should more accurately reflect the actual usage of the 

business and include a mechanism to challenge TasWater’s assessment. 

• Conclusion:  Small businesses have been hit hard by substantial charging increases over the last 3-4 

years, and the cost of pre-treatment works.  There are stories of many small businesses, especially in 

regional towns, going out of business due to increased sewerage and commercial trade waste charging 

increases. 

• Recommendation:  The new pricing methods should not increase overall charging levels for small 

business.  

• Recommendation:  The new pricing methods should incorporate regional variation to reflect the lower 

customer base (eg. Occupancy levels in accommodation; meals vs seating capacity in restaurants) for 

small businesses in regional areas.  

• Recommendation:  TasWater should consider providing more advice and information to small businesses 

as part of a communication strategy to explain the charging methods, how charges are set, how money is 

spent, and promoting pre-treatment options including the repayment program. 
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Appendix A. Residential Online Survey Comments 

 

[see separate document] 

  



1 
 

TasWater Residential Customers Comments from Online Survey  

July 2019 

 

I have lived in 4 states in Australia, and have always found that Melbourne Water has the 
most reasonable sewerage charges. Under that system there is a seasonal multiplication 
factor which takes into account the proportion of water used which does not go down the 
sewers, such as garden watering. This is then applied to the water meter reading to 
determine the likely amount of sewerage discharged by each household. This is then what 
is billed.    This helps to reinforce water conservation as there is a double bill saving for 
conservation efforts, instead of the system Tasmania has now where conservation makes 
very little difference to the quarterly bills. 

Quarterly charges are overinflated. 

Sewerage charges should form part of "life's accessible's" for all Tasmanians, therefore 
should not be regarded as a profit point by Taswater. A review by the corporate regulator 
should only allow a charge to be up to and no mire than the cost of service and should this 
cost be excessive in this economic environment should be subsidised by the state budget 

If it comes to Cost Reflective it will be important for users to update the number in the 
household as this can change over time. 

Cost to pensionsers  

I think current water rates are unreasonably high.  I am in a single person household and 
certainly not profligate with water & yet I am paying more than $1000.00 per year 

As pensioners we are struggling, we continue to cut back on usage, fixed charges 
continue to increase, soon our account will be usage 0 and the total bill all service 
charges, surely you can apply some discount for pensioners/low income. 

Water usage is not indicative of sewerage production; so I am interested on ways of 
grouping clients! 

In some areas infrastructure is very old - repair and replacement costs should be fair and 
reasonable - residents have contributed to the costs of these services over decades - 
maintenance and replacement where necessary should not at the residents expense  

Any customer behaviour changes that would help to manage usage/costs? Environmental 
impacts considered. Info for customers about the sewerage treatment process to help us 
understand complexity & costs. 

Cost involved in reducing smell from sewerage at Longford 

Charges compared to interstate. A lot higher in Tasmania. 

Please keep bills itemised so that bills relating to rental properties are easy to separate out 
charges. 

Mitigation of overflow of pump stations 

I hope sewerage charges are not going up as it is extremely hard to pay the current 
accounts as they come in quarterly. 

Thanks for the questionnaire and keeping me informed 

How much the number of occupants would be creating. 

Keep pricing relative and fair. 

not to have a charge in December as its always to close to Christmas(its needs to be 
either in November or January) 
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the waste 'muck' that is pumped into the sea & seagulls swim around it, then signs are put 
up saying water is contaminated. I personally believe, those responsible should be fined 
heavily, they do it with ships and their spilled oil etc, what's the difference.  You will see 
from my post code, where I live and                 i don't mind being             

Current bill format easier to understand than our electricity or phone bill, don't make these 
too complicated 

If you are not using sewer or water, you should not be  charged!  

We are on septic tank sewerage 

Rebates or reduced bills for pensioners and low income earners are important.  

If we simply own land with no water or sewer services required, then we shouldn't need to 
pay 'service charge' 

Sewerage charges are too high, they do not take into account watering the garden, this 
water does not need treating and I feel like i get charged for too much sewerage treatment 
which is not actually treated;  there is no incentive to use less water as the water 
connection and sewerage charges are high regardless.   

we have septic system, I don't think we pay sewerage charge - it is very expensive to 
update to bio-system 

Infrastructure should only be charged once a year.  You are double dipping with these 
charges every quarter.  Be fair and equitable. 

What happened to the days when we were not charged forwater usage?? 

Consideration for the number of people per dwelling 

Advise customers if Taswater is using remote reading outside meter or is access required 

It is hard to meet these obligations, so any shift in affordability that could be made would 
be appreciated  

Explain to customers why sewer charges are 66.66 % of total service charges.  

An on line chat service for your customers who have hearing disabilities 

You have not adequately defined "fair" 

Higher use (higher density unit complex) vs single occupancy dwelling 

Easy options to opt out of sewerage charges if no longer using services.   E.g. install grey 
and brown water pit  

Consider the number of people in the household to accurately determine the service 
charges. Ie: a household with 2 people shouldn’t be charged the same as a household of 
4+ 

My home does not have access to the sewerage network. 

if property not using sewage system, then dont believe it should be charged....ie vacant 
land 

Water and sewerage charges should reflect actual use. Currently charges are mainly for 
being connected, which gives no incentive to save water. 

Not directly related to sewerage charges, but the cost of my actual water usage is a very 
small fraction of my bill, and I use less water than most people. I'm very careful with water 
usage on principle, but would appreciate incentives to save water in this era of high prices 
and growing concern that there won't be enough water resources for the community's and 
wider needs. 

I believe that the sewerage charge should be a percentage of water usage. If a residence 
for instance uses 1 mega litre of water it could be reasonably expected that a significant 
part of that water will enter into the sewerage system, which then contributes to the cost of 
processing and infrastructure. One might ask then about water on the garden; well maybe 
charging sewerage on a percentage of water usage might just temper water wastage in 
the garden! 
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Yes As the rate payer you sent the survey to me but the house you service is in 
Devonport.  The real issue if you persist in variable usage charges that YOU bill the 
USER.  it is not my job to recover your charges from the customer user.  As the Rate 
payer I should only need to know about standing chargers.  Get a new Survey Monkey! 

I am on a disability pension and live in a complex of 6 units and pay an exorbitant amount 
for sewage AND water! My Taswater bill is more than my rates bill!  

Customer pricing should be based on number of persons who live permaently in the home  

Transparency and equity .. keep everyone informed. Don't treat 'us' as if we don't know 
anything and don't assume we 'don't need to know' something' ..keep it honest. 

Users in newer areas have much better quality pipes etc. but charged same rate.  I have 
to purchase water filters due to the quality of water in the house. 

Vacant land owners should not be charged a cent for any of your services. 

Make it cheaper please.  

Size of premises,  

The cost has continuously gone up since being separated from normal rates. In fact both 
have increased. This was not supposed to be the case, so again the home owner is being 
unfairly penalised.  

Sewerage charges are very costly. You are charging me sewerage costs for empty land I 
own. You need to have a more equitable assessment system.  

All above are relevant. Most people would be happy to pay some extra fees to make 
TasWater's sewerage practices more efficient and environment friendly 

Pay after used. 

Over priced, over governed and the customer service is deplorable to say the least! 
Premium price charged with no responsibility taken, below par infrastructure with the 
highest possible price tag.  

I think sewerage that goes into the system via septic tanks should attract a lower rate than 
untreated effluent. 

Yeh for sure.    i bet that it does not cost 170 odd dollars per bloody quarter for me to 
access a basic service like sewerage. I guarantee you it does not cost you thieves that 
every quarter. I would say the cost would be more like 50 bucks per quarter for a 2 person 
household which means that you thieves are getting 120 dollars every quarter from me. i 
know you need this because i have seen the bureauocracy of your business up close. As 
long as you are getting the money in(and lots of it) you dont car how you spend it. My 
seweage charges should be $50 per quatrter max 

I think fairs are high compared to Melbourne  

we should not now be funding the extra cost of infrastructure as the lack of maintenance 
and update should if already of been factored in to previous years and considered as due 
diligence when tas water set up 

basic charges too high, more emphasis on usage 

Cut costs on units when there are 2 units on a block because most houses have 2 or 4 
bathrooms eg bathrooms and ensuites, 2 kitchens, laundry and same sewer connection as 
2 units 

Simply work out the cost and charge that amount.  

Ensure you workers stop sitting around smoking at royal park every 2nd day wasting our  
money  
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Proportion of costs that business pays for sewage - is business using more facilities and 
therefore should be contributing more.  Use of water saving devices - eg. recycled water 
used in toilets and price incentives to do this.  Encouragement or promotion of water 
saving devices such as recycled water use in cisterns, grey water use on gardens etc. 

The charging options didn't give an option equivalent to "equitable to society" ie supportive 
of lower income groups having equal access to water. ie cheaper water for less wealthy 
people 

GO up regularly / significantly.  Are YOU AS EFFICIENT  as possible?? 

It should be based on number of people living in the house 

User pays. If I am a pensioner I should only pay for what it costs to supply to water and 
remove the sewerage and then what water I use 

green and ethical practices are important. also making sure changes dont diasadvantage 
the more vulnerable members of society. a flat rate across the board is much more 
impactful on those already suffering as opposed to those who could probably afford more. 

Companion animals also use water and sewerage services 

Just why are sewerage charges so expensive? 

I had a problem a couple of weeks ago with sewerage in my backyard I believe their was a 
blockage somewhere and not from my house as the blockage was the main , I rang 
Taswater emergency and they came around within 2hours , and also the next day to follow 
up, I found this great service and the workmen were very nice and helpful as well, hats off 
to Taswater for acting straight away on not a very nice problem. 

My house has a septic system and not part of sewage system  

Rates to high for small units no need to charge high rates because the Devonport council 
does as they think we live in a desired position 

1. If you change the pricing or structure of bills, please do us the courtesy of explaining the 
service we are paying for in an education campaign. It's hard to understand the 
infrastructure cost when it's generally not very visible, and it's difficult to understand why I 
would have to pay for making up for years of infrastructure neglect that the (now ageing) 
population was not asked to pay for as the work wasn't being done.   2. Please feed back 
to your owners (state and local government, I believe, although it's hard to keep up) that 
you are a publicly owned utility and that therefore profit making and large executive 
remuneration would be inappropriate.  3. I hope that new developments are charged 
appropriately for the work to put infrastructure in place, considering the profit level they 
plan for. 

User pays should be the fairer way. I don't think it could also be simple, and it might not be 
affordable for all. 
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My block at Alexander St Cornwall has a sewerage connection for neighbors both sides of 
me but not my block! Incidentally Breakoday Council are problematic when considering 
standalone systems, particularly less common or lesser known solutions ie: ecofriendly 
systems. So between you I can’t even build on it or sell it. You also charge me $8 per 
week for water, when I literally have no connection to it, not a single tap. And if I did have 
a tap it would be unusable anyway since most of the time Ive had the block there has been 
a boiled water alert. I don’t understand how you think you’re providing a competent service 
worth charging for, how you think your charging is fair by any measure or method, and I 
definitely don’t understand why you can simply cost me almost the same as my rates over 
again for literally nothing, no service provided whatsoever. It’s unethical, simply arguing it’s 
the law like a robot reading a webpage isn’t good enough. But most of all I don’t 
understand why you think I of all people, in this situation, would be a candidate for your 
bloody feedback and surveys. Like $50 would help. What you do is not too dissimilar to 
organized crime. But sure, have your jobs send your bills and feel like you’re helping 
people trying to survive and get ahead. Whatever TAS water. Don’t ask me for feedback. 
You won’t like it! You need to get real and do your job properly if you want to charge 
people money. Just like the rest of us. And despite what legislation allows you to do, you 
should be guided by common sense, fairness and ethics. Thousands of dollars, not a drop, 
not a single shit.  

More effective sewerage management as a waste stream: less leaks, more reuse, more 
encouragement of humanure composting facilities, rather than trying to connect everyone 
to an industrialised sewerage grid dependant on portable water, pipelines, pump stations 
and pitfalls to surface water 

 

It would be better for the community if people's socioeconomic status were given some 
consideration in how sewage charges are determined. 

As long as the invoices are simple to read and it's clear where the charges are coming 
from and how they're calculated I think fairness to both the consumer and to TasWater is 
paramount. 

I think the usage price is fine it’s just the other fees that are over the top  

Stop raw sewage going into Blackmans Bay south beach, we moved here to swim. May as 
we’ll live in Moonah! 

If possible the number of persons actually occupying the property. 

Property developers should pay for headworks associated with their developments. 

Why they are so high, prior to seperate water bills they were included on your rates. Now 
we are pay most than our rates bill rather saving costs, the change did not benefit 
consumers! 

Amalgamate it back into our rate payments.  

It would be good to see it cheaper, but then it is difficult to otherwise deal with it. Maybe 
have a variable component - if there are no sewerage spills, charge more, if there have 
been EPA notifications, then charge less... so the pressure is off the consumer for 
sewerage to be managed properly? and put on statements how many EPA notifications 
have happened and where??  Also - it would be good to see with statements/invoices 
received - what the local area funding/projects with respect to local sewerage 
infrastructure are being undertaken. 

How do you compare with oher Water / Sewerage Utilities in other States. Are you cost 
effective and do you have too many non productive employees. 

Why do you waste our time ... do your job. 

We are a 2 person household, we both work full time, the costing should reflect that, 
nothing to do with combined income of the house hold. 
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how about selling treated water and possible useage of "sludge" 

I live in a long established are with sewerage which I have paid for indirectly over 30 years 
so I should not have to pay for others who have under invested or are new developments 

I have a bio cycle & pay $150 .00 a quarter for servicing.  The houses around me have 
sewage & pay nothing, can Tas Water do anything about it ?  

As the cost of living is constantly rising, please do not increase my sewerage levy. 

Yes, it shouldn't put the prices up, we already pay a huge set fee before we get the 
individual water cost prices, so in reality there isn't much you can do about reducing your 
costs apart from not using any water at all!!! 

As an older Australian I find all warer and sewerage charges abominable! It should be 
rated as a nominal charge and subsidised heavily by government. 

Possible the income of the household and how many people live in the house. 

The value of pensioner concession has slowly become less and thus making an unfair 
impost on pensioners 

It seems that costs within a strata complex are proportionally higher than if only a single 
residence on same site - but we may be misinformed. High quality and efficient sewerage 
is critical for the community and environment, the Government and local councils should 
contribute fairly and equitably to the costs as well as private residences. New 
developments (hotels and University in the city and land developers in the suburbs) should 
be paying more for immediate upgrading and longterm management of sewage not only 
their 'community'. 

A Scheme where rain water collection  storage tanks for households are partially funded 
by Taswater  providing reusable otherwise wasted home safe  water . 

More transparency in every aspect.  

Computer billing is not secure or reliable 

major infrastructure costs shared across network including new and maintenance 

The house I own has been split into two one bedroom units.     There are 2 toilets, 2 sinks 
and 2 showers/baths. The property has been given an ET of 2 which I think is unfair 
because there are only 2 people living at the property and sewage usage would certainly 
be less than large family houses which would have several occupants but only have an ET 
of 1. This is totally unfair. 

I believe that you should not be charged at all for water and sewerage on an unconnected 
land service as this is a forum of gouging. You are charging on the basis that you offer the 
choice to access these utilities but there is no choice at all as you send a quarterly bill just 
because the infrastructure is within a certain distance. I don't need tas water to deal with 
my sewerage or my water I am more than capable of doing this myself and I'm sick of 
paying for something and getting nothing in return this is a form of gouging and more 
people need to get on board and stand against corporations like tas water. Also the 
economic regulator sets the pricing for tas water and as I understand the government has 
a share in tas water, is this collusion I will be looking into this matter further and the 
legislation based around it. I have no respect for tas water and the way the operate and I 
endeavour to spread the word to open peoples eyes.    Yours truly.  

I would like to see value for money. 

As a working single parent of three, a newish home owner on a low income. I find my 
water bills are ridiculously high, i dont mind paying for the water i use. Its the service fee 
thats is far too much even with pension discount. I feel like i have been robbed blind every 
bill i get. Can you please make it more affordable for low income earners? 

cost efficiency 
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Rebates for offgrid customers who process sewerage onsite, e.g. compost toilet and 
greywater treatment 

Nothing here about ongoing maintenance or upgrading or improved servicing.... adapting 
for climate change 

To provide the most efficient and best environmental practices from the revenue collected 
to use this income only for this service as intended. 

A more cost effective service that is more affordable especially for lower income earners  

Charging  those people who spend more time in their home may have the effect of further 
financially stressing those unable to find work and pensioners. The division between the 
haves and have nots needs to be reduced not increased. 

don't increase charges 

it seems too expensive 

Major infrastructure works eg treatment  plants, should be state govt funded and a lesser 
connection fee charged to home owners , it should be bracketed with health. 

We the rate payers of Burnie had contributed over many years to have one of the most 
modern sewerage systems in the state. We don't appear to be compensated in our 
payments when Tas Water took over. I feel we are paying for other councils failures. 

Would be great if it was metred in the same way as water. Then there could be a fixed 
cost for the infrastructure connection and a variable cost for volume discharged. Although 
the variable charge should be a higher component of the total cost than water. The 
variable water charge is too low to act as an incentive to consume less water.  

It is helpful to be able to compare what our “best useage” level should be. Give us a target 
to strive towards. 

expansion of the network.  my property is approximately 100meters for the end of the 
current service line and as such still on septic 

People that own land without anything connected. 

Keep charges inline with living costs and that our wages are not going up to accommodate 
rising household bills 

I think developers should pay all sewer and water costs rather than existing users.  I think 
the questions at no.8 of this survey are confusing. Surely most people want all of those 
things that you mention but also want it to be as affordable as possible.   I would also like 
to see Taswater make more use of grey water and recycle water. Perhaps all new 
subdivisions could have dual piping systems so that storm water could be stored and 
reused for gardens.  

We find it ridiculous that Taswater thinks by asking their customers to suggest a price 
adjustment/rise.  Walter Crispin (retired Councillor)  once said "let the government 
agencies near your water and you will see what it will cost".  So true! 

considering the fact that we had no choice but to be connected to the mains sewer I think 
the pricing needs to reflect that lack of choice, we would have been quite happy with our 
septic system, cheaper and more reliable.  

Sewerage service is a basic human right.   This should be a minimal cost! 

Be reflective of actual cost 

Less cost to consumer for properties that are not connected to system IE vacant block. 

Poor people 

Consistent uniform pricing for like services should be adopted as much as possible.  

Consider price increases to help roll out sewerage requirements in suburban areas that 
are still on septic tank systems.  Especially those suburban areas that inadvertently pollute 
streams and rivers with raw sewage.   
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I guess you can't measure this for sewerage, but why is so little of the water bill for actual 
water usage and so much is standard connection charges? We should be encouraging 
people to use less water, but the actual water usage is so cheap! And if I go away or 
something and I'm not using water at all, I will still get about the same size water bill! I 
don't think it's fair. 

Use the model in use in Denmark.  they have much cheaper and as effective Sewage 
treatment plants 

Fixed charges for water and sewerage should be based on affordability of the customer. 
For convenience they could be categorized into different groups based on their annual 
income range. 

Being a pensioner any reduction in cost is a help. 

We are on a sceptic tank! 

I think it's important that people with less capacity to pay are treated fairly as this is an 
essential service but there should be a role for government in providing assistance, ie 
other customers should not have to cross-subsidise other people . There should also be a 
maximum cap on charges so people with particular issues/in particular areas aren't faced 
with bills that are significantly higher than other people's. 

Cash back rewards/bill discounts/incentives for completing plumbing work to divert grey 
water waste, and to install more efficient toilets.  

Scheduled Replacement/Repair Plan 

number of people living in property 

If you provided actual costs, customers may understand present charging regime. 

If you have your own sewerage system. I am paying $600 per year to have a self 
contained bio system tested and monitored.   

Owner income.  

pls make it cheaper! 

yes they are too expensive 

The current bill is very detailed; perhaps its appearance could be tidied up, streamlined 
and not quite so detailed 

I think that because the infrastructure is already in place that a fairer system would 
consider the amount of waste from each household determined by occupants, unless this 
is already considered. Thank you. 

An education campaign around what should not be flushed - the ‘flushable’ Wipes which 
do not break down - with maybe a financial incentive for people to do better eg your 
sewerage tees will go down if Launceston/Tas Water finds no foreign objects in the 
system. I dunno. People are recycling better according to the Council, so maybe a very 
very long campaign on water conservation and pollutants might help.     Sorry, that’s not 
what you asked for but I’m sure better care from consumers will bring down the 
unnecessary costs caused by polluters of all kinds.  

In the period of time between a new dwelling being built, you should not be charging an 
'unconnected sewage fee' until such time as it is connected and being utilised. It's an 
absolute rort considering the fees already paid to connect everything, but to put that on top 
when there is no service being used during that time is wrong. It's no different to a financial 
advisor charging a dead person a fee for services they no longer administer. So wrong! 

Last question with ratings made absolutely NO sense at all. I don’t believe any part of the 
ratings. 
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 Number of people living at residence in permanency and accordingly to Waste structures 
in the house. This information must be taken from present census, council and 
investments data This will be fairer on elderly having hardly any movements in there 
abode ! Compare this with a household of six people plus ! 

Cheaper to connect to as charges are too high especially for pensioners  

sustainability 

Not sure if this is relevant, but we’re renovating our property and because of its age, our 
stormwater is plumbed to the sewer but we (the homeowner) now have to pay for 
infrastructure so the stormwater can go back to the street and thus be compliant. We’ve 
been paying for infrastructure which we don’t even have, on top of which we are out of 
pocket to fix it.  

Thanks for asking for input. 

consider implementing tertiary treatment 0f sewage as soon as possible 

dropping the price? 

I'm not sure whether Cost Reflective should be 1 or 4 as it is not made clear how option 4 
works - who are the user groups and which one do I belong to and why is this unrelated to 
fairness? 

My house is 60 + years and the sewerage  appears to go in the storm water. Infrastructure 
in this area is dodgy  Neighbouring houses drains run through my garden and under one 
room 

The % charged on vacant blocks or where the sewer is available but not connected seems 
excessive. 

Nothing for the moment 

In established areas the infrastructure has been in place for a long time and no doubt 
payed for already.  The cost should be more to do with water usage and treatment 
required. 

Tell us exactly what we are being charged for 

Expert regular maintenance is essential for Taswater !  

Lower charges overall 

No I think you have covered it adequately. 

Charge less ! 

Please consider removing charges from households to do not use your services. We have 
a piece of land, no tap, no water use, no sewerage etc and yet we are still charged by Tas 
Water for a service we do not receive. I am sorry but I should not be chareged for the 
‘possibility’ of use down the track. That is inequitable, unfair and downright theft, 

please keep the charges down to a minimum 

My account always shows a minus total . I rang up to settle the difference and was told it 
was how much ahead i am this is misleading 

I think if people understand what the cost is for (what the service is actually providing) then 
they are more happy to pay the bill. Blank numbers all adding up to a figure isn't real 
informative and we don't get a sense of knowing what we are paying for.  

Long-term public health implications and costs. 

no im happy with the service. 

Your administration fees are too high 

I understand that the councils had not put any money towards sewerage and for there to 
be upgrades we have to pay, I just hope it's not too much of any increase.  My street has 
been upgraded, so I can't complain, when there has been an issue in the street it is seen 
to in a quick and efficient manner.   
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People owning 2 joining blocks should get a concession on the sewer charges. Especially 
when there’s only a residence on one block.  

Impact on the sewerage system is directly proportional to the number of users per property 
and charges should reflect this. 

WE are not on a sewage system but are on a septic tank system which we prefer. 

Easy to understand, transparent charging system is best 

Fair means fair and not that one group picks up cost for another group. Everyone should 
be on same playing field. Saying that I do understand and support that cost for areas that 
may have extreme charges due to large infrastructure required for fewer people, that 
should be spread across all users. 

Whilst I understand that there are some major capital expenditures required for upgrade of 
the Launceston sewage plants, an indeed a lot of plants in Tasmania, these costs should 
be amortised over a long period of time so that the burden is spread within the community 
fairly. With the current very low interest rates, I would think this is an ideal opportunity to 
undertake these upgrades.   

Many of us domestic users are not really aware of what we are paying or why, perhaps a 
little bit of information sharing would be good. Well I am one user who would read or watch 
it. 

It is far tooooo expensive 

yes, maintenance of the entire system of sewage and water provision, should be a priority 
to any socially responsible service or Government, as well as balancing the costs to the 
recipients.  

No sewerage at this property 

Number of people in the household 

I think that all charges and the billing system is very satisfactory as it is  i.e. if it aint broke 
dont fix it. 

the age of the system, and the fact that we have been using it decades before you existed 

The way the fixed water and sewage charges are calculated should be transparent. I am 
not sure if they are related to the capital value of the property but if so I disagree with this 
and feel they should be related to the actual cost of providing the service. 

They are too expensive 

Perhaps they should be relative to water consumption  

Recent press releases indicate the Margate Pumping station indicated that it should be 
capable for the next decade I think that is a bit short sighted 

TasWater accountable for monitoring accounts i.e. correct billing amounts so owners of a 
property do not have to read meters and parry it to the address billed to correlate if billing 
is correct; This would help negate any calls to TasWater causing anxiety for customers 
and extra time and costs for TasWater in dealing with customersafter bills are sent. 

find the price very expensive currently 

I get charged a sewerage fee on my vacant black that doesn’t even have a house on it yet, 
and yet other people who have a house where there is a water connection but not 
sewerage connection only pay water. I think this is not fair and have to be reviewed.  

Costs for Taswater bills are WAY too high - the usage charges are reasonable but the 
other charges are ridiculous. I'm not sure how those on lower incomes can even pay them 
really.  

Cost recovery should not increase more than inflation rate 

Should reflect household size and of course infrastructure cost. 

They are too high. 
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both water and sewerage should be based on connection size, and number of bedrooms 
for residential customers  why should I pay (2 bd room) pay the same as a 7bd room 
mansion.  

Yes. Change what you want with these charges but DO NOT INCREASE them. From their 
introduction they have gradually increased to a point where they are a major impost on the 
household budget.  

providing periodic news to householders of relevant TasWater's projects and efforts that 
enable you to deliver the excellent service you deliver to us... which we appreciate very 
much 

Hopefully what you decide is fair for all concerned. 

yes why do we pay more for sewerage then rates and why dont we get the same 
concessions this would help us on pensions 

Why don't you invent an outlet meter (like the inlet meter) and charge on a users pays 
principle, the smae as water usage; the more a household uses the sewerage system the 
more they pay. Is it fair to charge the smae for a 2 person household as it is for a 7-8 
person household? 

Policy re payment of debts to ensure disconnection of residential sewage is a last resort 
as residential sewage is essential to the health of the householders concerned and to 
public health. 

please do not discount the option that the charge could decrease as in inter structure is all 
ready there and cost cost must have been covered by now so it is just the up keep. 

Equability of prices for low income and senior citizens with limited income e.g. self funded 
retirees reliant on interest rates for income as well as pensioners of course. 

Cut your prices 

Share on my bill what others are paying in my neighborhood.  

Keep Tas Water overheads down eg; less people in offices occupying high power 
positions. Stop making STUPID mistakes with your/our money the waste is ridiculous. 

Sewerage infrastructure charges are too high per quarter, when the actual water usage 
charge is relatively low.  I hope the infrastructure is being maintained to warrant such high 
ongoing charges. 

Some of us do all our “business” at work lol 😂 can it be proportionate to the amount of 

water used to reflect this    

Efficiency. The cost is significantly higher then other places I have lived.  

Long term forward planning  

The fixed cost for holiday/short term rental properties, reducing this price. 

More communication with users 

Some suburbs are paying a lot more for their services,this is a reflection of their respective 
Council charges at the time Taswater was established.  I would like to see uniformity 
accord councils and sewerage per household based upon water consumption per 
household 

Keep them as low as possible.... Tas water bills are ridiculous! 

Given the meters can be read electronically, a read out in a central location in  our house 
of the actual water consumption as it is happening would give us a great management 
tool. If this was available across your network it may help customers better manage their 
water usage.  

Put money towards fixing sewage problems in Launceston  

They should only reflect the price based on water usage not fixed.  If we don't use water 
for a month while on holidays we still get charge for sewage. Not fair..  
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Explain to customers on an annual or biannual basis where money is being spent to 
improve sewage treatment and removal. 

Reward water conservers 

A review usually ends with higher fees/charges for the same service 

Try to be futuristic and consider using waste as a resource.  

yes, make it cheaper,  

Your water charges are FAR TOO HIGH. You're using the Telstra charging model. 

Yes!  I live at the Tasman Ecovillage and pay for sewage connected to my apartment. I 
also own a strata titled piece of land that in the future will also be connected but until a 
home is built there will be no sewage produced by my title .   I OBJECT to the "Shit Tax" 
that Taswater charges (about $400 pa that saves existing customers(including me) about 
15% because the existing connection down at the road has been installed and is serving 
other customers but not me until an actual toilet is installed in the non existent dwelling. As 
an existing customer I would prefer to pay the extra 15% (user pays) and NOT PAY a tax 
of $400 for no service. 

The proportion of our water use that enters the sewerage system. We have a large garden 
and most of our water use goes there, so we are overcharged for sewerage 

How would user pays work?  

Charges should reflect number of occupants using this service 

I did not really understand the terms used. I would like fair charging based not on postcode 
or the rates value, but on the number of toilets in the house. Ideally, also based on the 
number of people in the house, but that would be impossible to monitor. 

If we get charged more for sewerage then we should see some results like cleaning up the 
effluent that goes into the Tamar river. 

Charges should reflect the BOD load per connection ie. BOD per person in all residential 
(independent of location) and total BOD load for business.   

Yes. Less that the current inflation rate regardless of the infrastructure you 
purchased/negotiated in the bad Council deal of yesteryear. 

You charge for infrastructure but you don’t maintain it as I have found out with all the 
issues we at Mount Nelson have had to put up with and your rude workman! 

I like the dates used are financial quarters.  

No incentive save or conserve water as most of the charge is infrastructure, only a small 
usage charge. 

As sewage makes up 50% of my bill, it would be nice to have more detail of what makes 
up the sewage charge so consumers can be better informed. This will generate more trust 
in the services delivered. 

Fairer pricing for units. 

Property with 2 titles but could sensibly never be separated. 1 bridge, 1 driveway, shed on 
1 block and house on the other. It has always been treated as 1 property and always 
would be yet tas water insists on charging 2 service fees even though there is only 1 meter 
and always will be only 1 meter. This is really just a case of Tas Water price gouging. 

I pay far too much for a single person household. The fixed price is way too much! 

Stop increasing all charges 

Yes when dealing with older residents we are not pensioners but we are on fixed self 
funded incomes - so any concessions should be equitable and based on age  

I’d be happier to pay slightly more  environmentally friendly options if I was given the 
option 

Id like to bill the tenant for sewer charges  
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installation costs, placed overtime. as an owner after installation, a clear understanding of 
when the debt will be paid for the area would be great for cost management 

I am not connected to sewerage. 

Nothing comes to mind. I would just like to pay for the service I use in the most cost 
effective way. 

What is the problem with the current system? 

I think the seeerage charges should be minimal to the consumer 

Yes the infrastructure is way beyond its use by date and I do not see any money being put 
aside from previous 10 years or so to cover the upgrades. This is a worry to residents. 

The infrastructure should have been better maintained the whole time we have been 
paying council for it. We knew it wouldn't 'cost less' when the gov't split it into separate 
entities (now Taswater) as promised. Cost increases continue to outstrip both inflation and 
wages so where is the money going?  Lots of nice new Taswater vehicles getting 
around.....and how long does it take to fit off a pipe. Look at the Margate project with 10 
workers and a week to finish a 10 metre section near the sandfly road bridge. Lots of 
pretty brochures ($$$) to tell us 'stuff'. Get real  

I think the pricing structure needs to reflect usage and resultant costs so that there is 
incentive to take personal responsibility for usage  

If you can stop storm water going into the sewer system, resulting in raw sewage spills, 
that is well worth while. We should all pay to achieve that - and it shoudn't be that hard if 
you would take the hard political decision to make it a high priority. 

I don’t understand what you are trying to do with this survey. Perhaps you should state 
what you are trying to achieve. The first part of the survey you could get without asking the 
questions 

Cost Efficient and Effective Service - ensure that the services provided are cost benefit 
efficient. 

The same principles should apply to commercial premises and cross-subsidisation should 
be mininised. 

no. We  have 2 rental properties that we receive Tas Water bills for, but no water supply at 
our farm 

It's quite expensive compared to Sydney! 

Consideration needs to be given that not every house has multiple toilets 

Customers want a fair charge system. Set fees for services leave a company open for 
criticism 

Single person households should be able to get cheaper price for water & sewer 
rates.,compared to larger households where obviously much more water is consumed. 

Stop changing the naming and badging of the authority whereby saving costs which would 
be construed as wasting money. 

My single-person home is charged the same fee for sewerage as the home next door 
which houses 5 people who use the sewerage system: that is unfair. 

Installation charges for new buildings  

they are too expensive 

your efficiency 

Yes, provide us with sewage service, because you don't and should. 

Don't force people to pay for it if they can be self-sufficient and able to process their own 
waste. 
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Stop using the broken wheel message to jack up sewage pricing. The MAST model of 
transparency, i.e demonstrating what has been delivered with the budget and the forecast 
ahead.  

Why have charges gone up so much since TW has taken over. They were much more 
reasonable under council control 

Reduced levels of service should result in reduced charges 

Only had one bill yet so no depth of experience with your system yet. 

You charge way too much - especially for a service that isn't connected. 

Number of people and actual service usages 

Better allowances/charges for customers with blocks (secondary properties that don’t have 
sewage connected). Also needs a user pays for sewage similarly as there is for water but 
understand it’s not easily done.  

General Garbage to be weekly rather than fortnightly 

Currently they are (partly) based on water use, but we, and some others use a lot of water 
on gardens which doesn’t utilise the sewerage system. 

Why with no connection are we paying for this ???? 

Cheaper rates 

Usage  

Fixed fee per house hold plus variable user pays.  Get with government and construction 
budinesses to upgrade infrastructure plus provide to residences/breaks that upgrade - 
concessions rebates tax relief etc 

I have almost the same bill  since we we're three of us when we moved this property till my 
husband passed away 2017 ,now it's only my son and myself using the water, is there any 
chance of reviewing this situation? 

Yes - why can't TasWater offer separate charging for Water Usage and then other 
charges? Our Sandy Bay property is tenanted, we pay the complete account and then 
have to charge back to the tenant for water usage. Water Corporations in other states offer 
this service so why can't TasWater? 

Yes. Reduce the charges for infrastructure.  A base allowance of water before charges 
apply.  

Water lines to houses need to be replaced as they are starting to break down and water 
lost is considerable often considerable.  The latest break resulted in 10-15 bucket 
flow/minute and it was up to 6 hours before reported.  Sewerage smell is a major problem 
in Battery Point when large events are being held in Salamanca due to the sewer smell 
wafting up from the area.  Also, depending on the wind direction, sewerage aroma from 
the sewerage plant is often quiet pronounced.    Other issues  Water and sewer 
infrastructure have been imposed for well over 50 years and to my knowledge very little 
infrastructure has been upgraded in Battery Point  Charges - why is there 2 different cost 
structures for domestic and commercial; the commercial cost being lower than the 
domestic rate. 

Make them cheaper as it already costs too much to pay for water as it is 

Your prices are high and should be reduced 

Obviously keeping cost down is the most important. My sewerage charged at the moment 
are the most expensive thing on my bill.  

Allow it to be charged separately from water usage so landlords can pay those charges 
and tennants can have a seperate account for their usage. 

Volume of sewage per household calculated by householders  

Be fair to everyone. An increase is not always affordable  
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I'm happy as long as the system is fair and not over complicated.  I want to be paying for 
the service I receive, not for a complicated system that administers it. 

Shouldn't have to pay water for vacant land 

I think the combined sewerage and council rates are too much. I’m sure these changes 
have risen well above the inflation rate. As a percentage of my pension it’s a bit much   

YEs as a landlord of a property in Devonport it would be ideal if you could split fixed 
charges which I pay and consumption which my tenant pays on separate bills without me 
having to recover this money every quarter. 

If you use it more....pay more. Same with water, higher use, higher supply charges. 

Help reduce household charges 

Maybe not charge per toilet, but per person.  I could have 10 people and still pay the price 
I do for the 3 people that live here. 

Initially, we were advised that sewage rates would rise in our area up to a cap after several 
years. Does the cap still apply? The amount charged should be related to all of: 1) number 
of users in household, 2) income status, 3) equitable across all user groups in that 
category ( i.e. no mater where located for same number of people and income bracket). 
Concessional rates should apply where applicable. Increases  - does it always have to 
increase? - should be no more than cpi p.a.. As should be the case case with water 
supply, household actual use (i.e. metered use per household even if in a strata-titled 
situation, or in the case of sewage, estimated kL p.a. per person x no. of average 
occupants in household. 

I don’t think it is possible to clearly separate the methods listed above 

Ensure any potential out of hours costs are calculated  

I’m not a very happy TasWater customers for two reasons - you couldn’t reliably issue me 
w a paper bill, although you could reliably send overdue notices for the bills you hadn’t 
sent - this doesn’t inspire my confidence - I also DESPAIR at being billed an ‘average’ of 
this complex’s bill - I’m a single person household and I am extremely conscious about 
water consumption - I am subsiding my neighbours which doesn’t provide an incentive for 
any of us to use water responsibly, if we accept price/cost drives change in consumption - 
it was a false economy to not properly meter multiresidence properties. But you have a 
monopoly so... I have no choice but to pay your (reliably emailed if inflated) bills... 

Happy to pay more if it means that sewerage systems and processing is up to date and as 
environmentally friendly as possible. 

The current charges are to high with water and sewage! I recall when it was taken from 
council that it wouldn’t go up much, rates have exploded and so has water/sewage 
charges. 

I am on a tank and not the mains. Shouldn't be charged at all!   Why can't you supply 
seperate bills for landlords and tenants like every other state. 

One person should pay less than 4 

the more water usage should be the basis for the charges 

Just to be reasonable and honest with the costs 

How about guidelines for the cost to make a new sewage connection. 

As I have a septic tank system I am not currently paying a sewage component on my Tas 
water bill but I would like some sort of a subsidy for when my tank requires pumping out. 
The fees the sewage pump operators charge are in my eyes far too expensive. 

I think it is atrocious that Blackmans Bay beach is now deemed contaminated And it is due 
sewerage contamination due to Taswater.  Shame Taswater  

As long as the pricing is fair 



16 
 

As per your promoted criteria; user pays ie. based on the number in each household etc. 

I think you do a good job for sewerage but would be willing to pay a bit extra for an 
environmental advantage 

Breakdown cost 

Ensure all costs are clear and easily recognisable.  

Make it cheaper as you charge too much for water.  Also, upgrade your billing to the 21st 
century.  We, the customers, cannot pay off part of our bill online as there is no way to do 
it; it is all or nothing.  get your act together, this is the 21st century.  I was informed this 
would be done early this year.  You would rather lie to a customer! 

Its too expensive 

Source the energy with minimal fossil fuel input.  Long term beneficial environmental 
effects are proper economics 

Presumably it will be a user pay approach similar to water use.  Challenge must be how to 
measure the outflow. There must be no cross subsidization in the charging system.  If 
some customers receive a discount, that discount must be funded separately - not funded 
by other   users.  Tasmania already has the highest taxes in Australia.  Another tax being 
imposed by Taswater should not be implemented.  Taswater's systems must be 
transparent - we don't want a sewerage debacle similar to  when the three water 
corporations were created - simply drove up prices.  Unfortunately trust in TASWATER is 
very low - demonstrated by the fact that Taswater, while in a monopoly trading situation, 
sees fits to spend advertising dollars trying to convince customers (who have no choice) 
that Taswater cares!  Save the advertising dollars and give customers a rebate.  So I have 
no doubt that whatever system Taswater introduces for sewerage, it will advantage only 
Taswater - long suffering Tasmanians will be faced with higher charges (taxes).   Another 
example of how Taswater is simply going through the consultative process in order to be 
seen to be doing the "right" thing, is how residential focus group has been limited to the 
North. Well done.   

Just need to work together to keep the costs down 

Recent need for services - communication by Taswater was very poor. 

Actual usage 

Increasesare not too drastic, for some it could be what breaks them  

Some communication regarding the long term planning for infrastructure would be greatly 
appreciated. 

Question 8 doesnt work well. Kept reverting back to default. Perhaps service charge 
should be based on the number of occupants. Service fee is high.  

Would rather pay a little more for water used and see a reduction in other fees 

Stop overcharging for services not delivered and be honest in your responses regarding 
water quality 

We feel water had gone up over the past 12 minutes mths and hope you are not looking to 
increase again 

Make sure it is processed in a eco freindly manner, and not the cheapest nastiest option. 

It is essential part of the system, so we have to have it! 

It's really expensive. 

I'm inclined to think it would be fairer if at least part of the sewerage charge was variable 
and based on water usage. 

Reduce your charges, as they are horrendous compared to other mainland capitals. 
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I paid ~$8 for usage and $250 in fixed costs. Fixed cost should be reflective of how many 
people in the household. One person does not create as much waste as 4 or more. 
Increased load and wear should correlate to higher maintenance cost. 

Costs of this infrastructure and usage rose considerably when it changed, first to regional 
and then to statewide Taswater, from LG, despite assurances to the contrary. There 
appears to be little "action" for us in suburbia and the costs are perceived to support other 
less regional needs. Greater clarity and accountability, justification needs to be provided in 
order to provide clarification for customers.  

Consider who you are sending this survey to and if they have a septic tank 

Not at this stage.  There should be open and fair discussion surrounding any changes to 
fees and charges as well as the infrastructure and logistics involved.  Full disclosure is 
expected. 

Reducing administrative costs as low as possible.  

Hate having to pay when nobody was in the house for a bit over a year 

Yes You have sent this survey to someone by necessity on a septic tank 

Make it fair 

You are too expensive  

Since TW's inception, my view on charging was that the cost to the consumer was skewed 
more toward maintaining/upgrading aging infrastructure.  This has admittedly 'erked' me 
for years.    As a home owner, there is minimal ability to reduce this quarterly bill and 
importantly, very little incentive to 'save water', as the most significant charge to the 
consumer each quarter are for 'services' rather than actual water usage.    I would much 
prefer to see a charging model that was more reflective of 'the more water you use, the 
more you pay'; thus with an overall reduction in the actual 'services' charge.  Yes, increase 
the water rates; and reduce the services charge (but don't be greedy TW & increase water 
rates only...).  This is about the principle of being water-wise.    And reintroduce catch 
slogans again; like Our Most Precious Resource.  And community awareness of overall 
being responsible with water.    This has been on my mind for years.  SO...Thanks for 
Asking!     :)   

sewerage charges should correlate water usage 

Do something about the waste within Taswater so savings can be passed on. 

With old sewerage piping in houses such as mine, I would appreciate periodic checking of 
same. 

Why does Taswater have the most expensive fixed fees in Australia, making Tasmania the 
most expensive state for water services in Australia.  A fairer and more equitable system 
would be user pays with minimal fixed service fees. 

Current sewage rates quite high 

You should not be charging such a large sum of money per quarter, for a block of land that 
has nothing on it, and no service connections whatsoever  - $184.46 it crippling.. 

With costs ever increasing in doesn’t seem fair that the lack of past infrastructure spending 
should be fully passed onto us 

Why isn't this state subsidised as it used to be when it was part of rates?  Water is now 
equal to, or more than, my rates. 

Incentives for customers with grey water 

Maybe some incentive to save water. 

Keep it affordable 

No. I am quite satisfied with the current charging system 



18 
 

Should take consideration of the number of the household living in the place, eg the 
volume of the water usage will reflect that 

Apply the same concept as Water charges - based on volume. 

Stormwater separation 

Encourage people to collect rainwater loan scheme to purchase rainwater tanks 

More info is required re the 4 choices eg the simple option may have administrative 
savings for all users that offset some of the benefits of the other options 

I would be happy to pay more for a system that could detect the source of naughty stuff 
that some put down and even to tie into health monitoring - eg: antibiotic overuse. 

'Fair' and 'Affordable' a are very subjective measures that don't equate to good business 
principles! So a balance between Customer service and business viability needs to be 
understood! 

more clarity 

The type, effectiveness and adequacy of the sewerage system Taswater has provided to 
particular dwellings in different areas e.g. rural 

Dont use this as a way to add "admin" fees that ultimately increase peoples bills.  

It is impossible to correctly numerically answer the above question.  Each is as equally 
important to every householder.  I believe businesses should pay more, simply because 
single or small household would not use the sewerage volume which shops or office 
buildings would use. 

You could explain why it is so expensive compared to the water charge 

Ensure there are workers available to attend to problems when they occur and not reduce 
staff to such minimum levels this is not able to occur 

We can’t afford to pay any more!  The cost of water bills has increased exponentially since 
it was removed from our rates and Tas Water was created. 

Review fixed water rates 

In our area there is the issue of septic tanks and local resistance to upgrading to more 
ecological technology 

Sewerage charges seem enormous for a one-person dwelling.  It's hard to believe they 
reflect actual usage and proportional costs of infrastructure! 

Don't ramp up the charges! 

Sewerage charges are punitive and water use charges are tiny, compared to other states. 
is this because Taswater is a monopoly? once it became a monopoly, sewerage rates 
increased without improvement to infrastructure. Tas residents are hostages to local 
government. 

People are hurting go easy, cut admin and management costs so consumers benefit 

The splitting up of water and sewer from council has been a disaster for the consumer. We 
now pay twice as much in rates and taswater charges than what we did when council did it 
all. It's beauracracy gone mad  

would the opinions we give change anything. The disappointing thing is that this is a house 
my son lives in who is on a disability pension yet I cannot claim rebates 

It should relate to usage, best measured by some ratio to water usage 

Make your town water not taste like shit!  

Areas with good sewage infrastructure ie Clarence, should not subsidise council areas 
which have neglected sewage infrastructure, over many decades eg east and west coast 
councils; they are now "paying" for their neglect. 

be fair 
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Where pensioners are living at the property in a life tenancy agreement their pension rate 
which is applicable on the rates notice for the property should apply to the Tas water bill as 
well. On the rates notice the property is listed under different names but with a life tenancy 
agreement viewed by Council the pension rate is applied to the rates even though the 
owners are not pensioners. 

I find it very expensive now that the rates are separated. It feels like everything has 
doubled in comparative price over past 10 years .. 

Pensioners should be considered for a reduced charge as the State and or Federal 
Government did not increase pensions to cover the cost of water infrastructure  - most 
pensioners have to go without food to pay for these costs 

Not get charged for sewerage charges on Vacant Land 

The charges for unoccupied property are excessive 

reduce cost 

Yes, it should reflect on how many people live in the home. 

As water charges were based on previous Council charges, Glenorchy residents were 
dudded. the same charges for all should have applided.  

Taswater's poor performance in construction of sewerage infrastructure should not mean 
the customer pays excessive charges. Steps should be taken to DRASTICALLY 
IMPROVE WORK PERFORMANCE. 

I can only assume that "...review..." means an increase in charges/fees. Why is it that in 
regional area such as mine, when no infrastructure changes/upgrades are ever conducted, 
all of my fees/charges are increased disproportionately to my income... unaffordably 
against my interests..? 

I have a tank which collects the waste and pumps when required up the hill into the 
sewerage line. I hav ed to maintain my system which is an added cost to those customers 
who have theirwastego directly into the sewerage line. This should be considered in the 
Taswater cost 

Sick and tired of paying so much for your services.  If you review and up these aswell I 
hope they bring in a secondary service provider.  

It would be good to have some sewers on which  these options could be applied!    Alas, 
septic tanks and envirocycles reign supreme in Seven Mile Beach. 

I believe that Taswater is overloaded with too many managers  being an burden on your 
overall operations 

Stop putting the price up, would help greatly. I pay more for the standard cost than I do for 
water. 

We are away 4 months each year. 

Consider rebates on 1/4ly fee if the household is vacant for 3 or more months, i.e the 
customer is not using the infrastructure  

Should reduce sewerage charges 

Long term vacant land owners and fairer water and sewerage charges that take into 
account the fact that the land in unoccupied.  

cost premium acceptable if there is no discharge to Tamar or only discharge to very high 
standard with no accidental discharges 

Yes why should I pay the same as large families when I am the lone occupant 

Connection fee is way too expensive 

ensure the money is used well to ensure protection of the environment especially the River 
Derwent  
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We have a 25 litre rain water tank which we use for our garden and think this should be 
taken into consideration! 

Can’t think of anything not that it will change anything  

We are in a suburb that is serviced by aging infrastructure 

When will we get a sewer service at our location?? As we have non now!! 

I have a biocycle.  Apart from that, it was hard to determine  exactly how people would be 
affected by the four options; fair and cost reflective amount to the same thing. 

Both water and sewerage are critical for everyone and so should be affordable for 
everyone even if this means diverting funds from elsewhere to construct and maintain the 
infrastructure. 

It's a load of shit really 

I use very little water, and I resent having to pay such a large amount for my connection to 
the sewer and water supply. 

Keep the charges as low as possible but don't charge too little so as the service slowly 
deteriorates - be reasonable. 

I’m not on mains sewerage so I don’t believe I pay for sewerage services. I pay to have my 
septic tank emptied every couple of years, I installed a Wisconsin mound about 7 years 
ago soon after I bought the house.  

Review charges for units on the same block (not under strata title) 

What happens with empty plots of land? Are owners still charge the same levy? I own a 
piece of land that had a house that had to be demolished. I think I am still paying the same 
amount as I did when there was a house there.  

Actual usage 

charging units a separate fee, not divided by the number of units on the block 

giving pensioners a better discount. 

Seriously, just stop charging so damn much. Taswater is nearly as bad as Aurora in terms 
of absurd pricing, taking advantage of people because we have no choice in our utility 
providers. 

Just remember that not every household is on a grand income. Not everyone gets a pay 
rise every year. our household income hasn't gone up in over ten years, so finding the 
extra $$$ is really hard!! 

Infrastructure 

please bear in mind that although fees and charges are increased in line with inflation etc, 
pensions are NOT increased at the same rate. Could not the concession allowance be 
increased as well so pensioners are disadvantaged 

No - we are satisfied with the present charging system 

I have septuc system so doesnt apply to my property 

Should look at size of house and occupant numbers and vharge accordingly 

water and sewage connection charges are very high.   They don't seem related to the 
service provided 

Pensioners are very prudent in their use of water, and should be given a minimum water 
use costing. 

Have the opportunity to pay water and sewerage yearly instead of quarterly. It's annoying 
paying quarterly 

Pensioner rebate! 
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increased cost to consumers over the period of taswater;s administration has  been 
excessive, and greater than it would have been under the previous arrangements. In my 
area  taswater continues to use existing infrastructure and costs go up and up. 

If tax payers and council rate payers are having to chip in for the infrastructure then we 
should get a vote on what how and who supplies and constructs the infrastructure.  To 
much money is wasted which is an added cost to the consumer who has no choice but to 
pay... 

Have own Septic System 

Due to the fact we are talking about neglected assets supplying customers the overall 
cost(s) to upgrade should not be carried by those customers, This neglect has carried on 
through different entities in control of those assets. 

i dont think this applies to me 

No we have no choice were we live  

Maybe how many people at residence 

Disappointing when Rates/Taxes and Water/Sewage were separated we were informed 
there will be no price increases, however over the years since being implemented the total 
charges combined have more than doubled. No doubt covering overhead costs X 2, 
Infrastructure (Vehicles/Equipment, FTE's etc) X 2.  Appears on the surface (i might be 
cynical) depending on feedback this might be another way to split up Water/Sewage over 
time then we pay more once again. Hope the feedback helps..   

I can't understand why you charge a vacant block, water and sewerage charges, just 
because they pass by. 

Whether the current charges are reasonable and are they value for money compared to 
the service standard and quality? 

Cheaper price and more affordable  

Affordable or stable rates are what our family requires to get by with the increasing living 
expenses  

An ongoing functional and robust collection and disposal chain is more important than any 
of the above. 

Not only rewarding concession holders. Maybe offer a direct debit rewards. 

Yes! What about those extended months when   People eg grey nomads go travelling. 
Charges remain the same whether they are home or away.  User Pay system would be 
more equitable. 

I think people should be rewarded for good behaviour, eg for not putting wet wipes into the 
sewerage system, or for using dual-flush toilets.   Also we should not be flushing with 
drinking water.   

Yes. Taswater should investigate problems more effectively and not absolve responsibility 
for fixing a problem.  

Neither you or the council have any  idea where my sewerage or stormwater goes. But I 
pay for a “service” that no one can assist me with. I would prefer to use tank and septic. 

Every property needs sewerage connected and apart from acreages pricing parity is 
important 

Fix the Tamar River with upgrade to Launceston sewage system as a matter of urgency 

I think this new system of sewerage being separate from rates and not controlled by 
council has increased the costs and as a pensioner (disability pension) it makes it harder 
to comprehend the increase to equal costing of the rates that we currently pay. so now we 
are paying double the amount we payed before 

response to queries should occur within 2 business days of contact 
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To keep costs reasonable, 'fix it when it breaks' rather than 'make it unbreakable'. 

Essential service to protect the health of people and environment 

There should be a balance between service provision (infrastructure) and actual usage 
(number of persons in the household) 

We think the fixed water charge should be less,  and the variable water charge should be 
higher to encourage more care with water usage.    It has also come to our notice that new 
toilets, by law, must be low flush  ie with holding capacity of 4 and a half litres.  We have 2 
new v expensive toilets, and find we have to flush 2 - 3 times.  Whilst this may not be what 
you are surveying, I think you should know, because I believe many people have the same 
issue but are just putting up with it.  This means our low flush is very high flush!  and more 
expense for us.  I believe this is relevant info and hope you will consider some action eg 
making law enforcers aware. Water is clearly  becoming a burning issue Australia wide.   

The charge is quite high given that we are installing an on-site wastewater treatment 
system, partly because if we wanted to connect to the sewerage system we would need 
an on-site pumping station. 

it is not really clear what 3 & 4  actually mean or imply!?  One would imagine that fixed 
costs should reduce over time as the 'debt' is reduced. 

infrastructure is difficult. older areas have infrastructure that has been amortised over an 
extended period. New development may demand increased capacity, but how much 
should customers who own properties for which existing infrastructure is adequate be 
required to contribute to new capacity being established  for new development. Obviously 
there is a balance between new development costs and maintenance costs of established 
infrastructure.  An interesting challenge to keep it understandable. 

I live alone following my husband's death but the charges do not change. I gather we are 
deemed a mid-size house yet the number of inhabitants is not - but should be - taken into 
account in detgermining charges! 

Less administration, more operations to reduce business costs that are passed onto 
residents.  

The initiative to engage with consumers prior to change to seek their feedback is very 
positive, keep up the practice. 

Cut down the service charges. What does the sewerage charge involve.  

Our sewage seems quite adequate and reliable.  However, it always seems to be quite an 
expensive service. 

charge base on water usage 

Taswater's "Fixed or Service Charges" are extraordinarily high relative to the "Variable 
Usage Charges" component of my quarterly bill. I certainly do not wish to see my usage 
charge increase, however, as a domestic user of the system my subjective opinion is that 
the fixed charges are incredibly high.  

Why are your charges higher than most other sewerage suppliers in the country? 

I also have a vacant block that I am charged a sewerage and water fee and I don’t even 
use it. Not connected. How can I be charged for a service that is not even used. To me it 
would be like me parking my car out the front of your house and sending you a bill for car 
rental. Rip off arseholes. You are theives 

id like to not pay more please 

It should be the same fee for sewerage regardless of the value of the house. Just because 
it is a cheaper suburb doesn’t mean the cost should be less 
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Reduce the charges that are applied to the water / sewerage bill. Always cost more than 
the water itself.  

I assume Taswater invests in the best technology to ensure costs are minimised and 
systems are effective for the long term, 

It would be interesting to know what I could do (if anything) to keep my own costs down 

Charge per household occupancy. A house may be vacant for 4-6 months of the year so 
why is the owner paying what he’s not using. 

House hold needs know how old there under ground pipes are and if the householders 
have to budget for up grades  

Make sure that it doesn’t get more expensive!! 

Sewerage should be tracking by usage with a meter and not estimation. This is not fair to 
any customer who discharges less sewage.  

I hope these changes don't result in an increase in payments like it did when water was 
separated from our land rates. 

If you have  a property (land only) you should NOT be charged sewage and water rates as 
this service is not used.  A once off connection fee should be charged and no fees 
thereafter (until you build) 

how about you review the water connection charge each quarter I find that this is the one 
that needs looking at  

Charges should in part reflect the number of people living in a residence since that is 
proportional to the input into system 

It's ridiculous that a single person, on a single part time income, who makes minimal use 
of services should be struggling every month to pay the same bills for sewerage that large 
households do. Please start measuring actual usage, the current system is unfair. 

I know I am  biased but think it should be user pay - I think the rate for single people is 
grossly unfair 

Sadly, we have to pay for the service and for the provision of  infrastructure - nothing in life 
is free!  

Work it out 

Give me a financial incentive to save water!  90% of my bill is water and usage changes! 

You should review all charges, the prices are ridiculous, it would be better if Taswater no 
longer managed it as it's worse than it was previously 

Prices are unaffordable for pensioners 

Cheaper service charges overall would be better! 

Go back to the old system where you pay with your rates. So much more affordable. 

As I see very little TasWater activity or upgrading of sewage systems then I suggest you 
lower the cost to rural and largely ignored areas... 

Continue to provide means to pay bill over time 

Some of us are low income earners.  

Provide information to customers for ways to lower their sewage output  

Is it possible to consider charges based on usage rates? 

You should mention in Q8 that you can only use each number once! Also I only want to 
pay for work actually done to the infrastructure I use. Why the hell should I find someone 
else’s life style??? 

Implications of growing numbers of single occupancy households  

cost of living from all Government departments 

Where there is units on a block the service cost should be split between the units 
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My daughter is a first home builder,she purchased a block of land in a new subdivision 
already with water a sewage connections.She engaged a builder at the time of purchase 
and through no fault of her own ,has been waiting two years for completion,I don’t think it’s 
fair to charged  for these services while neither have been connected to the house.I think 
the charges  should be waived for a period of time Under these circumstances,considering 
headwork charges were waived for developers,which doesn’t help with land affordability as 
it has now been absorbed by increasing land prices 

Keep all fees and charges on the existing Quarterly billing cycle. Do not change it, as it is 
very practical for both of us.  Signed Graham 

As a ratepayer of Hobart for 30+ years, we paid for the capital cost. Our charge should be 
just depreciation (ie replacement cost) + ops, service and support. 

Taswater needs to operate efficiently and review its procedures and customer service to 
enable the charges to be cost effective. 

As with any Services Charges be it Taswater or other Government based GBE'S they are 
way "Too High" 

The cost of sewage and service charges is very high here compared to Victoria 

I am aware that costs of services in Tasmania have alarmingly risen in the last 30 years.  
Land rates, water rates ( I can remember when there was not a water meter on many 
properties then.  As a pensioner, I struggle to pay these even with discounts.  I realise that 
Launceston's sewerage system is ageing, and at times breaks down.  Surely the State 
Government and local councils should be funding a new infrastructure  for new sewerage 
systems, or do we have to wait for residents to catch Campylobacteriosis, Escherichia coli 
Diarrhea,  Encephalitis, Gastroenteritis,   Giardiasis,  Hepatitis A.  These are Third World 
diseases.   If your survey is looking to make customer fees rise again, then this is 
abhorrent and low income and pensioner will be further disadvantaged.  Try the Federal 
and State Governments for grants.  For example the Federal Government was quick to 
give Dorset Council millions to make a bike trail, surely it can make a necessary grant to 
bolster "Social Capital" in Tasmania.... and what about the boosting of tourist numbers by 
Local and State Governments by say the Gorge Hotel, in Launceston.  I am unconvinced 
that the present sewerage system will cope.        

I am on septic system so not sure why you sent me this survey when I don’t have a 
sewerage service 

Why is there a need to review sewerage charges? Currently we pay double the amount 
most people feel we should pay for both services. The cost has quadrupled in 10 years 
and compared to other costs associated with living, this is unfair and unreasonable. Even 
property rates haven’t doubled in that time. The only thing we see changing with Taswater 
is the vehicle fleet being renewed stupidly early and many people deployed to do tasks 
where fewer would suffice.  

Consider a monthly charge, rather than quarterly, which would make budgeting for it 
easier 

Charge a sliding scale levy specifically for upgrading sewage treatment facilities 

Costs need to be fair and low 

Number of occupants per dwelling.  

Easier to understand  

We always appreciated the previous system where there was a minimum allocation of 
water and excess charges were paid on top. However, I am aware that this is  contrary to 
COAG policy. 

Number of occupants in the dwelling 

senior's discounts 
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An estimate date on the account for when the next account will be issued 

All good thanks  

Nothing I can think of at this moment 

Keep it cost effective for consumers please  

Just because we have a five person household doesn't mean we are always home at one 
time or using sewage 

It has to be fair and equitable and not based on postcode or house values. It is becoming 
harder to pay utility bills in this economic climate. 

The variable user charge is disproportionately low compared with the fixed cost of 
providing the services 

The charge should accurately reflect my personal usage and not a shared amount of the 
total retirement village. 

Housing growth in regional areas 

I have spent about a year-and-a-half paying around $2 every single day for *unconnected* 
sewerage and a fixed fee for water when there is no connection (vacant land). My house is 
now almost complete and it will be some bizarre form of relief to be paying for 
*something*. There is no other service I can think of where you are literally paying for 
nothing.  

We are on a septic system but would love to be connected to the sewage system in 
Cygnet 

Don't make any changes that will leave the better part of the community IE your 
customers...in debt and unable to pay their bills on time or pay them at all, because really 
its way to expensive now. 

Stop scalping your customers.  The cost of living should be a primary influence on your 
pricing, not the single-minded pursuit of corporate profit. 

Life is expensive. Kids are expensive. Be kind. 

Yes I only live in Tasmania for 6 months of the year and have been doing so for the last 6 
years - so I don't use Taswater Services for 6 months of the year - you can see that if you 
were to look at my Accounts - so would like the charges to reflect that - Thinking of a user 
pays system? 

Should at least know were the sewerage is on every property.  For as you not knowing we 
had to build our studio 40 meters from our house and 11 years later we find the sewerage 
is under the studio. Now it seems we could have built the studio 30 meters closer to our 
house. Shame on you. 

Keep it simple and fair, the same rate for all based on usage 

May not be related to charges but when a customer calls and reports on previous work 
done on the mains outside my house re blockages would be great if it was in the system 
as they need 6 monthly inspecting!!!!! 

Regardless of income and age, toilet use is more a function of household numbers and 
property type.  Operating costs and provision for inevitable expansion have to be covered 
so consumer costs have to be calculated accordingly.   How this is done will be a reflection 
of efficient thinking. 

Tas Water costs are already prohibitive.  By charging separately, it will allow sewerage 
costs to skyrocket. 

You should charge according to no. Of people living in each property or, if that is not 
feasible, the no of toilets in each 

The current sewerage charges are extremely high and I question if the costs charged 
actually reflect the actual cost to Tas water.  
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Yes. Water bill should be separated bill from sewerage ,having even separate due day. In 
order to be more affordable. For every one. It's a disparate idea to pay in only once bill 
both services. Only in Tasmania is ridiculus system. 

I have a septic tank system 

Bringing infrastructure into 21st century is what we need and charge accordingly. Ongoing 
maintenance important. 

The service charge is very unaffordable for low income families as rates were supposed to 
be reduced to cover the separation from Council to TasWater. 

charge to high 

I believe it should be a flat fee per residence, with different rates for the variety of 
households; ie house, flats etc 

Demographic of Tasmania 

Do not pay any dividends to councils until all sewerage infrastructure (including pumping 
stations) are up to standard (no not stink!) 

Don't belive in fixed costs. Should be user pays 

Power charges from hydro, to use pumps, cleaning and other external charges from 
shareholders and alike 

More of a cost effective approach  

I'm paying currently for the sewage infrastructure at Sisters Beach. Is there an option for 
me to revert back to septic tank?? I don't know why I am paying extra for a service 
purchased with my home! 

Paying a rate for sewage on an empty block, even though discounted, still seems unfair. 
The reasons given over the phone were not very clear. A clear explanation of your policy 
of charging for infrastructure that is not installed is definitely needed 

review fixed sewerage charges to reflect amount of actual water usage   

Yes as i am on low income my rates and even my power bill is less than what i pay for my 
water each quarter the discount per quarter for water is not enough compared to the 
electricity and rates 

The cost is exorbitant.  For someone like me living on a pension with a garden to water 
and maintain the cost is the most expensive of all the various services, and totally 
overpriced.  The email account is clumsy and difficult to navigate 

People who choose not to connect to sewerage (by treating onsite) even though they have 
access to the sewerage system, should not have to pay a sewerage fee regardless. 

It would be great if it could be based on household occupancy (although this would be 
more difficult to determine) or actual usage 

Usage toilet wipes, is there a brand more compatablle with your treatment system. 

Balance profits with customer support. Don't drive consumers to the walk just because you 
have no competition in the state.  

Advertisements by TasWater that focus on water management when the fixed costs are so 
high for residential customers are very disingenuous. Regardless of usage patterns, fixed 
costs that residential customers can do nothing about constitute between 60-85% of bills. 
Please stop wasting money on adverts and put the money into reducing fixed costs on bills 

The cost seems expensive compared to Water Charges.  Are the fixed costs of providing a 
sewerage service  - treatment works etc more than the cost of water treatment plants? 

Fixed costs often don’t encourage reduced use, greater investment In efficient fittings or 
domestic reuse of grey water by consumers.  

I have septic tank so I shouldn't be paying anything......... 
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Think about what you would like to pay for it as not everyone can afford those bills 

Many people are low income workers in my case disability  pension , high price rises 
would not be easy to take 

Please consider encouraging households to reduce water consumption by installing 
composting toilets and providing subsequent incentive/reduction on your charges.   

please keep them low, 80% of my bill is for charges, its getting too expensive 

In my area a big upgrade was done a few years ago on infrastructure to sewerage and 
water so I would expect no changes to the charges in what I am being charged know . 

Total cost of services and ease of payments  

We have a septic tank 

apply more of new infrastructure cost to new suburb house developers and buyers.  

utility costs these days are in the top expense of families. appreciate good service but any 
added cost hits hard. 

I think that the only way to sort out sewerage in launceston is to make a start at fixing the 
conjoined system.  You're not going to get the council or gov's on board untill you 
embarrass them into action.  You could offer incentives to split so that when pipes are 
layed you can easily hook them up at your convenience in the future.  Easy to implement 
on all new build and rebuilds in the zone. 

If cost effective to do so, incentives to reuse grey water? 

your bills are expensive 

Not at the moment   

I don't have any issues with the current system 

Cut administration, there's always fat in this area. 

As a single person household is my bill calculated any differently to a large family. I don’t 
believe infrastructure and sewerage charges should be calculated the same 

Taswater is perceived as large, wasteful and bureaucratic by many in our community. 
Advertising campaigns, surveys and other overt expenditure do not help this perception. 

I appreciate that applying sewerage rates to households with differing number of people in 
a household is vexing, but it is the fairer way to go. Yes, I am biased as am a single 
occupier of a house, whereas the next door neighbour has five members, yet both 
households pay a similar sewerage fee. I can image the community angst over this, and 
how it would be implemented . . .  All the best with this! 

No,I have a septic system which works perfectly for me. I buy this liquid from W A which 
keeps it very clean&I can also use it for cleaning. Wonderful stuff 

Price signals for servicing new developments out of sequence and outside nominated 
growth areas 

Fairer chargings 

Pensioner concessions  

I might be cynical but,  I imagine that this will raise your overall revenue take.  Remember 
the furphy we were told when water left the individual councils, "It will be cheaper and 
better." Maybe it's better, I haven't noticed but it is a hell of a lot more expensive.  Always 
interesting that we used to have water restrictions every summer, now we don't. 

User(s) pay should be a top criteria as opposed to flat rate for all so that small in number 
occupiers are not subsidising larger in numbers 

Why the overall system has been let run down for so many years, who is to blame ? 
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Since the standardisation of water/sewerage costs (that have occurred over the last few 
years), I think most people's bills have increased dramatically. Separating them from 
council rates has not helped either as both have kept rising.  

Dont use this as a method to increase charges!! 

If you need to increase charges, and you provide early warning plus a reasonably simple 
explanation of why, I believe that the vast majority of your customers will be comfortable 
with it. 

First of all, your classification is not far, as it doesn't allow to classify a few things equally. 
Cost is definitely to high as paying over $160 per 3 months is too much. I understand that 
Tas Water has to recover money to pay the $546 610 salary to the CEO, plus significant 
salaries to the other top executives, as well as additional over $500k to the Board of 
Directors. However, this has nothing to do with fairness  and a service cost. In addition, it 
is a shame that representatives of so many (29) local councils are taking part (as Owners' 
Representative Group) in this ripping off process. Count the number of the "fat cats", 
reduce their "fat" and then establish the cost of service for Tasmania! 

Not simply charging per dwelling but offering different rates depending on size of dwelling. 
We have a house with a small studio in backyard and have to pay 2 connection fees, 
regardless that it's only one additional bathroom (ie we are only using as much connection 
as a house with two bathrooms) 

Don't charge for sewerage at properties where you don't provide a sewerage service! 

Other than the  charge of $658.16 for full fixed sewerage charges a year is the bulk of the 
bill compared to my roughly half that for fixed water charges & around 80 KL of water used 
yearly. Seems sewerage is an unfair charge rate.  

Not at the moment.   The bills I've received in the past, give me the information that I 
need/like to know.   

regular progress reports as to upgrading and to know where our money is going. It is now 
very expensive to "spend a penny" 

Household numbers are as important as household size. 

Age and efficiency of the infrastructure.  

Our house is low occupancy as it is a holiday home but cost is as if it were occupied each 
day.  Cost does not reflect our usage   

History shows that local government has neglected the dividends for renewal of 
infrastructure and used them in other areas.However that is not the consumers fault so 
,State government needs to be responsible for a big percentage of these shortfalls.User 
pays should be a lead indicator. 

Daily charges are misleading if they don’t include service costs 

As a landlord to this property, it would be good if the tenant paid for sewage instead of me! 
I send through usage of water to the real estate but not sewage.  

Whether connected or not - costs of maintaining septic tanks be considered - whether 
smaller annual fee if not connected  Old infrastructure improvements in areas where sewer 
mains are inadequate due to structural defect or undersize because of intensification of 
housing as area ‘developed’.  The Affordability and Cost Reflective issues are important 
but given this is a public utility paid for by all users I would hope that the charges do reflect 
the actual overall costs of infrastructure and services, unless some assistance is provided 
by the Government.    I do not know the structure of TasWater organisation and would like 
to know more about how it is run.       
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Rate increases to pensioners do have a vast impact on our financial status to what we get 
paid from Centrelink, The cost of living week to week and increases makes it hard to to 
live. 

number of people per household? to reflect actual useage 

Make sure you actually provide proper service. We have had notices from you apologising 
for the ongoing issues and smell. 

Costing of Water in General. When combined with Rates water was less than half the 
price it is now. We live in the wettest State, we should not have to pay top dollar for water.  
Also - recently Rosebery was refused a reimbursement on the fire evacuation, Zeehan 
Residents got the reimbursement. Why shouldn't Rosebery? We had to leave our home 
also! 

Consideration for Strata units with retirees as residents.....cost should reflect useage and 
costs to Tas Water 

As a investor, cost shift should move to tenant usage   charge.    

Your charge should reflect the number of people occuping the residence! 

Impossible task, but try convincing users that this isn't just an exercise in finding ways to to 
charge more for an already over-priced service. 

We should have a free amount before we start getting charged for water 

stop increasing our charges 

Definitely take into consideration the number of people in each home, especially 
pensioners 

The number of users per household is an option but may discriminate against families who 
may already be struggling to pay bills. 

It would be great if the webpage could accept payments using credit card. 

Perhaps communicating why we  Pay so much for this would be beneficial 

Keep the fixed and service charges down. 

Would be great if I could get a discount on my sewage costs every time I have raw 
sewage running down my driveway.  

I like the separation of charges from the water access and usage - please leave it that 
way. 

I have bio waste system which is regularly inspected.  Except for this cost I don't envisage 
other sewerage costs. 

This is not an excuse to increase prices 

The billing system should be easy to understand 

I'm a landlord managing a property in postcode 7250 from interstate - information about 
usage online is useful to me. 

Tas Water costs for sewerage should be based on the number of persons per dwelling 
and the condition of local suburbs infrastructure e.g. Hobart City's sewerage works 
required replacement 

Feel like we are continually being overtaxed each time as in pay ing for the service then 
paying for the privelidge of the service and subsidising others. 

Sewerage charges for the Brighton area have gone up over 50% since the creation of 
Southern Water/Tas Water. Hoping this review will not lead to further increases. 

Hiw many people live in the house abd what ages as an old couple will not use the 
sewerage anywhere near as much as a young couple who normally would have guests, 
need to flush the loo more often due to periods and just in general not be as conscious of 
saving water hence flushing every time they go to the loo 

Make sure this infastructure is up to date ours isnt 
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I suspect this is a method to separate water and sewerage charges and the result will be 
that we pay more for both. 

This was a very simplistic survey given that it is not as black-and-white as one would 
assume from the questions asked. For instance, if the business is not administered 
correctly  there could easily be a blowout for services  & The infrastructure,  if those 
running it are incompetent. This is not an unknown situation for businesses such as Tas 
water to find themselves in.  But, all the best with the restructure. 

Should be cheaper for built up areas, not subsidising those a bit further out. 

the fixed charges are friggin bullshit, we use under $23 water but fixed charges are $270 
bullshit you're after too much profit thieving bastards 

Too expensive cut costs 

I am so mad at Taswater. I had a perfect credit rating for 25 years that you destroyed by 
sending me to the debt collectors for a $100 payment that was 30 days late because you 
did not update my billing address. I can't wait to move out to the country where i have tank 
water and enviro cycle so I never have to deal with you again! 

It is not a fair system when people who have water tanks are still required to pay a large 
infrastructure charge when not using water even if it is available to the property. Make the 
usage charges higher in general and the infrastructure charges lower so that users pay for 
actual usage instead of everyone else subsidising it. Even if they don't use water and 
sewage. 

I don't think the cost should be increased much as it is already more than half of our 
household water bill. I 

You need to bring charges way down. 

I understand that the infrastructure costs to sewerage system must be large. I also feel 
that since the "rates bill" and the "water costs" have been charged separately there does 
not seem to be any relief from cost increases.  I am a big believer in "you get what you pay 
for", the frustrating thing is we don't really get to see where our money is spent as it is all 
the "front end".. 

I live on my own my tas water bill is more then electricity bill  

People in Tasmania are generally poorer and less literate than the average Australian, and 
it has an ageing population, therefore lower incomes. While water and sewerage costs 
have to be covered, this should be taken into account by the government when setting 
costs, and the government should subsidise these necessary costs, that many people 
struggle to pay. 

How many people are at property more people more poo  

I poo, it goes away.  That's good.  Pricing should reflect a level playing field; we pay what it 
costs.  Taroona, say, costs a million a year to sewer, the thousand clients pay a thousand 
each.  Simple, cost reflective, fair. 

Units need to be treated individually, not just divided by number of units on a block. I pay 
more than my friends do for their house.  

No - perhaps offer a discount to those who use less water overall. We have a water tank 
and don't use any Taswater so would be nice to have a discounted sewerage fee. 

I think it should not be a set price, but more of a percentage of what water you have used 
etc. My bill is 3/4 -full always sewerage and fees..  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  I appreciate that.  As a member of a church 
which seems to pay rather excessive charges for very small and irregular usage, I think 
this is a matter to be investigated. 

Water quality, how is it controlled. Educate your users. 
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The cost 

the efficiency of your service and capital project delivery, short time horizon of decisions 
and planning, lack of long-term strategies, failure to maximise opportunities available to a 
regulated entity in an era on low interest rates, failure to look beyond the balanace sheet 
and appreciate TasWater role in driving economic development 

pensioners 

Im not sure how you would determine a fairer sewerage charge other than a flat fee, just 
because a household has more occupants that doesnt necessarily mean more sewage 
usage as those occupants may not be in the house 5 days a week during business/school 
hours whereas a house with less occupants (i.e retirees) may be home more and therefore 
utilizing the sewage system more at that location. 

I think the sewerage charge is pretty high compared with electricity and council rate. In my 
opinion, Normally the sewerage is firm and no need to always be serviced for each 
household. I think taswater as a government controlled (not sure) should make revenue-
cost even or maybe small profitable but not big profit  

Reliability and upgrading of system with increase knowledge and technology. 

That price is very expensive compared to some other charges  

I THINK TASWATER HAVE GOT IT RIGHT 

Yes...Single person households versus families.  The fixed charges should be reflective to 
a degree on the number of persons in the household.  Singles seem to subsidise families 
with fixed charges. 

Yes - if there are issues with the sewerage and pumping stations to reduce costs for 
consumers affected, 

Not at this point in time. 

No, although I will add I was surprised when I looked at my bill and found that the fixed 
sewerage charge was more than the fixed water charge.   

sewerage services should be considered an essential service and as such not run on a for 
profit basis ever. 

We don’t have sewerage connected and there does not appear to be any plans to change 
that so a review of areas without sewerage to see if they can be connected would be good 

We already pay enormous rates charges, with tas water on top means it is very expensive 
to pay for.  

Why are the easements not marked on the certificate of title? 

we dont want the situation that happens now, big surprises nearly everytime a water bill 
arrives, somehow and magically the bill seems to go up, regardless of usage, just keeps 
rising, up, up and up..... 

Occasional update on the progress of sewage projects 

We use very little water but pay a lot for fixed charges. Maybe we should be rewarded for 
our minor usage.  

I have septic  

We don't pay for sewerage as we are on acreage and the service does not extend to us 

long term plans with an increase in housing  not just for the short term 

Charges appear more to me. Would be useful if you can show the customers the value 
added as part of sewerage costs  

Consideration of the economic climate and demographic. Fairer payment methods.  

We are retired, why do we have to pay for sewage when away all winter 
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If someone in a house that is connected to the sewerage system seeks to go off grid (or 
partially off grid), then that should be considered for payment options. For example, if I 
chose to reuse all greywater in my garden and that removes a significant amount of water 
entering the system then I should be able to reduce my sewerage bill. 

My water bill is mainly composed of fixed charges, this provides no incentive to conserve 
water or reduce my impact. In a drying climate conserving water will become more 
important for Tasmania. Water (and by extension) sewerage pricing should be priced in a 
way that rewards consumers for making savings, installing tanks, and buying more 
efficient appliances. 

Not sewerage specifically but I'd like to see Web based access to our individual account 
transactions and account balance/status. 

I definately have issues with having to pay sewerage charges on a vacant block of land 
just because the pipeline is nearby.  In saying nearby it actually runs along the boundary 
fence on the next door neighbours side of the fence. Whilst I understand if I was using it I 
should pay but as a non user I don't believe it is fair to have to pay for it. 

You should lower the fixed charges and raise the consumption charges.  User pays 
system. 

Keep the cost low as wages are stagnant & pensioners & those on benefits can't afford 
increases. 

Consider the number of people of in the household and cost accordingly.   

Ensure affordability  

Those who don’t use it because they have septic 

Abolish sewerage charged for UNCONNECTED properties. 

Don't actually pay for this as property is on septic tank system. 

keep charges down, pensions are stagnant :( 

Any increase will be hard for Glenorchy residents to swallow given the disproportionate 
rates we have to pay (not us personally, but our community). Please cut us a break and 
don't significantly increase.  

Make it clear & fair. 

The cost of a leakage or burst pipe could be very costly added to the too costly plumbers 
charge 

Be fare 

the overall cost which is very expensive for people on a fixed income. The fixed charges 
are very high in comparison to the water consumption. 

Yes I think your organisation stifles progress in Tasmania, we are being over charged for 
infrastructure that was paid for through our rates many years earlier. 

Are there regular reviews of the systems- not just when there is a failure?   

TasWater needs to be getting value for money with their capital spend. This is currently 
not happening with the ever increasing bureaucratic waste which now includes handing 
over millions of dollars to a CDO partner offering no value 

We do not have sewerage charges to our property attached to our water bill.   

not that I can think of at this stage. 

Taswater charged a number of rural properties for supply even though they are not 
connected. Approx $120 per billing cycle.  This is unjust. Unconnected properties do not 
place any burden on Taswater and so should not be charged. Given this is almost entirely 
a rural issue this appears to be s policy that discriminates against rural customers.  

Just that my actual usage of water is only ever around $30-$40 and the rest of my bill is 
your service fees. They add up to over $200! 
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If there are more blockages due to misuse in a catchment area then that catchment area 
should pay more. 

Just keep it simple 

Charge per volume of waste discharged? The converse of charges for volume of water 
supplied. 

The system surely has to be setup for user pays... Ridiculous that those who attempt to 
save water and costs, are not awarded so with cheaper charges / rates but are yet costing 
no different to those who don't care about saving costs.  

Yes the last time we had a review it ended up costing the rate payer the same amount per 
annum as our rates.  Initially we were told when water rates were dropped from council 
rates we wouldn't be paying that much. I understand rate payers need to contribute to 
costs but pensions are not increasing g at the same rate as our expenses.  

I would be interesting to know how you calculate the sewerage charges per household 

Fixed price charges for both sewearge and water are astronomical for the service 
provided, please review. There is no need for Taswater to collect $250 per quarter in 
service charges, separate to actual usage. 

For fairness, sewerage charges should be proportional to water consumption.  

I think charges should be based on the number of toilets on the property - regardless of 
commercial, private etc. 

It’s too expensive needs to be cheaper  

Keeping prices affordable across all postcodes (not charging by postcode) 

Maximise offset costs through energy efficiency and energy production opportunities as a 
component of sewage charging framework. 

Pensioners should receive a better discount as water and sewerage fees are far too 
expensive. Pensions don't rise to allow this cost. 

More understanding by customers of “cost reflective” above - would be good if Taswater 
could provide further information. 

Originally it was supposed to be equivalent to what we paid on rates but is considerably 
higher! 

I strongly prefer Taswater to upgrade Launceston's sewerage system to the highest 
possible level rather than the compromise solution which is currently proposed.  I am 
personally prepared to pay more for sewerage services to achieve this outcome for our 
environment. 

Encourage households not to waste water through education not just through charges 

Taswater charges combined with council charges are outlandishly high. Any rate hikes 
would be extremely dimly looked upon. Unbelievable! Cash grab tool is what Tas water is.  

No as I really have no idea about it all  Only know it is a lot I have to pay 

Much cheaper pricing for pensioners we are hurting and cant afford our water steerage 
and rates  

Is the number of people who live in a property considered? 

PEOPLE ON LOW INCOMES 

Future proof the system. Yes it costs more in the short term but saves money in the long 
run. Also do some research. There are many cities in Europe or in the Arab states that 
have infrastructure light years ahead of what we even consider possible currently. If 
sewerage charges go up and then I see on the news and in the paper that new ponds are 
being built or similar I’m fine with paying more. If nothing is happening, not impressed.  

It's too much 
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Please consider the impossibilty of any frugal cost saving avail.to me re sewerage charge,I 
have no choice but to pay what is demanded and Tas water bill in total is now nearing 
what I paid in total council rates at the time of  set up.My self funded income has remained 
the same. 

The cost to the average household is way to high, needs addressing. 

Don't put charges up! 

Repairing street leaks quickley 

Rates are very high as they are 

Flat rate for a residence sounds fair rather than number of occupants or toilets per 
household. Many large houses are occupied by single pensioners and it would be a 
shame to charge them more.  Certainly commercial connections should be charged more 

Customers should not be paying for the move/replacement of the Hobart Railyard facility. 
Fees should be subsidised by government 

You have too many office workers and team leaders. Too many across the state. Get rid of 
many of your overheads. It is ridiculous the empire yopu have built! Also don't base 
charges on size of house. Base it on the number of people who live in the house. Some of 
us are retired you know.. 

It should not be more than Victoria. As it is at the moment.learn from London  how to run a 
clean system. This state is behind the 8 ball in in treatment area. Fix it!!!! 

Consider incentives for customers who are employing sustainable technology such as 
composting toilets and waste water treatment beds. 

The cost is excessive. 

It is good how you let us pay our bill off with BPay in small increments. (Less bill shock) 

I am a small user of water and sewerage, I live alone and have very little outside watering 
needs, yet I have to have a fixed water and sewerage charge comparable with larger 
households.  My variable useage of water charges have more than doubled since moving 
to a retirement village where the single households have to share the charges with more 
than one person households.  Maybe its time to look into the fairness of water supply 
charges as well. 

Future consideration for system upgrades and total re-use 

The environment - probably more an infrastructure charge to ensure we are keeping up 
with sound environmental processing - but it would be good to know if Tas Water is 
thinking of the environmental impact. 

user pays, including water. Water every other state in aus does this. Everything costs 
nowadays as a landlord why should I pay for someone else water usage and toilet use  

System used should be fair to all users. I have a house at Coles Bay where the issue of 
sewerage is being examined. Very few houses in the town have a sewerage problem but 
many (most???) of the commercial do. The costing for a sewerage works at Coles Bay 
MUST reflect the problem, where MOST of the need and therefor the cost is made by the 
commercial and accommodation businesses. 

Our rural property does not have sewerage costs but your survey does not recognize this  

No, other than the fact that it is difficult to keep up with the rising costs of services when on 
a limited income, ie pension and not much more 

Question#7   NO option is presented for NO sewage charge. We in the rural areas have to 
pump our own sewage tank out at our cost!!! Suggest you amend question #7 

Bill should be based on usage rather than averages 

I have nothing to add re sewerage charges as we do not have sewerage as part of our 
service 
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Our fixed costs are too high 

Your charges are currently far too high 

Remember cost of living expenses are to keep up with especially those of us who are on 
low incomes.  It would be nice if prices stayed the same but I know that will never happen.   
A pity the water rates was taken away from councils because now we all pay more and 
more with feeble excuses blamed for price increases. 

Water is more important more cost of usage and less charge for service fee 

Trying to keep costs low for all customers :) 

you should be aware that when I pay my bill I have you in my frequent billers list under the 
name greedy inefficient bastards...enough said ? 

It is too expensive 

Smaller dwellings should not have to pay as much as free standing larger homes i.e units 
on one block. smaller charge for each unit as less occupants usually. 

No All Good 

There is little clarity in the present billing.  What we feel is we use little water yet we get hit 
with a very high Admin bill but we think some of this is sewerage but how is that 
calculated?? 

I don’t think that a 2 person household should have to pay the same amount as a 
household with more people  

Please do not charge too much regarding the sewerage. 

Reduce admin costs!! Way to high 

As long as this review is not just an excuse to increase fees again like happened not long 
after when water and sewerage was taken from the council rates 

The upgrades to Launceston Sewage Treatment works should be upgraded so the 
discharge is safe for use... improve the health of our river.    Also consider approaching 
1414degrees. They are currently piloting infrastructure in South Australia to make the 
facility energy neutral 

Don't mind paying for water but the cost of sewerage and water charges are way too 
expensive for pensioners. 

Keep prives down it's tough enough  

flushable wipes; are they OK? 

Why should we pay rates when we don't use town water we have tanks.? 

Move the Newnham sewerage system out of the 19th century and into the 20th would be a 
good start. Then we can work on getting it into this century. The charges should reflect the 
service provided, which it presently doesn't. 

Costs too much.  Charges for homes that aren't built or land that doesn't have a property 
on it, are too high. 

Fair is the most important consideration as equity is a human right. 

Usage doesn’t seem fair that a 2 person household pays the same as a 10person 
household  

I pay the same amount of sewerage charges as someone with a large family; I would have 
thought a more reasonable rate would be based on the water usage of the property. 

Please take the cost down. 

don't put them up household's are at capacity now 

I assume that Fixed or Service Charges is sewerage and Variable Usage Charges is 
excess water. If this is the case then it needs to be spelled out as either sewerage or 
excess water. 

Actual operation costs vs consumer payments vs profit margins vs actual job done 
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UNSURE AT THIS TIME 

General expense, more efficient and affordable rates based on taswaters service quality  

costs are going up on everything except my wage. 

It would be good to advise people the best and most efficient way to use water and waste 
disposal to save money and protect the environment. 

Stop putting the price up - I need new cisterns on both my 20 year old toilets and cannt 
afford them due to on going bills  

Special circumstances. Remote sites. Enviro cycle incentives. 

i think the charge should be combined with water usage. so a tenanted property is paid by 
the tenant, not the landlord 

Number of toilets and showers per household, and charge accordingly 

P4ices too high for pensioners  

Finding efficiencies to reduce the cost. My property in Tasmania is currently vacant due to 
it being on the market however the charges have remained the same for now service or 
consumption of services 

Keep the charges low please, they are already too high. 

we don't pay for our sewerage infrastructure we are on a rural property so use a septic 
system 

Hard to rank the options as I suspect the costs to TW in some areas are much higher than 
would be affordable to the user groups for those areas 

Sewer charges should be on a ratio basis to water usage for residential purposes 
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Appendix B. Residential Focus Group Notes 

TasWater Focus Group 

Launceston Residential – 10am Tuesday 23rd July 2019 

Attendance:  13 

Facilitators: Catherine Searle & Birgit Porter, Jacobs 

 

Notes: 

[Very good awareness of sewerage vs water charging; many customers compared bills] 

The split from Council to regional authorities to TasWater has caused confusion, but people understand the 

difference between water and sewerage charging 

TasNetworks break their bills down so you could understand charging and billing 

In 2009 when TasWater was set up they promised the charges would remain the same, but today they are 

100% increased 

Council rates have increased due to the loss of revenue 

There has been a massive increase in sewerage charges – basically paying double 

Councils didn’t spend on sewerage infrastructure.  It is very old and hasn’t been upgraded 

New housing developments are putting pressure on old infrastructure and it can’t cope with the load, but doesn’t 

contribute extra to infrastructure 

New development ‘value capture’ incl. increased rates, land tax, stamp duty which should pay for upgrading of 

infrastructure 

Should charge new housing developers for infrastructure costs 

Water quality is very poor, and system/pipes are old and TasWater can’t replace them all.  It is too expensive 

Communication is very poor; can’t see any improvement in service provision 

Can TasWater apply for Federal funding or grants? 

Do my charges go to infrastructure outside of my area?  When sewerage was Council-run, my rates went 

towards infrastructure upgrades in my area. 

No understanding of what charges on bills are for – no breakdown 

Councils were good at getting grants.  They made money on water and sewerage. 

Are TasWater in debt?  Do they borrow for infrastructure spending? 

Are the focus groups a cynical exercise?  Are they for TasWater to tick the box and to say that they have 

consulted their customers and people are happy? 

What are the charges for?  How are they worked out? 

If TasWater are going to charge high rates they need to justify the charges 
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I’m building two units.  I have been charged $14,500 to install sewerage infrastructure and another $2,000 for 

TasWater inspectors to inspect it, and now I am paying water and sewerage bills, but I’m not connected yet 

because the houses aren’t built yet.  I have a six month build programme but I’m paying for services I’m not 

using. It’s not fair or equitable compared to power 

It’s not fair to small scale development 

I have made several phone calls to TasWater and navigated the organisation to try to find a reasonable person 

to talk to about my bills, but all I’m told is “they are the charges; that’s how it works”.   

I refused to pay until my issues were sorted. 

TasWater are very unhelpful; no recourse to escalate 

Communication is terrible and customer service is poor 

You shouldn’t have to go through that rigmarole.  It’s too hard to get through to a reasonable person. 

There should be different charging for small scale vs large scale development. 

I am very concerned that the focus groups are just to justify TasWater’s decision. 

Are there differences in the charges from region to region? 

The charges are still zoned. 

It makes sense to divide the state into three. 

Bills aren’t transparent; water/sewerage bills are one of the major costs for households; sewerage is the biggest 

lump sum and we don’t know why 

I pay $1,000 fixed fee for sewerage, and only $30 for water.  There is no incentive to save water. Water charges 

should be increased to offset sewerage infrastructure costs and incentivize water-saving. 

Mainland water charges incentivize tanks and water saving.  

There are high charges for installation of tanks, and no incentives for tanks, but a big environmental impact from 

small showers on local creeks from silt and oil from the roads. 

[There were very mixed views on charging relative to size vs occupation of properties] 

Should be based on number of toilets 

Can’t be based on number of people in household because it varies depending on number and frequency of 

guests/family staying 

Could be relative to water usage? 

A big percentage of sewerage charges are for infrastructure, but we are not seeing infrastructure upgrades 

Power:  TasNetworks pay customers for power outages – compensation.  Why don’t TasWater pay us 

compensation when there are infrastructure problems? 

There are some big developments in Launceston – do they pay extra for the extra pressure on infrastructure? 

Are rate payers effectively subsidising large developments? 

What disclosure do TasWater make about where the money goes? 
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We want itemised accounts and we want to know where our money goes, ie. Does it go to our own area? 

This is very important – we need to see what TasWater are doing with our money, and not just on their website, 

so we won’t be p***d off! 

We want a flyer with our bill that tells us what they are doing or planning in our area.  For example, where is my 

local sewerage treatment plant and what upgrades are being done or planned? 

I would feel better about paying high charges now if I knew what else was in the plan 

Principle of ‘intergenerational fairness’ – recognition that we are paying for Councils’ lack of infrastructure 

upgrades, and now we are investing for the next generation.  Is there any consideration of future savings from 

current infrastructure investment from our charges? 

I am concerned about whether debt and interest is being passed on to future generations. 

At least TasWater are asking people about charging. 

I am concerned about TasWater’s motive. 

Key Messages: 

Transparency is fundamentally important, ie. Breakdown of bill and where the charges go 

They are not telling us why we are being charged so much 

Is there a long-term plan which takes account of environmental sustainability and climate change?  Is that plan 

regularly reviewed? How is it going to be funded in the future?  

Does the funding go disproportionately to the south, ie. Macquarie Point? 

Example of Launceston City Council rates bill which is ‘semi-opaque’ as it includes the annual budget and other 

information about where money goes 

Tasmania exports young professionals and imports retirees.  This is ‘cost-negative’ and increases the cost 

burden. 

We recognise that TasWater have a broad geographic area and a small population to fund sewerage 

infrastructure for. 

Please send us the feedback that goes to TasWater and keep us updated on the outcome. 

We will not tolerate a private/public partnership arrangement like they do on the mainland which creates a lot of 

debt for the next generation. 
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TasWater Focus Group 

Hobart Residential – 11.30am Wednesday 24th July 2019 

Attendance: 10 

Facilitators: Catherine Searle & Birgit Porter, Jacobs 

 

Notes: 

It was Council negligence to hive off water and sewerage 

Pipes are 80+ year old cast iron but new ones are paper thin clay.  3 major bursts in his area in last 5 years 

Councils failed – they couldn’t maintain the infrastructure, so they hived it off 

TasWater is the innocent party taking over the Council’s problems 

Council rates are reasonable, but sewerage charges are high.  All houses have sewerage and we must pay for 

the service, but what is fair and reasonable is the question – very difficult 

Health-wise, services have improved significantly 

We have to pay for the system – but how will we pay for it? 

Condition of infrastructure and how much needs to be spent on it depends on where you live and the age of the 

system 

The system can’t handle the extra load created by new housing schemes 

Hilly places that require pumps are an additional cost 

Shouldn’t the government be responsible for sharing costs equally across all customers? 

Demography and size of households is important and should be taken into consideration 

I’m a single person in a 2-bed house and I’m being charged at the highest rate 

How do we know how many people are in a household? 

The house next door to me has 13 students.  All the other houses are single people. 

You can’t charge per person.  It’s too hard to know how many people per household, and it changes frequently  

Who’s responsible for what?  Council vs TasWater 

Keep people in touch with where the money is going.  What’s being done with our charges? 

There is a consensus in the group that you can’t charge per person 

There are no graphs on the bill to compare with my neighbors and to look at conservation of water and cost 

savings.  

We would like a graph of costs over time like the electric bill 

I’m paying $164 per quarter, flat rate 
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I’m paying $210 for a house on a collective of 39 2-bed and 3-bed houses 

That doesn’t sound right.  You should check that with the management 

Could we fill in a form each year to declare the number of occupants? 

That’s complex and costly to administer 

Property value is out.  Too many pensioners are asset-rich and cash-poor 

Could you go on number of toilets? 

Maybe how easy it is to treat?  Distance to treatment plant? 

We all have to pay for staffing, maintenance of pipes 

People are putting stuff down the drains that they shouldn’t.  There should be more education about that 

Transparency – are the high charges forever?  Can they scale back when the infrastructure is good? 

New subdivisions – the system can’t take the load 

If no high rise, people must move out, with new sewerage infrastructure 

Assessed Annual Value (AAV) – don’t think that works 

How would you administer and monitor if you go to a system based on number of people per household?  Use 

census? 

Size of house?  Is that the current method (small/medium/large)? 

Maybe size of house and a statutory declaration if family have moved on and its only half the people? 

AirBnB has a high turnover of people but they are still charged as a residential home 

Student houseshares also have a high number of people 

If your usage has shrunk, you should be able to make a statutory declaration 

TasWater computer records water usage.  Is there a greywater/sewerage correlation? [group had mixed views] 

Water usage is consistent in winter but variable in summer, so could measure winter water usage and base 

sewerage charges on that 

[after discussion, there was strong consensus that water usage could be correlated to sewerage usage and 

charges] 

Regional variation: user pays?  [mixed views on whether all Tasmanians should pay for all infrastructure] 

If you have 80+ year old pipes, Councils have been negligent for years 

What about maintenance cost?  Is there a long term plan?  We would like to see long term spend planning 

We all pay for roads, whether we drive or not.  It should be the same principle 

Transparency and accountability is key 

New subdivisions – surely new infrastructure is costed into new subdivisions at planning stage and charged 

separately? 
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Got to think of how TasWater administers the system.  We don’t want to add to that 

It keeps coming back to transparency 

Don’t base sewerage usage on summer water usage 

Imagine a pie chart of four key charges:  treatment; infrastructure; usage; administration 

Could use zoning on LIST 

Use technology – is there an app for monitoring? 

Importance of education by TasWater – how to manage usage, conserve water, environmental sustainability, 

etc 

Not just online! 

Collaborate with Councils to manage issues – eg. 15 students in a house 

Who do you communicate with if you have a concern?  Council or TasWater? 

Communication about what is happening – maintenance vs upgrades; new pipes & systems 

Equity is important 

 

Key Messages for TasWater: 

The charging system is inequitable, eg. 1-person household vs. 5-person household 

4 areas of charging:  admin (fixed); maintenance (by suburb); treatment (cost divided by users per catchment); 

usage (based on water usage) 

Transparency – Councils’ duty of care vs. TasWater, eg. Tree roots in pipes – partnership to deal with these 

cross-over issues 

Base sewerage charging on use of water 

TasWater have a responsibility to run an education programme – we don’t have enough information 

Water usage – don’t agree with catchment pricing; we don’t pay more for roads, electricity, etc based on where 

we live 

Maintenance and upgrades of infrastructure needs to be shared across state 

Transparency of pricing on bills – share costs equally across Tas 

Education about what can/cannot go down toilets/drains 

Water usage model – when we go over a threshold/line on a graph, go to next charging level 

Transparency and education 

Council/TasWater collaboration won’t work because it’s not in the Council’s remit 

User pays – no problem paying for infrastructure elsewhere 

Strata title pays too much – more consideration for strata title units 
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Swings and roundabouts re same price for all 

Don’t base sewerage use on winter-only water usage 

Most water coming in goes out via sewerage (toilets; drains) 

Idea:  TasWater should promote collective greywater recycling by new housing developments  

New pipes should be made in Tasmania 

Concession for Older People?  [mixed views] 
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Appendix C. Commercial & Trade Waste Online Survey 
Comments 

If a connection no longer used, there should be more than 1 sub-contractor to get a quote from. A qualified 

plumber should be able to disconnect or make accreditation simpler for competition. We are in a situation 

where it's cheaper to leave the connection in the ground, disconnected at the boundary and pay the quarterly 

charge rather than pay to have it removed... 

More consideration for the type of business ours is accommodation and the charges should more closely 

match occupancy rather than a flat charge as the property is not always fully utilised.  

environment and ethical considerations should be important. and you also need to stay away from a system 

that allows companies to pollute if they can afford it. 

Deal directly with the business owner, not their landlord as we have no access to speak directly with anyone 

at TasWater about the bills we have to pay 

Perhaps have on site visit or consultant to assess the requirements or talk to the customers over the phone to 

determine their needs and charge the appropriate amount. 

Stop lying about things. Have all your inspectors on the same page reading from the same book not doing 

what they think things are. Listen to business owners. If you make everyone go broke there's nobody to pay 

for your infrastructure  

If a commercial property is not connected to the sewerage then the amount levied against that business 

should be minimal.  I believe the current rate, just because the connection is available in the street is 

excessive. 

It's all too expensive 

U r far more expensive than Councils before the takeover.  

1. Have already spent $1,000 in application fees to Tas Water & Local Council to apply for a Trade Waste 

system when I did not want to apply for the system in the first place! Why are business being charged 

APPLICATION fees when they do not want to apply - they are being forced to apply!  2. The inspection from 

Tas Water already acknowledged that we were doing the right thing with collecting/capturing trade waste and 

disposing outside of the sewage system but am still forced to spend $15k in installing units and sink captures.  

3. Why should business be charged Trade Waste levies after they have been forced to spend $15k to put a 

system in and also forced to spend more money having the grease trap pumped out at regular intervals. 

Business gets slugged Trade Waste levies (even when they have met all infrastructure costs) and then hit 

with additional costs to service the grease traps!    TasWater needs to ensure business that spend significant 

$$$ on infrastructure has an opportunity to recoup those costs over time with Trade Waste Charges being 

wavered for at least 10-15 years.     

Because we live in a commercial area, and we don't have a business on our premises, why we are paying 

commercial rates is ridiculous.  Charges need to be on a fairer scale for usage.   

There should be a consideration of the volume of trade waste not just the risk 

Each business is individual, so it's important to get a detailed picture of what each business actually uses. 

Some trade waste customers such as us don't really contribute anything different to a normal household so 

the cost should be similar to a household. 

I have two toilets one cannot be accessed so I shouldn't be charged for the second toilet. 

I hate paying so much when we have one toilet 1 kitchenette      

Not only the financial strain but the emotional strain you are putting on real people. Many of whom work 

ridiculous hours for little or no return. 

Cost should reflect the volume ie: Cost for accommodation in Hobart should be higher than regional as the 

usage is lower...... 
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Cost should be related to usage. 

Very much user pays, our sporting club facility has the normal quarterly trade waste/sewerage charges and 

we it is used only 2 times per week (1 for only 2 hours), as for trade waste, the kitchen it is used approx. 10 

times per year after food preparation for approx. 40 people  

When it costs $500-$600 per quarter to use $10-$100 worth of water, Tas Water is price gouging just 

because it can!!  There cannot be any justification.  Just as there hasn’t been any scope for redress despite 

my attempts at office and legislative representation.  Tas water stands condemned for its billing system 

Consider the small owner operated business like small country Hairdressers which pay a relatively high waste 

levy.....with no more risk to the community than a large residence with say 2- 3 bathrooms 

The whole system is inadequate and grossly unfair for small businesses. In regard to existing businesses that 

have complied and updated their infrastructure compared to small business that hasn’t complied yet continue 

to operate without adequate fines or pressure to comply. Our business had to invest $20,000 to update our 

trade waste. Other small startups have been allowed to open without installing trade waste and have years to 

comply.....  Why? They shouldn’t even be allowed to open unless compliant. 

Ongoing maintenance 

The amount of discharge should be considered in setting rates if it is not already. 

Economic times for retailers and landlords are very difficult. This needs to be given serious consideration in 

imposing costs on these businesses. In the long term, employees will be affected if uncontrollable costs are 

imposed on business.  

It Should also depend on occupancy of your property (Hotel Accommodation) 

Q14 was hard to answer as they all should be as important as each other. Changes should be emailed out for 

discussion.  

As a Hotel operator I have been appalled by charging mechanism TasWater have introduced to 

accommodation hotels. ie cost levied by toilet. 1/ we do not nun at the same occupancy levels as city hotels 

2/ we cannot achieve comparable room rates to city hotels to try to recoup water charges. The current system 

is particularly unfair and a huge burden than cannot be recouped 

More control of raw waste going into waterways 

Costs to my business have tripled in 5 years, not in line with any other industry. Need to be reduced for 

viability to remain profitable.  

Fees are far too high, should only be cost recovery. 

current connection charge is too high 

Firstly - I am paying $90 per quarter for my water via my landlord - yet $148 per quarter to get rid of it !! How 

can that be??? I need my own meter read plus a meter to reflect what goes down the drain.  As a small hair 

salon having only 1 basin chair it appears we pay same trade waste as a salon who has 4 chairs, we mainly 

do cuts not colours where as other salons do more colour services...we may do 50 clients a day which are 

cuts only no basin services - other salons might do 20 clients a day with 15 of them being colours!  Maybe 

everyone should just be charged the same affordable lower rate - everyone - then everyone pays and its 

even across the board.  A 10% discount for the $148 quarter is still not going to be a fix for us. I've looked at 

the fixtures for the basins and they are not appropriate for my one basin. They don't fit and no one at Tas 

water has still sent me a picture of the fixture to put in basins or where they can purchased. 

Most bad waist disposals in my experience comes down to bad employer education. My business is always 

kept clean and waist is disposed of properly, unlike others in the same trade. You can have the best system 

in the world but if it is not used properly it isn't worth having. why should my business pay for others bad 

habits? 

Sorry we are not in the Sewerage/water business 

Current charges are excessive for the service provided. Suggest trimming some overheads such as overpaid 

staff. 
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Appendix D. Commercial & Trade Waste Focus Group Notes 

TasWater Focus Group 

Ulverstone – 2pm Monday 22nd July 2019 

Attendance:  2 

Facilitators: Catherine Searle & Birgit Porter, Jacobs 

 

Notes: 

ETs are the biggest problem.  They are no reflection on occupancy of property, eg. Hotel rooms = an individual 

ET, doesn’t compare to an entire house 

Increase in prices over 4 years since it has moved from Councils to Regional Authorities to TasWater 

Waste system requirements have caused businesses to close 

Hotel occupancy may be 40%-60% but getting charged for 100% 

Demand/supply like electricity would be a better way 

Metering for water is being rolled out but not sewerage and trade waste 

Should be as close as possible to user pays 

Eg. Tourism figures that show occupancy rates – occupancy doesn’t factor in to charging 

Usage factor is considerably lower than for residential 

Trade waste is a big expense and solution is non-negotiable 

Costs have just escalated 

Market in northwest is very price sensitive 

Lots of pressure on businesses; rates & escalation of pricing 

Currently no flexibility in pricing at all 

Unit costs are high and ETs are high 

Who should subsidise costs?  Need to subsidise as costs increase at unsustainable levels, especially with 

increase in electricity as well 

Councils have forecast rates out to 2021, but it’s very hard to predict sewerage & trade waste costs out that far  

AirBnB – classified as residential, therefore one ET – not a level playing field 

Very poor customer service and communication from TasWater – lots of fobbing off 

Taking advantage of scheme for trade waste, but not enough plumbers to do the work 

ET definition definitely needs to be reviewed (eg. Residential with 3 toilets, laundry, etc compared to hotel room 

with one ensuite where people are out all day) 
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Yearly occupancy rates – the Tasmanian Hospitality Association has the rates 

Percentage rates for regional occupancy may be a possible solution 

Moratorium on price increases 

There is no mechanism to challenge ET framework 

Develop a Tasmanian model for ETs – don’t use the NSW model 

Who provides revenue if reduce fees/charging? 

Trade Waste – better communication and flexible; huge cost implication; continuing to escalate 

There is only one provider – no competition – maybe that should be reviewed 

Infrastructure seems to all be okay 

Suggest also talk to other northwest hotels (names provided) 

Landlords won’t put in infrastructure for trade waste, but tenants can’t afford it so they a forced to close doors 

Many businesses in Ulverstone have closed down due to increase in sewerage charges and compliance costs 
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TasWater Focus Group 

Hobart Commercial – 10am Wednesday 24th July 2019 

Attendance:  2 

Facilitators: Catherine Searle & Birgit Porter, Jacobs 

 

Notes: 

Hotel yield and occupancy have increased in Hobart and Launceston but TasWater charging structure has 

stayed the same 

We have 55 rooms but negotiated TasWater down to 36 ETs 

TasWater’s charging doesn’t factor in regional areas 

Charging needs to include incentive to develop regional towns 

Council rates have gone from $12,900 to $30,000 this quarter, and TasWater sewerage charges have nearly 

doubled in 3 years 

Why should consumers pay for TasWater mismanagement? 

I have a warehouse in New Norfolk, with no residents, but 8 toilets.  I am charged $3,200 in Council rates and 

$5,500 in water/sewerage.  But the plumbing is not used.  I had a visit from TasWater to negotiate down to $85 

per week, but it was really hard to get a face-to-face visit to negotiate 

There is no transparency 

No collaborative partnership 

I felt belittled.  I was given no answers to my questions.  They didn’t use plain English.  

I queried whether it was worthwhile to install a greywater tank, because it is environmentally friendly and saves 

costs, but I was shot down 

I have one commercial premises in a residential area.  It is the same pipes that we are all using 

Commercial clients want someone to talk to about visits and cost saving  

We want a clear definition of Council vs TasWater responsibilities, eg. Trees affecting pipes 

I have asked where the money is going but I am not getting an answer 

Metro vs. regional is an important criteria 

Capital value is a good reflection of return on investment, and therefore a good basis for fair sewerage charging 

TasWater is getting greater value for money per room than we can possibly achieve in Burnie 

Would like a fixed charge mechanism per area, eg. Tasmania divided into ten regions 

We would like someone to come and view and advise 

There is a huge discrepancy between water and sewerage charges 
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TasWater required a new grease trap costing $15,000-20,000 which my business can’t afford.  It is a 

horrendous impost on business in regional areas 

There needs to be a mechanism to review and challenge assessments 

Be less bureaucratic 

Should be incentive to be environmentally friendly, put reticulated water back into the system 

We have a lot of water in Tassie, water is not an issue 

 

Supporting Documentation 

One attendee provided a breakdown of charges to his business over 3 years (see separate attachment), 

summarised below: 

• Oct-Dec 2015:      sewerage charge $3,554.28  = $38.63 per day 

• Jan-March 2016:  sewerage charge $3,554.28  = $39.06 per day 

• Jan-March 2019:  sewerage charge $5,923.44  = $65.09 per day 

Metro v Regional Accommodation (hotel): 

• Annual occupancy metro 80%+ 

• Annual occupancy regional 35%-50% 

• Yield growth metro strong 

• Yield growth regional poor 

• Average Room Rate (ARR) metro – steady in 2019 up approx. 50% from 2016 

• Average Room Rate (ARR) regional up approx. 10% from 2016 

Charging mechanisms for fixed or service charges/particularly for sewerage and trade waste: 

• There must be a flexible charging mechanism based on business conditions 

• Cannot simply charge hotels on a per toilet basis – too simple and particularly unfair 

• Ideal POR charging (not practicable for reporting purposes) 

• Set pricing statewide 

- Per available room with average occupancy % discounts set for regional areas based on previous 

year’s occupancy. 
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Appendix E. Commercial & Trade Waste Peak Body Survey Responses 

Demographic Questions/ 

Respondents 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. How many Members do 

you have in Tasmania? 

102 100 N/A 736 160 450 420 

Qualitative Questions        

2. Do you think businesses 

with higher volume 

and/or higher risk 

discharges should pay a 

bit more to subsidise the 

cost of trade waste 

infrastructure and 

services for small 

businesses? 

YES Depends how it is 

structured. It is fair to 

categorize the waste 

quality and charge 

accordingly on an 

estimated volumetric 

rate, but higher 

discharge volumes 

should not be charged 

a higher volumetric 

rate per KL. 

Yes.  Should be user 

pays.  Higher vol/risk 

discharges = higher 

charges 

It is the seafood 

industry expectation 

that any waste from 

business meets EPA 

requirements (i.e. will 

not have a negative 

influence on any 

marine environment) 

and that systems in 

place minimise any risk 

of a negative incident.  

Any breach of 

minimum discharge 

standards should 

attract hefty fines for 

business and 

requirement to further 

mitigate future 

potential discharge.  

Any costing fees 

should be proportional 

to the service provision 

requirements of 

Taswater – i.e. higher 

service provision to a 

business a higher fee. 

Yes, this is a simple 

user pays model, 

provided the 

calculation method 

used is relevant to the 

business. 

Yes If not compliant then 

they should pay a 

higher rate but if 

people have spent the 

money on becoming 

compliant then they 

should be at a 

significant lower rate.  

Businesses, regardless 

of size, should pay for 

the cost of trade waste 

infrastructure 

according to their 

volume and risk.   
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3. Are you aware of 

TasWater’s Trade Waste 

Commercial Compliance 

Program? 

Yes Yes. Yes No No Yes Yes  

4. If yes, have you had any 

feedback from your 

Members about the cost 

of compliance or any 

obstacles to becoming 

compliant? 

Cost is prohibitive for 

small businesses that 

have minimal 

wastewater.  Surely 

there is other 

technology available 

that can assist.  I have 

businesses 

questioning their future 

with this threat hanging 

over them. This can 

ruin businesses with 

the resulting mental 

issues flowing to 

owners and staff.   

Of course. However, 

we do not disagree 

with the intent of the 

program. The major 

issue that needs to be 

rectified is the 

minimum grease 

arrestor size of 1000L. 

this is not necessary, 

nor fair for smaller 

businesses with low-

medium risk 

discharges. 

Yes. They have helped 

their clients to achieve 

compliance and are 

seeing very good 

results.  The main 

thing TasWater have 

done to make the 

biggest difference is 

the 80% paid by 

TasWater with four 

year repayment plan.  

Prior to that, giving a 

fish and chip shop a 

$5k bill to become 

compliant was fighting 

a losing battle. 

  A little Yes there has been 

some obstacle for 

heritage buildings and 

others that have 

restrictions in space for 

additional size. 

Members feel that 

there hasn’t been other 

options explored as 

per the South 

Australian model 

where they are able to 

chemically treat the 

waste before going into 

trade waste tanks. 

The biggest cost is if 

change or 

infrastructure is 

required to become 

compliant. This can be 

extremely difficult and 

at times extremely 

costly in some 

buildings. 

5. Do you understand the 

current charging method 

based on number of ET’s 

(‘Equivalent Tenements’), 

ie. Equating each 

business to an equivalent 

Not really – it seems a 

bit too arbitrary 

Yes.  Yes, but it isn’t a fair 

system.  People who 

run small businesses 

are paying higher rates 

and subsidising higher 

vol/risk big businesses, 

and it should be the 

No but seems logical 

model based on waste 

water discharge.  

No No Yes but feel that this is 

not a real measure of 

what is actually being 

used as occupancy 

does vary in different 

areas of the state and 

in different seasons. 
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number of domestic 

homes? 

other way around.  If 

compared to volume, 

it’s not user pays.  

Small business is 

grossly overcharged.  

Historical data can be 

supply in occupancy 

statistics. 

6. Do you have any 

suggestions for a fairer 

way to charge for trade 

waste? 

TW need to evaluate 

each business rather 

than classifying in 

broad groups which I 

believe we copied from 

NSW Water. 

Requires a more in-

depth consideration in 

order to understand 

the challenges that 

Taswater face and 

reference this against 

the combined needs of 

the community and 

business enterprise.  

Generally, the State 

requires a strong 

business environment 

in order to continue to 

grow. This includes 

businesses that 

generate trade waste. 

Taswater need to 

prioritise the facilitation 

of business success 

whilst remaining 

economically viable. 

TasWater are using 

water usage data, 

because that is the 

only data they have.  

ETs are not based on 

‘user pays’.  It’s not a 

fair and equitable 

system.  

If discharge does not 

pose any risk or threat 

to the environment 

outside the business 

no. If there is a 

increased or worse 

actual risk and threat 

or change, there 

should be provision of 

an offset principle to 

rehabilitate the 

damage caused.  

As detailed above No If people have 

complied to the current 

standards and 

upgraded infrastructure 

then they should not 

be paying the highest 

rate when they have 

spent a significant 

amount to become 

compliant. 

Members feel that 

occupancy should be 

taken into account. IE, 

a venue may have 50 

accommodation rooms 

but if that only operate 

at 50% occupancy 

then surely this should 

come into the 

calculation. Like wise 

for a food premise that 

has 100 seats but only 

averages say 40 meals 

per day. 

Criteria Ranking:        

Risk Based 2 4 4 2 but not necessarily 

as a Taswater charge? 

Yes 2 4 

Fair 3 1 3 4  3 1 

Cost Reflective  4 3 2 1  4 3 
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Affordable 1 2 1 3  1 2 

1. Are there any other 

considerations you would 

like TasWater to take into 

account in designing a 

new trade waste 

charging method? 

Have some 

appreciation of the 

impact of actions 

handed down by 

bureaucrats in ivory 

towers far removed 

from the difficult world 

of small business. 

Certain industries 

generate higher-risk 

trade waste. If this 

industry is required 

and utilized by the 

wider community then 

it is an essential 

service and its ongoing 

viability should be 

considered.  

Additionally, certain 

rural areas are 

severely 

disadvantaged due to 

lack of infrastructure 

capability. Woodbridge 

is an example of this. 

Any trade-waste 

generating business 

wishing to operate in 

an area with the same 

level of infrastructure 

as Woodbridge faces 

significant financial 

hurdles due to the 

inability of 

infrastructure to deal 

with trade waste. This 

means that this 

business moves from 

being a serviced trade 

waste customer to a 

tankered waste 

customer and the cost 

TasWater are not 

encouraging 

customers to use less 

water.  It’s not in their 

philosophy or policy to 

reduce wastewater.  If 

it was user pays, 

customers will look for 

ways to reduce 

wastewater.  TasWater 

should be looking to 

reduce discharges, as 

part of their 

philosophy/policy.   

Their staff and how 

they have dealt with 

customers has 

improved dramatically 

in the last 18 months.  

They should reflect this 

in their business going 

forward. 

Business outflow and 

impacts on the marine 

environment and 

seafood businesses is 

of concern to OT and 

TSIC.  

There should be 

consideration of a 

rebate to businesses 

that are impacted 

negatively by 

TasWater 

infrastructure 

breaches. In particular, 

sewage spills can 

result in a mandatory 

21 day closure for 

oyster growing areas. 

If caused by failed or 

faulty Taswater 

infrastructure and 

operations, there 

should be a rebate to 

impacted businesses. 

  Meter water usage in 

and Meter waste going 

out. 

That it is simply fair 

and equitable for all, 

that it considers new 

business such as 

mobile food vans, dog 

washes etc so these 

businesses contribute 

fairly. 

A review of fixed sewer 

charges should be 

included in review.  

Higher trade waste 

charges, variable trade 

waste charges may 

offset lower fixed 

sewer charges. 

Venue size should not 

determine a higher fee 

to subsidize smaller 

venues, only low vs 

high risk venues 

should determine 

different pricing 

structures. 
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of doing so is often 

unfeasible. 
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