John Croser

Essential Services Commission of S.A.
GPO Box 2605 Adelaide 5000
Attention Stuart Peevor

4/11/2013

Dear Stuart,
I have a self replacing beef producing property in the Coorong Council
targeting
export markets to Japan, Korea, the European Union and Russia.
area
I wish to make the following submission to ESCOSA regarding the enquiry into the
economics of S.A.Water pricing policies.
•

The policy of charging the landowner for water usage and sewer services
should only be applicable when they are also the users.

Lessees or renters do not get the message to save water or rather be efficient with
water usage when they are not paying for it. Vindictive renters can turn the hose
down the sewer service line and run up many thousands of dollars worth of water
which has to be paid by the landlord.
Most of the water that is used in the sewer systems is potable water and is merely a
medium to flush the solids to their destination. Non potable water is just as efficient.
In South Australia we should be encouraging the use of recycled non potable water to
flush toilets, irrigate gardens and lawns etc. The recycled water can be recycled over
and over provided that it is purified to an acceptable standard before returned via a
secondary purple pipe system to householders. Storm water when purified through
wetlands and banked, can also be used for these purposes year round.
drinking, cooking, showering and laundry use.
Potable water is required foruA2102uA2102
Desalination
is
not a cost effective or economical solution.
•

Regarding the supply and subsequent uneconomic cost of potable water to livestock
grazing operators in the Upper South East of the State I would like to make the
following observations and submissions.
This area is one of the last in the state to be cleared of native vegetation and planted to
perennial pastures for 2 reasons.
[a] The soils are poor and deficient in Phosphorus and all of the trace elements
required for both plant and animal growth.
[b] The region is mostly devoid of naturally occurring underground water of a quality
and quantity that sustains livestock production.
With the availability of blended fertilizers containing the needed minerals together
with the Tailem Bend to Keith water supply pipeline, the essential ingredients for the
production of milk,beef,lamb,mutton and wool were met and the area thrived.

P2
Today the area is being taxed out of livestock production because of the pricing of
water necessary for livestock productivity.
Those farms with better soil types can grow crops and are not dependent upon a
potable water supply, hence do not rely upon S.A. Water supply for their business.
Most of the Coorong Council area is only sustainable for livestock production
If cropping is necessitated on this land by the economic unviability of
livestock production then the land will revert to its former desert state.
This
will result in both an economic and ecological disaster.
•
The farmers will have to walk off the farms, which will have little or no value, the
townships will decline and the District Council will be unviable and dysfunctional.
•
•

•

The high cost of livestock water comes at a huge cost to society.
It effectively taxes the food producers out of business for no gain.

Producers are 'price takers' not 'price makers' and their produce have to be
sold as the quality depreciates once maturity is reached.
It is perishable food at the start of the food chain with no ability to pass on any
of the costs of production. Once the cost of production exceeds the selling price as is
the case now, the industry is in a financial crisis which affects the economy.
•

Possible solutions
Drop the price of water to a level that is economically viable to the livestock
industry.
•

Water supply should be a service that enables businesses to be profitable, pay
their taxes, employ staff and be supported by sustainable service providers.

•

The price of all other commodities is negotiable with the larger volume
consumers able to negotiate a lower unit price. Why not S.A.Water?
Nobody can run a business not knowing what their input price will be.
• The cost of water has an unpublicized government tax component.

Why tax food producers out of business?
It would appear that the State government requires the tax rather than the
Commonwealth government getting an income tax on profits. In the long term this is
counter productive to the state. The produce from the area is the first link in the food
chain. The food chain is labour intensive and each segment value adds.
•

P3
Take away the economics from the original supply and you automatically take away
the benefits to the community of the rest of the food chain. Milk and meat will have to
be imported from interstate or at best from the lower South East with higher transport
costs passed on to the Adelaide consumers.
Higher prices equate to lower volumes purchased and consumed at the retail level i.e.
the consumer budgets to spend the same amount of money but receives less Kg.
In the Meningie Area producers are buying water licenses, building private pipelines
in parallel to S.A.Water pipelines and having a capital pay back period of less than 2
years. This is making a statement that S.A.Water is inefficient or has simply priced
itself out of business.
•

The businesses involved have invested in their private water supply in order to
remain financially viable.

Although this is beneficial for the producers it is taking income from S.A.Water
thereby increasing their unit costs and reducing their efficiency. This has the effect of
making the cost of water to S.A.Water customers higher.
•

Duplication of pipelines is a needless scenario. Tough times require tough
solutions and S.A.Water need to look after their clients or they will not have
rural businesses requiring water but will be pumping water passed these
farming properties.

•

Is there scope to supply farms with water off peak at a much lower rate with
the farmer holding bulk water and pressurizing private reticulation pipe lines
to service the farm animals with a water supply?

•

Rural communities are in despair with the cost of production exceeding the
available price for their produce. Clearly this is unsustainable into the future.
Where will S .A. Water customers come from if their pipelines go past empty
non productive farms caused by uneconomic stock water pricing.

•

There has to be a policy of 'differential charges' for water.
The price of water has to be commensurate with an economic return on use.
It is feasible for the region to take over the infrastructure from
S.A.Water and take responsibity and control of the region's future.
Surely a corporate body such as the Coorong District Council combined with a
joint venture with the Keith community is worthy of investigation.
Perhaps the cost of upgrading the Murray River water to potable quality is the
problem as most rural users do not require this standard of water for their
livestock.
We desperately need a solution whether it be a reduction in price of potable
water or a duplication of all or part of the pipeline to provide an adequate
livestock water quality at an affordable price.
•

P4
Smart water meters are a cost effective means to identify water leaks and save
wastage of potable water into underground salty aquifers.
Most of S.A.Water meters have a pulse recording capability for the water
volume consumed.
•

The use of smart water meters that can record hourly water consumption and
send the results daily via digital transmission for comparison with previous
usage are beneficial. They have the potential to save many thousands of litres
of water in the event of a water leak. Most water leaks start in a small way
and are undetectable unless the meters are read hourly through the night when
[usually] there is no consumption, any recorded flow has to be leakage. Smart
meters would be a step in the right direction particularly when accompanied
with recording software to interpret the data which is relayed via email or
mobile phone app to remote receivers anywhere.

•

The result is daily identification and notification of leaks from individual
reticulation pipelines fed by the smart supply meters.

•

The question is whether S.A.Water desire to help their customers save water
and costs by adopting this proven technology?
Many users have purchased this technology from private suppliers.

Can S.A.Water supply this technology more cost effectively than private suppliers?
Is it willing to do so?

There is not any major land use change that could be contemplated for the Upper
South East region that would not require at least livestock quality water.
I thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission to the enquiry and trust that
you will incorporate the essence of my points in your report to the Treasurer.
Yours Sincerely,
John Croser

