| wish to provide feedback on IPART’s draft decision regarding Central Coast Council’s proposed
water pricing changes.

At face value, the proposal is presented as a measured and balanced increase — 8.7% plus inflation
— with consideration given to affordability. However, when viewed alongside related changes to
council charges, the overall impact on households appears far less reasonable than suggested.

In particular, the proposed transfer of the stormwater drainage charge from the water bill to general
rates is described as having “no net impact” on ratepayers. While this may be technically accurate in
isolation, it does not reflect the real-world experience of residents, who will still face a material
increase in their total cost of living due to the concurrent rise in water charges.

Put simply, removing a charge from one bill while increasing another does not equate to affordability
— it just makes the increase harder to follow.

This lack of transparency is especially concerning given Central Coast Council’s recent financial
history, including its well-documented period in administration. In that context, there is a heightened
expectation that pricing decisions are not only justified, but clearly explained and easy for customers
to understand.

There is also a broader question of trust and accountability. Stormwater charges have historically
been poorly understood by the community, with limited visibility of how funds are allocated or what
outcomes are delivered. Moving this charge into general rates risks further reducing transparency at a
time when greater clarity is needed, not less.

While | acknowledge the need for ongoing investment in water and infrastructure services, | do not
consider that the cumulative financial impact on households has been adequately addressed in this
proposal.

| encourage IPART to:

- more explicitly assess the combined effect of water price increases and rate adjustments on
households

- require clearer justification and transparency around stormwater-related funding

- ensure that affordability considerations reflect the total burden on residents, not individual
components in isolation

Without this, the proposal risks appearing less like a balanced regulatory decision and more like a
reshuffling of costs that ultimately leaves residents paying more, with less visibility of where their
money is going.



