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[bookmark: _Toc401670913]Executive Summary
The MAV and Victorian councils welcome the opportunity to respond to the Productivity Commission’s draft report on natural disaster funding arrangements (the ‘draft report’). This submission builds on the MAV’s response to the Productivity Commission’s issues paper in which we outlined councils’ role in emergency management, the issues with the current natural disaster funding arrangements and principles for future reform.
The MAV is pleased that the draft report has incorporated a number of the concerns Victorian councils have with the current funding arrangements. Specifically the Commission has acknowledged that the prescriptive nature of the current funding arrangements have restricted councils’ ability to spend funding effectively. The MAV supports more autonomy being given to councils to distribute funding efficiently and in line with community priorities.
The MAV is concerned that a number of the draft recommendations and the reform options proposed by the Commission will lead to a significant financial burden being placed upon councils that have limited financial capacity to further contribute to natural disaster funding. Increasing the threshold for Commonwealth support from the current ‘small disaster’ threshold of $240,000 to $2 million, asking councils to increase their already significant contribution to mitigation expenditure and reducing the amount the Commonwealth contributes to relief and recovery will place further pressure on council budgets.
Councils will also be increasingly reliant on the goodwill of the Victorian State Government under the proposed arrangements. Councils should expect some, if not all, of the reductions in funding to States from the proposed options to flow through to the support they receive. These reform options offer no certainty to councils and communities that they will receive the support they need to manage natural disasters. 
A key principle outlined in our submission to the Commission’s issues paper was ‘communities should not be disadvantaged by the changes to natural disaster funding arrangements’. Therefore it is disappointing that the Commission provides little rationale for their recommendations substantiated by clear analysis and evidence. The Commonwealth should not accept any of the three proposed options without fully understanding their economic and social consequences. 
Specifically, the effects of a reduction in funding by the Commonwealth on local or state government budgets and the flow-on effects to other services and programs have not been analysed. Nor is there an analysis of the social effects on communities of the Commission’s recommended reduction in personal, business and primary producer support payments.
The Commission proposes that the reform will be implemented over three years. The Commission expects the removal of hardship and clean-up grants and a general reduction in funding overall to provide sufficient incentives for individuals and business to purchase appropriate insurance or undertake other resilience measures. However the resolution of information barriers preventing the uptake of insurance and the implementation of resilience measures may take considerably longer than three years, leaving a number of individuals and businesses exposed and vulnerable to natural disasters without an adequate safety net. The effect of a lack of safety net on the ability for a community to recover quickly may be considerable.
The Commission’s recommended reductions in funding to the States and therefore councils should also not be viewed in isolation. The 2014-15 Federal Budget decision to freeze indexation of the local government Financial Assistance Grants will cost councils $96m this year, $200m next year and more than $300m the year after. All councils will be affected, however smaller rural and remote councils which depend most on the grants will experience the most hardship. The Commonwealth must accept that its reduction in funding in multiple areas will have a significant cumulative effect on the services councils provide their communities.
Overall the reforms proposed by the Commission will leave councils in a vulnerable and uncertain situation where they will rely on the goodwill of state governments to determine how and when support will be distributed.
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The MAV and Victorian councils welcome the opportunity to respond to the Productivity Commission’s draft report on natural disaster funding arrangements. The MAV is pleased that the draft report has incorporated a number of the concerns Victorian councils have with the current funding arrangements.
The MAV is concerned that a number of the draft recommendations and the reform options proposed by the Commission will lead to a significant financial burden being placed upon councils that have limited financial capacity to further contribute to natural disaster funding.
Given the significant detail and length of the Commission’s draft report and the very limited consultation period, the MAV has focused its response on individual recommendations and a small number of relevant information requests.
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The Australian Government should publish estimates of the future costs of natural disasters to its budget in the Statement of Risks. It should also provision through annual appropriation for some base level of natural disaster risks that can be reasonably foreseen. For more catastrophic, less quantifiable risks, it is likely to be more efficient to finance the related costs if and when the risks are realised.

The MAV supports reasonably expected risks to be provisioned in Commonwealth Government budgets. This would provide more transparency and therefore make governments more accountable for the decisions they make regarding natural disaster expenditure. This recommendation should be extended to include state governments.
2. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.1
The Australian Government should: 
· reduce its marginal cost sharing contribution rate to disaster recovery outlays to 50 per cent under the Natural Disaster Relief and Recovery Arrangements 
· increase the triggers for Australian Government assistance (small disaster criterion and annual expenditure threshold). 
In conjunction with this reduction in funding assistance, the Australian Government should provide state and territory governments with increased autonomy to manage relief and recovery expenditure in a way that reflects the preferences and characteristics of their communities.

The MAV does not support a reduction in the Commonwealth marginal cost sharing contribution rate to 50 per cent or changes to the small disaster criterion and annual expenditure threshold without further analysis of the financial and social effect of this reform on councils and their communities. 
The MAV appreciates that this recommendation is directed towards state governments. The Commission also notes that ‘Each state would continue to have full autonomy on how it provides support to its local governments’ (page 19). Whilst the Commission has not undertaken any analysis of how this reform will affect State government budgets, it is likely to be significant. Therefore councils should expect some, if not all, of the reductions in funding to flow through to the support they receive. This leaves councils in a vulnerable and uncertain situation where they will rely on the goodwill of state governments to determine how and when support will be distributed. 
The Commission recognises that the Commonwealth has a role in bearing some natural disaster risk due to vertical fiscal imbalance (VFI). The Commission also states that the Commonwealth’s provision of this ‘safety net’ reflects the Australian Government’s greater ability to bear fiscal shocks. However there is no analysis of how the recommended reforms would affect local government budgets which have a limited ability to bear the fiscal shocks of natural disasters. 
The MAV made clear in its submission to the Commission issues paper that for many councils their capacity to increase the resources they put into emergency management is constrained. A council’s capacity for flexibility regarding how they allocate funding between risk mitigation, relief and recovery is limited by their statutory responsibilities and income streams. 
The changes to expenditure thresholds and the marginal rate of contribution would likely see limited changes in behaviour by councils in regards to the amount of funding they currently allocate to relief and recovery. Broadly speaking this is due to the inability of many communities to absorb rate increases and the financial position of some councils that would make it difficult to redirect or reprioritise revenue. This would result in a small pool of funding being spread more thinly across mitigation, relief and recovery as well as the current emergency management responsibilities council undertake that are not cost-shared. The implications for communities if such reforms were to be introduced are serious and must remain a key consideration in this reform process.
The MAV understands the need to provide improved incentives to help ensure disaster recovery funding is spent efficiently. However the MAV believes that other incentive measures and changes to distortionary policy proposed by the Commission are sufficient to ensure greater efficiency.
The MAV does not support an increase of the triggers for Australian Government assistance (small disaster criterion and annual expenditure threshold). For many councils $240,000 is a large proportion of their discretionary budget. If an emergency in a council fell just short of this threshold such a budgetary shock would put significant stress on a council and its ability to effectively meet its everyday responsibilities. The increase of the trigger from $240,000 to $2 million would further exacerbate this risk. Indeed the Commission recognises that for state governments the $2 million trigger may be too high in some circumstances
The use of an event‑based trigger also introduces some challenges. In particular, the trigger may not adequately target a state’s fiscal capacity. For example, a jurisdiction could experience multiple disasters over a short period of time. Where these events are below the threshold for an eligible event the state would not receive any Australian Government assistance. (page 129)
Given the Commission notes that the trigger ‘may not adequately target a state’s fiscal capacity’ it should be accepted that this increased trigger will not adequately target a council’s significantly lower fiscal capacity.
The MAV is concerned that these recommendations combined - essentially a reduction in funding - will put significant strain on state government budgets. This will likely result in the State decreasing the contribution they currently provide to councils which, as outlined above, have little capacity to increase their own funding.
Further, the Commission’s recommended reductions in funding to the states and therefore councils should not be viewed in isolation. The decision in the 2014-15 Federal Budget to freeze indexation of the local government Financial Assistance Grants will cost councils $96m this year, $200m next year and more than $300m the year after. All councils will be affected, however smaller rural and remote councils which depend most on the grants will experience the most hardship. The Financial Assistance Grants, provided each year by the Commonwealth to councils to pay for vital community services and infrastructure, including roads, parks, swimming pools, libraries and childcare, are an important part of the Australia’s Federal system of government, seeking to ensure that all Australians, wherever they live, enjoy a basic standard of local services and infrastructure. The Commonwealth must accept that its reduction in funding in multiple areas will have a significant cumulative effect on the services councils provide their communities. 
Additionally the Victorian State Labor opposition recently announced its intention to introduce rate capping if it is successful in the November 2014 election. If this were to occur all councils, not just those that are resource constrained, would have limited flexibility to increase the resources put towards natural disaster mitigation, relief and recovery.
The MAV supports councils being given increased autonomy to manage relief and recovery expenditure in a way that reflects the preferences and characteristics of their communities. This would alleviate a problem with the current system, which is overly prescriptive and does not allow councils to spend funding efficiently. The Commission articulates this problem astutely in its draft report.
3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.2
IF THE AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT REDUCES THE RELIEF AND RECOVERY FUNDING IT PROVIDES TO STATE AND TERRITORY GOVERNMENTS, IT SHOULD INCREASE ANNUAL MITIGATION EXPENDITURE GRADUALLY TO $200 MILLION, DISTRIBUTED TO THE STATES AND TERRITORIES ON A PER CAPITA BASIS. THE AMOUNT OF MITIGATION SPENDING COULD BE ADJUSTED OVER TIME TO REFLECT THE IMPUTED ‘SAVINGS’ FROM REDUCED RELIEF AND RECOVERY FUNDING.
INCREASED MITIGATION FUNDING SHOULD BE CONDITIONAL ON MATCHED FUNDING CONTRIBUTIONS FROM THE STATES AND TERRITORIES AND BEST‑PRACTICE INSTITUTIONAL AND GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS FOR IDENTIFYING AND SELECTING MITIGATION PROJECTS. THESE WOULD INCLUDE:
· PROJECT PROPOSALS THAT ARE SUPPORTED BY ROBUST AND TRANSPARENT EVALUATIONS (INCLUDING COST–BENEFIT ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT OF NON‑QUANTIFIABLE IMPACTS), CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL EMERGENCY RISK ASSESSMENT GUIDELINES RISK ASSESSMENTS AND LONG‑TERM ASSET MANAGEMENT PLANS, AND SUBJECT TO PUBLIC CONSULTATION AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OF ANALYSIS AND DECISIONS
· CONSIDERING ALL ALTERNATIVE OR COMPLEMENTARY MITIGATION OPTIONS (INCLUDING BOTH STRUCTURAL AND NON‑STRUCTURAL MEASURES)
· USING PRIVATE FUNDING SOURCES WHERE IT IS FEASIBLE AND EFFICIENT TO DO SO (INCLUDING CHARGING BENEFICIARIES)
PARTNERING WITH INSURERS TO ENCOURAGE TAKE‑UP OF ADEQUATE PRIVATE INSURANCE AND PRIVATE MITIGATION THROUGH MEASURES SUCH AS IMPROVED INFORMATION SHARING AND REDUCED PREMIUMS

The MAV supports an increase in funding being directed towards mitigation. However, as described, councils have limited capacity to further contribute to such expenditure. Requiring councils to contribute more to mitigation projects may mean that some legitimate mitigation projects with positive cost-benefit analysis figures will not go ahead as councils are unable to provide their required contribution. The Commission is also not clear about how cost sharing arrangements would work.
Victorian councils agree that mitigation funding should increase however the increase should match the quantum of the Commonwealth decrease in relief and recovery funding. This should occur until the Commonwealth can prove that mitigation and incentive measures put in place are quantifiably reducing the need for relief and recovery funding.
The MAV supports increased neutrality and transparency, including robust economic evaluations, when identifying and selecting mitigation projects.
4. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.6
The Commonwealth Grants Commission should revisit its assessment of ‘average state policy’ and accompanying accountability requirements for natural disaster policies once the Australian Government has announced its decision regarding relief and recovery funding arrangements.

The MAV has no comment on this recommendation.
5. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.4
State, territory and local governments should further investigate non‑traditional insurance products for roads. Where they do not already do so, state, territory and local governments should compile and publish detailed registers of road asset condition and maintenance for all roads over which they have jurisdiction (and have these registers independently audited). This may help insurance markets to understand and price the risk. Consideration should be given to the Victorian model in this regard.

The MAV conditionally supports this recommendation. Whilst the difficulty in distinguishing maintenance from reconstruction costs may provide some barriers to insurance it is not the main barrier. Non-traditional insurance products are unlikely to provide a solution to the problem of relatively large asset risks in municipalities with low rate bases and therefore insurance premiums that councils cannot afford to pay. Additionally, the type of insurance product does not change the risk profile and the premium to payout ratio insurance companies may be willing to offer. 
Insurance companies have significant amounts of information on the risks to assets in Australia however they would only be willing to offer a lower premium if the payment against whichever metric was chosen, be it actual assessed damage or some proxy such as rainfall, was commensurately lower. Essentially lower premiums would likely be a result of underinsurance.
The Commission acknowledges that a key rationale for Commonwealth contribution to natural disaster funding is because ‘the Australian Government is better able to bear very large or geographically diversified risks because of its broader revenue base’ (page 14). This rationale could be extended to insurance. Many Victorian councils simply do not have the revenue base to support premiums for relatively large road asset risks. For example, Buloke Shire, located in North Western Victoria and with a population of slightly less than one person per square kilometre, had revenue from rates and charges in 2012-2013 of $9.866 million.[footnoteRef:2] However for the 2010-2011 Victorian floods Buloke Shire has received over $50 million in NDRRA funding to undertake repairs and clean-up work. It is very unlikely that Buloke would be able to afford a premium for insurance that would pay such a large claim. More investigation should be undertaken not only into ‘non-traditional insurance’ but insurance schemes at the state or national level that are capable of spreading large and diverse risk over time and space. [2:  http://www.dpcd.vic.gov.au/localgovernment/find-your-local-council/buloke] 

Many Victorian councils already have some form of asset register for roads and other assets. The requirements for asset registers the Commission is suggesting would require significant resources to compile and audit. Some councils, especially those with large road networks and low rate bases, would require support to compile and maintain such registers.
Given that this may be a significant undertaking, more work needs to be completed by the Commonwealth to analyse the effectiveness of such registers in facilitating the uptake of insurance products. Currently the Commission states that such registers ‘may help insurance markets to understand and price the risk’. More certainty of the benefit of this approach is required given the investment needed. 
6. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3.5
The Australian Government should:
· cease reimbursement to state and territory governments under the Natural Disaster Relief and Recovery Arrangements for relief payments for emergency food, clothing or temporary accommodation and assistance to businesses and primary producers (including concessional loans, subsidies, grants and clean‑up and recovery grants)
· reduce the amount provided under the Australian Government Disaster Recovery Payment (AGDRP). The Australian Government Crisis Payment may provide a reasonable benchmark in this regard
· legislate the eligibility criteria for the AGDRP and the Disaster Recovery Allowance and make these not subject to Ministerial discretion

The MAV does not support the cessation of reimbursement to state and territory governments under the Natural Disaster Relief and Recovery Arrangements for personal hardship assistance and clean-up and recovery grants.
In regards to personal hardship assistance, the MAV is concerned that the AGDRP is not consistently applied, targeted or timely in its provision. Therefore abolishing State-based personal assistance may leave a community with poor immediate relief or delayed relief. Anecdotal reports suggest that Commonwealth representatives are not consistently present at relief and recovery centres and that payments are given without needs assessments.
Victorian Personal Hardship Assistance Programs are currently a superior form of assistance that is generally well received by the community and consistently applied across local jurisdictions. Additionally the administration of assistance can help build or strengthen relationships and networks between the Victorian Department of Human Services and local communities and help identify individuals who may need more ongoing assistance. 
The Commission has stated that the case for supporting businesses and primary producers is ‘weak’ however they provide little evidence to uphold this claim. The Commission has not published any analysis of the effect of support to businesses and primary producers or indeed the effect of removing such support.
In their submission to the Commission’s issues paper the Regional Australia Institute (PC Submission 61), identifies a strong link between business recovery and overall community recovery and resilience. When businesses (including primary producers) recover quickly following natural disasters, populations are more likely to return to the area. 
Clean-up and recovery grants are a relatively low cost form of support and the Commission should undertake further analysis on their effectiveness before recommending their abolition. 
The MAV is also concerned reforms to Category A assistance under NDRRA will result in the Commonwealth no longer sharing the costs associated with establishing and operating relief and recovery centres.
Additionally there is a lack of clarity in the draft report regarding the Commission’s consideration of the continuation of support for ‘counter disaster’ operations under category B of NDRRA. The MAV recommends that counter disaster operations remain funded. There is a strong rationale for these operations, which can include debris removal, livestock disposal and the disposal of hazardous waste, being coordinated and collectively provided at a community wide level. Such action protects the general public and ensures health and safety measures are restored quickly.
The Commission proposes that the reform will be implemented over three years. The Commission expects the removal of hardship and clean-up grants and a general reduction in funding overall to provide sufficient incentives for individuals and business to purchase appropriate insurance or undertake other resilience measures. However the resolution of information barriers preventing the uptake of insurance and the implementation of resilience measures may take considerably longer than three years, leaving a number of individuals and businesses exposed and vulnerable to natural disasters without an adequate safety net. The effect of a lack of safety net on the ability for a community to recover quickly may be considerable.
1.  DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.1
When collecting new natural hazard data or undertaking modelling, all levels of governments should:
· make information publicly available where it is used for their own risk management and/or there are significant public benefits from doing so
· use private sector providers where cost effective, and use licencing arrangements that allow for public dissemination. Where there are costs involved in obtaining intellectual property rights for existing data, governments should weigh up these costs against the public benefits of making the data freely accessible
· apply cost recovery where governments are best placed to collect or analyse specialist data for which the benefits accrue mostly to private sector users.
The MAV conditionally supports this recommendation. Before making information relating to hazards and risks publicly available councils would need to be assured of the legal liability that flows from such action. The MAV notes recommendation 4.6 recognises this issue.
2. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.2
State and territory governments, local governments and insurers should explore opportunities for collaboration and partnerships. Partnerships, for example, could be formed through the Insurance Council of Australia and state‑based local government associations (or regional organisations of councils). Consideration could be given to the Trusted Information Sharing Network model, and involve:
· governments sharing natural hazard data that they already hold and undertaking land use planning and mitigation to reduce risk exposure and vulnerability
· insurers sharing expertise and information (for example, claims data) to inform land use planning and mitigation
collaboration to inform households of the risks that they face and adequacy of their insurance to fully cover rebuilding costs, and to encourage private funding of mitigation through incentives such as reduced premiums.


The MAV supports collaboration and information sharing between all relevant sectors. 
3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.3
State and territory governments should hasten implementation of the Enhancing Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment Roadmap, including reviewing the regulatory components of vendor disclosure statements. Furthermore, the Land Use Planning and Building Codes Taskforce should consider possibilities for regular, low‑cost dissemination of hazard information to households by governments and insurers (for example, the work of the Insurance Council of Australia to develop natural hazard ratings at a household level).

The MAV supports vendor disclosure as a critical component of the natural hazards risk management process. However it is important to ensure that achieving disclosure requirements is not overly burdensome.
4. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.4
State governments should: 
· clearly articulate the statewide natural hazard risk appetite in land use planning policy frameworks 
· provide local governments with guidance on how to prioritise competing objectives within land use planning
· provide local government with guidance on how to integrate land use planning and building standards. Consideration should be given to Victoria’s Integrated Planning and Building Framework for Bushfire in this regard.
Furthermore, local governments should publish the reasoning behind development assessment decisions.

The MAV supports this recommendation and the identified need for strong State Government leadership when articulating hazard risk appetite and providing guidance on how to prioritise competing objectives. The Victorian Government has made progress in this regard, specifically in relation to bushfire. Monitoring is required by State Government to ensure that reform over time does not weaken the intent of planning controls. 
The Commission has correctly identified that while land use planning and building regulations are important tools, they have limited reach and effect in existing settlements in the short-term.  A broader emergency management response is required to mitigate risk. Often this is lacking.
The MAV is of the view that a major barrier to meaningful progress being made in land use planning relating to adaptation and disaster risk reduction is the lack of clarity surrounding infrastructure funding arrangements.
5. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.5
The onus is on state governments to ensure that local governments in their jurisdiction are sufficiently resourced to effectively implement their land use planning responsibilities. State governments should review  the adequacy of local governments’ resources and capabilities, and provide further resources and support where they are not adequate.

The MAV supports further resources being provided to councils to assist them to exercise their land use planning obligations effectively. As found previously by the Commission in their Barriers to Effective Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry Report, the MAV agrees that the capacity and capability constraints of local government are barriers to land use planning and building system reaching its full potential. 
6. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.6
State governments should provide additional support and guidance to local governments that addresses the extent of local governments’ legal liability when releasing natural hazard information and making changes to land use planning regulations.

The MAV supports additional guidance being provided to local government regarding legal liability. However, the Commission should expand this recommendation to include the protection of councils from common law liability where planning decisions are consistent with State planning rules (in Victoria the Victoria Planning Provisions) and associated guidance material.
7. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.7
The provisions in the Queensland Sustainable Planning Act 2009 for injurious affection should be repealed.

The MAV has no comment on this recommendation.
8. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.10
All governments should put in place best‑practice institutional and governance arrangements for the provision of public infrastructure, including road infrastructure. These should include: 
· stronger processes for project selection that incorporate requirements for cost–benefit analyses that are independently scrutinised and publicly released
· consideration of natural disaster risk in project selection
· a clearer link between road‑user preferences and maintenance and investment decisions.

The MAV supports appropriate and proportionate governance and decision-making frameworks for the provision of public infrastructure.  On page 185 of the draft report the Commission also states:
Road Funds should be established by state governments that would enable roads investments to be considered on a portfolio-wide basis with projects with the highest net benefit to the community being selected.
An approach based on absolute net benefit dollar figures could possibly lead to few projects being approved in rural and regional areas. Approaches that would allow for continued State investment in rural and regional areas must also be considered. For example cost-benefit ratios may be more appropriate.
9. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.8
State and territory taxes and levies on general insurance should be phased out and replaced with less distortionary taxes.

The MAV supports this recommendation.
10. DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4.9
Insurers should provide additional information to households regarding their insurance policies, the natural hazards they face and possible costs of rebuilding after a natural disaster. This work could be led by the Insurance Council of Australia to ensure consistency in the provision of information across insurers.

The MAV supports this recommendation.
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Do state, territory and local governments maintain up‑to‑date asset registers?
The Victorian Auditor General requires Victorian councils to maintain accurate asset registers, and to report on the 'fair value' of assets on an annual basis.
Many councils also maintain a centralised asset database using a range of software platforms. Data is kept current through regular inspection of assets and subsequent updating of knowledge about the assets in the database. Regular data integrity checking is carried out to ensure that redundant data is removed.
How is asset management planning integrated into state, territory and local government budgets?
Asset management knowledge relating to asset lifecycles and asset condition allows a reasonable projection of when assets will reach the end of their life cycles. This allows forecasting of future asset renewal demand by modelling the future change in condition of assets and predicting required funding levels to renew the assets. The results of this modelling work are generally incorporated into a council’s longer term capital and asset planning (generally 10-20 years) and four year capital works plan/program. 
Councils generally adopt a four year indicative capital works program, where projects beyond the first year are subject to review each year. These strategic planning documents are used to frame annual budgets, aiming to keep within the bounds established by the strategic plans.  Any lack of council capacity to fully meet the expected asset renewal demand in any given year is known as the “renewal gap”.
How do state, territory and local governments’ asset management plans incorporate natural disaster risk management?
All councils’ asset plans incorporate risk assessments and risk management plans, however not all plans incorporate natural disaster risk specifically. Risk management plans are often quite general in nature. However some asset management plans incorporate natural disaster risk management impact assessments for each asset group.
To what extent do councils utilise day labour and own equipment for community recovery activities, such as counter disaster operations?
Councils utilise day labour force extensively for community recovery activities. Councils also utilise external assistance from community organisations and volunteers. Councils may seek the support of other councils through the MAV resource sharing protocol, especially where more specialised or longer-term assistance is required. 
Some examples of the type of work councils undertake include debris removal, water replenishment, arborist assessments, disposal of dead stock and post impact assessments. 
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