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Executive Summary

1. Why This Report Matters

Local governments collectively manage Australia’s largest public infrastructure task, providing essential
assets that underpin community wellbeing, economic participation, environmental resilience, and regional
connectivity. These infrastructure assets—roads, bridges, stormwater systems, buildings, parks, water and
wastewater networks, airports, and active transport infrastructure—represent a long-term public investment
measured in the hundreds of billions of dollars and require sustained stewardship across generations.

The National State of the Assets 2026 (NS0A26) Technical Report provides a nationally consistent,
evidence-based assessment of how this infrastructure is being invested in, planned for, and performing.
It supports informed decision-making by local governments, state and territory governments, and the
Commonwealth by identifying national trends, emerging risks, and systemic capability gaps affecting
infrastructure sustainability.

This Technical Report supports the NSoA26 Summary Report, which presents the same evidence in a
non-technical form.

2. Who Contributed

Participation in the NSoA program remains strong. Since 2013, 464 councils (86% of Australia’s
538 local governments) have participated, providing a robust and credible dataset suitable for national
analysis. For the reporting period ending June 2025:

199 councils (37%) provided new or updated data,
« 265 councils (49%) rolled over previously validated data, and
« 74 councils (14%) are yet to participate.

Data validation processes — including automated checks, logical consistency testing, and statistical
confidence interval analysis — confirm that the dataset provides a fit-for-purpose evidence base for
national-level reporting.

3. National Infrastructure at a Glance

Local governments manage a vast and diverse infrastructure portfolio, with an estimated
replacement cost of approximately $775 billion. Roads dominate the asset base, followed by
stormwater, buildings and facilities, and water and wastewater systems. Transport assets alone account
for more than half of total asset value.

Infrastructure ownership and exposure vary markedly across Australia:

* Urban councils manage more complex networks with often higher service expectations.

* Rural and remote councils manage extensive networks spread across very small populations,
resulting in disproportionately higher cost burdens per resident.

These structural differences strongly influence investment capacity, strategic planning maturity,
and infrastructure performance outcomes.

2026 National State of the Assets Technical Report
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4. Key Findings — Investment

National investment indicators show measurable improvement over the past decade:

« The Asset Consumption Ratio has increased from around 60% in 2013 to approximately 64%,
indicating a reduction in average asset age.

- Depreciation rates have declined from around 1.8% to approximately 1.6%, suggesting assets are
expected to last longer than previously assumed.

« Total infrastructure value has grown steadily, driven by both new investment and regular revaluation.

However, this improvement is uneven. Rural and remote councils continue to manage older infrastructure
with lower consumption ratios and higher depreciation rates, reflecting asset mix, exposure, and limited
renewal capacity.

5. Key Findings — Planning Capability

Planning capability remains the single most important differentiator between councils with stronger
infrastructure outcomes and those facing elevated risk.

« Around 70% of councils report having adopted Asset Management Plans for major asset classes; this
figure has plateaued since 2017.

* Long-Term Financial Plan (LTFP) adoption has improved significantly, with nearly 90% of councils
reporting adoption.

» Only around half of all councils nationally demonstrate effective alignment between asset
management plans and long-term financial planning.

Planning gaps are most pronounced in rural and remote councils and those councils who have
responsibility for complex asset classes such as stormwater, water and wastewater, airports, and parks.
Without asset management and long-term financial plan alignment, councils cannot reliably demonstrate
long-term affordability or manage infrastructure risk transparently.

6. Key Findings — Asset Performance

Infrastructure performance is assessed across condition, function, and capacity, reported as
proportions of replacement cost.

« Condition performance has improved nationally, with the proportion of assets in poor condition declining
since 2013. Roads, stormwater, buildings, and footpaths generally show stable or improving outcomes.

» Function and capacity risks are emerging faster than physical deterioration, particularly in stormwater
systems, water and wastewater networks, and airports.

» Timber bridges stand out as the most vulnerable asset class, with the highest proportions of poor
condition, function, and capacity.

 Airports and aerodromes, while small in value, show declining functional performance and the lowest
planning and data confidence.

* Rural remote councils consistently report materially higher proportions of assets in poor condition,
function, and capacity across multiple asset classes.

These findings suggest an emerging rebalancing of national infrastructure risk, with relatively less risk arising
from physical asset failure and increasing risk associated with assets’ ability to meet current and future
service needs.

2026 National State of the Assets Summary Report
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7. Implications for Local Government

The integrated findings point to several important implications:
1. Infrastructure condition is improving overall — but not uniformly. National averages mask concentrated
risks in specific asset classes and council types.

2. Function and capacity pressures are increasingly prominent. Growth, climate change, and regulatory
expectations are driving upgrade needs beyond traditional renewal alone.

3. Among respondents, stronger AM-LTFP integration is associated with better outcomes. This correlation
does not offset the impacts of ageing assets or constrained funding.

4. Rural and remote councils face enduring structural constraints. Extensive networks and a limited
revenue base elevates risk, indicating the need for targeted support beyond planning maturity alone.

5. Long-life assets may mask future risk. Assets such as stormwater systems and concrete structures
often present well today but carry substantial deferred upgrade liabilities.

8. What Needs to Happen Next (High-Level Recommendations)

The evidence presented in the NSoA26 report indicates that sustaining local government infrastructure
will require:

« stronger integration between asset management and long-term financial planning,

« improved capability and data confidence, particularly for high-risk asset classes,

« funding frameworks that address function and capacity requirements, not physical condition alone, and
- targeted, placed-based support for rural and remote councils facing enduring structural constraints.

Together, these findings inform the recommendations set out in Part 7, which focus on strengthening
planning integration, improving governance alignment, and supporting long-term, affordable infrastructure
service delivery across Australia.

9. Roadmap to the Full Report
Part 1: Context

Part 2: Methodology & Data Foundations

Part 3: National Infrastructure Insights

Part 4: Investment, Planning, Performance

Part 5: Asset Class Summaries

Part 6: Integrated Findings, Implications & Recommendations

2026 National State of the Assets Technical Report
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Part 1 — Context & Purpose

1. About This Report

1.1 Purpose

Since 2013, the Australian Local Government Association (ALGA) has encouraged every local government
in Australia to participate in a regular self-assessment of their major public works infrastructure. Known as
the National State of the Assets (NSoA) Report, this program provides a technical assessment of the
condition, function, capacity, investment trends, and management capability associated with local
government’s non-financial infrastructure assets.

This report aims to:

 Inform stakeholders—including local, state, and federal governments—about the performance, costs,
and risks linked to local government infrastructure, in a way that is accessible and evidence-based.

- ldentify infrastructure shortfalls and highlight where investment or capability gaps exist.

» Support policymaking by presenting clear, nationally consistent data on trends in infrastructure
performance and planning maturity.

» Assess long-term risks and opportunities associated with ageing assets, demographic changes,
economic pressures, and community expectations.

» Provide evidence for funding, prioritisation, and strategic decision-making across all levels of
government.

The 2026 NSoA builds on more than a decade of national reporting and captures the collective asset
stewardship of local governments across Australia.

1.2 Scope

Local government is responsible for a diverse and extensive portfolio of public infrastructure that underpins
community wellbeing and economic activity. As of the latest reporting cycle, councils controlled $737 billion
in total assets, of which $497 billion (67 %) is attributed to non-financial infrastructure assets. The estimated
replacement cost of these infrastructure assets is approximately $775 billion.

The NSoA assesses eight major classes of local government infrastructure:

* Roads - sealed and unsealed
* Bridges — concrete and timber
* Buildings & facilities

» Parks & recreation

» Stormwater

+ Water & wastewater
 Airports & aerodromes

» Footpaths & cycleways

2026 National State of the Assets Technical Report
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Figure 1 Major classes of local government infrastructure

: \\ .[ ]_ /l/ll i
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The report covers all 538 local governments in Australia and uses the Australian Classification of Locall
Government (ACLG) to examine differences between rural, remote, regional, and metropolitan councils.

1.3 How to Read This Report

This Technical Report is designed as a detailed reference for councils, asset managers, policymakers,
analysts, and researchers seeking a deeper understanding of the evidence base behind national
infrastructure trends.

Readers will find:

» Context and background on the NSoA program and the evolution of infrastructure reporting in Australia.

« A transparent methodology, including data sources, validation processes, confidence assessments,
and performance indicators used.

National-level insights into the composition, value, age profile, and service potential of local government
assets.

Analysis of investment, planning, and performance, including long-term trends since 2013.

» Asset-class-specific chapters, each following a consistent structure covering portfolio characteristics,
investment metrics, planning maturity, and performance.

- Integrated national findings highlight strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and systemic risks in
local government infrastructure.

- Recommendations aimed at improving capability, aligning financial and asset planning, and supporting
sustainable service delivery.

This report should be read in conjunction with the Summary Report, which provides an accessible
high-level overview for executive leaders, elected members, and external stakeholders.

2026 National State of the Assets Technical Report
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1.4 Structure

This Technical Report forms the second part of the two-part NSoA publication suite. The structure is
designed to progressively build understanding from context — data foundations — national insights —
detailed analysis — findings.

Itincludes:

Part 1 — Context & Purpose

Why the NSoA exists, its objectives, and how to use the report.

Part 2 — Methodology & Data Foundations

Data requirements, classification frameworks, survey participation, performance indicators, and data
confidence.

Part 3 — National Infrastructure Insights

An overview of local government infrastructure portfolios, valuation, distribution, and national context.

Part 4 — Investment, Planning & Performance

National analysis of investment trends, planning maturity, and asset performance across condition,
function, and capacity.

Part 5 — Asset Class Summaries

Detailed analysis of each of the eight infrastructure classes using a consistent structure.

Part 6 — Integrated Findings & Implications

Cross-cutting conclusions and their implications for councils, states, territories, and the Commonwealth.

Part 7 — Appendices

Supporting material including data collection tools, grading systems, ACLG definitions, and lists of
participating councils.

1.5 Participation

For this cycle, 464 councils (86%) have now contributed to the NSoA dataset. Response rates were
highest in urban areas and lowest in rural and remote regions.

This level of participation provides a sufficiently robust evidence base to support national trend analysis,
asset class comparisons, and credible reporting across all performance measures.

2026 National State of the Assets Summary Report
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Part 2 —
Methodology & Data Foundations

2. Methodology Overview

The National State of the Assets (NSoA) methodology has been intentionally designed to balance national
consistency with practicality for councils of all sizes. Data requirements are deliberately high-level, enabling
councils to participate without undue reporting burden while still achieving sufficient standardisation for
meaningful national analysis. Councils primarily supply data from existing, mandated planning and reporting
documents, including asset management plans, supporting infrastructure inspection reports,
annual reports, and audited financial statements.

The methodology focuses on three core drivers of infrastructure stewardship:

1. Investment
2. Planning

3. Performance

These components align with recognised international asset management standards and with the integrated
planning and reporting frameworks legislated across all state and territory jurisdictions. The NSoA does not
compare individual councils with one another; instead, results are aggregated and reported by asset class,
Australian Classification of Local Government (ACLG) grouping, and state or territory, ensuring fair
and meaningful comparisons.

Data has been collected consistently since 2013, enabling robust analysis of long-term trends in local
government infrastructure investment, planning maturity, and asset performance. Additional detail on
methodology, indicators, and validation processes is provided in the supporting appendices.

2.1 Data Requirements

Councils provide data for eight asset classes assessed as materially significant to their balance sheets:

* Roads - sealed and unsealed
* Bridges — concrete and timber
+ Buildings & facilities

» Parks & recreation

« Stormwater

+ Water & wastewater

« Airports & aerodromes

» Footpaths & cycleways

For each asset class, the required data falls into three categories:

2026 National State of the Assets Technical Report
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2.1.1 Infrastructure Investment Data

Councils provide valuation-based investment data consistent with AASB 116 and AASB 13, including:
* Replacement Cost (RC)

» Depreciable Amount (DA)

« Carrying Amount (CA)

« Annual Depreciation (AnnDep)

These inputs support comparative analysis of:

the scale of capital investment;
* remaining service potential;

* average asset age;

» rate of asset consumption; and
 expected useful life.

2.1.2 Infrastructure Planning Data
To assess planning maturity, councils report on:
« the status of Asset Management Plans (AM Plans) for each asset class;

« the status of Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs); and
» whether lifecycle forecasts from the AM Plans are incorporated into the LTFP.

This information indicates whether councils have the planning foundations necessary to support sustainable
service delivery.

2.1.3 Infrastructure Performance Data

Infrastructure performance is assessed using three core indicators:

» Condition “Is the asset physically sound?”
* Function “Is it fit for purpose?”
» Capacity “Do we need more or less to meet demand?”

Each indicator is reported as a proportion of replacement cost across three grades — Good, Fair, and Poor
—adapted from the International Infrastructure Management Manual (IIMM). This approach enables
consistent performance assessment across highly diverse asset portfolios.

2.2 Local Government Classification (ACLG)

To support like-for-like comparison, each participating council is classified using the Australian Classification
of Local Governments (ACLG). Councils are first identified as urban or rural, then sub-categorised, and
finally grouped by population size. For reporting purposes, councils are aggregated into four high-level
groupings:

» Rural Agricultural

+ Rural Remote

+ Urban Metropolitan

+ Urban Regional

This classification recognises the differing service contexts, geographic challenges, and community needs
that shape infrastructure responsibilities.

2026 National State of the Assets Technical Report
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2.3 Survey Participation

Since the commencement of the NSoA program, 464 councils (86%) of Australia’s 538 local governments
have participated.

In the most recent data collection cycle:

« 199 councils (37%) provided new or updated data;
* 265 councils (49%) elected to roll over previously submitted data; and
74 councils (14%) have not yet participated.

Participation rates are highest among urban metropolitan and urban regional councils and lowest among
rural and remote councils. Overall participation is sufficient to support reliable national-level analysis across
all reporting categories.

2.4 Data Validation & Confidence

A comprehensive data validation process was undertaken to ensure the suitability of submitted data for
national-level analysis and reporting. This process assessed the completeness, internal consistency, and
statistical robustness of all inputs prior to analysis.

The validation methodology, confidence testing, assumptions, and limitations applied to the NSoA26
dataset are documented in detail in Appendix G — Methodological Notes and Validation, which should be
read in conjunction with this section.

This process ensures that key metrics — such as the Asset Consumption Ratio, Depreciation Rate, and
proportions of assets in Good, Fair, or Poor condition, function, capacity — are statistically robust and fit for
national reporting.

2.4.1 Confidence Ratings

Councils were also required to self-assess their confidence in the performance data submitted, using three
levels:

« High — based on strong, current evidence (approximately. £10% accuracy);
« Medium — supported by partial evidence or sampling (approximately +25% accuracy);
* Low — based largely on expert judgement or incomplete data (approximately £40% accuracy).

Confidence levels are influenced by:

 organisational capability,

« maturity of asset and financial planning practices,
« quality of information systems, and

* resourcing constraints.

Condition data generally exhibits higher confidence, while function and capacity assessments tend to rely
more heavily on professional judgement, particularly in smaller councils.

2026 National State of the Assets Technical Report
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2.5 Infrastructure Reporting Framework

The NSoA reporting framework presents past, present, and emerging trends across three indicator groups:
4. Investment indicators

» Asset Consumption Ratio
* Depreciation Rate

5. Planningindicators

* AM Plans adopted
* LTFPs adopted
* AM Plan forecasts included in LTFPs

6. Performance indicators

« Condition
e Function
» Capacity

Collectively, these indicators address the core question central to asset management practice:

“Is local government infrastructure and the management of it getting better,
worse, or staying the same?”

This question is central to asset management practice and aligns with the intent of integrated planning
frameworks across all jurisdictions.

Further detail on the reporting indicators is provided in Appendix F.

2.6 Reporting Categories
Allindicators are reported by:
» Asset Class

* ACLG Grouping
» State & Territory

This structure ensures national trends are visible while allowing regionally specific challenges to be identified.

2.7 Limitations and Considerations

While the NSoA dataset is robust, several limitations should be considered:

« Datais self-reported and may vary in maturity between councils.

» Lower-confidence indicators, particularly function and capacity, should be interpreted with appropriate
caution.

» The NSoA does not audit the accuracy or currency of underlying asset management or financial plans.
« A proportion of councils still lack up-to-date AM Plans, limiting the ability to interpret long-term planning trends.

Despite these limitations, the validation process confirms that the dataset is sufficiently reliable to support
national infrastructure reporting and to identify systemic issues affecting local government asset management.

2026 National State of the Assets Technical Report
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Part 3 — National Infrastructure
Insights

3. Overview of Local Government Infrastructure

Local governments across Australia collectively manage a vast and diverse portfolio of infrastructure assets
that underpin community wellbeing, economic participation, environmental resilience, and regional
development.

At the end of the reporting period, local governments controlled a total asset portfolio valued at $737 billion,
of which $497 billion (67%) comprised non-financial infrastructure assets such as roads, bridges, buildings,
stormwater systems, and water and wastewater networks. The remaining value was distributed across land
holdings ($168 billion; 23%) and other financial assets ($71 billion; 10%).

These non-financial infrastructure assets form the essential foundation of local service delivery — including
transport networks, public spaces, community facilities, utilities, and civic infrastructure — that support daily
life across Australia.

The value and proportion of each local government infrastructure asset class, within the context of all
financial and non-financial assets controlled by local government, is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2 Local government infrastructure assets as a proportion of all assets
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The estimated replacement cost of these infrastructure assets is approximately $775 billion, reflecting
the scale of long-lived assets required to sustain growing communities, ageing networks, and increasingly
diverse service expectations.

Aggregated valuation data supplied by responding councils indicates the following distribution of asset value
across the eight major infrastructure classes:

* Roads: $184 billion (37%)

» Stormwater: $95 billion (19%)

» Buildings & Facilities: $73 billion (15%)
« Water & Wastewater: $68 billion (14%)

» Footpaths & Cycleways: $27 hillion (5%)
« Parks & Recreation: $25 billion (5%)

» Bridges: $23 billion (5%)

» Airports & Aerodromes: $3 billion (1%)

This distribution highlights the transport-heavy nature of local government responsibilities, with roads and
stormwater networks alone accounting for more than half of the national portfolio.

Figure 3 Local roads as a proportion of the Australian road network
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Of the approximately 678,000 km of roads controlled by local government in Australia, 265,000 km (39%)
are sealed, and 413,000 km (61%) are unsealed.?

1 Source: National Local Roads Data System
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3.1 Composition of the National Local Government Infrastructure Portfolio

The infrastructure portfolio held by local governments is not uniform and varies significantly across asset
types, geographic regions, and council classifications.

Figure 4 Local government infrastructure by rural and urban groupings

100%

80%

60%

40%
) .

Rural_Agricultural Rural_Remote Urban_Metro Urban_Regional

0%

H Roads M Bridges Buildings Parks & Recreation M Stormwater
Water & Wastewater W Airports & Aerodromes M Footpaths & Cycleways

Differences in the composition of infrastructure are strongly influenced by location and local service needs.
For example, roads represent up to 60% of total assets in rural remote councils, while stormwater
infrastructure accounts for nearly one-third of assets in densely populated urban metropolitan areas.

3.2 National Valuation and Replacement Cost Insights

Together, local governments control an extensive and diverse infrastructure portfolio with an estimated
replacement cost of $775 billion. This represents the cost required to replace existing infrastructure with
modern equivalents at current prices.

The depreciable amount excludes the value of any non-depreciating assets such as earthworks.

The carrying amount of infrastructure assets, representing their written-down or depreciated value, is
approximately $497 billion. Councils report annual depreciation of $11.8 billion, indicating the scale at
which infrastructure service potential is being consumed each year.

ABS Government Finance Statistics are used to validate and reconcile reported carrying amounts, while
replacement cost estimates are derived directly from council-reported valuation data and are not published
by the ABS.
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Table 1 Local government infrastructure valuations by asset class (June 2025)

Replacement Depreciable Carrying Annual

Asset Class Cost Amount Amount Depreciation
($m) ($m) ($m)? ($m)

Roads $286,464 $252,011 $191,680 $4.,465
Bridges $35,294 $33,608 $21,635 $368
Buildings & Facilities $113,920 $112,077 $70,228 $2,088
Parks & Recreation $38,702 $36,912 $23,142 $1,153
Stormwater $148,715 $144,732 $99,951 $1,350
Water & Wastewater $105,595 $104,707 $61,842 $1,686
Airport & Aerodromes $3,908 $3,792 $2,460 $82
Footpaths & Cycleways $42,612 $42,362 $26,319 $684
TOTAL $775,211 $730,201 $497,256 $11,777

Over the past decade, the value of local government infrastructure has increased at an average rate of 7.1%
per year, driven by a combination of capital investment in new assets, periodic revaluation under fair-value
accounting requirements, cost increases, and renewal activity.

Figure 5 Local government infrastructure value since 2016
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2 The carrying amount is reported on the balance sheet. In some jurisdictions it may be referred to as written down value, book or net value.
$497 billion reconciles with ‘ABS Government Finance Statistics, Australia, 2024-25, cat. no. 5512.0, TABLE 339, Total Local General
Government Balance Sheet - Buildings and structures.

3 The annual depreciation expense is reported in the operating (profit/loss) statement.
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Valuation data reported by councils indicates that:

« the value (otherwise known as the carrying amount or written down value) of infrastructure assets
($497 billion) is approximately one-third lower than the estimated replacement cost ($775 billion) due to
accumulated depreciation;

» non-depreciable infrastructure components, including land and earthworks, have an estimated value of
$730 billion;

* infrastructure assets depreciate at approximately $11.8 billion per year; and

« the overall asset portfolio continues to grow steadily, increasing at an average rate of 7.1% per annum
since 2016.

These trends reflect a combination of:

» continued acquisition of new assets,
* regular asset revaluations; and
» replacement or renewal of aged assets in line with adopted asset management plans.

3.3 Infrastructure Distribution by Rural and Urban Classification

The Australian Classification of Local Governments (ACLG) provides a structured framework for
understanding differences in infrastructure ownership and responsibility across communities. Of Australia’s
538 councils:

222 (41%) are Rural Agricultural
76 (14%) are Rural Remote

134 (25%) are Urban Metropolitan
106 (20%) are Urban Regional

This classification is essential, as the nature, scale, and cost of infrastructure vary markedly across these
groupings:

Figure 6 Sealed and unsealed local road length by ACLG grouping (2010-2020)
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3.3.1 Rural Agricultural and Rural Remote Councils

« Manage a disproportionately large length of road and transport assets relative to population.

» Operate extensive networks across low-density areas, meaning fewer ratepayers share the cost of
maintaining large asset bases.

Tend to have older infrastructure profiles, lower alignment between AM Plans and LTFPs, and lower data
confidence — factors that increase operational and strategic risk.

3.3.2 Urban Metropolitan and Urban Regional Councils

» Manage infrastructure networks that are more complex than extensive, including buildings, stormwater
systems, and footpaths.

Report higher compliance with planning and reporting requirements, including AM Plans and LTFPs.
Exhibit higher data confidence and stronger integration between asset and financial planning.

These structural differences shape investment priorities, lifecycle management challenges, renewal
demands, and the overall financial resilience of councils.

3.4 Infrastructure Distribution by State & Territory

Population and infrastructure ownership vary significantly across Australia’s states and territories. Table 2
summarises population, the number of councils, and the proportion of councils in each jurisdiction as of
June 2025.

Table 2 Number of councils by state and territory population (June 2025)

Population* Councils
State / Territory

(N°) (%)

New South Wales 8,591,549 32% 128 24%

Northern Territory 255,997 1% 18 3%
Queensland 5,665,467 21% 77 14%
South Australia 1,899,664 7% 68 13%

Tasmania 576,261 2% 29 5%
Victoria 7,072,942 26% 79 15%
Western Australia 3,046,897 11% 139 26%
Total 27,108,777 100% 538 100%

» New South Wales and Western Australia together account for half of all local governments.

* New South Wales, Queensland, and Victoria collectively account for approximately 79% of Australia’s
population.

Infrastructure ownership and composition differ accordingly.

4 Source: ABS Population estimates and components by LGA, 2024 to 2025
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3.4.1 Roads

Figure 7 Sealed and unsealed local road length by state & territory (2010-2020)
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* New South Wales councils manage the largest road network by length (~165,500 km).
* Queensland councils manage the largest length of unsealed roads (~100,000 km).
Northern Territory councils manage the lowest proportion of sealed roads nationally.

3.4.2 Bridges

* New South Wales councils own the largest share of the national bridge inventory (45%).
* South Australia and Western Australia councils hold the smallest shares.

3.4.3 Population Burden

Population-per-kilometre ratios highlight stark differences in the per-capita infrastructure burden borne by
councils:

« Urban councils: up to 175 people per kilometre of road
« Rural and remote councils: as few as 3-5 people per kilometre

Although urban roads are more costly per kilometre, these costs are spread across far larger populations,
whereas rural and remote councils maintain extensive networks for very few residents, creating a
disproportionately higher per-capita burden and greater sustainability risk.

Part 4 builds on this national context by examining how local government infrastructure is being invested in,
planned for, and performing over time, using nationally consistent indicators.
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Part 4 — Investment, Planning
& Performance

4. Overview of Local Government Infrastructure Investment

Local governments in Australia collectively hold infrastructure assets with a value more than seven times
their annual revenue, representing the highest asset-to-revenue ratio of any level of government.

Figure 8 Revenue versus infrastructure value by level of government (June 2025)°
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This highlights the asset-intensive nature of local government. Councils manage a very large physical asset
base relative to the income they collect, with asset-to-revenue ratios significantly higher than those of state
or federal governments.

These responsibilities are often not visible until assets fail, or service levels deteriorate. This underscores
why planning, timing, and prioritisation are critical. The challenge for councils is not only to ensure
assets continue to function today, but to do so in a manner that remains financially sustainable over the
long term.

While the NSoA survey does not collect detailed expenditure data for new, renewal, and upgrade works, the
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS cat. no. 5512.0) reports that local government expenditure is primarily
directed to:

 general public services (25%),

* transport (21%),

« recreation, culture, and religion (16%), and
 environmental protection (15%).

5 Australian Bureau of Statistics (2026). Government Finance Statistics, Annual, 2024-25. ABS website. Accessed 24 April 2026
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At the local government level, depreciation is the largest expense after labour and materials,
accounting for around 22% of total expenditure, highlighting the scale and long service life of
council-owned infrastructure assets.

Figure 9 Depreciation as a share of total expenses by level of government (June 2025)¢
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4.1 Asset Consumption Ratio

The Asset Consumption Ratio (ACR) measures the proportion of service potential remaining in
infrastructure assets, calculated as the carrying amount divided by gross replacement cost. It provides
a high-level indication of asset age, reinvestment effectiveness, and long-term asset performance.

Higher ratios indicate greater remaining service potential, while lower ratios indicate older asset profiles.
Interpretation of this indicator depends on the accuracy and currency of asset valuation data, including
assumptions about remaining useful lives. These estimates are inherently influenced by local operating
conditions, environmental exposure, and adopted service levels.

Interpreting trend is critical:

« Adownward trend indicates declining service potential, increasing average asset age, and likely
deterioration across performance measures such as condition, function, and capacity.

» A stable trend indicates asset service potential is being sustained over time.

« Anupward trend indicates improving service potential, with assets becoming younger on average,
typically reflecting increased investment in renewal, upgrades, or the acquisition of new assets.

Industry guidance suggests a notional ACR range of 40%-80%, though lower ratios should not
automatically be interpreted as unsustainable if assets are being managed in accordance with a
well-prepared asset management plan and financial capacity is maintained.

The trend in Asset Consumption Ratio by asset class since 2013 is shown in Figure 10.

6 Australian Bureau of Statistics (2026). Government Finance Statistics, Annual, 2024-25. ABS website. Accessed 24 April 2026
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Figure 10 Asset consumption ratio trend by asset class (2013-2025)
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Overall, responding councils report an increasing asset consumption ratio, indicating that the average
infrastructure asset base is less consumed on average than in previous reporting periods. Timber bridges
exhibit the lowest ratios, reflecting older assets and shorter useful lives, while stormwater assets report the

highest ratios.

The Asset Consumption Ratio trend by ACLG grouping is shown in Figure 11.

Figure 11 Asset consumption ratio trend by ACLG grouping (2013-2025)
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Rural remote councils report the lowest average ratios, while urban councils report the highest. This
reinforces the importance for rural councils — particularly those servicing remote areas — to ensure long-term
sustainability through realistic service levels and ongoing financial capacity.

A council is generally considered to be operating sustainably if it can generate sufficient operating revenue
over time to meet operating expenses, including depreciation.

The Asset Consumption Ratio trend by state and territory is shown in Figure 12.
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Figure 12 Asset consumption ratio trend by state and territory (2013-2025)
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Key national insights include:

» The total ACR has risen from 60% in 2013 to 64% in 2025, indicating a reduction in average
asset age and increase in service potential.

» This upward trend suggests investment in upgrade/new and renewal activity is offsetting asset
consumption.

« Stormwater and concrete bridges report the highest ratios, while timber bridges report the lowest.
» Rural councils, particularly remote councils, continue to report lower ratios.
* Most states show improving trends, with variation by jurisdiction.

These indicators reflect relative changes in asset age and valuation assumptions and should not be
interpreted as evidence that future service risk has been eliminated.

4.2 Depreciation Rate

Depreciation represents a significant proportion of total expenses for local government, reflecting the
infrastructure-intensive nature of council services.

The Depreciation Rate, calculated as the annual depreciation divided by the depreciable amount,
indicates the rate at which asset service potential is being consumed.

Interpreting depreciation trends provides important insight:

- Adeclining depreciation rate suggests assets are expected to have longer useful lives, potentially
reflecting improved asset knowledge, enhanced maintenance practices, refined renewal strategies, or
updated valuation assumptions.

» A stable depreciation rate indicates consistent asset consumption.

* Anincreasing depreciation rate suggests assets are being consumed more rapidly and may have
shorter remaining useful lives than previously anticipated.

Depreciation estimates depend on valuation assumptions, particularly useful lives. Earlier NSoA reporting
reflected a mix of valuation practices, as not all jurisdictions required regular revaluation of long-lived
infrastructure prior to 2015. Since then, all jurisdictions have progressively adopted the revaluation model
under AASB 116, improving consistency and accuracy.
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The depreciation rate trend by asset class since 2013 is shown in Figure 13.

Figure 13 Depreciation rate trend by asset class (2013—2025)
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Across all asset classes, responding councils report a decline in the depreciation rate from 1.8% in 2013
t01.6% in 2025, implying an average expected asset life of more than 60 years. Concrete assets (such as
bridges and stormwater systems) average around 1% per annum, while unsealed roads, parks, and
aerodromes have shorter expected lives. Timber bridges show an upward trend, indicating accelerated
consumption.

The depreciation rate trend by ACLG grouping is shown in Figure 14.

Figure 14 Depreciation rate trend by ACLG grouping (2013-2025)
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While depreciation rates are declining across all groups, rural remote councils report higher rates, reflecting
a greater proportion of assets with shorter lives, particularly unsealed roads.

The depreciation rate trend by state and territory is shown in Figure 15.
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Figure 15 Depreciation rate trend by state and territory (2013—2025)
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Key national trends:

» A decline in depreciation rates since 2013, indicating longer expected asset lives.
» Concrete assets depreciating at approximately 1% per year.

» Timber bridges showing increasing depreciation rates.

» Rural remote councils reporting higher rates than other groups.

5. Infrastructure Planning Capability

This section examines three indicators critical to long-term sustainability:

» Asset Management Plans adopted
» Long-Term Financial Plans adopted
* Integration of AM Plan forecasts into LTFPs

Effective infrastructure decision-making requires elected members and senior management to have access
to reliable, forward-looking information on asset performance, risk, cost, and affordability. This is particularly
important when setting annual budgets and long-term budget predictions, where decisions can have long
lasting financial, social, and environmental consequences.

The primary mechanism for providing this information is the Asset Management Plan (AM Plan). Guided by
an asset management policy and strategy, the AM Plan functions as the business case for the long-term
sustainability of infrastructure assets and the services they provide.

A well-developed AM Plan should:

« describe the current condition, function, and capacity of assets;

« forecast future service demands and affordable service levels;

« identify lifecycle management strategies to address gaps; and

 quantify the cost of managing assets in alignment with an affordable financial strategy.
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Since the endorsement of the Financial Sustainability Nationally Consistent Frameworks in 2009,
states and territories have progressively introduced legislative requirements for integrated long-term
planning, typically over minimum ten-year horizons. The NSoA recognises that achieving safe, equitable,
and sustainable infrastructure outcomes for current and future generations depends on the effective
integration of asset and financial planning.

5.1 Asset Management Plan Adoption

Robust infrastructure planning requires adopted and up-to-date Asset Management Plans that clearly
articulate service levels, risks, renewal needs, and long-term financial implications.

Participating councils were asked whether they had an adopted and current AM Plan for each major asset
class. Results are summarised in Table 3.

Table 3 AM Plan Adoption by Asset Class (June 2025)

Asset Class Adopted (%) Not Adopted / Out of Date (%)
Roads 82% 18%
Building & Facilities 73% 27%
Parks & Recreation 63% 37%
Stormwater 66% 34%
Water & Wastewater 61% 39%
Airports & Aerodromes 46% 54%
Footpaths & Cycleways 76% 24%

Across asset classes, adoption rates vary. Roads generally show the highest rate of AM Plan adoption, while
adoption for buildings, stormwater, water and wastewater, and airports and aerodromes are lower, reflecting lack
of organisational leadership, and partly due to complexity, resourcing, limited data, and capability constraints.

Assuming all councils manage at least road, building, park, and stormwater assets, the national trend in
AM Plan adoption since 2015 is shown in Figure 16.

Figure 16 AM Plan adoption since 2015
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The proportion of responding councils reporting adopted AM Plans declined from approximately 80%
in 2015 to 70% in 2017, after which results have largely plateaued. This indicates that around less than
one-third of councils do not have current AM Plans for their major assets, or that plans exist but are
not maintained.

While participation in the survey has increased since 2015, an increasing number of responding councils
report that their AM Plans are out of date. It is reasonable to assume that non-responding councils may
exhibit similar, if not lower, planning maturity.

The trend in AM Plan adoption by ACLG grouping is shown in Figure 17.

Figure 17 AM Plan adoption by ACLG grouping since 2015
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Councils in larger urban areas report higher AM Plan adoption rates than those in smaller rural and remote
areas, indicating persistent capability gaps linked to scale, resourcing, and organisational capacity.

AM Plan adoption by state and territory is shown in Figure 18.

Figure 18 AM Plan adoption by state and territory since 2015
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Adoption rates are highest in jurisdictions with stronger regulatory oversight. Improvements observed in New
South Wales, South Australia, Victoria, and Western Australia appear aligned with increased regulatory
focus on asset planning requirements.

Key national insights:

« AM Plan adoption has failed to increase from around 70% since 2017.

» Adoption rates remain higher in urban councils than in rural and remote councils.
+ A growing proportion of councils report that existing AM Plans are out of date.

This planning gap limits councils’ ability to forecast costs, manage risk, and demonstrate long-term
infrastructure sustainability.

5.2 Long-Term Financial Plan Adoption

Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs) are essential for determining a council’s capacity to fund current and
future service levels and to maintain financial sustainability over time.

Local governments typically manage infrastructure assets with values far exceeding their annual income.
Long-term financial planning supports:

« timely renewal and upgrade of existing assets,
« delivery of ongoing services,

« achievement of affordable service levels, and
« prudent management of borrowings.

An LTFP provides the framework for generating, allocating, spending, saving, and borrowing funds over the
long term to balance competing priorities within financial constraints.

Each participating council was asked whether it had an adopted and current LTFP as at June 2025. Results
are summarised in Table 4.

Table 4 LTFP adoption (June 2025)

Description Adopted (%) Not Adopted / Out of Date (%)
LTFP adoption 90% 10%

The national trend in LTFP adoption since 2013 is shown in Figure 19.
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Figure 19 LTFP adoption since 2013
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LTFP adoption has increased steadily from 72% in 2013 to 90% in 2025, reflecting sustained improvement
in long-term financial planning practices. However, around one in ten councils report either not having an
adopted LTFP or having one that is out of date.

LTFP adoption by ACLG grouping is shown in Figure 20.

Figure 20 LTFP adoption by ACLG grouping since 2013
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Urban councils report higher adoption rates than rural councils, although results for rural areas have
improved steadily since 2013.

LTFP adoption by state and territory is shown in Figure 21.
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Figure 21 LTFP adoption by state & territory since 2013
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Key insights:
» LTFP adoption has slowly improved but around 12% nationally still do not have up to date plans.

» While all council groupings are lacking, rural councils are more likely to have lower rates of LTFPs
adopted.

* New South Wales and South Australia report the highest adoption rates.

While progress is occurring, financial planning gaps remain, particularly among smaller councils.

5.3 Alignment Between AM Plans and LTFPs

Alignment between Asset Management Plans and Long-Term Financial Plans is critical to ensure that
lifecycle cost forecasts and infrastructure risks are reflected in long-term financial decision-making.

Councils reporting adopted AM Plans were asked whether financial projections from those plans were
incorporated into their LTFP. These projections relate directly to the timing, cost, and risk of delivering
infrastructure services valued by the community.

Where AM Plan forecasts are incorporated into the LTFP, councils can:

 assess affordability of service levels,
» understand long-term funding requirements, and
« transparently manage infrastructure risk.

Results for the reporting period ending June 2025 are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5 AM—-LTFP alignment by asset class (June 2025)

Asset Class Adopted (%) Not Adopted / Out of Date (%)
Roads 79% 21%
Building & Facilities 2% 28%
Parks & Recreation 66% 34%
Stormwater 66% 34%
Water & Wastewater 53% 47%
Airports & Aerodromes 42% 58%
Footpaths & Cycleways 79% 21%

National trends in AM—-LTFP alignment since 2015 are shown in Figure 22.
Figure 22 AM—-LTFP alignment since 2015
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Results indicate that, of the 70% of councils with adopted AM Plans, only around two-thirds have incorporated
financial projections into their LTFP. This equates to less than half of all councils nationally achieving full alignment.

AM-LTFP alignment by ACLG grouping is shown in Figure 23.
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Figure 23 AM-LTFP alighment by ACLG grouping since 2015

100%

80%

60%
40%
20% II

0%
Rural_Agri Rural_Remote Urban_Metro Urban_Reg

2015 (n=274) 2017 (n=366) MW2020(n=399) M 2023 (n=420) M 2025 (n=430)

Urban councils report higher alignment than rural councils, maybe reflecting differences in planning
capability and resourcing.

Alignment by state and territory is shown in Figure 24.

Figure 24 AM-LTFP alignment by state and territory since 2015
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Key findings:

» 71% of respondents report having an adopted AM Plan. Of these, 71% include asset forecasts
in their LTFP, meaning approximately half of councils nationally integrate AM Plan forecasts into
their LTFP.

» Alignment is highest in urban councils and lower in rural and remote areas.

» South Australia, Tasmania, and Victoria report comparatively higher alignment.

* Failure to integrate AM Plan forecasts into LTFPs is a major financial sustainability issue that
constrains councils’ ability to respond to infrastructure risks thereby limiting confidence in long-term
affordable service delivery.
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6. Infrastructure Performance

Infrastructure performance is assessed using three indicators — Condition, Function and Capacity —
reported as the proportion of replacement cost rated Good, Fair or Poor.

Together, these indicators are critical for understanding remaining useful life and help identify the optimal
timing for maintenance, rehabilitation, renewal, upgrade, disposal, or acquisition of assets. While other
factors influence asset life, condition, function, and capacity are widely recognised as the primary drivers
for lifecycle planning and capital forecasting.

Insufficient knowledge of asset performance increases the risk of premature failure, which often leaves
replacement as the only viable option, being the costliest form of intervention.

A robust understanding asset performance supports:

- effective service planning,

« avoidance of premature failure,

* improved risk management,

* more accurate long-term financial forecasting, and
« continual refinement of lifecycle strategies.

The performance grading framework used in this report is described in Appendix B.

6.1 Condition Performance

Condition reflects the physical state of assets and provides a basis for prioritising maintenance and
renewal activities.

Councils reported asset condition as a proportion of replacement cost for each asset class as at 30 June
2025. Aggregated results are presented in Table 6.

Table 6 Asset condition by asset class (June 2025)

Asset Class Good (%) Fair (%) Poor (%)
Sealed Roads 66% 26% 8%
Unsealed Roads 52% 34% 14%
Concrete Bridges 4% 22% 4%
Timber Bridges 44% 36% 20%
Building & Facilities 55% 35% 9%
Parks & Recreation 60% 31% 9%
Stormwater 71% 23% 6%
Water & Wastewater 62% 27% 11%
Airports & Aerodromes 70% 21% 9%
Footpaths & Cycleways 63% 28% 9%
TOTAL 64% 27% 9%

Trends in asset condition since 2013 are shown in Figure 25.
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Figure 25 Condition trend by asset class (2013-2025)
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Responding councils report:

* On average, 64% of assets are in good condition;
» sealed road condition has improved from 11% in poor condition in 2013 to 8% in 2025;

» unsealed road condition has improved from 17% in poor condition in 2013 to 14% in 2025;

» concrete bridges have the lowest proportion of assets in poor condition (around 4%);

« timber bridges have the highest proportion in poor condition (20%), although results show a small
improvement since 2013;

« buildings and parks show relatively stable condition outcomes (currently around 9% each);
» stormwater condition has improved from 9% poor in 2013 to 6% in 2025;

» water and wastewater condition has improved slightly from 12% poor in 2013 to 11% in 2025;

« airport and aerodrome condition has one of the highest percentages in good condition of all asset
classes; and

» approximately 9% of footpath and cycleway infrastructure is reported in poor condition.

Condition trends by ACLG grouping since 2013 are shown in Figure 26.

Figure 26 Condition trend by ACLG grouping (2013-2025)
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Urban metropolitan and urban regional councils report the smallest proportion of asset value in poor
condition. By contrast, rural remote councils report more than 15% of their asset replacement cost in poor
condition, with relatively little improvement evident since 2013.

Condition trends by state and territory are shown in Figure 27.

Figure 27 Condition trend by state and territory (2013—2025)
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the proportion of assets reported in poor condition has generally declined across most jurisdictions, except
for the Northern Territory and Western Australia, where reductions are less evident. Following the most
recent assessment, the share of assets reported in good condition has declined in the Northern Territory,
South Australia, Tasmania and Western Australia, while Victoria records an increase.

National insights:

* 64% ($496 billion) of local government assets are in good condition, 27% ($212 billion) fair, and
9% ($67 billion) poor;

« the proportion in poor condition has improved from 12% in 2013 to 9% in 2025;
« timber bridges remain the highest-risk asset class; and
« rural remote councils report materially higher proportions of assets in poor condition.

6.2 Function Performance

Function measures whether assets are fit for purpose and capable of meeting current service needs.
Function assessment helps determine whether assets remain suitable for their intended role and whether

adaptation or upgrade may be required in response to changing standards, service expectations, or
regulatory requirements. In essence, function indicates whether assets are delivering the right service.

A persistent challenge in function assessment is that standards tend to rise over time. Assets designed to
earlier standards may be considered functionally inadequate when assessed against current expectations,
even if their physical condition has not declined.

Details of the function grading framework are provided in Appendix B.

Councils reported function as a proportion of replacement cost for each asset class as at 30 June 2025.
Aggregated results are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7 Asset function by asset class (June 2025)

Asset Class

Sealed Roads
Unsealed Roads
Concrete Bridges
Timber Bridges
Building & Facilities
Parks & Recreation
Stormwater

Water & Wastewater
Airports & Aerodromes
Footpaths & Cycleways
TOTAL

Good (%)

71%
57%
75%
60%
62%
66%
61%
77%
80%
73%
68%

Function trends since 2013 are shown in Figure 28.

Figure 28 Function trend by asset class (2013-2025)
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« improvements in road function since 2013 for both sealed and unsealed roads;

- the lowest proportion of poor function in concrete bridges;
« timber bridges having the highest proportion of assets in poor function, though improving over time;

- relatively stable function outcomes for buildings and parks;
* improvement in stormwater and water and wastewater function; and

« declining functional performance for airports and aerodromes.
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Across asset classes, around 50—-80% of infrastructure assets are reported as meeting program and service
requirements. Timber bridge outcomes appear to be improving, likely reflecting increased investment in
maintenance and rehabilitation. Conversely, airports and aerodromes show a growing share of assets not
meeting functional needs.

Function trends by ACLG grouping are shown in Figure 29.

Figure 29 Function trend by ACLG grouping (2013-2025)
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Rural agricultural, urban metropolitan, and urban regional councils report the lowest proportions of poor
function. Rural remote councils report approximately 15—20% of assets not meeting program and service
requirements.

Function trends by state and territory are shown in Figure 30.
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Figure 30 Function trend by state and territory (2013-2025)
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The proportion of assets reported in poor function is lowest in Tasmania.
The Northern Territory has the highest and increasing proportion of assets with poor function.
Function has improved in NSW, Victoria, and Western Australia. The other states and the Northern Territory

have plateaued.
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Key findings:
* 9% of assets ($65 billion) exhibit poor function nationally;
« airports and timber bridges demonstrate the highest levels of functional inadequacy;

« urban councils report improving outcomes, while rural remote councils show limited improvement or
decline.

Changing standards, regulatory shifts, and evolving community expectations often drive functional deficits.

6.3 Capacity Performance

Capacity measures whether assets are appropriately sized and utilised to meet current and future demand.

Capacity assessment helps optimise use of existing assets and informs decisions on expansion,
consolidation, or alternative service delivery. In practical terms, capacity indicates whether more or fewer
assets are required.

Assets that are significantly under-utilised may represent poor economic return and unnecessarily tie up
capital, while constrained assets can compromise service delivery during peak demand. Accordingly,
capacity is a key indicator of value-for-money in public infrastructure.

Details of the capacity grading framework are provided in Appendix B.

Councils reported capacity as a proportion of replacement cost for each asset class as at 30 June 2025.
Aggregated results are shown in Table 8.

Table 8 Asset capacity by asset class (June 2025)

Asset Class Good (%) Fair (%) Poor (%)
Sealed Roads 73% 20% 8%
Unsealed Roads 66% 26% 8%
Concrete Bridges 73% 21% 7%
Timber Bridges 63% 24% 13%
Building & Facilities 62% 28% 10%
Parks & Recreation 66% 26% 8%
Stormwater 60% 27% 14%
Water & Wastewater 78% 16% 6%
Airports & Aerodromes 7% 19% 4%
Footpaths & Cycleways 4% 20% 6%
TOTAL 69% 22% 9%

Capacity trends since 2013 are shown in Figure 31.
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Figure 31 Capacity trend by asset class (2013-2025)
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Responding councils report:

» improved capacity outcomes for roads and stormwater since 2013;

» concrete bridges with the lowest proportion of poor capacity;

« timber bridges reporting the highest poor capacity, though improving slightly; and
* increasing capacity pressures in stormwater systems and airports.

Capacity trends by ACLG grouping are shown in Figure 32.

Figure 32 Capacity trend by ACLG grouping (2013-2025)
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Urban metropolitan and urban regional councils report the lowest proportions of assets in poor capacity,

while rural remote councils

report close to 20% of assets with poor capacity.

Capacity trends by state and territory are shown in Figure 33.
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Figure 33 Capacity trend by state and territory (2013—2025)
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National findings:

* 9% of assets ($68 billion) have poor capacity.

» stormwater capacity constraints are increasingly prevalent, particularly in growth areas; and
« rural remote councils face the greatest pressure.

Unlike condition, capacity outcomes are strongly influenced by demographic change, network loading,
and service level expectations.

6.4 Data Confidence Across Performance Indicators

Confidence levels reported by councils indicate that condition data is generally supported by higher quality
evidence than function and capacity data, which rely more heavily on professional judgement.

Figure 34 shows the level of confidence responding councils had in their infrastructure performance data for
condition, function and capacity.
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Figure 34 Combined data confidence by condition, function and capacity (June 2025)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Condition

Function

Capacity

EHigh H Medium M Low confidence

Lower confidence in function and capacity data reduces the reliability of long-term forecasting and risk
assessment, particularly for smaller councils with limited data systems.

6.5 Cross-Cutting Insights

Across investment, planning, and performance:

 asset age profiles are improving nationally.
» planning capability gaps persist, especially in rural councils.
» overall performance is improving, though regional and asset-class disparities remain; and

Alignment between Asset Management Plans and Long-Term Financial Plans remains the
weakest element of infrastructure governance.
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Part 5 — Asset Class Summaries

7. Roads

7.1 Overview

Road infrastructure represents the largest and most extensive asset class managed by local
governments in Australia and is fundamental to community access, economic activity, freight movement,
emergency services, and social connectivity.

Local governments are responsible for approximately 77 per cent of Australia’s road network, equating
to around 678,000 kilometres of road length nationally. This includes both sealed and unsealed roads

and reflects the central role local government plays in providing transport infrastructure, particularly in rural
and regional areas.

7.2 Portfolio Characteristics

Of the roads managed by local governments:

« approximately 265,000 kilometres (39%) are sealed, and
« approximately 413,000 kilometres (61%) are unsealed.

Road ownership and composition vary significantly by council type:

* Rural agricultural and rural remote councils manage approximately 86 per cent of total road length, with
unsealed roads dominating their networks.

» Rural remote councils report that around 94 per cent of their road networks are unsealed.

» Urban metropolitan councils manage predominantly sealed networks, with unsealed roads accounting for
only around 13 per cent of road length.

These characteristics result in markedly different lifecycle costs, maintenance regimes, and sustainability
challenges across council groupings.

7.3 Investment Profile

Roads account for approximately 37 per cent of the total replacement cost of local government infrastructure
and represent an estimated replacement cost of around $286 billion nationally.

Key investment indicators highlight the scale and ongoing commitment required to manage local road
assets:

« Annual depreciation for local roads is approximately $4.4 billion, reflecting the steady consumption of
service potential.

» The Asset Consumption Ratio for roads has improved since 2013, indicating that renewal and
replacement activity is offsetting asset deterioration at a national level.

» Sealed roads generally exhibit higher consumption ratios than unsealed roads, reflecting longer expected
lives and higher renewal investment.

Despite these positive aggregate trends, investment adequacy varies by council type, with rural councils
continuing to face higher per-kilometre maintenance costs and limited revenue raising capacity.
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7.4  Planning Performance

Roads exhibit the highest Asset Management Plan (AM Plan) adoption rate of all local government asset
classes, reflecting their critical importance and the maturity of road asset management practices.

Approximately 80 per cent of responding councils report having an adopted AM Plan for their road networks.
However:

« AM Plan adoption rates are consistently higher in urban metropolitan and regional councils.
» Rural and remote councils are more likely to report plans that are out of date or incomplete.

« Alignment of road AM Plan forecasts with Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs) is higher than for many
other asset classes but remains inconsistent across the sector.

Given the scale, cost, and risk profile of road infrastructure, incomplete or out-of-date planning presents
ongoing governance and sustainability risks.

7.5 Infrastructure Performance

7.5.1 Condition

Nationally, the condition of local government roads has improved since 2013.

Key findings include:
» Sealed roads have improved from approximately 11 per cent in poor condition in 2013 to around 8
per cent in 2025.

« Unsealed roads have improved from approximately 17 per cent in poor condition in 2013 to around
14 per cent in 2025.

» Condition outcomes are strongest in urban metropolitan councils, which report the lowest
proportion of road assets in poor condition.

» Rural remote councils continue to report significantly higher proportions of road assets in poor
condition compared with other council types.

While national trends are positive, unsealed road condition remains a persistent challenge, particularly where
climate exposure, freight loads, and long network lengths intersect with limited funding capacity.

Sealed Roads Condition Unsealed Roads Condition

Good @ Fair @ Poor Good @ Fair @ Poor
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7.5.2 Function

Road function assesses whether road networks are fit for purpose and capable of meeting current
service needs.

Responding councils report:

« Improvements in the functional performance of both sealed and unsealed road networks since 2013.

» Around 60-70 per cent of road assets nationally is assessed as meeting program and service delivery
requirements.

» Functional performance is strongest in urban councils, where networks are designed to higher standards
and supported by stronger planning frameworks.

Functional deficits in road networks are often driven by evolving standards, increased freight demand, and
changes in network hierarchy rather than physical condition alone.

4 N 4 N
Sealed Roads Function Unsealed Roads Function
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7.5.3 Capacity

Road capacity relates to whether road networks are appropriately sized and configured to meet current and
future demand.

Nationally:

» Capacity performance has improved modestly since 2013.

» Capacity constraints are most evident in urban growth areas, where population increases and
intensification are placing pressure on existing networks.

» Rural remote councils report capacity challenges largely driven by network extent rather than congestion,
with long road lengths serving small populations and limited redundancy.

These different capacity pressures highlight the distinction between congestion-driven capacity constraints
in urban areas and resource-driven constraints in rural networks.
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Sealed Roads Capacity Unsealed Roads Capacity
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7.6 Data Confidence

Road asset data exhibits higher confidence than most other asset classes, particularly for condition
reporting.

Confidence levels are supported by:

established inspection regimes,

* mature asset registers,

long-standing valuation practices, and

» consistent performance grading methodologies.

However, confidence in function and capacity assessments remains lower than condition, particularly for
unsealed roads in rural and remote councils where data collection is more resource-intensive.

7.7 Key Insights

» Roads are the largest and most critical infrastructure asset class managed by local government.
» National condition, function, and capacity trends show overall improvement since 2013.

» Strong disparities remain between urban and rural councils, particularly for unsealed roads.

» Planning and investment maturity strongly influence performance outcomes.

» Road sustainability challenges are more acute in rural and remote councils where asset extent
significantly exceeds revenue capacity.

7.8 Key Risks

» Ageing unsealed road networks in rural and remote areas.

Rising freight loads and heavier vehicles accelerating deterioration.
Climate-related impacts, including flooding, heat stress, and pavement failure.
Ongoing funding gaps for renewal and maintenance of extensive road networks.
Reliance on grant funding and limited ability to raise own-source revenue.
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8. Bridges

8.1 Overview

Local governments manage a substantial and strategically important bridge network that supports community
access, freight movement, agricultural productivity, and emergency response. Although bridges represent a
relatively small proportion of total asset count compared with roads, they are high-risk, high-consequence
assets with significant safety, service, and economic implications when performance declines.

Local governments manage approximately 24,000 bridges and major culverts nationally, encompassing
both concrete and timber structures. Bridges are particularly critical in rural and regional areas, where
alternative routes are limited and network redundancy is often low.

8.2 Portfolio Characteristics

The bridge portfolio varies significantly by council type and structure:

* Rural agricultural and urban regional councils collectively manage approximately 86 per cent of
local government bridges.

» Timber bridges are predominantly located in rural and remote areas and are typically older, shorter-lived,
and more maintenance-intensive.

« Concrete bridges are more prevalent in urban and regional networks and generally exhibit longer useful
lives and stronger performance outcomes.

The mixture of timber and concrete structures creates markedly different lifecycle costs, renewal profiles,
and risk exposures across the local government sector.

8.3 Investment Profile

Bridges represent an estimated replacement cost of approximately $35 billion, accounting for around 5 per
cent of the total local government infrastructure portfolio.

Key investment and valuation characteristics include:

« Annual depreciation of bridge assets is approximately $368 million.

» Concrete bridges typically depreciate at lower rates (around 1 per cent per annum), reflecting useful lives
often extending beyond 100 years.

» Timber bridges depreciate at higher rates and exhibit substantially lower asset consumption ratios,
reflecting shorter expected lives and ageing structures.

Timber bridges consistently report the lowest Asset Consumption Ratios of all major asset classes,
indicating older average asset age and heightened renewal exposure.

8.4 Planning Performance

Bridge assets generally exhibit high levels of Asset Management Plan (AM Plan) coverage, reflecting their
criticality and safety risk profile. However, planning maturity varies markedly across council types:

« Urban and regional councils report higher rates of adopted and current bridge AM Plans.
» Rural and remote councils are more likely to report plans that are out of date or less detailed.

« Alignment between bridge AM Plan forecasts and Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs) is inconsistent,
particularly in councils managing large timber bridge inventories.

Given the high consequence of bridge failure and the long lead times associated with renewal, incomplete
planning poses material financial and service risks.
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8.5

8.5.1

Infrastructure Performance

Condition

Condition outcomes vary significantly by bridge type:

» Concrete bridges have the lowest proportion of assets in poor condition, typically around 4 per cent nationally.
» Timber bridges exhibit the highest proportion in poor condition, with around 20 per cent assessed as poor

to very poor.

* While timber bridge condition has improved modestly since 2013, outcomes remain materially worse than

for other asset classes.

Performance outcomes are strongest in urban metropolitan and regional councils, while rural and remote

councils report substantially higher proportions of bridge assets in poor condition.

8.5.2

Bridge function assesses whether structures remain suitable for current load, safety, and operational
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requirements.

However, increasing freight loads, higher mass limits, and modern design standards continue to place

National findings indicate:

pressure on older bridge assets.

» Concrete bridges generally perform well, with only 6 per cent assessed as having poor function.

» Timber bridges continue to show elevated functional risk, with 14 per cent assessed as not meeting
service or load requirements.

» Functional improvement in timber bridges has been observed since 2013, likely reflecting targeted
investment in strengthening, rehabilitation, or traffic management measures.
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8.5.3 Capacity

Bridge capacity relates primarily to load capacity, clearance, and network constraints.
Key observations include:

» Poor capacity affects approximately 7 per cent of concrete bridges and 13 per cent of timber bridges.

» Capacity constraints are particularly acute in rural networks supporting agricultural and freight
movements.

» Timber bridge capacity has improved slightly over time but remains the weakest of all major asset classes.

Unlike roads, bridge capacity constraints tend to be structural rather than demand-driven, making upgrade
or replacement the primary mitigation options.
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8.6 Data Confidence

Data confidence for bridge assets is generally moderate to high for condition, supported by formal inspection
regimes and engineering assessments.

However:

» Function and capacity confidence is lower, particularly for timber bridges, where assessments often rely
on conservative assumptions or indirect load limits.

« Smaller councils report lower confidence overall, reflecting limited access to specialist engineering resources.

8.7 Key Insights

 Bridges represent a small but high-risk component of the local government asset base.

Timber bridges remain the most vulnerable infrastructure class across condition, function, and capacity.

« Despite improvements, timber bridges continue to present disproportionate safety and renewal risks,
particularly in rural and remote networks.

* Long asset lives for concrete bridges mask substantial future renewal liabilities.

Effective planning and targeted investment are critical to avoid sudden loss of connectivity.

8.8 Key Risks

» Ageing timber bridge stock with limited remaining service life.

« Increasing freight mass and axle loads exceeding original design assumptions.

« High renewal costs and limited funding capacity, particularly for rural councils.

« Service disruption and economic impacts from load restrictions or closures.

« Dependence on external funding programs for bridge renewal and strengthening.

9. Buildings & Facilities

9.1 Overview

Buildings and facilities represent a diverse and highly visible asset class that underpins local government
service delivery and community wellbeing. This class includes administrative buildings, community centres,
libraries, depots, recreation facilities, halls, and other civic assets that support a wide range of social,
cultural, and operational functions.

While buildings and facilities account for a smaller proportion of the overall infrastructure portfolio than
transport assets, they are service-critical, highly utilised, and subject to increasing performance
expectations relating to safety, accessibility, energy efficiency, and regulatory compliance.

9.2 Portfolio Characteristics

The buildings and facilities portfolio varies significantly across councils in terms of age, scale, construction
type, and functional complexity:

« Urban metropolitan and regional councils typically manage more complex building portfolios, including
major civic, community, and multi-use facilities.

 Rural councils generally manage fewer buildings overall but often face higher per-asset and per-capita
costs due to smaller populations, lower utilisation rates, and limited economies of scale.

« Many council facilities were constructed several decades ago and are approaching key renewal thresholds,
particularly for building fabric, mechanical and electrical systems, and compliance-related components.
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Unlike linear assets, buildings incorporate multiple asset components with differing life cycles, increasing
complexity in performance assessment and lifecycle planning.

9.3 Investment Profile

Buildings and facilities represent an estimated replacement cost of approximately $114 billion, accounting
for around 15 per cent of the total local government infrastructure portfolio.

Key investment characteristics include:

« Annual depreciation of approximately $2.1 billion, reflecting ongoing consumption of service
potential.

« Asset Consumption Ratios broadly aligned with the national average, indicating a relatively stable
asset age profile.

« Significant variation across councils depending on the age and function of major facilities.

While investment levels have generally maintained overall portfolio condition, cost pressures associated
with regulatory upgrades, energy efficiency standards, and changing service expectations are increasingly
influencing renewal and upgrade requirements.

9.4 Planning Performance

Planning maturity for buildings and facilities is moderate compared with other asset classes:

« Approximately 70-71 per cent of councils report having adopted Asset Management Plans (AM Plans) for
buildings and facilities.

» Adoption rates are consistently higher in urban councils and lower in rural and remote areas.

+ Alignment of building AM Plan forecasts with Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs) is inconsistent, reflecting
the complexity of forecasting lifecycle costs across diverse facilities.

Incomplete planning for this asset class increases the risk of reactive expenditure, deferred maintenance,
and unplanned capital investment—particularly where compliance or safety issues arise unexpectedly.

9.5 Infrastructure Performance

9.5.1 Condition

Nationally, buildings and facilities exhibit stable condition performance:

« Approximately 9 per cent of building assets are assessed as being in poor condition.
 This proportion has remained relatively unchanged since 2013, indicating steady but limited improvement.

» Urban councils report stronger condition outcomes, supported by higher renewal investment and stronger
asset planning frameworks.

» Rural and remote councils report higher proportions of buildings in poor condition, reflecting ageing
facilities and limited renewal capacity.

While headline condition results appear stable, hidden deterioration within building components poses
ongoing risk.
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9.5.2 Function

Building function assesses whether facilities are suitable for their intended purpose and able to meet current
service delivery needs.

Responding councils report:

» Around 9 per cent of building assets exhibit poor function nationally.

» Functional deficits are commonly driven by evolving service delivery models, accessibility requirements,
technological change, and changes in community expectations.

» Older buildings are more likely to require adaptation or repurposing rather than full replacement.

Functional outcomes vary significantly by facility type, with community and recreation facilities experiencing
higher pressure to adapt to changing use patterns.

9.5.3 Capacity

Capacity relates to whether buildings are appropriately sized and configured to meet demand.

National findings indicate:

» Approximately 10 per cent of building assets are assessed as having poor capacity.

» Under-utilisation is a common issue in rural areas, while space constraints tend to emerge in urban
growth locations.

 Flexible, multi-use facilities tend to perform better from a capacity perspective than highly
specialised buildings.

Balancing utilisation, service levels, and affordability remains a key challenge for this asset class.
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9.6 Data Confidence
Data confidence for buildings and facilities is moderate overall:

« Condition assessments are generally supported by reasonable inspection and maintenance records.

» Function and capacity assessments exhibit lower confidence due to the subjective nature of service
suitability and utilisation measurement.

« Confidence levels are higher in larger councils with access to dedicated facilities management systems
and resources.

9.7 Key Insights

+ Buildings and facilities are service-critical assets with high visibility and community expectations.

Overall condition and performance have remained stable, but improvement has plateaued.
Functional and compliance pressures are increasing, particularly for older facilities.
Planning and renewal strategies are less mature than for transport assets.

Under-utilisation in rural areas and capacity constraints in urban areas reflect divergent challenges.

9.8 Key Risks

» Ageing facilities requiring upgrade to meet safety, accessibility, and regulatory standards.
» Deferred maintenance leading to sudden failures or compliance risks.

+ Rising whole-of-life costs for energy, climate resilience, and environmental performance.
» Under-utilised buildings tying up capital without commensurate service value.

« Insufficient alignment between asset and financial planning for long-lived facilities.

10. Parks & Recreation

10.1 Overview

Parks and recreation assets play a central role in supporting community health, wellbeing, social cohesion,
and environmental outcomes. This asset class includes parks, playgrounds, sports fields, aquatic facilities,
recreation reserves, and associated amenities that provide accessible public spaces and support organised
and informal recreation.

While parks and recreation assets represent a modest proportion of the total local government infrastructure
portfolio by value, they are highly visible, intensively used, and closely linked to community expectations
regarding amenity, safety, and liveability.

10.2 Portfolio Characteristics

Parks and recreation assets exhibit considerable diversity in scale, function, and lifecycle characteristics:

« Urban councils typically manage large, intensively used recreation networks, including metropolitan parks,
sports precincts, and multi-use facilities.

 Rural councils often manage more extensive open space networks, with lower utilisation but higher
per-user operating costs.

« Many park assets incorporate natural elements (trees, turf, waterways) and ancillary infrastructure
(paths, lighting, playground equipment), increasing complexity in performance assessment and
lifecycle management.
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While the capital value of individual park assets may be relatively low, ongoing operational and maintenance
demands can be significant.

10.3 Investment Profile

Parks and recreation assets represent an estimated replacement cost of approximately $39 billion,
accounting for around 5 per cent of the total local government infrastructure portfolio.

Key investment characteristics include:

« Annual depreciation of approximately $1.2 billion, reflecting shorter asset lives for some
components
such as playground equipment and sporting surfaces.

» Asset Consumption Ratios broadly consistent with the national average, indicating a relatively
stable age profile at a national level.

» High operating and maintenance expenditure relative to capital value, particularly for landscaped
areas, sports fields, and aquatic facilities.

Investment decisions for this asset class often balance competing priorities between community amenity,
service expansion, and affordability.

10.4 Planning Performance

Planning maturity for parks and recreation lags behind core transport and building assets:

« Approximately 60 per cent of councils report having an adopted Asset Management Plan (AM Plan) for
parks and recreation assets.

» Adoption rates are higher in larger urban councils and lowest in rural and remote councils.

« Integration of parks AM Plan forecasts into Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs) is variable, reflecting the
challenge of forecasting lifecycle costs for assets with significant natural components and evolving service
expectations.

Incomplete planning for parks and recreation assets increases the risk of reactive maintenance, inconsistent
service levels, and deferred renewal.

10.5 Infrastructure Performance

10.5.1 Condition

Nationally, parks and recreation assets show moderate condition performance:

» Approximately 9 per cent of parks and recreation asset value is assessed as being in poor condition.

+ Condition outcomes have remained relatively stable since 2013, with modest improvement in some
jurisdictions.

« Urban councils generally report better condition outcomes, supported by higher renewal investment and
stronger service level frameworks.

 Rural councils report higher proportions of assets in poor condition, reflecting limited renewal budgets and
extensive asset coverage.

Condition risk is often concentrated in amenities, playground equipment, and sporting surfaces rather than
open space itself.
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10.5.2 Function

Function assesses whether parks and recreation assets are suitable for current and anticipated use.
Responding councils report:

» Around 8 per cent of parks and recreation assets exhibit poor function nationally.

» Functional deficits are commonly driven by changing community expectations, accessibility requirements,
and evolving recreational trends.

» Assets designed for single-use or outdated formats are more likely to demonstrate functional inadequacy.

Urban councils face greater pressure to adapt facilities to higher intensity and more diverse usage, while
rural councils contend with declining utilisation in some locations.

10.5.3 Capacity

Capacity reflects whether parks and recreation assets are appropriately sized and configured to meet demand.

National findings indicate:

» Approximately 8 per cent of assets are assessed as having poor capacity.

» Capacity pressures in urban areas are associated with population growth, increased participation,
and competition for space.

» Under-utilisation is more prevalent in rural areas, where demographic change and dispersed
populations affect facility usage.

Multi-use and flexible park assets tend to perform better from a capacity perspective than single-purpose
facilities.
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10.6 Data Confidence

Data confidence for parks and recreation assets is moderate overall:

» Condition confidence is generally reasonable but lower than for roads and bridges.

» Function and capacity confidence is often lower, reflecting the subjective nature of assessing amenity,
usage, and service suitability.

» Councils with formal service level frameworks and usage monitoring systems report higher confidence levels.

Improved data collection and service level definition present opportunities to strengthen decision-making
for this asset class.
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10.7 Key Insights

» Parks and recreation assets are highly valued by communities but generate limited direct revenue.
Overall performance has remained stable, with limited improvement over the past decade.
» Planning maturity lags behind other major asset classes.

Urban and rural councils face divergent challenges—capacity pressure in growth areas and
under-utilisation in declining areas.

» Operational costs play a greater role than capital renewal in determining sustainability.

10.8 Key Risks

« Deferred renewal of amenities and recreational infrastructure, increasing safety, compliance, and service risks.

* Rising expectations for accessibility, safety, and environmental performance, particularly for inclusive and
climate-resilient facilities.

« Exposure to climate change and drought, affecting asset condition, usability, operating costs, and
long-term service sustainability.

» High operating and maintenance costs relative to asset value, driven by water use, horticultural inputs, and
dispersed asset portfolios.

« Under-utilised assets tying up capital in areas of declining or changing demand.
* Inconsistent service levels where planning and service frameworks are under-developed.
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11. Stormwater

11.1 Overview

Stormwater infrastructure is critical to protecting communities from flooding, managing runoff, safeguarding
water quality, and supporting urban development. Local government stormwater assets include drainage
pipes, pits, culverts, open channels, detention basins, water-sensitive urban design features, and associated
control structures.

Although largely underground and less visible than other infrastructure, stormwater assets play an
increasingly important role in managing the impacts of population growth, urban densification, and
changing rainfall patterns, particularly in metropolitan and peri-urban areas.

11.2 Portfolio Characteristics

Stormwater systems are characterised by their extensive network nature and long asset lives:

« Stormwater infrastructure represents one of the largest asset portfolios by replacement cost
managed by local government.

» Networks have typically been constructed progressively over many decades, with a significant proportion
of assets installed in the mid-to-late twentieth century.

« Asset ownership and configuration vary widely depending on council growth patterns, catchment
characteristics, and historical drainage design standards.

Urban councils generally manage more complex, high-capacity stormwater systems, while rural councils
manage simpler but geographically extensive networks.

11.3 Investment Profile

Stormwater assets have an estimated replacement cost of approximately $149 billion, making them the
second-largest infrastructure asset class by value, after roads.

Key investment characteristics include:
» Very long asset lives, with average useful lives often exceeding 100 years for pipes and major
drainage structures.

» Low depreciation rates, averaging around 1 per cent per annum, reflecting the durability of many
stormwater components.

» High Asset Consumption Ratios, indicating relatively young average asset age when assessed
against long asset lives exceeding 100 years at a national scale.

Despite these seemingly favourable indicators, long-term affordability remains a key challenge, as many
stormwater systems are now facing substantial deferred upgrade and capacity-driven investment pressures.
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11.4 Planning Performance

Planning maturity for stormwater infrastructure is moderate and uneven across the sector:
» Approximately 65 per cent of councils report having an adopted Asset Management Plan (AM Plan) for
stormwater assets.

« Adoption rates are higher in urban councils, where stormwater risks are more acute and regulatory scrutiny
is stronger.

* Integration of stormwater AM Plan forecasts into Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs) remains inconsistent.

Given the long life and buried nature of stormwater assets, gaps in planning significantly increase the risk of
deferred upgrades and reactive investment when capacity or functional limits are exceeded.

11.5 Infrastructure Performance

11.5.1 Condition

Stormwater condition performance at a national level is relatively strong:

« Approximately 6 per cent of stormwater assets are reported to be in poor condition.
« Condition outcomes have improved modestly since 2013.
» Most councils report condition that reflects reasonable structural integrity of older pipe networks.

However, condition alone increasingly understates risk, as many stormwater failures relate more to function
and capacity than to physical deterioration.

11.5.2 Function

Stormwater function assesses whether systems are fit for current operational and regulatory requirements.

National findings indicate:
» Around 12 per cent of stormwater assets exhibit poor function.

» Functional deficits are commonly associated with outdated drainage standards, water quality
requirements, and integration with broader urban water systems.

 Function risks are more pronounced in older urban catchments where systems were designed for
lower service expectations.

Function has generally improved since 2013, but at a slower rate than condition.

11.5.3 Capacity

Stormwater capacity represents the most significant performance challenge for this asset class.
Responding councils report:

« Approximately 13 per cent of stormwater assets in poor capacity, higher than many other major asset
classes.

» Capacity constraints are twice as prevalent as condition issues, reflecting demand-driven stress rather
than structural failure.

» Urban and growth councils report increasing capacity pressure as rainfall intensity, impervious surface
area, and regulatory requirements increase.

Rural councils also report capacity issues, often driven by limited network redundancy and exposure to
extreme weather events.
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11.6 Data Confidence

Data confidence for stormwater assets is moderate overall:

» Condition confidence is generally reasonable but lower than for roads and bridges due to limited direct
inspection of buried assets.

» Function and capacity confidence is lower, reflecting reliance on modelling, assumptions, and indirect
performance indicators.

» Councils with established drainage models and flood studies report higher confidence than those without
such tools.

Improved data maturity is essential for effective stormwater investment planning.

11.7 Key Insights

» Stormwater is one of the largest and longest-lived asset classes managed by local government.
» Condition performance is relatively strong, but function and capacity risks dominate.

» Climate change and urban densification are compounding capacity pressures.

» Planning and financial integration remains inconsistent.

» Stormwater investment needs are likely to accelerate despite favourable current age profiles.

11.8 Key Risks

* Increasing frequency and severity of urban flooding.

» Capacity shortfalls driven by growth and changing rainfall patterns.

High retrofit costs for constrained urban catchments.

Regulatory and water quality compliance risks.

» Underinvestment due to the hidden and long-term nature of degradation.
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12. Water & Wastewater

12.1 Overview

Local governments play a critical role in providing safe drinking water and effective wastewater services,
particularly in rural, regional, and remote communities. These services are fundamental to public
health, environmental protection, economic activity, and community resilience.

Responsibility for water and wastewater infrastructure is concentrated among a subset of councils
—primarily in New South Wales, Queensland, and South Australia — where local government remains
the service provider. These networks are technically complex, highly regulated, and capital-intensive,
placing significant operational and governance demands on responsible councils.

12.2 Portfolio Characteristics

Water and wastewater infrastructure portfolios typically comprise:

« treatment plants,

* pump stations,

« storage assets (dams, reservoirs, tanks),
« extensive pipeline networks, and

« monitoring and control systems.

Key characteristics include:

* long linear pipe networks with limited redundancy;

« critical reliance on mechanical and electrical assets with shorter life cycles than pipe assets; and
« high service reliability expectations due to public health and environmental risks.

Unlike many other asset classes, water and wastewater systems operate as continuous service networks,
where failure can have immediate and serious consequences.

12.3 Investment Profile

Water and wastewater assets represent an estimated replacement cost of approximately $1086 billion,
accounting for around 14 per cent of the total local government infrastructure portfolio.

Key investment characteristics include:

» Annual depreciation of approximately $1.6 billion, reflecting steady consumption of service potential.

» Asset Consumption Ratios slightly below the national average, indicating ageing network components
in some jurisdictions.

« Significant renewal peaks anticipated for pipelines and treatment facilities constructed several
decades ago.

These assets are among the most capital-intensive managed by local government, with renewal costs
that can far exceed annual operating revenues for smaller councils.
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12.4 Planning Performance

Planning capability for water and wastewater assets is weaker than for most other major asset classes:

» Approximately 58 per cent of councils report having an adopted Asset Management Plan (AM Plan) for
water and wastewater assets.

» Adoption rates are lower in smaller and remote councils, where technical capacity and resourcing
constraints are more pronounced.

« Alignment between AM Plan forecasts and Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPSs) is inconsistent, limiting the
ability to demonstrate long-term affordability.

Given the regulated nature of water services, gaps in planning expose councils to heightened compliance,
service continuity, and financial sustainability risks.

12.5 Infrastructure Performance

12.5.1 Condition

Condition outcomes for water and wastewater assets indicate emerging risk:

« Approximately 11 per cent of asset value is reported in poor condition nationally.

» Condition performance has improved modestly since 2013 but remains weaker than for many other
asset classes.

» Ageing pipelines, pumps, and treatment components are the primary contributors to poor condition
outcomes.

Condition challenges are more acute in councils managing older systems with limited capacity to fund

large-scale renewal.

12.5.2 Function

Function assesses whether water and wastewater assets can deliver services that meet current regulatory,
operational, and community requirements.

Responding councils report:

« Approximately 5 per cent of assets in poor function.
 Functional deficits often driven by tightening water quality and environmental discharge standards.
 Older treatment plants and pump stations requiring upgrade or process modification to remain compliant.

Functional risks are closely linked to regulatory compliance and therefore carry amplified consequences
compared with many other asset classes.
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12.5.3 Capacity

Capacity performance reflects the ability of systems to meet demand under current and projected loading.

National findings indicate:

» Approximately 6 per cent of assets is assessed as having poor capacity.

» Capacity constraints arise from population growth, system loading, and increased peak demand
during extreme weather events.

» Smaller and remote councils face distinct challenges, where limited system redundancy magnifies
the impact of peak demand or asset failure.

Capacity pressures tend to emerge earlier in wastewater systems than in water supply systems due to
treatment and discharge constraints.
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12.6 Data Confidence
Data confidence for water and wastewater assets is mixed:
» Operational data is generally well developed due to regulatory reporting requirements.

» Asset condition data, particularly for underground pipelines, is less complete and often inferred.

» Confidence in function and capacity assessments varies depending on the availability of modelling and
monitoring systems.

Councils with experienced water utilities and dedicated technical resources report higher confidence than
those managing smaller or more isolated systems.

12.7 Key Insights

» Water and wastewater assets are among the most critical and capital-intensive managed by local government.
» Planning capability for this asset class is below average despite high regulatory exposure.

Condition, function, and capacity challenges persist and are more severe than in many other asset classes.

Renewal and upgrade demands are accelerating as systems age and regulatory standards increase.
» Financial sustainability remains a central risk for councils managing water services.
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12.8 Key Risks

« Ageing pipelines and treatment infrastructure approaching end of life.

* Increasing compliance requirements and regulatory cost pressures.

« Limited financial capacity to fund major renewals.

« Service disruption and public health risks from asset failure.

« Exposure to climate variability affecting supply reliability and treatment performance.

13. Airports & Aerodromes

13.1 Overview

Local governments manage a network of regional and remote airports and aerodromes that provide
essential connectivity for communities, industries, and government services. These facilities support
passenger travel, freight and logistics, emergency response, aeromedical services, disaster relief, and
access to remote regions.

Although airports and aerodromes account for a relatively small proportion of the total local government
infrastructure portfolio by value, they are high-risk, highly regulated, and operationally critical assets,
particularly in regional and remote Australia where alternative transport options are limited.

13.2 Portfolio Characteristics

Local government-owned airports and aerodromes vary widely in scale, usage, and complexity:

« Many facilities operate with low passenger volumes but high strategic importance, particularly for
medical evacuation, firefighting, and emergency response.

« A significant proportion of runways and airside pavements were constructed several decades ago, with
some assets now exceeding 50-70 years of age.

« Facilities commonly include a mix of airside (runways, taxiways, aprons) and landside assets (terminal
buildings, lighting, drainage, security infrastructure).

In many cases, councils manage these assets with limited commercial return, increasing reliance on
external funding to maintain compliance and safety standards.

13.3 Investment Profile

Airports and aerodromes represent an estimated replacement cost of approximately $4 billion, accounting
for around 1 per cent of the total local government infrastructure portfolio.

Key investment characteristics include:

« Annual depreciation reflecting moderate asset lives for pavements, lighting, and terminal facilities.

» Asset Consumption Ratios that are broadly consistent with national averages but highly variable
across councils.

- Significant renewal costs associated with runway pavements and airfield lighting systems.

Despite modest aggregate value, the unit cost of renewal and upgrade for airport assets is high relative to
the revenue these facilities generate.
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13.4 Planning Performance

Planning maturity for airports and aerodromes is among the lowest of all major asset classes:
« Approximately 45 per cent of responsible councils report having an adopted Asset Management Plan

(AM Plan) for airport assets.

« Adoption rates are lowest in rural and remote councils, where aviation assets often compete with more
extensive road and community infrastructure needs.

« Alignment of airport AM Plan forecasts with Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs) is inconsistent, limiting
visibility of long-term funding requirements.

Given the regulatory and safety-critical nature of airport infrastructure, gaps in planning expose councils to
heightened operational and compliance risks.

13.5 Infrastructure Performance

13.5.1 Condition
National condition performance for airports and aerodromes is mixed and deteriorating:

« Approximately 9 per cent of airport assets are reported in poor condition.

« Condition outcomes have declined since 2013, particularly for older regional runways and associated
pavements.

« Deterioration is most evident in councils with limited capacity to fund major pavement renewals.

While overall percentages appear modest, the consequences of poor condition at airport facilities are
disproportionately severe.

13.5.2 Function

Function performance presents the greatest challenge for this asset class.
Responding councils report:

« Approximately 4 per cent of airport assets in poor function, though this proportion has been increasing.

 Functional deficits are primarily driven by evolving aviation safety standards, aircraft characteristics,
and regulatory requirements.

« Older facilities often struggle to meet modern operational needs without significant upgrade or constraint.

Function decline increases the risk of service restrictions, loss of certification, or reduced usability for
critical services.

13.5.3 Capacity

Capacity relates to whether airport infrastructure can accommodate current and forecast operational demand.

Key findings include:
« Approximately 4 per cent of airport assets in poor capacity.

» Capacity pressures are influenced less by volume growth and more by aircraft type changes,
emergency service requirements, and regulatory safety margins.

* In regional and remote locations, limited redundancy magnifies the impact of even small capacity
constraints.

Capacity issues often emerge in combination with functional deficiencies, compounding operational risk.
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13.6 Data Confidence

Airports and aerodromes exhibit the lowest data confidence of all major asset classes:

» Condition data quality varies depending on inspection frequency and specialist input.

» Function and capacity assessments are often based on professional judgement rather than systematic data.

» Smaller councils report difficulty maintaining current, specialist-level asset information.

This lower confidence increases uncertainty in long-term planning and investment prioritisation.

13.7 Key Insights

 Airports and aerodromes are strategically critical but financially marginal assets.

» Planning maturity for this asset class is low.

« Performance trends, particularly for function, are deteriorating.

« Compliance and safety requirements significantly influence investment needs.

» Renewal of runway pavements represents a large and lumpy future liability.

13.8 Key Risks

» Ageing runway pavements approaching end of service life.
* Increasing regulatory and compliance costs.

 Limited own-source revenue to fund renewal and upgrades.

» Loss of essential connectivity due to asset failure or certification restrictions.
» High dependence on external grant funding.
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14. Footpaths & Cycleways

14.1 Overview

Footpaths and cycleways support accessibility, safety, active transport, and community health outcomes.
These networks play an increasingly important role in reducing vehicle dependency, supporting ageing
populations, and improving connectivity within urban and regional communities.

Although footpaths and cycleways represent a relatively small proportion of the total local government
infrastructure portfolio by value, they are high-exposure assets with direct implications for public safety,
accessibility compliance, and legal liability.

14.2 Portfolio Characteristics

Footpaths and cycleways typically comprise:

 pedestrian footpaths,

shared paths,

« dedicated cycling paths,

* bridges and crossings associated with active transport networks, and
 supporting assets such as lighting, signage, and surface treatments.

Key portfolio characteristics include:

 extensive linear networks distributed across urban, suburban, and regional areas;
+ abroad range of construction materials and standards reflecting historical development patterns; and
« growing network length driven by population growth, infill development, and active transport strategies.

Urban councils manage denser and more highly utilised networks, while rural councils often manage
fragmented and lower-usage paths but face higher per-kilometre maintenance costs.

14.3 Investment Profile

Footpaths and cycleways represent an estimated replacement cost of approximately $43 billion,
accounting for around 5 per cent of the total local government infrastructure portfolio.

Key investment characteristics include:

« Moderate annual depreciation rates, lower than those of buildings and recreation assets, reflecting
relatively simple construction and long service lives;

« Asset Consumption Ratios broadly consistent with national portfolio-weighted averages for similar
local-government network assets, indicating a broadly stable age profile at a national scale; and

* increasing capital investment in network expansion, infill connections, and accessibility upgrades.

Ongoing growth in this asset class reflects policy support for active transport, safety improvements,
and accessibility compliance.
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14.4 Planning Performance

Planning maturity for footpaths and cycleways is above average relative to several other non-transport
asset classes:

« Approximately 74 per cent of councils report having an adopted Asset Management Plan (AM Plan) for
footpaths and cycleways.

» Adoption rates are highest in urban councils, where network complexity and usage are greatest.
« Alignment between AM Plan forecasts and Long-Term Financial Plans (LTFPs) varies across councils.

Despite generally stronger planning coverage, lifecycle forecasting remains challenging due to incremental
network growth and diverse asset condition.

14.5 Infrastructure Performance

14.5.1 Condition
Nationally, footpaths and cycleways exhibit generally good condition performance:
« Approximately 9 per cent of asset value is assessed as being in poor condition.

» Condition performance has improved modestly since 2013.

« Urban councils report stronger condition outcomes, reflecting higher renewal and maintenance
investment.

 Localised deterioration often occurs due to tree root intrusion, ground movement, and surface wear.
Given the exposure of these assets to pedestrians and cyclists, even small areas of poor condition can

present disproportionate safety risk.

14.5.2 Function

Function assesses whether footpaths and cycleways are fit for purpose and meet user needs.
Responding councils report:

» Approximately 5 per cent of assets in poor function.

 Functional deficits commonly associated with missing links, non-compliant widths, gradients,
or outdated design standards.

» Function challenges are more prevalent where networks have expanded incrementally without
holistic planning.

Urban councils face increasing pressure to retrofit networks to meet accessibility and safety expectations.

14.5.3 Capacity

Capacity relates to whether networks are adequate for current and future demand.

National findings indicate:

» Approximately 6 per cent of footpath and cycleway assets are assessed as having poor capacity.
» Capacity pressures are most evident in high-growth urban areas and activity centres.

« Under-utilisation is more common in rural areas, reflecting dispersed settlement patterns.

Capacity performance is closely linked to network connectivity rather than individual asset condition.
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14.6 Data Confidence

Data confidence for footpaths and cycleways is moderate overall:

» Condition confidence is supported by regular inspections and public reporting systems.

» Function and capacity confidence is lower due to limited usage data and reliance on professional
judgement.

» Larger councils with dedicated active transport strategies report higher confidence levels.

Improved utilisation monitoring and service level definition would strengthen future planning.

14.7 Key Insights

» Footpaths and cycleways are high-visibility, high-risk assets despite relatively low capital value.
» National performance outcomes are generally positive.

» Demand for active transport infrastructure is increasing.

» Urban areas face capacity and connectivity pressures; rural areas face utilisation challenges.

* Incremental network expansion complicates lifecycle management.

14.8 Key Risks

» Safety and liability risks arising from localised deterioration, uneven surfaces, and trip hazards.

» Incomplete or fragmented networks limiting connectivity and reducing functional effectiveness for active
and assisted mobility users.

» Rising accessibility and safety compliance requirements, including standards for shared use, gradients,
crossings, and inclusive design.

» Growing demand pressures from new transport modes, such as e-bikes, mobility scooters, and other
micro-mobility devices, placing stress on assets not originally designed for these uses.

» Funding challenges associated with network expansion, retrofitting, and upgrading existing assets to meet
changing demand and regulatory expectations.

* Increasing community expectations for safe, continuous, and accessible active transport infrastructure,
particularly in urban and growth areas.
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Part 6 — Integrated Findings,
Implications & Recommendations

15. Findings

15.1 Purpose and Scope of Integrated Findings

This Part integrates evidence from:

« Part 3— National Infrastructure Insights,
« Part 4 — Investment, Planning & Performance, and
» Part 5 — Asset Class Summaries,

o identify cross-cutting national patterns, systemic risks, and emerging implications for local
government, governments, and funding policy.

Rather than restating individual indicators, this Part draws together the consistent signals observed across
asset classes, council types, and jurisdictions.

15.2 Infrastructure Is Improving Overall — but Unevenly

Across the national local government infrastructure portfolio, indicators point to modest but consistent
improvement in overall asset condition and age profile.

» National Asset Consumption Ratios have improved since 2013, indicating a reduction in average asset
age (Part 4).

« Condition performance has improved or stabilised across most major asset classes, including roads,
stormwater, buildings, parks, and footpaths (Part 5.1, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.8).

 Declining depreciation rates suggest assets are lasting longer than previously anticipated, especially for
long-life concrete assets such as bridges and stormwater networks (Part 4.2; Part 5.2, 5.5).
However, these improvements are not evenly distributed. Rural and remote councils continue to report:

« older infrastructure profiles,
* higher proportions of assets in poor condition, and
« slower improvement trajectories (Parts 4.1, 4.2; Part 5 across Roads, Bridges, Water & Wastewater).

Integrated finding:

» National indicators show progress, but structural disparities persist. Improvement at the
aggregate level masks ongoing vulnerability in specific asset classes and regions.
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15.3 Transport Assets Drive Both Strength and Risk

Transport infrastructure dominates the local government asset base and shapes national performance
outcomes.

* Roads account for the largest share of infrastructure value and show clear improvement in condition since
2013, particularly for sealed roads (Part 5.1).

* Unsealed roads, while improving, continue to exhibit poorer condition and higher renewal pressure in
rural councils (Part 5.1).

» Bridges, especially timber bridges, remain a national risk cluster, with:
- the highest proportions in poor condition, function, and capacity of any asset class (Part 5.2),
- despite long-term improvement trends.

Bridge performance demonstrates how ageing materials, higher freight loads, and deferred renewal
intersect to create high-consequence infrastructure risk.

Integrated finding:

 Investment in transport assets has improved network condition overall, but timber bridges and
unsealed roads remain systemic weak points, with implications for freight, safety, and regional
connectivity.

15.4 Function and Capacity Are Emerging Faster Than Condition Risks

Across multiple asset classes, function and capacity performance is deteriorating faster than
physical condition.

Unlike condition-driven maintenance and renewal, function and capacity deficits typically require upgrade or
expansion works.

Consistent patterns are evident in:

- Stormwater, where capacity constraints now exceed condition-based issues (Part 5.5),

+ Water & wastewater, where ageing systems struggle to meet growing demand and regulatory standards
(Part 5.8),

- Airports & aerodromes, where functional and capacity decline outpaces condition deterioration (Part 5.7).
These trends reflect:

 population growth and densification,
» changing service expectations,

« climate-driven demand stress, and

* regulatory escalation.

Integrated finding:
The dominant infrastructure risk is shifting from “assets breaking down” to “assets no longer being fit for
purpose’.

This has significant implications for funding policy, as function and capacity shortfalls typically require
upgrades or expansion, not just renewal.
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15.5 Planning Capability Is the Key Differentiator

Differences in infrastructure performance between councils align closely with differences in planning
maturity.

These outcomes reflect structural differences in asset extent, exposure, and revenue base, rather than
council effort or intent.

Evidence across Part 4 and Part 5 shows that:
- councils with current AM Plans and aligned LTFPs consistently report better condition, function, and

capacity outcomes;

» urban metropolitan and regional councils show stronger planning integration and higher data
confidence;

« rural and remote councils exhibit lower AM Plan adoption, weaker alignment, and poorer outcomes
across multiple asset classes.

This pattern is particularly evident in:

* Roads and bridges (Part 5.1, 5.2),
- Water & wastewater (Part 5.6),
« Airports and parks in smaller councils (Part 5.4, 5.7).

Integrated finding:

 Planning capability does not merely describe governance maturity — it materially influences
infrastructure outcomes.

15.6 Alignment Between Asset and Financial Planning Remains the
Weakest Link

Despite improvements in individual planning components:

* AM Plan adoption has plateaued at ~70% (Part 4),
« LTFP adoption has improved to nearly 90% (Part 4),

only around half of all councils nationally demonstrate full alignment between AM Plan forecasts
and LTFPs.

Asset classes with the lowest alignment tend to be:

« stormwater,

+ water & wastewater,

« airports and aerodromes,
 parks and recreation.

Without alignment:

« lifecycle costs are not fully funded,
« infrastructure risks are not transparently communicated, and
* long-term sustainability cannot be demonstrated.
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Integrated finding:

» The core systemic weakness in local government infrastructure remains the disconnect between
asset knowledge and financial decision-making.

15.7 Data Confidence Constrains Risk-Informed Decision-Making

Data confidence varies significantly across indicators:

« Condition data is generally the most reliable,
» Function and capacity rely more heavily on judgement and modelling (Part 6.4; Appendix G).

Asset classes with the lowest confidence include:

 stormwater,
» water & wastewater,
* airports & aerodromes.

Lower confidence reduces councils’ ability to:

+ anticipate emerging risks,
* justify investment timing,
« and make defensible trade-offs.

Integrated finding:

 Improving data confidence — particularly for function and capacity — is a prerequisite to more
effective national infrastructure stewardship.

16. Implications

16.1 Implications for Policy and Practice

Synthesising these findings points to several implications:

1. Funding frameworks must evolve
Condition-based renewal alone is insufficient; funding must address function and capacity upgrades,
particularly for stormwater, water, and transport networks.

2. Capability-based intervention is essential
Rural and remote councils require targeted planning, data, and asset management support — not just
capital grants.

3. Alignment should be the primary governance focus
Improving AM-LTFP integration offers the greatest leverage for improving sustainability outcomes.

4. Long-life assets conceal future risk
Stormwater and concrete bridges appear healthy today but face large, deferred upgrade liabilities.
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17. Recommendations

17.1 Recommendations for Sustaining Local Government Infrastructure

Based on the integrated findings of this report, the following recommendations are proposed to strengthen the
long-term sustainability, affordability, and performance of local government infrastructure across Australia.

Recommendation 1: Strengthen integration between asset and financial planning

Governments should require demonstrable alignment between Asset Management Plans and
Long-Term Financial Plans as a condition of infrastructure funding.

Despite high adoption rates of individual planning instruments, this report shows that only around half
of councils nationally achieve effective integration between asset lifecycle forecasts and long-term
financial capacity. Without this alignment, councils cannot transparently demonstrate the affordability
of service levels or manage infrastructure risk over time.

Strengthening integration would improve investment prioritisation, reduce lifecycle risk, and support
more sustainable infrastructure outcomes.

Recommendation 2: Evolve funding frameworks beyond condition-based renewal

Infrastructure funding frameworks should explicitly support function and capacity-driven upgrades
in addition to condition-based renewal.

The findings of this report demonstrate that, across multiple asset classes—including stormwater,
water and wastewater systems, and airports—function and capacity risks are now emerging more
rapidly than physical deterioration. These risks are driven by population growth, regulatory change,
and climate-related demand pressures and cannot be addressed through renewal-only funding
models.

Funding programs focused solely on asset condition will increasingly under-address the most
material infrastructure risks facing communities.

Recommendation 3: Treat asset management capability as infrastructure investment

Investment in asset management capability should be recognised as a core component of
infrastructure investment.

This report shows a strong relationship between asset management maturity and infrastructure
performance outcomes. Councils with current asset management plans, integrated financial
planning, and higher data confidence consistently report stronger condition, function, and capacity
outcomes.

Targeted investment in capability — including workforce skills, data systems, and governance maturity
— offers high leverage for improving infrastructure performance and value-for-money outcomes,
particularly in smaller councils.
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Recommendation 4: Provide targeted, place-based support for rural and remote councils

Infrastructure policy and funding approaches should recognise the structural challenges faced by
rural and remote councils and provide targeted, place-based support.

Rural and remote councils manage extensive and ageing infrastructure networks across small
populations and constrained revenue bases. The performance disparities identified in this report
reflect structural conditions rather than lack of effort or intent.

Addressing these challenges will require coordinated support spanning funding, planning capability,
and technical assistance, rather than uniform compliance or reporting requirements.

Recommendation 5: Embed the National State of the Assets as a core national reporting
framework

The National State of the Assets program should be formally recognised and supported as Australia’s
core framework for monitoring local government infrastructure sustainability.

With participation from 86 per cent of councils and over a decade of consistent data, the NSoA
provides a unigue, longitudinal evidence base for policy devaelopment and investment
decision-making. Ongoing support for the program will strengthen transparency, improve national
oversight, and enable more proactive management of long-term infrastructure risk.
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Appendix A — NSoA Data Collection Instrument
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Appendix B — Infrastructure Performance Rating System

Monitoring and reporting the performance of infrastructure assets enables local government to demonstrate
how effectively they are delivering agreed and affordable levels of service to their communities.
Infrastructure performance is typically assessed across three primary metrics:

» Condition (Quality) —Is the asset physically sound?
Evaluates the physical state of the asset and how well it delivers the intended service.

Function (Suitability) — Is it fit for purpose?

» Assesses whether the asset is suitable for its intended purpose.
 Capacity (Sufficiency) — Can it meet demand?

» Measures the asset’s ability to meet current and forecast demand.

Understanding performance in these areas is crucial for determining the remaining useful life of existing
assets and identifies where new or upgraded infrastructure is required to meet demand.

Condition
Condition is reported as the proportion of asset replacement cost in Good, Fair, or Poor across the asset portfolio.
Condition grading provides an indication of asset quality and where each asset sits within its life cycle. Data

is usually derived from inspection and testing programs, which inform assessments of remaining useful life
and can also help estimate year of acquisition.

While some organisations may use more detailed grading scales, for NSoA reporting these results are
translated to the core 1-5 condition scale (as per the IIMM) and then summarised into Good, Fair, or Poor
categories for consistent communication.

Table B1 Condition Grading

Approx. %
Condition Grading Description of Condition Useful Life
Remaining
1 Ver.y Good: free qf defects, only planned and/or routine ~95-100%
maintenance required
Good
2 Good: mlnqr defects, increasing maintenance required plus 75-95%
planned maintenance
Fair 3 Falr:. defects regumng regular and/or significant maintenance _50-75%
to reinstate service
4 Poor: significant defects, higher order cost intervention likely ~20-50%
Poor . ; Tt
5 Very Poor: physically unsound and/or beyond rehabilitation, 0-20%

immediate action required

Source: Based on IPWEA IIMM Sec 2.5.4

Function

Function is reported as the proportion of asset replacement cost in Good, Fair, or Poor function across
the portfolio.

Function grading indicates whether an asset is fit for its intended purpose — in other words, whether it is the right
asset to deliver the required service. Assessments are usually based on stakeholder input and compliance
checks, and they help identify future needs as service requirements or community expectations change.
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Table B2 Function Grading

Approx. %
Function Grading Description of Function Useful Life
Remaining
1 Vgry Good: meetg program/service delivery needs in a fully ~95-100%
efficient and effective manner
Good . _ .
2 Good: meets program/service delivery needs in an 75-95%
acceptable manner
Fair 3 Falr? meet‘s most program/serwce needs with some _50-75%
inefficiencies and ineffectiveness present
4 Poor: limited ability to meet program/service needs ~20-50%
Poor - oriti i
5 Very Poor: critically deficient, does not meet program/ 0-20%

service needs, neither efficient or effective

Source: Adapted from Cloake & Sui, 2002

Capacity
Capacity is reported as the proportion of asset replacement cost in Good, Fair, or Poor categories across
the portfolio.

Capacity grading indicates whether infrastructure is appropriately scaled for demand—nhighlighting assets
that are under-sized, over-sized, or well-matched to current and future needs. Assessments typically draw
on modelling and utilisation data and provide insights for asset planning, service delivery, and investment
decisions.

Table B3 Capacity Grading

Approx. %

Capacity Grading Description of Capacity Useful Life
Remaining

Very Good: Asset or network has ample capacity relative to

1 current and forecast demand; no operational constraints ~95-100%
Good experienced.

2 Good: .Capa}cny is generally sufficient; minor or occasional 75-95%

operational issues may occur.
Eair 3 Fair: Capacity |§ approachlng limits; moderate and more ~50-75%

frequent operational issues are experienced.
Poor: Capacity is either inadequate or excessive for the

4 current level of demand; significant operational impacts are ~20-50%

evident
Poor
Very Poor: Asset consistently operates beyond or well below

5 required capacity; major service disruptions or underuse; 0-20%
serious and ongoing operational problems experienced.

Source: Adapted from Cloake & Sui, 2002
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Appendix C — Australian Classification of Local Government
(ACLG)

The Australian Classification of Local Governments (ACLG) categorises councils into 22 groups based on
their socio-economic characteristics and relative capacity to deliver a range of services to their communities.

The classification system is applied in three steps. First, councils are classified as either urban or rural.
Urban councils are then further classified into four categories:

* capital city,

* metropolitan developed,
* regional town or city, or
* metropolitan fringe.

Rural councils are classified into three categories:

* significant growth,
 agricultural, or
* remote.

The final step for both urban and rural councils’ groups councils by population size, producing the full
ACLG classification.

For example:

« A medium-sized council in a rural agricultural area with a population of approximately 4,000 would be
classified as RAM (rural, agricultural, medium).

« A council of similar size in a remote area would be classified as RTM (rural, remote, medium).

« An urban metropolitan council with a population of up to 30,000 would be classified as UDS (urban,
developed, small).

The table below outlines the full structure of the ACLG classification system.
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Table C1 Australian Classification of Local Government (ACLG)

Step 1
URBAN (U)

Population more than
20,000

OR

if population less than
20,000

EITHER

population density more
than 30 persons per
square kilometre

OR

90 per cent or more of the
local governing body
population is urban.

RURAL (R)

A local governing body
with population less than
20,000

AND

population density less
than 30 persons per
square kilometre

AND

less than 90 per cent of
local governing body is
urban.

Step 2

CAPITALCITY (CC)

METROPOLITAN DEVELOPED (D)

Part of an urban centre of more than

1,000,000 or population density

more than 600 per square kilometre

REGIONAL TOWNS/CITY (R)

Part of an urban centre with

population less than 1,000,000 and

predominantly urban in nature

FRINGE (F)

A developing LGA on the margin of a

developed or regional urban centre

SIGNIFICANT GROWTH (SG)

Average annual population growth

more than 3 per cent, population
more than 5,000 and not remote

AGRICULTURAL (A)

REMOTE (T)

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS)
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Step 3

Not applicable

SMALL (S)

MEDIUM (M)

LARGE (L)

VERY LARGE (V)

SMALL (S)

MEDIUM (M)

LARGE (L)

VERY LARGE (V)

SMALL (S)

MEDIUM (M)

LARGE (L)

VERY LARGE (V)

Not applicable

SMALL (S)
MEDIUM (M)
LARGE (L)

VERY LARGE (V)
EXTRA SMALL (X)
SMALL (S)
MEDIUM (M)

LARGE (L)

Identifiers

up to 30,000

30,001to 70,000

70,001t0120,000

more than 120,000

up to 30,000

30,001to 70,000

70,001t0120,000

more than 120,000

up to 30,000

30,001to 70,000

70,001t0120,000

more than 120,000

upto 2,000

2,001t05,000
5,001t0 10,000
10,001 to0 20,000
up to 400

401t0 1,000
1,001to0 3,000

3,001t0 20,000

Category

ucc

ubsS

UDM

ubDL

ubv

URS

URM

URL

URV

UFS

UFM

UFL

UFV

RSG

RAS
RAM
RAL
RAV
RTX
RTS
RTM

RTL



ACLG Groupings Used in This Report

For analysis in this report, councils have been aggregated into four broad ACLG groupings, based on their
urban or rural classification, as follows:

Rural councils

» Agricultural: small, medium, large, and very large populations; and
* Remote: very small, small, medium, and large populations.

Urban councils

« Metropolitan: capital city, developed (suburban), and metropolitan fringe councils; and
* Regional: non-metropolitan councils with urban centres in regional areas.
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Appendix D — Survey Participation and Coverage

For the reporting period ending June 2025, 199 councils (37%) provided new or updated data to the
NSOA survey.

Six councils participated for the first time in this reporting cycle, bringing the total number of councils that
have participated since the commencement of the survey to 464, representing 86% of the 538 local
governments nationally.

Overall participation can be summarised as follows:

199 councils (37%) provided new or updated data.
» 265 councils (49%) elected to roll-over their previously submitted data; and
74 councils (14%) have not yet participated in the NSoA survey.

Figure D1 illustrates the number and proportion of councils that:

 provided new or updated data,
* rolled over existing data, and
« are yet to participate.

Figure D1 Number and proportion of councils responding to the survey

M New and updated data M Pre-existing data Yet to Participate

These results provide an indication of both the importance local government places on nationally consistent
infrastructure reporting and the capability of councils to participate in such reporting frameworks.

A list of councils that have responded to the NSoA survey is provided in Appendix E.

Response by Australian Classification of Local Government

Participation rates by Australian Classification of Local Government (ACLG) for the reporting period ending
June 2025 are summarised in Figure S2.
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Figure D2 Participation rate by ACLG

100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0%

Rural Agricultural Rural Remote Urban Metropolitan Urban Regional

Participation was highest among urban metropolitan councils (99%) and regional town and city councils
(100%). Participation rates were lower among councils serving smaller populations in rural areas, with 82%
for rural agricultural councils and 58% for rural remote councils.

Participation by State and Territory
Participation rates by state and territory for the reporting period ending June 2025 are shown in Figure D3.

Figure D3 Participation rate by state & territory

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
NSW NT QLD SA TAS vIC WA

mmm New and updated data = Pre-existing data

mmm Yet to Participate - National Average

New South Wales and Victoria recorded 100% participation. Tasmania (93%) and South Australia (90%)
also exceeded the national average participation rate of 86%. Participation rates in Queensland (73%), the
Northern Territory (72%), and Western Australia (72%) were below the national average.
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Appendix E — List of Participating Councils

COUNCILS PROVIDED NEW OR UPDATED DATA

Albury City Council

Alexandrina Council

Alpine Shire Council

Armidale Regional
Council

Ballina Shire Council

Bass Coast Shire
Council

Bathurst Regional
Council

Bega Valley Shire
Council

Blacktown City Council

Bland Shire Council

Brimbank City Council

Bulloo Shire Council

Burdekin Shire Council

Burke Shire Council

Burnie City Council

Byron Shire Council

Cairns Regional Council

Camden Council

Campbelltown City

Council (NSW)

Campbelltown City
Council (SA)

Canterbury Bankstown
Council

NSW

SA

VIC

NSW

NSW

VIC

NSW

NSW

NSW
NSW

VIC

QLD

QLD

QLD

TAS

NSW

QLD

NSW

NSW

SA

NSW

Clarence City Council

Clarence Valley Council

Coffs Harbour City
Council

Coomalie Community
Government Council

Coorong District Council

Cootamundra-Gundagai
Regional Council

Cowra Shire Council

Darebin City Council

Darwin City Council

Devonport City Council

District Council of Grant

District Council of
Mount Barker

Dorset Council

Douglas Shire Council

East Gippsland Shire
Council

Eurobodalla Shire
Council

Fairfield City Council

Fraser Coast Regional
Council

Gannawarra Shire
Council

Gladstone Regional
Council

Glenorchy City Council

TAS

NSW

NSW

NT

SA

NSW

NSW

VIC

NT
TAS

SA

SA

TAS

QLD

VIC

NSW

NSW

QLD

VIC

QLD

TAS

North Sydney Council

Northern Beaches
Council

Orange City Council

Parkes Shire Council

Penrith City Council

Pormpuraaw Aboriginal
Shire Council

Port Macquarie-Hastings
Council

Port Pirie Regional
Council

Port Stephens Council

Queanbeyan-Palerang
Regional Council

Redland City Council

Rockhampton Regional
Council

Rural City of Murray
Bridge

Shellharbour City
Council

Shire of Ashburton
Shire of Augusta-
Margaret River

Shire of Denmark
Shire of Donnybrook-
Balingup

Shire of Murray

Shire of Northampton

Shire of West Arthur
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COUNCILS PROVIDED NEW OR UPDATED DATA

Carpentaria Shire
Council

Cassowary Coast
Regional Council

Central Coast Council
(NSW)

Central Coast Council
(Tas)

Central Highlands
Regional Council
Cessnock City Council
Circular Head Council
City of Adelaide

City of Armadale

City of Ballarat
City of Bayswater

City of Belmont
City of Bunbury
City of Canada Bay
Council

City of Canning

City of Charles Sturt

City of Gold Coast

City of Gosnells
City of Greater Geelong

City of Joondalup

City of Kalamunda

City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder

QLD

QLD

NSW

TAS

QLD

NSW

TAS

SA

WA

VIC
WA

WA

WA

NSW

WA

SA

QLD

WA
VIC

WA

WA

WA

Golden Plains Shire
Council

Greater Hume Shire
Council

Gunnedah Shire Council

Hawkesbury City Council

Hobart City Council

Horsham Rural City
Council

Hume City Council

Indigo Shire Council

Inner West Council

Ipswich City Council
Kempsey Shire Council

Kingston City Council

Kyogle Council

Lachlan Shire Council

Lake Macquarie City
Council

Latrobe City Council

Liverpool City Council

Livingstone Shire Council
Logan City Council

Longreach Regional
Council

Macedon Ranges Shire
Council

Maitland City Council

VIC

NSW

NSW

NSW

TAS

VIC

VIC

VIC

NSW

QLD
NSW

VIC

NSW

NSW

NSW

VIC

NSW

QLD
QLD

QLD

VIC

NSW

Shire of York

Shoalhaven City Council

Singleton Council

Snowy Monaro Regional
Council

Somerset Regional
Council

Sorell Councill

South Burnett Regional
Council

South Gippsland Shire
Council

Southern Downs
Regional Council

Sunshine Coast Council
Surf Coast Shire Council

Swan Hill Rural City
Council

Tamworth Regional
Council

Tatiara District Council

The Barossa Council

The Hills Shire Council

Toowoomba Regional
Council

Town of Gawler
Town of Port Hedland

Town of Victoria Park

Townsville City Council

Tweed Shire Council
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COUNCILS PROVIDED NEW OR UPDATED DATA

City of Kwinana WA Manningham City VIC Upper Hunter Shire NSW
Council Council
City of Launceston TAS Mansfield Shire Council ~ VIC Uralla Shire Council NSW
City of Lithgow Council NSW  Maribyrnong City Council VIC Wagga Wagga City NSW
Council
City of Mandurah WA Maroondah City Council  VIC Waratah Wynyard TAS
Council
City of Marion SA Meander Valley Council ~ TAS Warren Shire Council NSW
City of Melville WA Melton City Council VIC Warrumbungle Shire NSW
Council
City of Newcastle NSW = Mid Western Regional NSW | Waverley Council NSW
Council
City of Norwood, SA MidCoast Council NSW | Weddin Shire Council NSW
Payneham & St Peters
City of Parramatta NSW  Mildura Rural City VIC Wellington Shire Council  VIC
Council
City of Perth WA Moonee Valley City VIC West Tamar Council TAS
Council
City of Playford SA Moorabool Shire Council VIC Whitehorse City Council ~ VIC
City of Port Adelaide SA Moreton Bay Regional QLD @ Whitsunday Regional QLD
Enfield Council Council
City of Port Lincoln SA Mornington Peninsula VIC Willoughby City Council ~ NSW
Council Shire Council
City of Rockingham WA Mount Alexander Shire VIC Wingecarribee Shire NSW
Council Council
City of Ryde NSW  Moyne Shire Council VIC Wodonga City Council VIC
City of South Perth WA Murray River Council NSW | Wollondilly Shire Council NSW
City of Stirling WA Murrumbidgee Council NSW | Wollongong City Council NSW
City of Swan WA Muswellbrook Shire NSW = Wyndham City Council VIC
Council
City of Sydney NSW  Nambucca Shire Council NSW  Yarra City Council VIC
City of Tea Tree Gully SA Naracoorte Lucindale SA Yarra Ranges Council VIC
Council
City of Unley SA Narrabri Shire Council NSW | Yarriambiack Shire VIC
Council
City of Victor Harbor SA Narrandera Shire Council NSW | Yass Valley Council NSW
City of Wanneroo WA Noosa Council QLD  Yorke Peninsula Council SA
City of Whittlesea VIC
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COUNCILS PREVIOUS DATA ROLLED-OVER

Adelaide Hills Council
Adelaide Plains Council

Alice Springs Town
Council

Ararat Rural City
Council

Balonne Shire Council
Balranald Shire Council
Banana Shire Council
Banyule City Council
Barkly Regional Council
Baw Baw Shire Council

Bayside City Council

Bayside Council

Bellingen Shire Council

Benalla Rural City
Council

Berrigan Shire Council

Blayney Shire Council

Blue Mountains City
Council

Bogan Shire Council

Bourke Shire Council
Break O’Day Council

Brewarrina Shire
Council

Brighton Council
Brisbane City Council
Broken Hill City Council

Buloke Shire Council

SA
SA

NT

VIC

QLD
NSW
QLD
VIC
NT
VIC

VIC

NSW

NSW

VIC

NSW

NSW

NSW

NSW

NSW
TAS

NSW

TAS
QLD
NSW

VIC

Edward River Council
Etheridge Shire Council

Federation Council

Flinders Ranges Council

Flinders Shire Council
Forbes Shire Council
Frankston City Council
George Town Council
Georges River Council
Gilgandra Shire Council

Glamorgan Spring Bay
Council

Glen Eira City Councill

Glen Innes Severn
Council

Glenelg Shire Council

Goondiwindi Regional
Council

Goulburn Mulwaree
Council

Greater Bendigo City
Council

Greater Shepparton City
Council

Griffith City Council
Gwydir Shire Council

Gympie Regional
Council

Hay Shire Council
Hepburn Shire Council
Hilltops Council

Hinchinbrook Shire
Council

NSW
QLD

NSW

SA

QLD
NSW
VIC
TAS
NSW
NSW

TAS

VIC

NSW

VIC

QLD

NSW

VIC

VIC

NSW
NSW

QLD

NSW
VIC
NSW

QLD

Shire of Bruce Rock
Shire of Capel

Shire of Cocos (Keeling)
Islands

Shire of Collie

Shire of Coolgardie
Shire of Coorow
Shire of Corrigin
Shire of Cranbrook
Shire of Cuballing
Shire of Cue

Shire of Dalwallinu

Shire of Dardanup

Shire of Dowerin

Shire of Dundas

Shire of Esperance

Shire of Exmouth

Shire of Gingin

Shire of Gnowangerup

Shire of Goomalling
Shire of Halls Creek

Shire of Harvey

Shire of Irwin
Shire of Kellerberrin
Shire of Kondinin

Shire of Kulin
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COUNCILS PREVIOUS DATA ROLLED-OVER

Bundaberg Regional
Council

Burwood Council

Cabonne Shire Council

Campaspe Shire
Council

Cardinia Shire Council

Carrathool Shire Council

Casey City Council

Central Darling Shire
Council

Central Desert Shire
Council

Central Goldfields Shire
Council

Central Highlands
Council

Charters Towers
Regional Council

Cherbourg Aboriginal
Shire Council

City of Albany

City of Boroondara

City of Burnside

City of Busselton

City of Cockburn

City of Fremantle

City of Greater
Dandenong

City of Greater
Geraldton

City of Holdfast Bay
City of Karratha

City of Melbourne

QLD

NSW

NSW
VIC

VIC
NSW
VIC
NSW

NT

VIC

TAS

QLD

QLD

WA
VIC

SA
WA

WA
WA

VIC

WA

SA

WA

VIC

Hindmarsh Shire
Council

Hobsons Bay City
Council

Hornsby Shire Council

Hunter’s Hill Council

Huon Valley Council
Inverell Shire Council
Isaac Regional Council

Junee Shire Council

Kangaroo Island Council

Katherine Town Council

Kentish Council
Kiama Municipal
Council

King Island Council

Kingborough Council

Kingston District Council

Knox City Council

Kowanyama Aboriginal
Shire Council

Ku-ring-gai Council

Lane Cove Municipal
Council

Latrobe Council

Leeton Shire Council

Light Regional Council
Lismore City Council

Litchfield Shire Council

VIC

VIC

NSW
NSW

TAS
NSW
QLD
NSW

SA

NT

TAS

NSW

TAS

TAS
SA

VIC
QLD

NSW
NSW

TAS

NSW

SA

NSW

Shire of Lake Grace

Shire of Laverton

Shire of Manjimup

Shire of Menzies

Shire of Mount Magnet
Shire of Mt Marshall
Shire of Mukinbudin

Shire of Mundaring

Shire of Murchison

Shire of Nannup

Shire of Narrogin

Shire of Ngaanyatjarraku

Shire of Nillumbik

Shire of Northam

Shire of Peppermint
Grove

Shire of Plantagenet

Shire of Ravensthorpe

Shire of Sandstone

Shire of Serpentine
Jarrahdale

Shire of Shark Bay

Shire of Strathbogie

Shire of Tammin
Shire of Three Springs

Shire of Toodyay
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COUNCILS PREVIOUS DATA ROLLED-OVER

City of Mitcham

City of Mount Gambier

City of Nedlands

City of Onkaparinga

City of Palmerston

City of Port Phillip

City of Prospect

City of Salisbury

City of Stonnington

City of Subiaco

City of Vincent

City of West Torrens

Cobar Shire Council

Colac-Otway Shire

Council

Cook Shire Council

Coolamon Shire Council

Coonamble Shire
Council

Corangamite Shire
Council

Croydon Shire Council

Cumberland City
Council

Derwent Valley Council

SA

SA

WA

SA
NT

VIC

SA

VIC

WA

WA

SA

NSW

VIC

QLD

NSW

NSW

VIC

QLD

NSW

TAS

Liverpool Plains Shire
Council

Lockhart Shire Council

Lockyer Valley Regional
Council

Loddon Shire Council

Mackay Regional
Council

Maranoa Regional
Council

Mareeba Shire Council

Merri-bek City Council

Mid Murray Council

Mitchell Shire Council

Moira Shire Council

Monash City Council

Moree Plains Shire
Council

Mornington Shire
Council

Mosman Municipal
Council

Mount Isa City Council

Murrindindi Shire
Council

Murweh Shire Council

Narromine Shire Council

Northern Grampians
Shire Council

Northern Midlands
Council

NSW

NSW

QLD

VIC
QLD

QLD

QLD

VIC

SA

VIC

VIC

VIC

NSW

QLD

NSW

QLD

VIC

QLD

NSW

VIC

TAS

Shire of Wagin

Shire of Williams

Shire of Wiluna

Shire of Wyalkatchem

Shire of Wyndham-East
Kimberley

Snowy Valleys Council

Southern Grampians
Shire Council

Southern Mallee District
Council

Southern Midlands
Council

Strathfield Municipal
Council

Sutherland Shire
Council

Tablelands Regional
Council

Tasman Council

Temora Shire Council

Tenterfield Shire Council

Torres Strait Island
Regional Council
Town of Bassendean

Town of Cambridge

Town of Claremont

Town of Cottesloe

Town of East Fremantle
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COUNCILS PREVIOUS DATA ROLLED-OVER

Diamantina Shire
Council

District Council of
Barunga West

District Council of
Ceduna

District Council of Cleve
District Council of
Coober Pedy

District Council of
Copper Coast

District Council of
Elliston

District Council of
Franklin Harbour

District Council of
Karoonda East Murray
District Council of Kimba
District Council of Lower
Eyre Peninsula

District Council of
Loxton Waikerie

District Council of Mount
Remarkable

District Council of
Streaky Bay

District Council of
Tumby Bay

District Council of
Yankalilla

Dubbo Regional Council
Dungog Shire Council

East Arnhem Shire
Council

QLD

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

NSW

NSW

NT

Oberon Council

Port Augusta City
Council

Pyrenees Shire Council

Queenscliffe Borough

Council

Quilpie Shire Council
Randwick City Council
Renmark Paringa
Council

Richmond Valley
Council

Roper Gulf Regionall
Council

Roxby Downs Council

Rural City of Wangaratta

Scenic Rim Regional
Council

Shire of Beverley

Shire of Boddington

Shire of Boyup Brook
Shire of Bridgetown-
Greenbushes

Shire of Broome

Shire of Broomehill
— Tambellup

NSW

SA

VIC

VIC

QLD

NSW

SA

NSW

NT

SA

VIC

QLD

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

Town of Walkerville

Towong Shire Council

Upper Lachlan Shire
Council

Wagait Shire Council

Wakefield Regional
Council

Walcha Council

Walgett Shire Council

Warrnambool City
Council

Wattle Range Council
Wentworth Shire

Council

West Arnhem Regional
Council

West Daly Regional
Council

West Wimmera Shire
Council

Western Downs
Regional Council
Whyalla City Council
Woollahra Municipal
Council

Wudinna District Council

Yarrabah Aboriginal
Shire Council
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COUNCILS NOT YET PARTICIPATED

Aurukun Shire Council

Barcaldine Regional
Council

Barcoo Shire Council
Belyuen Shire Council
Berri Barmera Council

Blackall-Tambo
Regional Council

Boulia Shire Council

Clare and Gilbert Valleys

Council

Cloncurry Shire Council
District Council of
Orroroo Carrieton
District Council of
Peterborough

District Council of Robe
Doomadgee Aboriginal
Shire Council

Flinders Council

Groote Archipelago
Regional Council

Hope Vale Aboriginal
Shire Council

Lockhart River
Aboriginal Shire Council

Macdonnell Regional
Council

Mapoon Aboriginal Shire

Council
McKinlay Shire Council

Napranum Aboriginal
Shire Council

QLD

QLD

QLD
NT

SA

QLD

QLD

SA

QLD

SA

QLD

TAS

QLD

QLD

NT

QLD

QLD

QLD

Paroo Shire Council

Regional Council of
Goyder

Richmond Shire Council
Shire of Brookton

Shire of Carnamah

Shire of Carnarvon

Shire of Chapman Valley

Shire of Chittering

Shire of Christmas
Island

Shire of Cunderdin

Shire of Dandaragan

Shire of Derby/West
Kimberley

Shire of Dumbleyung
Shire of East Pilbara

Shire of Jerramungup

Shire of Katanning

Shire of Kent

Shire of Kojonup

Shire of Koorda

Shire of Leonora

Shire of Meekatharra
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QLD

SA

QLD
WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

Shire of Narembeen
Shire of Nungarin

Shire of Perenjori
Shire of Pingelly

Shire of Quairading
Shire of Trayning

Shire of Upper
Gascoyne

Shire of Victoria Plains

Shire of Wandering

Shire of Waroona

Shire of Westonia

Shire of Wickepin

Shire of Wongan-Ballidu
Shire of Woodanilling

Shire of Yalgoo

Shire of Yilgarn

Tiwi Islands Shire
Council

Torres Shire Council

Town of Mosman Park

Victoria Daly Regional
Council

West Coast Council
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COUNCILS NOT YET PARTICIPATED

North Burnett Regionals QLD Shire of Merredin
Council

Northern Areas Council ~ SA Shire of Mingenew

Northern Peninsula Area

Regional Council QLD  Shire of Moora

Palm Island Aboriginal

Shire Council QLD Shire of Morawa

WA

WA

WA

WA

Winton Shire Council
Woorabinda Aboriginal
Shire Council

Wujal Wujal Aboriginal
Shire Council
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Appendix F — Detailed Indicator Tables

The National State of the Assets (NS0A) report provides an evidence base to support informed
decision-making by all levels of government regarding the future management of local government
infrastructure.

This evidence is presented through a performance indicator framework that reports on past and current
performance and supports interpretation of possible future trends across three key areas:

* Investment
» Planning
« Performance

A summary of the performance indicators is presented below.

Infrastructure Investment Indicators

The infrastructure investment indicators are summarised in Table F1.

Table F1 Infrastructure Investment Indicators

Indicator What it measures How is it measured? Desired Target
The level of service The percentage of carrying Notionally between
potential (‘as new’ amount over the ‘gross’ 40% and 80%.
condition) remaining in replacement cost.”

existing infrastructure.

What does it mean?
A high ratio indicates assets have greater service potential remaining.

Asset A low ratio indicates assets have less remaining service potential.
Consumption

Ratio An upward trend suggests service potential is increasing

(i.e. the average asset age is decreasing, and overall performance may be improving).

A downward trend suggests service potential is decreasing
(i.e. the average asset age is increasing, and overall performance may be declining).

Where local government is maintaining and renewing or replacing assets in
accordance with a well-prepared asset management plan, a low or declining Asset
Consumption Ratio should not be a cause for concern, provided the organisation is
operating sustainably.

The rate at which asset Annual depreciation expressed .
. . . Not applicable
service potential is being as a percentage of the .
. (asset-specific).
consumed. depreciable amount.

- i ?
Depreciation What does it mean?
Rate A high rate indicates assets are being consumed over a shorter period.

A low rate indicates assets are being consumed over a longer period.

An upward trend suggests assets are expected to have a shorter useful life.

A downward trend suggests assets are expected to last longer than previously anticipated.

7 Carrying amount = Gross replacement cost less accumulated obsolescence.
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Infrastructure Planning Indicators

The infrastructure planning indicators are summarised in Table F2.

Table F2 Infrastructure Planning Indicators

Indicator

Asset
Management Plan
Adoption

Long-Term
Financial Plan
Adoption

AM Plan and
Long-term
Financial Plan
Alignment

What it measures How is it measured? Desired Target
The level of asset Yes, 100% adopted
management planning No

capability. ’

Out of Date, or

Not Applicable®

What does it mean?

This indicator reflects the extent to which councils have up-to-date asset
management plans that communicate trade-offs between infrastructure
performance, cost, and risk within an agreed and affordable funding scenario.

The level of long-term Yes, 100% adopted
financial planning capability. NoO

Out of Date

What does it mean?

This indicator reflects the extent to which councils have a long-term plan
to generate, allocate, and manage financial resources to fund existing and future
services.

The degree to which asset Yes, 100% included
management plan forecasts No,

are incorporated into the
long-term financial plan. Out of Date, or

Not Applicable

What does it mean?

Where infrastructure performance, cost, and risk trade-offs identified in asset
management plans are incorporated into the LTFP, councils can demonstrate
with confidence the timing and resourcing required to deliver services that
communities value.

8 Not Applicable represents those asset classes council does not have responsibility or control over.
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Infrastructure Performance Indicators

The infrastructure performance indicators are summarised in Table F3.

Table F3 Infrastructure Performance Indicators

Indicator What it measures How is it measured? Desired Target
The quality of the service Proportion of asset Less than
being provided and the replacement cost in good, 10% in poor
physical state of the asset. fair, and poor condition condition subject
using the IIMM condition to risk profile.
Condition grading system.
What does it mean?
Condition provides insight into remaining useful life and assists in understanding
asset age and lifecycle position.
Whether the asset is fit for Proportion of asset Less than
its intended purpose. replacement cost in good, 10% in poor
fair, and poor function using  function, subject to
metrics adapted from risk profile.
Elnatien Cloake and Sui (2002).
What does it mean?
Function indicates whether assets are suitable for their current purpose and
whether upgrades may be required in response to changing needs.
The extent to which assets Proportion of asset Less than
are appropriately sized and replacement cost operating  10% in poor
utilised to meet demand. within targeted capacity capacity, subject
using metrics adapted from  torisk profile.
. Cloake and Sui (2002).
Capacity

What does it mean?

Capacity indicates whether more — or fewer — assets may be required in response
to demand growth or changes in service expectations.

For NSoA reporting purposes, all indicators are treated as network-level indicators. That is, they describe the
performance of local government infrastructure within each reporting classification, rather than the
performance of individual assets.

Reporting focuses on the proportion of assets in a poor to very poor state of condition, function, and
capacity, as this is where local government typically concentrates effort and investment to ensure services
remain fit for purpose. The underpinning grading framework for condition, function, and capacity is detailed
in Appendix B.
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Appendix G — Methodological Notes and Validation

Data validation approach

The National State of the Assets 2026 (NSoA26) dataset was subjected to a comprehensive validation
process to ensure it provides a credible, reliable, and nationally representative evidence base for reporting
on local government infrastructure condition, function, capacity, and valuation. While participation in the
survey was voluntary, the strong response rate across jurisdictions enabled robust validation prior to
analysis and reporting, supporting confidence in the national results presented in this report.

Validation was undertaken using a combination of automated input controls, logical consistency checks, and
post-submission review processes. These measures assessed data completeness, formatting, reasonable
value ranges, and internal alignment between valuation and performance inputs. Additional checks were
applied to identify and manage outliers, correct misclassified values, and address incomplete records.
Where appropriate, valuation inputs were cross-checked against publicly available audited financial
statements to confirm reasonableness.

To confirm suitability for national-level analysis, 95 per cent confidence interval testing was applied to key
indicators, including asset consumption ratios, depreciation rates, and proportions of assets in poor
condition, function, or capacity. Councils also provided self-assessed confidence ratings for performance
data, reflecting varying levels of asset data maturity across the sector. Taken together, the validation
framework and confidence assessments confirm that, while localised data limitations remain, the NSoA26
dataset is fit for purpose and supports the national insights, trend analysis, and conclusions presented in
this report.

Confidence interval explanation

Councils need to be confident that the data held within their information systems is materially accurate,
current, and reliable so it can be used to support effective, evidence-based decision-making.

Although participation in the NSoA survey is voluntary, councils were asked to indicate their level of
confidence in the infrastructure performance data provided, using the confidence metrics outlined in Table 1.

Table G1 Measures of data confidence

Confidence .
Description
Level
Data based on high quality evidence, such as sound and current records, procedures,
High investigations, and analysis. Information is complete and estimated to be accurate +

10%.

Data based on moderate quality evidence, procedures, investigations, and analysis
Medium which is incomplete or unsupported, or extrapolated from a limited sample. Up to 50%
estimated with accuracy within + 25%.

Data is based on expert judgement or low-quality evidence. May be estimated or

Low extrapolated. Accuracy + 40%.

Data reliability and integrity are critical to understanding the robustness of asset management and
financial plans, and to determining the level of contingency that may be required to achieve desired
performance outcomes.
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The NSoA report highlights that data confidence is closely linked to a council’s:

 organisational capacity to engage with external stakeholders;

+ asset management and financial planning, reporting knowledge, and capability;

« quality of information systems and predictive modelling tools;

« decision-support frameworks for identifying affordable service delivery options; and, ultimately,

* investment decisions relating to the acquisition of new assets and the operation, maintenance, renewal,
and upgrade of existing assets.

Limitations and assumptions

While the NS0A26 dataset provides a robust and nationally representative evidence base, several
limitations and assumptions should be noted when interpreting the results. The data used for this report is
self-reported by councils and reflects varying levels of asset management maturity, data system capability,
and resourcing across the sector. As a result, some indicators—particularly those relating to function and
capacity—rely partly on professional judgement rather than consistently applied quantitative measures.

The validation process addressed structural errors, logical inconsistencies, and statistically improbable
results; however, it does not remove all variability inherent in locally derived data. Differences in
interpretation of grading scales, inspection frequency, and valuation methodologies across jurisdictions may
influence results at the individual council or asset-category level. These variations do not materially affect
national-level findings but may limit the reliability of finer-grained comparisons, particularly where
participation is lower.

The report assumes that, in aggregate, councils have provided their best available and most current data
for the reporting period. It further assumes that asset valuation and depreciation inputs are consistent with
applied accounting standards at the time of reporting. These assumptions support trend analysis and
national extrapolation but should be considered when drawing conclusions for individual councils or small
sub-populations.

Treatment of missing or rolled-over data

Councils participating in the NSoA survey were given the option to either submit new or updated data or to
roll over previously submitted data where no material change had occurred. Rolled-over data was retained
where it remained internally consistent and aligned with validation requirements, enabling continuity in
longitudinal analysis while avoiding unnecessary reporting burden.

Where data was missing, incomplete, or failed validation checks, several approaches were applied
depending on the nature of the issue. Records that could not be corrected or reasonably validated were
excluded from the relevant indicator calculations. In limited circumstances—primarily for valuation data—
supplementary information was sourced from publicly available audited financial statements or jurisdictional
reporting schedules to improve dataset completeness. No imputation was applied to performance ratings
(condition, function, or capacity) where councils had not supplied those assessments.

As aresult, sample sizes vary across asset classes and indicators. All reported results reflect validated
samples only, and confidence interval testing was used to ensure that remaining datasets were sufficiently
robust for national-level reporting. This approach prioritises data integrity and transparency while
maintaining comparability across reporting periods.
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Appendix H — Glossary

Asset Class

A grouping of infrastructure assets that perform similar functions or have similar lifecycle characteristics (e.g.
Roads, Bridges, Stormwater, Buildings & Facilities).

Asset Consumption Ratio (ACR)

A high-level indicator of the average age of infrastructure assets, calculated as Carrying Amount + Gross
Replacement Cost. It represents the proportion of service potential remaining in an asset portfolio.

Asset Management (AM)

The coordinated set of activities, practices, and processes used to sustainably manage infrastructure assets
over their lifecycle to deliver agreed levels of service at an affordable cost.

Asset Management Plan (AM Plan)

A documented plan that describes the current state of an asset portfolio, required levels of service, risks,
lifecycle management strategies, and long-term financial implications.

Asset Management Policy

A formal statement outlining an organisation’s commitment, principles, and objectives for asset
management, typically endorsed by council.

Asset Management Strategy

A high-level document that sets out how the organisation will achieve its asset management policy
objectives, including responsibilities, priorities, and improvement actions.

Asset Register

A systematic record of infrastructure assets, typically including location, condition, value, age, and key
attributes used to support decision-making.

Australian Classification of Local Government (ACLG)

A nationally recognised framework for categorising councils based on geographic location, population size,
and service context, enabling meaningful comparison (e.g. Urban Metropolitan, Rural Remote).

Carrying Amount (CA)

The written-down value of an infrastructure asset reported in financial statements, calculated as
replacement cost less accumulated depreciation.

Capacity

A performance indicator that assesses whether infrastructure assets can meet current and forecast
demand, considering utilisation, congestion, and service constraints.

Condition

A performance indicator describing the physical state of infrastructure assets, typically assessed using
graded scales (e.g. Good/Fair/Poor).

Confidence Rating

A self-assessment provided by councils indicating the reliability of reported condition, function, or capacity
data (High, Medium, or Low).

Depreciable Amount (DA)

The portion of an asset’s replacement cost that is subject to depreciation, excluding non-depreciating
elements such as land or earthworks.
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Depreciation

The systematic allocation of an asset’s depreciable amount over its useful life, representing consumption of
service potential.

Depreciation Rate

An indicator of how quickly asset service potential is being consumed, calculated as Annual Depreciation +
Depreciable Amount.

Fit for Purpose

A qualitative assessment of whether an asset is suitable for its intended function, service role, or regulatory
requirements.

Function

A performance indicator assessing whether infrastructure assets provide the right service, considering
design standards, regulatory requirements, and user needs.

Gross Replacement Cost (GRC)

The estimated cost to replace an existing asset with a modern equivalent of the same service potential at
current prices.

Infrastructure Performance

A collective term referring to how well infrastructure assets meet physical, functional, and capacity
requirements.

Lifecycle Cost

The total cost of owning, operating, maintaining, renewing, and disposing of an asset over its useful life.

Lifecycle Management

The coordinated management of assets from planning and design through to renewal and disposal, aimed
at optimising cost, risk, and performance.

Local Government Infrastructure

Non-financial physical assets owned or managed by councils to deliver public services, including transport,
community facilities, utilities, and public spaces.

Long-Term Financial Plan (LTFP)

A strategic financial plan, typically covering at least 10 years, that projects revenues, expenditures, capital
works, and funding capacity.

National State of the Assets (NSoA)

A national reporting program coordinated by ALGA and IPWEA that assesses the condition, performance,
and management of local government infrastructure assets.

Operating Sustainability

The ability of a council to generate sufficient ongoing revenue to meet operating costs, including
depreciation, over the long term.

Renewal

Capital works that replace or rehabilitate existing assets to restore original service potential, distinct from
expansion or new assets.

Replacement Cost

The cost to replace infrastructure assets with modern equivalents, forming the basis for valuation and
performance assessment in the NSoA.
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Risk

The effect of uncertainty on service delivery objectives, including safety, financial, environmental, and
reputational impacts related to infrastructure assets.

Service Level

A defined description of the quality, quantity, and reliability of services provided by infrastructure assets,
often expressed in terms meaningful to users.

Sustainability

The capacity to maintain agreed levels of service over time without imposing undue financial burden on
future generations.

Useful Life

The estimated period over which an asset is expected to deliver service before requiring replacement or
major renewal.

Validation

The process of checking submitted data for completeness, logical consistency, statistical robustness, and
suitability for national-level reporting.

Whole-of-Life Perspective

An approach that considers planning, capital, operating, renewal, and disposal costs when making
infrastructure decisions.
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