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Why this study matters

Why it was needed What this study is based on
e No national dataset on council sustainability e [nput from 67 councils across seven states and
rebates territories

e Councils often design programs in isolation, e 3,587 paid claims across four council datasets

with inconsistent models, admin and e National survey, practitioner input, and program

evaluation approaches materials

e [Independently reviewed by BehaviourWorks
Australia

A shared evidence base councils can build from



Why rebates matter

What the evidence shows

e 80% said the rebate influenced their

decision
e 23% would not have acted without support
o A44% were first-time users where measured

e \Weak rebate-size link: r=-0.18 to +0.13

What this means for councils

Rebates shift behaviour, not just

transactions
They improve equity and access

They help normalise new technologies and

practices

Design and delivery matter as much as

rebate size

Design and delivery often matter more than increasing rebate value



What councils are doing today
Surveyed councils broadly reflect the national pattern

Rebate program status of respondents Programs are common across Australia

B Big 100 M Surveyed

Have never offered 80%
14.0%

Previously offered
6.0% 60%

40%

% of councils

Plan to introduce
17.0%

Offer at least one
63.0%

20%

0%

Offer program Do not offer program

* Already mainstream « uneven maturity  broad national alignment



What starts programs—and what stalls scale

Policy alignment

Community demand

Ran a successful rebate
program in the past

Keen to emulate success of
another council’s program

Other - Write In

Limited success of
on-rebate behaviour change

Political will PAZ

No budget for rebates
Insufficient impact to build a
business case

Insufficient or uncertain
community demand

No clear sustainability policy
alignment

Insufficient staff resources to
implement

Other - Write In

Insufficient data for evaluating
program success

Strong resistance to rebates
from management

Political will
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Why programs start

e Strategic alignment (waste, climate, equity)

e Clear community demand

Political and community support

What stalls scale

-

Insufficient data and evaluation - unclear
impact/business case

Limited staff capacity and manual processes

Funding gaps

Strong starts need strong systems to sustain
momentum



What good programs have in common
Six-pillar maturity framework

Purpose & strategic alighment Operations, systems & tech
Clear link to strategy and target Streamlined workflows and
behaviours verification

4 5

Data, KPIs & impact evaluation Governance, funding stability &
internal support

Consistent metrics for uptake,

equity and impact Ownership, stable funding, strong

business case

6

Program design & portfolio
coherence

Intentional products, eligibility and

rebate values

Scale, innovation & collaboration

Shared tools, emerging
opportunities, cross- and multi-

council models



Measure what matters—design delivery for scale

What better programs should track Delivery becomes the constraint
e |mpact outcomes (waste/emissions avoided), not * Core budgets carry most programs
just activity e Grants help start programs, not sustain them
* Ongoing use and behaviour change (continued e Admin effort is often uncosted or absorbed;
use, % influenced by rebate) verification and follow-up take significant staff
e Equity across household types time
e Cost-effectiveness, including admin effort * Manual processing becomes the bottleneck as

, , , volume grows
e Council spend : community spend (leverage ratio) 5

e Cost delivery explicitly, not just rebates

Good programs include delivery design, not just rebate design



Case study: City of Canning (WA)

Repair rebates with strong leverage and measurable impact

$1 = $4.05

$4.05 community investment for every $1 rebated

Investment and uptake Impact and influence
® 53,861 in rebates e 1,381 kgs waste avoided
® 515,265 in resident spending ® 2 176 kgs CO,e avoided
® 48 repair transactions completed e 54% acted because of the rebate
® High leverage ratio (4.05:1) ® Calculated using open-source impact factors

*Delivery platform: Rebately



Case study: City of Randwick (NSW)

Large-scale electrification and efficiency rebates with strong leverage

S1 = S13

$13 community investment for every $1 rebated

Investment and uptake Impact and influence
e 2,180 rebates delivered e 5 800t CO,e abated annually
e 51.17m council investment e $2.45m annual household saving
e 515.1m community investment e Direct, tangible emissions reduction at scale
leveraged

® Dashboard reporting supports internal

® Around $13 in community spend for visibility and budget conversations

every S1 rebated

*Delivery platform: Rebately



What to take away

High-leverage tools, not giveaways
Strong starts need strong systems to sustain momentum

Better KPIs make for a better business case

Good programs include delivery design, not just rebate design



