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Important notice  

This Final KPMG report was produced solely for the use and benefit of the Queensland 
Competition Authority, and cannot be relied on or distributed, in whole or in part, in any format by 
any other party. This report is dated 20 April 2020, and KPMG accepts no liability for, and has not 
undertaken work in respect of, any event subsequent to that date which may affect this report. If 
you are a party other than the Queensland Competition Authority, KPMG: 

• owes you no duty (whether in contract or in tort or under statute or otherwise) with respect to 
or in connection with the attached report or any part thereof; and 

• will have no liability to you for any loss or damage suffered or costs incurred by you or any 
other person arising out of or in connection with the provision to you of the attached report or 
any part thereof, however the loss or damage is caused, including, but not limited to, as a 
result of negligence. 

If you are a party other than the Queensland Competition Authority and you have not executed a 
formal letter of reliance with KPMG, if you choose to rely upon the attached report or any part 
thereof, you do so entirely at your own risk. 

Limitations 

The responsibility for determining the adequacy or otherwise of our Terms of Reference is that of 
the Queensland Competition Authority. 

The services provided under our engagement contract (‘Services’) have not been undertaken in 
accordance with any auditing, review or assurance standards. Any reference to ‘audit’ and 
‘review’, throughout this report, is not intended to convey that the Services have been conducted 
in accordance with any auditing, review or assurance standards. Further, as our scope of work 
does not constitute an audit or review in accordance with any auditing, review or assurance 
standards, our work will not necessarily disclose all matters that may be of interest to Queensland 
Competition Authority or reveal errors and irregularities, if any, in the underlying information. 

In preparing this final report, we have had access to information provided by Queensland 
Competition Authority, by the Gladstone Area Water Authority in response to information 
requests, and publicly available information. We have relied upon the truth, accuracy and 
completeness of any information provided or made available to us in connection with the Services 
without independently verifying it. 

Any findings or recommendations contained within this draft report are based upon our reasonable 
professional judgement based on the information that is available from the sources indicated. 
Should the project elements, external factors and assumptions change then the findings and 
recommendations contained in this report may no longer be appropriate. Accordingly, we do not 
confirm, underwrite or guarantee that the outcomes referred to in this report will be achieved. 

We do not make any statement as to whether any forecasts or projections will be achieved, or 
whether the assumptions and data underlying any such prospective financial information are 
accurate, complete or reasonable. We will not warrant or guarantee the achievement of any such 
forecasts or projections. There will usually be differences between forecast or projected and actual 
results, because events and circumstances frequently do not occur as expected or predicted, and 
those differences may be material. 
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Glossary 
 

AC Asbestos Cement DNRME Department of Natural Resources 
Mines and Energy 

AEMC Australian Energy Market 
Commission 

DWQMP Drinking Water Quality Management 
Plan 

AER Australian Energy Regulator DAE Deloitte Access Economics 

AFC Acceptable Flood Capacity DAEM Deloitte Access Economics 
Macroeconomic Model 

ALARP As Low As Reasonably Practicable DCWC Donald Cants Watts Corke 

ANCOLD Australian National Committee on 
Large Dams 

ERP Enterprise Resource Planning 

ANZSIC Australian and New Zealand 
Standard Industrial Classification 

ESC Essential Services Commission 

APMP Asset Portfolio Master Plan ESCOSA Essential Services Commission of 
South Australia 

AWOTE Average Weekly Ordinary Time 
Earnings 

FTEs Full Time Equivalents 

BST Base-Step-Trend GAWB Gladstone Area Water Board 

CAGR Compound Annual Growth Rate GRC Gladstone Regional Council 

CCF Community Consultative Forum GWTP Gladstone Water Treatment Plant 

CCI Council Cost Index ICT Information and Communication 
Technologies 

CMMS Computerised Maintenance 
Management System 

IDC Interest During Construction 

CFD computational fluid dynamics IPART Independent Pricing and Regulatory 
Tribunal 

CPI Consumer Price Index ISO International Organisation for 
Standardisation 

CSS Contingent Supply Strategy ISR Industrial Special Risk 

  LCMPs Life Cycle Management Plans 
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LGAQ Local Government Association of 
Queensland 

PREMO Performance, Risk, Engagement, 
Management and Outcomes 

LRV log reduction value QAO Queensland Audit Office 

LGC Large-scale generation certificates QCA Queensland Competition Authority 

LRET Large-scale Renewable Energy 
Target 

R2a Risk & Reliability Associates 

M millions RAB Regulated Asset Base 

MCA Multi Criteria Analysis RBA Reserve Bank of Australia 

ML Megalitre ROL Resource Operations Licence 

MV Medium Voltage RTP Request to procure 

NHMRC National Health and Medical 
Research Council 

SCADA Supervisory Control and Data 
Acquisition 

NLA Net Lettable Area VFDs Variable Frequency Drives 

NPV Net Present Value WPI Wage Price Index 

OAMF Office Accommodation 
Management Framework 

WTP Water Treatment Plant 

OEM Original equipment manufacturer WSAA Water Services Association of 
Australia 

p.a. Per Annum YWTP Yarwun Water Treatment Plant 

PIR Post Implementation Reports   

PM Preventative maintenance   

PMF Project Management Framework   

PPI Producer Price Index   
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1 Executive summary 

1.1 Introduction 
Established in 1973, Gladstone Area Water Board (GAWB) is a commercialised statutory authority 
owned by the Queensland Government. GAWB owns and operates Awoonga Dam on the Boyne River 
together with a network of pipelines, pump stations, reservoirs and treatment plants. It provides bulk 
raw and potable water to industrial customers, power stations and the Gladstone Regional Council 
(GRC). 

On 1 October 2000 GAWB commenced operations as a Category 1 commercialised Water Authority 
under the Water Act 2000. As from the 1st July 2008, GAWB became a registered service provider 
under the Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act 2008. 

GAWB's purpose is to ensure that the long and short term water needs of current and future customers 
are met in ways that are environmentally, socially and commercially sustainable. 

Figure 1: GAWB’s major assets 

  
Source: GAWB’s submission 2021-25 Period 
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GAWB supplies potable water to the GRC and 33 domestic connections located around Lake Awoonga. 
This represents approximately 20 per cent of annual water supplied. The remaining 80 per cent of 
water volume is supplied to industrial customers. 

The Queensland Competition Authority (QCA) are investigating the prices that GAWB is planning to 
charge for the period 2020–25, under direction from the Queensland Government. In particular, the 
QCA is assessing whether the total cost of the bulk water services proposed by GAWB will be prudent 
and efficient.  

To support its investigation, the QCA has engaged KPMG and ARUP (henceforth referred to as KPMG) 
to independently assess the prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s forecast operating and capital 
expenditure (opex and capex respectively) associated with its bulk water supply activities and the 
appropriateness of GAWB’s proposed rates for escalating current costs into the future. Specifically, in 
accordance with our Terms of Reference and at the request of the QCA, KPMG evaluated: 

• GAWB’s forecast opex and capex over the period 1 July 2020 to 30 June 2025; 

• GAWB’s actual capex (to the extent available) over the period 1 July 2015 to 30 June 2020;  

• GAWB’s capital planning and governance arrangements; and  

• Escalation rates used to forecast the trend in cost categories over the next period proposed by 
GAWB. 

An assessment of the historical and forecast expenditure levels represents a critical component in any 
investigation of water prices.  

To do this, and consistent with the QCA’s Terms of Reference, we have assessed the prudency and 
efficiency of GAWB’s expenditure forecasts. To do this, we have adopted the following definitions: 

• Prudent, if it can be justified by reference to an identified need or cost driver; and 

• Efficient, if it is the least cost to deliver on an appropriately defined scope and standard of works 
and minimises GAWB’s long‐term costs of providing services. 

Where KPMG has assessed expenditure as not prudent or inefficient, we have either identified 
appropriate adjustments to the proposed expenditure profile provided by GAWB to better align with 
that of a prudent and efficient service provider, or we have completely excluded the expenditure from 
the forecast.  

We have also identified a number of suggested improvements where potential further efficiencies and 
improvements in approaches could be achieved or which could help GAWB and the QCA to 
transparently consider the efficiency and prudency of the business in future years.  

KPMG provided our draft recommendations on these matters to the QCA in February 2020. Our advice 
informed the QCA’s Draft Report for the 2020-2025 price monitoring review that was provided to the 
Treasurer in late February 2020.  

On 27 March 2020, GAWB submitted its response to the QCA’s Draft Report. The QCA requested 
KPMG to reconsider its findings in lieu of this submission, and further information provided by GAWB 
to the date 10 April 2020. This report has been updated to now include KPMG’s revised 
recommendations arising from the evaluation of GAWB’s response.  KPMG also has had regard to 
stakeholders’ submissions to the QCA Draft Report.   

KPMG has not sought to update all expenditure assessments of its draft report and instead focused 
solely on those areas where GAWB questioned the draft recommendations and provided additional 
information warranting further consideration or where the QCA has sought further advice from GAWB.  
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These areas reviewed for this final report include: 

1) Capex 
a. Boat Creek pumping expansion 
b. Awoonga Dam Spillway Upgrades 
c. Calliope River Bridge Pipeline Replacement 

 
2) Opex  

a. Maintenance - linkages between Life Cycle Management Plans (LCMP) funding models 
and maintenance cost forecasts 

b. Operations costs - forecast fleet lease payments 
c. Professional services 
d. Information systems 
e. Insurance 
f. Electricity costs 
g. Controllable vs non-controllable costs 

 
3) Updates to the recommended cost escalators for latest available information. 

Further, to maintain the integrity of our original findings, we have not sought to adjust the language in 
the original assessment sections.  Instead we have provided an additional section setting out our 
further assessment responding to the new information provided by GAWB. 

1.2 Our approach 
To support the QCA with its investigation, KPMG has approached this task by focusing on three 
separate, though interrelated, steps as shown in Figure 2, below.  

As Step 1, KPMG reviewed GAWB’s governance arrangements and planning frameworks for 
consistency with good industry practices, providing for appropriate controls (e.g. oversight and 
investment project approval) and the mitigation of potential risks. This provided the context for KPMG 
to review the prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s historical and forecast capital expenditure (Step 2) 
and operating expenditure (Step 3).  

Figure 2: KPMG assessment approach 

 

 

In completing each step, KPMG has:  

1 Reviewed governance and planning frameworks: Completed a desktop review of GAWB’s 
supporting policies and procedures detailing its overarching governance and planning frameworks. 

Step1: Review of 
governance and 

planning 
frameworks

Step 3: Review of 
operating 

expenditure

Step 2: Review of 
capital expenditure
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KPMG then tested the application of GAWB’s supporting governance and planning frameworks in 
the development of its capex and opex proposals to the QCA. 

2 Reviewed capital expenditure: Completed a review of GAWB’s historical and forecast capex in 
three stages, first at a portfolio level, second at a sample project level, and the third stage was to 
identify any systemic issues, based on the project reviews.  

At a project level, KPMG has completed detailed reviews of three historical and seven proposed 
major projects ranging in size from $4 million to $61 million. These projects are driven by growth, 
compliance, renewals and service improvements or a combination of these factors.  

3 Reviewed operating expenditure: Evaluated the prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s forecast 
operating expenditure to address the QCA’s scope. For similar expenditure reviews, KPMG 
employed a base-step-trend approach. This approach establishes an efficient base year, rolls 
forward the efficient base operating expenditure to take into account scale growth, input price 
growth and efficiency improvements in addition to any adjustments for material step changes to 
costs.  

The data and information provided by GAWB was not in a suitable format or sufficiently granular 
for KPMG to apply this approach. Therefore, we adapted our approach to address the QCA’s scope. 
There are three key steps to our assessment of GAWB’s operating expenditure: 

• Review of the previous expenditure review;  

• Assessment of historical and forecast expenditure and forecasting method; and  

• Further investigation of particular cost categories.  

1.3 Our findings and recommendations  
This section sets our final recommendations based on our assessment of all the information provided 
by GAWB during the progress of QCA pricing review.  For completeness, we have repeated our 
assessment and draft recommendations as presented in the draft report and then added a new section 
containing further assessment plus any amended recommendations where relevant.   

For the first two section below on our review of GAWB governance and planning frameworks we have 
not added to our draft report findings.   

1.3.1 Asset management and capital planning 

GAWB is an asset intensive organisation which means its objectives include coordinating activities to 
realise customer value from its asset base. A number of key asset management artefacts were tested 
against leading practice frameworks to assess the appropriateness of GAWB’s asset management and 
capital planning approach.  

To properly assess the asset management and capital planning processes of this type of organisation, 
we have utilised the International Standard ISO55001 which requires a management system approach 
to asset management. Where business functions are not sufficiently covered by ISO55001, associated 
and referenced documents have been used, such as the Global Forum on Maintenance and Asset 
Management’s Landscape that covers the globally agreed 39 subjects of asset management.  
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GAWB has demonstrated a commitment to continuous improvement of its asset management system 
and alignment with leading practice frameworks, which is evident in its successful certification against 
ISO55001 and implementation of a number of asset management improvement initiatives.  

The following details our overarching findings: 

• GAWB’s Asset Management Strategy references GAWB’s asset management objectives and 
defines minimum supply standards. To ensure alignment between the organisation’s strategic 
objectives and decision-making criteria, GAWB should consider demonstrating how the minimum 
supply standards support the organisation to achieve its asset management objectives.  

• GAWB has developed an Asset Management Improvement Plan (Plan). A number of improvement 
initiatives identified in interviews with GAWB staff were not detailed in this Plan. These included 
ongoing work on criticality to cascade it to an asset level (it is currently defined at an asset class 
level).  

• GAWB’s Plan identifies data quality as a limitation to GAWB’s asset management decision making 
capability − due to the poor quality and availability of historical data prior to 2009 when some asset 
management functions were outsourced. Interviews with GAWB employees identified an 
opportunity to implement a continuous improvement approach to managing data quality to improve 
asset management decision-making processes. GAWB should consider developing an asset 
information strategy, or updating the asset management strategy, to detail data quality 
requirements, current state deficiencies and a roadmap for how the organisation will meet these 
requirements.  

Life Cycle Management Plans (LCMPs) are a critical component of GAWB’s asset management 
system. LCMPs have been developed for individual asset classes and provide a basis for opex and 
capex forecasting at an asset class level. For LCMPs, it is observed that: 

• It is not clear how levels of service detailed in the LCMPs relate to asset management objectives 
and customer service delivery outcomes. GAWB should consider updating the plans to detail 
alignment between levels of service and asset management objectives so that the drivers for 
expenditure are more clearly aligned. 

• It is not clear how life limiting factors detailed in the LCMPs have been identified and relate to the 
application of asset intervention models or customer service delivery outcomes. GAWB should 
consider updating the plans to detail how life limiting decision-making criteria are systematically 
identified and support the achievement of asset management objectives. This helps to make more 
transparent the approach to evaluating between expenditure to maintain the asset versus 
expenditure to replace the asset.   

• LCMPs are typically reviewed in a workshop with representatives from relevant business units. 
Information provided by GAWB indicated that, during these workshops, asset health and 
performance was considered in the review. GAWB should consider updating the LCMP review 
process detailed in the Plan to include consideration of asset performance and health on a 
consistent basis. 

• GAWB should consider consolidating the number of LCMPs that they manage in order to 
streamline the review and forecasting process.  

GAWB has implemented a risk-based capital planning process that is dependent on a gateway 
approach. GAWB has adopted a people-based approach to prioritisation of investment options to 
develop an approved capital plan, with prioritisation and finalisation of the capital plan (GAWB’s Major 
Capital Projects Work List) occurring in periodic review workshops. It is observed that, to improve 
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transparency and repeatability in the process for prioritisation and finalisation of the capital plan, GAWB 
should consider documenting decision-making criteria, for example the development of a quantified 
cost benefit analysis methodology aligned with GAWB’s strategic objectives and its Asset 
Management Improvement Plan. 

1.3.2 Corporate governance and procurement 

KPMG’s review of GAWB’s procurement and governance process indicated a robust, end-to-end 
process supported by guidelines and templates. This is consistent with best industry practice and 
provides a level of confidence in the underlying processes supporting the expenditure forecasts. The 
procurement practices demonstrate a commitment to supporting the Queensland economy and 
providing local jobs. Alignment was evident between procurement strategies and business templates 
demonstrating how strategic principles are embedded in day-to-day procurement decisions. Overall, 
GAWB’s procurement process reflects a high standard and provides a strong foundation to the 
efficiency of the forecasts. 

Two suggested areas of improvement were identified in our review: 

1. To improve process transparency, GAWB should consider reviewing specific key artefacts to 
ensure that mandatory requirements are clearly defined.  

2. It is observed that the Project Review Committee serves a significant asset management function 
but is not currently included in the Asset Management Strategy Map. GAWB should consider 
updating the Asset Management Strategy Map to include the monthly Project Review Committee 
meeting as a decision-making forum. 

During this review, KPMG uncovered the issues summarised below that, when addressed, would 
improve the prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s capital forecasting (see section 1.3.6).  

Project estimating tool 

GAWB has provided base project estimating tool models for monthly and weekly project projections, 
which are comprehensive and based on standard internal costs with standard escalation factors, and 
allow provision of quoted material and service costs and timing. KPMG has not sighted the use of these 
spreadsheet tools in the historical projects reviewed, suggesting these tools (developed in November 
2017) which link to the Project Management Framework (which was initially published in September 
2016) have yet to fully be implemented.  

There is an inadequate application of the capital planning and governance framework evidenced by the 
divergence of the actual capex outcomes from the forecast capex available for review in the lead up to 
the QCA’s decisions for the 2015-2020 regulatory period. KPMG recommends that these new 
frameworks be fully and practically implemented, if this has not already occurred, to reduce the 
variance between the approved capex at the gateway to proceed to the implementation phase and the 
actual outcomes at commissioning. 

Capital planning and governance 

GAWB needs to more rigorously implement its capital governance framework in order to demonstrate 
in the next price monitoring investigation, that is has been able to keep actual capex within the accuracy 
and escalation factors envisioned in its capex framework. While KPMG’s review has seen better 
documentation on the forecast projects being proposed by GAWB, additional proof of compliance will 
need to be available towards the end of the next regulatory period. 
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1.3.3 Capital expenditure – KPMG draft assessment 

KPMG’s analytical approach of GAWB’s historical and forecast capex was undertaken in three stages: 
first at a portfolio level, second at a project level and the third stage was to identify systemic issues 
based on the project reviews. At a project level, KPMG has completed detailed reviews of three 
historical and seven proposed major projects ranging in size from $4 million to $61 million. These 
projects are driven by growth, compliance, renewals and service improvements or a combination of 
these factors.  

Furthermore, we have also sought to assess, at a program-wide level, whether there are any systemic 
issues with regard to how GAWB has completed its capital forecasting. These systemic issues are 
determined by assessing whether GAWB has appropriately implemented its capital planning and asset 
management framework for the selection of projects reviewed, and whether there are any consistent 
shortfalls in meeting the expectations for prudency and efficiency. Where there is a shortfall, we have 
sought to make an adjustment to the remaining program of works. 

When assessing the prudency and efficiency of individual projects, we have applied the following 
review process to those projects with significant forecast expenditure in the next regulatory period: 

• For historical projects which the QCA has previously accepted as prudent for the 2015-20 regulatory 
period, the focus is on the efficiency of delivery, unless the project scope has expanded significantly 
from that subject to the prior review where additional consideration might be warranted. 

• If a project is not demonstrated to be prudent, then: 

- For projects delivered during the current regulatory period (2015-20) but not previously subject 
to a prudency review, these projects should not be rolled into the Regulated Asset Base (RAB); 
and 

- For projects proposed to be delivered during the next regulatory period (2020-25), these 
projects be excluded from the capital program used to set the RAB. 

• Where a project is at an early stage in the investment governance process (that is, within Gates 0-2 
of the Project Management Framework (PMF)) and, while considered to be prudent: 

- There is insufficient supporting information to clearly demonstrate the efficiency of the project, 
we have recommended exclusion of that project from the proposed capital program; and 

- There is sufficient information to demonstrate the efficiency of the project, however that 
information could be improved, we have adjusted the forecast to one that better reflects the 
efficient costs of the project/program, given the current level of information provided. 

• Where a project is determined to be both prudent and efficient (i.e. the supporting documentation 
demonstrates the scope, standard and cost of works), it is appropriate that this expenditure be 
considered in determining pricing for the regulatory period (2020-25). 

KPMG has reviewed the documents provided on three historical projects which have been completed 
in the current 2015-20 regulatory period, and seven forecast projects which are projected to be 
commissioned in the next 2020-25 regulatory period. The following comments summarise KPMG’s 
recommendations following the review of this documentation against the capex planning and cost 
estimation frameworks which GAWB has adopted. 

Historical capex (2015-20) 

To assess the prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s historical capex, KPMG: 
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• Compared actual expenditure against the budget set during the 2015-20 price monitoring 
investigation, in particular for major projects and by driver; 

• Completed a review of three capex projects that were delivered, where there were material 
variations in scope or cost; and 

• Recommended adjustments (where appropriate) to those projects, to reflect our assessment for 
prudency and efficiency. 

KPMG has not updated its analysis of GAWB historical expenditure since our draft report. 

Analysis of historical expenditure 

GAWB expects to capitalise $122.48 million of projects over the current regulatory period, 
$20.95 million more (or 21 per cent) than that which was accepted as prudent and efficient for the 
2015-20 regulatory period by the QCA. 

Analysis of GAWB’s largest 10 capital projects demonstrated a material average overspend of capital 
against the budget set. The average overspend is 38 per cent across all 10 projects. Of the 10 projects 
assessed, six exhibited overspends, with an average overspend of 70 per cent. 

Further investigation of all projects delivered identified that: 

• GAWB forecast to complete 206 unique projects1 with a value of $105.8 million, during the five 
years 2014-19; 

• Of these projects, 122 have been completed; 

• Of these 122 projects, KPMG was provided with data that allowed comparison of forecast and 
actual expenditure for 79 projects delivered between 1 July 2014 and 30 June 20192. Given our 
assessment that both the Offline Storage and Repump project and the Awoonga Dam VFD 
Replacement project were prudent and efficient (see Table 1), we have removed these from the 
sample of 79 projects (so as not to skew the analysis). Of the remaining 77 projects: 

- While they were forecast to cost $54.85 million, they were delivered for $66.69 million (see 
Figure 3); 

- The total variance was an average 22 per cent overspend; 

• 22 projects were cancelled at a saving of $0.94 million; and 

• 23 projects were deferred/postponed, at a saving of $5.65 million; 

- Of the 23 postponed, 10 have been included within the 2020-25 capital forecast at a value of 
$1.47 million. 

                                                
1 This is the number of unique project numbers assigned in the sheet “Actual capex 2015-19” in RFI 33-34 
Actual Capex 2015-19. This excludes $11.8 million of replacement capex of existing assets, which does not have 
an assigned project number. 
2 Within GAWB’s response to RFI33-34, it provided the forecast allowance for the 2015-20 period and actual 
capex for the 2014-19 period.  
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Figure 3: Forecast vs actual expenditure of the 77 projects between 2014-2019 

 

A 22 per cent average overspend for the 77 projects that could be compared with their forecast is 
material, noting these project budgets all included a contingency reflective of the stage they were at 
in the planning process. Based on the analysis of major projects and all projects delivered (2014-19), 
there may be a systemic issue with the delivery of capital projects that requires further investigation. 
It is important to have some transparency and understanding on the potential drivers of such 
overspend, such as poor forecasting, higher than expected input costs, planning and design errors or 
a combination of these.  

On this basis, KPMG recommends that GAWB provide the QCA with further information to validate 
these variations. Where GAWB cannot justify these variations being outside of its control, the QCA 
may seek to adjust the capital expenditure that can be rolled into the RAB at the start of the 2020 
regulatory period to reflect the material overspend.  

As a minimum, we advise that GAWB should try to maintain more careful documentation of capital 
delivery against budget, such that it can demonstrate the efficiency of its spend. There needs to be a 
strong link between estimates agreed during project planning and cost of delivery (noting variations 
that account for escalation, growth, contingency and a standard +/-10 per cent for accuracy) and a 
framework for evaluating the reasons for any material derivations.  

Analysis of expenditure by driver identified that GAWB has significantly underspent on its originally 
planned replacement capex, while at the same time overspending on projects with regulatory and 
capacity cost drivers. This suggests replacement capex projects are able to be deferred in response to 
reallocating capital funds to high risk projects which emerge as a higher concern during a regulatory 
period.  

On its own, this suggests capital planning efficiency, and a good outcome. However, it raises concerns 
that, in order to lower the overall average replacement capex in the future, more effort may need to be 
applied to the asset management elements of GAWB’s capex planning, and in particular: 

• A focus on asset condition monitoring; 

• A better understanding of failure modes and frequency; and 

• A more accurate estimate of replacement timing 

40 projects
overspent total
by 35%

18 projects 
within budget

19 projects 
underspent by 
total of 23%
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KPMG notes the ‘stringy’ and limited ‘meshed’ nature of the GAWB pipeline and reservoir assets and 
the difficulty of allowing a run-to-failure asset management strategy, which would likely increase 
outages to its large industrial customer base, underlying the need for replacement to occur in a timely 
manner.  

Sample project review 

Of the three historical forecast projects reviewed, GAWB demonstrated the prudency and efficiency 
of two projects (Offline storage and repump station and Awoonga Dam VFD replacement). 

The other remaining project (Accommodation project), was considered prudent and partially efficient, 
 

 

Our proposed adjustments are detailed in Table 1. 

Table 1: KPMG proposed adjustments to GAWB’s historical capex ($ million, nominal) 

Project Prudency Efficiency 
GAWB actual 

capex (inc IDC) 
KPMG proposed 
capex (inc IDC) 

Adjustment to 
capex 

1. Offline storage 
and repump station YES YES 38.04 38.04 - 

2. Accommodation 
Project YES NO    

3. Awoonga Dam 
VFD replacement YES YES 6.66 6.66 - 

TOTAL      

 

As such, we recommend that the QCA adjust GAWB’s historical capex down by  in relation 
to the identified issues  

 

Table 2: Adjusted capital expenditure 2015-20 (including Interest During Construction) 
($ million, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB actual capex 14.01 20.85 29.00 40.31 18.31 122.48 

Less 

Adjustment – sample 
project 2       

Adjusted GAWB capex 14.01  29.00 40.31 18.31  

Forecast capex (2020-25) 

KPMG’s original assessment (as per our report dated February 2020) provided for the following 
observations. 

GAWB proposed $178.7 million in capital expenditure for the period 2020-25. 

To assess the prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s forecast capex, KPMG: 

• Completed a review of seven capex projects, that reflect 55 per cent of the capital program, and 
include projects across different drivers, different services and across different years; 
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• Adjusted the proposed allowances for those sample projects, where evidence did not support the 
prudency and/or efficiency of the project; and 

• Identified whether there were any systemic issues uncovered in the sample of projects reviewed, 
and the potential for any broader adjustments to be made to the non-sampled projects. 

Of the seven forecast projects reviewed, GAWB has been able to demonstrate the prudency and 
efficiency of four projects: 

• Awoonga Dam Spillway Capacity Upgrade Stages 2 and 3; 

• South Gladstone Reservoir Replacement; 

• Connection to GRC/Kirkwood Reservoir; and 

• Gladstone Water Treatment Plant to South Gladstone Reservoir Stage 3. 

Of the three remaining projects, none were able to demonstrate the prudency (i.e. the justification for 
an identified need) of the project, and hence all proposed costs were proposed to be removed, except 
small amounts for further planning. For these projects, we recommended a small allowance to continue 
the planning and appraisal processes. 

Our draft adjustments are detailed in the following table. 

Table 3: KPMG proposed draft adjustments to sample projects ($ million, nominal) 

Project Prudency Efficiency 
GAWB 

proposed 
capex (inc IDC) 

KPMG 
proposed 

capex (inc IDC) 
Adjustment 

4. AD Spillway Capacity 
Upgrade Stages 2 and 3 YES YES 60.69 60.69 - 

5. South Gladstone 
Reservoir Replacement YES YES 11.55 11.55 - 

6. Connection to 
GRC/Kirkwood Reservoir YES YES 7.06 7.06 - 

7. Expansion of Boat 
Creek Pumping Station NO YES 6.63 0.10 -6.53 

8. Calliope River Bridge 
AC Main Replacement NO NO 4.31 0.20 -4.11 

9. GWTP to South 
Gladstone Reservoir 
Stage 3 

YES YES 4.02 4.02 - 

10. UV Disinfection NO YES 3.70 0.30 -3.40 

TOTAL 97.96 83.92 -14.04 

These adjustments take the capital expenditure forecast (including Interest During Construction (IDC)) 
to $164.66 million, or a reduction of 8 per cent. This impacts the annual capitalised amounts as follows: 
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Table 4: Adjusted capital expenditure draft forecast (including IDC) ($ million, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB forecast 35.64 25.78 15.62 9.73 91.97 178.75 

Less 

Adjustment – sample 
project 7 0.1    -6.63 -6.53 

Adjustment – sample 
project 8 0.2 -4.31    -4.11 

Adjustment – sample 
project 10    -3.40  -3.40 

Adjusted GAWB forecast 35.94 21.47 15.62 6.33 85.34 164.70 

Interest during construction  

GAWB has demonstrated that IDC was calculated using a robust method, by applying a post-tax real 
vanilla weighted average cost of capital (WACC) to forecast nominal expenditure. To do this, GAWB 
has determined an equivalent monthly real WACC, and applied this to the duration of months between 
construction commencement and commissioning.  

Under our terms of reference with the QCA, KPMG was not required to assess the rigour of 
assumptions underpinning the WACC. 

Escalation factors 

Under the advice of Deloitte Access Economics (DAE)3, GAWB has proposed a capex escalation of 
2.8 per cent. 

KPMG has concerns with GAWB’s calculation of escalation for capex, such that it may be overstating 
the necessary escalation that should be applied. GAWB has used rates for labour and capital share that 
are based on construction sector averages, without correlating to its own data and situation. It has 
therefore not justified use of this data as a basis for forecasting. 

Similarly, wages in the construction sector (average 1.83 per cent) have grown slower than the 
Queensland Wage Price Index (WPI) (average 2.13 per cent) over the last five years, providing evidence 
that use of the Queensland WPI may overstate wages growth related to capex. We feel that GAWB 
has not provided sufficient reasoning to justify the application of this factor to its capex forecasts. 

The Producer Price Index (PPI) for heavy and civil engineering construction has also seen moderate 
growth of 1.8 per cent over the last five years, and the CPI for Queensland of 1.64 per cent.  

Noting this series of conflicting evidence against the proposed escalator, we recommend that the QCA 
adopt an average annual escalation for capex of 2.0 per cent per annum for the 2020-25 regulatory 
period, based on KPMG’s assessment of the best available forecasts for CPI growth. This is 0.82 per 
cent per annum lower than the rate of escalation proposed by GAWB over the same period. 

Additional expenditure adjustments 

Based on the overall assessment across GAWB capex and asset management processes including the 
systemic issues above, on balance, we have not identified a strong rationale to make reductions to the 
non-sample capex projects. Instead, we suggest that GAWB implements our suggested improvements 

                                                
3 https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/gawb-proposal-att-2-dae-cost-escalation-factors.pdf 

https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/gawb-proposal-att-2-dae-cost-escalation-factors.pdf
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in these areas which will help to provide more transparency and rigour to the capex forecasting and 
governance processes in the future. We also note that GAWB has proposed to seek consultant advice 
on aspects of its asset management processes – we strongly support these investments, which will 
help GAWB address some of the suggested improvements identified in this review. 

Furthermore, we recommended that GAWB provide the QCA with further information on the proposed 
replacement program, to justify the significant increase in expenditure and the ability of the local market 
to support delivery of a significantly larger program of works. Pending further information, the QCA 
may consider adjusting down GAWB’s proposed replacement program, where it cannot justify the 
ability (both internally and externally) to deliver a program that is 87 per cent higher than current 
expenditure. 

KPMG Draft recommendations for GAWB 2021-2025 capital expenditure  

In our draft report, KPMG recommended an adjusted capital forecast (including IDC) of $158.19 million 
to be capitalised for the period 2020-25, which is 11 per cent lower than proposed.  This also included 
an additional $600,000 allowance to cover the costs of GAWB conducting further analysis, customer 
consultation and assessment to support progressing these projects (allowances for project 
progression).  We considered that there was a general benefit for customers to this expenditure as it 
will improve the quality of the project assessments and options analysis thereby delivering better 
planning outcomes. 

Table 5: KPMG proposed GAWB capital expenditure draft forecast (including IDC) ($ million, 
nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB forecast 35.64 25.78 15.62 9.73 91.97 178.75 

Adjustment – sample 
project 7 (Boat Creek 
Pumping Station) 

0.1    -6.63 -6.53 

Adjustment – sample 
project 8 (Calliope River 
Bridge) 

0.2 -4.31    -4.11 

Adjustment – sample 
project 10 (UV 
Disinfection) 

   -3.40  -3.40 

Adjustment - escalation -0.86 -0.68 -0.57 -0.27 -4.13 -6.52 

Adjusted GAWB forecast 35.08 20.79 15.05 6.06 81.21 158.19 

 

1.3.4 Capital expenditure – GAWB response to the QCA Draft Report 

In response to QCA’s draft report, GAWB provided additional information to support its costs estimates 
for the following projects: 

• Project 4: Awoonga Dam Spillway Upgrade Stages 2 & 3: GAWB provided further analysis to 
support doing the combined project in the 2020 to 2025 period including the respective costs 
associated with splitting this project and deferring stage 3 to post 2025.  This was in response to 
a request from the QCA reflecting concerns being raised by customers about the merits from 
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undertaking both the lower spillway chute/slab work, and spillway crest anchoring work 
contemporaneously in the next control period. 

• Project 7: Expansion of Boat Creek Pumping station: GAWB provided more information seeking 
to justify the timing of the works undertaken within the current regulatory period and the 
requirement for the 24-hour supply at contracted demand. 

• Project 8: Calliope River Bridge Pipeline Replacement: to justify the prudency of the project and 
justification for the forecast capex. 

1.3.5 Capital expenditure – KPMG Revised assessment  

KPMG’s detailed assessment of these projects can be found in chapter 6. Based on the information 
provided we are proposing to amend our recommendations in the following areas:  

Awoonga Dam Spillway Upgrade Stages 2 & 3 

• The additional analysis provided supports our draft recommendation that there is sufficient 
evidence that combining both stages in the combined project in the 2020 to 2025 period provides 
efficiency benefits to customers.   

• While from a regulatory standpoint, Stage 2 must be done by 2025 (it is not prudent to delay this), 
and Stage 3 must be done by 2035, there are material benefits from undertaking the two stages at 
the same time, including: 

a) Economies of scale of over $1m from combining the work 

b) Saving in project design and risk assessments 

c) A single design process for apron and crest will ensure design compatibility and reduce the 
potential for ‘additional tension’ arising in the dam structure (basically you do not want to break 
the back of the concrete spillway). This reduces design and upgrade risk and hence supports 
prudency by designing Stages 2 & 3 together. 

d) A single upgrade process (Construct process) will ensure GAWB is fully in control of the 
upgrade risk, providing uniform supervision, uniform design and single environmental and OHS 
controls. This reduces construction upgrade risk and hence supports prudency to construct 
Stages 2 & 3 together. 

• For these reasons, KPMG advises that proposed expenditure for the AD Spillway Capacity Upgrade 
Stages 2 and 3 project is included into GAWB’s allowed prices.   

• In addition, KPMG notes that provided GAWB’s Project Management Framework is rigorously 
applied, an efficient expenditure outcome is likely to be available for final review by the QCA during 
the 2025-2030 regulatory review period. 

Boat Creek Pumping Station expansion 

• Regarding the Boat Creek expansion, our final recommendation is that the project is prudent and 
efficient, and that it would enable GAWB to use the full supply capacity of the reservoir at the 
contracted demand rate for at least 24 hours, during the proposed maintenance in this regulatory 
period, or in the event of failure of the Mt Miller Pipeline.  

• KPMG has, on balance, arrived at the view that the project should be considered prudent overall, 
including the pump capacity upgrade based on the new information provided plus re-assessing the 
original submission. This conclusion has been reached in view of the evolution of the project (having 
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committed to 24-hour storage but not being able to deliver it at that rate), as well as the new 
information demonstrating the need for imminent maintenance works. 

• However we do stress that GAWB should engage more with their customers on the availability 
and potential interruption plus prepare a maintenance plan in the future. Such consultation with 
customers should be robustly documented and be available to the QCA at the next regulatory price 
monitoring process. A maintenance plan should be prepared in consultation with the customers 
who are reliant on this pipeline. 

• Such consultation and plan preparation will ensure that the risks of non-supply are clearly 
understood by customers and GAWB, so that planning for maintenance outages in the future 
reduces the risk of non-supply to tolerable levels 

Calliope River Bridge 

• With regard to this project we agree with GAWB’s revision position not to proceed at present with 
replacement of the pipeline and advise that the minor repair project proposed in GAWB’s response 
is prudent and efficient. 

• This lower expenditure will ensure continued operation of the pipeline during the 2020-2025 
regulatory period,  

. At that point the impact on GAWB’s pipeline will be better 
understood, and any future GAWB project can be planned with better knowledge of whether or 
not its expenditures will be  prior to the end of its engineering life. 

Allowances for project progression 

As noted above, in our draft report we recommended including an allowance for GAWB to do further 
detail assessment regarding the projects which were found not to be efficient and prudent.  We have 
updated this to reflect our revised recommendations on the GAWB’s capital expenditure.  This results 
in a reduction from $600,000 to $300,000 given the revised findings on the Boat Creek Pumping Station 
and Calliope River Bridge Projects.   

Our final recommendation is that $300,000 is provided for GAWB to conduct further analysis regarding 
the UV Disinfection project.  This project seeks to improve water quality without consideration of a 
mandated regulatory need. While potentially reducing risk, there is no documentation of a customer 
need for increased water quality. Nor have other approaches to improving water quality been explored 
to test capex efficiency.  We advise that two additional reports need to be developed at $150,000 each, 
for an estimated total allowance of $300,000.  

One report relates to customer consultation on water quality and whether customers are willing to pay 
an additional incremental price for such improvement, including additional consultation with the health 
regulator on its views on the timing of water quality regulations. The other relates to exploring 
alternative approaches to improved water quality, provision of a techno – economic analysis of the 
options, and then preparation of detailed designs for procurement purposes based on the best option 
identified. 

One further change from our draft report is including these allowances as operating expenditure rather 
than capital expenditure. It would not be consistent with Accounting Standards4 to capitalise 
expenditure prior to any asset being developed and made operational.  

                                                
4 See Accounting Standard AASB116 which states that Capitalisation is allowed on “costs directly attributable to 
bringing the asset to the location and condition necessary for it to be capable of operating in the manner 
intended”. 
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We note that these allowances are not estimated to cover all of the early work required in GAWB 
Project Management Framework, but are only a partial offset of the costs of a project which will 
eventually be capitalised if and when the project is commissioned.  The costs of a project which 
eventually progresses in a subsequent regulatory period would only be partly funded by current 
customers in the current regulatory period, as GAWB bears the main cost & risk of early work to 
progress a project. 

KPMG final recommendation for capital expenditure  

Table 6 shows our recommended revisions to our draft recommendations, including the reclassification 
of project progression expenditure from capital expenditure to operating expenditure 

Table 6: KPMG final recommended capital expenditure forecast (including IDC) ($million, 
nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB original submission 35.64 25.78 15.62 9.73 91.97 178.75 

KPMG draft recommendation 35.08 20.79 15.05 6.06 81.21 158.19 

GAWB revised submission 35.91 21.41 21.66 6.00 84.66 169.64 

Escalator adjustment -0.20 -0.35 -0.53 -0.21 -3.49 -4.78 

KPMG final recommendation 35.71 21.06 21.13 5.79 81.17 164.86 

1.3.6 Capital expenditure - potential for improvements in forecasting 

During this review, KPMG uncovered a suite of issues that, when addressed, would improve the 
prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s capital forecasting. These are summarised below. 

Deliverability 

KPMG has concerns with GAWB’s ability to deliver a replacement program that is almost double what 
it is forecast to deliver in the current period. In fact, GAWB is proposing to complete replacement 
works in the first two years of the next regulatory period, which is almost three times larger than the 
annual average completed in the current regulatory period. This raises concerns with the availability 
and ability for local contractors to support a trebling of work. If GAWB is required to look beyond the 
local market, it may have to pay a premium to bring contractors to Gladstone to complete the work. 

KPMG also notes that the replacement capex is not particularly uniform across the regulatory period. 
A more stable replacement capex profile should assist local contractors to maintain efficient delivery 
of services to GAWB and benefit the local community through continued presence in the regional 
economy. 

KPMG recommends that GAWB provide to the QCA detailed documentation of how it proposes to 
deliver its replacement program, prior to approving the works. This may include (for example) outcomes 
of market testing through an expression of interest. If GAWB cannot adequately demonstrate 
deliverability, the QCA may consider only approving a replacement program consistent with GAWB’s 
current expenditure profile.  
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Project planning 

In reviewing GAWB’s forecast capex for 2020-25, KPMG has recognised that the majority of the larger 
projects are only in the early concept or scoping phase of the PMF5. For this reason, the documentation 
available to support the project is limited, and the cost estimates are, by definition, within quite a large 
range. To assist future analysis of capex, GAWB should add two data fields to its capex project 
spreadsheet data base which display the PMF Risk Level and the Development Phase for each project. 
This would allow both GAWB and the QCA to assess what documentation from the PMF templates 
external advisers should be able to review in support of each capex project. This would also allow a 
more rigorous control of capex within GAWB’s governance framework. 

Capex-opex trade-offs 

KPMG has identified that GAWB is implementing capex-opex trade-off techniques within the PMF 
process. Because of the project sample basis used for this regulatory review, it is unclear − both in 
terms of whether this is undertaken in all new Business Cases and whether it is a central element of 
the PMF decision-making process.  

KPMG would encourage GAWB to develop an Net Present Value (NPV) template to assist with early 
options analysis in the Concept phase of the PMF, whereby there is stronger justification for the 
selected option to carry forward into the Planning phase, and ultimately the project Business Case. 
More detailed NPV analysis is likely to be available as the costs for the selected option improve in 
accuracy, and be a feature of the Business Case itself, as was seen for the Gladstone Water Treatment 
Plant (GWTP) to South Gladstone Reservoir Stage 3 project. This would also help to highlight and 
evaluate potential capex-opex trade-offs.  

Systemic issues 

Of the sample forecast projects assessed, KPMG noted the following issues with GAWB’s forecast 
capex which could demonstrate a potential systemic limitation with GAWB capex planning and 
forecasting techniques: 

• The standard of works has commonly not been detailed. While this can be put down to the early 
stage of the planning process, it also indicates a lack of clear understanding of what technical 
requirements the solution will need to deliver, and hence a number of variations may be required 
to support successful delivery over the project life. KPMG recommends that GAWB more carefully 
consider the relevant standard of works to support its capital forecasting. 

• When deciding between refurbishing or maintaining an asset to extend its useful life or replacing 
it, GAWB commonly determines that replacement is appropriate, on the basis of risk reduction. 
While reducing risk of service reliability/compliance issues is a reasonable basis for investment, it 
should be supported by, for example, declining asset condition, service performance or customer 
preferences learned through robust engagement. Asset utilisation should also be an important 
consideration.  

GAWB has not provided adequate evidence (in many cases) that there is asset performance or 
condition issues (now or in the near term) that warrant investment. KPMG recommends that GAWB 
be encouraged to undertake more condition assessment studies and to look for additional options 
through its decision making processes in the scoping and planning phases of its project 
management framework, so that other approaches than only pure replacement are explored. 

                                                
5 The PMF defines four different project levels, and projects are classified based on the outcomes of a risk 
classification assessment which includes evaluation of risks including health and safety, environmental, cost, 
reputation, technology and resources. 
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• GAWB commonly identified that a driver for investment was to maintain high reliability standards, 
driven by customer needs. For example, a common basis for investment was the understanding 
that customers were not willing to accept any risk of supply interruption, given the large commercial 
impacts. Noting these assertions, it did not provide adequate evidence that documented: 

- Discussions with affected customers and/or presentation of customer feedback that 
articulated these servicing needs and an appreciation of the cost trade-offs; and 

- Options and customer impacts were presented to customers that would allow them to 
present their willingness to pay for improved service levels. 

Customer engagement 

KPMG recommends GAWB improve its customer engagement through scheduled discussions on 
capex options and the resulting bill impact of options on customers. Customers need to be aware of 
the tariff impacts they will become subject to over the next regulatory period, so that they can make 
rational buy/build decisions. This is particularly relevant to supply buffering investments which may 
indeed be better handled by the large industrial customers, than necessarily being undertaken by 
GAWB. 

1.3.7 Operating expenditure – KPMG draft assessment 

Our analytical approach to assessing GAWB’s opex included three key steps: 

1. Review of the previous expenditure review: KPMG reviewed the QCA’s past bulk water price 
investigations with particular reference to the last operating expenditure review undertaken by 
Jacobs6. The purpose of this review was to identify any issues or actions recommended by Jacobs 
and the QCA and whether GAWB has subsequently sought to address these issues or actions over 
the course of the current regulatory period. 

2. Assessment of historical and forecast expenditure and forecasting method: The next step 
was to review historical and forecast expenditure, seeking to understand drivers of deviations from 
previous forecasts and historic trends. Specifically, this involved: 

• Review of historical expenditure trends and how GAWB’s actual expenditure tracked against 
previous forecasts; 

• Review of GAWB’ forecasts against historical trends and assessment of rationale for deviations 
from trends, including assessment of the forecasting method; and 

• Review of GAWB’s supporting documentation and processes supporting opex to assess 
whether this is reflective of good industry practice and proves adequate understanding of the 
forecasts. 

3. Further investigation of particular cost categories: Based on findings in steps 1 and 2, KPMG 
carried out further evaluation of specific and material cost items to provide more detailed 
assessments of whether forecasts are prudent and efficient. This included a detailed review of 
forecasting methods (where provided) and supporting documentation to assess whether these are 
reflective of good industry practice and provide robust justifications for proposed expenditure. We 
note that GAWB has supplied additional information in response to some of KPMG’s preliminary 
findings. Where possible, we have considered this information to arrive at our draft findings but, 
due to the late receipt of this information, we have not been able to consider it all in full. We 
highlight such instances in our analysis in chapter 8. 

                                                
6 https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/28040_Jacobs-Final-Report-May-2015-1.pdf 

https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/28040_Jacobs-Final-Report-May-2015-1.pdf
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Comparisons of actual outcomes against historical forecasts 

Based on the information provided, we noted that for each year of the current regulatory period from 
2017-18, GAWB has delivered services at operating costs materially higher than that approved as 
efficient in the previous price investigation. While actual expenditure in 2015-16 and 2016-17 was 
consistent with that approved by the QCA in the previous decision, actual expenditure in 2017-18 and 
2018-19 exceeded the allowance by approximately 17 per cent and 12 per cent respectively. We note 
that the budget for 2019-20 is also 25 per cent greater than the level of operating expenditure approved 
by the QCA in the previous price determination. 

An ex-post prudency and efficiency review of GAWB’s operating expenditure over the 2015-20 
regulatory period is outside the scope of KPMG’s assessment. However, for a number of cost items 
assessed as part of our review of GAWB’s forecast operating expenditure, we needed to establish a 
reasonable baseline, particularly where forecasts were based on extrapolations of actual expenditure. 
In these cases, we formed a view based on historical expenditure and trends, and any additional 
information provided by GAWB to explain deviations from trends or significant cost increases. We also 
attempted benchmarking comparisons but, in most cases, we did not find sufficient data that could be 
used for these purposes.  

In the cases where we could not establish a reasonable baseline based on the information available to 
us, our recommended forecasts are based on alternative approaches to ensure costs approach efficient 
levels over time, such as applying a compound annual efficiency factor – this is explained further below. 

GAWB’s forecasting approach 

While GAWB has provided an overview of its approach to forecasting, it has not provided sufficient 
detail on its method. Based on our review of the forecasts, we believe GAWB’s method can be 
characterised as a hybrid method that incorporates elements of both a bottom-up approach and a 
base-step-trend approach. Examining General Ledger (GL) level data shows that a number of forecasts 
are steady state extrapolations of a base year, while other cost items have profiles that vary over time 
consistent with a bottom-up approach. Such a hybrid approach is reasonable where individual 
expenditure streams would be expected to vary significantly over time. 

In particular, we found that GAWB: 

1) Developed base line forecasts in real $2018-19 terms, based either on a bottom-up approach or 
extrapolation of a base year. 

2) Applied DAE nominal escalators to convert the forecasts from $2018-19 to nominal values. 

In order to adapt our assessment method to the forecasting approach used by GAWB and the 
information provided, we focused our assessment on the following three questions: 

3) Are there significant changes in proposed costs where our assessment could not establish these 
as being prudent or efficient? 

4) Is GAWB’s application of cost escalators reasonable? 

5) What is the potential for GAWB to achieve efficiency improvements in operational expenditure? 

Cost escalators 

GAWB has applied separate cost escalation factors for different opex cost categories ranging from 
electricity to chemicals and insurance. The escalation factors used were prepared by DAE and draws 
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on its macroeconomic forecasts for the Queensland economy, in particular the forecasts for the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) and Wage Price Index (WPI). 

We found that GAWB had incorrectly applied DAE’s suggested escalators. For example, while DAE’s 
escalation factors were calculated from 2020-21 onward, GAWB used them to convert values from 
$2018-19 as opposed to from $2019-20. We found that DAE’s escalators were generally above the 
equivalent escalation factors that would apply to convert $2018-19 to $2019-20, and therefore GAWB’s 
nominal forecasts in all years have been artificially inflated. 

We have reviewed DAE’s suggested escalators and have, for some costs, recommended alternative 
escalators. We have also updated all escalators to be based on our assessment of the best data 
available. Furthermore, rather than applying a single average escalation factor for the whole period, we 
applied the relevant annual escalator in each year. This is discussed further in section 7.4.1. 

Efficiency factor 

GAWB has proposed a static efficiency adjustment of one per cent to its controllable operating and 
maintenance expenditure. GAWB’s proposed efficiency factor is not compounding in nature. GAWB 
applies the target separately to its forecasts on a per annum basis; consequently, the target and its 
associated efficiency is only netted off the base expenditure for the year in which it is applied meaning 
that the efficiency saving for any one year reflects the target for that year and does not include the 
impact of the preceding years target. 

This proposed application approach is not common. In other jurisdictions, such as Victoria, 
compounding efficiency targets is established practice. This means that the efficiency saving in any 
one year will reflect both the savings for that year and the ongoing savings resulting from efficiencies 
achieved in previous years. Compounding efficiency rates are analogous to the manner in which 
financial institutions apply compounding interest earnings to savings. Compounding rates allow for 
non-linear positive escalations of cost (for costs to increase at an increasing rate over time) and for 
non-linear negative escalations of costs (for costs to decrease at a decreasing rate over time). 
Effectively, efficiency improvements achieved in any year are locked in for the future.  

Compounding rates for efficiency gains are more consistent with the concept of ongoing or continuing 
efficiency than the static approach adopted by GAWB.  

We note that GAWB’s proposed static one per cent per annum efficiency gain is: 

a) inconsistent with the compounding application used by other regulators; and  

b) towards the lower end of those factors, both set by other regulators and proposed by the 
Victorian water businesses in the recent regulatory reset. 

Our advice is that a higher efficiency factor should be applied to GAWB and for that factor to be 
applied on a compounding basis. This will further help to ensure that the proposed expenditure 
reflects efficient and prudent costs over the next five years. Our reasons are: 

• A significant proportion of the actual opex incurred during the current period by GAWB and 
proposed for the period is aimed at systems improvement and new initiatives. The objective of 
such expenditure is to improve the quality and efficiency of GAWB’s delivery of its services, rather 
than as a response to new obligations or growth. A higher efficiency factor will provide a strong 
incentive to GAWB to ensure that such expenditure meets its objectives and delivers additional 
value for its customers.  
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• Any efficiency factor applied to GAWB could reflect an element of both catch-up and continuous 
efficiency.7 

• A higher compounding factor is consistent with practices of other regulators and what has been 
both proposed and achieved by water businesses in similar circumstances to GAWB.  

Under these circumstances, we believe there is a strong case for the adoption of a higher efficiency 
target for this next period. We recommend the QCA adopt an efficiency factor of 1.8 per cent 
compounded annually, consistent with the average proposed in the 2018 PREMO review and also 
within the range applied by regulators for water businesses in the past. We have applied this efficiency 
factor to most controllable opex categories, except where noted otherwise in Chapter 7. 

KPMG’s draft recommended opex profile 

On the basis of our prudency and efficiency review of GAWB’s proposed opex forecasts, KPMG 
recommends the QCA adopt the opex forecast shown in Table 7. In Table 8, we show how our 
recommended opex forecast compares with GAWB’s proposal. It should be noted that GAWB’s 
proposed opex forecast in Table 8 differs somewhat from the forecast in its written proposal to the 
QCA. The difference is due to some opex figures associated with QCA requirements being excluded 
from its written proposal. In our analysis, we have included all opex costs, as per the opex data GAWB 
provided to us. 

Table 7: KPMG draft recommended opex ($million, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Operations 2.11 2.17 2.23 2.29 2.34 

Maintenance 3.15 3.27 3.37 3.54 3.55 

Electricity 2.47 2.40 2.40 2.40 2.40 

Chemicals  0.70 0.71 0.73 0.74 0.76 

Employment costs 12.94 13.32 13.82 14.14 14.68 

Rates 0.51 0.52 0.53 0.55 0.56 

Insurance 1.44 1.40 1.48 1.65 1.65 

Information systems 3.24 2.81 2.95 3.12 3.03 

Professional servicesa 3.09 2.61 2.68 3.07 4.49 

Administration 1.58 1.56 1.60 1.67 1.67 

Total recommended opex 
before efficiencies 

31.23 30.78 31.79 33.18 35.13 

Efficiency adjustment  -0.44 -0.88 -1.30 -1.72 -2.13 

KPMG recommended opex 
(including efficiency) 30.78 29.90 30.48 31.46 33.00 

a Professional services includes the QCA levy. 

                                                
7 Catch-up efficiency refers to the efficiency improvement needed for the business to catch-up to the production frontier, and 
is often applied to the first year of the regulatory period. Continuous efficiency refers to the expectation that the frontier itself 
will be continually moving as a result of ongoing innovations and cost savings due to technological change. Continuous 
efficiency is typically applied on a per annum basis, meaning it is compounding in nature. Efficiency factors are discussed in 
more detail in Appendix A. 
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Table 8: Difference between initial proposed expenditure and KPMG draft recommendations 
($million, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposed 
(including efficiency)a 

34.29 33.19 33.02 35.41 37.45 

KPMG functional 
adjustments -3.29 -2.67 -1.47 -2.48 -2.56 

KPMG additional efficiency 
adjustments -0.21 -0.62 -1.07 -1.48 -1.88 

KPMG recommended 
opex (including efficiency) 30.78 29.90 30.48 31.46 33.00 

Annual difference -3.51 -3.29 -2.53 -3.95 -4.44 

NPV of difference -14.81 
a The efficiency savings included in GAWB’s proposed opex figures are KPMG estimates based on the opex forecast data 
provided by GAWB, and GAWB’s proposed efficiency target. The saving are slightly overstated as we did not have the level of 
data granularity necessary to identify uncontrollable expenses associated with water treatment plant operators. This also means 
that our estimated proposed opex is slightly lower than GAWB’s actual proposal. 
Note: NPV calculations based on a 6% discount rate 

Figure 4 provides a comparison of GAWB’s allowed and actual opex in the current period, along with 
GAWB’s proposed and KPMG’s recommended opex for the upcoming period. 

Figure 4: GAWB’s operating expenditure 2016-25 ($ million, nominal) 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG Analysis 

We also make the following recommendations: 

• Prior to the next price review, GAWB should develop and implement a base-step-trend (BST) 
method for forecasting operating expenditure. BST represents regulatory best practice and will 
provide a more structured and simplified basis for GAWB to both develop its forecasts and for the 
QCA to undertake its regulatory assessment of those forecasts. A BST method is also consistent 
with the Queensland Government’s requirements of materiality that have been applied to the 
regulatory framework. 
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• Prior to the next price review, GAWB should develop a detailed information template that can be 
used by GAWB to submit the financial data accompanying its pricing proposal. Information 
templates represent regulatory best practice and are an integral part of the price review process 
undertaken by IPART in NSW and the ESC in Victoria. The use of an information template provides 
guidance to GAWB by explicitly setting out the data required by the QCA to undertake its review. 
Information templates will minimise the extent to which the QCA has to issue formal requests for 
information following the submission of the pricing proposal, subsequently reducing the regulatory 
burden placed on both the QCA and GAWB. The information templates developed by IPART and 
the ESC incorporate a fully functioning building block model that captures all opex, capex, tariff and 
demand data requirements that would be necessary for the QCA to make an informed regulatory 
decision. 

• GAWB should make improvements to reporting and assessment of IT projects over the next period 
in order to provide a better sample of materials to review the expenditure at the end of the period. 
This should also include post implementation assessments on benefit realisation.  

1.3.8 Operating expenditure – GAWB response to the QCA Draft Report 

In response to the QCA’s draft report, GAWB provided additional information in relation to a number 
of opex categories including updated cost escalators prepared by Deloitte Access Economics (DAE). 
These include: 

1) Linkages between LCMP funding models and maintenance cost forecasts 
2) Operations costs - forecast fleet lease payments 
3) Professional services 
4) Information systems 
5) Insurance including the justification of cyber security insurance costs 
6) Electricity costs 
7) Definition and scope of controllable vs non-controllable costs. 

1.3.9 Operating expenditure – KPMG revised assessment 

KPMG have made a number of revisions in light of the information provided by GAWB in response to 
the QCA’s Draft Report. These revisions are discussed in Chapter 7 and include: 

Table 9: Summary of key changes to opex recommendations in reponse to GAWB’s comments 

Issue GAWB response  KPMG analysis and recommendation  

Professional 
services 

GAWB accepted KPMG’s 
recommendation to use the 
average spend in the current 
period as the baseline for the 
forward period. However, the 
historic spend profile 
recommended by KPMG did not 
include any monies associated 
with the recreational strategy. 
GAWB has added the additional 
expected spend associated with 
the recreational strategy and 
provided new information to 
demonstrate compliance with 
GAWB’s procurement practices. 

We accept that the proposed operating expenditure 
of $622k ($2018 19) in 2020 21, associated with the 
Lake Awoonga Recreational Strategy should be 
included, subject to a one-off efficiency adjustment. 

KPMG has reviewed the sample documents 
provided by GAWB which sought to demonstrate 
compliance with procurement practices. We found 
there is considerable scope for GAWB to improve its 
procurement practices, which would be expected to 
bring about cost savings across the board. We 
recommend a further 5% reduction in professional 
services spend, reflecting scope for savings from 
improved procurement practices. 
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Electricity 
costs 

GAWB has provided new 
electricity forecasts based on 
updated escalators from Deloitte. 
Further, in relation to asset 
replacements, GAWB has noted 
that it replaces old infrastructure 
with new technology, minimal 
improvements in energy 
efficiency are expected. 

A - Base Year  

In the draft report we applied an approximate 15% 
reduction in the 2020 base year.  We now accept 
Deloitte updated factor of a 5.69% reduction.   

B - Escalation factors 

GAWB engaged Deloitte to provide updated cost 
escalation factors.  For electricity forecasts, Deloitte: 

• Agree with KPMG approach to update the 
escalators to reflect AEMC 2019 Residential 
Price Trends report 

• Adjust AEMC estimates to better reflect the 
breakdown of GAWB costs by electricity supply 
chain component.  This increased the share of 
wholesale costs and reduced the share of 
distribution network costs.  This is consistent 
with KPMG methodology  

• Applied CPI to the years not captured in the 
AEMC report (2022 onwards).  This is 
inconsistent with KPMG method which kept 
costs constant in nominal terms for these years.  
Our reason was that we considered this to be a 
conservative assumption given the expected 
falls in network and wholesale prices.   

Overall, Deloitte has recommended a CAGR of -
3.13%.  This compares to KPMG draft report CAGR 
of [-1.8%] and the 1.6% originally proposed by 
GAWB.   

On the basis of our assessment we recommend 
accepting Deloitte updated electricity cost escalators 
up to 2022.  Afterwards we suggest the electricity 
prices are held constant in nominal terms and not 
rolled forward by CPI indexation given current trends 
and uncertainty about future electricity prices. 

Insurance costs GAWB accepted KPMG’s 
approach to use most recent 
actual costs as the baseline, and 
apply the DAE escalation factor 
(but with updated inputs). 

However, rather than using most 
recent actual invoices for 2019-20, 
GAWB is proposing to update its 
forecast when it insurances costs 
for 2020-21 are available. 

Contrary to KPMG’s findings, 
GAWB argues insurance costs are 
uncontrollable. 

GAWB also provided additional 
information to explain a step 
change in costs, which related to 
cyber insurance. 

We recommend accepting GAWB’s most recent 
forecast, including forecast cyber security insurance 
costs, escalated using the revised recommended 
escalator. 

We maintain our position that GAWB has sufficient 
control over its insurance spend that it should be 
able to find efficiency savings over time – ie, it is 
controllable.  We note there is regulatory precedent 
for treating insurance as controllable, eg at the ESC 
and IPART. 

Electricity fixed 
charges as 
uncontrollable 

GAWB’s response is that 
electricity fixed costs should be 
treated as non-controllable on the 
basis that it has limited influence 
over: 
• the location of essential 

infrastructure (e.g. 

We acknowledge that GAWB has limited or no 
control of locational decisions in relation to the 
positioning of transmission and distribution assets. 
 
We acknowledge that GAWB is not likely to be able 
to invest in waste to energy. GAWB as a bulk water 
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transmission and distribution 
assets); 

• not all connections are eligible 
to go to market (i.e. they are 
non-contestable and 
electricity charges are 
regulated); and 

• only a limited number of the 
alternative energy solutions 
identified by KPMG are 
applicable to GAWB. This is 
due to GAWB being a bulk 
water supplier.  

provider does have the option of investing in 
alternative energy.  

While we consider that GAWB has some ability to 
influence the electricity fixed charges we 
acknowledge that there are material constraints 
within the pricing period in which to achieve these 
savings.  

On this basis we recommend a change from our 
draft report so that electricity fixed charges is now 
treated as non-controllable for the purpose of 
applying the efficiency target. 

Final recommended escalation factors 

In its response to the QCA Draft Report, GAWB included a revised set of escalation factors, supplied 
by DAE. While the revised escalators from DAE are based on more up to date forecasts of price and 
wage inflation than GAWB’s initial submission, the updated escalators are already significantly out of 
date and not aligned with current inflation expectations.8  In particular: 

1) They do not account for the latest available data on actual wage and price inflation from the ABS. 

2) They do not account for early expectations of the expected significant impact of COVID-19 on the 
global and Australian economy, and the resulting effect on inflation. 

We have produced revised forecasts of price and wage inflation that are more reflective of recent 
actuals and current inflation expectations.  However, given the lack of publicly available information on 
current inflation expectations, we have had to make a number of simplifying assumptions in deriving 
our forecasts.  Our methodology is detailed in Chapter 5.  Given the rapidly evolving and highly uncertain 
global and domestic economic outlook, we recommend that the QCA consider reflecting updated 
actuals and forecast as close as possible to its final decision. For example, we note that the Australian 
Bureau of Statics (ABS) is expected to release actual price and wage inflation figures for March 2020 
quarter on 29 April 2020.  The Reserve Bank of Australia (RBA) will release its next Statement on 
Monetary Policy, which includes inflation forecasts, on 8 May 2020. 

Table 10 and Table 11 provides a comparison of our final recommended forecasts for the QLD 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) and Wage Price Index (WPI).  The updated inflation forecasts means all 
cost escalators have been updated, and the full collection of revised escalators is detailed in Chapter 5. 

Table 10: Comparison of QLD CPI escalation factors 

 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB original proposal (CAGR) 2.30% 2.30% 2.30% 2.30% 2.30% 2.30% 

KPMG Draft Report (CAGR) 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 

GAWB response to draft decisiona 1.94% 1.75% 1.99% 2.24% 2.38% 2.26% 

KPMG Final Recommended 1.78% 1.44% 1.62% 1.81% 2.00% 2.00% 

a While these are the annual escalation factors included in GAWB’s response to the QCA’s draft report, GAWB’s modelling 
shows it applied an annual escalator only from the base year $2018-19 to $2019-20 (ie, 1.94%), and applied a CAGR of 2.13% 
for escalating from $2019-20 to nominal values for the forecasting period. 
 

                                                
8 We note that DAE has released an updated version of the Business Outlook Report, which accounts for early 
expectations of COVID-19 impacts on wage and price inflation.  The revised inflation forecasts differ 
considerably from the forecasts used in GAWB’s draft response. 
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Table 11: Comparison of QLD WPI escalation factors 

Escalation factor 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB original proposal (CAGR) 3.04% 3.04% 3.04% 3.04% 3.04% 3.04% 

KPMG Draft Report (CAGR) 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 

GAWB response to draft decisiona 2.12% 2.15% 2.73% 3.26% 3.16% 3.06% 

KPMG Final Recommended 2.09% 1.73% 1.71% 1.74% 1.83% 1.89% 

a While these are the annual escalation factors included in GAWB’s response to the QCA’s draft report, GAWB’s modelling 
shows it applied an annual escalator only from the base year $2018-19 to $2019-20 (ie, 2.12%), and applied a CAGR of 2.87% 
for escalating from $2019-20 to nominal values for the forecasting period. 

Final recommended operating expenditure 

Our final recommended opex costs are provided in the tables below. 

Table 12:  KPMG Final recommended opex ($million, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Operations 2.11 2.16 2.21 2.26 2.31 

Maintenance 3.17 3.26 3.32 3.38 3.45 

Electricity 2.57 2.49 2.49 2.49 2.49 

Chemicals  0.70 0.71 0.72 0.73 0.75 

Employment costs 12.80 13.03 13.33 13.48 13.84 

Rates 0.50 0.51 0.52 0.53 0.54 

Insurance 1.46 1.42 1.49 1.67 1.66 

Information systems 3.24 2.81 2.92 3.09 3.00 

Professional servicesa 3.56 2.52 2.59 2.95 4.34 

Administration 1.58 1.56 1.59 1.65 1.65 

Addition of allowances for 
project progression 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 

Total recommended opex 
before efficiencies 31.70 30.45 31.18 32.54 34.03 

Efficiency adjustment  -0.48 -0.95 -1.47 -2.05 -2.74 

KPMG recommended opex 
including efficiency 31.21 29.51 29.72 30.50 31.29 

a Professional service includes the QCA levy 
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Table 13: KPMG final vs draft recommended operating expenditure including efficiency 
($million, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposala 34.29 33.19 33.02 35.41 37.45 

KPMG draft 
recommendation 

30.78 29.90 30.48 31.46 33.00 

GAWB revised proposala 32.99 32.32 31.93 33.23 34.78 

KPMG final 
recommendation 31.21 29.51 29.72 30.50 31.29 

Adjustments between draft and final recommendations: 

Updated escalators -0.17 -0.39 -0.70 -0.94 -1.18 

Maintenance baseline 
correction 0.05 0.05 0.05 -0.03 0.05 

Revised electricity forecast 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 

Correction to employment 
cost escalation 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 

Accepted full proposed 
insurance forecast 

0.03 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.03 

Revised professional services 
forecast 0.48 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.08 

Addition of allowances for 
project progression 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 

Incremental efficiency savings -0.04 -0.07 -0.16 -0.33 -0.61 

Difference between draft 
and final recommendations 0.43 -0.39 -0.77 -0.96 -1.72 

Difference between GAWB 
revised proposal and final 
recommendations 

-1.77 -2.75 -2.11 -2.60 -3.33 

NPV of difference between GAWB revised proposal and 
final recommendations (@6% discount rate) 

-10.40 

a The efficiency savings included in GAWB’s proposed opex figures are KPMG estimates based on the opex forecast data 
provided by GAWB, and GAWB’s proposed efficiency target. For the initial proposal, the saving are slightly overstated as we did 
not have the level of data granularity necessary to identify uncontrollable expenses associated with water treatment plant 
operators. This also means that our estimated proposed opex is slightly lower than GAWB’s actual proposal. 
Note: NPV calculations based on a 6% discount rate 

1.3.10 Other potential improvements 

In the course of our assessment, KPMG has identified a number of suggested changes which although 
are not directly related to expenditure forecasts, could provide better outcomes for customers and 
improve the quality and transparency of pricing submissions in future periods. For these areas, we 
recommend that GAWB: 

• Ensure that customers are engaged on an ongoing basis to provide more focus on what is important 
to customers over the course of the regulatory period and to provide a better understanding of 
customer requirements prior to the review; and 

• Ensure that its consultation draws a clearer link between proposed expenditure and both prices 
and service level outcomes for customers. 

• Develop and implement a base-step-trend (BST) method for reviewing operating expenditure. BST 
approaches are the most common regulatory approach to reviews of operating expenditure. 

• Develop (in consultation with the QCA) a detailed information template that it can use to submit 
the financial data accompanying its pricing proposal. 
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1.4 Summary of recommended expenditure 2020-25 
Table 14 and 15 and Figures 5 and 6 summarise KPMG’s recommended capital and operating 
expenditure for GAWB over the 2020-25 regulatory period. 

Table 14: KPMG recommended final captial expenditure ($ million, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB initial proposal 35.64 25.78 15.62 9.73 91.97 178.75 

KPMG draft 
recommendation 35.08 20.79 15.05 6.06 81.21 158.19 

GAWB revised 
proposal 

35.91 21.41 21.66 6.00 84.66 169.64 

KPMG final 
recommendation 

35.71 21.06 21.13 5.79 81.17 164.86 

 

Figure 5: KPMG recommended final capital expenditure ($ million, nominal) 

 

 

Table 15: KPMG recommended final operating expenditure including efficiency ($million, 
nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 
GAWB initial 
proposala 

34.29 33.19 33.02 35.41 37.45 

KPMG draft 
recommendation 

30.78 29.90 30.48 31.46 33.00 

GAWB revised 
proposala 32.99 32.32 31.93 33.23 34.78 

KPMG final 
recommendation 

31.21 29.51 29.72 30.50 31.29 

a The efficiency savings included in GAWB’s proposed opex figures are KPMG estimates based on the opex forecast data 
provided by GAWB, and GAWB’s proposed efficiency target. 
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Figure 6: KPMG recommended final operating expenditure ($million, nominal) 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Gladstone Area Water Board 
Gladstone Area Water Board (GAWB) was established in 1973 as a Project Board under the State and 
Regional Planning and Development, Public Works Organisation and Environmental Control Act 
1971-73. On 1 October 2000, GAWB commenced operations as a Category 1 Water Authority under 
the Water Act 2000 (Qld) and on 1 July 2008, GAWB became a registered service provider under the 
Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act 2008 (Qld).  

GAWB owns and operates Awoonga Dam on the Boyne River, along with a network of delivery 
pipelines, water treatment plants and other bulk water distribution infrastructure.  

1.2 Our objectives and scope 
GAWB’s forecast operating and capital expenditure, which contribute to the total costs recovered via 
prices, represents a key component in the QCA’s price investigation.  

The QCA is investigating the prices that GAWB is planning to charge for the period 2020–25, under 
direction from the Queensland Government. In particular, the QCA is assessing whether the total cost 
of the bulk water services proposed by GAWB will be prudent and efficient.  

To support its investigation, the QCA has engaged KPMG and ARUP (henceforth referred to as KPMG) 
to independently assess the prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s forecast operating and capital 
expenditure (opex and capex respectively) associated with its bulk water supply activities and the 
appropriateness of GAWB’s proposed rates for escalating current costs into the future. Specifically, in 
accordance with our Terms of Reference and at the request of the QCA, KPMG evaluated: 

• GAWB’s forecast opex and capex over the period 1 July 2020 to 30 June 2025; 

• GAWB’s actual capex (to the extent available) over the period 1 July 2015 to 30 June 2020;  

• GAWB’s capital planning and governance arrangements; and  

• Escalation rates proposed by GAWB. 

An assessment of the historical and forecast expenditure levels represents a critical component in any 
investigation of water prices.  

To do this, and consistent with the QCA’s Terms of Reference, we have assessed the prudency and 
efficiency of GAWB’s expenditure forecasts. To do this, we have adopted the following definitions: 

• Prudent, if it can be justified by reference to an identified need or cost driver; and 

• Efficient, if it is the least cost to deliver on an appropriately defined scope and standard of works 
and minimises GAWB’s long‐run costs of providing services. 

Where KPMG has assessed expenditure as not prudent or inefficient, we have either identified 
appropriate adjustments to the proposed expenditure profile provided by GAWB to better align with 
that of a prudent or efficient service provider, or we have completely excluded the expenditure from 
the forecast.  
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We have also identified a number of suggested improvements where potential further efficiencies 
could be achieved or which could help GAWB and the QCA to transparently consider the efficiency and 
prudency of the business in future years.  

KPMG provided our draft recommendations on these matters to the QCA in February 2020. Our advice 
informed the QCA’s Draft Report for the 2020-2025 price monitoring review which was provided to 
the Treasurer in late February 2020.  

On 27 March 2020, GAWB submitted its response to the QCA’s Draft Report. The QCA sought for 
KPMG to reconsider its findings in lieu of this submission, and further information, provided by GAWB 
to the date 10 April 2020. This report has been updated to now include KPMG’s revised 
recommendations arising from the evaluation of GAWB’s response.  

KPMG has not sought to update all areas of its report and instead focused solely on those areas where 
GAWB has provided additional information warranting further consideration. These areas include: 

1) Capex 
a. Boat Creek pumping expansion 
b. Awoonga Dam Spillway Upgrades 
c. Calliope River Bridge Pipeline Replacement 

2) Opex 
a. Maintenance - linkages between LCMP funding models and maintenance cost 

forecasts 
b. Operations costs - forecast fleet lease payments 
c. Professional services 
d. Information systems 
e. Insurance 
f. Electricity costs 
g. Controllable vs non-controllable 

 
3) Updates to the recommended cost escalators for latest available information 

Furthermore, to maintain the integrity of our original findings, we have not sought to adjust the 
language in the original assessment sections. 

1.3 Our approach 
To support the QCA with its investigation, KPMG has approached this task through the steps identified 
below. Where relevant, KPMG has drawn on regulatory precedent (set by the QCA and other 
jurisdictional regulators across Australia) in relation to key aspects of GAWB’s forecast.  

The steps completed by KPMG include:  

1 Review of governance and planning frameworks: KPMG completed a desktop review of 
GAWB’s supporting policies and procedures detailing its overarching governance and planning 
frameworks. KPMG then sought to test the application of GAWB’s supporting governance and 
planning frameworks in development of its capex and opex proposals to the QCA. 

The strategic direction underpinning the development of opex and capex forecast are best captured 
in the governance and planning frameworks adopted by the business. These frameworks should 
provide detail on how an organisation aims to achieve its strategic objectives and manage its key 
risks.  
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2 Review of capital expenditure: KPMG completed its review of GAWB’s historical and forecast 
capex in three stages, first at a portfolio level, second at a project level, and the third stage was to 
identify systemic issues, based on the project reviews.  

At a project level, KPMG has completed detailed reviews of three historical and seven proposed 
major projects ranging in size from $4 million to $61 million. These projects are driven by growth, 
compliance, renewals and service improvements or a combination of these factors.  

3 Review of operating expenditure: Evaluated the prudency and efficiency of GAWB’s forecast 
operating expenditure to address the QCA’s scope. For similar expenditure reviews, KPMG has 
employed a base-step-trend approach. This approach establishes an efficient base year, rolls 
forward the efficient base operating expenditure to take into account scale growth, input price 
growth and efficiency improvements in addition to any adjustments for material step changes to 
costs. The data and information provided by GAWB was not in a suitable format or at a sufficiently 
granular level for KPMG to apply this approach.  

In performing each of the above steps, KPMG has: 

• Completed a desktop assessment of capex and opex supporting documentation as provided by 
GAWB. This documentation has included, but not been limited to, asset management plans, 
corporate strategic and operational plans, risk management and compliance policies, individual 
capex project business cases, asset portfolio master plan (APMP), asset lifecycle management 
plans and independent third party reports (e.g. Deloitte’s cost escalation factors). 

• Held face-to-face meetings with key staff responsible for the formation of GAWB’s forecast capex 
and opex. These meetings were held over the period 28 and 29 October 2019 and included staff 
from the following business areas (not exhaustive): finance, long term planning, engineering team 
and operations and maintenance.  

• Sought clarifications in the form of a secondary information request. 

1.3.1 Defining prudency and efficiency 

We have adopted the following definitions of prudency and efficiency of expenditure in accordance 
with those set out by the QCA in the Terms of Reference. 

Operating expenditure is considered:  

• Prudent if it can be justified by reference to an identified need or cost driver, e.g. to meet legal or 
regulatory obligations or contracts with external agencies; and 

• Efficient if it minimises GAWB’s long‐term costs of providing bulk water supply services. 

While capital expenditure is considered: 

• Prudent if it can be justified by reference to an identified need or cost driver, e.g. to meet legal or 
regulatory obligations, new growth, renewal of existing infrastructure or an increase in the reliability 
or quality of supply explicitly endorsed or desired by customers, external agencies or participating 
councils; and 

• Efficient if it is the least costly to deliver on an appropriately defined scope and standard of works. 
Efficient capex would typically encompass the scope (i.e. whether the general characteristics of 
the project provide the best means of achieving the desired outcomes), standard (e.g. whether the 
works conform to technical, design and construction requirements in legislation, industry and other 
standards, codes and manuals) and cost of the works. 
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1.4 Summary of GAWB’s proposal 
The following sections provide a brief overview of GAWB’s opex and capex for the current and 
upcoming period.  

1.4.1 GAWB’s Opex 2016-20 

Compared to the forecast levels of operating expenditure assumed for pricing purposes, GAWB’s cost 
base has increased over the current pricing period. The areas in which a material increase has occurred 
are in the areas of information systems (e.g. IT), professional services, and staffing costs. 

Figure 7: GAWB’s operating expenditure 2016-20 ($ million, nominal) 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

1.4.2 GAWB’s proposed opex 2021-25 

Forecast expenditure for professional services, staffing costs and information systems over the 
2021-25 period, when compared to 2016-20 forecast levels, represent a material increase. GAWB 
states that these increases are an extension of those observed during the current pricing period. Over 
the 2021-25 review period, maintenance costs will increase materially, compared to current actual 
forecast levels. GAWB states that this increase is attributable to the timing of long-term, major 
condition assessments and the age profile of the delivery network. GAWB noted that this cost base is 
necessary, in order to respond to GAWB’s changing environment (e.g. increased use of technology, 
compliance and reporting obligations) and can be expected to deliver benefits to its customers in the 
longer term. 
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Figure 8: GAWB’s proposed operating expenditure 2021-25 ($ million, nominal) 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

1.4.3 GAWB’s Capex 2016-20 

GAWB expects to capitalise over $122 million of project costs for the 2016-20 pricing period. This value 
includes expenditure forecast to be capitalised during the 2019-20 period and IDC. GAWB noted that, 
consistent with the methodology accepted by the QCA in 2015, IDC has been applied to projects with 
a value greater than $1 million. This has resulted in an additional $20.95 million being capitalised over 
this period, compared to the forecast amount. 

Figure 9: GAWB’s capital expenditure 2016-20 ($ million, nominal) 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis, *Forecast for 2019-20 

GAWB noted that over the 2016-20 period, it has delivered a capital program that includes several 
significant business process improvement and risk mitigation projects. An example is the construction 
of the Offline Water Storage Facility, which is an independent supply of water that provides between 
10 and 14 days’ supply (depending on customer consumption). Additional costs were incurred by 
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GAWB during construction of the facility. These additional costs related to access issues, such as the 
requirement to upgrade the Gladstone/Benaraby and Skyring Hill Road intersection and to relocate 
essential infrastructure services that were not evident at the initial planning stages of the project. 

1.4.4 GAWB’s proposed Capex 2020-25 

GAWB has proposed capital expenditure of $178.75 million for the 2021-25 pricing period. GAWB 
noted that most of this expenditure will be to replace ageing assets and to address regulatory or 
compliance obligations. These include dam safety upgrades, recreation strategy and construction of a 
new hatchery.  

Figure 10: GAWB’s proposed capital expenditure 2021-25 ($ million, nominal) 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

1.5 Structure of the report 
The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2: Review methodology and assumptions; 

• Section 3: Asset management and capital planning; 

• Section 4: Corporate Governance and Procurement; 

• Section 5: Cost escalators; 

• Section 6: Capital expenditure; 

• Section 7: Operating expenditure; and 

• Section 8: Other areas of improvement. 
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2 Review methodology and assumptions 
In this section, KPMG provides further detail in relation to the methodology applied in completing each 
of the three steps to our assessment, as well as the key assumptions made when reviewing material 
provided by GAWB.  

2.1 Governance and planning frameworks 
GAWB is an asset management organisation which means its objectives include coordinating activities 
to realise customer value from its asset base. To properly assess the asset management and capital 
planning processes of this type of organisation, we have utilised the International Standard ISO55001 
which requires a management system approach to asset management. Where business functions are 
not sufficiently covered by ISO55001, associated and referenced documents have been used, such as 
the Asset Management Landscape that covers the globally agreed 39 subjects of asset management.  

2.2 Capital expenditure  
We have identified a number of tests that we have applied to each sample project. These include: 

For prudency: 

• Driver – Has GAWB demonstrated reasonable drivers for the expenditure? 

• Timing – Is the timing of expenditure justified? 

• Documentation – Does GAWB have appropriate justification for the expenditure? 

For efficiency: 

• Scope of works 

Options analysis – Has GAWB demonstrated the selection of the optimal solution? 

Governance – Can GAWB demonstrate that the project/program has been through its capital 
planning and governance framework? 9 

• Standard of works 

Standards – Does the technical solution meet the relevant standards and obligations? 

• Cost of work 

Estimate – Has GAWB justified the cost estimates used to underpin the proposal? 

Method – Can GAWB demonstrate an appropriate forecasting method? 

Customer – Has the proposed option considered the impacts on customers? 

Opex – Has GAWB appropriately considered capex-opex trade-offs for meeting the investment 
need? 

                                                
9 As described in GAWB’s Project Management Framework (PMF, RFI0009 & RFI 0074, noting that flowchart 
PM043 for Levels 2 and 3 detail is absent). 
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We have used the above framework to guide our assessment of each project. Our initial draft analysis 
of the historical and forecast sample projects was presented to GAWB so that they could respond with 
additional information and clarification. 

Furthermore, we have also sought to assess, at a program-wide level, whether there are any systemic 
issues with regard to how GAWB has completed its capital forecasting. These systemic issues are 
determined by assessing whether GAWB has appropriately implemented its capital planning and asset 
management framework for the selection of projects reviewed, and whether there are any consistent 
shortfalls in meeting the expectations for prudency and efficiency. Where there is a shortfall, we have 
sought to make an adjustment to the remaining program of works. 

When assessing the prudency and efficiency of individual projects, we have applied the following 
review process to those projects with significant forecast expenditure in the next regulatory period: 

• For historical projects which the QCA has previously accepted as prudent for the 2015-20 regulatory 
period, the focus is on the efficiency of delivery, unless the project scope has expanded significantly 
from that subject to the prior review where additional consideration might be warranted. 

• If a project is not demonstrated to be prudent, then: 

For projects delivered during the current regulatory period (2015-20) but not previously subject to 
a prudency review, these projects should not be rolled into the RAB; and 

For projects proposed to be delivered during the next regulatory period (2020-25), these projects 
be excluded from the capital program used to set the RAB. 

• Where a project is at an early stage in the investment governance process (that is, within Gates 0-2 
of the PMF) and, while considered to be prudent: 

There is insufficient supporting information to clearly demonstrate the efficiency of the project, we 
have recommended exclusion of that project from the proposed capital program; and 

There is sufficient information to demonstrate the efficiency of the project, however that 
information could be improved, we have adjusted the forecast to one that better reflects the 
efficient costs of the project/program, given the current level of information provided. 

• Where a project is determined to be both prudent and efficient (i.e. the supporting documentation 
demonstrates the scope, standard and cost of works), it is appropriate that this expenditure be 
considered in determining pricing for the regulatory period (2020-25). 

2.3 Operating expenditure  
For similar expenditure reviews, KPMG has employed a base-step-trend approach. The base-step-trend 
approach is well established for assessing operating expenditure forecasts. This approach establishes 
an efficient base year, rolls forward the efficient base operating expenditure to take into account scale 
growth (in this case, growth in the volume of water delivered), input price growth and efficiency 
improvements and includes adjustments for step changes to costs. The data and information provided 
by GAWB was not in a suitable format or at a sufficiently granular level to support the application of 
such an approach. Therefore, we have adapted our approach to address the QCA’s scope.  

There are three key steps to our assessment of GAWB’s operating expenditure: 

1. Review of the previous expenditure review: KPMG commenced its assessment by first 
reviewing the QCA’s past bulk water price investigations with particular reference to the last 
operating expenditure review undertaken by Jacobs. The purpose of this review was to identify 
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any issues or actions recommended by Jacobs and the QCA, which GAWB has subsequently 
sought to address over the course of the current regulatory period. 

2. Assessment of historical and forecast expenditure and forecasting method: The next step 
was for KPMG to review historical and forecast expenditure, seeking to understand drivers of 
deviations from previous forecasts and historic trends. Specifically, this involved: 

Review of historical expenditure trends and how GAWB’s actual expenditure tracked against 
previous forecasts; and 

Review of GAWB’ forecasts against historical trends and assessment of the rationale for deviations 
from trends, including assessment of forecasting method. 

3. Further investigation of particular cost categories: Based on findings in steps 1 and 2, KPMG 
carried out further evaluation of specific and material cost items to provide more detailed 
assessments of whether forecasts are prudent and efficient. This included a detailed review of 
forecasting methods (where provided) and supporting documentation to assess whether these are 
reflective of good industry practice and provide robust justification for proposed expenditure. 

2.4 Meetings with GAWB 
KPMG completed initial interviews with GAWB staff held over two days – 2 and 2 October 2019. During 
this time, KPMG met with key areas of GAWB’s business responsible for development of the capital 
and operating expenditure forecasts. 

In addition to these meetings, KPMG had numerous teleconference discussions with members of 
GAWB’s regulatory and pricing team. These discussions sought to further clarify information provided 
by GAWB and identify potential information gaps.  

2.5 GAWB’s legislative Requirements 
How GAWB both plans and operates its portfolio of assets ensuring the security, reliability and quality 
of water supply is governed by a range of legislative and regulatory instruments. These instruments 
include, but are not limited to: 

• Water Act 2000; 

• Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act 2008 (WSSR Act); 

• Financial Accountability Act 2009; 

• Environmental Protection Act (1994); 

• Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003; 

• Work Health and Safety Act 2011; 

• Financial and Performance Management Standard 2009; and 

• Australian Drinking Water Guidelines. 
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These instruments and regulatory requirements result in a number of obligations which include:  

• Dam Safety: to make sure the Awoonga Dam does not pose unacceptable risks to downstream 
communities. This involves following safety processes, understanding flood capacity, and preparing 
for and following the Emergency Action Plan10. 

• Notifications: there are a number of residential properties situated in close proximity to the dam. 
GAWB provides residents who may be potentially affected by floodwaters with regular updates on 
dam levels, hourly inflows and evacuation routes. 

• Noxious weeds and pests: as a significant landholder in the region, GAWB must meet its 
obligations for controlling noxious weeds and pests on this land and undertake general catchment 
management activities.  

• Environmental obligations: GAWB has extensive obligations that relate to ensuring that its daily 
operations and investment activities do not harm the environment and actively support upstream 
freshwater ecosystem viability.  

• Water quality: GAWB monitors water quality for various purposes, including environmentally 
relevant activities, the Awoonga Water Supply Scheme Resource Operations Licence (Awoonga 
ROL) and to maintain compliance with GAWB’s Drinking Water Quality Management Plan 
(DWQMP). 

Furthermore, as a commercialised statutory authority responsible to the Minister for Energy and Water 
Supply, GAWB is required to take into account a number of Government policies in relation to its 
operation, including Queensland Procurement Policy 201911 and Queensland Government Cloud 
Computing Strategy12. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
10 Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act 2008 (Queensland). 
11 https://www.hpw.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/3377/qldprocurementpolicy.pdf 
12https://www.qgcio.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/4712/170280-cc-strategy-v2.pdf 
 

https://www.hpw.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/3377/qldprocurementpolicy.pdf
https://www.qgcio.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/4712/170280-cc-strategy-v2.pdf
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3 Asset Management and capital planning 
This chapter presents our findings regarding the robustness and adequacy of GAWB asset 
management and capital planning processes. These findings have not been changed since 
our draft report.   

3.1 Overview of GAWB’s asset management framework 
ISO55001 “Asset management – Management systems- Requirements” is an international asset 
management standard which specifies requirements for asset intensive organisations to implement 
better asset management practices. GAWB has demonstrated a commitment to continuous 
improvement of its asset management system and alignment with leading practice frameworks. This 
is evident in GAWB’s successful certification against ISO55001 and the delivery of a number of asset 
management improvement initiatives, including: 

• Revision of the Asset Management Strategy; 

• Development of an Asset Management Improvement Plan; 

• Development of Lifecycle Management Plans; and 

• Identification of criticality at an asset class level. 

GAWB’s overarching asset management framework is depicted visually in the Asset Management 
Strategy Map located in the Asset Management Strategy. 

Figure 11: GAWB Asset Management Strategy Map 
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3.2 Asset management policy 
The purpose of the Asset Management Policy is to outline principles and mandated requirements, 
derived from and consistent with GAWB’s broader organisational objectives, providing a basis for the 
development and implementation of the Asset Management System and the setting of asset 
management objectives.  

The Asset Management Policy defines the overall mandated requirements and guiding principles that 
must be adhered to in undertaking all asset management activities involved in the lifecycle 
management of physical assets. It provides consistency and transparency in decision making and 
action.  

The Asset Management Policy should: 

• Align with GAWB’s strategic plan and other policies;  

• State the principles that must be adhered to by all concerned; 

• State how the policy will be implemented, roles and responsibilities; 

• Be communicated to all employees, service providers and stakeholders; and 

• Be endorsed by the top management within GAWB. 

GAWB has implemented a documented Asset Management Policy, and the Policy is endorsed by the 
Chief Executive Officer demonstrating senior leadership’s commitment to asset management 
practices. The policy specifies principles for the management of the organisation’s asset management 
system and the organisation’s asset management objectives as follows: 

• Consider intergenerational equity principles; 

• Identify and consult with relevant stakeholders to understand their needs and expectations; 

• Consider the balance of lifecycle cost, risk and performance; and 

• Consider asset and non-asset solutions. 

3.3 Strategic Asset Management Plan 
The Asset Management Strategy is a key Asset Management artefact which details how Asset 
Management objectives will be achieved by the organisation. The Strategy should document the role 
of the assets, asset management and the asset management system in supporting achievement of 
the organisational objectives. 

GAWB’s Asset Management Strategy was developed in 2013 and represents a significant 
improvement on the previous asset management strategy. The Asset Management Strategy, in 
conjunction with the Asset Management Plan and Asset Management Improvement Plan, details how 
GAWB is implementing a risk-based asset management approach.  

The Asset Management Strategy details: 

• GAWB’s operating context; 

• The scope of the asset management system; 

• The overarching strategic planning processes; 
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• The overarching Asset Management Framework and key asset management artefacts; 

• A description of the Asset Management Information System; 

• GAWB’s approach to performance and evaluation and continuous improvement; and 

• The role of decision-making forums. 

It is observed that: 

• The Asset Management Strategy references GAWB’s asset management objectives and defines 
minimum supply standards. To ensure alignment between the organisation’s strategic objectives 
and decision-making criteria, GAWB should consider demonstrating how the minimum supply 
standards support the organisation to achieve its asset management objectives.  

• GAWB has developed an Asset Management Improvement Plan. A number of improvement 
initiatives identified in interviews with GAWB staff were not detailed in the Asset Management 
Improvement Plan. These included ongoing work on criticality to cascade it to an asset level (it is 
currently defined at an asset class level).  

• GAWB’s Asset Management Plan identifies data quality as a limitation to its asset management 
decision making capability due to the poor quality and availability of historical data prior to 2009 
when some asset management functions were outsourced. Interviews with GAWB employees 
identified an opportunity to implement a continuous improvement approach to managing data 
quality to improve asset management decision-making processes. GAWB should consider 
developing an asset information strategy, or updating the asset management strategy, to detail 
data quality requirements, current state deficiencies and a roadmap for how the organisation will 
meet these requirements.  

3.4 Lifecycle Management Plans 
Over 50 LCMPs have been developed since 2013 at an asset class level to support GAWB to optimise 
the lifecycle cost, risk and performance outcomes across its asset base. LCMPs are reviewed annually. 
The process for reviewing LCMPs is depicted in the following diagram, demonstrating the intended 
alignment between the Asset Management Strategy and LCMPs. Funding spreadsheets have been 
developed to support each LCMP. The spreadsheets detail capex and opex interventions from 2019-20 
until 2039-40. Interventions are costed with a cost justification provided. Costing methodologies 
include historical work order analysis, vendor estimates and rough order of magnitude estimates. 
Interventions are aligned with LCMP strategies.  
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Figure 12: GAWB’s process for reviewing LCMPs  

 

The LCMPs define: 

• Asset Class Details; 

• Major Events (significant historical work performed on the asset class); 

• Levels of service; 

• Health, safety and environment considerations; 

• Life limiting factors/current condition; 

• Key Asset Risks; 

• Improvement Actions; 

• Lifecycle strategies; 

• Funding forecasts; and 

• Maintenance schedules (preventative). 

It is observed that: 

• It is not clear how levels of service detailed in the LCMPs relate to asset management objectives 
and customer service delivery outcomes. GAWB should consider updating the plans to detail 
alignment between levels of service and asset management objectives. 

• It is not clear how life limiting factors detailed in the LCMPs have been identified and relate to the 
application of asset intervention models or customer service delivery outcomes. GAWB should 
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consider updating the plans to detail how life limiting decision-making criteria are systematically 
identified and support the achievement of asset management objectives. 

• LCMPs are reviewed annually in a workshop with representatives from relevant business units. 
Information provided by GAWB indicated that, during these workshops, asset health and 
performance is considered in the review (as noted in GAWB’s Asset Management Strategy map 
detailed in section 3.1). GAWB should consider updating the LCMP review process detailed in the 
Asset Management Plan to include consideration of asset performance and health. 

3.5 Capital planning and prioritisation 
GAWB has implemented a risk-based, capital planning process dependant on a gateway approach. The 
capital planning process is detailed in the Project Management Framework (PMF) and supported by a 
comprehensive library of project management templates. The PMF defines four different project levels, 
and projects are classified based on the outcomes of a risk classification assessment which includes 
evaluation of risks including health and safety, environmental, cost, reputation, technology and 
resources. A project delivery model is defined for each level. Project delivery models have different 
gateway requirements to reflect the degree of associated risk. A common Business Case template is 
provided in GAWB’s PMF templates, and the ‘Planning Phase Checklist’ requires the Business Case 
template to be completed. Capital prioritisation is performed annually by the Project Review 
Committee.  

Figure 13: Project delivery model – high risk level 4 
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It is observed that to improve transparency and repeatability of the process for prioritisation of the 
Major Capital Projects Work List, it is recommended GAWB consider documenting decision-making 
criteria, for example a quantified cost benefit analysis methodology aligned with GAWB’s strategic 
objectives.  

3.6 Summary 
KPMG tested a number of asset management artefacts to assess their alignment with the ISO55000 
series of asset management standards.  

The testing indicated the following: 

• Alignment with leading practices – GAWB is certified against ISO55001 the international 
standard for Asset Management.  

• Asset Management Policy – GAWB has developed an asset management policy which defines 
the organisation's asset management objectives and defines guiding principles for the asset 
management system. The policy is endorsed by senior leadership demonstrating a commitment to 
asset management practice. 

• Asset Management Strategy – GAWB updated its Asset Management Strategy in 2013. The 
document provides an overview of the strategies GAWB is implementing to achieve its asset 
management objectives. GAWB should consider updating the document to include detail on the 
application of maintenance strategies, its changing operating environment, performance 
evaluation, an asset information strategy and all current improvement initiatives.  

• Capital planning and prioritisation – GAWB has demonstrated a robust, risk-based approach to 
capital planning through the adoption of a tiered capital planning process as documented in the 
PMF. GAWB should consider developing clearly documented processes for the prioritisation 
process to improve decision-making transparency.  

• Lifecycle Management Plans – LCMPs have been developed for GAWB’s asset base. The 
development of LCMPs represents a significant improvement in how GAWB manages its asset 
base and the implementation of a leading practice asset management approach. The LCMPs detail 
how assets are managed with consideration for levels of service and risk. There is currently no 
clear link between the LCMPs and GAWB’s asset management objectives and customer service 
delivery outcomes.  
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4 Corporate Governance and Procurement 
This chapter presents our findings regarding the robustness and adequacy of GAWB’s 
corporate governance and procurement systems. These findings have not been changed 
since our draft report.   

Corporate governance of capital and operational delivery and expenditure is a core business function 
and should therefore be assessed in terms of GAWB’s business model and operating model. To 
properly assess the corporate governance and procurement processes of this type of organisation, we 
have utilised the International Standard ISO55001 which requires a management system approach to 
asset management. Where business functions are not sufficiently covered by GAWB’s management 
system, associated and referenced documents have been used, such as the Asset Management 
Landscape that covers the globally agreed 39 subjects of asset management.  

These standards state that the responsibilities and authorities of key functions should be defined. 
These definitions should include both internal and outsourced roles and responsibilities. The interfaces 
between organisational functions should be clearly established.  

Procurement governance is largely focussed on the procurement of goods and services. Goods can be 
considered physical assets and services may consist of outsourced activities to deliver GAWB 
functions.  

In this section, KPMG has provided an overview of the corporate and procurement governance 
processes adopted by GAWB including: investment governance; delegation of authority; and 
procurement. 

4.1 Delegations of authority 
GAWB has implemented an Authorities and Delegations Manual to define the following key 
governance functions: 

• Delegation requirements as set out in the Water Act; 

• Principles and limitations; 

• Appropriate evidence of authorisation; 

• Reporting; and 

• Schedule of delegations and associated authorities and authorisation levels. 

4.2 Capital investment governance 
Capital prioritisation is performed monthly in the Project Review Committee meeting. Stakeholder 
interviews indicated the workshop represents the key prioritisation decision-making function for 
determination of the capital plan. The committee charter indicates that the committee’s primary 
function is to recommend the annual works list including the Annual Performance Plan and five yearly 
Corporate Plan. The committee is chaired by the Chief Operating Officer, and members include senior 
leaders from operations and maintenance and capital projects as well as engineering experts.  
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The decisions the committee is accountable for include: 

• Prioritisation of the Major Capital Project Works list; 

• Variations to the Annual Major Capital Program and Budget; and 

• Inclusion of new major and minor capital works on the plan  

The Project Management Framework outlines a gated project management approach to capital 
planning and delivery. A project delivery model (see Figure 10) is defined for each project level. Project 
delivery models have different gateway requirements to reflect the degree of associated risk. Gateway 
requirements are detailed in the PMF. Project Management Templates reference the Authorities and 
Delegation Manual for authorisation of key project documentation to meet gateway requirements. 

It is observed that: 

• The Project Review Committee serves a significant asset management function, but is not 
currently included in the Asset Management Strategy Map. GAWB should consider updating the 
Asset Management Strategy Map to include the monthly Project Review Committee meeting as a 
decision-making forum. 

4.3 Procurement 
GAWB has developed an Agency Procurement Plan for the purpose of meeting the organisation’s 
procurement obligations as set out in the Queensland Procurement Policy (2018). The Queensland 
Procurement Policy is the government’s overarching policy for the procurement of goods and services. 

GAWB’s procurement activities underpin and support GAWB’s strategic objectives. The following chart 
illustrates the relationship between the Agency Procurement Plan and GAWB’s planning framework. 
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Figure 14: GAWB’s Agency Procurement Plan and planning framework 

 
Source: GAWB’s submission 2021-25 Period 

The Agency Procurement Plan outlines GAWB’s key strategic initiatives and performance indices to 
achieve its procurement policy aims. The procurement policy aims to:  

• Focus on the economic benefit to Queensland;  

• Maximise Queensland suppliers’ opportunity to participate;  

• Support regional and remote economies;  

• Support disadvantaged Queenslanders; and  

• Stimulate the ICT sector and drive innovation. 

To achieve this, GAWB has identified six principles with associated strategies, key performance 
indicators (KPIs) and target outcomes. These principles are: 

• Putting Queenslanders first when securing value for money;  

• Advancement of economic, environmental and social objectives;  

• Integrity, probity and accountability; 

• Leaders in procurement practice; 

• Working together to achieve outcomes; and 

• Governance and planning. 
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An example of associated KPIs and target outcomes is presented below: 

Figure 15:  

 

Implementation of the agency policy is supported by a number of frameworks and templates, including: 

• Contract Management Framework – GAWB takes a risk-based approach to contract management 
to optimise value provided by contracts. The approach is detailed in the Contract Management 
Framework which defines a tiered approach to contract management based on the contract risk 
and value. The framework defines requirements around contract set-up, management and 
close-out, including establishing and managing performance requirements. The framework is 
supported by a library of contract management procedures.  

• Contract Management Procedure – these support implementation of the framework. The 
procedure includes a flowchart of procurement gateway requirements for different expenditure 
thresholds.  

• Guideline to GAWB Procurement Thresholds – defines procurement requirements based on 
expenditure thresholds. 

• Financial Management Practice Manual – Provides detailed procurement requirements including 
the development of significant procurement plans for high cost, high risk procurement activities, 
types of arrangements with suppliers, buying locally, sustainability and ICT procurement 
requirements.  

• RFQ to Contract Process with Time frames – Defines the process, key activities and associated 
timelines for progressing from an RFQ through to awarding a contract. 

• Scope of works template. 

• Tender evaluation forms. 

• Tender evaluation matrix template – The agency procurement plan principles are embedded in 
GAWB’s tender evaluation matrix, which requires key elements of the procurement principles to 
be considered in evaluation of tenders.  

• Justification for contract variation template. 

• Catalogue products maintenance schedule and tasks template. 

• Process documentation regarding contracts and procurement records in Technology1. 
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Figure 16:  
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4.4 Summary 
KPMG’s review of GAWB’s procurement and governance process indicated a robust, end-to-end 
process supported by guidelines and templates. Overall, GAWB’s procurement process reflects a high 
standard and provides a strong foundation to the efficiency of the forecasts. Alignment was evident 
between procurement strategies and business templates, demonstrating how strategic principles are 
embedded in day-to-day procurement decisions. To improve process transparency, GAWB should 
consider reviewing specific key artefacts to ensure that mandatory requirements are clearly defined. 

  



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 23 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

5 Inflation and cost escalators 
This chapter presents our final recommendations on cost escalators to convert forecasts of 
GAWB’s operating and capital expenditure from real to nominal dollars.  This is a new chapter 
with particular focus on price and wage inflation and the implications for the escalation factors. 
Due to the lack of public forecasts of QLD specific indices, appropriate substitutes need to 
be developed. Chapters 6 and 7 discusses the escalation factors in more detail as they pertain 
to particular cost categories. 

5.1 Introduction  
In its pricing proposal, GAWB applied separate input cost escalation factors for different cost categories 
ranging from electricity to chemicals and insurance.  These escalation factors were prepared by Deloitte 
Access Economics (DAE) and key inputs into the proposed escalation factors are DAE’s forecasts for 
the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and Wage Price Index (WPI). In this section we assess the 
appropriateness of the proposed CPI and WPI forecasts, and provide an overview of our assessment 
of the individual escalators.  We discuss the capex escalator further in Chapter 6, and the individual 
opex escalators and their application further in the functional opex assessment in Chapter 7. 

5.2 Our draft assessment 
In our draft report we noted that the cost escalation factors presented by GAWB were prepared by 
Deloitte and draw on DAE macroeconomic forecasts for the Queensland economy, in particular the 
forecasts for the CPI and WPI. The DAE model (DAEM) is a dynamic model of the whole Australian 
economy, which provides forecasts for key economic variables including price inflation, wages and 
interest rates. Table 16 presents GAWB’s initial proposed escalation factors, and the underlying 
calculation method applied by DAE. 

Table 16: GAWB’s initial proposed escalation factors (CAGR 2020-21 to 2024-25) 

Cost category CAGR Real 
(excl CPI) 

CAGR Nominal  
(incl CPI) 

Method 

CPI n.a. 2.30% 
Deloitte Access Economics Macroeconomic Model 
(DAEM) 

Employee costs 0.89% 3.22% QLD WPI & public sector premium 

Contract labour 
costs 0.72% 3.04% QLD WPI  

Contractors 
(service delivery) 0.72% 3.04% QLD WPI 

Electricity -0.23% 2.06% Component forecast (CPI based) 

Chemicals 0.71% 3.03% DAEM crude oil price 

Other materials 
and services 0.54% 2.85% 

Weighted average based on 75% QLD WPI + 
25% Brisbane CPI 
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Professional 
services 
(engineering) 

0.72% 3.04% 
QLD WPI 

Rates (Gladstone 
Regional Council) 0.50% 2.82% 

Weighted average based 2017-18 council cost 
proportions: 

41% Materials & Services (75% QLD WPI & 25% 
Brisbane CPI) 

31% Employee costs (QLD WPI & public sector 
premium) 

24% Depreciation & amortisation (QLD CPI) 

4% Finance (QLD CPI) 

Insurance 3.33% 5.70% Brisbane CPI + historical premium 

Source: Deloitte (2019) Cost escalation factors (2020-21 to 2024-25), prepared for Gladstone Area Water Board.  

As seen in Table 16, forecasts of the WPI and CPI for QLD are key aspects of DAE’s proposed 
escalators. We discuss these forecasts below. 

5.2.1 GAWB’s initial proposed WPI forecast 

The WPI measures change over time in the price of wages and salaries unaffected by changes in the 
quality or quantity of work performed.   The DAE forecasts of Qld WPI are extrapolations of the WPI 
maintained by the ABS (6345.0 - Wage Price Index, Australia, Sep 2019). 

The methodology used to construct the WPIs is similar to that used for other price indexes, such as 
the Consumer Price Index. In the WPI, index numbers are compiled using information collected from 
a representative sample of employee jobs within a sample of employing organisations. Individual 
indexes are compiled for various combinations of state/territory, sector (private/public) and industry 
division.13 

The year-on-year profile of WPI forecasts increases from 2018 through to 2022-23, followed by a 
decrease in 2023-24. The DAE forecasts are based on the assumption that, in the long term, wage 
increases will correlate with those seen in the broader Queensland economy. In its advice to GAWB, 
DAE recommended a WPI average growth forecast over the period 2021-25 of 3.04 per cent. 

                                                
13 Industry is classified according to the Australian and New Zealand Standard Industrial Classification (ANZSIC) 
2006 (cat. no. 1292.0) (https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/smp/2019/feb/forecasts.html). 
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Figure 17: Deloitte WPI forecasts 

 
Source: Deloitte (2019) Cost Escalation Factors (2020-21 to 2024-25) 

An alternative approach to adopting Qld WPI forecasts would be to consider the ABS average weekly 
ordinary time earnings data as a basis for forecasts. However, the QCA in its Aurizon Network 2013-14 
to 2016-17 review considered the ABS WPI to be a better estimate of wage cost inflation because it is 
designed to measure pure prices changes in wages independent of workforce composition factors. 

While both the WPI and Average Weekly Ordinary Time Earnings (AWOTE) are measures of the value 
of labour, they are different. The WPI measures changes in the wages and salaries paid by employers 
for a unit (i.e. hour) of labour where the quality and quantity of labour are held constant. It has the dual 
purpose of monitoring wages and salaries, inflation in the economy and supporting the compilation of 
the Australian System of National Accounts. To achieve this, the WPI is designed to produce a measure 
of pure price change in wages and salaries independent of compositional factors (i.e. the quantity and 
quality of labour are held constant).14  

We consider that the rationale for using the WPI is valid and that using DAE’s forecast of WPI is an 
appropriate indicator of changes to wages in the relevant escalation factors. 

5.2.2 GAWB’s initial proposed CPI forecast 

The CPI is a measure of changes, over time, in retail prices of a constant basket of goods and services 
representative of consumption expenditure by resident households in Australian metropolitan areas15.  
The GAWB CPI based escalators are centred on Brisbane all groups CPI as forecast by DAE. 

DAE notes that inflation growth in Brisbane has been relatively low in recent years, with annual inflation 
slightly below 2 per cent since 2014-15. DAE assume that this trend reflects global disinflationary 
pressures and the drag associated with the recent downturn in mining investment activity in 
Queensland, which was exacerbated by a sharp correction in commodity prices in 2014-15 and into 

                                                
14ABS (2015) feature article: average weekly earnings and wage price index – what do they measure? Last 
accessed 24/09/2017<http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/6302.0main+features9May%202014>  
15 
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DSSbyCollectionid/1E564CACF4CBEC32CA256ED8007EF06E?op
endocument 

https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/smp/2019/feb/forecasts.html
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DSSbyCollectionid/1E564CACF4CBEC32CA256ED8007EF06E?opendocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DSSbyCollectionid/1E564CACF4CBEC32CA256ED8007EF06E?opendocument
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2015-16. Since then, commodity prices have recovered, as have prospects for the Queensland 
economy more broadly. Combined with recent renewed stimulus by the Reserve Bank of Australia 
(RBA), DAE forecast Brisbane CPI growth to increase to be over 2 per cent by 2020-21. In its advice to 
GAWB, DAE recommend a CPI CAGR of 2.3 per cent for the period 2021-25. 

Figure 18: Deloitte CPI forecasts  

 
Source: Deloitte (2019) Cost Escalation Factors (2020-21 to 2024-25) 

5.2.3 KPMG’s draft recommendations on escalation factors 

Based on our review of DAE’s escalators and GAWB’s application of these escalators, in our Draft 
Report we made the following adjustments which underpinned our draft recommended opex forecast: 

1) Supplanted some of DAE’s proposed escalators with our view of more suitable escalators.  Our 
recommend changes are set out in Table 17. 

2) Updated the forecast Queensland CPI and WPI figures used in calculating the escalators to reflect 
more recent forecasts.16 

3) On the basis of the updated CPI and WPI figures, calculated and applied annual cost escalators for 
escalating costs from 2018-19 values to nominal values. 

 

                                                
16 We considered a range of public and non-public sources for CPI and WPI forecasts, including: KPMG (January 
2020) Quarterly Economic Outlook – Global and Australian Forecasts; RBA (November 2019) Statement on 
Monetary Policy – Forecast Table; DAE (September 2019) Business Outlook – Oz muddles through global 
uncertainty; DAE (June 2019) Labour Price Growth Forecasts – Prepared for the Australian Energy Regulator; 
QLD Treasury (June 2019) State Budget 2019-20 – Budget Strategy and Outlook; Australian Energy Regulator 
(October 2019) Energex 2020-25 – Draft Decision – Fee-based and quoted services model. 

https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/smp/2019/feb/forecasts.html
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Table 17: KPMG draft recommended changes to escalation methods 

Cost 
category 

DAE Method KPMG recommended 
method 

Reason for change 

Electricity Component forecast (CPI 
based) 

No escalator used Recommended forecast in 
nominal dollars 

Chemicals DAEM crude oil price QLD CPI DAE’s proposed escalator is 
well above CPI growth, while 
historically growth in PPI for 
chemicals has been well below 
CPI. 

Rates 
(Gladstone 
Regional 
Council 
(GRC) 

Weighted average based 2017-
18 council cost proportions: 

• 41% Materials & Services 
(75% QLD WPI & 25% 
Brisbane CPI) 

• 31% Employee costs (QLD 
WPI & public sector 
premium) 

• 24% Depreciation & 
amortisation (QLD CPI) 

• 4% Finance (QLD CPI) 

Weighted average based 
2018-19 council cost 
proportions: 

• 43% Materials & 
Services (75% QLD WPI 
& 25% Brisbane CPI) 

• 31% Employee costs 
(QLD WPI & public 
sector premium) 

• 23% Depreciation & 
amortisation (QLD CPI) 

• 3% Finance (QLD CPI) 

Adjustment to reflect that GRC 
released its latest annual report 
with updated cost shares. We 
have accepted GAWB’s 
proposed application of 
escalation factors to the cost 
shares.   

Source: Deloitte (2019) Cost escalation factors (2020-21 to 2024-25), prepared for Gladstone Area Water Board; 
and KPMG analysis.  

The resulting average compound escalators used in our draft report to convert forecasts in $2018-19 
terms to $nominal terms are presented in Table 18. 

Table 18: KPMG average compound escalators from $2018-19 to $nominal 

Cost category 2018-19 to 2024-25 

CPI 2.0% 

Employee costs 2.9% 

Contract labour costs 2.9% 

Contractors (service delivery) 2.9% 

Electricity N/Aa 

Chemicals 2.0% 

Other materials and services 2.6% 

Professional services (engineering) 2.9% 

Rates (Gladstone Regional Council) 2.6% 

Insurance 5.4% 
a KPMG’s recommended electricity forecasts is in nominal terms 
Note: DAE’s CAGR escalation factors for GAWB’s initial submission was for the period 2020-21 to 2024-25. 
Source: KPMG analysis 
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5.3 Our final assessment 

In its response to the QCA Draft Report, GAWB included a revised set of annual escalation factors, 
supplied by DAE and shown in the table below. While GAWB suggested in its response that it agreed 
with KPMG’s and the QCA’s approach to apply annual escalators, we note GAWB’s modelling shows 
it applied an annual escalator only from the base year $2018-19 to $2019-20, and it applied DAE’s 
supplied CAGR for escalating to nominal values from $2019-20. 

Table 19: GAWB’s revised nominal escalation factors from 2019-20 to 2024-25 

Cost 
category 

GAWB revised 
submission 

2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 CAGR 
2019-20 to 
2024-25 

CPI GAWB has provided 
revised CPI forecast. 

1.94% 1.75% 1.99% 2.24% 2.38% 2.26% 2.13% 

Employee 
costs 

GAWB has provided 
revised escalators with 
new inputs. 

2.73% 2.64% 
 

3.09% 3.51% 3/28% 3.06% 3.12% 

Contract 
Labour Costs 

GAWB has provided 
revised escalators with 
new inputs. 

2.12% 2.15% 2.73% 3.26% 3.16% 3.06% 2.87% 

Contractors 
(service 
delivery) 

GAWB has provided 
revised escalators with 
new inputs. 

2.12% 2.15% 2.73% 3.26% 3.16% 3.06% 2.87% 

Electricity GAWB has provided new 
electricity forecasts based 
on updated escalators. 

-5.69% -11.02% -2.95% 2.24% 2.38% 2.26% -1.56% 

Chemicals GAWB disagreed with 
KPMG draft report and has 
provided updated 
escalators. 

6.99% -7.13% 6.97% 4.31% 2.58% 2.29% 1.69% 

Other material 
and services 

GAWB has provided 
revised escalators with 
new inputs. 

2.08% 2.05% 2.55% 3.01% 2.97% 2.86% 2.69% 

Professional 
services 
(engineering) 

GAWB has provided 
revised escalators with 
new inputs. 

2.12% 2.15% 2.73% 3.26% 3.16% 3.06% 2.87% 

Rates GAWB accepted KPMG 
draft finding has provided 
updated escalators with 
new information 

2.24% 2.15% 2.56% 2.95% 2.91% 2.76% 2.67% 

Insurance GAWB has provided 
revised escalators with 
new inputs. 

5.36% 5.17% 5.41% 5.66% 5.79% 5.68% 5.54% 

Maintenance GAWB has provided 
revised escalators with 
new inputs. 

2.07% 2.03% 2.51% 2.96% 2.93% 2.82% 2.65% 

Source: GAWB’s Response to the QCA Draft Report – Part A: Overview, March 2020, pp 34-35. 
Note: DAE’s CAGR escalation factors for GAWB’s initial submission was for the period 2020-21 to 2024-25. 
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While the revised escalators from DAE are based on more up to date forecasts of price and wage 
inflation than GAWB’s initial submission, the updated escalators are already significantly out of date 
and not aligned with current inflation expectations.17  In particular: 

1) They do not account for the latest available data on actual wage and price inflation from the ABS. 

2) They do not account for early expectations of the expected significant impact of COVID-19 on the 
global and Australian economy, and the resulting effect on inflation. 

Given the complexities involved in forecasting inflation in the current environment, KPMG has not yet 
released inflation forecasts based on its global macroeconomic model.  Instead, the inflation forecasts 
underpinning our recommended escalation factors in this report are based on the most recent publicly 
available forecasts and a number of simplistic assumptions reflecting early expectations about the 
impact of COVID-19 on wage and price inflation.  While a simplified approach, we are confident our 
recommended escalation factors offer a significant improvement upon those included in GAWB’s 
response. 

We nevertheless urge the QCA to consider revising these forecasts again closer to its decision date, 
when more information will be available on the expected impact of COVID-19.  While we appreciate 
the QCA’s preference for using publicly available data on inflation forecasts, assumed inflation 
expectations has a significant impact on the QCA’s recommended nominal expenditure allowances 
and other elements of the regulatory framework.  It is therefore particularly important that the adopted 
inflation forecasts are as up to date as possible. The QCA may want to consider the merits of 
proprietary forecasts where these are likely to be more robust than publicly available forecasts, in 
particular in a challenging forecasting environment like the current. 

5.3.1 Our approach to updating recommended inflation forecasts 

For this final report, we have considered the most recent available information on forecast CPI and 
WPI.  Apart from updating these two inputs, we also accepted GAWB/DAE’s proposed approach to 
calculating the escalation factor for capital expenditure (discussed in Chapter 6).  For the remaining 
escalators, we have maintained the calculation methodology and application in our draft report.  

While there are a number of publicly available sources for near-term forecasts of CPI and WPI at a 
national level, there are no publicly and consistently available forecasts specific to QLD.  For example, 
apart from DAE’s reports on proposed escalators included in GAWB’s initial submission and response 
to the QCA’s draft decision, the only relatively recent QLD specific forecast for WPI that is publicly 
available is a June 2019 report by DAE for the Australian Energy Regulator which was used in the QLD 
electricity distribution regulatory determination.18  

Due to the lack of public forecasts of QLD specific CPI and WPI, our starting point is national forecast, 
which we then adjust to reflect latest information on actual QLD inflation outcomes.  We consider this 
a reasonable approach, given that the macroeconomic factors affecting price and wage inflation in QLD 
would be largely the same as those relevant at a national level.  

Importantly, we consider a recent national forecast would be a better predictor of QLD outcomes than 
a significantly outdated forecast for QLD, such as those underpinning GAWB’s proposed (and updated) 
escalation factors.  Up to date national forecasts would take into account the latest available information 
on the macroeconomic factors that impact both the QLD and the national economy.  Our methodology 
is based on the assumption that future trends in QLD escalators will be similar to the forecast national 

                                                
17 We note that DAE has released an updated version of the Business Outlook Report, which accounts for early 
expectations of COVID-19 impacts on wage and price inflation.  The revised inflation forecasts differ 
considerably from the forecasts used in GAWB’s draft response. 
18 Deloitte Access Economics (June 2019) Labour Price Growth Forecasts – Prepared for the Australian Energy 
Regulator. 
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trends.  This assumption is supported by analysis of historical CPI and WPI growth, which shows that 
CPI and WPI growth in QLD is strongly correlated with that at a national level (see Figure 19 and Figure 
20). 

Figure 19: National vs QLD historical CPI growth    

 

Figure 20: National vs QLD historical WPI growth    

 

5.3.2 Recommended CPI forecast 

As noted above, the starting point for our recommended QLD CPI forecast is a national forecast for 
CPI.  Below, we explain how we have derived the national forecast, and then how we have converted 
it to a QLD specific forecast. 
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Establishing a national CPI forecast 

The steps we took in establishing a national CPI forecast are as follows: 

• 2019-20: We have adopted the RBA’s most recent forecast as of February 2020 for expected June 
2020 end-of-period CPI growth of 1.6%.19  We consider this is reasonable because: 

– The RBA forecast remains broadly consistent with more recent forecasts from non-public 
sources, such as DAE and the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU).20 

– At the time of RBA’s forecast, the significant impact of COVID-19 in China was becoming 
apparent, and the RBA took this into account.  While the full global and domestic impact of 
COVID-19 was not yet clear, we note that RBA’s forecast was still relatively conservative at 
the time compared with other contemporary forecasts.21 

– Outturn CPI growth in the December quarter was slightly higher (1.84%) than assumed by the 
RBA (1.80%) in its February 2020 forecast (December actuals had not yet been published).22 

– It is not clear at this stage what the impact of COVID-19 would be on near-term inflation.  For 
example, a number of consumer goods have seen a significant increase in demand since the 
start of the COVID-19 outbreak, which would be expected to put upward pressure on inflation. 

• 2020-21: We have derived the June 2021 CPI growth of 1.3% from the CPI forecast for December 
2020 of 1.164% by the International Monetary Fund (IMF), published on April 14 2020.23  We 
consider this reasonable because: 

– The IMF forecast is the most recent CPI forecast available at the time of this report, and the 
widespread impact of COVID-19 is well understood by the IMF, though in its accompanying 
Economic Outlook report it emphasises the challenges of producing robust forecasts in the 
current environment. 

– The adjustment from December 2020 to June 2021 is based on our assumption on the path for 
inflation to return to 2%, as explained below. 

– The derived 1.3% is approximately the mid-point between recent forecast by the DAE and 
EIU.24 

• 2021-22 to 2023-24: We have assumed that over this period, CPI growth will gradually return to 
2% by June 2024. 

– In its Feb-20 Statement on Monetary Policy, the RBA forecast that it would reach its 2% target 
by 2021-22.  In light of the significant global and domestic impacts of COVID-19 that were not 
known at the time of this forecast, and based on more recent forecasts from DAE and the EIU, 
we consider this to be an unrealistic timeframe.25 

– Reaching 2% CPI growth by around June 2024 is broadly consistent with more recent forecasts 
from DAE and EIU.26 

                                                
19 RBA, Statement on Monetary Policy, February 2020. 
20 DAE, Business Outlook – March 2020; and EIU’s forecast of Australian CPI as at 3 April 2020. 
21 Eg, CPI forecasts from: KPMG, Economic Outlook – January 2020; DAE, Business Outlook – December 2019; 
EIU March 2020. 
22 ABS All Groups CPI, Australia, series A2325846C, December 2019; RBA, Statement on Monetary Policy, 
February 2020. 
23 IMF, World Economic outlook, April 2020. 
24 DAE, Business Outlook – March 2020; and EIU’s forecast of Australian CPI as at 3 April 2020. 
25 DAE, Business Outlook – March 2020; and EIU’s forecast of Australian CPI as at 3 April 2020. 
26 DAE, Business Outlook – March 2020; and EIU’s forecast of Australian CPI as at 3 April 2020. 
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• 2024-25: We have assumed CPI growth will remain at 2%.  We consider this to be reasonable 
because: 

– The RBA has firmly stated its intention to not increase the cash rate until inflation reaches its 
target range (ie, minimum 2%)27 – the RBA may begin unwinding monetary stimulus when 
inflation reaches 2%. 

– CPI growth has averaged 1.69% pa since 2014.28 

– CPI growth of around 2% during 2024-25 is consistent with recent forecasts from DAE and 
EIU.29 

Converting our national CPI forecast to a QLD specific forecast 

In order to convert our national CPI forecast to a QLD specific forecast, we did as follows: 

• 2020-21: Starting with the actual CPI growth figure for QLD in December 2019 (2.02%),30 we 
applied the same change in QLD CPI growth as in our national forecast, to arrive at 1.8% in June 
2020. 

• 2021-22 to 2023-24: Similar to the national forecast, we have calculated a reduction in the CPI 
growth rate in December 2020.  This is then followed by gradual convergence with the national 
forecast by June 2024. 

– We first calculated a CPI growth figure for December 2020, again applying the same change in 
QLD CPI growth as in our national forecast (which was based on the IMF forecast), to arrive at 
1.3% in December 2020. 

– We then assume that CPI growth will gradually converge on the national forecast, also returning 
to 2% by June 2024. 

• 2024-25: As for the national CPI forecast, we assumed QLD CPI growth will remain at 2% during 
2024-25. 

Figure 21 compares the various national CPI forecasts discussed above, and also shows DAE’s national 
CPI from the same time as the QLD CPI forecast in GAWB’s revised proposal.  As shown, DAE’s 
national forecast at the time is well above more recent forecast in the near term, and the difference is 
most pronounced when comparing with DAE’s own updated forecast.  This demonstrates clearly why 
the CPI forecast needs to be adjusted.  Figure 22 shows our final recommended CPI forecast relative 
to GAWB’s revised forecast. 

                                                
27 RBA, Minutes of the Monetary Policy Meeting of the Reserve Bank Board, 7 April 2020. 
28 ABS All Groups CPI, Australia, series A2325846C. 
29 DAE, Business Outlook – March 2020; and EIU’s forecast of Australian CPI as at 3 April 2020. 
30 ABS All Groups CPI, Brisbane, series A2325816R, December 2019. 
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Figure 21: Comparison of recent national CPI growth forecasts    

 
 
 

Figure 22: GAWB revised vs KPMG final recommend QLD CPI growth forecasts    

 
 
Table 20 compares our final recommend CPI figures with those in GAWB’s original proposal, our draft 
report and GAWB’s response to the draft decision. 
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Table 20: Comparison of QLD CPI escalation factors 

 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB original proposal (CAGR) 2.30% 2.30% 2.30% 2.30% 2.30% 2.30% 

KPMG Draft Report (CAGR) 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 

GAWB response to draft decisiona 1.94% 1.75% 1.99% 2.24% 2.38% 2.26% 

KPMG Final Recommended 1.78% 1.44% 1.62% 1.81% 2.00% 2.00% 

a While these are the annual escalation factors included in GAWB’s response to the QCA’s draft report, GAWB’s modelling 
shows it applied an annual escalator only from the base year $2018-19 to $2019-20 (ie, 1.94%), and applied a CAGR of 2.13% 
for escalating from $2019-20 to nominal values for the forecasting period. 
 

5.3.3 Recommended WPI forecast 
We were unable to find any up to date publicly available forecasts for WPI at the QLD or national level.  
Instead therefore, we have developed a simple autoregressive model on CPI and WPI figures, which 
allows us to use our CPI forecast to provide an indicative forecast for WPI.  The model uses the 
following equally weighted 6-monthly terms: 

• The three most recent prior WPI growth figures (actual or forecast) 

• The most recent prior CPI growth figure (actual or forecast) 

• A contemporary CPI growth figure (forecast) 

Figure 23 illustrates how these data inputs are combined to provide a forecast, and Figure 24 shows 
how the model performs using historical data.  As Figure 25 shows, the model tracks outturn WPI very 
closely.  Assuming that the forecast CPI figures used in the model are reasonable, we are confident 
that it provides a reasonable indicative forecast of WPI growth. 

Figure 23: Illustraition of WPI forecasting model    
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Figure 24: Performance of WPI forecasting model    

 

Figure 25 shows our recommended WPI forecast compared with most recent actuals, GAWB’s 
proposed revised forecast and more recent national forecasts from the RBA and DAE.  As the figure 
shows, GAWB’s proposed revised forecast supplied by DAE is again well above the national forecasts, 
in particular DAE’s own up to date national forecast.  Our recommended WPI forecast is lower than 
GAWB’s revised forecast and RBA’s February 2020 national forecast, but not as low as DAE’s most 
recent national forecast.  This is because our recommended WPI forecast reflects our CPI forecast, 
which is also not as low as DAE’s most recent CPI forecast. 

Figure 25: Comparison of WPI growth forecasts    

 
 

Table 21 compares our final recommend WPI figures with those in GAWB’s original proposal, our draft 
report and GAWB’s response to the draft decision. 
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Table 21: Comparison of QLD WPI escalation factors 

Escalation factor 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB original proposal (CAGR) 3.04% 3.04% 3.04% 3.04% 3.04% 3.04% 

KPMG Draft Report (CAGR) 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 

GAWB response to draft decisiona 2.12% 2.15% 2.73% 3.26% 3.16% 3.06% 

KPMG Final Recommended 2.09% 1.73% 1.71% 1.74% 1.83% 1.89% 

a While these are the annual escalation factors included in GAWB’s response to the QCA’s draft report, GAWB’s modelling 
shows it applied an annual escalator only from the base year $2018-19 to $2019-20 (ie, 2.12%), and applied a CAGR of 2.87% 
for escalating from $2019-20 to nominal values for the forecasting period. 

 

5.3.4 Final findings and recommendations on escalation factors 
In response QCA’s Draft Report, GAWB provided analysis on a number of the escalators QCA used in 
its draft decision. Our response to GAWB’s submission is provided in the table below. 

Table 22: KPMG draft recommended changes to escalation methods (CAGR 2020-21 to 2024-25) 

Cost 
Category  

GAWB 
submission 

KPMG analysis KPMG recommendation 

Electricity GAWB has 
provided new 
electricity 
forecasts based 
on updated 
escalators from 
DAE. 

We accept DAEs updated base year 
reduction of 5.69%, for reasons set out 
above. 
 
We also accept DAE’s updated electricity 
cost escalators up to 2022, for reasons set 
out above. After that, we consider 
electricity prices should be held constant in 
nominal terms indexed by CPI given 
current trends and uncertainty about future 
electricity prices. 
 
GAWB did not provide any new 
information on the 2023/24 step change 
and therefore we retain our 
recommendation that no allowance be 
provided for this. 

Recommend forecasts to 
reflect: 

• Application of updated 
Deloitte cost 
escalations for 2020 to 
2022 

• Retain recommendation 
that electricity costs 
between 2023 to 2025 
are held constant in 
nominal terms 

 

Chemicals The chemicals 
forecast 
included in 
GAWB’s initial 
submission 
applies DAE’s 
cost escalator 
for chemicals, 
which is based 
on the forecast 
for the price of 
crude oil. KPMG 
found that the 
proposed 
escalator was 
well above 
historical trends, 
and instead 
recommended s 
with this 
approach and 

KPMG agrees that the variability in 
chemical prices show a strong correlation 
with the variability in oil prices.  However, 
as Chart 1.1 in DAE’s report for GAWB 
shows, annual changes in chemical prices 
tend to be well below the annual changes 
in oil prices.  
 
In our draft report, we showed that for at 
least the past decade, growth in chemical 
prices have been well below growth in 
CPI.  It is our view therefore that while CPI 
growth was lower than DAE’s forecast of 
oil price growth at the time, forecast CPI 
would in fact be a generous escalator for 
chemical costs over the long run. 

We recommend maintaining 
the CPI as the escalation 
factor for chemicals.   
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recommends 
escalating 
chemicals costs 
by CPI. 

Capex GAWB does not 
accept KPMG’s 
recommendation 
to use only CPI 
to escalate 
capex costs, as 
it would not 
account for the 
large labour 
component of 
capital 
expenditure 

While we maintain our reservations about 
DAE’s approach to calculating the 
proposed capex escalator, we consider it is 
reasonable to reflect a portion of labour 
costs in the escalator.  We therefore 
accept the proposed calculation of the 
escalator, but with updated CPI and WPI 
forecasts. 

We recommend adopting 
the capex escalation 
method proposed by DAE, 
but with updated inputs 
(WPI and CPI forecasts) 
provided by KPMG. 

 

KPMG’s final recommended annual escalators are provided in the table below. 

Table 23: KPMG final recommended annual escalators from $2018-19 

Escalation factor 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 CAGR 
2019-20 to 
2024-25 

CAGR 
2020-21 to 
2024-25 

CPI 1.78% 1.44% 1.62% 1.81% 2.00% 2.00% 1.77% 1.77% 

WPI 2.09% 1.73% 1.71% 1.74% 1.83% 1.89% 1.83% 1.78% 

Employee costs 2.27% 1.87% 1.82% 1.81% 1.86% 1.89% 1.92% 1.85% 

Contract labour costs 2.09% 1.73% 1.71% 1.74% 1.83% 1.89% 1.83% 1.78% 

Contractors (service 
delivery) 

2.09% 1.73% 1.71% 1.74% 1.83% 1.89% 1.83% 1.78% 

Electricitya N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Chemicals 1.78% 1.44% 1.62% 1.81% 2.00% 2.00% 1.77% 1.77% 

Other materials and 
services 

2.01% 1.66% 1.69% 1.76% 1.87% 1.92% 1.82% 1.78% 

Professional services 
(engineering) 

2.09% 1.73% 1.71% 1.74% 1.83% 1.89% 1.83% 1.78% 

Rates (Gladstone 
Regional Council) 

2.03% 1.67% 1.71% 1.79% 1.90% 1.93% 1.84% 1.80% 

Capital expenditure 
(mid financial year) 

1.89% 1.76% 1.68% 1.71% 1.81% 1.91% N/A 1.78% 

Insurance 5.18% 4.84% 5.02% 5.21% 5.40% 5.40% 5.17% 5.17% 

Maintenance 2.00% 1.64% 1.69% 1.76% 1.88% 1.93% 1.81% 1.78% 

a KPMG’s electricity recommendations is not based on escalating an amount from $2018-19.  Instead, we have determined a 
baseline based on forecast 2019-20 spend and applied annual escalators as explained in section 7.7.3. 
Source: DAE analysis for GAWB; KPMG analysis and forecasts. 
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Inflation forecasting options for consideration by the QCA 

We note that, given: (a) the challenges of forecasting inflation in the current environment; (b) the lack 
of publicly available medium- to long-term forecast of QLD CPI; and (c) the need to consider how 
inflation risk is appropriately shared between GAWB and its customers, the QCA may wish to consider 
alternative approaches to cost and price escalation in future price monitoring reviews. While proper 
considerations of the potential options is out of scope for this review, some options could include: 

• Recommending prices in real terms for the regulatory period, updated annually to reflect actual and 
forecast of CPI for the coming year.  This is common regulatory practice across Australian 
jurisdictions and sectors, and is generally considered a reasonable trade-off between reduced 
inflation risk for the utility and lower price certainty for customers.    

• Commissioning publishable forecasts for QLD specific CPI (and WPI if required) which the QCA 
could potentially use in a number of regulatory settings.  A robust forecast would be a more reliable 
basis for inflation expectations than the mid-point of RBA’s target range (see Figure 21), in particular 
given the current and likely enduring low inflation environment. 

• Requiring the regulated utilities to commission their own inflation forecasts, including providing 
updated forecasts for the QCA’s final decisions.  While this would put the onus on the regulated 
utilities to obtain inflation forecasts, we note that this would diminish the independence of the 
forecasts, and QCA would still need robust information by which to assess the appropriateness of 
the proposed forecasts. 

• Conducting ex-post reviews of outturn CPI relative to that which underpinned recommended 
prices, and allowing any resulting under-recovery to be recouped, or over-recovery to be returned 
to customers.  We note this would completely eliminate any inflation risk for the utility, which 
would instead be carried by customers. 

 



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 39 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

6 Capital expenditure 
This chapter presents our final recommendations for GAWB historical and forecast capex. 
The majority of this chapter remains the same as our draft report except for three31 of the 
forecast capex projects which we assessed to reflect our assessment of new information 
provided by GAWB.   

Capital expenditure (capex) forms a critical input into the development of GAWB’s water prices. Under 
the regulatory arrangements applying to GAWB, GAWB is able to recover a reasonable return on and 
of the assets that form part of its regulatory asset base (RAB), and future capex is an integral input to 
the RAB. 

Under the Treasurer’s referral notice, the QCA is required to undertake a price monitoring investigation 
of GAWB for the period 1 July 2020 to 30 June 2025. To do this (and amongst other things), the QCA 
is tasked with considering prices which provide GAWB sufficient revenue to recover prudent and 
efficient costs incurred from providing bulk water supply services, including catchment management 
and recreation facilities. 

For capex to be included in the RAB, the QCA must form a view on the prudency and efficiency of 
capex using an appropriate sample size and focusing on areas which would give rise to material price 
changes, rather than matters which are likely to have a minor or inconsequential impact32. 

To form a view of the prudency and efficiency of capex, the QCA has engaged KPMG to assess the 
reasonableness of GAWB's capex forecasting methodologies and their application, including inputs, 
assumptions and modelling.  

The QCA has sought for KPMG to consider and provide recommendations on: 

• The prudency and efficiency of actual capex incurred in the current regulatory period (based on a 
sample of projects), and the drivers of any forecast divergence from historical trends; 

• The prudency and efficiency of GAWB's forecast capex program taking into account the uncertainty 
around projects at an early stage of development, and suitable approaches for dealing with risk and 
uncertainty (recognising that such projects will have relatively lower levels of documentation than 
projects at a later stage of development); 

• The reasonableness of proposed escalation rates applied to forecast capex outlays;  

• The nature and value of any proposed renewals expenditure assessed as not prudent or efficient. 
Where the consultant considers that the projected timing and/or cost of an expenditure item is not 
efficient, the consultant is required to recommend an alternative estimated timing or cost estimate; 
and 

• The deliverability of GAWB's proposed capex programs. 

To do this, the QCA has requested KPMG review a suitable sample of projects that have already 
occurred (2015–19 actuals), are underway (2019–20) or are forecast to occur (2020-25). 

                                                
31 The three projects where we conducted further assessment include: Awoonga Dam Spillway Upgrade Stages 
2 & 3; Calliope River Bridge Pipeline Replacement; and Boat Creek pumping expansion. 
32 https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/gawbreferral.pdf  

https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/gawbreferral.pdf
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6.1 The QCA’s assessment framework 
Capex may relate to a diverse program of capital works on a single asset (such as a project for a water 
treatment plant upgrade or an offline storage reservoir) or a relatively uniform program of capital works 
on a series of assets (such as a meter replacement program). 

For the purposes of this review, capex is considered by the QCA to be: 

• Prudent if it can be justified by reference to an identified need or cost driver, e.g. to meet legal or 
regulatory obligations, new growth, renewal of existing infrastructure or an increase in the reliability 
or the quality of supply that is explicitly endorsed or desired by customers; 

• Efficient if the: 

Scope of the works (which reflects the general characteristics of the capital item) is the best means 
of achieving the desired outcomes after having regard to the options available, including more 
cost-effective network solutions, the substitution possibilities between capex and opex and 
non-network alternatives such as demand management (also referred to in capex and opex 
trade-offs below); 

Standard of the works conforms to technical, design and construction requirements in legislation, 
industry and other standards, codes and manuals. Compatibility with existing and adjacent 
infrastructure is relevant, as is consideration of modern engineering equivalents and 
technologies; and 

Cost of the defined scope and standard of works is consistent with conditions prevailing in the 
markets for engineering, equipment supply and construction. The consultant must substantiate 
its view with reference to relevant benchmarks and information sources. For example, the 
source of comparable unit costs and indexes must be given and the efficiency of costs justified. 

6.2 Our assessment framework  
To support the QCA’s framework, we have identified a number of tests that we have applied to each 
sample project. These include: 

For prudency: 

• Driver – Has GAWB demonstrated reasonable drivers for the expenditure? 

• Timing – Is the timing of expenditure justified? 

• Documentation – Does GAWB have appropriate justification for the expenditure? 

For efficiency: 

• Scope of works 

Options analysis – Has GAWB demonstrated the selection of the optimal solution? 

Governance – Can GAWB demonstrate that the project/program has been through its capital 
planning and governance framework? 33 

• Standard of works 

                                                
33 As described in GAWB’s Project Management Framework (PMF, RFI0009 & RFI 0074, noting that flowchart 
PM043 for Level 2 & 3 detail is absent). 
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Standards – Does the technical solution meet the relevant standards and obligations? 

• Cost of work 

Estimate – Has GAWB justified the cost estimates used to underpin the proposal? 

Method – Can GAWB demonstrate an appropriate forecasting method? 

Customer - Has the proposed option considered the impacts on customers? 

Opex – Has GAWB appropriately considered capex-opex trade-offs for meeting the investment 
need? 

We have used the above framework to guide our assessment of each project. Our initial draft analysis 
of the historical and forecast sample projects was presented to GAWB so that they could respond with 
additional information and clarification. 

Furthermore, we have also sought to assess, at a program-wide level, whether there are any systemic 
issues with regard to how GAWB has completed its capital forecasting. These systemic issues are 
determined by assessing whether GAWB has appropriately implemented its capital planning and asset 
management framework for the selection of projects reviewed, and whether there are any consistent 
shortfalls in meeting the expectations for prudency and efficiency. Where there is a shortfall, we have 
sought to make an adjustment to the remaining program of works. 

When assessing the prudency and efficiency of individual projects, we have applied the following 
review process to those projects with significant forecast expenditure in the next regulatory period: 

• For historical projects which the QCA has previously accepted as prudent for the 2015-20 regulatory 
period, the focus is on the efficiency of delivery, unless the project scope has expanded significantly 
from that subject to the prior review where additional consideration might be warranted. 

• If a project is not demonstrated to be prudent, then: 

For projects delivered during the current regulatory period (2015-20) but not previously subject to 
a prudency review, these projects should not be rolled into the RAB; and 

For projects proposed to be delivered during the next regulatory period (2020-25), these projects 
be excluded from the capital program used to set the RAB. 

• Where a project is at an early stage in the investment governance process (that is, within Gates 0-2 
of the PMF) and, while considered to be prudent: 

There is insufficient supporting information to clearly demonstrate the efficiency of the project, we 
have recommended exclusion of that project from the proposed capital program; and 

There is sufficient information to demonstrate the efficiency of the project, however that 
information could be improved, we have adjusted the forecast to one that better reflects the 
efficient costs of the project/program, given the current level of information provided. 

• Where a project is determined to be both prudent and efficient (i.e. the supporting documentation 
demonstrates the scope, standard and cost of works), it is appropriate that this expenditure be 
considered in determining pricing for the regulatory period (2020-25). 
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6.3 Historical capex 2015-20  
The following section details: 

• The outcomes from the QCA’s 2015-20 GAWB Price Monitoring Investigation, and GAWB’s 
performance against the findings; 

• Analysis of GAWB’s overspend against the budgeted capital expenditure; 

• Actual/estimated capex for the 2015-20 period by driver; and 

• Sample historical capex project assessment. 

6.3.1 Outcomes following the 2015-20 GAWB Price Monitoring 
Investigation  

The current regulatory period goes from 1 July 2015 to 30 June 2020, and is stated as 2015-20 in this 
report. 

As actual expenditure incurred during the 2015-20 regulatory period is estimated to be higher than that 
previously forecast, an ex-post review of actual capital expenditure is required. 

GAWB expects to capitalise $122.48 million of projects over the current regulatory period, 
$20.95 million more (or 21 per cent) than that which was accepted as prudent and efficient for the 
2015-20 regulatory period by the QCA (as shown in Table 24)34. The majority of overspend is the result 
of unexpected capital expenditure to comply with mandated external requirements identified during 
the current regulatory period. The total overspend represents approximately 17 per cent of the 
delivered expenditure and 21 per cent of the original the QCA allowance for the current regulatory 
period. 

Table 24: Total Capex the QCA Recommended Allowance vs GAWB Actual/Estimated 2015-20 

Capex ($m) 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

Forecast  36.87 35.25 4.90 11.77 12.74 101.53 

Actual * 14.01 20.85 29.00 40.31 18.31 122.48 

Variance      20.95 

* Including forecast capitalisation for the 2019-20 year and includes IDC. Source: GAWB, Part B, Table 11.1, page 103, and Arup 
analysis of RFI 33-34 Actual Capex 2015-2019 Arup Capex Analysis 20191128.xlsx 

KPMG notes that this represents a significant level of expenditure over and above what was approved. 
The following table compares, for GAWB’s 10 largest projects, actual expenditure during the current 
period, against the budget established during the last price monitoring investigation. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
34 Refer GAWB, Bulk Water Price Review, GAWB Submission, 2021-25 Period, Part A, page 103. 
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Table 25: Largest Ten Capex GAWB’s 2015 budget allowance vs actual capex 

Project Forecast Year of 
Commission / Cost 
Driver 

Forecast  
($m) 

Actual  
($m) 

Variance  
($m) 

Variance  
(% 
Forecast) 

Offline Storage & Repump Station 2017, Regulatory 22.50  38.04  15.54 +69%* 

Awoonga Dam Spillway AFC 
Upgrades 

2015, Capacity 9.4  8.99  -0.41 -4.4% 

Accommodation Project 2016, Business 
Process 
Improvement 

      

Awoonga Dam VFD Replacement 2016, Replacement 4.21  6.66  2.45 +58.2%* 

GWTP/YWTP System 
Interconnection 

2019, Capacity 6.60  6.29  -0.31 -4.7% 

HLPS & LLPS Switchboard Upgrade 2016, Replacement 5.81  4.78  -1.03 -17.8% 

[confidential] 2016, Replacement       

ERP Replacement Project (Tech 
One) 

2016, Replacement 2.61 3.38  0.78  +29.8% 

Awoonga Dam Pump Station 
Building Refurbishment  

2015, Replacement 2.50 2.82  0.31 +12.5% 

Lake Awoonga Land Rationalisation 2015, Regulatory 2.23  2.74  0.51 +22.9% 

Totals         

* These projects were sampled for more detailed review of prudency and efficiency and are discussed below. Source: GAWB, 
RFI 33-34 Actual Capex 2015-2019.xlsx and Arup analysis, it is assumed these numbers include IDC as stated by GAWB 
because all listed projects total to Table 12 above. 

Due to this overspend, KPMG has been asked to review a small sample of these projects to understand 
the drivers for additional expenditure above that budgeted for. These projects include: 

• Offline Storage & Repump Station; 

• Awoonga Dam VFD Replacement; and 

• Accommodation Project. 

Our assessment of these projects is detailed later in this report. 

Analysis of GAWB’s largest 10 capital projects demonstrates a material average overspend of  
 capital against the budgets set. Of the 10 projects analysed: 

• Six projects demonstrate an overspend, three demonstrate an underspend and one was delivered 
on budget; 

• Of the six projects overspent, the average overspend was 70 per cent higher than the budgeted 
allowance; 

• All six projects where there was an overspend was at least 10 per cent higher than budget, a 
material variation given these projects included contingency dependent on the stage of the 
gateway relevant for its stage in the planning process; 

• Of the three projects underspent, the average underspend was 8 per cent below that which was 
budgeted for.  
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Given the materiality of the overspends on a large number of major projects, this raises potential 
concerns: 

• The cost estimates produced by GAWB may lack rigorous analysis and hence may not be a good 
estimate for the likely cost of the project; 

• GAWB may not appropriately apply its capital planning and governance framework, impacting on 
the quality of cost estimates and/or project delivery; 

• GAWB may not be familiar with the appropriate standard of works required, and hence require a 
number of variations during implementation to achieve compliance; 

• GAWB may not have tight controls over capital spend, with the thought that any overspends will 
be rolled into the RAB without question, hence allowing them to recover these costs at no 
additional risk. This is not the intent of incentive-based pricing mechanisms, even when they are 
under a price monitoring regime; and 

• There may be a lack of detailed reference design and documentation prior to issuing tenders, which 
means risks are not well known (e.g. Geotech, planning etc.) resulting in variations from time 
delays, add-ons and re-design/re-work. 

There may also be other exogenous factors impacting the cost of delivering these projects, such as; 

• The price and/or availability of construction materials/resourcing in the Gladstone region; 

• Changes to regulatory obligations that have driven additional costs (e.g. potable water quality 
requirements); and 

• Costs imposed on GAWB by other utilities and/or regulators during the delivery of projects, but 
unknown at the final Business Case at Investment approval stage. 

We note that these overspends have been efficient and/or partially offset by reductions in expenditure. 
Looking further into GAWB’s actual expenditure, we reviewed all projects that have been delivered 
over the last full five year period (1 July 2014 to 30 June 2019), against what was budgeted for35, and 
noted the following: 

• GAWB forecast to complete 206 unique projects36 with a value of $105.8 million, during the five 
years 2014-19; 

• Of these projects, 122 have been completed; 

• Of these 122, KPMG was provided data that allowed comparison of forecast and actual expenditure 
for 79 projects delivered between 1 July 2014 and 30 June 201937. Given our assessment that both 
the Offline Storage and Repump project and the Awoonga Dam VFD Replacement project were 
prudent and efficient (refer to Section 6.3.3), we have removed these from the sample of 
79 projects (so as not to skew the analysis). Of the remaining 77 projects: 

They were forecast to cost $54.85 million, but were delivered for $66.69 million; 

Of the 77 projects, the total variance was a 22 per cent overspend.  

 

                                                
35 GAWB, RFI33-34 Actual Capex 2015-19 
36 This is the number of unique project numbers assigned in the sheet “Actual capex 2015-19” in RFI 33-34 
Actual Capex 2015-19. This excludes $11.8 million of replacement capex of existing assets, which does not have 
an assigned project number. 
37 Within GAWB’s response to RFI33-34, it provided the forecast allowance for the 2015-20 period and actual 
capex for the 2014-19 period.  
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Figure 26: Forecast vs actual expenditure of the 77 projects between 2014-2019 

 
 

• 22 projects were cancelled at a saving of $0.94 million; 

• 23 projects were deferred/postponed, at a saving of $5.65 million; 

Of the 23 postponed, 10 have been included within the 2020-25 capital forecast at a value of 
$1.47 million; 

• 23 ‘replacement’ driven projects38, at a value of $11.77 million, were included within the budget 
that cannot be easily mapped to the list of projects delivered, therefore it cannot be determined 
whether these are on/within budget. 

A 22 per cent average overspend for the 77 projects that could be compared with their forecast is 
material, noting these project budgets all included contingency reflective of the stage of the planning 
process they were at. Based on the analysis of major projects and all projects delivered (2014-19), there 
may be a systemic issue with the delivery of capital projects that requires further investigation. As 
noted, these overspends may be driven by exogenous factors (e.g. changes to regulatory compliance 
that have driven cost or changes in external market conditions), and underspends due to efficiencies 
achieved in capital delivery. We have sought to explore these below, by looking at the cost shift 
between cost drivers. 

6.3.2 Actual/estimated capex for the 2015-20 period by driver 

GAWB classifies the cost drivers for its capex projects into the following areas: 

• Risk − residual risk rating will be lowered to an acceptable level by completion of the project; 

• Replacement − project required to replace assets that are assessed as being at the end of their 
useful life or which are assessed as being non-maintainable from an efficiency point of view; 

                                                
38 GAWB, RFI 33-34 Actual Capex 2015-19 - Prior to the LCMP being established, predictive replacement capex 
based on the age and replacement costs of the individual assets identified in the RAB was included in the capital 
allowance to determine prices to apply from 1 July 2015. It was anticipated that additional projects, not 
individually identified with the capital allowance, were forecast to be needed across the regulatory period. As a 
result of assets reaching end of life, various asset replacement projects that were not individually identified in 
the build-up of the capital allowance have occurred and are reflective of the work anticipated by this tranche of 
replacement capex. As such, these cannot  be clearly mapped with the projects delivered. 

40 projects
overspent total
by 35%

18 projects 
within budget

19 projects 
underspent by 
total of 23%
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• Regulatory − project undertaken to achieve compliance with a law or regulation, or to align with a 
Government policy or guidance; 

• Capacity − project required to meet increased customer demand through augmentation of delivery 
network or sources of water supply; and 

• Business Process Improvement & Community Initiatives − project to bring efficiencies to 
GAWB’s operations or an explicit request from the Community Consultative Forum (CCF), or 
customers. 

Within RFI 33-34, GAWB has documented the key driver for each project. The following table details 
forecast and actual expenditure for the period 1 July 2014 to 30 June 2019. Without any further 
analysis, the numbers demonstrate a shift from risk and replacement works to regulatory compliance 
and capacity works, during the current regulatory period. 

Table 26: Capex by Primary Cost Driver 2014-19 

Cost Driver Forecast  
($m) 

Actual  
($m) (*1) 

Variance  
($m) 

Variance  
(%) (*2) 

Risk 33.45 6.72 -26.73 -80% 

Replacement 55.81 43.89 -11.92 -21% 

Regulatory 14.22 46.30 +32.08 +226% 

Capacity 2.48 18.72 +16.24 +655% 

Business Process Improvement & 
Community Initiatives 

7.44 9.58 +2.14 +29% 

Total 113.4 125.2 +11.8 10.4% 
(*1): Actual capex provided by GAWB is for the period 2014-2019 as actual capitalisation by project in the last 12 months to 
30th June 2020 not yet available. 
(*2): Negative numbers and percentage are savings on Forecast previously accepted by the QCA. Positive are cost overruns. 
Source: GAWB, RFI 33-34 Actual Capex 2015-2019 Arup Capex Analysis 20191128.xlsx , it is assumed these numbers include 
IDC as stated by GAWB because all listed projects total to Table 13 above. 

On further analysis, it appears that 13 of the projects have been reclassified, either deliberately or 
inadvertently. Of these: 

• Five were no longer classified as risk, with a budgeted cost of $28.7 million; 

• Six were no longer classified as replacement, with a budgeted cost of $3.4 million; 

• One was a business process improvement project, with a budgeted cost of $6.6 million; and 

• One was a regulatory project, with a budgeted cost of $0.1 million. 

Of these changes: 

• Two projects are now classified as risk, with a budgeted cost of $1.36 million; 

• Three projects are now classified as replacement, with a budgeted cost of $3.93 million; 

• Two projects are now classified as regulatory, with a budgeted cost of $24.73 million; 

• Two projects are now classified as capacity, with a budgeted cost of $6.77 million; and 

• Four projects are now classified as business process improvement, with a budgeted cost of 
$1.99 million. 
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This has a net impact of the following on GAWB’s analysis: 

• Risk (-$27.34 million); 

• Replacement (+$0.53 million); 

• Regulatory (+$24.73 million); 

• Capacity (+$6.77 million); and 

• Business process improvement (-$4.61 million). 

Taking these changes into account, we have adjusted the forecast capex number in the following table 
to reflect this. 

Table 27 : Capex by Primary Cost Driver 2014-19 

Cost Driver Forecast  
($m) 

Actual  
($m) (*1) 

Variance  
($m) 

Variance  
(%) (*2) 

Risk 6.11 6.72 +0.61 +10% 

Replacement 56.34 43.89 -12.45 -22% 

Regulatory 38.85 46.30 +7.45 +19% 

Capacity 9.25 18.72 +9.47 +102% 

Business Process 
Improvement & 
Community Initiatives 

2.83 9.58 +6.75 +239% 

Total 101.53 125.20 23.7 18.9% 

These changes to the classification of driver largely explain the perceived shift in expenditure away 
from risk and regulatory, and does not demonstrate any real deliberate shift away from risk and 
regulatory. Updated analysis demonstrates a material increase in regulatory, capacity and business 
process improvement works. There has been a 22 per cent reduction in replacement works.  

On the basis of analysis performed on the 10 largest projects, the program of works delivered and 
driver analysis, KPMG recommends GAWB provide the QCA with further information to validate these 
overspends. Where GAWB cannot justify these variations being outside of its control, the QCA may 
seek to adjust the capital expenditure that can be rolled into the RAB, to reflect the material overspend 
(less our recommendations on the sample of historical projects reviewed). 

6.3.3 Sample project assessment 

KPMG agreed a scope of work with the QCA to review, in detail, a sample of three historical projects 
to better understand how GAWB has been implementing its PMF and project delivery. The sample of 
delivered capital projects for review covered three projects that demonstrated either a material change 
in budget and/or scope. 

To ensure the projects were fully understood, the KPMG team spent two days interviewing (in person) 
lead project proponents inside GAWB who had worked in or closely to the sample projects.  

KPMG also provided GAWB with a request for information, seeking evidence that supports the 
prudency and efficiency of these delivered projects. The following sections of this report detail each of 
these sample projects and our assessment against the criteria established by the QCA, and discussed 
above. 
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Sample project 1 - Offline storage and repump station 

Overview 

All water supplied by GAWB is sourced from the Boyne River at Awoonga Dam, and is supplied to 
Gladstone industries and GAWB water treatment plants for Gladstone town water supply via GAWB’s 
Raw Water Supply System. This system includes the Dam outlet works, Awoonga Dam Pump Station, 
a single pipe from the pump station under the spillway, and dual pipelines from Awoonga to Gladstone.  

In 2007-08, GAWB undertook investigations of the Awoonga High Dam, resulting in the Dam Safety 
Compliance Project. The investigations and implementation of the Compliance Project highlighted the 
criticality of the raw water supply system at Awoonga, as several components cannot be bypassed and 
there are no other alternative water sources for Gladstone industrial or municipal water supplies. 
Limited in-system storage also meant that shutdowns for maintenance and asset replacement works 
were severely constrained. Additionally, works within the Compliance Project (2010-2015) could only 
be achieved in stages with a series of short shutdowns, which had a significant effect on project cost, 
and the potential for customer interruption if there were time overruns.  

After several studies, GAWB proposed to construct a 1,200 ML Offline Storage Facility and Standby 
Pump System in a small valley adjacent the existing Toolooa 50 ML reservoir. The purpose of this 
storage was to provide redundancy for outlet and pipeline components from Awoonga Dam. Under the 
conditions prior to this project’s initiation, failure of either the Awoonga Dam Pump Station or Awoonga 
to Gladstone pipeline could result in a supply outage of 14 days.  

Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 28: Offline storage and repump station key assumptions and information 

Information source 

• Business Cases: Medium Project (2012), Major Project (2015), Major Project 
(2016) 

• CDM Smith Dam Safety Risk analysis 
• Entura Dam Safety Risk analysis 
• Board Paper No. 2016-06-3.02 Key Points for Business Case. 
• Board Paper No. 2018-08-2.01 Business Case Variation. 
• Capex Deviation in Spend, Time & Scope since 2015 
• Cardno Offline Water Storage Failure Impact Assessment 
• Design Report  
• Project Variations Register 

Investment Driver 
• Risk of failure to supply for extended period 
• Efficiencies gained during inspection and maintenance 

Intended Outcome 

• Ability to take critical components of Awoonga Dam, Awoonga Dam pump 
station and Awoonga to Gladstone pipeline out of service for inspection and 
maintenance for up to 14 days without supply interruption 

• Ability to maintain supply to GAWB’s customers for a 14 day period in case of 
a failure of critical components of Awoonga Dam, Awoonga Dam pump 
station and the Awoonga to Gladstone pipeline 

• Deferral of elimination of the requirement to replace the 50-year-old DN700 
pipeline between Awoonga Dam and the offline storage site (avoided future 
capital expenditure of c. $30M) 

Current Project Status • The project was completed in 2018-19 
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Procurement and 
project delivery Process 

• Review of Critical Infrastructure by R2a 
• Feasibility and site selection study for offline storage capable of providing a 

14-day raw water supply independent of pumping operations at Awoonga 
Dam 

• Alternatives to offline storage identified 
• Preliminary site investigations 2010-11 to confirm no intrinsic issues with the 

site that would prohibit construction of the offline storage 
• Design of offline storage and standby pumping system (2012-15) 
• GAWB prepared consultancy brief based on Aurecon’s conceptual design and 

invited proposals from four engineering consultancies 
• Cardno selected to undertake detailed investigation and design on basis of 

comprehensive bid and value 
• A comprehensive schedule and cost estimate was produced 

 

Options analysis 

In February 2009, GAWB commissioned Risk & Reliability Associates (R2a) to undertake a due diligence 
review of GAWB critical infrastructure requirements. External threats and common mode failures 
identified that could significantly disrupt the supply of water for extended periods included drought, 
dam breakages, major failures and major maintenance. The review also identified possible options for 
safeguarding water supplies.  

Since 2009, GAWB has commissioned a number of studies to identify cost-effective solutions to 
mitigate interruption of supply and improve the reliability of the system. Following the 2010 Price 
Review, GAWB investigated a number of alternatives to the offline storage project, including: 

• Offline storage at other identified sites (not adjacent to Toolooa Reservoir); 

• Pontoon pumping station on Awoonga Dam; 

• Pontoon Pump Station with redundant pipeline between Awoonga Dam and Toolooa Reservoir; 
and 

• ‘Do nothing’ or undertake temporary works as necessary for planned and unplanned maintenance.  

GAWB commissioned CDM Smith to undertake a high level Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) considering 
all viable alternatives to the Offline Storage. The MCA took place in a mini-workshop on 19 August 
2014 with a representative of GAWB and information inputs from previous reports. The criteria used 
in the Business Case were adopted with some modification and additions as follows: 

Table 29 : MCA Criteria for offline storage and repump station 

Risk mitigation To what extent does the option mitigate the risks of planned 
and unplanned events 

Cost Capital and operating 

Staging and ability to upgrade Option to meet future demands and/or ease of upgrades to 
meet future demands 

Raw water quality Potential impact on the quality of water entering the Water 
Treatment Plant (WTP) (both advantageous and 
disadvantageous) 

Complexity of operation and maintenance Potential to introduce new and/or increase high risk activities 
required to operate and maintain the option 

Stakeholder impacts Potential impacts on external stakeholders excluding 
customers 
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The criteria weightings were determined using Paired Comparison Analysis – a tool for weighing 
relative importance of options, particularly where priorities are not clear, options are completely 
different, evaluation criteria are subjective, or where competing priorities exist. Using the outcomes of 
the comparison as a guide, and based on experience and understanding of workshop participants, the 
below weightings were determined: 

Table 30 MCA criteria weightings for offline storage and repump 

Criteria Weighting 

Risk mitigation To what extent does the option mitigate the risks of 
planned and unplanned events 

40% 

Cost Capital and operating 30% 

Staging and ability to upgrade Option to meet future demands and/or ease of upgrades to 
meet future demands 

5% 

Raw water quality Potential impact on the quality of water entering the WTP 
(both advantageous and disadvantageous) 

10% 

Complexity of operation and 
maintenance 

Potential to introduce new and/or increase high risk 
activities required to operate and maintain the option 

10% 

Stakeholder impacts Potential impacts on external stakeholders excluding 
customers 

5% 

The MCA identified the Offline Storage project as the preferred option. Although lower in cost, the 
Pontoon Pump Station scored a significantly lower rating because it did not mitigate risks associated 
with Awoonga Gladstone pipeline failure and more widespread risk that may impact the Awoonga Dam 
area, such as electrical power supply failure and loss of road access during flooding. It was also 
considered to create additional risks, such as operability during flooding, including debris impacting the 
floating pipeline from the pontoon to the shore and operational risks should the pontoon require 
maintenance access during flood events.  

The QCA in its Final Report of May 201539 considered that a pontoon pump station on the Awoonga 
Dam reservoir to be a more efficient option. GAWB subsequently sought independent opinions from 
GHD, CDM Smith and Entura, which effectively concluded that the costs associated with risk mitigation 
required for the pontoon pump station would be significant (and would not remove the risk).  

Following this additional analysis and subsequent to the QCA’s Final Report, GAWB has proceeded 
with the Offline Storage & Repump Station which had a higher estimated cost than the Pontoon Pump 
Station allowed for in the QCA Final Report. 

Actual Capital Expenditure 

The QCA had allowed $22.5 million (including IDC) into its price monitoring decision for the 2015-20 
regulatory period, with an assumed commissioning date in the 2016-17 financial year. Subsequently, 
GAWB undertook additional investigations and made the decision to implement the more 
comprehensive option for the Offline Storage & Repump Station. GAWB has indicated that the project 
will now be complete and capitalised in financial year 2018-19 with a budget forecast of $38 million 
(including IDC). 

                                                
39 QCA, Final Report, Gladstone Area Water Board Price monitoring 2015-20, May 2015, Section 4.5.4, 
Conclusion, page 34. 
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Table 31 : Actual capex capitalisation – Offline Storage & Repump Station ($ million, nominal)  

 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

QCA approved capex $0 $22.50 $0 $0 $0 $22.50 

GAWB capex (*1) $0 $0 $0 $35.6 $0 $35.6 

Capitalised (*2) $0 $0  $0 $38.04  $0 $38.04 

(*1) actual expenditure. 
(*2) Includes actual expenditure and interest during construction. 
Source: GAWB, RFI0094, Board Paper extract, 18 April 2019. 

Assessment 

Prudency 

GAWB states that the creation of an offline storage and standby pumping system is specifically aimed 
at responding to corporate risks. Following the QCA Final Report of May 2015, GAWB undertook 
additional analysis under its PMF and developed a detailed Business Case dated August 2016. In the 
Business Case, it identified a number of corporate risks which this expenditure would ameliorate, 
including the regulatory risk of non-compliance with Dam Safety Provisions40, and the customer risk of 
not meeting continuous supply under its Contingent Supply Strategy (CSS) commitments. 

GAWB is required under the Dam Safety Regulations41 to undertake a comprehensive dam inspection 
every five years, including internal inspections of the inlet structures and discharge conduits. Given the 
14 hour time window available to GAWB (before customer supply interruptions occur), these 
inspections can only be undertaken with visual and photographic inspection to identify maintenance 
issues. No detailed surface inspections or large maintenance activities are possible within this time 
window.  

The Dam Safety Regulations also require a safety review every 20 years which is now due by 30 June 
2022. The regulatory obligations for detailed dam inspections and the potential need to maintain critical 
infrastructure assets over a period of longer than currently available, were key factors during the 
previous QCA review, and its decision to agree the prudency of this project.  

The current residual risk rating of failure to supply was deemed significant (consequence: extreme, 
probability: unlikely) due to potential infrastructure failure at Awoonga or in the Awoonga-Gladstone 
Pipeline between Awoonga and the offline storage site. The residual risk following completion of the 
project was deemed moderate due to a reduction in probability (consequence: extreme, probability: 
rare).  

Previously, all water was sourced from Lake Awoonga and pumped through the Awoonga-Gladstone 
Pipeline. Critical infrastructure, where a single point of failure could result in water supply failure in the 
system include: 

• Awoonga Dam outlet pipe and pump station suction pipe; 

• Awoonga Pump Station – pumps and motors; 

• Awoonga Pump Station – valves and pipework; 

• Awoonga PS discharge pipe and surge vessel; 

• Pipeline under spillway channel; 

                                                
40 Issued under the Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act. 
41 Department of Natural Resources & Mines, Queensland Dam Safety Management Guidelines, 2002. 
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• Power supply to pump station; 

• Pipelines (dual) to Gladstone – failure of one pipe causing washout and failure of adjacent pipeline; 
or 

• Pipelines (dual) to Gladstone – breach of Saddle Dam 3 causing major erosion and washing out 
pipelines. 

GAWB also identified efficiencies that the project would bring to its operations. According to the 2016 
Business Case, average day contracted demand on the Awoonga-Gladstone raw water supply system 
was approximately 100 ML/d. With all reservoirs full, there was approximately 138 ML of available raw 
water storage, and actual daily demand varied from under 80 to over 110 ML/day. The project would 
also facilitate maintenance activities on critical infrastructure: 

• without the need for a compressed maintenance program or a large number of individual 
shutdowns and contractual arrangement with severe liquidated damages for late completion and/or 
bonuses for early completion (as had been used previously used to manage contractors’ risk); 

• Using a wider selection of contractors, work methods and materials; and 

• Without significant operating cost or operational risk penalties. 

Through the additional analysis undertaken on costs (estimated at $29.6 million at August 2016), 
stronger documentation (the Business Case), and access to additional external reports, GAWB has 
demonstrated the prudency of the project and identified a need to respond to the interrupted supply 
risk of the Awoonga Dam. The project has also been previously accepted by the QCA as being prudent, 
albeit in a different concept configuration.  

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

GAWB has undertaken an options analysis, identifying 10 options in the Business Case which were 
then shortlisted to two options. CDM Smith reviewed the options based on a multi-criteria analysis, 
assigning weightings based on Paired Comparison Analysis. GAWB has also extensively reviewed the 
viability of the alternative solution proposed by the QCA as more cost-effective (the pontoon pump 
station) and concluded that the offline storage option remains the preferred option. GAWB’s concerns 
included the risk of maintaining and operating the QCA’s preferred option during a contingency failure 
event, concurrent with an adverse weather event. Supporting documentation indicates that GAWB has 
delivered the Scoping phase of the PMF. 

Additional documentation has been provided by GAWB to show the various input studies to the 
development of the detailed design, tendering specifications and cost analysis as required under the 
Planning phase leading to the final Business Case for a major project. Furthermore, GAWB has provided 
and extract of Board Minutes to demonstrate final Board approval for the project Implementation 
expenditure42. 

The documentation provided by GAWB in support of its developed scope of work, cost estimates 
incorporating tender responses, independent review of the reasonableness of the costs, and other 

                                                
42  
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supporting information, has demonstrated it has effectively complied with provisions of the PMF43, 
albeit the PMF flowcharts and templates were locked down in May 2017.  

Standard of Works 

The Business Case provides the comprehensive list of standards to which the project has been 
designed and will be constructed under44. It also lists the Federal, State and Local Government 
requirements to be met for development approvals including environmental, planning and approvals 
and heritage authorisations.  

On this basis, the standard of works is deemed efficient. 

Cost of Works 

The Capex Deviation Report states that the final Project Capitalisation Amount was $34.5 million, 
which, following the adoption of an alternative project option, was higher by $12.6 million relative to 
the QCA initial allowance. This difference has primarily been driven by the change in project scope, 
following the prior QCA approval of an alternative option. Deliverables associated with this deviation 
amount are given in Section 4.2 of the Capex Deviation Report. 

According to the Capex Deviation Report, IDC was assessed to be applicable based on the forecast 
values identified at the time of the 2015 price review, and an amount of $0.55 million was included in 
the QCA allowance. 

GAWB has considered the impact on customers to the extent that it has identified that they will also 
benefit from greater security of water supply and reduced risk of operational disruption. GAWB has 
analysed the cost of various capital expenditure options for the Pontoon Pump Station option in 
comparison with the Offline Storage & Repump Station option. Operating and maintenance costs were 
deemed similar for each option and were thus not modelled. GAWB has indicated that with mooring 
costs ($5m), “realistic” economic life of the pontoon pump station (25 years)45 and the need to replace 
the DN770 pipeline ($30 million) being considered46, the pontoon pump station would result in a higher 
price than GAWB’s proposed offline storage solution.  

As stated in GAWB’s business case, an analysis of the costs and benefits of the proposed offline 
storage project from a customer perspective should include an assessment of the benefits of avoiding 
water supply outages. The R2a analysis found that the project would reduce expected customer 
outages by around one -third, or approximately two days per annum. An analysis conducted by GAWB 
in 2014 indicated that one of its largest industrial customers would lose  

 from plant shutdown due to loss of water (based on the value of lost production less avoided 
costs).  

While GAWB has demonstrated the relative costs between project options, its justification for the 
offline storage option would have been stronger if it had documented discussions with its large, 
industrial customers to understand the production loss they would incur were there to be a lengthy 
water supply interruption. This would provide an estimate of the opportunity costs to customers to 
compare against the additional costs of the offline storages and repump option above the baseline 

                                                
43 Refer to RFI0036 Offline Storage documentation. 
44 Refer GAWB, Business Case: Major Project, OP2010-035 Offline Storage and Standby Pump System, August 
2016, Section 3.1, page 33. 
45 Refer GAWB, Business Case: Major Project, OP2010-035 Offline Storage and Standby Pump System, August 
2016, Section 1.4.3, page 28, on 25 year life adopted from CDM Smith letter dated 6 July 2016. 
46 Refer GAWB, Business Case: Major Project, OP2010-035 Offline Storage and Standby Pump System, August 
2016, Section 1.4.3, page 16, on condition.  
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pontoon costs to determine whether the price difference is an amount that customers would be willing 
to pay to reduce the risk of a multi-day outage. However in a more recent Board paper47, it was noted 
that “had this additional project costs been included in the 2015-20 Price Monitoring Investigation, the 
impact on indicative zonal prices due to these incremental project costs would have been an increase 
of approximately $8.65/ML (real $ 2015) which is a percentage increase of between 1.27% (at 
Awoonga_Toolooa)  KPMG notes these price increases are relatively small 
and are around or lower than the current CPI inflation rate.  

It should also be noted that the Offline Storage and Repump Station option will reduce supply risks and 
improve economic efficiency for GAWB’s maintenance delivery through: 

• A significant reduction in the risks of triggering opportunity costs for customers of an extended 
outage during future single point of failure events; and 

• Provision of longer access periods for maintenance contractors in the future leading to lower 
maintenance costs. 

On this basis, KPMG has determined that the costs of this project were efficient. 

Summary findings  

Based on the review of documentation provided by GAWB, the interview process, and the preceding 
analysis, KPMG notes that it concurs with the QCA’s prior decision that the project was prudent, and 
recommends that the project be considered as prudent because: 

• The additional independent external assessments and justifications sought by GAWB support a 
primary regulatory-compliance cost driver and secondary supply risk-reduction cost drivers; 

• The Dam Safety Inspection time frames fall due towards the end of this regulatory period; and  

• The MCA and its risk assessment justify that a change of project scope from that originally 
considered by the QCA. 

Further, the project should be considered efficient because: 

• A capex adjustment is required to bring the previously approved capex plus IDC up to a level 
required for the storage and repump station scope of work; 

• The Business Case and tendering documentation clearly define the standard of work required; and 

• The Board paper extracts and the updated Business Case demonstrate a focus on identifying 
reasonable costs against the new scope of works for inclusion by the QCA.  

The table below shows the total capex related to the project considered both prudent and efficient. 

Table 32 : Recommended adjustment to actual capex capitalisation – Offline Storage & 
Repump Station ($ million, nominal) 

FY (*1) 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

QCA approved 
capex 

$0 $22.51 $0 $0 $0 $22.51 

GAWB capex $0 $0 $0 $38.04 $0 $38.04 

KPMG Proposed $0 $0 $0 $38.04 $0 $38.04 

(*1) Includes actual expenditure and interest during construction. 

                                                
47 GAWB, RFI0094, Board Paper extract, 18 April 2019 
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Sample project 2 - Accommodation project 

Overview 

Under the previous arrangement, GAWB staff had been spread between 147 Goondoon Street and 
Gladstone Water Treatment Plant (GWTP) locations, approximately five km away. GAWB proposed to 
purchase new accommodation at 136 Goondoon Street, sell 147 Goondoon Street and decommission 
the temporary accommodation at the GWTP.  

The accommodation at 147 Goondoon Street did not meet Building Code requirements, including lack 
of disabled access and bathrooms, and inadequate parking. Additionally, the Queensland Government’s 
Office Accommodation Management Framework (OAMF) sets out guidelines for accommodation for 
government agencies. An assessment by Flinders Group found that conditions within the 
147 Goondoon Street office were not consistent with the OAMF guidelines and benchmarks with the 
gap analysis and site assessment by Flinders Group48, indicating the following refurbishment 
requirements: 

• Not having any expansion floor space to meet the organisations growth requirements; 

• Not enough car parking spaces to meet the local government regulations for the number of building 
occupants; 

• Not meeting access and mobility guidelines defined by government nor AS1428:1; 

• Not compliant with sustainability standards including on energy management and waste 
management; 

• Not incorporate open plan office to provide natural light and outlook; and 

• No alternative work spaces or support breakout space, team working or quiet zones.  

GAWB noted that, as provision of disabled access would require installation of a lift, this would be 
classed as a major refurbishment and would trigger the requirement for a formal building application 
and review for full compliance with the Building Code, as well as under the GRC Planning Scheme. 
This would result in significant expenditure and business disruption while works were in progress.  

Previously 147 Goondoon Street was too small to meet GAWB’s staff accommodation requirements 
and 15 staff members were housed at the GWTP in temporary dismountable accommodation. Having 
staff in two locations added costs to the business from frequent trips between sites, including vehicle 
costs and loss of productive time. Trips took approximately 15 minutes one way, and therefore 
significant time was lost in meeting travel time, and with the additional risk to staff safety of frequent 
trips between sites. There was also no space for growth or to support temporary project teams.  

The purchase of 136 Goondoon Street was completed in 2015-16, with all staff being accommodated 
at the one location. For various reasons including a slow local market, 147 Goondoon Street has not 
yet been sold.  

                                                
48 Flinders Group, Accommodation Options Assessment, GAWB, March 2014, provided within 41. 08 Item 3.3 
Accommodation Strategy Business Case - Final (Consolidated docs).pdf 
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Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 33: Accommodation project key assumptions and information 

Information source 

• Accommodation Strategy Business Case (December 2016) 
• GAWB Accommodation Report (26 February 2016) 
• Capex Deviation Report 
• Project Plan (April 2016) 
• Flinders Group: Accommodation Options Assessment (March 2014) 
• GAWB Minor Project Plan (refurbishment of 147 Goondoon Street, March 

2015) 

Investment Driver 

• Existing accommodation not compliant with Building Code requirements 
• Staff accommodated over two locations, creating costs and inefficiencies 
• Excess time lost in interoffice travel for meeting with increased driving safety 

risks 
• No space for growth or to support temporary project teams 

Intended Outcome 
Provide ongoing accommodation with: 

• Sufficient space to accommodate current staff (preferably at one site) 
• Location above 1:100 flood level 

Current Project Status The project was completed in 2015-16 

Procurement and 
project delivery Process 

• Accommodation Options Assessment by Flinders Group (March 2014) 
 Negotiate a purchase price for 136 Goondoon Street  

 
 

 o carry out due diligence  
 

 
• Prepare draft sale contract 

Options analysis 

GAWB commissioned Flinders Group to undertake an options assessment of its “three shortlisted” 
accommodation options and prepare an Options Assessment Report (March 2014): 

1. Reconfiguration and expansion of current location 147 Goondoon Street (est. $2.5 million);  

2. Purpose-built accommodation on existing site (at GWTP) (est. $5.2million); or 

3. Purpose-built accommodation on existing site (Reservoir Precinct Area) (est. $4.8million). 

In May 2013, the GAWB Board agreed that the primary evaluation criteria of prospective office 
accommodation options should be: 

• Resilience to 1:100 climatic conditions and compliance with quality, environment and safety criteria; 
and 

• That the final proposal be robust and persuasive for the QCA endorsement and possible Ministerial 
approval. 

Options were considered within the region, such as Awoonga Dam area, Yarwun industrial estate, 
GSDA, Gladstone CBD, Reservoir Precinct, and within existing GAWB infrastructure. At a subsequent 
Board meeting, the above three short-listed options were approved for further investigation. 

The Flinders Group report found that the existing conditions within the 147 Goondoon Street office 
were not consistent with guidelines set out in the OAMF framework, including overall use of Net 
Lettable Area (NLA), parking, accessibility, sustainability, office spaces and support spaces (e.g. 
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breakout areas, quiet zones, etc.). The options assessment included capital estimates for each of the 
options, with Option 1 being approximately at least half as expensive as the other options. 

Flinders Group noted that the design life of buildings is generally 40 years with a major refurbishment 
of the building around the 25-year mark. It noted that the Goondoon Street building is 30 years old and 
part-way through refurbishment and “[t]herefore all that remains to be done is the ablutions entry lift 
and inside reorganising to optimise space, introduce contemporary accommodation practices and 
ergonomics”. The conclusions of the report, though not prescriptive, appear favourable toward 
Option 1. 

However, since the Flinders Group options assessment, GAWB continued to experience staffing 
growth, while in 2016 the Gladstone region experienced an economic downturn with vacancy rates for 
commercial buildings in Goondoon Street rising. GAWB sought to review its position in this context 
and identified the premises at 136 Goondoon Street as representing a better accommodation solution 
given its greater size and car parking availability. 

GAWB obtained an independent financial assessment from Donald Cants Watts Corke (DCWC) of three 
buildings in Gladstone CBD to satisfy growth opportunities and staff expansion: 

• 147 Goondoon Street (existing head office); 

• 117 Goondon Street (empty but needing significant refurbishment, requiring purchase); or 

• 136 Goondoon Street (partial fit-out with tenants on ground floor, level 4 and partially tenanted on 
level 1, requiring purchase). 

DCWC produced a report based on its assessment of the three buildings’ options and concluded that 
the third option (136 Goondoon Street) provided the best financial solution to GAWB.  

On the basis of this information, GAWB undertook its own assessment, considering six options for 
accommodation: 

1. Status quo: 147 Goondoon Street with minor refurbishment (est. $1.1 million49); 

2. Redevelopment of 147 Goondoon Street (est. $9.2 million); 

3. Purchase 117 Goondoon Street and minor refurbishment of 147 Goondoon Street (est. 
$7.0 million less $0.4 million, net $6.6 million); 

4. Purchase of 136 Goondoon Street (and sale of 147 Goondoon Street)  
 

5. Construction of a new building at GWTP (and sale of 147 Goondoon Street)  
; or 

6. Construction of a new building in the Reservoir Precinct (and sale of 147 Goondoon Street) 
 

                                                
49 This case seems to exclude addition of opportunity costs associated with rented space and transport costs, 
and lost time of $4.6m which would increase the actual business costs, making net costs $5.7m 

  

  

 



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 58 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

Each potential accommodation option was analysed against seven criteria: 

1. Cost/price impact for customers; 

2. Compliance with Queensland Government policy to locate in the regional centre CBD; 

3. Optimal climatic resiliency; 

4. Capturing productivity and organisational benefits of staff in one location; 

5. Appropriate car parking for all staff; 

6. Flexibility for future growth, laboratory facilities, automated control room, etc.; and 

7. No significant business disruption during transition. 

It was found that the purchase of 136 Goondoon Street (and sale of 147 Goondoon Street) was the 
lowest cost option to address the problem. It was also the only option that satisfied all criteria for new 
accommodation, had best flood resistance, and could be implemented the fastest with least disruption 
to the ongoing business.  

GAWB has taken sufficient steps to consider all viable options, including review of its approach in view 
of changing circumstances. It is noted that 147 Goondoon  

 has not been realised to date. However, if this sale revenue was excluded 
from the options analysis, Option 4 would still remain the lowest cost option. 

Proposed Capital Expenditure 

The QCA had allowed $1.7 million (including IDC) into its price monitoring decision for the 2015-20 
regulatory period, with an assumed commissioning date in the 2015-16 financial year. Subsequently, 
GAWB undertook additional investigations and made the decision to implement the purchase of 
136 Goondoon Street and the sale of 147 Goondoon Street. GAWB completed the project to do minor 
upgrades to 136 Goondoon Street and to move in. The interview discussion identified that staff 
efficiencies were indeed higher with all management, operations and planning staff in the one building. 
Some variations were required to make the building ready for occupancy in mid-2017 with a budget 
forecast plus variations of   

The sale of 147 Goondoon Street has yet to occur, but in the future needs to progress at least at the 
amount of $[confidential] agreed by the Board as the floor sales amount (Board Minute No. 2017/08, 
page 6), and to have that disposal cash gain offset the existing capex approval. 

Table 34: Actual capex capitalisation – Accommodation project ($ million, nominal) 

 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

QCA approve capex $1.7 (*1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1.7 

GAWB capex (*2) $0  $0 $0 $0  

Capitalised (*3) $0  $0 $0 $0  
(*1) Assumes retain and minor refurbishment of 147 Goondoon Street, noting the opportunity costs of two offices are excluded 
from the analysis, but should be included. 
(*2) Includes actual expenditure. 
(*3) Includes actual expenditure and interest during construction. Source: GAWB, RFI0094 & Capex Deviation Report, and 
Business case, December 2016, (see 18. 08 Item 3.3 Accommodation Strategy Business Case - Attachment 1.pdf) 
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Assessment 

Prudency 

The Strategy Business Case (December 2016) notes that total accommodation space at 147 Goondoon 
Street and GWTP are fully utilised and that staff are required to make frequent trips between the sites. 
GAWB estimated that consolidating staff would save 42 journeys per week, translating to a saving in 
staff time and vehicle costs of $53,000 p.a. or $0.4 million present value over 10 years. 

Additionally, discussions during the interviews with GAWB suggested that a cyclone-resistant building 
would allow better disaster response where all staff are in one building (note hardening of building may 
also be required, e.g. windows). It was noted that the 136 Goondoon Street building did not suffer from 
any flood damage during the last cyclone. 

Moreover, the accommodation at 147 Goondoon Street did not meet Building Code requirements, 
including lack of disabled access and bathrooms, and inadequate parking.  

During the initial accommodation review by Flinders Group, a number of options were explored. As 
circumstances changed and building values in the area decreased, GAWB sought a more 
comprehensive options analysis by DCWC. As the status quo option was not tenable, the next lowest 
option was chosen and executed, being the purchase of 136 Goondoon Street and sale of 
147 Goondoon Street. 

In view of the above factors, GAWB has demonstrated prudency in progressing this project, albeit with 
the second highest cost from its options assessment, before adjustments which are discussed in the 
Efficiency section below. 

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

While the options assessment was underway, GAWB approved limited work to the 147 Goondoon 
Street to proceed, namely: 

• Reception upgrade; 

• Level 1 upgrade to HR and IT; 

• Facelift of exterior; and 

• Toilets and access upgrades levels 1 and 2 (only if Development Application would not be 
triggered). 

In the Capex Deviation Report, it was stated that the objectives of the project were to find both a 
short-term solution and a long-term solution. In that report, it mentions that the preferred short-term 
solution was to make a minor upgrade to the first floor of 147 Goondoon Street. While it explored a full 
range of accommodation options, GAWB moved to partially comply with the Building Code and the 
GRC Planning Scheme by proceeding with partial refurbishment of 147 Goondoon Street. The Board 
approved $1.1 million for this minor upgrade, in line with the QCA approved expenditure amount.  

While in hindsight this could be considered an inefficient outcome when all accommodation options 
were under assessment, GAWB did not overspend the QCA allowance. In addition, curtailment of the 
expenditure to get 147 Goondoon Street into full compliance can be seen as an efficient decision, as it 
was ultimately found that sale of the premises was more appropriate than full refurbishment.  
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In reassessing the options analysis in the DCWC report (as above), KPMG’s analysis of the status quo 
option shows that GAWB understated the opportunity costs of remaining at 147 Goondoon Street by 
$4.7 million. These costs should have been included to cover continuing movements between separate 
offices and the need for additional rental accommodation for future growth. When these opportunity 
costs are factored into the cost comparison, the status quo option is no longer the lowest cost option. 
KPMG therefore concludes the change in the scope of work is financially efficient, and better meets 
GAWB’s accommodation requirements into the future.  

Standard of Works 

In accepting a number of variations on the minor adjustments to the newly purchased 136 Goondoon 
Street and prior to moving into the premises, GAWB exercised its need to comply with the Building 
Code, OAMF guidelines and the GRC Planning Scheme through minor modifications to the new 
building. This demonstrated that it was meeting the accepted standard of works. KPMG concludes the 
standard of works supports an efficient project delivery. 

Cost of Works 

GAWB notes that, in most circumstances, owning and leasing property can be considered equivalent 
from the perspective of NPV. By owning facilities, the owner has certainty that it can continue to use 
them in perpetuity, while by leasing, less capital is employed and the business can invest in more 
productive opportunities. However, in GAWB’s case, all assets earn a regulated rate of return, including 
corporate accommodation, thus there is no advantage obtained by releasing capital to invest elsewhere 
in the business.  

As GAWB’s specialist facilities (SCADA and control room, emergency response, etc.) are difficult and 
expensive to relocate and require flood-resilient accommodation, GAWB considers that it obtains more 
benefit from security of tenure than a typical occupant. Therefore, it is in GAWB’s best interest to own 
its accommodation.  

As noted above, GAWB proceeded with partial refurbishment of 147 Goondoon Street while the 
accommodation options were still under assessment. This would have incurred additional costs, but 
the justification for this approach in real time demonstrated efficiency through not undertaking work 
which would require mandatory compliance with the Building Code and GRC Planning Scheme, with 
an additional estimated cost of $9.2 million53 for full refurbishment less the $1.1 million already spent. 

The impact on customer prices for the move to 136 Goondoon Street is set out in the Accommodation 
Strategy Business Case Board (December 2016). GAWB states that the methodology used to allocate 
corporate costs to customers is recommended by the QCA in 2002 and results in cost allocations to 
“storage”, “raw delivery” and “potable delivery” based on estimates of the relative costs of servicing 
these customer types. The expected price impacts for hypothetical customers in 2020 of the project 
(compared to the status quo) are set out below. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
53 GAWB, Accommodation Strategy Business Case, Board Paper No.2017-08-03, dated 9 December 2016, 
Table 1, page 9, in 41. 08 Item 3.3 Accommodation Strategy Business Case - Final (Consolidated docs).pdf. 
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Table 35: Accommodation impact on customer pricing 

Customer Price Impact ($/ML) Price impact (%) 

10GL Awoonga raw water 0.1 0.04% 

10GL Gladstone raw water 0.4 0.06% 

10GL Gladstone potable water 1.0 0.07% 

10GL North Industrial raw water 0.4 0.05% 

10GL North Industrial potable water 1.0 0.04% 

 

These expected price impacts for the Accommodation project are considered to be quite low, and are 
well offset by the business and operational efficiencies which can be expected to be achieved in the 
future from staff co-location and a better working environment. On this basis, the partial refurbishment 
of 147 Goondoon Street is considered economically efficient.  

However,  sale of 147 Goondoon Street should not be a risk which is borne by 
customers in their prices during the current or future regulatory periods. This would be best achieved 
by subtracting the assumed sale floor price  transaction costs in selling 147 Goondoon 
Street of  and the estimated capital gains tax cost recovery of , from GAWB’s 
proposed capex of  leaving a recommended allowance of  only54. 

KPMG therefore recommends the cost of works be considered efficient,  
  

Summary findings  

Based on the review of documentation provided by GAWB, the interview process, and the preceding 
analysis, KPMG notes that it has re-tested the QCA’s prior decision that the project to begin 
refurbishing 147 Goondoon Street was prudent, and examined the prudency and efficiency of the 
preferred option to purchase 136 Goondoon Street and sell 147 Goondoon Street with partial 
refurbishment. Following these reviews KPMG recommends that: 

• The project to partially refurbish 147 Goondoon Street be considered as prudent because it was: 

Primarily relying on commencing to comply with a regulatory cost driver following the QCA’s 
decision for 2015-20; and 

Secondarily keeping open the full list of accommodation options while it developed the detailed 
Business Case for a business process improvement cost driver; 

• The project to purchase 136 Goondoon Street and sell the partially refurbished 147 Goondoon 
Street be considered as prudent because: 

The additional independent external assessments and justifications sought by GAWB support a 
detailed Business Case; 

The need to progress an overdue accommodation improvement project in a timely manner and 
within the current regulatory period; and  

                                                
54 Refer GAWB, Business Case, 9 December 2016, Table 9, page 30. 
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The Business Case and supporting documentation confirm this option as a prudent process 
improvement cost driver and justify that a change of project scope from that originally 
considered by the QCA is reasonable; 

• The project be considered  
t, because: 

A capex adjustment upwards is required to bring the previously approved capex plus IDC up to a 
level required for the purchase of 136 Goondoon Street being a new scope of work; 

The Business Case and attached documentation clearly define the standard of work required; 

The Board paper extracts and the updated Business Case demonstrate a focus on identifying 
reasonable costs of  against the new scope of works for inclusion by the QCA; 

But that because 147 Goondoon Street has not been sold , the estimated floor 
sales price of  transaction costs in selling 147 Goondoon Street  
and the estimated capital gains tax cost recovery  all being removed permanently 
from the project capex costs which otherwise enter the RAB.  

Table 36 shows the total capex that we consider both prudent and efficient for this project. 

Table 36: Recommended adjustment to actual capex – Accommodation project ($ million 
nominal) 

FY (*1) 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

QCA approved capex $1.71 (*1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1.71 

GAWB capex $0  $0 $0 $0  

KPMG Proposed $0  $0 $0 $0  
(*1) Includes actual expenditure and interest during construction.  

Sample project 3 - Awoonga Dam VFD replacement 

Overview 

GAWB provides bulk treated and raw water to industries and local regional councils in the Gladstone 
area. The source of water supply is from Awoonga Dam located approximately 20 km from the town, 
and the primary means of supplying water to the town is via Pumps 1 and 2 at Awoonga Dam Pump 
Station, in a duty/standby arrangement. The pump motors have large, high voltage Variable Frequency 
Drives (VFDs), which were installed together with the pumps and motors as part of the Raw Water 
Supply System Augmentation between 1998 and 2000, prior to the dam wall raise.  

The two VFDs associated with pumps 1 and 2 at the Awoonga Dam Pump Station are nearing the end 
of their useful lives. They are no longer supported by the Original Equipment Manufacturer (OEM), and 
spare parts are becoming harder to source and, where available, are typically custom-made with a 
lead-time of six months or more. The current arrangement for maintaining the electronic control system 
is for the service contractor to replace individual components on printed circuit boards, which is not 
sustainable in the longer term. 

The pumps and motors were reconditioned prior to the Business Case prepared in February 2014 and 
are considered efficient and well-suited to GAWB’s pumping requirements. 
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Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 37: Awoonga Dam VFD replacement project key assumptions and information 

Information source 

• Project Justification Form (March 2012) 
• Options Study Report (Hatch, August 2013) 
• Business Case (January 2014) 
• Capex Deviation Report (19 October 2019) 

Investment Driver 
• VFDs approaching end of life 
• Spare parts difficult to source 

Intended Outcome • Replacement of VFDs in a cost-effective and timely manner to maintain 
reliability and efficiency of raw water pumping. 

Current Project Status Completed in 2015-16 

Procurement and 
project delivery Process 

• All procurement activities to be undertaken in accordance with GAWB’s 
Procurement Policy, with additional consideration required of the QLD 
Government State Purchase Policy and desire to maximise local content 
within procurement activities 

• According to Business Case, procurement to be based on: 
o Major package of work to be formally and publicly tendered 
o Tenders assessed against agreed matrix of selection criteria and 

weightings 
o Formal assessment of received tenders undertaken for recommendation 

to GAWB Board to appointing a Principal Contractor 
• Preference is given to local companies for minor packages of work and an 

additional weighting assigned to tenders of major package of works that are 
to utilise local labour for non-specialised tasks, in accordance with GAWB’s 
Local Industry Participation Plan 

• Major project milestone schedule: 
o Appointment of design consultant 
o Advertise tender for major package of work 
o Appoint principal contractor 
o Replace first drive 
o Replace second drive 
o Project completion 

Options analysis 

The Capex Deviation Report states that GAWB commissioned Hatch to undertake an Options Study 
Report which was delivered in May 201355. The Capex Deviation Report states that the following 
options were identified and compared at a high level: 

• Maintain on a breakdown basis; 

• Perform preventative maintenance; 

• Refurbish the VFD units; and 

• Replace the VFD units. 

The options were evaluated on the basis of feasibility and risk. The options were each denoted as 
either “feasible” or “not feasible”.  

                                                
55 The following report was mentioned but not provided by GAWB, ECM_240125_v1_Awoonga Dam VFD 
Options Study Draft Report.pdf. 



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 64 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

The Business Case56 indicates that, of the four considered options, only “replacement” was 
considered as a feasible option to reduce current perceived risks.  

Additionally, a risk assessment was performed on options deemed feasible, using a risk matrix. The 
outcomes are shown below: 

Table 37 : VFD risk assessment 

Option Credible Scenario Likelihood Consequence Risk 

Maintain on a 
breakdown 
basis 

Simultaneous failure of both VFDs 
(requiring extended repair period) and 
then Pump 3, leading to inability to 
supply water for a period exceeding 
24 hours 

Likely (short 
term) to 
almost certain 
(long term) 

Extreme 
(business 
disruption) 

Severe 

Perform 
preventative 
maintenance 

Simultaneous failure of both VFDs 
(requiring extended repair period) and 
then Pump 3 leading to inability to 
supply water for a period exceeding 
24 hours 

Possible (short 
term) to likely 
(long term) 

Extreme 
(business 
disruption) 

Significant 
to severe 

Replace the 
VFD units 

Simultaneous failure of both VFDs and 
Pump 3 leading to inability to supply 
water for a period exceeding 24 hours 

Rare Extreme 
(business 
disruption) 

Moderate 

 

GAWB concluded from this process that the preferred option was to replace the VFD units and 
subsequently commissioned Hatch to conduct a further options study for the VFD replacement57. The 
study included: 

• Condition of existing drives; 

• Overview of current Medium Voltage (MV) drive technology; 

• Presentation of options investigated; 

• Constructability assessment; 

• Vendor comparison and evaluation; 

• Project execution planning including schedule and resource requirements; and 

• Recommendations for new drive tender evaluation process. 

Although the initial options assessment was not available for review to understand whether any 
alternatives to VFD replacement would have been viable and more desirable, GAWB has outlined the 
need for replacement (end-of-life, not supported by OEM, difficulty in replacing spare parts and long 
lead-times). This approach taken by GAWB sufficiently considered viable options for cost-effective 
replacement of the VFDs. 

Proposed Capital Expenditure 

The QCA had allowed $4.2 million (including IDC) into its price monitoring decision for the 2015-20 
regulatory period, with an assumed commissioning date in the 2015-16 financial year. GAWB undertook 
preliminary options investigations in the prior regulatory period and then further detailed replacement 
options analysis early in this regulatory period. It made a decision to implement the project with a 
Siemens led team. Because of the onset of the cyclone season when Siemens was ready to implement 

                                                
56 Refer ECM_282331_v2_Business Case Awoonga VSD Replacement.pdf. 
57 Refer ECM_252809_v1_R3060 VFD Options Study Report Hatch.pdf. 
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the sequential shut down of two of the three pumps, a delay in installation was required to avoid the 
risk of a single unit failure while there was not a third back-up pump to handle pumping requirements. 
The project was completed and capitalised in financial year 2016-17 with a cost of $6.7 million 
(including IDC). 

Table 38: Actual/estimated] capex – Awoonga Dam VFD Replacement ($ million, nominal) 

FY  2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

QCA approved capex $4.21 (*1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4.21 

GAWB capex (*2) $0 $5.86 $0 $0 $0 $5.86 

Capitalised (*3) $0 $6.66 $0 $0 $0 $6.66 
(*1) Assumes prior preparatory capex of approximately $1.5 million in prior regulatory period. Note prior year’s budgets on this 
project include $0.52 million in 2013-2014 and $1.00 million in 2014-2015. 
(*2) Includes actual expenditure, delay into 2016-17 financial year to delay installation over the cyclone period. 
(*3) Includes actual expenditure and interest during construction. 
Source: GAWB, RFI0038 & Capex Deviation Report, and Business case, February 2014, (see ECM_282331_v2_Business Case 
Awoonga VSD Replacement.pdf) 

Assessment 

Prudency 

The region was deemed to be exposed to risk of disruption of water supply from the single source 
(Awoonga Dam). An extended interruption would mean a disruption to the heavy industrial and 
manufacturing industries, causing negative impacts on their operations, as well as disruption to the 
municipal treated water supply via the GRC. KPMG notes the existence of this risk cost driver which 
supports the prudency of this project. 

Given that the VFDs were reaching their end of life and were no longer supported by the original 
equipment suppliers (OEM), the case for replacement (and the timing) was justified. It is noted that 
Hatch’s initial options study, which included a condition assessment of the VFDs, supported the 
appropriateness of the timing of replacement. Other documentation described higher costs for 
replacement components and longer delivery time frames, which supported a decision to move to a 
replacement project. The recommendation of that report reflects an assessment that the condition of 
the VFDs warranted replacement according to GAWB’s selected timeline, and that GAWB has taken 
the necessary steps to demonstrate prudency.  

KPMG recommends this project be accepted by the QCA as prudent. 

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

A detailed options analysis process has been undertaken, including a condition assessment of the VFDs 
as part of the initial options study to identify means of addressing the issue of ageing equipment and 
a further assessment of different options for VFD replacement.  

The Project Justification Form clearly sets out the project justification, duration and estimated cost of 
the scoping phase, including the impact on operations and strategic fit.  

Additionally, the Business Case documents the scope of the VFD replacement to include: 

• Replacement of the VFD units; 

• Replacement and/or upgrade of the VFD room HVAC system; 

• Installation of a redundant services transformer and switchgear; and 
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• Integration engineering and works to integrate the new equipment into the existing electrical 
systems and buildings. 

The works were planned to be packaged and delivered as described in the below table: 

Table 39: VFD replacement Scope of Works 

Scope of work Timing Work Package 

Supply, installation and commissioning of VFDs Changeover shutdown Major works 

Supply, installation and commissioning of auxiliary 
transformer 

Prior to shutdown Minor works 

Supply, installation and commissioning of 
air-conditioning unit 

Prior to shutdown Minor works 

Control system modification works Prior to shutdown and 
changeover shutdown 

Minor works 

Integration engineering modifications Prior to shutdown Minor works 

Update, testing and commissioning of protection 
settings modifications 

Changeover shutdown Minor works 

The Business Case also describes the approach to scope change management. The initial stage was 
to gain GAWB Board approval of the Business Case, the overall Delivery Program and the approved 
budget. The major scope of work was to be publicly tendered and, if this produced a significant scope 
change, the relevant authorisations for the change in approved project scope would be sought and 
obtained prior to contract award. The Business Unit Manager acts as the decision-making authority for 
minor variances in scope and reports to the GAWB Executive.  

KPMG recommends the project be considered as efficient under a replacement cost driver, as 
replacement will reduce opex (both the number of outages and costs for modern-equivalent spare 
parts) and reduce the potential downtime on failure which would be a large cost to the business. 

Standard of Works 

The Hatch options analysis of June 2013 noted there were no specific Australian standards covering 
the VFD, but vendors indicated they manufacture their VFD to international and IEC standards. In the 
high-level scope of work developed by Hatch for the tender process, a range of detailed specification 
documents were developed as references for the vendors to produce their tenders. These, in turn, 
refer to specific Australian and other international standards for various elements of the electrical 
installation that are required to be met58.  

KPMG therefore concludes that the defined standard of works in the tender demonstrates that the 
standard of works is appropriate and support an efficient project delivery.  

Cost of Works 

The procurement strategy outlined in the Business Case is sufficiently directed at reducing costs where 
possible through formal and public tendering, while prioritising local providers for minor packages of 
works. GAWB sought cost estimates together with the independent options study compiled by Hatch, 
who also supported the development of the tender scope of work and specifications of project 
elements.  

                                                
58 Refer to ECM_297059_v2_000-E-SPE-0014 General Specification for HV VFD Rev C pdf.pdf 
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According to the Capex Deviation Report, the preferred option was estimated at $4.2 million in 2015-16 
(with budget expenditures of $0.52 million in 2013-14 and $1.00 million in 2014-15), while the final 
capitalised value of the project was $6.7 million, including IDC. The identified causes for the cost 
increase include extensions of time and storage costs due to the cyclone season, extensions of time 
and costs to hold equipment due to snowstorms in the United States, and additional assistance from 
Aurecon due to these extensions of time. Variations have been documented and are considered 
reasonable given the complexity of the project and external uncontrollable events which disrupted 
project delivery. 

The primary element of this project was tendered, hence it was market tested and deemed appropriate. 
Smaller variations have been reviewed and they appear reasonable and in line with comparable 
purchases in other major electrical projects. KPMG therefore concludes that the project has been 
delivered in a cost effective manner and is therefore efficient.  

While a key objective is to replace critical pieces of existing infrastructure to ensure demand 
requirements of existing and future customers can be met securely and reliably, GAWB should present 
a clear analysis of the impact on the customer, including cost impacts.  

Summary findings  

Based on the review of documentation provided by GAWB, the interview process, and the preceding 
analysis, KPMG notes that it concurs with the QCA’s prior decision that the project was prudent, and 
recommends that: 

• The additional independent external assessments sought by GAWB, the options analysis and its 
efficiency assessment justify that a change of project scope was also prudent; and 

• The project has been delivered efficiently and that a capex adjustment is required to bring the 
previously approved capex (including IDC) up to the actual capex (including IDC).  

Table 41 shows the capex that is considered both prudent and efficient for this project. 

Table 40: Recommended adjustment to actual capex – Awoonga Dam VFD Replacement 
($million, nominal) 

FY (*1) 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

QCA approved capex $4.21 (*1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4.21 

GAWB capex $0 $5.86 $0 $0 $0 $5.86 

KPMG Proposed $0 $6.66 $0 $0 $0 $6.66 
(*1) Includes actual expenditure and interest during construction. 

6.4 Forecast capex 2020-25  
GAWB is proposing a total capitalised amount of $178.8 million over the 2020-25 regulatory period. 
This is $53.5 million higher than actual expenditure during the 2015-20 period, or 43 per cent higher. 

The following documents forecast capital expenditure (including IDC). 

Table 41: Forecast capital expenditure 2020-25 (including IDC) ($ million, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

Forecast capital 
expenditure (inc IDC) 

35.6 25.8 15.6 9.7 92.0 178.7 
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As demonstrated in the table above, there are material variations in the capitalisation of expenditure 
across the years, ranging between $9.7 million in 2023-24 and $92 million in 2024-25. This is due to 
the timing for commissioning of works, in particular the largest capital project (Awoonga Dam Spillway 
Capacity Upgrade – Stages 2 & 3 - $61 million) forecast to be commissioned in 2024-25. 

The increase in capex being proposed highlights a number of things to consider in relation to GAWB’s 
ability to deliver this program: 

• Given GAWB’s recent history of overspending its allowance, there may be a risk of similar cost 
blowouts against this new forecast program. KPMG is of the view that GAWB has not 
demonstrated its ability to stay within proposed capex budgets, and believes the QCA needs to 
encourage GAWB to justify how it will efficiently deliver this program of works. 

• During the interviews, GAWB indicated that the work on the Awoonga Dam spillway will need to 
be undertaken by specialist contractors with experience in this activity, and further, that a number 
of similar capex projects were underway in NSW at present, and skilled contractors would be drawn 
from that activity. GAWB contends verbally that this will not significantly draw down local contractor 
capacity to deliver this project and therefore will not be limited in its ability to deliver the remainder 
of the forecast capex.  

• While GAWB is currently using its PMF more rigorously, it has yet to demonstrate robust internal 
processes that allow for effectively managing contracts of this size/scale. GAWB needs to assure 
the QCA that it is capable of delivering this project successfully and on budget.  

The main drivers for this increase are: 

• $82.1 million in replacement investment, which is $38.2 million (or 87 per cent) higher than 
expended in the last regulatory period; 

• $72.9 million in regulatory investment, which is $26.6 million (or 57 per cent) higher than expended 
in the last regulatory period; and 

• $18.6 million in business process improvement investment, which is $9.1 million (or 95 per cent) 
higher than expended in the last regulatory period. 

GAWB has also forecast some small reductions as follows: 

• $5.2 million in risk investment, which is $1.6 million (or 23 per cent) lower than expended in the 
last regulatory period; and 

• No forecast expenditure to support capacity works, which is $18.7 million (or 100 per cent) less 
than expended in the last regulatory period. 

The following table documents capitalised expenditure, by driver. 
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Table 42: Forecast capital expenditure 2020-25 (including IDC) ($ million, nominal) 

Driver 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

Risk 2.4 0.5 0 0 2.3 5.2 

Regulatory 0 0 1.3 4.2 67.3 72.9 

Replacement 24.2 23.4 11.7 2.7 20.1 82.1 

Business Process Improvement 9.1 1.8 2.6 2.9 2.3 18.6 

6.4.1 Assessment of Deliverability 

KPMG has concerns with GAWB’s ability to deliver a replacement program that is almost double what 
it currently delivers across five years. In fact, GAWB is proposing to complete replacement works in 
the first two years of the next regulatory period, which is almost three times larger than the annual 
average completed in the current regulatory period. This raises concerns with the availability and ability 
for local contractors to support a trebling of work. If GAWB is required to look beyond the local market, 
it may have to pay a premium to bring contractors to Gladstone to complete the work. 

KPMG notes in Table 43 that the replacement capex is not particularly uniform across the regulatory 
period. A more stable replacement capex profile should assist local contractors to maintain efficient 
delivery of services to GAWB and benefit the local community through a continued presence in the 
regional economy. 

KPMG recommends that GAWB provide to the QCA detailed documentation of how it proposes to 
deliver its replacement program, prior to approving the works. This may include (for example) outcomes 
of market testing through an expression of interest. If GAWB cannot adequately demonstrate 
deliverability, the QCA may consider only approving a replacement program consistent with GAWB’s 
current expenditure profile.  

In reviewing GAWB’s forecast capex for 2020-25, KPMG has also recognised that the majority of the 
larger projects are only in the early Concept or Scoping phase of the PMF. For this reason, the 
documentation available to support the project is limited, and the cost estimates are, by definition, 
within quite a large range. To assist future analysis of capex, GAWB should add two data fields to its 
capex project spreadsheet data base which display the PMF Risk Level and the Development Phase 
for each project, so that both GAWB and the QCA are able to assess what documentation from the 
PMF templates and external advisers should be available for review in support of each capex project. 
This would also allow a more rigorous control of capex within GAWB’s governance framework. 

In addition, KPMG notes that, in other utility sectors with similar major capex programs for delivery, 
there has been a propensity to expand direct employee numbers which, in hindsight, are not needed in 
the long-term for capex and opex delivery following completion of the major program. GAWB should 
develop a Resource Management Plan so that it can justify its labour and contractor commitments at 
the next regulatory review around 2024, should an ex-post review be initiated by the QCA. 
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6.4.2 Review of sample projects  

KPMG’s broad approach, as outlined in at the beginning of this report, has provided for an initial strategic 
review of the robustness of the governance and planning frameworks relative to good/best practice 
and the prioritisation of forecast capital expenditure across key drivers.  

Following the strategic review, KPMG has sampled a range of capital projects in order to test the 
application of GAWB’s frameworks across the business. Applying the definitions and criteria outlined 
in the beginning of this chapter, KPMG can test each project against the identified requirements. 

The choice of approach was guided by the need to ensure that the final sample is representative of the 
overall capital program. KPMG’s preferred approach is to select major projects which reflect: 

• Capital value (size of the project) – KPMG’s selected projects ranging from $2.0 million to over 
$50 million. While we expect the most effort to go into the largest projects, it is prudent that we 
check a number of the smaller projects to ensure the same systems and processes are applied.  

• Drivers – Each driver has a different set of factors that contribute to establishing prudency and 
efficiency. Further, the proportion of projects and expenditure associated with each driver in the 
sample should reflect a similar proportion by driver for the entire capital program. 

• Asset classes – KPMG has sought to avoid selecting too many projects of the same class, 
e.g. dams, reservoirs, etc. 

• Site locations – not selecting projects which are based at the same site. Once one project has 
been selected within a site, it is often interrelated to others and some basic information on the 
other projects at the site can also be assessed, thus widening the scope of the seven sample 
projects under review. 

KPMG has also selected projects which have proposed completion dates ranging across the five year 
forecast period. 

To complete our assessment, we have (for each project), provided: 

• An overview of the scope of the project; 

• Key assumptions and status of support project justification; 

• A summary of the options analysis completed; 

• The proposed annual capex over the ten year period; and 

• Our assessment of the project against the guiding questions, including recommended variations to 
the proposed expenditure. 

The following forecast projects have been reviewed in the following sections of this report: 

• Awoonga Dam Spillway Capacity Upgrade Stages 2 and 3; 

• South Gladstone Reservoir Replacement; 

• Connection to GRC/Kirkwood Reservoir; 

• Expansion of Boat Creek Pumping Station; 

• GWTP to South Gladstone Reservoir Stage 3; and 

• UV Disinfection. 



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 71 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

Project 4 – Awoonga Dam Spillway Capacity Upgrade - Stages 2 and 3 

Overview 

GAWB owns and operates Awoonga Dam, located on the Boyne River approximately 26 km south of 
Gladstone city. The dam supplies raw water for urban, industrial, mining and recreational uses within 
the GRC area. The main dam has been raised on multiple occasions. The most recent raising was in 
2000-2001 when the full supply level was raised from RL 30 m to RL 40 m by raising the main dam, 
the addition of a concrete gravity ogee section on top of the existing concrete gravity spillway and 
construction of Saddle Dam No. 3 to RL 47.9 m.  

Construction works were underway to raise Saddle Dam No. 3 and construct an auxiliary spillway at 
Saddle No. 6. The project at that stage comprised the following structures: 

• Concrete-faced rockfill main dam with a maximum height of approximately 55 m noting that the 
upper 11 m of the upstream facing is steel fibre-reinforced shotcrete; 

• Full supply level of RL 40 m; 

• Ungated spillway with a concrete gravity crest structure; 

• Saddle Dam No. 3 on the left bank of the dam and spillway which has a crest level of RL 47.9 m 
and was being raised to a crest level of RL 52.9 m; and 

• An auxiliary spillway under construction at Saddle No. 6 with a crest level of RL 50.75 m and a width 
at the control section of 235 m. 

A GHD report states that during the 2013 flood event, damage was sustained in the vicinity of the dam 
and spillway. GHD found that, given the magnitude of the event, the damage sustained was not 
unexpected and generally considered that the spillway performed well. Following the 2013 flood event, 
the following repair works were undertaken: 

• Placement of anchored fibre-reinforced shotcrete to the eroded areas at the end of the concrete 
apron at the toe of the spillway structure to protect against undermining of the toe of the spillway; 

• Placement of anchored fibre-reinforced shotcrete protection over a joint in the cut rock slope on the 
right side of the discharge channel immediately downstream of the spillway structure; and  

• Repair of the erosion protection around the spillway bridge abutments. 

GHD drew several conclusions with respect to the likely performance of the spillway during flood 
events of greater magnitude than the January 2013 event, including: 

• Relatively small flood events are likely to erode the loose gravel and cobble material which was 
pushed back into the eroded areas following the January 2013 flood event; 

• Further erosion of sheared zones is likely even up to distances in excess of 100 m downstream 
from the toe of the spillway structure during extreme flood events; and  

• Further cavitation damage is likely on the apron slab immediately downstream of the dissipater 
teeth during flood events of a similar or greater magnitude than the 2013 event.  

, through GHD’s studies for GAWB regarding 
anchoring of the spillway and the spillway slabs, potential deficiencies were identified with the 
anchoring for the required 2025 and 2035 flood immunity requirements under Queensland Guidelines 
on Acceptable Flood Capacity for Water Dams. 
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Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 43: AD Spillway Capacity Upgrade - Stages 2 and 3 project key assumptions and 
information 

Information source 

• Awoonga Dam Hazard and Consequence Assessment Report for GAWB, 
(Connell Wagner, 30 May 2008) 

• Information Notice changing Safety Conditions for Awoonga Dam #0211 
(Director, Dam Safety, Water Supply, Delegate CEO of Office of Water Supply 
Regulator, DERM, 3 Dec 2009) and specifically Condition DS 16 attached) 

• GHD report on hydraulics and CFD analysis (GHD, 2015 a&b) 
• GHD concept design (GHD, 2018 & SK021 & SK022) 
• GHD Awoonga Dam Assessment of Spillway Chute Slabs and Anchors (GHD, 

Jan 2018, is a critical report for support of the project) 
• Spillway Upgrade and Strengthening Cost Estimate Report (WTP, September 

2018) 
• Peer review to assess whether costs are reasonable (Entura, March 2019) 
• Ordinary Board Meeting Paper (22 July 2019) 
• Email exchange dated 19/12/2019, Awoonga Dam Spillway Chute Upgrade – 

Review of project by the QCA Consultant, between R.Fowden, Chief 
Engineer, Dam Safety, DNRME and B.Van Blerk, Engineer, GAWB 

Investment Driver • Regulatory - To meet the Queensland Guidelines on Acceptable Flood 
Capacity 

Intended Outcome • To strengthen the existing spillway 

Current Project Status • Passed Gateway 2 – In early Concept phase of Options Design & Selection  

Procurement and 
project delivery Process 

• Investigations into anchoring of the spillway and spillway slabs 
• Isolate options and assess against flood capacity requirements 
• Seek design and cost estimate for spillway upgrade 
• Peer review of upgrade design and cost estimate 

Options analysis 

A file note from GAWB59 to this capex review indicates that the AD Spillway Capacity Upgrade project 
has not yet progressed into the Concept phase of work, which leads to full options analysis and costings 
for a Business Case. While there are a number of reports informing the potential risks to be addressed 
by the design options, consensus on the design elements, their scope and potential costs have not yet 
been determined. Additionally, starting from the assumption that an upgrade is required, GAWB will 
need to undertake further preliminary work studies on this project to advance it through the PMF.  

Given that the project has not yet reached the Scoping phase, the absence of a full options analysis 
appears appropriate and in line with GAWB’s internal PMF.  

Guidelines on Acceptable Flood Capacity for Water Dams 

The Guidelines relate to the ability of water dams to be able to safely discharge an acceptable flood 
capacity (AFC) and specify the minimum required AFC that all proposed and existing referable dams in 
Queensland must be able to safely pass. For dams which are not referable, the Guidelines are advisory. 
According to Section 341 of the Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act 2008, a dam is a referable 
dam if a failure impact assessment states that the dam has a Category 1 or Category 2 failure impact 

                                                
59 Refer to: File Note - Concept stage projects.pdf (11 November 2019). 
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rating, and the Chief Executive of the relevant Department (being the Department of Environment and 
Resource Management at the time), accepts the assessment.  

A failure impact assessment of the dam i.e. a consequence or hazard assessment used to establish 
whether there are people whose safety will be at risk in the event of a dam failure60. A study by Connell 
Wagner in May 200861 has provided justification that the Awoonga Dam has a Category 2 failure impact 
rating, and the Information Notice from the Dam Safety Regulator changing Safety Conditions for 
Awoonga Dam #021162 dated 3 December 2009 imposes the condition that the Awoonga Dam meets 
the Condition 16 AFC requirements.  

Therefore, the Awoonga Dam is accepted as meeting the criteria for a referable dam to which the 
Guidelines apply, and GAWB must seek to meet the conditions of Condition 16 relating to upgrades to 
meet minimum AFC requirements. These are discussed further in the section below. 

GHD’s findings from its report on the Awoonga Dam Spillway Stability Assessment included that the 
proposed upgrade to install anchors at the spillway could be deferred until 2035. This resulted from its 
analysis of load case 4, which was the analysis for 65 per cent of the AFC under the 2013 Guidelines, 
was shown to be stable. However, the Information Notice from the Dam Safety Regulator has made 
the 2025 time frame for compliance mandatory. 

Upgrade Schedules 

The Guidelines present three methods for assessing AFC for referable dams: 

• Small dams standard; 

• Fall-back option; and 

• Risk assessment procedure, incorporating the ‘as low as reasonably practicable’ (ALARP) principle. 

The small dams standard allows owners of small earth dams to quickly assess spillway adequacy and 
is essentially a simplified fall-back method.  

The fall-back option is intended for larger dams where the cost of undertaking a full risk assessment is 
not warranted when weighed against the potential benefits.  

The risk assessment procedure is based on the ANCOLD risk assessment process and is consistent 
with the framework of the national standard AS/NZS 4360:2004 Risk Management. This type of 
assessment should be adopted for major dams. The risk assessment procedure provides the owner 
with a review of the adequacy of the dam under all load conditions and failure scenarios, not simply 
flood loadings.  

In previous versions of the Guidelines, a single upgrade schedule is applied regardless of the method 
used to assess the adequacy of the spillway. Separate upgrade schedules or requirements are 
introduced into the current Guidelines for the different methods of assessing AFC for referable dams. 

The programming of any necessary dam safety upgrade works is to take into account factors such as 
the time necessary to complete the work before the due date and the time of year available to undertake 
the work in orderto minimise any additional risk to those living downstream.  

The schedule for dam safety upgrades that applies to existing dams assessed using the small dams 
standard or the fall-back option is presented below:  

                                                
60 Guideline for failure impact assessment of water dams, Queensland Government (November 2018). 
61 Connell Wagner, Awoonga Dam Hazard and Consequence Assessment Report for GAWB, 30 May 2008. 
62 Director, Dam Safety, Water Supply, Delegate CEO of Office of Water Supply Regulator, DERM, Information 
Notice changing Safety Conditions for Awoonga Dam #0211, 3 Dec 2009. 
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Table 44: Dam safety upgrades schedule for existing dams assessed using the small dams 
standard or the fall-back option63 

Tranche Required minimum flood discharge capacity Date by which the required minimum 
flood capacity is to be in place for the 

existing dams 

1 25 per cent of the AFC or with at least 1:2,000 
AEP for erodible dam embankments (whichever is 
the bigger flood) 

1 October 2015 

2 (Stage 2) 65 per cent of AFC 1 October 2025 

3 (Stage 3) 100 per cent of AFC 1 October 2035 

By contrast, no definitive schedule is provided for dam upgrades based on risk assessment approaches, 
due to the amount of interpretation and assumptions required for risk assessment. However, the 
general aim of all dam upgrades based on the risk assessment approach is to ensure all required safety 
upgrades are complete by not later than 1 October 2035.  

Recent correspondence between GAWB and the Dam Safety Regulator at DNRME indicates that the 
“finding that CFD modelling has shown that the lower spillway slabs are inadequate to pass even 65% 
AFC and suggests that it is unlikely that a decision would be made by the Dam Safety Regulator to 
delay the upgrade post-2025.”64 

Proposed Capital Expenditure 

The Spillway Upgrade Capacity project represents a complex design which has been prepared by GHD, 
costed by Water Treatment Plant (WTP) and peer reviewed by Entura, who are independent companies 
with the expertise to assist GAWB in the project options identification and design, and costing within 
the Concept phase of the PMF.  

WTP estimates the cost of the project at $44.55 million in July 2018 dollars65, and without IDC or 
escalations. Additional data supplied by GAWB indicates that the project capitalisation amount will be 
$60.69 million including IDC and escalations.  

Table 45: Estimated capex – AD Spillway Capacity Upgrade ($ million, nominal) 

FY 2020-21 2021-22 2020-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB capex $0 $0 $0 $0 $48.20 $48.20 

Capitalised * $0 $0 $0 $0 $60.69 $60.69 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction estimate 

Original Assessment 

Prudency 

Driver 

The criteria for prudency requires GAWB to first assess if there is a valid cost driver that needs to be 
addressed by the capex investment. GAWB has indicated that the cost driver is regulatory and related 
to the Queensland Guidelines on Acceptable Flood Capacity (AFC) for Water Dams (“the Guidelines”). 

                                                
63 Guidelines on Acceptable Flood Capacity for Water Dams, Queensland Department of Energy and Water 
Supply (July 2017). 
64 GAWB, DNRME email dated 12 December 2019. 
65 WTC Partnership, Awoonga Dam Upgrade and Strengthening, Cost Estimate Report, September 2018, page 1. 
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As discussed above, the Guidelines must be met by a dam owner of a referrable dam to which the 
Guidelines apply. GAWB has also provided that it should adopt a higher safety standard by assessing 
the damage seen on the Awoonga Dam from the 2013 cyclone event.  

GHD was engaged by GAWB in 2015 to undertake an assessment of the hydraulic performance of the 
spillway during rare and extreme flood events. The assessment was triggered by the significant flooding 
and consequent erosion damage experienced in January 2013 at Awoonga Dam as a result of tropical 
cyclone Oswald. Key aims of the assessment were to: 

• Review erosion in the spillway channel downstream of the spillway structure, particularly with 
reference to the erosion which occurred during the January 2013 event; and 

• Review the effectiveness of the spillway in dissipating energy, the performance of the hydraulic 
jump, the potential for generation of waves and consideration of downstream impacts. 

GHD concluded, amongst other things, that relatively small flood events are likely to further erode 
sheared zones, even up to distances in excess of 100 m downstream from the toe of the spillway 
structure during extreme flood events. It also found that further cavitation damage is likely on the apron 
slab immediately downstream of the dissipater teeth during flood events of a similar or greater 
magnitude than the 2013 event.  

These concerns are seen by GAWB to highlight the need to comply with the time frames in Condition 16 
of the Dam Safety Regulator’s Information Notice and the safety standards under the Guidelines, and 
hence provide the regulatory driver for this project. GAWB has demonstrated that the risks of failure 
support the need to deliver this project. 

KPMG believed GAWB had identified a prudency cost driver for this project.  

Timing 

 GHD identified these potential deficiencies with the anchoring 
of the spillway. GAWB has used this concern to suggest the deadlines for voluntary minimum flood 
level capacity requirements should be applied to Awoonga Dam, and therefore the spillway slab 
upgrade is required to meet the 2025 and 2035 flood immunity requirements under the Guidelines. 

GAWB has clearly demonstrated that the Awoonga Dam should be assessed using the small dams 
standard or the fall-back option, which would thereby make it subject to the 2025 due date. GAWB 
sought clarification from the Dam Safety Regulator on whether the 2025 time frame was fixed for 
Awoonga Dam. It is fixed unless a risk assessment acceptable to the Dam Safety Regulator suggests 
more time is reasonable, up to 2035. In its response to GAWB, the Dam Safety Regulator makes the 
following comments: 

“As the QCA consultant has identified, Section 4.2 of the AFC guidelines specifies that ‘The general aim 
of all dam upgrades based on risk assessment approaches is to ensure all required dam safety upgrades 
are completed by not later than 1 October 2035.’ Please note that this is the ultimate date for the dam 
to be updated to 100 percent of AFC, not the deadline. The actual date and any staging of upgrade would 
need to be negotiated with the regulator following completion and acceptance of the risk assessment. 
The finding that CFD modelling has shown that the lower spillway slabs are inadequate to pass even 
65% AFC suggests that it is unlikely that a decision would be made to delay the upgrade post-2025. 
Additionally, since GAWB only owns one referable dam, as opposed to a portfolio of dams, there would 
be no option to justify delaying the upgrade on a prioritisation basis.”66 

                                                
66 Email from the Queensland Dam Safety Regulator to GAWB, 19 December 2019. 
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Based on this information, KPMG considered that the timing of the upgrades to meet the 2025 
requirements is prudent. 

Documentation 

A failure impact assessment of the dam has been provided as part of the documentation supplied along 
with notification of regulatory conditions with which GAWB must comply; therefore, it has been 
established that the Awoonga Dam is a referable dam to which the Guidelines apply.  

GAWB has also supplied documentation that directly ties its findings of potential deficiencies of the 
anchoring with the relevant aspects of the Guidelines. 

There are also a number of reports exploring the reasons for the need of an upgrade to the spillway of 
the Awoonga Dam, and while the analysis is in the early Concept phase of project development the 
documentation is sufficient to support prudency. 

Conclusion on prudency 

Noting the above, KPMG recommended the QCA consider that this project is prudent for the 2020-25 
regulatory period.  

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

The peer review raised concerns over the clarity of GHD’s computational fluid dynamics (CFD) results, 
as well as insufficiency of information in the reports to be able to assess the validity of the design. It 
also found the slab anchoring design to be prima facie (in the absence of sufficient information) 
excessively conservative. The peer review identified concerns with over-design and that costs for the 
support of drilling across the top of the spillway were likely to be inadequate, recommending that 
flow-test modelling be undertaken to verify the CFD analysis. 

As discussed above, at this stage, GAWB has neither presented a clear options assessment nor 
developed a Business Case. This is in line with the early pre-Concept phase of the project development. 
The peer review conducted by Entura identified multiple concerns which will need to be addressed as 
the Concept phase progresses, including: 

• Slab anchoring: A basis of design will be required so it will be possible to determine if design intent 
has been achieved. Additionally, Entura considers the design to be excessively conservative based 
on well-performing designs from elsewhere, and therefore the progression of spillway modelling 
(as accepted in the 22 July 2019 board paper) appears justified to find a least-cost design option. 

• Aerator slot: A basis of design will be required so it is will be possible to tell whether the design 
intent has been achieved. The cause of erosion damage (previously repaired) is also questioned and 
should be carefully reconsidered to ensure the correct problem is being addressed in this design 
element. 

• Crest anchoring: Entura states that the decision to anchor the spillway crest needs to be 
challenged to ensure that the correct solution is being adopted. Entura notes that the spillway crest 
is only unstable in overturning for the extreme load case, principally due to the presence of high 
uplift pressures under the left abutment blocks. Further, Entura suggests it is important to consider 
whether alternate means of stabilisation, for example drilling additional foundation drains to relieve 
the excess pressures, would be more cost effective.  

Entura notes that it would be prudent to have an allowance for environmental management of the site 
as the concrete demolition, drilling, grouting and concreting operations all potentially generate waste 
that will need to be contained and prevented from entering the waterway.  
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As there are potential increases and reductions in cost estimates, there is added uncertainty to the 
accuracy of the cost estimates proposed. On this basis, the scope of works needs further development 
but, at the present level of project development, is considered provisionally efficient. 

Standard of Works 

Once the project develops to a point where a scope of work for tendering purposes has been 
developed, the relevant ANCOLD, Australian Standards that relate to dam design and construction, and 
GAWB’s detailed works specifications will need to be referenced. Given the early stage of the project, 
these have been provided as generic documents which support a potentially efficient outcome. 

Cost of Works 

WT Partnership (WTP) was commissioned by GHD to provide a construction cost estimate for a 
proposed upgrade and strengthening of the Awoonga Dam Spillway. WTP responded with an estimate 
of $40.55 million in June 2018 dollars excluding escalation and IDC for: 

• Spillway crest anchoring with 14 No. 22 strand post tensioned anchors, installed to a depth of 53 m 
below the existing spillway; 

• A new chute aerator slab anchored with 8 m passive rock bolts; and 

• A new lower chute concrete overlay and anchoring with passive rock bolts. 

This cost estimate is based on the documentation on the early stage of concept design, which does 
not yet look at options to meet a stated basis of design. It is noted that the view formed by Entura is 
that the cost estimate contains the key elements to implement the design as shown in the sketches. 
However, a concern raised by Entura is that it does not allow enough space for access to safely 
undertake the work on top of the spillway nor for environmental management.  

No analysis of impact on the customer, including cost impacts, has been presented, albeit GAWB has 
indicated that the customer price impacts are best assessed collectively due to the combined nature of 
the capex costs into the single price uplift at the commencement of the 2020-25 regulatory period. 

On this basis, KPMG recommended that the cost analysis is at a reasonable accuracy level to support 
an efficient project outcome, given the early stage of the project development in the PMF process. 

Original findings  

Based on the review of documentation provided by GAWB, the interview process, and the preceding 
analysis, KPMG recommended that: 

• The AD Spillway Capacity Upgrade project be considered prudent by the QCA, as it has 
demonstrated a robust cost driver, the need for works to be completed prior to 2025, but 
recognising documentation of a robust options analysis which would settle a clear scope of work 
for efficiency analysis will be developed once a robust design basis has been established for the 
Concept phase analysis.  

• The project cost as estimated is as efficient as is currently possible and likely on the low side, as: 

The full scope of work identified in a robust design basis has not yet been identified; and 

• The outputs from the Entura review indicate the cost estimates completed by GHD may be missing 
some design and construction elements and the underlying scope of works adopted is not yet 
complete. 
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Table 46 shows that KPMG has recommended inclusion of all capex proposed by GAWB for this project. 
The rigorous implementation of the PMF process will ensure efficient cost outcomes as the scope of 
works is more clearly defined through the Planning phase of the PMF. 

Table 46 : Recommended draft adjustment to forecast capex Awoonga Dam Spillway Upgrade 
($ million, nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB capex * $0 $0 $0 $0 $60.69 $60.69 

KPMG Proposed * $0 $0 $0 $0 $60.69 $60.69 

KPMG Proposed 
adjustment * $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction estimate 

Revised assessment 

In response to a request from QCA, GAWB provided further evidence regarding the net 
benefits of completing both the 65% AFC upgrade (Stage 2) and the 100% AFC upgrade 
(Stage 3) in the 2020-2025 regulatory period.  Some concerns were raised by customers about 
the merits from undertaking both the lower spillway chute/slab work, and spillway crest 
anchoring work contemporaneously. In particular, given that the determination of the AFC 
values (on which both Stages 2 and 3 of the works are based) was through the fall-back option, 
rather than a risk-based approach. This can result in a higher design requirement and 
consequently a higher cost of upgrade required to bring the dam up to the required standard. 
We consider that the additional information provided supports our draft recommendation that 
there are sufficient benefits to combining the two stages.  While there is no direct regulatory 
need to do Stage 3 before 2035, our assessment has found that the benefits from combining 
the projects outweigh the potential costs and risks for customers.  Therefore our final 
recommendation maintains our advice in the draft report.  This section details KPMG’s revised 
assessment based on the additional information provided by GAWB in response to QCA’s Draft Report. 

GAWB acknowledged that there is no regulatory requirement to undertake the Stage 3 works to pass 
100% AFC by 2025, though note that “timing” forms part of the prudency assessment. Instead this 
work needs to be completed by 2035 which would be in three price determination periods time (2030-
2035).   

In that regard, GAWB asserts that there are engineering and safety requirements that necessitate the 
stage being undertaken concurrently: 

”As noted by WTP in their 2018 report, a minimum level of freeboard is required to undertake 
the works, being 3-5 meters. Due to the design of the dam and historical inflows (which are 
impacted by the frequency of cyclones, rain depressions and drought) the ability to achieve this 
minimum level of freeboard is a significant restriction as the level is not a frequent occurrence. 
For example, the last time Lake Awoonga was at a freeboard of 3 metres was in 2010.” 

In response to the query about the determination of AFC values using the fall-back option, GAWB 
indicated that: 

 “It was noted in Connell Wagner’s Awoonga Dam Hazard and Consequence Assessment 
Report (May 2008): 

For both the sunny day failure and the flood failure scenarios, the dam was assessed 
to be in the EXTREME hazard category, based on the severe degree of damage and 
losses and the expected PAR of more than 1,000 in each case. 
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…In addition to the PAR threshold, it should be noted that GAWB’s customers expect that the 
economic well-being of the region will be protected from the impacts of dam failures. The 
impact of a dam failure would be very likely to result in the closure of most if not all of the major 
industry that GAWB supplies. The adverse impacts of such an event would be felt not only in 
Gladstone but across Queensland due to the economic importance of the region.” 

GAWB stated that the fall-back option was adopted as the method of assessing the AFC because the 
risk assessment would cost in the order of $200,000 and, in its view, would not provide any further 
benefits when compared to the fall-back option. In particular, GAWB states that the risk assessment 
methodology requires all other risks including earthquakes, piping and erosion to be incorporated which 
requires a major study. GAWB states that it is required, in any event, to undertake a comprehensive 
dam safety review in 2022, in accordance with the Awoonga Dam Safety Condition Schedule, which it 
asserts would cover the other risks addressed under the risk assessment methodology. The outcomes 
of that review would inform the ultimate design and scope of the AFC upgrade project.  

In response to the observations raised with respect to the Entura report, GAWB stated that it is mindful 
of the matters raised and that these were taken into consideration at the time of finalising its regulatory 
submission to the QCA, through the inclusion of an additional allowance.  

GAWB also recently engaged SMEC to provide further advice and cites the following: 

• SMEC recommended that Stages 2 and 3 be designed at the same time so that they “fit” together. 
If this does not occur, i.e. anchoring only the chute and not pinning the spillway crest, there is the 
potential for additional tension to occur within the dam structure, increasing the operating and 
corporate risks around operation of the dam. 

• SMEC identified some potential project delivery models available to GAWB and evaluated them. 
SMEC’s analysis suggested the following contract delivery models be considered for the project: 

• Design and Construct contract; or 

• Design Consultant and a Construct-only contract. 

• SMEC recommended that GAWB use a Design Consultant and Construct-only contract model. 
Under this approach, GAWB would work directly with the design consultant to determine the 
detailed design, ensuring the AFC requirements will be met, as ultimately GAWB bears the risk of 
design. The design consultant then supervises and assures the quality of the construction work to 
ensure that construction is in line with the design signed-off by GAWB and that the two upgrade 
stages “fit” together. 

• If the two stages were to be undertaken separately, the design consultant would need to be 
involved in the supervision and quality assurance during each stage. 

• It is unlikely that the design consultant that had performed the original design would be in a position 
to supervise and check the construction works and provide sign-off without redoing the design. If 
a new consultant needed to be engaged it is highly likely they would require new designs to be 
prepared. Based on the preliminary cost estimates provided by SMEC, the design cost impact of 
separating the project is approximately $0.96 million, representing engineering, design and approval 
costs. 

• Due to GAWB’s regional location, it can be difficult to secure suitably qualified contractors. The 
works to be undertaken are specialist activities and, as such, there is a limited pool of potential 
service providers. Awoonga Dam is one of several dams required to achieve the updated ANCOLD 
standards. Therefore, the associated procurement activities will need to ensure an appropriate level 
of competitive tension is created during tendering process to ensure the works are completed for 
an efficient price. Packaging the project works into one parcel will assist in achieving this objective.  
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GAWB also provides the following tables: 

• Table 47: Costs yet to be quantified. 

• Table 48: Awoonga Spillway Upgrade cost estimates based on estimates used to prepare 
GAWB’s regulatory submission. 

Table 47: Costs yet to be quantified for Awoonga Spillway Project 

Concurrent works 

(Stages 2 and 3 completed by 2025) 

Staged works 

(Stage 2 in 2025 and Stage 3 in 2035) 

• Detailed scope of works and 
construction specifications. These will 
be developed after the detailed 
design is completed (during the 
scoping phase of the project). 

• Detailed scope of works and construction 
specifications. These will be developed after the 
detailed design is completed (during the scoping 
phase of the project). 

• Cost increases due to the delay of Stage 3 design 
and construction works until 2035 

• Allowance for re-mobilisation and transportation of 
specialised machinery to undertake Stage 3. 

• Additional construction works required on the 
lower spillway chute works (post-completion of 
Stage 2) to enable Stage 3 to progress. 

• Additional project management and procurement 
management costs. 

Table 48: Awoonga Spillway Upgrade cost estimates based on estimates used to prepare 
GAWB’s regulatory submission 

 Stage 2 (2025 
works) 

$M 

Stage 3 (2035 
works) 

$M 

OR 

Combined 
(completed in 

2025) 

$M 

WTWP project 
estimate 

32.812 7.992 40.550 

GAWB estimate 
for temporary 
access works 
and 
environmental 
management 

1.691 6.159 7.850 

Design 
considerations 

- 0.959 N/A 

Additional costs 
(e.g. 
procurement 
processes, 
contractor 
mobilisation) 

- TBC N/A 

 $34.503 $15.11  
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Total estimated 
project cost 

$49.613 $48.400 

GAWB states that the above figures are in 2018 dollars and that the Stage 3 values have not been 
escalated. GAWB also states that these are early stage cost estimates, incorporating a contingency of 
40%. KPMG notes the savings for a combined Stage 2 & 3 are worth pursuing for the benefit on 
consumers. 

KPMG has not sighted the SMEC report. However, much of the above reasoning provided by GAWB 
appears plausible, including: 

• the minimum level of freeboard is required to undertake the works; 

• the potential for adverse impacts of a dam failure to be felt not only in Gladstone but across 
Queensland due to the economic importance of the region; 

• the fact that GAWB is required to undertake a comprehensive dam safety review in 2022, in 
accordance with the Awoonga Dam Safety Condition Schedule, which would cover the other risks 
addressed under the risk assessment methodology; and 

• due to GAWB’s regional location, it can be difficult to secure suitably qualified contractors and thus 
packaging the works could be a strategy for creating appropriate level of competitive tension at 
tender. 

Revised findings 

As explained earlier stage 2 will bring the Dam up to 65% AFC while stage 3 will bring the dam up to 
100% AFC. The focus of our subsequent analysis has been on whether the project should only proceed 
with stage 2 for the next regulatory control or whether there is benefit to customers from GAWB 
completing both stages at the same time.   

Although KPMG is not in a position to validate the above assertions against the SMEC report, it is 
believed that GAWB has provided sufficient substance to deem the project prudent and, given the 
current position of the project in the early Concept stage of a Level 4 PMF process, the proposed capex 
allowance is considered efficient. In addition, KPMG notes that provided GAWB’s PMF is rigorously 
applied, an efficient expenditure outcome is likely to be available for final review by the QCA during the 
2025-2030 regulatory review period.  

Table 49 : Recommended final adjustment to forecast capex Awoonga Dam Spillway Upgrade 
($ million, nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB original capex1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $60.69 $60.69 

GAWB revised capex2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $60.20 $60.20 

KPMG Final recommendation3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $57.70 $57.70 

KMPG Final Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 -$2.50 -$2.50 

Note 1: GAWB’s original submission September 2019. 
Note 2: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note 3: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 
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Table 50: Opening Asset value 

 Total forecast 
expenditure in 
2019-2020 $ terms 

Project capitalisation 
amount in year 
commissioned 
(nominal $) 

Opening asset value  
(nominal $, inc IDC) 

GAWB revised capexa $48.40 $55.08 $60.20 

KPMG Final recommendationb $48.40 $52.80 $57.70 

KMPG  Adjustment $0 -$2.28 -$2.50 

Note a: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note b: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Project 5 - South Gladstone Reservoir Replacement 

Overview 

GAWB owns and operates the South Gladstone Reservoir, which is the sole supply to GRC reservoirs 
and residents in the South Gladstone area. The reservoir was constructed in 1946 with a storage 
capacity of 9 ML. The reservoir is a concrete post tensioned type reservoir with a steel framed sheeted 
roof and associated pipework. It has a defective floor joint, identified by Aqualift in 2007, thus a 
monitoring program was put in place for periodic inspections by external structural engineers with 
maintenance carried out to the accessible external components to maintain operational performance.  

Due to operational constraints and the pipework configuration, the reservoir cannot be isolated, fully 
drained and cleaned, restricting the ability to undertake internal inspections to assess the structural 
integrity of the internal components. Since 2007, six external inspections have been carried out and 
concrete damage has been identified.  

In late 2018, GAWB commissioned GHD to update its existing 2015-19 strategic network review report. 
The 2020-24 report developed a strategic upgrade summary, including work priority lists and associated 
high-level cost estimates.  

The report found that the South Gladstone Reservoir had adequate capacity for current water demands 
and operational requirements. The conclusion to the report was that the South Gladstone Reservoir 
needed “structural repairs (OPEX and CAPEX)” but also stated that “no reservoir replacements are 
recommended in the 2020-25 period”67.  

GAWB engaged GHD to undertake a scoping study to assess potential upgrades to the reservoir to 
meet future demand based on current growth rates. This study indicated “GAWB has restrictions 
regarding the shutdown of the South Gladstone Reservoir with the total offline time which is limited to 
1 hour. The offline time determined by the demand generated by GRC reservoirs and the reticulation 
networks requiring the full volume of the South Gladstone Reservoir to act as a balance tank.”68 

GHD conducted a risk assessment of the reservoir and concluded that the reservoir could either remain 
online until the end of its design life in 2026 (with planning and construction commencing immediately 
to ensure delivery of replacement storage by 2026) or refurbishment of the reservoir, requiring it to be 
taken offline. Such a refurbishment could extend the life of the reservoir by 20-30 years. 

                                                
67 GHD, Strategic Network Review 2020-2024, January 2019, Section 7.2, page 89. 
68 GHD, Scoping Study, September 2019, Section 3.1, page 15. 
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The options were investigated, and a cost estimate was prepared for each. Each option was then 
assessed by MCA, and it was concluded that the preferred option was to construct a new reservoir, 
“based on significant opex and asset longevity risk of remediation of the existing reservoir”.  

Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 51 South Gladstone Reservoir Replacement project key assumptions and information 

Information source 

• Project Justification and Plan (July 2019) 
• South Gladstone Reservoir Scoping Study Report (GHD, September 2019) 
• Strategic Network Review 2020-2024 Treated and Raw Water Pipelines 

(GHD, 1 January 2019) 

Investment Driver 

• End of life replacement 
• Meet contractual supply arrangements with industrial and domestic 

customers 
• Reduce the risk profile of the South Gladstone storage and treated water 

network 

Intended Outcome 

• Continue to meet GAWB’s potable water network design objectives, e.g. 
maximum 6 to 8-hour network interruptions 

• Continue to meet the requirement for supplying 24-hour demand in the South 
Gladstone treated water network 

• Provide redundancy in the South Gladstone treated water network for 
planned maintenance activities in the South Gladstone Reservoir 

Current Project Status • Passed Gateway 2 – In mid Concept phase post Options Study and now 
moving to Site Selection and Concept Design  

Procurement and 
project delivery Process 

• Detailed inspection and condition assessment; 
• Review of South Gladstone Reservoir capacity and pipework arrangement 

including future demand requirements; 
• Options study 
• Cost estimate (+/-30%, capex and opex) 
• Methodology to address issues including options for supply to allow the 

reservoir to be taken offline 

Options analysis 

GHD proposed two options for comparison for the potential upgrade of GAWB’s South Gladstone 
Reservoir.  

Option 1: Refurbishment 

This option involved refurbishment of the existing 9.1 ML reservoir whilst providing temporary storage 
of ML to allow for the refurbishment works to be undertaken without interruption to the dependent 
reservoirs and reticulation system. It was proposed to use 4.5 ML galvanised tanks for temporary 
storage due to their well-understood construction methodology, construction time and reusability. It 
was noted that, due to the inability to inspect the lower two metres and the floor of the reservoir, the 
exact scope of works for refurbishment of the reservoir is uncertain. In order for the reservoir to be 
rehabilitated, the reservoir would need to be taken offline for two to three months. The +/-50 per cent 
cost estimate for this option (including 20 per cent contingency) was $7.86 million (excluding IDC).  

Option 2: Replacement 

This option involved “like-for-like” replacement, including all ancillaries, and included consideration of 
site selection, extent of earthworks, new reservoir construction methods and connections to existing 
pipework. The +/-50 per cent cost estimate for this option (including 20 per cent contingency) was 
$9.40 million (excluding IDC). 
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Following a risk assessment and development of the two options, GHD performed an MCA and 
determined that the preferred option was to replace, rather than refurbish, the reservoir. While 
refurbishment may extend the life of the reservoir by 20 to 30 years, this would incur significant 
additional opex and disruption during refurbishment. Furthermore, due to the inability to inspect the 
lower two metres, the extent of required remediation and the remaining design life of the reservoir 
cannot be fully assessed until temporary storage is constructed. Given the criticality of the reservoir, 
GAWB discounted the viability of refurbishing the old reservoir.  

Proposed Capital Expenditure 

GAWB has progressed an Options Study with GHD, and their report dated September 2019 reviewed 
two primary options of a) reservoir refurbishment (est. $7.86 million excluding IDC) and b) reservoir 
replacement (est. $9.40 million excluding IDC). The MCA analysis however, indicates that the 
replacement option is preferred primarily due to the additional life available from a new reservoir (for an 
incremental additional cost), and the risk of unknown degradation below the silting layer in the existing 
old reservoir, meaning the old tank may not be able to be refurbished to provide the required services, 
once the temporary reservoir is built and the existing old reservoir emptied for full inspection. 

Table 52 : Estimated capex – South Gladstone Reservoir Replacement ($ million, nominal) 

FY 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

GAWB capex $0 $0 $0 $0 $10.57 $10.57 

Capitalised* $0 $0 $0 $0 $11.55 $11.55 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction.  
Source: RFI0121A Attachment A IDC Response to KPMG's Working Draft Report (Full List of Projects).xlsx. 

Assessment 

Prudency 

The documentation supports replacement as the primary cost driver because:  

• The reservoir will reach the end of design life in 2026; and 

• Six external investigations have been carried out identifying concrete damage in accessible areas 
which has been repaired. 

The documentation identifies the risk of failure as the secondary cost driver because:  

• The condition of the reservoir’s lower two metres of inner wall and the floor cannot be accessed 
for condition-based maintenance due to sediment build-up and turbidity during visual inspection 
attempts; and 

• Independent MCA has identified that the prime concerns are service continuity through regular 
inspection and maintenance and the resulting uncertainty for asset longevity. 

Therefore, the project has been demonstrated to address the concerns over the condition of the 
reservoir as it meets the cost driver criteria for prudency. The timing of the project is determined by the 
concern that the reservoir is reaching the end of its serviceable life and a solution to continuance of the 
service delivery will be required by 2024. The documentation is reasonable and robust.  

KPMG therefore recommends the project be included in the capex forecasts as prudent, as it meets 
the criteria for prudency.  
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Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

The options analysis developed by GHD examines the two most likely options for progression of the 
project. The scope of works for GAWB’s preferred option for replacement of the reservoir is clearly laid 
out in the Project Justification and Plan dated July 2019, with a work schedule for completing the 
Scoping phase and undertaking the Planning phase from July 2020 to June 2021 as detailed below: 

1. Detailed inspection and condition assessment (completed); 

2. Review of South Gladstone Reservoir capacity and pipework arrangement including future 
demand requirements; 

3. Options study (completed by GHD); 

4. Cost estimate (+/-30%, capex and opex); and 

5. Methodology to address issues including options for supply to allow the reservoir to be taken 
offline. 

KPMG recommends that the options analysis is reasonable and allows the inclusion of the project into 
the capex forecast.  

The Concept phase of the project can now progress to detailed concept design, leading to a Business 
Case to proceed through the next gateway to fund the Planning phase, including geotechnical studies; 
environmental, planning and heritage assessments; and development and drafting of the tender 
documentation. 

Standard of Works 

At this early point in the Scoping phase of project development, design standards are not defined for 
the specific project option chosen. Matters of safety for construction and for end users is assessed in 
the MCA. GAWB has works specifications which cite required Australian and international standards, 
and GAWB specifications for infrastructure, construction and operability. Following a request for 
additional information, GAWB has provided its specification documentation used in its normal tendering 
processes. These documents comprehensively defined the standard of works required.  

KPMG recommends that the standard of works is adequately defined for the project. 

Cost of Works 

Cost estimates have been provided for the two options in the Scoping Study prepared by GHD. 
Appendices D and E of that report give a breakdown of the cost estimates which are stated to be 
typically developed on extrapolation of recent similar project pricing, budget quotes for some equipment 
items, industry unit rates and GHD experience.  

The costings for these two options are (September 2019 $, accuracy +/-20 per cent, excluding 20 per 
cent contingency): 

• Option 1: refurbish the existing reservoir using two smaller temporary storage tanks to provide 
service continuity, and extend service life to between 20 to 30 years, albeit with a continuing opex 
requirement : $7.86 million (excluding IDC)  

• Option 2: build a new reservoir and then demolish the old one, providing a 50 year service life and 
lower opex requirement : $9.40 million (excluding IDC)  

GAWB has identified Option 2 as the preferred project to take into the Planning phase. While this is 
more expensive, it is accepted based on risk reduction and service life, as seen in GHD’s MCA.  
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Summary findings  

Based on the review of documentation provided by GAWB, the interview process, and the preceding 
analysis, KPMG recommends that the South Gladstone Reservoir Replacement project: 

• Be considered as prudent by the QCA; and 

• Be considered efficient, because: 

• The lowest cost option has been selected; 

• Visibility of GAWB’s IDC analysis has been provided; and 

• The QCA adopt capex estimate provided by GAWB. 

Table 53 shows the adjustment recommended to the capex proposed by GAWB for this project. 

Table 53: Recommended final adjustment to forecast capex – South Gladstone Reservoir 
Replacement ($ million, nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB original capex1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11.55 $11.55 

GAWB revised capex2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11.47 $11.47 

KPMG Final3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11.05 $11.05 

KMPG Final Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 -$0.42 -$0.42 

Note 1: GAWB’s original submission September 2019. 
Note 2: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note 3: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Table 54 : Opening Asset value 

 Total forecast 
expenditure in 2019-
2020 $ terms 

Project capitalisation 
amount in year 
commissioned 
(nominal $) 

Opening asset 
value  
(nominal $, inc 
IDC) 

GAWB revised capexa $9.40 $10.49 $11.47 

KPMG Finalb $9.40 $10.11 $11.05 

KMPG Proposed Adjustment $0 -$0.38 -$0.42 

Note a: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note b: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Project 6 – Connection to GRC/Kirkwood Reservoir 

Overview 

The South Gladstone Reservoir supplies treated water to the Calliope Booster Pump Station which 
boosts the flow to the GRC Mount Elizabeth Reservoir, which in turn feeds the GRC Silverdale Reservoir 
under gravity. The GRC Silverdale Reservoir can be supplied under gravity from South Gladstone 
Reservoir if the Calliope Booster Pump Station is bypassed. The pipeline from South Gladstone 
Reservoir to Calliope Booster Pump Station is a 375 Asbestos Cement (AC) pipeline. 

GAWB states that the Booster Pump Station is approaching its end of life. The pipework around the 
pump is corroding and it is thought that this corrosion has been accelerated due to the chlorine injection 
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system at the pump station and occasional chlorine spills. Due to the configuration of the pipework, it 
cannot be replaced without demolishing the pump station. 

Additionally, in January 2017, GRC submitted a connection request for the new GRC 11 ML Kirkwood 
Reservoir, which was constructed in 2018. Due to the design level of the Kirkwood Reservoir, a booster 
pump station is required to boost the flow into the new reservoir from the line feeding Calliope Booster 
Pump Station from South Gladstone Reservoir. Gravity flow is not possible due to the elevations of the 
reservoirs and pipework arrangements. 

Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 55 Connection to GRC/Kirkwood Reservoir project key assumptions and information 

Source 

• RFI0043 Project Plan 2017 (GAWB, 7 February 2017) 
• RFI0043 Kirkwood Booster Pump Station Cost Estimate (GHD, 8 September 

2017) 
• RFI0043 4220113 Var 3 Rev SoW Kirkwood (GHD, 9 December 2018) 
• RFI0043 IPD2017-030 Business Case Variation 001 Signed (GAWB, 30 

November 2018) 
• RFI0043 Stg 3 Memo & EA (GAWB, 4 July 2018) 
• RFI0039-40 Proposed Capex 2020-25, file RFI 39-40 Capex Forecast 

2020-2025.xlsx 

Investment Driver • Capacity – GRC requested connection to Kirkwood Reservoir 

Intended Outcome • To be able to connect to and successfully deliver potable water to both the 
new Kirkwood Reservoir and the Mt Elizabeth reservoir  

Current Project Status 

• Passed Gateway 2 – In later Concept phase post Options Study, Site 
Selection and Concept Design, moving to Detailed Design and Tender 
Documentation. Through access has been leased for the duration of the 
construction period. 

Procurement and 
project delivery Process 

• The project process was halted while GRC reviewed its supply forecasts and 
updated its connection inquiry details. 

Options analysis 

Four options were examined by GAWB69 as follows: 

1. Connect the new GRC Kirkwood reservoir with the existing infrastructure; 

2. Upgrade the Calliope Booster Pump station and lay dedicated pipeline to Kirkwood reservoir; 

3. Upgrade the Calliope Booster Pump station and construct a new smaller Kirkwood Booster 
Pump station; and 

4. A new Booster Pump station at Kirkwood. 

GAWB developed initial cost estimates on these options. Of these, Option 1 will not work as the top 
water level of the new Kirkwood reservoir is above the bottom feed of the South Gladstone reservoir 
supply point, so the reservoir will not fill completely using gravity feed. Option 2 requires 10km of new 
pipe at total capex of $5.75 million ($2017, excluding IDC) and $5,000 per annum opex and limited 
future capacity available at Calliope Booster Pump station. Option 3 requires capex of $1.75 million 
($2017, excluding IDC) and $60,000 per annum opex with upgrade to Calliope and new Kirkwood 
Booster Pumps. Option 4 requires capex of $1.2 million ($2017, excluding IDC) and net zero opex once 
the existing Calliope Booster Pump station is decommissioned70. Note these capex costs are direct 

                                                
69 GAWB, Project Plan, IPD2017-030 Connection to GRC / Kirkwood Reservoir, 7 February 2017. 
70 Refer to IPD2017-030 Project Plan - Fully Signed.PDF. 
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costs only and exclude the usual indirect costs, such as procurement, engineering and project 
management costs, and project additions where applicable for growth allowance (5 per cent), 
contingency (30 per cent), and escalation (2.5 per cent per annum). However, Option 4 provides the 
lowest costs for the stated concept design basis.  

GHD was asked to provide a detailed estimate of the direct and indirect costs plus 30 per cent 
contingency for Option 4. GHD’s +/-50 per cent cost estimate was $5.88 million (at September 2017, 
excluding GST, three years’ escalation to commissioning and IDC). Applying GAWB’s escalation 
indicates a cost estimate of $6.36 million pre IDC. KPMG has identified that GAWB has used 
$7.06 million as its capitalised amount in 2020-2171. 

GAWB is pursuing Option 4 and is in the process of updating its detailed design, cost estimates and 
tendering documentation prior to the implementation gateway. It has taken these early cost estimates 
into its detailed project costing spreadsheet under the PMF, as is applicable for the Planning phase.  

Estimated costs have changed because: 

• GRC has changed its forecast need for water supply volume (from a starting average flow of 
43 litres/sec to an ultimate flow of 136 litres/sec);  

• GRC’s slow response to lock down this critical design element has introduced a time lag since the 
original estimates were made in early 2017;  

• GHD has undertaken a more rigorous cost estimate in September 2019 than was possible by GAWB 
in February 2017; and  

• GRC has better information on design constraints, including the water hammer studies undertaken 
by GHD.  

GHD has undertaken initial concept and preliminary design studies and GAWB was responsible for land 
lease negotiations. An updated options analysis on infrastructure sizing and hydraulic design matters is 
included in the detailed design contract awarded to GHD and updated in December 2018. Therefore, 
efficient costs within the Option 4 solution should appear in the eventual Business Case for the 
implementation gateway. 

GAWB has supplied its detailed capex estimation tool under the PMF. This cost estimate for all costs 
was $7.32 million (including 30 per cent contingency, but excluding IDC)72. KPMG has identified that 
this estimation tool is more rigorous than has been available under prior governance arrangements but, 
as this number has not yet been embedded in the Business Case for the Implementation phase, this 
number will not be considered GAWB’s preferred cost. 

Proposed Capital Expenditure 

The project is advancing through the Scoping phase and requires the following: 

 

 

 

 

                                                
71 Refer RFI0121A Attachment A IDC Response to KPMG's Working Draft Report (Full List of Projects).xlsx. 
72 Refer IPD2017-030 Budget File Rev A 180329.XLS. 
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Table 56: Estimated capex – Connection of GRC Kirkwood Reservoir ($ million, nominal) 

FY 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB capex $6.36 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6.36 

Capitalised* $7.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7.06 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction 
Source: 4220113 Kirkwood Booster Pump Station Cost Estimate.PDF, and RFI0121A Attachment A IDC Response to KPMG's 
Working Draft Report (Full List of Projects).xlsx. 

Assessment 

Prudency 

The project has been justified by GAWB on the following basis: 

• The Booster Pump Station is approaching its end of life; 

• The pipework around the pump is corroding; and 

• In January 2017, GRC submitted a connection request for the new GRC 11 ML Kirkwood Reservoir. 
Due to the design level of the Kirkwood Reservoir, a booster pump station is required to boost the 
flow into the new reservoir from the line feeding Calliope Booster Pump Station from South 
Gladstone Reservoir. 

The primary cost driver is at capacity through GRC’s request for a new connection, although end-of-life 
replacement is also an identified driver. The timing is considered reasonable given that GRC’s original 
request for commissioning was January 2018 but, following delays on its own part, the project is now 
moving through the Scoping phase, with commissioning projected for 2020-21. The documentation is 
above average for the Scoping phase, and moving towards additional documentation for the Planning 
phase. 

On the basis that all tests are met, KPMG recommends this project is prudent. 

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

The selected option was the lowest capex option on a like-for-like basis at the options study. The 
solution had the advantage of not triggering additional net opex once the new Kirkwood Booster Pump 
has been installed and running and the Calliope Booster Pump has been withdrawn from service. The 
scope of work was therefore working towards the lowest cost option without excessive additional 
opex. The scope of works has been sufficiently defined for GHD to have quoted design services to 
progress the detailed design, therefore, KPMG believes this efficiency criteria has been met. 

Standard of Works 

At this early Scoping phase in the project development, design standards are usually not defined against 
the required Australian and international standards. Following a request for additional information, 
GAWB has provided its specification documentation used in its normal tendering processes. These 
documents comprehensively defined the standard of works required73, therefore KPMG believes this 
efficiency criteria has been met. 

Cost of Works 

GAWB has sought external cost estimates from GHD, and commenced a more comprehensive analysis 
using its PMF estimation tool. This has identified an estimate of $7.05 million including IDC which is 

                                                
73 Refer to RFI0094 supporting documents. 
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proposed by GAWB for the capex for this project. As this is based on a good understanding of a detailed 
design basis which, once fully developed, will be used as a tender reference design, KPMG considers 
this cost estimate is efficient.  

Based on the above analysis, KPMG believes the proposed capex is efficient. 

Summary findings  

Based on the review of documentation provided by GAWB, the interview process, and the preceding 
analysis, KPMG recommends that: 

• The Connection of GRC Kirkwood Reservoir project be considered as prudent by the QCA; and 

• The project cost is efficient, because GAWB has: 

• Demonstrated that the scope of works is based on the lowest cost option and has been updated 
in detail; 

• Documented the appropriate standard of works for the estimated capex; and 

• Demonstrated that the detailed cost estimate proposed is on the lowest cost option and has 
been updated in detail. 

As such, KPMG proposes that the QCA approve the estimate for Option 4, as summarised below. 

Table 57: Recommended final adjustment to forecast capex – Connection to GRC Kirkwood 
Reservoir ($ million nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB original capex1 $7.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7.06 

GAWB revised capex2 $7.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7.05 

KPMG Final3 $7.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7.00 

KMPG Final Adjustment -$0.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$0.05 

Note 1: GAWB’s original submission September 2019. 
Note 2: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note 3: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Table 58 : Opening Asset value 

 Total forecast expenditure 
in 2019-2020 $ terms 

Project capitalisation 
amount in year 
commissioned 
(nominal $) 

Opening asset value  
(nominal $, inc IDC) 

GAWB revised capexa $6.22 $6.35 $7.05 

KPMG finalb $6.22 $6.31 $7.00 

KMPG Proposed 
Adjustment 

$0 -$0.04 -$0.05 

Note a: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note b: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report.  



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 91 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

Project 7 – Expansion of Boat Creek Pumping Station 

Overview 

GAWB sources raw water from Awoonga Dam and distributes it to the network to supply various 
industrial customers. The raw water supply to the northern precinct, including Yarwun Water Treatment 
Plant (YWTP), is via the DN 900 Mt Miller Pipeline. To ensure that supply to the northern precinct has 
suitable redundancy in case of failure of the DN900 supply, backup water supply for the northern 
precinct is provided by the Boat Creek Raw Water Reservoir and Pump Station. Furthermore, the 
Reservoir is an offline storage dam and can boost pressure in the system via the pumps in the case 
where the hydraulic grade is reduced from the supply from Mt Miller. 

The objective of the project is to establish full redundancy in the northern precinct by increasing storage 
in the Boat Creek Raw Water Reservoir to full 24 hour storage. An effective capacity of 24 hours average 
day demand is desirable for planned maintenance works and as a contingent supply in the event of 
upstream infrastructure failure. The 24 hours target allows maintenance and repairs to be undertaken, 
including pipeline isolation/de-isolation, draining/re-filling tasks, in a controlled manner and without risk 
of supply failure. 

The project drivers are to undertake risk reduction and provide improvements in capacity and general 
business functions and operations. The project will ensure the following: 

• An acceptable standard of service is maintained for the northern supply area should there be any 
failures of the Awoonga supply from the south; 

• Maintaining corporate responsibility and the reputation of GAWB; and 

• Regulatory requirements (DNRME) for safety of the operations and the maintenance of the 
infrastructure. 

In mid-2019, GAWB engaged AECOM to prepare a business case for the project identifying the need 
for the project, the options and their comparative advantages and disadvantages and the estimated 
costs to deliver.  A preferred option comprising new pumps and storage lagoon was recommended 
with a delivery time frame of two years and an initial estimate of $6.63 million including IDC. 

Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 59: Expansion of Boat Creek Pumping project key assumptions and information 

Information source 

• Business Case: Boat Creek Expansion (AECOM, September 2019) 
• Expenditure Authorisation Expansion of Boat Creek Raw Water Supply 

(August 2019) 
• QCA Project Estimates 2014/15 – Boat Creek Reservoir (Aurecon, January 

2014) 

Investment Driver 
• Risk mitigation – primary 
• Capacity - secondary 
• Regulatory obligation – tertiary 

Intended Outcome 
To establish full redundancy in the northern precinct by increasing storage in the 
Boat Creek Raw Water Reservoir to full 24 hour storage 

Current Project Status Gate 2 – Scoping 

Procurement and 
project delivery Process 

Scoping of the project has been completed. 

It is proposed that the project is delivered in a traditional design-bid-build 
approach. 
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Options analysis 

AECOM developed and assessed six options to address the identified project need in its September 
2019 report74. The options could generally be categorised as: 

• New storage with additional pump capacity in three alternative arrangements; or 

• Expand existing storage with additional pump capacity in three alternative arrangements. 

The options were as below: 

• Option 1a – Additional Storage Lagoon, new Duty/Standby 470L/s - The option considers the land 
to the north of the existing pump station or south of the existing storage lagoon to be utilised for a 
new, independent storage lagoon to supply new larger pumps together with the existing pumps. 
The maximum delivery flow rate would be the contracted average daily flow. 

• Option 1b – Additional Storage Lagoon, new Duty/Duty/Duty/Standby 367L/s - The contracted 
average daily volume is achieved by two duty pumps. The third pump allows for any peak flow 
attenuation should flow requirements exceed 1000L/s. 

• Option 1c – Additional Storage Lagoon, new Duty/Duty/Standby 595L/s - The contracted average 
daily volume is achieved by one duty pump. The second pump allows for any peak flow attenuation 
should flows exceed 1000L/s. 

• Option 2a – Increase Volume of Existing Storage, new Duty/Standby 470L/s - This option has a 
similar pumping regime to Option 1a except that the existing storage lagoon would be extended to 
meet the required volume of 51.4ML. 

• Option 2b – Increase Volume of Existing Storage, new Duty/Duty/Duty/Standby 367L/s - The same 
pump regime as Option 1b and the existing storage lagoon would be extended to meet the required 
volume of 51.4ML. 

• Option 2c – Increase Volume of Existing Storage, new Duty/Duty/Standby 595L/s - The same pump 
regime as Option 1c and the existing storage lagoon would be extended to meet the required 
volume of 51.4ML.  

The estimated capital and operating costs for each of the options are set out in Table 60. 

Table 60 Estimated Capital and Operating Costs: Project 7 – Boat Creek Pumping Station 
Expansion 

Option Capital Costs ($)* Operating Costs ($pa) 

1a 3,754,000 78,000 

1b 5,068,000 106,000 

1c 4,317,000 90,000 

2a 4,926,000 103,000 

2b 6,650,000 139,000 

2c 5,665,000 118,000 

*The capital cost figures do not include the contingency (30 per cent), procurement (3 per cent), engineering (8 per cent) and 
project management (5 per cent) costs, as proposed by AECOM. 

                                                
74 AECOM, Business Case, Boat Creek Expansion, 27 September 2019. 
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The option to construct a new lagoon storage is an added option from the initial work undertaken by 
Aurecon in 2014 which only considered expansion of the existing reservoir. 

An MCA was performed and determined that the preferred option was to construct a new storage 
rather than expand the existing storage. The MCA75 considered: 

• Capital costs;  

• Operating costs;  

• Operational considerations – complexity, ease of maintenance, operator safety and environment; 

• Technical capability – redundancy, efficiency and expandability; and 

• Constructability – ease of implementation, space requirements, installation time frames. 

The highest scoring option (and lowest cost option) from the MCA was Option 1a. The options were 
then further subjected to a risk assessment. The key risks identified and used for assessment are 
presented in Table 6176. 

Table 61 Key risks for the project options and the proposed strategies to manage them should 
they arise 

Risk Risk Area(s) Strategy 

Potential for supply failure to occur while 
the pump station and raw water reservoir 
are being upgraded. 

WH&S, Operations, 
Financial, Stakeholder 

Limit shutdowns of the whole 
plant to short periods and outside 
of peak supply periods. 

Availability of land for new infrastructure. Financial, Environmental, 
Stakeholder 

Engagement with DTMR to be 
conducted early in the design 
process to assess possible land 
access arrangements. 

Capacity of the power network for the 
upgrade may require Ergon line upgrades 
and new transformer. 

Financial 

Stakeholder 

Early engagement with Ergon in 
the design process to understand 
time frames. 

The construction of the lagoon requires 
significant excavation of materials that will 
be spoil; costs of transporting the spoil to 
landfill are prohibitive. It has been assumed 
that the spoil can be spread on site. 

Financial  

Stakeholder 

If onsite spoil spreading is not 
possible or limited, then 
discussions with GRC are 
required to confirm rate for 
disposal at landfill can be reduced. 

 

From the risk assessment, Option 1 was rated as low or medium for each of the categories and had 
the lowest risk profile, whereas Option 2 had higher risks. There was minimal difference between 
sub-options a, b and c.  

As Option 1a scored the highest in economic efficiency and had the lowest attributed risk score, it was 
recommended to take forward.  

KPMG notes the MCA was run with a capex weighting of zero per cent, “as directed by GAWB”. This 
in effect lumps opex and capex together into the one cost basket, as indicated in AECOM’s 2019 report, 
but does not distort the cost ranking identified. While the capex and opex suggest a lower overall project 
cost, a full NPV analysis on a like-for-like basis on the options analysis outcomes would be instructive. 

                                                
75 GAWB Business Case – Boat Creek Expansion – Draft Report.pdf 
76 GAWB Business Case – Boat Creek Expansion – Draft Report.pdf, Section 4.1. It is to be noted that this source 
document, which was used to obtain the information in Table 18, contained many digital errors. Therefore, it is 
somewhat difficult to interpret the information contained in Table 18, and in other parts of the source document. 
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Proposed Capital Expenditure 

The business case developed for the project identified the capital cost of the project to be $5.5 million 
which compared with capitalisation submission of $6.63 million (including IDC). It has been advised by 
GAWB that the difference of approximately $1.1 million is due to escalations relating to time between 
the estimates and the commissioning date to capex of $6.21 million, excluding 7 per cent IDC.  

Table 62: Estimated capex – Expansion of Boat Creek Pumping ($ million, nominal) 

FY 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB capex $0 $0 $0 $0 $6.21 $6.21 

Capitalised* $0 $0 $0 $0 $6.63 $6.63 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction 
Source : RFI0121A Attachment A IDC Response to KPMG's Working Draft Report (Full List of Projects).xlsx 

Original Assessment 

Prudency 

GAWB has demonstrated through the business case and supporting documents the need and driver 
for the project, being necessary risk mitigation for the supply of water to customers in the event of a 
failure elsewhere in the system. The project provides 24-hours of water storage which is considered to 
be reasonable and appropriate to meet service commitments by GAWB given thgat customers do not 
have onsite storage. The options assessment is robust and demonstrates a sufficient justification for 
the project and the proposed approach. 

The project schedule appears reasonable, with approximately 12 months from commencement of 
construction to completion.  

However, KPMG considered the business case provides insufficient justification for having this project 
proceed in the 2020-25 regulatory period, where both reservoir capacity and pump capacity are 
expanded. This finding is based on the following: 

a) GAWB has not indicated whether the contracted demand has increased to the average 595L/s 
and peak at 1,100L/s between 2014 and 2019, or remains as was in 2014 where pump capacity 
of 250L/s was considered sufficient. Without this being identified, KPMG must assume the 
existing pump capacity was and remains sufficient and is business as usual (BAU), and the full 
contracted amounts have not been covered by the offline Boat Creek Reservoir and its existing 
pumps, to date.  

b) GAWB has not provided reasons for why contracted amounts need to be fully covered now, if 
they were not fully covered previously. No information has been provided that demonstrates 
changes in relation to expected failure modes, time off-line or anything else that would 
necessitate the increase in current capacity. 

c) As noted above, GAWB’s objective for the project is “to establish full redundancy in northern 
precinct by increasing storage in the Boat Creek Raw Water Reservoir to full 24 hour storage 
of average day demand and increasing both the reservoir and pump capacity to be able to 
deliver the average demand back into the network”. This means that, if there is a failure in the 
existing primary delivery pipelines and pumps, the Boat Creek Reservoir takes over fully for 
24 hours. GAWB has not provided information on the likelihood of the failure such that Boat 
Creek must now cover the full water delivery for 24 hours at the average load expected. It is 
unclear if, or how, this has been handled to date and whether the options considered in the 
business case are the only solutions to such a catastrophic failure (or sequences of failures). 
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KPMG considered better justification is required on the timing of the project to proceed within the 
2020-25 period, and therefore recommends the project be considered as not prudent in the coming 
regulatory period. 

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

The recommended option is estimated by AECOM to have the lowest capital and operating costs and 
least project risk in terms of technical, environmental, safety, and stakeholders.  

The MCA weightings used to identify the preferred option have been developed specifically for this 
options evaluation. For this project, the MCA weighting for capital cost was zero per cent. Operating 
cost (derived from capital cost) was weighted, with a weighting of 18 per cent. As a result, the economic 
criteria received the equal lowest weighting (with constructability). On this project, this approach to the 
MCA does not alter the selection of the most efficient option, but a standardised approach to conducting 
the MCA using NPV analysis should be implemented to ensure consistent decision making and 
demonstration of economic efficiency in project selection. 

The proposed scope of works is considered efficient. 

Standard of Works 

There is limited detail provided on the technical solution at this early Scoping phase of project 
development, although the consideration of general construction issues identify the primary risks. The 
preliminary design information would indicate that the proposed option will meet the required standards 
and typical design and construction approaches for this infrastructure, but this will need to be fully 
developed during the later Scoping and Planning phases. 

Cost of Works 

The cost estimates for the preferred option by AECOM look reasonable and work up as follows: 

• Direct capex at $3.75 million;  

• Plus contingency (30%), procurement (3%), engineering (8%) and project management (5%) costs; 

• Plus escalation of 2.5% per annum for five years; 

• Equals $5.9 million; 

• Plus IDC at approximately 7%; 

• Equals $6.63 million as proposed by GAWB. 

The proposed cost estimates for the work have been developed to the extent required for the Scoping 
phase of the project, and further design and refinement will be required with progression to the Planning 
phase alongside detailed design. The estimates are current to 2019, and justification and breakdown of 
the costs has been provided with the business case which has been drafted to move to the Planning 
phase.  

KPMG was satisfied the cost estimates are reasonable for the Scoping phase of project development. 

Original findings  

Based on the preceding analysis, GAWB: 

• Has demonstrated the need for the project through risk mitigation, which also provides for additional 
system capacity to supply water in the event of a network outage; 
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• Has not justified the timing of the works and the requirement for this to occur in the schedule 
proposed; 

• Has provided the design basis for the options listed, including nomination of a preferred option 
which is demonstrated to be the most efficient; 

• Has provided sufficient supporting justification for the project including business case, options 
development and preliminary design for the preferred option. 

However, because GAWB has not justified the timing and need for the project to proceed in the 
2020-2025 regulatory period, KPMG recommended this project be considered as not prudent, and 
proposes to adjust the capital expenditure for this project to zero but allow early expenditure to further 
assess and develop documentation on the project. 

Table 63: Recommended adjustment to forecast capex Boat Creek Expansion ($ million 
nominal) 

FY 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB capex * $0 $0 $0 $0 $6.63 $6.63 

KPMG Draft * $0.1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.10 

KPMG Proposed 
adjustment * $0.1 $0 $0 $0 ($6.53) ($6.53) 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction 

Revised assessment  

Regarding the Boat Creek expansion, our final recommendation is that the project is prudent 
and efficient, and that it would enable GAWB to use the full supply capacity of the reservoir 
at the contracted demand rate for at least 24 hours, during the proposed maintenance in this 
regulatory period, or in the event of failure of the Mt Miller Pipeline.  This is a change from 
our draft report and reflects further information provided and a re-assessment of the original 
justification submitted by GAWB.  We do stress that GAWB should engage more with their 
customers on the availability and potential interruption plus prepare a maintenance plan in 
the future. 

In response to the Draft Report, GAWB stated that the justification for the timing is that: 

“Pumping capacity at Boat Creek RWPS is currently limited to 250 L/s with both pumps running 
resulting in only being able to deliver 21.6 ML over 24 hours. The contracted demand in the 
northern precinct is 595 L/s with the recorded peak demand of 1,100 L/s.” 

Additionally GAWB has further provided: 

• a Technical Memorandum by AECOM with the subject “Pipeline Valve Stubs, Mt Miller Pipeline”; 

• GAWB internal correspondence dated 13 February 2020 and 12 March 2020; and 

• a GAWB file note entitled “Expansion of Boat Creek”. 

As discussed in GAWB’s file note, GAWB’s 2015 regulatory submission included the Boat Creek 
Expansion project. This project sought to provide 24 hours’ worth of emergency storage in the northern 
industrial area, to ensure supply to customers in the event of the Mt Miller Pipeline being isolated as a 
result of a planned or unplanned event. GAWB states that Stage 1 of the expansion works was reviewed 
by the QCA and its consultant Jacobs for prudency and efficiency and that the QCA’s draft and final 
reports stated that Jacobs found the project to be prudent. 
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When the project was scoped further, it was discovered that the capacity of the Boat Creek Pump 
Station was limited and that the expansion would not deliver the project objective, due to the pump 
station not being able to deliver water at the required demand flow rate. If the project had progressed, 
the water would have been available, but the pump station would not have been able to deliver it at the 
required contracted demand flow rate. 

In assessing this new information provided, KPMG has considered the basis of whether it would be 
prudent to upgrade pumps to ensure supply can actually be delivered if required through the following 
steps: 

1.  Assessment on the requirement for 24 hours supply: This is relevant to assess whether the 
appropriate cost driver has been satisfactorily determined (and not arbitrarily adopted), and its 
impact on prudency of the project. 

2. Evaluation on the appropriate timing of the investment: A review to establish whether the 
existing limitations to the back-up water supply necessarily justify expenditure during the 2020-
2025 regulatory period, and their impact on prudency of the project. 

Step 1: Requirement for 24-hour supply at contracted demand rate 

GAWB has not provided any further information regarding the requirement for 24-hour supply at 
contracted demand, other than to state: 

“During the QCA 2015 price monitoring investigation, three projects were included in the 
capital forecast to meet the 24-hour delivery design standard, which included the Boat Creek 
expansion…Both of these [other two] projects have been completed. Therefore, the Boat Creek 
Pump Station is the only remaining project. Once completed, GAWB will have achieved the 
objective of maintaining 24 hour risk storage for all raw water customers.” 

Notwithstanding the absence of further information from GAWB on this point, KPMG has, on balance, 
arrived at the view that the project should be considered prudent overall, including the pump capacity 
upgrade. This conclusion has been reached in view of the evolution of the project (having committed 
to 24-hour storage but not being able to deliver it at that rate), as well as the new information 
demonstrating the need for imminent maintenance works.  

Therefore, although the details around the assessment of appropriate reserve storage capacity (and 
supply rate) have not been presented clearly during this expenditure review, KPMG considers that the 
driver for this project has been identified (i.e. risk of supply failure and need to accommodate repair 
times where a failure occurs, or maintenance is required). KPMG also understands that 24 hours’ 
reserve storage could be reasonable in GAWB’s case, and such reserve capacity is not an unusual 
design requirement amongst other bulk water suppliers. 

KPMG has noted that the Water Supply Code of Australia (WSCA) published by the Water Services 
Association of Australia (WSAA) states the following77: 

“Typically, reserve storage capacity should be taken to be equal to 1/3 peak day demand. 

Typical storage capacities provided are as follows:  

Surface reservoir— Useable reservoir capacity (including reserve storage capacity should be 
equal to a minimum of 8-24 h consumption at peak day demand, depending on the needs of 
the specific system. No net depletion of the operating capacity over the system design period 
is permitted e.g. where the design period is one day, no net depletion of the operating capacity 
over maximum day 24 hour period is permitted. The reservoir should be located at an elevation 

                                                
77 WSAA, Water Supply Code of Australia, Part 1, V 2011-3.1, page 71-72.  
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such that the level at the top of the reserve storage (RSL) provides not less than the desirable 
residual pressure (head) at the customers’ services under peak demand conditions. … 

The minimum reserve storage provided shall be based on an assessment and costing of the 
risks associated with the most critical supply interruption.”78 

In its 2013 Strategic Water Plan79, GAWB recognised that “Maintaining a minimum level of “risk 
storage” in the delivery network is designed to serve as a risk mitigation measure to reduce the impact 
of possible network failures on customers. Whilst it needs to be recognised that a certain level of latent 
risk can never be removed (only minimised), this risk storage will be used to maintain continuity of 
supply in the event of a network failure and reduce the likelihood of a supply interruption occurring.” 

“GAWB has set a target of 24 hours as the period of time within which it will repair all network 
failures (other than failures that occur in certain locations with access limitations). The network 
design standard therefore proposes that a minimum of 24 hours available risk storage is 
maintained.”  

Given this design standard has been in place since 2013, KPMG concludes that GAWB’s customers 
have accepted this approach to supply interruption risk management is reasonable for price setting 
purposes. And as the QCA’s prior regulatory review accepted projects as prudent and efficient under 
this standard, GAWB’s continued application of it is reasonable. 

For completeness, KPMG has further assessed GAWB’s comments against some of the existing 
information that has been provided in this price monitoring review to date. QCA may wish to seek 
further information from GAWB on the unaddressed items discussed below.  

As mentioned above, GAWB asserts that Stage 1 of the Boat Creek reservoir expansion works was 
reviewed by the QCA and its consultants Jacobs for prudency and efficiency and that the QCA’s draft 
and final reports stated that Jacobs found the project to be prudent. 

The 2015-20 Review of Capex and Opex (Jacobs, 2015) states that the “increase of storage at Boat 
Creek reservoir is necessary to meet GAWB’s internal objective to maintain a minimum of 24 hours 
supply in all parts of the delivery network” (KPMG emphasis added).  

Additionally, although the project in its earlier form (storage capacity upgrade only) was found to be 
prudent, it is noted that Jacobs also commented: 

• that there was no explicit endorsement from customers; 
• that the GAWB’s contract has provisions for planned and unplanned service interruptions; and 
• that 24 hours’ worth of supply is on the high side, relative to what is suggested in the WSAA 

code) but is deemed reasonable. 

The Business Case (AECOM, 2019) indicates that the majority of water usage in the northern industrial 
precinct is for industrial process usage. The Business Case document states that “previous discussions 
with industrial customers has indicated that: 

• There is limited on site storage of raw (or treated) water; and 
• The industrial processes require a constant feed of water with limited tolerance of flow 

restrictions.” 

While this provides some suggestion that increased reliability may be desired by customers, the above 
notes are relatively vague. It does not provide any analysis of which customers would be particularly 
affected, any investigation of how supply could be prioritised between customers should a delivery 

                                                
78 Note that useable reservoir capacity includes operational + reserve capacity. 
79 GAWB, Strategic Water Plan, 2013, page 72-73. 
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interruption occur or to what extent a reduction in supply could be tolerated for a short period (potentially 
in excess of 24 hours at the current lower pump capacity availability).  

It is worth noting that if the Mt Miller Pipeline is taken offline (e.g. for the proposed works identified in 
the AECOM Technical Memorandum as noted in the next section), GAWB may still not be able to 
supply the contracted demand, because the proposed expansion would provide only 24 hours of offline 
supply (as opposed to up to 48 hours required to undertake the planned maintenance). This would 
suggest that there is at least some degree of tolerance where current supply rates are somewhat lower 
than contracted rates over a 24-hour period and that is being factored in, though not explicitly laid out 
with documentation on any analysis or other rationale. 

Step 2: Timing 

The Project Justification and Plan explains that the initial 2017 project scope was for the upgrade of the 
storage capacity only. During the scoping study it was identified that the pumps were undersized and 
could not deliver the peak hour demand of 640 L/s even if the storage capacity was upgraded. GAWB 
asserts that additional work is required to scope not only the storage capacity upgrade but to assess 
the pump requirements to enable the supply to be operated at the level to satisfy demand of 595 L/s.  

The fact that the current pumping capacity is not capable of delivering the contracted demand rate was 
not in itself under question by KPMG. Nonetheless, for completeness, KPMG acknowledges that 
GAWB’s comments in response align with the information given in the Project Justification and Plan. 

The Project Justification and Plan also states: 

“The Boat Creek system is connected to the Mount Miller Pipeline via a single 300 mm 
diameter pipeline. The Mount Miller Pipeline is the sole source of raw water supply to the Zone. 
The Mount Miller Pipeline has not been taken off-line or isolated due to the criticality of the 
pipeline to supply the raw water demand to the Zone. The Mount Miller Pipeline will need to 
be isolated in the future to replace defective spool pieces that are not Cement Mortar lined but 
lined with a thin epoxy lining which has failed resulting in a leak in 2014. The leak was repaired 
without isolating the pipeline using a mechanical repair clamp.” 

Additionally, according to the Business Case (AECOM, 2019), the Mt Miller Pipeline was constructed 
in about 1999 and, being relatively new, has not required shut-down for major maintenance or valve 
replacements, pipe failures, leakage repairs or other works. AECOM notes, however, that as the 
pipeline ages, the need for maintenance and (potentially) repairs will increase, noting that the Calliope 
River Rail Bridge is particularly difficult to access.  

It is understood from the above that there is a general view that the likelihood of failure and/or need to 
take the Mt Miller Pipeline offline for inspection and/or repair may increase in future and thus it may be 
inferred that the project is intended to address this potential change in risk profile.  

Moreover, the recently supplied AECOM Technical Memorandum notes the following observations 
based on an inspection of the pipework undertaken on 20 February 2020: 

“GAWB had reported failure in a 900 mm NB MSCL pipeline in the form of leaks in an 
underground location approximately 600 mm from a valve pit. The location of the leaks 
coincided with a weld that connects the MSCL pipe with a flange that is terminated in the valve 
pit. According to GAWB, the external of the buried section of the pipe is coated and fitted with 
a sacrificial cathodic protection system whereas records indicate that the internal section either 
side of the weld is epoxy coated to replace the lost cement lining. No further details are 
available with respect to surface preparation, the epoxy material that was used and to what 
thickness it was applied to the internal weld margin after field welding of the flanged section 
outside the valve pit. 
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Observations made inside the valve pit show moderate corrosion on the external of the pipe 
and the fittings but nothing that would immediately give reason for concern as steel loss rates 
are expected to be <1 mm. Judging by the photographs taken during a recent inspection, it is 
almost certain that there is electrical contact between the valves and the pipe and there is no 
separation of dissimilar metals (no insulation kits for the stainless bolts for example).” 

The Technical Memorandum indicates that it is most likely that the coating that was applied to the 
internal surface of the pipeline along the field weld has reached the end of its service life. Accordingly, 
AECOM’s recommendation is that the internal section of the pipeline in the vicinity of the field weld be 
subjected to a detailed visual inspection with the aid of a borescope. AECOM also recommends that in 
the medium term (2-3 years), GAWB plan for sand blasting and painting the exposed pipe stubs within 
the valve pit and that insulating kits to separate the stainless from the carbon steel components be 
installed. If all of this is to be undertaken together (which may be most efficient approach to the repair), 
the pipeline would need to be drained and isolated for a period of approximately two days.  

On the basis of the additional documentation provided, KMPG understands that GAWB’s rationale for 
undertaking these works within the current regulatory period is primarily based on the imminent 
maintenance needs on the Mt Miller pipeline that have been identified, requiring taking the pipeline 
offline for approximately two days.  

Revised finding 

In conclusion, KPMG considers that the project is prudent and efficient, and that it would enable GAWB 
to use the full supply capacity of the reservoir at the contracted demand rate for at least 24 hours, 
during the proposed maintenance during this regulatory period, or in the event of failure of the Mt Miller 
Pipeline.  

However, based on the information that has been sighted to date, KPMG believes that GAWB needs 
to liaise with its customers to: 

• ensure customers understand what GAWB will and will not be able to deliver in the event of failure 
of the Mt Miller pipeline; and 

• proposed maintenance schedules for the Mt Miller pipeline including awareness of time frames 
required (i.e. potentially two days) so that customers may plan for this contingency in the future. 

Such engagement with customers should be robustly documented and be available to the QCA at the 
next regulatory price monitoring process. A maintenance plan should be prepared in consultation with 
the customers who are reliant on this pipeline. Such consultation and plan preparation will ensure that 
the risks of non-supply are clearly understood by customers and GAWB, so that planning for 
maintenance outages in the future reduces the risk of non-supply to tolerable levels.  For example, such 
planning may identify customer maintenance outages where water supply requirements are less or 
cease for one or more customers, which provide windows of opportunity for GAWB to undertake its 
own pipeline maintenance outages within the time frames supported by the Boat Creek reservoir and 
pump upgrade projects.  

KPMG recommends QCA make this maintenance plan, prepared in consultation with GAWB’s 
customers, a mandatory deliverable to the QCA for the price monitoring review for the next 2025-2030 
regulatory period. 
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Table 64: Recommended final adjustment to forecast capex Boat Creek Expansion ($ million 
nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB original capex1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6.63 $6.63 

GAWB revised capex2 $0 $0 $6.11 $0 $0 $6.11 

KPMG Final3 $0 $0 $5.97 $0 $0 $5.97 

KMPG Final Adjustment $0 $0 -$0.14 $0 $0 -$0.14 

Note 1: GAWB’s original submission September 2019. 
Note 2: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note 3: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Table 65 : Opening Asset value 

 Total forecast 
expenditure in 2019-
2020 $ terms 

Project capitalisation 
amount in year 
commissioned 
(nominal $) 

Opening asset value  
(nominal $, inc IDC) 

GAWB revised capexa $5.48 $5.85 $6.11 

KPMG Final recommendationb $5.48 $5.72 $5.97 

KMPG Proposed Adjustment $0 -$0.13 -$0.14 

Note a: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note b: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Project 8 – Calliope River Bridge AC Main Replacement 

Overview 

GAWB supplies raw water to the industrial areas to the north of Gladstone via a DN375 Asbestos 
Cement (AC) pipeline which crosses the Calliope and Anabranch Bridges. The pipeline is approximately 
38 years old and is currently being repurposed to supply potable water from Yarwun Water Treatment 
Plant (WTP) to Yarwun and surrounding areas. GAWB has raised concerns with the remaining design 
life of the existing AC pipes due to exposure to UV, coal dust, salt water and weather conditions as well 
as safety concerns with maintenance along the bridges. On inspection, asbestos fibres are apparent on 
the outside of the pipe. A condition assessment was undertaken by Aurecon and, in its January 2017 
report, it recommended replacement with cement-lined mild-steel pipe, with estimated cost of 
$1.70 million excluding IDC. 

In February 2017, GAWB commissioned GHD to investigate options associated with extending the life 
of the existing pipe or replacement to continue a reliable water supply to Yarwun and the Northern area. 
GHD developed a number of options to increase the design life of the AC pipe considering painting, 
coating and wrapping as well as replacement options for the pipeline being a new mild steel pipe 
attached to the bridge or a new directional drilled HDPE pipeline. GHD also undertook a multi-criteria 
analysis considering capital costs, maintenance, health safety and environment, and other non-price 
criteria.  

A more detailed cost assessment of the installation of the mild steel pipeline was undertaken by 
Aurecon in January 2017. 
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Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 66 Calliope River Bridge AC Main Replacement project key assumptions and information 

Information source 

• RFI0045 – Calliope Anabranch AC Pipe Replacement Options: Options Report 
(GHD, February 2017) 

• RFI0045 - Calliope River Bridge and Anabranch Bridge: AC pipe replacement 
(Aurecon, January 2017) 

Investment Driver Not specifically stated. Expected to be classed as Replacement 

Intended Outcome Replacement of existing AC pipe due to perceived poor condition  

Current Project Status Gate 1 – Concept 

Procurement and 
project delivery Process Not stated. 

Options analysis 

An options analysis has been undertaken by GHD in February 2017 considering the options for 
replacement of the AC pipe. The options considered include: 

• External spray/paint coating of the pipe to extend its useful life ($1.02 million excluding IDC, GHD 
source); 

• External wrapping of the pipe to extend its useful life ($1.06 million excluding IDC, GHD source); 

• Replacement of the AC pipe with a directionally drilled HDPE pipeline (not attached to the bridge, 
$1.27million excluding IDC, GHD source February 2017, but detailed quote of $3.17 million 
excluding IDC, Prizm source September 2019); and 

• In situ replacement of the AC pipe with a mild steel cement lined pipe ($1.49 million, GHD source). 

The options analysis undertaken by GHD in 2017 was based on the assumption of providing a 70-year 
asset life, and considering the periodic maintenance and/or replacement of the various options over 
that time.  

The options analysis assumes the pipe requires replacement in the short term and does not require 
additional capacity for growth. The GHD NPV analysis indicated that the directional drilling option 
provided the lowest life-cycle cost for replacement. However, the wrapping option provided a 
short-term solution within both the remaining expected life of the existing pipeline and allowing for 
certainty in design alignment  

  

A subsequent directional drilling estimate by Prizm suggested a doubling of the capex required for 
directional drilling.  

An MCA has not been completed to date on the project. 

Replacement of the AC pipe with a directionally drilled HDPE pipe has been nominated by GAWB as 
the preferred option on the basis of lowest NPV (including the assumptions as listed above). This 
approach also simplifies the construction risks related to the other options which require specialist 
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scaffolding, working at heights and above water, and working in off-peak traffic periods to 
accommodate large traffic flows without detour options. 

Proposed Capital Expenditure 

GAWB has proposed a capital cost of $4.31 million with an initial contingency of 30 per cent, and the 
project to be commissioned in 202280. The capital cost has been estimated based on initial engineering 
estimates developed by GHD for the various options and the nominated preferred option of the HDPE 
pipeline.  

Table 67: Estimated capex – Calliope River Bridge AC Main Replacement ($ million, nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB capex $0 $4.12 $0 $0 $0 $4.12 

Capitalised* $0 $4.31 $0 $0 $0 $4.31 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction 
Source: RFI0121A Attachment A IDC Response to KPMG's Working Draft Report (Full List of Projects).xlsx 

Original Assessment 

Prudency 

The project initially looked at both the Anabranch and Calliope Bridge pipeline crossings. The Anabranch 
Bridge crossing was forecast in 2019 to be completed in 2020 for forecast spend of $0.85 million 
including IDC. KPMG recommends the QCA request additional information on this initial replacement 
project, including project phase status, detailed design and tendering documentation and business case. 

GAWB has provided the initial GHD 2017 conceptual and options analysis report which appear to be 
informed by an underlying assumption of poor condition of the existing pipeline. It is understood from 
GAWB that the replacement of the Anabranch section has already been installed due to poor condition 
of the pipe and water leaks. It does not appear however, that GAWB has conducted detailed condition 
assessments on the Calliope pipeline, noting the GHD’s 2017 report states the pipeline is currently in 
good condition and is only approximately 38 years old.  

The needs and driver for the project have not been sufficiently demonstrated. Further, the reasoning 
for aiming to achieving a further 70-year life of the pipeline appears to be based on the HDPE 
replacement option and is not likely compatible with the analysis of options for works on the bridge 
supported existing pipeline.  

 
 

 

Given the lack of defined need, assessment of current condition and therefore a clearly defined project 
driver, this project was not considered a prudent investment. In addition, the timing was not been 
adequately justified in the documentation presented for review, and is subject to change. 

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

The scope of works for each of the options has been developed for the Scoping phase level of analysis, 
with a preferred option being nominated for the Calliope Bridge. The scope of works is subject to 
change  and post detailed condition 

                                                
80 GAWB, RFI0094, Comments on Initial Draft Findings, Part1, Nov 2019. 
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assessment of the AC pipeline. Additional options analysis is required to progress a planning gateway 
decision business case. 

Standard of Works 

The Standard of Works cannot be assessed at this time given that design has not progressed beyond 
preliminary design, and further development of the options and design will need to be undertaken to 
proceed with the project beyond the Scoping phase. 

Cost of Works 

The proposed expenditure is based on 2017 GHD estimates and updated to 2019 dollars with the Prizm 
estimate. The costs have been developed from preliminary designs, however, the latest forecast capex 
for the project is $3.9 million including IDC rising to $4.12 million with adjustment for time to 
commissioning, being significantly in excess of the original estimates developed by GHD at 
$1.27 million excluding IDC, for the preferred HDPE pipeline replacement using directional drilling. 

GAWB has not justified that the option identified as the lowest NPV.  

Therefore, KPMG recommended the project be considered inefficient by the QCA until such time as 
GAWB settles the option timing and cost estimates and repeats the options analysis with better 
information. 

Original findings  

Based on the preceding analysis, GAWB: 

• Had not established the prudency of the project: the need and driver of the project had not been 
sufficiently demonstrated or have not considered the interactions with anticipated future bridge 
works; 

• Had not justified the forecast capex with options considered on a like-for-like basis, which would 
then demonstrate the preferred, economically efficient option to include in a business case to move 
into the Planning phase. 

Given this, KPMG recommended the majority of the capital expenditure be removed from this period 
by leaving an allowance of expenditure in 2020-21 to undertake a detailed condition assessment of the 
AC pipeline  

Table 68: Recommended adjustment to forecast capex - Calliope River Bridge AC Main 
Replacement ($ million nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB capex * $0 $4.31 $0 $0 $0 $4.31 

KPMG Proposed * $0.2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.2 

KPMG Proposed 
adjustment * $0.2 ($4.31) $0 $0 $0 ($4.11) 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction 

Revised assessment 

In its response to QCA draft report, GAWB revised its expenditure forecast regarding this 
project to now not to pursue with replacing of the pipeline. Instead GAWB is proposing to 
conduct minor repairs as originally recommended in a GHD options study as the short term 
solution.  For the reasons set out below, we have updated our final report to recommend 
inclusion of $300k for these minor repairs.  This will enable the continued operation of the 
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pipeline  
  

This section details KPMG’s revised assessment based on the additional information provided by 
GAWB in response to QCA’s Draft Report. 

Following the issuance of the QCA’s draft report, GAWB has further provided: 

• an internal file note dated 27 March 2020 and entitled “Calliope River Bridge Pipeline”; 
• a letter dated 9 January 2020 from Asbestos Surveys CQ Pty Ltd and addressed to GAWB which 

included pictures of the pipeline and the bridge; and 
• an internal memorandum dated 26 March 2020 and with the subject “CAP2019-078: Calliope 

River Bridge – Asbestos Cement Pipeline”. 

The internal memorandum supplied by GAWB sets out the below: 

• GAWB supplies treated water to the Yarwun Water Treatment Plant (YWTP) via a DN375 Asbestos 
Cement (AC) pipeline which crosses the Calliope River via two bridges. 

• In July 2018, the existing AC pipeline on the Anabranch bridge experienced a failure of a mechanical 
connector at mid-span, resulting in a leak that was temporarily repaired. A project was initiated to 
replace the entire section of the AC pipe on the Anabranch bridge. 

• The project included removal of the steel pipe support brackets and AC pipe, allowing for visual 
inspection of both to take place on the ground. The visual assessment indicated that the steel pipe 
support bracket were in good to fair condition with no severe corrosion and no signs of deformation. 
The AC pipe was also in good to fair condition with no loss of wall thickness or delamination of the 
material.  

• The GHD options study recommended that: 

• For a short-term solution that considers the remaining design life of the asset  
 the wrapping option should be considered. 

• For the ultimate 70-year design life, directional drilling under the Calliope and Anabranch Bridges 
should be adopted with the inclusion of a DN600 mild steel enveloper and DN450 HDPE pipe.  

• GAWB sought an independent cost estimate through Prizm Engineering, resulting in a significantly 
higher cost estimate for the directional drilling works compared to the GHD initial estimates. In 
GAWB’s regulatory submission to the QCA in September 2019, GAWB included capital expenditure 
forecast for the replacement of the Calliope River Bridge AC main. 

• In January 2020, Asbestos Surveys CQ (ASCQ) were engaged to visually assess the external 
surface of the AC pipe. ASQC’s report concluded: “Visually, I believe the pipe is in very good 
condition with minimal if any weathering visible, therefore, it is my opinion that the pipe does not 
need to be wrapped for protection from the elements”. 

The letter from ASCQ further notes that support blocks have been dislodged from under the pipe and 
should be re-secured in place. 

In a submission since the KPMG draft report, GAWB has now revised its proposed works to encompass 
the following repairs, to be carried out under single lane road closure, with the pipeline isolated and 
depressurised and utilising an underbridge inspection unit: 

• Replace all cracked and dislodged timber pipe support chocks; 

• Replace any missing nuts and washers on all structural components; 
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• Re-torque all the holding down bolts, pipe support straps, mechanical pipe connectors and bridge 
abutment support brackets; 

• Together with realigning the pipeline; and 

• Detailed assessment of the AC pipe by a corrosion engineer to determine the remaining life of the 
AC pipe and the steel support brackets. 

GAWB has also presented a rough order of magnitude costs estimate of $300,000, based on an order 
of magnitude estimate prepared by CMC Pty Ltd in December 2019.  

 
 
 
 
 

  

Revising finding 

Prudency 

As the scope has now been reduced from replacement to minor works and a detailed assessment of 
the AC pipe and supports, the previously raised concerns regarding prudency are no longer applicable. 
The minor works are considered prudent as they address present concerns.  

The detailed assessment is also considered a prudent step. This lower expenditure will ensure 
continued operation of the pipeline during the 2020-2025 regulatory period,  

 At that point the impact on GAWB’s 
pipeline will be better understood, and any future GAWB project can be planned with better knowledge 

 
 

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

The scope of works has now been restricted to necessary repairs based on actual observation. This, 
combined with the detailed assessment to identify any further works necessary, is considered to be 
efficient expenditure.  

Standard of Works 

The Standard of Works cannot be assessed at this time given the preliminary nature of the new 
proposed works. GAWB’s disclosure of its generic Standards of Works requirements and its application 
of the PMF process indicates its procurement processes will adequately address this element of 
efficiency. 

Cost of Works 

The proposed expenditure a rough order of magnitude costs estimate of $300,000, based on an order 
of magnitude estimate prepared by CMC Pty Ltd in December 2019. This is considered reasonable to 
achieve the dual outcomes of attending to minor repair works, additional condition assessment, and 
ascertaining future works that may be required.  

Summary 

KPMG considers the following decisions by GAWB to be appropriate: 

• not to proceed at present with replacement of the pipeline; and 
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• to proceed instead early in the current regulatory period with the abovementioned minor repair 
works, together with a detailed assessment of the remaining life of the AC pipe and steel support 
brackets.   

Therefore, KPMG considers GAWB’s proposed capital expenditure for this project, as revised, is 
prudent and efficient. 

Table 69: Recommended final adjustment to forecast capex - Calliope River Bridge AC Main 
Replacement ($ million nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB original capex1 $0 $4.31 $0 $0 $0 $4.31 

GAWB revised capex2 $0.31 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.31 

KPMG Final3 $0.31 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.31 

KMPG Final Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Note 1: GAWB’s original submission September 2019. 
Note 2: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note 3: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Table 70 : Opening Asset value 

 Total forecast 
expenditure in 2019-
2020 $ terms 

Project capitalisation 
amount in year 
commissioned 
(nominal $) 

Opening asset 
value  
(nominal $, inc 
IDC) 

GAWB revised capexa $0.30 $0.31 $0.31 

KPMG final recommendationb $0.30 $0.31 $0.31 

KMPG Proposed Adjustment $0 $0 $0 

Note a: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note b: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Project 9 – GWTP to South Gladstone Reservoir Stage 3 

Overview 

The GWTP to South Gladstone Pipeline is a trunk main carrying treated water from the Gladstone Water 
Treatment Plant (GWTP) high lift system. From the South Gladstone Reservoir, treated water is 
transported to the reservoirs at Boyne Island, Goolegumma, and Mt Elizabeth. These reservoirs supply 
towns and localities of Awoonga, Benaraby, Beecher, Boyne Island, Calliope, Pikes Crossing Road, 
Tannum Sands, and Wurdong. It is a critical pipeline asset distributing between 45 per cent and 50 per 
cent of all treated water produced by GAWB. 

This pipeline previously had a major failure in 2012 which prompted a range of investigations and 
inspections into the full length of the pipeline. The section of pipe which experienced the failure, 
approximately 800 metres, was replaced in 2012 (Stage 1). This included physical inspections in 2013 
which indicated corrosion and deterioration across much of the remaining length of the original pipeline.  

Following further strategic assessment undertaken by GHD in 2014, it was recommended that the 
pipeline be replaced due to its criticality to the system and the observed poor condition of the pipe. 
Stage 2 of the replacement was undertaken in 2017-18. The capital project being reviewed is Stage 3 
and comprises the replacement of another approximately 850 metres. This project has previously been 



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 108 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

included in the GAWBs 2015 Price Monitoring Investigation, and the QCA accepted this Stage 3 project 
as prudent with an approved capex of $3.20 million with a commissioning date in 2019. 

Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 71 GWTP to South Gladstone Reservoir Stage 3 project key assumptions and 
information 

Information source 
• RFI0046 – Business Case – South Gladstone Pipeline Stage 3 
• RFI0046 – GHD, GAWB Strategic Network Review 2020-2024 

Investment Driver 
• End of life replacement – Primary driver 
• Risk mitigation – Secondary driver 

Intended Outcome 

The objective of the Project is to replace the remaining section of the DN 600 
pipeline that has reached the end of its service life. 

The replacement pipeline will allow a reliable treated water supply to be 
maintained to a population of at least 16,000 people. 

Current Project Status Gateway 2 – Scoping Business Case 

Procurement and 
project delivery Process Detailed design and planning followed by construction managed by GAWB. 

Options analysis 

GAWB has developed a large number of options for the replacement of the pipeline over the period of 
investigation. It is noted the original options analysis and the NPVs were undertaken in 2012. These 
were considered for the design and construction of Stages 1 and 2. The list of options previously 
considered by GAWB is listed below and GAWB considered a new option (7) developed for Stage 3: 

• Option 1: Do nothing and repair as required; 

• Option 2: Cathodic corrosion protection; 

• Option 3: Continuous or regular monitoring (leak detection); 

• Option 4: System pressure reduction; 

• Option 5: Replace the pipeline in the current alignment; 

• Option 6: Replace the pipeline in a parallel alignment; 

• Option 7: Option 5 or 6 above but in split stages; and 

• Option 8: New pipeline in a completely new alignment. 

Options 2, 4, 5 and 8 were discounted and considered to be infeasible on technical evaluation. Options 
1, 3, 6 and 7 were evaluated in detail, with Option 6 being nominated as the preferred option, which 
was implemented for the earlier stages of the project. 

The NPV for each of the options was assessed, with the following results: 

• Option 1: Do nothing (run to fail) – ($98,223); 

• Option 3: Continuous or regular monitoring (leak detection) – ($401,261); 

• Option 6: Replace the pipeline in a parallel arrangement – ($1,737,669); and 

• Option 7: Option above but in split stages (two stages) – ($1,839,494). 

This pipeline is a single point of failure which feeds Gladstone’s Southern region including Boyne Island, 
Tannum Sands, Calliope, Wurdong and Golegumma areas. The pipeline also back-feeds to Curtis Island 
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and the Yarwun Interconnection. It is vital that the construction disturbance be reduced as much as 
possible. The duplication of the pipe allows the pipe to be trenched and the connection points to be 
commissioned within eight hours “spanner time” shutdown period while maintaining a 2/3 full 
reservoir.”81 This highlights the criticality of the pipeline and the need to continue replacement of the 
remaining Stage 3, as the condition assessment indicates it is at end of life. 

A risk assessment was also developed for the four shortlisted options. Options 1 and 2 were eliminated 
on a risk assessment in the business case as the repair downtime was unacceptable to GAWB on a 
customer service basis. These options were also not recommended in the GHD report due to adverse 
customer impact. It was noted that Option 6 provided the optimal solution against Option 7 through a 
lower cost, for the two options which reduced the risks associated with a major failure and outage of 
the pipeline. 

The 2019 GHD report commissioned by GAWB also re-estimated the costs of replacement of Stage 3, 
using LMCP and PMF principles which were not in place or active use during the 2015 regulatory review 
and approval by the QCA. The GHD study estimate indicated a project capex of $2.85 million, excluding 
the IDC.  

Proposed Capital Expenditure 

Cost estimates for the project were developed in 2019, with a detailed business case outlining the 
project having been developed in September 2019.  

The estimated cost for the project is $2.85 million with a contingency of approximately 10 per cent. 
This compares closely to the initial budget estimate for this phase of $3.12 million included in GAWB’s 
2015 Price Monitoring Investigation which was approved by the QCA. The costs have also been 
estimated based on the experience of Stages 1 and 2 which were both delivered on or under budget. 
Capex escalated to commissioning date are now $3.72 million. 

Table 72: Estimated capex – GWTP to South Gladstone Reservoir Stage 3 ($ million, nominal) 

FY 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB capex $3.72 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.72 

Capitalised* $4.02 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4.02 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction 
Source: RFI0121A Attachment A IDC Response to KPMG's Working Draft Report (Full List of Projects).xlsx. 

Assessment 

Prudency 

GAWB has demonstrated the prudency of this project, due to independent advice from GHD that the 
asset is in poor condition and requires replacing. The primary cost driver is replacement, with a 
secondary driver of risk reduction. 

This project was also included in GAWB’s 2015 Pricing Monitoring Investigation and was approved as 
part of the overall forecast capital expenditure for 2015-20. The timing of Implementation phase is 
appropriate as the project has been spread in three stages across three regulatory periods, with 
commissioning forecast in 2020-21. 

The documentation is appropriate for the stage of the project development.  

                                                
81 GHD, Strategic Network Review 2020-2024, February 2019, page 8.  



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 110 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

KPMG has assessed this Stage 3 investment as prudent, particularly with the updated business case 
and cost estimate. 

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

GAWB has completed a detailed business case for the project Planning phase, but the detailed design 
and tendering package are still under development. However, the preferred option is for the 
replacement with the same diameter pipeline as for Stages 1 and 2, having assessed the future capacity 
needs of customers who are supplied from this water main. 

Therefore, the scope of work is deemed efficient. 

Standard of Works 

The detailed design has not been assessed for the standards being applied. However, it is noted that 
this project will be constructed similar to Stages 1 and 2. Given that Stage 3 follows Stages 1 and 2, it 
is expected that future design work would follow the normal water industry standard guidelines. 
Therefore, development of tendering documentation incorporating these guidelines with GAWB 
construction standards is deemed to provide for an efficient outcome. 

Cost of Works 

The proposed cost estimates for this project have been developed to a high level of detail and have 
demonstrated a saving from the initial estimate of approximately $300,000. Further, GAWB has 
demonstrated delivery of the first two stages of this pipeline on or under budget, with learnings from 
these findings informing the Stage 3 business case. The cost of works are considered to be well 
justified for the Scoping phase and are considered efficient. 

It is noted the $2.85 million including contingency, allowances and escalation without IDC has been 
escalated to $3.72 million capex, and to $4.02 million with 8 per cent IDC in GAWB’s forecast capex 
spreadsheet.  

Therefore, the current estimate of $4.02 million is justified and KPMG believes this estimate to be 
efficient. 

Summary findings  

Based on the preceding analysis, GAWB: 

• Has demonstrated the prudency of the works, the need and project drivers, having considered a 
range of options and delivered the first two stages, and the timing is appropriate; 

• Is working towards the detailed scope of works and cost of works from tendering to following and 
informing the detailed business case and completion of the detailed design, leading to an 
Implementation phase gateway decision; and 

• Has demonstrated the capex is efficient. 

We consider this project to be prudent and efficient and we recommend the QCA accept GAWB’s 
proposed capex. 
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Table 73: Recommended final adjustment to forecast capex - GWTP to South Gladstone 
Reservoir Stage 3 ($ million nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB original capex1 $4.02 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4.02 

GAWB revised capex2 $4.01 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4.01 

KPMG Final3 $3.99 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.99 

KMPG Final Adjustment -$0.02 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$0.02 

Note 1: GAWB’s original submission September 2019. 
Note 2: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note 3: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Table 74 : Opening Asset value 

 Total forecast 
expenditure in 
2019-2020 $ terms 

Project capitalisation 
amount in year 
commissioned (nominal $) 

Opening asset value  
(nominal $, inc IDC) 

GAWB revised capexa $3.65 $3.71 $4.01 

KPMG final recommendationb $3.65 $3.69 $3.99 

KMPG Proposed Adjustment $0 -$0.02 -$0.02 

Note a: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note b: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Project 10 – UV Disinfection 

Overview 

Gladstone Area Water Board operate two Water Treatment Plants (WTPs) which provide drinking water 
to their customers. These are Gladstone WTP producing approximately 50 ML/D, and Yarwun WTP 
producing approximately 5 ML/D of drinking water. These WTPs utilise typical water treatment 
processes to treat raw water from Lake Awoonga and Boyne River, including chlorination for 
disinfection. 

It has been identified by GAWB that additional disinfection may be required to reduce the risk of 
protozoan pathogens, namely Cryptosporidium and Giardia. Chlorine is ineffective to remove or 
inactivate these pathogens and must be removed by filtration and/or other means.  

There is currently no legislation or regulation on assessing or implementing risk-based approaches to 
Cryptosporidium removal, with the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC), 
overseeing body of the Australian Drinking Water Guidelines, consulting on Health Based Targets for 
pathogen removal in 2016. The Water Services Association of Australia, the peak industry body 
representing the urban water industry, has developed a manual for the application of health-based 
targets for drinking water safety which provides a framework for a risk-based approach to 
Cryptosporidium removal.  

GAWB engaged GHD to undertake a risk assessment and develop concept designs for the 
implementation of UV disinfection treatment at the Gladstone and Yarwun WTPs. The risk assessment 
was based on the framework from WSAA’s Manual with GAWB’s raw water supplies categorised as 
Category 4, or the highest risk source waters for microbial contamination. The categorisation of the raw 
water sources was on the basis of activities in the catchment area. 



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 112 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

Based on the categorisation, a target log reduction value (LRV) of 5.5 has been nominated comprising 
at least two treatment barriers. The existing treatment processes at Gladstone and Yarwun provide 
partial achievement of the required LRVs, but have been identified to fall short of the 5.5 LRV target by 
2.5 units. 

Subsequently, GAWB has proposed to install UV treatment, achieving 3.0-log reduction at the 
Gladstone and Yarwun WTPs to achieve a total of 5.5-log reduction of Cryptosporidium. 

Key Assumptions and Status 

Table 75 UV Disinfection project key assumptions and information 

Information source 

• RFI0047 – UV Disinfection at Gladstone and Yarwun WTPs: Scoping Study 
Report (GHD, September 2016) 

• Manual for the application of HEALTH-BASED TARGETS FOR DRINKING 
WATER SAFETY (WSAA, September 2015) 

Investment Driver Not stated 

Intended Outcome 
To achieve nominated target log removals for Cryptosporidium at Gladstone and 
Yarwun Water Treatment Plants  

Current Project Status 
Not stated. No business case has been provided by GAWB. Concept designs 
have been developed for each site. 

Procurement and 
project delivery Process Not stated by GAWB. GHD report nominates D&C as delivery process. 

Options analysis 

An options analysis for the implementation of UV at Gladstone and Yarwun WTPs has been undertaken 
by GHD, considering alternative arrangements for the installation of the units at each site. This includes 
consideration of single or multiple units to provide a balance between operations and maintenance and 
redundancy. 

GAWB has not provided any documentation showing alternative treatment options to the 
implementation of UV disinfection which might be expected to have been considered, such as 
improvements to filter capacity or upstream activities to reduce contaminants. 

Proposed Capital Expenditure 

The capital expenditure forecast has been based on the engineering estimate developed by GHD in 
2016 at $2.36 million, based on the implementation of UV disinfection at each of the sites and the 
preferred infrastructure arrangement. The project is planned for completion in 2024, with the capital 
forecast being adjusted for the year of commissioning to 3.54 million including 4 per cent IDC.  

As the estimate is based on the engineering estimates developed by GHD, it is anticipated that the final 
costs may be different following further design development and with the nomination of a preferred 
procurement process. 

Table 76: Estimated capex – UV Disinfection ($ million, nominal) 

FY 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total 

GAWB capex $0 $0 $0 $3.54 $0 $3.54 

Capitalised* $0 $0 $0 $3.70 $0 $3.70 

* includes actual expenditure and interest during construction 
Source: RFI0121A Attachment A IDC Response to KPMG's Working Draft Report (Full List of Projects).xlsx. 
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Assessment 

Prudency 

The drivers for this project are not well defined nor justified in the documentation provided. GAWB 
cannot rely on justification of a regulatory based need for the project when the health-based targets are 
not yet mandatory. Justification of the use of these LRV targets based on the catchment area 
contamination risks, backed up by sampled pathogen levels, has not been provided, so a risk driver 
cannot be relied upon.  

A detailed business case has not been developed by GAWB as the project is still in the early Scoping 
phase, and little evidence has been provided to establish the need for the works, being based primarily 
on a brief risk assessment documented by GHD in the scoping study. GAWB has not established the 
timing or procurement approach for the works, nor justified these in the documentation provided.  

Additionally, GAWB has not demonstrated a robust options assessment giving consideration to the 
possible options to meet the targeted LRVs through operational changes or projects other than UV 
treatment.  

Further definition and documentation is required, including a detailed risk assessment of the raw water 
sources and development of options, including operational and non-treatment related. Moreover, the 
obligation for the timing of these works is not documented. The current regulations do not currently 
provide an obligation for GAWB to conduct these works in the nominated timing (i.e. either to bring 
forward or delay). 

For the reasons outlined above, this project is not considered a prudent investment. 

Efficiency 

Scope of Works 

The project is in the concept design stage with the scope of works being reasonably well defined with 
preferred arrangements at each of the site and nominated specifications for detailed design. The works 
have been based on WSAA’s Manual for Application of Health Based Targets for Drinking Water Safety 
which are appropriate for consideration when identifying the risks for pathogen removal. 

Standard of Works 

A preliminary review of the concept design has been undertaken. The standard of works appears 
consistent with the progress of the project. It is expected that future design work would follow the 
normal water industry standard guidelines, and adopt GAWB’s comprehensive construction standards 
and requirements, which strongly support efficient tendering processes.  

Cost of Works 

The cost estimates reflect the current preferred option, noting that a full options assessment has not 
been completed (considering works that could be done apart from UV disinfection to achieve the log 
reduction values). KPMG notes configuration options for UV disinfection are presented, but options 
other than UV disinfection are not explored or presented.  

The GHD cost estimates for Gladstone WTP (low pressure option) are $1,474,200, and for Yarwun WTP 
$889,200 (both excluding IDC), for a total of $2,363,400 (estimated date September 2016). These are 
provided as $3.54 million at current prices. The cost estimates for the preferred option are reasonable 
at this level of project development. 
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It is recommended that GAWB implement the PMF Concept phase more rigorously so that additional 
options are developed, and therefore there is a high likelihood that the final cost estimate could be 
different to the estimates included in the current submission. 

For the following reasons, this project is not considered efficient: 

• The scope of works is not based on a rigorous and complete options analysis; and 

• The cost of the works cannot therefore be assessed as the most efficient delivery method to 
address the risk identified. 

Summary findings  

Based on the preceding analysis, GAWB: 

• Has not demonstrated the prudency of the works, specifically the project need, lacking a regulatory 
driver, sufficient documentation from a risk assessment and risk driver, nor having a robust analysis 
of options; and 

• Has not demonstrated that the proposed approach is the most efficient, even though there is a 
developed scope of works and cost estimate for the current preferred option, noting that this may 
change with additional options analysis and development of a robust business case to be 
undertaken by GAWB. 

In the absence of further information and a detailed business case, we recommend that this project be 
deferred beyond the 2020-25 regulatory period, with allowances in the next regulatory period for 
funding to undertake a full options analysis and provide acceptable justification for the detailed work 
proposed on the best option identified. 

Table 77: Recommended final adjustment to forecast capex - UV Disinfection ($ million 
nominal) 

FY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 

GAWB original capex1 $0 $0 $0 $3.70 $0 $3.70 

GAWB revised capex2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.00 

KPMG Final3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.00 

KMPG Final Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.00 
Note 1: GAWB’s original submission September 2019. 
Note 2: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note 3: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 
5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 

Table 78 : Opening Asset value 

 Total forecast 
expenditure in 
2019-2020 $ terms 

Project capitalisation 
amount in year 
commissioned (nominal $) 

Opening asset value  
(nominal $, inc IDC) 

GAWB revised capexa $0 $0 $0 

KPMG Proposedb $0 $0 $0 

KMPG Proposed Adjustment $0 $0 $0 

Note a: GAWB’s revised submission 20 March 2020, with GAWB escalations and WACC. 
Note b: actual expenditure at mid-FY, time-value-of-money adjustment to commissioning date, using KPMG recommended final 
combined escalation rates, and interest during construction estimate using GAWB methodology with 2015-2020 WACC at 

5.77% pa as determined by GAWB and 2020-2025 WACC 4.57% pa as per QCA’s draft report. 
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6.5 Assessment of escalation rates 

6.5.1 Original assessment 

GAWB engaged DAE to provide a forecast escalation rate to apply to capital expenditure. To do this, 
DAE determined: 

• In 2017-19, the labour income share for the construction industry was 70 per cent, with the capital 
income share 30 per cent82; 

• Forecast labour costs will increase in accordance with forecasts of the Queensland Wage Price 
Index (WPI); and 

• Forecast capital costs will increase in accordance with forecasts of the Brisbane CPI. 

This results in a forecast average escalation rate of 2.82 per cent per annum across the next regulatory 
period. 

Figure 27: DAE forecast capex escalation83 

 
Source: Deloitte (2019) Cost escalation factors (2020-21 to 2024-25), prepared for Gladstone Area Water Board. 

KPMG had a number of concerns with the forecast rate of capex escalation, as follows: 

• It was not clear why GAWB is using ABS data to split the labour and capital components of its 
capex, as opposed to using GAWB’s own recent historical data; 

• It was not clear why GAWB has used the construction data to determine the labour and capital split, 
but then not applied a forecast of the WPI for the construction industry. As a point of reference, the 

                                                
82 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Estimates of Industry Multifactor Productivity 2017-18, Cat No 5260.0.55.002 
(28 May 2019) 
83 Deloitte Access Economics, Cost escalation factors (2020-21 to 2024-25) prepared for Gladstone Area Water 
Board, 15 August 2019, p. 25 
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WPI for construction has grown by (on average) 1.83 per cent84 for the last five years ,as compared 
to the Queensland WPI, which has grown by (on average) 2.13 per cent85; 

• Wages in the construction industry have grown much slower (1.83 per cent) than the Queensland 
average WPI (2.13 per cent), which is impacted by (for example) health care (average wages growth 
of 2.65 per cent), education and training (2.61 per cent), information media and telecommunications 
(2.38 per cent), accommodation and food services (2.32 per cent) etc; 

• The Producer Price Index (PPI) for heavy and civil engineering construction had achieved average 
growth of 1.80 per cent86 for the last five years, consistent with the construction WPI (1.83 per 
cent); 

• The WPI for construction is more closely aligned with the Brisbane CPI, which has achieved average 
growth of 1.64 per cent87 per annum over the last five years (year on year growth using September 
quarterly data); and 

• Based on KPMG’s assessment of public and non-public sources for CPI forecasts, we recommend 
an average annual CPI escalation factor of 2.0 per cent to convert $2018-19 forecasts to $nominal. 
GAWB has not provided adequate justification as to why capex escalation should be (on average) 
0.82 per cent higher. 

What all of this means is that there are concerns with the appropriate calculation of escalation for capex, 
such that GAWB may be overstating the necessary escalation that should be applied. GAWB has used 
rates for labour and capital share that are based on construction sector averages, without correlating to 
its own data. It has therefore not justified use of this data as a basis for forecasting. 

Similarly, wages in the construction sector have grown slower than the Queensland WPI over the last 
five years, providing evidence that use of the Queensland WPI may overstate wages growth related to 
capex. 

The PPI for Heavy and civil engineering construction has also seen moderate growth of 1.8 per cent 
over the last five years, and the CPI for Queensland of 1.64 per cent.  

Noting this series of conflicting evidence, we recommended that the QCA adopt an average annual 
escalation for capex of 2.0 per cent per annum for the 2020-25 regulatory period, based on KPMG’s 
assessment of the best available forecasts for CPI growth. This is 0.82 per cent per annum lower than 
the rate of escalation proposed by GAWB. 

6.5.2 KPMG final assessment and recommendations 

We have discussed our review of GAWB’s revised escalators in chapter 5. 

                                                
84 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 6345.0 Wage Price Index, Table 9a. Ordinary Hourly Rates of Pay Excluding 
Bonuses: Sector by Industry, Original (Financial Year Index Numbers for year ended June quarter), Series 
ID A2712372L 
85 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 6345.0 Wage Price Index, Table 2a Total Hourly Rates of Pay Excluding 
Bonuses: All Sectors by State, Original (Financial Year Index Numbers for year ended June quarter), Series 
ID A2704662K 
86 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 6427.0 Producer Price Indexes, Table 17. Output of the Construction industries, 
subdivision and class index numbers, Series ID A85219099L 
87 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 6401.0 Consumer Price Index, TABLES 1 and 2. CPI: All Groups, Index 
Numbers and Percentage Changes, Series ID A232586R 
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6.6 Assessment of interest during construction 
In proposing the forecast amount to be capitalised, GAWB has forecast the associated IDC. IDC is an 
allowance provided by the QCA, to account for the interest on expenditure incurred, prior to 
commissioning. 

To forecast an appropriate amount of IDC, GAWB has applied a post-tax real vanilla weighted average 
cost of capital (WACC)88, to nominal expenditure. To do this, GAWB has determined an equivalent 
monthly real WACC, and applied this to the duration of months between construction commencement 
and commissioning. This approach is robust. 

The QCA has confirmed that it does not require KPMG to review the WACC or its underlying 
assumptions, and that it will update the WACC value ahead of its Final Report in May 2020.  

6.7 Assessment of capex-opex trade-offs 
One of the fundamental questions that a regulated utility needs to address is whether the volume, 
quality and reliability of the services it provides to its customers are provided at the lowest sustainable 
economic cost. A second order question that arises for the utility is whether the service volume, quality 
and reliability are best maintained through application of investment via opex or via capex.  

In order to answer these questions and identify lowest efficient economic cost service provision, a 
capex opex trade-off analysis is undertaken. It is usually performed either as part of the capex options 
analysis during project development (for GAWB the Concept phase in the PMF), or as an output of the 
asset management system which feeds the ongoing program development. 

In the first instance, a broad range of solutions are identified in the options analysis which include capex, 
opex and mixed solutions to the problem identified.  

In the second instance, data on the network and asset performance needs to be obtained and analysed. 
This is usually undertaken by a mature asset management function within the utility, and is heavily 
dependent on data acquisition, data accuracy and a robust and modern IT system, used efficiently.  

Asset management systems gather information on the asset condition, and the types and frequency of 
failures of particular assets and asset types. The objective of the analysis is to understand where there 
is a financial incentive to cease paying for repairs as failures arise and instead undertake a complete 
replacement of the asset as capex to bring down the failure rate and reduce the opex. Where 
replacement is the economically efficient cost, consideration is also made as to whether a capacity 
upgrade is likely over the life of the new asset, and this is factored into the design. 

The analysis of capex-opex trade-off is undertaken using discounted cash flow (DCF) techniques. As a 
minimum, it is effectively a two-project decision tree, in that the NPV of the continuing opex path is 
compared to the NPV of asset replacement through capex, to identify when investment in a 
replacement asset will be financially beneficial for an organisation. Mixed expenditure projects are 
examined on the same NPV basis. Leaving aside discussion of the regulated incentive mechanisms 
applied to a regulated entity, financial benefit is usually maximised through cost reduction without 
reduction in volume, quality or reliability of service provision to the customer. 

                                                
88 We note that GAWB’s submission on page 123 states that it is a post-tax ‘nominal’ vanilla WACC, but our 
calculations confirm this is a typo. 
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An example of the capex-opex trade-off analysis might include the analysis of pipeline leaks or bursts 
which usually become more frequent as the pipeline ages. Initially, the pipe failures are addressed by 
isolating the pipeline, excavating around the leak, and patching the pipeline to allow its return to service. 
However, where a pipeline experiences multiple bursts over a number of years, a point will be reached 
where the opex solution becomes more expensive than the replacement of the pipeline itself.  

Such a situation arose with the South Gladstone Pipeline and in particular the Stage 3 project for 
implementation in 2020 and commissioning in 2021. The Business Case for this project was approved 
for implementation in September 2019 and uses an NPV analysis to examine the options and decide 
on a way forward which had been identified. KPMG notes the analysis would be enhanced if the 
externality costs could be included in the business-as-usual options identified (both do nothing and leak 
monitoring), but with repair and customer impact costs included. 

In reviewing the information on the requested sample capex projects, KPMG identified this example of 
formal application of an NPV analysis of the capex-opex trade-off analysis by GAWB in the Planning 
phase documentation. GAWB has been implementing a simplified approach similar capex versus opex 
cost analysis (without time value of money discounting) within its strategic planning activities, as 
evidenced by the GHD Strategic Network Review report89.  

KPMG has identified a model template which GAWB has used to develop the cost estimates needed 
for the Concept phase90 of the PMF. Detailed cost estimates are developed as part of the later Planning 
phase leading to the Business Case for a particular project. While this template is very useful from a 
project budgeting point of view, it does not allow high level NPV analysis of project options. 
Development of a standard cost and NPV tool would provide stronger justification for proceeding to the 
economically efficient option. 

Conclusion on Capex Opex Trade-offs 

KPMG has identified that GAWB is implementing capex-opex trade-off techniques within the PMF 
process. Because of the project sample basis used for this regulatory review, it is unclear whether this 
is undertaken in all new Business Cases and is a central element of the PMF decision-making process.  

KPMG would encourage GAWB to develop an NPV template to assist with early options analysis in the 
Concept phase of the PMF, whereby there is stronger justification for the selected option to carry 
forward into the Planning phase, and ultimately the project Business Case. More detailed NPV analysis 
is likely to be available as the costs for the selected option improve in accuracy, and be a feature of the 
Business Case itself, as was seen for the GWTP to South Gladstone Reservoir Stage 3 project. 

6.8 Assessment of Systemic Issues 
For this section, we undertook an analysis of our major project assessment to determine if any systemic 
issues could be identified, that is, issues that are likely transferrable from the major projects reviewed 
to the broader capital program. These systemic issues may then give cause to apply a broader 
expenditure adjustment across the remaining capital program. Our analysis also relied on the results of 
the corporate governance review and the capital planning and asset management review sections of 
this report. 

                                                
89 Refer RFI0046, “GHD, 4220713-REP-0 GAWB Strategic Network Review 2020-2024.pdf”. 
90 Refer file “IPD2017-055 GWTP to Sth Gladstone Res Stage 3.xlsx”, within RFI0076, which is an example of a 
template to estimate project costs. Also the weekly and monthly Project Estimating Tool under RFI0072, for 
example “RFI 0072 Project Estimating Tool – Monthly.xlsx”. 
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Systemic issues are most commonly identified in ongoing programs of work, such as renewals and in 
specific components of the processes used to develop and deliver major projects. Our assessment of 
all historical capital expenditure to date has identified that GAWB has, on many instances, had actual 
capex exceed the originally forecast capex. However, as not all actual projects were above the forecast, 
the outcome could not necessarily be deemed systemic.  

The latter issues around delivery of capital expenditure might include issues such as the incorrect 
application of contingency measures or in the use of incorrect or inefficient unit cost rates. Further 
issues assessed as systemic would also include unsatisfactory performance in the delivery of 
expenditure, such as consistent delays in project delivery or in the underestimation of time required for 
key project stages (often around planning approvals or specialist works such as environmental studies 
or community engagement).  

The following issues were evident in the documentation to the more complex capex projects and in the 
spreadsheet summaries of all originally forecast and actual capex for 2015-20: 

• A number of variations were agreed with contractors during project delivery, leading to cost 
outcomes higher than originally forecast; 

• While some of these were outside the control of GAWB, others might have been avoided from a 
stronger focus on more detailed reference design and documentation; and 

• GAWB has, in many instances, under-estimated the capex required for projects at the beginning of 
the regulatory period and on delivery ended up with higher costs at commissioning (above the IDC 
escalation anticipated). 

However, the apparent preponderance of overspend in the current period needs to be corrected by 
GAWB in the next regulatory period, and KPMG suggests a stronger adherence by GAWB to the 
application of the corporate governance, asset management and capital planning process as outlined in 
its capex documentation. In particular, the Project Management Framework needs to be rigorously 
applied to avoid a repeat of project cost overruns in the 2020-25 regulatory period.  

Of the sample forecast projects assessed, KPMG has also noted the following issues with GAWB’s 
forecast capex: 

• The standard of works has commonly not been detailed. While this can be put down to the early 
stage of the planning process, it also indicates a lack of clear understanding of what technical 
requirements the solution will need to deliver, and hence a number of variations may be required 
to support successful delivery; 

• When deciding between refurbishing or maintaining an asset (to extend its usefulness) or replacing 
it, GAWB commonly determines that replacement is appropriate, on the basis of risk reduction. 
While reducing risk of service reliability/compliance issues is a reasonable bases for investment, it 
should be supporting by (for example) declining asset condition, service performance or customer 
preferences learned through robust engagement. GAWB has not provided adequate evidence (in 
many cases) that there are asset performance or condition issues (now or in the near term) that 
warrant investment. 

• GAWB commonly identified that a driver for investment was to maintain high reliability standards, 
driven by customer needs. For example, a common basis for investment was that customers were 
not willing to accept any risk of supply interruption, given the large commercial impacts. Noting 
these assertions, GAWB did not provide adequate evidence that documented: 

Discussions with affected customers and/or presentation of customer feedback that articulated 
these servicing needs; and 
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Options and customer impacts were presented to customers that would allow them to present 
their willingness to pay for improved service levels. 

• Application of the project management framework (separately discussed below). 

Noting these concerns, these do not justify a systemic adjustment to GAWB’s forecast. 

KPMG recommends that, in the future, GAWB more clearly articulates the driver for investment, by 
more carefully considering the need and timing requirements. Further, as GAWB only has a small 
number of large customers, it has a greater ability to directly engage with these customers on the level 
of service they require, and their willingness to pay given the potential trade-offs between price, the 
quality and reliability of service.  

As a result, the only systemic adjustment that KPMG is proposing is to account for lower capital 
escalation. 

Project Management Framework 

The PMF defines capex using an approval flowchart for each of four levels of project risk and five phases 
of activities following agreement to a New Idea or Project. Level 1 has the lowest risk, and therefore is 
likely to have a smaller project expenditure, and there are fewer gateway decision points and less 
documentation required. Level 4 is the highest risk profile with the highest expenditure levels and for 
delivery over longer periods, and has the highest documentation requirement. 

Table 79 below displays the primary activities in each phase and for each risk level, with time 
progressing from left to right across the diagram. The decision gateways are shown and the primary 
decision gateway occurs just prior to the Implementation Phase when the majority of the capex is finally 
committed. 

Table 79: Summary of Project Phases, Activities and Risk Levels 

Source: KPMG analysis. 

Table 80 provides the error band which is provided in the PMF flowcharts and templates. The 
percentage error in each phase is the level required at the prior decision gateway before the additional 
phase activities can proceed. Once again, higher risk projects have a more graded reduction in error 
bands as the cost estimates are successively tightened as additional work is undertaken in each phase.  

Risk Level New Idea G Concept Phase G Scoping Phase G Planning Phase G Implementation Phase G Close-out Phase

4 Form Business Justification Options Development Detailed Design Contract Award Procurement Conclusion
Next Phase Planning Concept Design Tendering Construction Management Project Close Out

Options Selection Project Scope Approval - Final Commission
Next Phase Planning Project Execution Planning

3 Form Business Justification Options Development & Selection Tendering Contract Award Procurement Conclusion
Next Phase Planning Concept Design Project Scope Approval - Final Construction Management Project Close Out

Detailed Design Project Execution Planning Commission

2 Form Business Justification Options Development & Selection Tendering Contract Award Procurement Conclusion
Next Phase Planning Concept Design Project Execution Planning Construction Management Project Close Out

Detailed Design Commission

1 Form Business Justification Quotations Contract Award Procurement Conclusion
Project Execution Planning Construction Management Project Close Out

Note : G = Gateway Decision =
Source: RFI0009 & 0074, Project Management Framework & Templates 
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Table 80: Cost Estimate Error Bands at each Phase 

Source: KPMG analysis. 

Table 81 shows the additional cost factors which are proposed in the PMF, above the direct costs 
associated with the design, engineering, plant and equipment and internal labour costs. They are applied 
to the total direct costs.  

Table 81 : Additional Cost Factors Applied 

Source: KPMG analysis. 

In a GHD strategic network review report91 on capex for the years 2020-24, GHD applied the following 
escalations to its direct cost estimates for the pipeline and reservoir projects it had identified as likely 
to be required. These escalations were: 

• Preliminaries (including engineering) at 20 per cent; 

• Testing and disinfection (if needed) at one per cent; and 

• Overall contingency at 30 per cent. 

The level of analysis suggests this capex analysis was used to inform decisions likely to occur at the 
Scoping phase in the PMF. One of the areas in application of its PMF which GAWB needs to improve 
is the consistency between the direct cost estimates it seeks form external parties and escalations and 
allowances it applies to these. The primary objective must be to ensure there is no double counting 
occurring between the application of contingency. 

6.9 Allowances for project progression 
In our draft report, KPMG recommended an additional $600,000 allowance to cover the costs of GAWB 
conducting further analysis, customer consultation and assessment to support progressing these 
projects (allowances for project progression).  We considered that there was a general benefit for 

                                                
91 GHD, Strategic Network Review, 2020-2024, Pipelines & Reservoirs, page 69. 

Risk Level New Idea G Concept Phase G Scoping Phase G Planning Phase G Implementation Phase G Close Out Phase

Level 4 +/-100% +/-50% +/-30% +/-10% +/-5% 0%

Level 3 +/-100% +/-50% +/-5% 0%

Level 2 +/-100% +/-50% +/-5% 0%

Level 1 +/-100%

Note : G = Gateway Decision =

+/-10%

+/-10%

+/-10%

Source: RFI0009 & 0074, Project Management Framework & Templates 

+/-5%

Added Cost Concept Phase Scoping Phase Planning Phase Implementation Phase Close Out Phase

Growth Allowance 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%

Contingency 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%

Escalation 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

The GAWB Monthly and Weekly PET spreadsheets both lock in these values for all Project Phases, but unclear if different by Risk Level.
Source:  RFI 0072 Project Estimating Tool - Monthly.xlsx, Worksheet Estimate
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customers to this expenditure as it will improve the quality of the project assessments and options 
analysis thereby delivering better planning outcomes. 

We have updated this to reflect our revised recommendations on the GAWB’s capital expenditure.  This 
results in a reduction from $600,000 to $300,000 given the revised findings on the Boat Creek Pumping 
Station and Calliope River Bridge Projects.  This $300,000 is estimated to incur in 2024. 

Our final recommendation is that $300,000 is provided for GAWB to conduct further analysis regarding 
the UV Disinfection project to enable GAWB to progress this project through its Project Management 
Framework (PMF). 

In summary GAWB’s PMF defines four levels through which capex projects of various sizes and risk 
levels must pass, before being implemented. Each level has different Concept, Scoping, Planning, 
Implementation and Close-out phases, which cover optioneering, design, planning, procurement and 
construction management tasks, separated by decision gateways through which each capex project 
recommendation must progress before implementation.  This is consistent with industry practice on 
approaches to project appraisal and approval. 

Depending on the risk level and complexity of the project, the concept design, optioneering, detailed 
design, planning & approvals, and procurement processes across these four levels all require 
expenditure to be incurred early to progress each project through the PMF.   

The UV disinfection project (Project 10) seeks to improve water quality without consideration of a 
mandated regulatory need. While potentially reducing risk, there is no documentation of a customer 
need for increased water quality. Nor have other approaches to improving water quality been explored 
to test capex efficiency.  For this project, we advise that two additional reports at $150,000 each need 
to be developed to allow this project to be progressed through the PMF. This results in an estimated 
total allowance of $300,000.  

One report relates to customer consultation on water quality and whether customers are willing to pay 
an additional incremental price for such improvement, including additional consultation with the health 
regulator on its views on the timing of water quality regulations. The other relates to exploring 
alternative approaches to improved water quality, provision of a techno – economic analysis of the 
options, and then preparation of detailed designs for procurement purposes based on the best option 
identified. 

There is a general benefit to this additional allowed expenditure.  An understanding of prudency and 
efficiency are improved by application of the PMF, as well as project ranking to ensure the best 
customer outcomes are available from the capital constraints imposed by financial considerations. Our 
proposed expenditure only covers the costs of additional reports which will help inform the efficiency 
and prudency of these projects.   

One further change from our draft report is including these allowances as operating expenditure rather 
than capital expenditure. It would not be consistent with Accounting Standards92 to capitalise 
expenditure prior to any asset being developed and made operational. Under Accounting Standards, 
expenditure can only be capitalised if an asset is brought into operation and is delivering value.   As 
these projects have not yet been approved, it is therefore appropriate for them to be treated as 
operational expenditure over the next control period. 

                                                
92 See Accounting Standard AASB116 which states that Capitalisation is allowed on “costs directly attributable to 
bringing the asset to the location and condition necessary for it to be capable of operating in the manner 
intended”. 
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We note that this allowance are not estimated to cover all of the early work required in GAWB Project 
Management Framework, but are only a partial offset of the costs of a project which will eventually be 
capitalised if and when the project is commissioned.  The costs of a project which eventually progresses 
in a subsequent regulatory period would only be partly funded by current customers in the current 
regulatory period, as GAWB bears the main cost & risk of early work to progress a project. 

Table 82 Recommended final allowances for project progression 
Project PMF Level 

assumed* 
Phase assumed* GAWB Proposed 

Capex ($m) 
KPMG opex 
Allowance ($m) 

UV Disinfection 2 Concept, Scoping & 
Detailed to Gate 3 $3.70 $0.3 

* Assumed by KPMG/Arup – GAWB to clarify status 
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7 Operating expenditure 
This chapter presents our final recommendations for GAWB forecast operating expenditure. 
The majority of this chapter remains the same as in our draft report except for our 
consideration of additional information provided by GAWB in relation to some of the functional 
opex forecast,93 cost escalators, and in relation to which costs are controllable and which are 
not. As noted in Chapter 6, we have also added some expenditure to the opex forecast 
associated with capital project progression. 

7.1 Introduction 
A major component of the regulatory framework applied to GAWB is quantification of forecast operating 
expenditure and a review of the prudency and the efficiency of historical and proposed operating 
expenditure. This review is an essential input upon which the QCA will form an opinion of GAWB’s 
revenue requirement (or maximum allowable revenue). The QCA considers operating expenditure to 
be: 

• Prudent if it can be justified by reference to a need or cost driver; and 

• Efficient if it minimises GAWB’s long term costs of providing services. 

The QCA’s approach to prudency and efficiency forms the basis of our assessment. 

The assessment of prudence requires KPMG to investigate the rationale and drivers behind the 
proposed levels of expenditure and to determine whether the reasoning underlying GAWB’s forecast 
operating expenditure is appropriate. This entails assessing whether the expenditure is consistent with, 
and clearly linked to, GAWB’s obligations, be these legislative, driven by corporate vision or mission 
statements, or by customers’ willingness to pay.  

Efficiency refers to whether the forecast expenditure is reasonable given time and resource constraints 
and, in some cases, whether the forecast expenditure represents the least cost option for providing 
the associated service. Evidence of efficiency can include feasibility and options studies, independent 
peer review of costs, and market based contracting. 

This assessment is undertaken by reviewing documentation supporting the expenditure under review, 
ranging from statements of corporate intent to planning and strategy studies, life cycle management 
plans or more specifically to design investigations. In the case of operating expenditure, supporting 
documentation may include operating budgets and plans, evidence of regulatory obligations, levels of 
service requirements or simply evidence of capital assets requiring ongoing operating expenditure.  

The types of evidence that KPMG considered in assessment of GAWB’s proposal include: 

• Evidence of prudency; 

• Evidence of an appropriate and robust decision making process; 

• Surveys and consultations undertaken with customers; 

• Evidence of efficiency; 

• Feasibility studies; 

                                                
93 We considered additional information provided by GAWB in relation to operations costs, insurance costs, 
maintenance, electricity and professional services. 
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• Options analysis; 

• Independent peer reviews of costs; and 

• Supporting documentation for the determination of contingencies, allowances and escalation 
factors. 

The following table summarise GAWB’s initial proposed operating expenditure. 

Table 83: GAWB initial proposed opex ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Operations 2.14 2.23 2.29 2.38 2.43 

Maintenance 4.01 4.31 3.79 4.20 4.13 

Electricity 3.04 3.10 3.16 3.32 3.38 

Chemicals  0.72 0.74 0.78 0.81 0.83 

Employment costs 13.04 13.42 13.89 14.21 14.74 

Rates 0.51 0.53 0.54 0.56 0.57 

Insurance 1.55 1.52 1.61 1.80 1.80 

Information systems 3.29 2.86 3.00 3.18 3.09 

Professional servicesa 4.50 2.55 2.42 3.33 4.79 

Administration 1.73 2.19 1.78 1.88 1.92 

Total proposed opex 
before efficiencies 34.52 33.44 33.25 35.65 37.69 

Efficiency savingsb  -0.23 -0.26 -0.24 -0.24 -0.25 

GAWB proposed opex 
(including efficiency)b 

34.29 33.19 33.02 35.41 37.45 

a The professional services spend in the data supplied by GAWB does not align with the amounts in GAWB’s written submission 
to the QCA. GAWB explains this is because the written submission excluded the QCA levy and other QCA related costs. For 
further detail, see section 7.7.9. 
b Efficiency savings are KPMG estimates based on the opex forecast data provided by GAWB, and GAWB’s proposed efficiency 
target. The savings are slightly overstated as we did not have the level of data granularity necessary to identify uncontrollable 
expenses associated with water treatment plant operators. This also means that our estimated proposed opex is slightly lower 
than GAWB’s actual proposal. 
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7.2 Summary findings 

7.2.1 Original assessment  

The following table outlines KPMG’s original assessment of GAWB’s initial proposal and our original 
recommendations that KPMG made for QCA to consider in its draft decision. 

Table 84: KPMG draft recommended opex ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Operations 2.11 2.17 2.23 2.29 2.34 

Maintenance 3.15 3.27 3.37 3.54 3.55 

Electricity 2.47 2.40 2.40 2.40 2.40 

Chemicals  0.70 0.71 0.73 0.74 0.76 

Employment costs 12.94 13.32 13.82 14.14 14.68 

Rates 0.51 0.52 0.53 0.55 0.56 

Insurance 1.44 1.40 1.48 1.65 1.65 

Information systems 3.24 2.81 2.95 3.12 3.03 

Professional servicesa 3.09 2.61 2.68 3.07 4.49 

Administration 1.58 1.56 1.60 1.67 1.67 

Total recommended opex 
before efficiencies 

31.23 30.78 31.79 33.18 35.13 

Efficiency adjustment  -0.44 -0.88 -1.30 -1.72 -2.13 

KPMG recommended opex 
(including efficiency) 

30.78 29.90 30.48 31.46 33.00 

a Professional services includes the QCA levy. 

Table 85: Difference between GAWB’s intial proposed expenditure and KPMG draft 
recommendations ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposed 
(including efficiency)a 

34.29 33.19 33.02 35.41 37.45 

KPMG functional 
adjustments -3.29 -2.67 -1.47 -2.48 -2.56 

KPMG additional efficiency 
adjustments -0.21 -0.62 -1.07 -1.48 -1.88 

KPMG recommended 
opex (including efficiency) 

30.78 29.90 30.48 31.46 33.00 

Annual difference -3.51 -3.29 -2.53 -3.95 -4.44 

NPV of difference -14.81 
a The efficiency savings included in GAWB’s proposed opex figures are KPMG estimates based on the opex forecast data 
provided by GAWB, and GAWB’s proposed efficiency target. The saving are slightly overstated as we did not have the level of 
data granularity necessary to identify uncontrollable expenses associated with water treatment plant operators. This also means 
that our estimated proposed opex is slightly lower than GAWB’s actual proposal. 
Note: NPV calculations based on a 6% discount rate 
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7.2.2 Revised assessment  

The following table outlines KPMG’s revised assessment of GAWB’s proposal and our original 
recommendations after consideration of GAWB’s response to QCA’s draft report. 

As discussed in section 6.9, we have included a recommended additional allowance for $300,000 for 
further analysis into the UV disinfection project as operating expenditure. This $300,000 is estimated 
to incur in 2024. 

Table 86: KPMG recommended final opex ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Operations 2.11 2.16 2.21 2.26 2.31 

Maintenance 3.17 3.26 3.32 3.38 3.45 

Electricity 2.57 2.49 2.49 2.49 2.49 

Chemicals  0.70 0.71 0.72 0.73 0.75 

Employment costs 12.80 13.03 13.33 13.48 13.84 

Rates 0.50 0.51 0.52 0.53 0.54 

Insurance 1.46 1.42 1.49 1.67 1.66 

Information systems 3.24 2.81 2.92 3.09 3.00 

Professional servicesa 3.56 2.52 2.59 2.95 4.34 

Administration 1.58 1.56 1.59 1.65 1.65 

Addition of allowances for 
project progression 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 

Total recommended opex 
before efficiencies 

31.70 30.45 31.18 32.54 34.03 

Efficiency adjustment  -0.48 -0.95 -1.47 -2.05 -2.74 

KPMG recommended opex 
(including efficiency) 31.21 29.51 29.72 30.50 31.29 

a Professional services includes the QCA levy. 
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Table 87: KPMG final vs draft recommended operating expenditure incl efficency ($m, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposala 34.29 33.19 33.02 35.41 37.45 

KPMG draft 
recommendation 30.78 29.90 30.48 31.46 33.00 

GAWB revised proposala 32.99 32.32 31.93 33.23 34.78 

KPMG final 
recommendation 

31.21 29.51 29.72 30.50 31.29 

Adjustments between draft and final recommendations: 

Updated escalators -0.17 -0.39 -0.70 -0.94 -1.18 

Maintenance baseline 
correction 0.05 0.05 0.05 -0.03 0.05 

Revised electricity forecast 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 

Correction to employment 
cost escalation 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 

Accepted full proposed 
insurance forecast 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.03 

Revised professional services 
forecast 0.48 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.08 

Addition of allowances for 
project progression 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 

Incremental efficiency savings -0.04 -0.07 -0.16 -0.33 -0.61 

Difference between draft 
and final recommendations 

0.43 -0.39 -0.77 -0.96 -1.72 

Difference between GAWB 
revised proposal and final 
recommendations 

-1.77 -2.75 -2.11 -2.60 -3.33 

NPV of difference between GAWB revised proposal and 
final recommendations (@6% discount rate) 

-10.40 

a The efficiency savings included in GAWB’s proposed opex figures are KPMG estimates based on the opex forecast data 
provided by GAWB, and GAWB’s proposed efficiency target. The saving are slightly overstated as we did not have the level of 
data granularity necessary to identify uncontrollable expenses associated with water treatment plant operators. This also means 
that our estimated proposed opex is slightly lower than GAWB’s actual proposal. 
Note: NPV calculations based on a 6% discount rate 

7.3 KPMG’s analytical approach 
We have tested GAWB’s expenditure against the QCA’s definition of prudency and efficiency through 
the following criteria: 

For prudency: 

• Any material change in expenditure trends is explained by a clear and justified reason 

• Substitution between operating and capital expenditure possibilities have been identified and 
evaluated  

For efficiency: 

• Demonstration of a robust expenditure forecasting technique 

• Procedures and governance consistent with good industry practice  

• Appropriate consideration of customer values and needs 

• Consistency of forecast expenditure with historical trends 
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• Application of reasonable and consistent assumption for input unit costs and growth estimates. 

As the data and information provided by GAWB did not support a BST approach, we have adapted our 
approach to address the QCA’s scope.  

There are three key steps to our assessment of GAWB’s operating expenditure: 

1. Review of the previous expenditure review: KPMG commenced its assessment by first 
reviewing the QCA’s past bulk water price investigations with particular reference to the last 
operating expenditure review undertaken by Jacobs. The purpose of this review was to identify any 
issues or actions recommended by Jacobs and the QCA, which GAWB has subsequently sought 
to address over the course of the current regulatory period. 

2. Assessment of historical and forecast expenditure and forecasting method: The next step was 
for KPMG to review historical and forecast expenditure, seeking to understand drivers of deviations 
from previous forecasts and historic trends. Specifically, this involved: 

- Review of historical expenditure trends and how GAWB’s actual expenditure tracked against 
previous forecasts; and 

- Review of GAWB’ forecasts against historical trends and assessment of rationale for 
deviations from trend, including assessment of forecasting method. 

3. Further investigation of particular cost categories: Based on findings in steps 1 and 2, KPMG 
carried out further evaluation of specific and material cost items to provide more detailed 
assessments of whether forecasts are prudent and efficient. This included a detailed review of 
forecasting methods (where provided) and supporting documentation to assess whether these are 
reflective of good industry practice and provide robust justifications for proposed expenditure. 

To date, our assessment has been informed by: 

• Meetings with GAWB staff;  

• Data and documentation provided from GAWB; 

• Responses to further questions raised by KPMG; and 

• Comments and further information provided by GAWB in response to KPMG’s preliminary findings 
and QCA and KPMG’s draft report. 

GAWB’s proposed operating expenditure forecast is an aggregation of constituent forecasts for 
individual operating expenditure categorised by function: 

• Operations;  

• Maintenance; 

• Electricity; 

• Chemicals; 

• Employment costs; 

• Rates;  

• Insurance; 

• Information Systems; 

• Professional Services; and 

• Administration. 
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For each of the above functions, this chapter sets out our findings and recommendations in relation to 
the prudency and efficiency of the forecasts. 

7.4 GAWB’s 2015-20 price review 
GAWB’s operating expenditure forecasts were last reviewed as part of the GAWB Water Price 
Monitoring 2015-20. The QCA engaged Jacobs to undertake the independent review of operating 
expenditure.94 

The Jacobs review found GAWB’s forecasts for the period to be largely both efficient and prudent. 
Jacobs identified three relatively minor issues: 

• Staff costs – Jacobs adjusted FTE forecasts from 35.5 to 34.5. Jacobs recommend a resolution of 
the misclassification of a water treatment plant operator position and did not accept submitted 
additional non-routine item for an additional 0.5FTE for a portion of Curtis Island labour. 

• Motor vehicles – Jacobs noted the acquisition of a Toyota Camry was unnecessary, however they 
also acknowledged that the associated savings are minor due to the need to source alternative 
transport (taxis) when there is a co-incident requirement for two vehicles.  

• Electricity – Jacobs assessed electricity expenditure as partially efficient. They considered the 
escalators applied by GAWB to be inconsistent with recent AER draft determinations and Ergon 
Energy’s pricing submission to the AER. Jacobs expected GAWB to realise savings over the 
regulatory period due to the implementation of risk management measures to limit adverse 
electricity market price movements and the realisation of efficiencies in the use and cost of 
electricity once operating constraints are relaxed by various capital works initiatives, e.g. installation 
of VSDs limiting peak demand charges and installation of higher pumping capacity at GWTP allowing 
greater off-peak pumping. 

The variance between the QCA’s final proposed expenditure and that proposed by GAWB in its 
submission are outlined in the table below. The variance over the period is relatively minor with the 
QCA proposing a total reduction over the regulatory period of 4 per cent or approximately $4.7 million. 

Table 88: Recommended adjustments to operating expenditure 2015-20 ($m) 

$ per ML 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 

GAWB submission on draft report 21.72  22.09  22.79  23.37 24.96  114.92 

Total QCA proposed 20.11  21.14  21.74  22.29  24.96  110.23 

Variance 1.61 0.95 1.05 1.08 0.00 4.69 

Source: https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/28038_QCA-Final-Report-May-2015-1.pdf 

7.4.1 Comparisons of actual outcomes against historical forecasts  

Figure 28 shows the relative difference between actual opex and that recommended by the QCA as 
efficient for the last regulatory period. Recommended opex is represented in the figure by the orange 
trend line. As can be observed, for each year of the current regulatory period from 2017-18, GAWB has 
delivered services at a cost materially higher than that approved as efficient in the previous price 
investigation.  

                                                
94 Jacobs 2014, 
https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/26893_Jacobs-GAWB-Prudency-and-Efficiency-Review-Feb-
2015-1.pdf  

https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/28038_QCA-Final-Report-May-2015-1.pdf
https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/26893_Jacobs-GAWB-Prudency-and-Efficiency-Review-Feb-2015-1.pdf
https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/26893_Jacobs-GAWB-Prudency-and-Efficiency-Review-Feb-2015-1.pdf
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Actual expenditure in 2015-16 and 2016-17 was consistent with that approved and allowed for by the 
QCA in the previous decision. Actual expenditure in 2017-18 and 2018-19 exceeded approved 
expenditure by approximately 17 per cent and 12 per cent respectively. The budgeted year for 2019-20 
is also greater (25 per cent) than the level of operating expenditure approved by the QCA in the previous 
price determination. 

Figure 28: Total QCA allowed opex versus actual opex over current period 

 

GAWB has ascribed this increase in costs to: 

• Unanticipated increases in professional services costs related to a number of internal reviews of 
processes and practices, including best practice reviews of: 

- Procurement practices and project management framework; 

- Governance practices; and 

- Environmental policies and catchment management against obligations and best practice.  

• Unanticipated increases in information system costs, including: 

- The development and implementation of the ICT Strategic Plan 2019-24 that transitions 
GAWB to cloud based computer services; and 

- The implementation of GAWB’s Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) and the development of 
enterprise asset management modules to support GAWB’s strategic asset management 
capability. 

• Unanticipated increases in staffing costs associated with the implementation of the current LCMP 
framework. 

An ex-post prudency and efficiency review of GAWB’s operating expenditure over the 2015-20 
regulatory period is outside the scope of KPMG’s assessment. However, for a number of cost items 
assessed as part of our review of GAWB’s forecast operating expenditure, we needed to establish a 
reasonable baseline, particularly where forecasts were based on extrapolations of actual expenditure. 
In these cases, we formed a view based on historical expenditure and trends, and any additional 
information provided by GAWB to explain deviations from trends or significant cost increases. We also 
attempted benchmarking comparisons but, in most cases, we did not find data that could be used for 
these purposes. 
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7.4.2 Comparisons of historical actuals with other utilities 

Drawing useful comparisons in relation to efficiency or productivity with comparable utilities is 
problematic and requires access to adequate data. Detailed frontier based statistical analysis is outside 
the scope of our current review of GAWB’s expenditure, however there is value in comparing GAWB’s 
operating expenditure per unit of output against those levels experienced by other water utilities. The 
cost per ML of water supplied by GAWB as implied by its proposed base year is outlined in the table 
below.  

Table 89: Total opex per ML GAWB ($nominal) 

$ per ML 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

GAWB  885  951  1,146  1,132 N/A 

Source: BOM National Performance Report 2018-19 data used for ML of water delivered 

The degree to which such analysis can inform our decision is heavily qualified and is dictated by the 
quality of the available data. We have sourced public data from the National performance report 
2017-18: urban water utilities published by the Bureau of Meteorology and from opex forecasts 
approved by the ESC in the 2017 Urban Water Price Review. In making comparisons, we are aware 
that individual utilities are engaged in a number of activities and provide a number of services that differ 
from those provided by GAWB. These utilities may also differ in their size and networks’ density along, 
the nature or composition of their customer base and the regulatory environments in which they 
operate. Nevertheless, broad comparisons across a multitude of utilities provides a broader context to 
GAWB’s proposal. The following table outlines the opex per ML of water delivered by water utilities. In 
relation to large water utilities (see following table), GAWB’s opex per ML is lower than most large 
utilities for the period 2015-16 to 2018-19. 

Table 90: Opex per ML of water delivered, large water utilities ($nominal) 

$ per ML 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Barwon Water 1,524 1,860 1,857 1,582 N/A 

City West Water 2,926 2,986 3,122 3,134 N/A 

Gold Coast City Council 3,563 3,443 3,225 3,586 N/A 

Hunter Water Corporation 1,058 1,033 1,042 1,001 N/A 

ICON Water 2,250 2,464 2,055 2,084 N/A 

Logan City Council 4,248 4,010 4,450 4,497 N/A 

Queensland Urban Utilities 3,966 4,047 3,606 4,009 N/A 

SA Water - Corporation 1,811 1,931 1,513 1,544 N/A 

South East Water Ltd 3,197 3,051 2,822 2,911 N/A 

Sydney Water Corporation 1,641 1,513 1,395 1,403 N/A 

Tasmanian Water and 
Sewerage Corporation 1,789 1,553 1,443 1,544 N/A 

Unitywater 4,032 4,033 4,163 4,273 N/A 

Water Corporation - Perth 1,394 1,481 1,470 1,245 N/A 

Yarra Valley Water 3,258 3,338 3,093 3,151 N/A 

Source: BOM National Performance Report 2018-19  
Note: Opex per ML is calculated as ‘operating cost – water’ divided by ‘volume of water supplied’ – across all user groups. 
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7.5 GAWB’s forecasting approach  
Based on our review of GAWB’s proposed forecasts, we believe GAWB’s method can be characterised 
as a hybrid method that incorporates elements of both a bottom-up approach and a base-step-trend 
approach. When the data is examined at the GL descriptor level, it becomes apparent that there are a 
number of forecasts that are steady state extrapolations of a base year (consistent with a 
base-step-trend approach) and a number that have profiles that vary over time consistent with a 
bottom-up approach. Such a hybrid approach is appropriate where individual expenditure streams would 
be expected to vary significantly over time. 

An overview of GAWB’s approach to forecasting is provided in Figure 29. Opex forecasts are based on 
a method that leverages the annual review process associated with LCMPs. LCMP data is reviewed 
and fed into GAWB’s resource planning system to generate a forward opex program or schedule of 
activities. These activities are then considered on an individual business unit basis to generate an 
individual, five-year forecast for each business unit. 

While GAWB has provided an overview of its approach to forecasting, it has not provided any detail 
regarding the actual method adopted to forecast. Based on our assessment of the forecasts provided, 
it appears that GAWB use a number of different methods, from steady state extrapolations, and 
escalated extrapolations through to bottom-up, year-on-year forecasts.  

Specifically, we found that GAWB: 

1) Developed base line forecasts in real $2018-19 terms, based either on a bottom-up approach or 
extrapolation of a base year. 

2) Applied DAE nominal escalators to convert the forecasts from $2018-19 to nominal values. 

Once the forecasts have been developed for each businesses unit, they are reviewed from a holistic or 
whole-of-business level to account for potential economies of scale and scope. During this process, 
GAWB undertakes independent reviews of specific cost forecasts. GAWB also uses this stage to apply 
a productivity factor to the controllable portion of its opex forecasts. 

Figure 29: Overview of GAWB forecasting approach  
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Table 91: GAWB opex forecasting method 

Opex function  Method 

Operations Hybrid bottom-up and BST forecast in real $2018-19, escalated by relevant DAE 
escalator(s). Some GL level forecasts have been escalated based on specific DAE 
escalators (such as the escalation of Trade Waste based on the DAE rates escalator). 

Maintenance Extrapolation of LCMP data. Appears that GAWB has generated bottom-up forecasts 
for operations and maintenance in real terms. Then escalated to nominal based on 
DAE CPI (2.3% from 2021) applied to 2018-19 onwards.  

Electricity GAWB has forecast electricity costs by identifying step changes in costs in 2020-21 
as well as in 2023-24, and then applying an escalation factor to these base level 
expenditures.  

Chemicals Bottom-up forecast in real $2018-19, escalated by relevant DAE escalator. 

Employment costs Hybrid bottom-up and BST forecast in real $2018-19, escalated by relevant DAE 
escalator(s). 

Rates  Bottom-up forecast in real $2018-19, escalated by relevant DAE escalator. 

Insurance Bottom-up forecast in real $2018-19, escalated by relevant DAE escalator. 

Information Systems Bottom-up cost forecast based on ICT strategy. Escalated to nominal based on the 
DAE CPI (2.3% from 2021) applied to 2018-19 onwards. 

Professional Services Hybrid bottom-up and BST forecast in real $2018-19, escalated by relevant DAE 
escalator(s). 

Administration Hybrid bottom-up and BST forecast in real $2018-19, escalated by relevant DAE 
escalator(s). 

Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

7.6 Efficiency factor 
GAWB has proposed a static efficiency adjustment of one per cent to its controllable operating and 
maintenance expenditure. GAWB’s proposed efficiency factor is not compounding in nature. GAWB 
applies the target separately to its forecasts on a per annum basis; consequently, the target and its 
associated efficiency is only netted off the base expenditure for the year in which it is applied, meaning 
that the efficiency saving for any one year reflects the target for that year and does not include the 
impact of the preceding year’s target. 

This proposed application approach is not common. In other jurisdictions (such as Victoria), 
compounding efficiency targets is established practice. This means that the efficiency saving in any one 
year will reflect both the savings for that year and the ongoing savings resulting from efficiencies 
achieved in previous years. Compounding efficiency rates are analogous to the manner in which 
financial institutions apply compounding interest earnings to savings. Compounding rates allow for 
non-linear positive escalations of cost (for costs to increase at an increasing rate over time) and for 
non-linear negative escalations of costs (for costs to decrease at a decreasing rate over time). 
Effectively, efficiency improvements achieved in any year are locked in for the future.  

Compounding rates for efficiency gains are more consistent with the concept of ongoing or continuing 
efficiency than the static approach adopted by GAWB.  

We note that GAWB’s proposed static one per cent per annum efficiency gain is: 

a) inconsistent with the compounding application used by other regulators; and  
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b) towards the lower end of those factors both set by other regulators and proposed by the 
Victorian water businesses in the recent PREMO review. 

Our advice is that a higher efficiency factor should be applied to GAWB and for that factor to be applied 
on a compounding basis. This will further help to ensure that the proposed expenditure reflects efficient 
and prudent costs over the next five years. Our reasons are: 

• A significant proportion of the actual opex incurred during the current period by GAWB and proposed 
for the period is aimed at systems improvement and new initiatives. The objective of such 
expenditure is to improve the quality and efficiency of GAWB delivery of its services, rather than as 
a response to new obligations or growth. A higher efficiency factor will provide a strong incentive 
on GAWB to ensure that such expenditure meets its objectives and delivers additional value for its 
customers.  

• Any efficiency factor applied to GAWB could reflect an element of both catch-up and continuous 
efficiency.95 

• A higher compounding factor is consistent with practices of other regulators and what has been 
both proposed and achieved by water businesses in similar circumstances to GAWB.  

Under these circumstances, we believe there is a strong case for the adoption of a higher efficiency 
target for this next period. We recommend the QCA adopt an efficiency factor of 1.8 per cent 
compounded annually, consistent with the average proposed in the 2018 PREMO review and also 
within the range applied by regulators for water businesses in the past. 

Appendix A discusses in greater detail the merits of compounding efficiency factors. In the section 
below, we discuss the application of efficiency factors to controllable expenditure and other 
considerations. 

7.6.1 Original assessment 

Application of the efficiency factor 

GAWB has applied a static one percent annual efficiency factor to the controllable proportion of its total 
opex forecasts. GAWB has defined “controllable costs” as operating costs that GAWB has direct 
influence over. “Uncontrollable costs” are operating costs that GAWB does not have direct influence 
over. 

GAWB’s definition of uncontrollable costs references: 

• GAWB’s regulatory and compliance obligations. 

• Costs imposed by a third party - a portion of GAWB’s operating expenses subject to the 
countervailing market power of other parties. For example, due to a lack of scale and/or lack of 
competition in suppliers, GAWB considers itself a price taker in relation to such costs as electricity 
and chemicals.  

Those activities identified by GAWB as uncontrollable are listed in Table 92. 

As with the 2018 expenditure review undertaken by KPMG for QCA of Seqwater’s proposed operating 
expenditure, we have adopted a definition of controllable and uncontrollable opex that is consistent 
with that adopted previously both by the QCA and by the ESC in Victoria. Uncontrollable costs are 
defined strictly as costs that the business has no control over and include such items as licence fees 

                                                
95 Catch-up efficiency refers to the efficiency improvement needed for the business to catch-up to the production 
frontier, and is often applied to the first year of the regulatory period. Continuous efficiency refers to the 
expectation that the frontier itself will be continually moving as a result of ongoing innovations and cost savings 
due to technological change. Continuous efficiency is typically applied on a per annum basis, meaning it is 
compounding in nature. Efficiency factors are discussed in more detail in Appendix A. 



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 136 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

and environmental levies set by government. All other opex costs should be subject to the efficiency 
factor. 

Table 92: GAWB draft proposed uncontrollable opex 

Opex function  Uncontrollable costs 

Operations 
Maintenance 

• Environmental compliance costs 
• Handling of trade waste (six monthly and annual charges levied by the Gladstone 

Regional Council) 
• Water quality testing and management 
• Land lease payments 

Electricity • Fixed charge portion of its electricity costs are uncontrollable in nature, with the 
remainder of its costs defined as controllable. 

Chemicals • All chemical costs have been defined as an uncontrollable cost. 

Employment 
costs 

• Water treatment plant operators have been considered an uncontrollable cost. 

Rates  • All rate costs have been defined as an uncontrollable cost. 

Insurance • All Insurance costs have been defined as uncontrollable in nature. 

Professional 
Services 

• External audit fees – QAO is required to undertake GAWB’s annual audits 
• QCA fees – subject to the terms of the applicable referral notice, the QCA is required to 

undertake periodic reviews of GAWB’s pricing arrangements.  
Source: GAWB proposal https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/28038_QCA-Final-Report-May-2015-1.pdf 

In general, we consider that GAWB has applied a too tight interpretation on what costs are within the 
control of the business. While GAWB has no control over some costs, it has significant influence over 
a portion of most cost items. In Table 93 we outlined reasons why we consider most of the costs 
identified by GAWB as uncontrollable are in fact controllable to a non-trivial degree. 

Table 93: KPMG’s draft view on GAWB’s proposed uncontrollable cost items 

Cost item  KPMG’s reasons why these are controllable to a non-trivial degree 

• Environmental 
compliance costs 

• Handling of trade waste 
• Water quality testing 

and management 

These costs are to a significant degree affected by the processes, tools and 
resources GAWB chooses to utilise in meeting its obligations. 

Land lease payments GAWB has a non-trivial degree of control over its total land lease payments (in 
particular before building an asset) through for example: 

• Its capital planning and design processes 
• Its ability to negotiate and manage contracts 
• Its decisions on whether to rent or own land. 

Electricity fixed charges While in the short-run, GAWB may have limited control over the fixed 
electricity charges it incurs, overt time, GAWB has considerable influence over 
where and how it connects to the energy grid. For example, it can invest in 
both energy savings measures and local generation (e.g. solar power 
hydro-power, co-generation, waste-to-energy). 

Chemicals GAWB has significant control over the manner in which it utilises these inputs 
through its technological choices and service supply solutions and therefore has 
control over the quantity and manner in which these inputs are utilised. 

Water treatment plant 
operators (employment 
costs) 

GAWB has control over employment costs associated with water treatment 
plant operators through its recruitment processes and wage negotiations, the 
potential use of contractors or third-party operators, the implementation of 
various automation technologies etc. 

https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/28038_QCA-Final-Report-May-2015-1.pdf
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Cost item  KPMG’s reasons why these are controllable to a non-trivial degree 

Insurance GAWB has direct control over the timing and manner in which it goes to market 
and the manner in which it chooses to manage the risk profile associated with 
its assets. 

Source: GAWB proposal https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/28038_QCA-Final-Report-May-2015-1.pdf 

Based on our views set out above, we recommended applying the efficiency factor to most of GAWB’s 
costs. We consider that the broad application of our proposed efficiency target to the majority of our 
recommended opex forecast compares favourably to other bulk water service providers and more 
appropriately reflects the impact of GAWB’s recent and forecast investment in project/program 
management and IT. In fact, the application of the efficiency factor is a key aspect of our recommended 
forecast for many functions. We do not recommend adopting our forecasts without also adopting our 
recommended efficiency factor. 

Note that we do not recommend applying the efficiency factor to our forecasts of maintenance and 
electricity costs, for the reasons set out below. 

7.6.2 Revised assessment  

GAWB did not support the QCA’s finding that an expanded definition of controllable operating 
expenditure be applied. The following provides a summary of GAWB’s views on the controllable vs 
uncontrollable costs as discussed in the draft report and KPMG’s final response to GAWB’s revised 
information.  

Land Lease Payments 

In response to QCA’s Draft Report, GAWB noted that land lease payments are typically a government 
charge. In most instances GAWB does not have a choice in the location of a connection, as this is 
generally determined by the location of the customer, the existing infrastructure or the engineering 
solution that delivers the most prudent and efficient outcome. 

KPMG notes that notwithstanding the lack of ability for GAWB to make locational choices, GAWB’s 
response acknowledges that the cost is determined in part by the engineering solution that delivers the 
most prudent and efficient outcome. Given that GAWB is responsible for the engineering solution, its 
response is in itself a confirmation of control. 

KPMG therefore recommends that land lease payments be treated as controllable. 

Electricity fixed costs 

In response to QCA’s Draft Report GAWB’s noted that electricity fixed costs should be treated as 
non-controllable on the basis that it has limited influence over: 

• the location of essential infrastructure (e.g. transmission and distribution assets); 
• not all connections are eligible to go to market (i.e. they are non-contestable and electricity charges 

are regulated); 
• only a limited number of the alternative energy solutions identified by KPMG are applicable to 

GAWB. This is due to GAWB being a bulk water supplier. Therefore, GAWB does not have direct 
access to feedstock for waste-to-energy solutions or to be in the business of electricity generation; 
and 

• in most instances GAWB does not have a choice in the location of a connection, as this is generally 
determined by the location of the customer or the engineering solution that delivers the most 
prudent and efficient outcome. 

https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/28038_QCA-Final-Report-May-2015-1.pdf
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KPMG acknowledges that GAWB has limited or no control of locational decisions in relation to the 
positioning of transmission and distribution asset and that GAWB is not likely to be able to invest in 
waste to energy. 

GAWB as a bulk water provider has the option of investing in alternative energy. A number of bulk 
water providers have done so or are proposing to do so. For example, Melbourne Water has an 
established small scale hydro network that it uses to offset its energy costs and SA Water is proposing 
material investment in renewable energy in its 2020 pricing submission to offset energy costs. 

As with land lease expenditure, the statement that the cost outcomes represent the engineering 
solution that delivers the most prudent and efficient outcome is a statement of control. 

However, while we consider that GAWB has some ability to influence the electricity fixed charges, we 
acknowledge that there are material constraints within the pricing period in which to achieve these 
savings. On this basis, we recommend a change from our draft report that electricity fixed charges be 
treated as non-controllable. 

Water treatment plant operators  

GAWB noted that whilst the reasons outlined by KPMG are plausible, they do not reflect current 
market and operational factors. For example: 

• it is widely acknowledged within the water industry that there is an ageing workforce and a 
shortage of specific skills; 

• the recruitment challenges associated with being in a regional area; and  
• in the short to medium term there is limited scope to fully leverage the operational benefits of 

automation technologies. GAWB has and will continue to invest over the next regulatory period in 
automation technologies so that it can deliver more efficient water services within a more flexible 
operating environment. 

In response to GAWB, KPMG notes that an aging workforce and perceived skill shortages in the labour 
market are factors that impact on the price of labour. Price is not the sole determinant of labour costs 
and is not sufficient in and of itself to justify the treatment of labour as non-controllable expenditure. 
Labour expenditure is the product of the price of labour and the manner in which GAWB utilises labour. 
While GAWB has limited control over the price of labour, it has direct control over how it utilises its 
labour resources.  

Recruitment challenges act to increase the cost of labour, they are not a justification for treating labour 
expense as outside of GAWBs control. GAWB’s investment in automation is a statement of control. If 
GAWB did not believe it could control its labour costs, such an investment would be both imprudent 
and inefficient. 

We note that the response by GAWB is, in principle, applicable to its wider labour force and is therefore 
inconsistent with its broader proposed expenditure. We also note that the treatment of labour 
expenditure as non-controllable is not consistent with regulatory decisions in other jurisdictions. 

Insurance 

In response to QCA’s Draft Report GAWB noted that while it has control over the timing and manner 
in which it goes to market, it is a price taker. Furthermore, due to the location of GAWB’s assets, GAWB 
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is limited in the number of service providers. These challenges were noted by the QCA in the context 
of the ability to secure insurance for industrial special risks. 

We acknowledge that there are challenges in achieving insurance cost outcomes that reflect GAWB’s 
location and its activities. However, GAWB acknowledges that it has direct control over the timing and 
manner in which it goes to market. 

GAWB also has control over its capital works program and its operational management of its assets, all 
of which have an ability to impact on the level of risk that it is seeking insurance for. We also note that 
both IPART and the ESC treat insurance costs as controllable over time.  

We therefore recommend that insurance costs continue to be treated as controllable. 

7.7 Opex forecasts by function  

7.7.1 Operations  

KPMG’s original assessment 

In the current pricing period, GAWB has incurred operations expenditure during 2016-19 below the 
2016 expenditure forecast on which GAWB based its prices. GAWB expects to spend more in 2019-20 
than in previous years, resulting in a CAGR in actual operations expenditure of 3.2 per cent, 
1.5 percentage points above expected average inflation in the current period.96 

The most significant increases in operations expenditure during the current period was in Environmental 
Compliance, which increased by $272,000 or 544 per cent between 2015-16 and 2018-19 (nominal 
CAGR of 86 per cent). GAWB explains this was due an increased level of attention on its environmental 
obligations in 2018 and 2019, and that following completion of the relevant work, expenditure is 
forecast to return to steady-state levels. 

Land lease payments also increased rapidly in the current period, up $84,000 or 130 per cent from 
$65,000 in 2015-16 to $149,000 in 2018-19 (nominal CAGR of 32 per cent). These lease payments are 
forecast to continue to increase, and GAWB explains that this is due to new leases entered into to 
support the delivery of its capital expenditure program. 

Trade waste charges also saw a significant increase over the current period, up $32,000 or 46 per cent 
from $70,000 in 2015-16 to $102,000 in 2018-19. Trade waste charges are levied by the Gladstone 
Regional Council. 

For the 2021-25 period, GAWB has forecast a step increase in operations expenditure in 2020-21, up 
by $108,000 pa or 5.6 per cent relative to budgeted expenditure in 2019-20, and up $205,000 or 10.6 
per cent relative to expenditure in the 2018-19 base year. From 2020-21 through to 2024-25, GAWB’s 
proposed operations expenditure would grow at an average annual rate of 3.3 per cent, 1.3 percentage 
points higher than our recommended average inflation forecast for the period. GAWB’s annual 
operations expenditure is forecast to grow from $1.9 million in 2018-19 to $2.4 million in 2024-25, an 
increase of $0.5 million or 26 per cent until 2024-25. 

                                                
96 Based on DAE forecast of QLD CPI in March 2020. DAE (Sept 2019), Business Outlook - Oz muddles through 
global uncertainty. 
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Figure 30: GAWB’s operations expenditure – actuals and forecast 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

Operations forecasting approach 

GAWB did not provide further detail on its forecasting approach for operations expenditure specifically. 
As noted above, forecasts appear to be a combination of a bottom-up and a BST approach. 

Assessment of baseline costs 

We consider GAWB’s actual expenditure in 2018-19, excluding the temporary peak in environmental 
compliance cost, is a reasonable baseline for forecasting operations expenditure. This view is based on 
expenditure trends during the current period and the fact that GAWB’s actual expenditure in 2018-19 
was well below the 2016 forecast. 

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

At the GL level, GAWB has forecast a number of cost items to see significant step increases in 2020-21 
when compared with the 2018-19 base year. In particular: 

• Fleet lease payments are forecast to increase by 23.4 per cent from $521,000 in 2018-19 to 
$643,000 in 2020-21. GAWB explains that the increase is due to the acquisition of a truck as part 
of the new hatchery project. We also make the observation that while fleet leasing costs are 
forecast to be higher due to the acquisition of the truck for the hatchery project, the forecasts of 
fleet fuel and maintenance cost see a significant step decrease between 2018-19 and 2020-21. The 
combined decrease is $81,000 or 49 per cent. GAWB explains that part of the observed variation in 
costs associated with fleet is changes in how costs have been recorded. However, due to the late 
timing of this information, we were not been able to assess this for our draft report.  

• Water quality costs are forecast to increase by 32.9 per cent from $320,000 in 2018-19 to $426,000 
in 2020-21. In response to our working draft findings, GAWB refers to the approach it has used to 
forecast chemical costs. Given the link between water quality and the need for chemical use and 
quality management, we consider it appropriate that changes in water quality and chemical costs 
should align. 
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• Land lease payments are forecast to increase by 65.1 per cent from $149,000 in 2018-19 to 
$246,000 in 2020-21. As noted above, GAWB explains that this is due to new leases entered into 
to support the delivery of its capital expenditure program. Based on GAWB’s proposed capital 
program, we consider the forecast increase in land lease payments is reasonable. 

• Hatchery food costs are forecast to increase by 87.2 per cent from $50,000 in 2018-19 to $94,000 
in 2020-21. GAWB explains this is due to the resumption of hatchery operations in 2020-21, with 
the new hatchery being designed to produce a significantly larger number of fingerlings. 

From 2020-21 onward, GAWB forecasts the majority of operations costs to remain constant in $2018-19 
terms. Key exceptions are costs associated with: 

• Environmental compliance, forecast to increase by 22 per cent or $40,000 over the period to 
2024-25, at a CAGR of 5.2 per cent. This growth follows a temporary peak in costs in 2018 and 
2019 as GAWB carried out specific works, as outlined above. However, we note the forecast is 
above costs incurred in 2016 and 2017, prior to the one-off costs incurred in 2018 and 2019. GAWB 
explains that the higher forecast is due to a number of changes to its environmental reporting 
obligations, and the need to develop new processes and systems to assist in meeting its 
obligations. 

• Water quality, forecast to increase by 21 per cent or $90,000 over the period to 2024-25, at a CAGR 
of 4.9 per cent. This is in addition to the significant step increase between 2018-19 and 2020-21, 
outlined above. As noted above, GAWB links its forecast of water quality costs to its forecast of 
chemical costs. 

• Hatchery food, forecast to increase by a further step change in 2021-22 of 14 per cent or $13,000, 
then kept constant in $2018-19 terms. GAWB explains this reflects the time it will take for the 
hatchery to reach full capacity. 

• Safety, forecast to increase by 20 per cent or $17,000 over the period to 2024-25, at a CAGR of 4.8 
per cent. GAWB explains this is due to increases in a number of consumables and other minor cost 
items, and that the increase aligns with the progression of key organisational initiatives, including 
initiatives focused on improving staff well-being. 

Assessment of the application of escalators 

In its proposal, GAWB applied DAE’s recommended CPI escalator to produce its nominal forecast for 
all operations cost items, except for trade waste charges, where it has applied DAE’s council rate 
escalator. As trade waste services are provided by the Council, we consider this to be reasonable. Our 
recommended forecast of operations costs applies our revised escalators for inflation and for council 
rate costs. 

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

As noted in the draft report, we considered the 2018-19 baseline operations costs are reasonably 
efficient. We also considered the proposed increases are prudent, and the magnitude of the increases 
appear reasonable. We therefore recommended accepting GAWB’s proposed forecasts in $2018-19, 
except for water quality costs, which we recommend keeping constant at 2020-21 levels ($2018-19). 
This reflected our recommendation on forecast chemical costs, and GAWB’s submission that changes 
in these two cost categories should align. 

As noted above, the application of our recommended efficiency factor on an annual compound basis is 
an essential aspect of our recommended opex forecast. 

We also disagreed with GAWB’s proposal to deem as uncontrollable costs associated with 
environmental compliance, trade waste, water quality testing and management, and land lease 
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payments. These costs are to a significant degree affected by the processes, tools and resources 
GAWB chooses to utilise in meeting its obligations, or its ability to negotiate (e.g. land lease payments), 
and GAWB therefore has considerable control over these costs. As a result, we recommended applying 
the efficiency factor to all of GAWB’s operations costs. 

Table 94: GAWB proposed operations opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 2.14 2.23 2.29 2.38 2.43 

KPMG recommendation (not 
including efficiency adjustment) 2.11 2.17 2.23 2.29 2.34 

Difference -0.03 -0.06 -0.07 -0.09 -0.09 

 

KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

GAWB provided further explanation that when the fleet lease costs for the forecast were developed, it 
included fuel, registration and maintenance on leased vehicles into the fleet lease GL. In contrast, actual 
costs for previous years had the fuel, registration and maintenance shown in separate GL codes. GAWB 
explained that this was the reason why there appeared to be a significant decrease in forecast fuel 
costs and maintenance costs compared to actuals. 

When considering together fleet lease payments, fuel costs, maintenance and registration, we find that 
total fleet costs are forecast to increase by $49,000 or 7 per cent, from $696,000 in 2018-19 to $745,000 
in 2020-21. We consider this aligns with GAWB’s explanations for the seemingly significant increase in 
fleet lease costs.  We note that we did not make an adjustment to fleet costs in the draft report. 

In its response to QCA’s draft report, GAWB stated that it does not accept QCA’s findings on non-
material cost categories of which it considers operations costs to be one. We note that the issue of 
materiality is one for QCA to determine and not for KPMG to comment on. 

Finally, we did not recommend adjustments to recommended operations expenditure on the basis of 
the draft findings.  We maintain this position in this final report, and note that the only adjustments we 
make to the forecast operations spend is applying an updated escalator.  We also apply the efficiency 
factor to operations expenditure. 

Table 95: GAWB’s Operations proposed opex and KPMG final recommendation ($m, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 2.14 2.23 2.29 2.38 2.43 

KPMG draft recommendation 2.11 2.17 2.23 2.29 2.34 

GAWB revised proposal 2.12 2.21 2.27 2.35 2.41 

KPMG final recommendation 2.11 2.16 2.21 2.26 2.31 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations 

-0.02 -0.05 -0.07 -0.09 -0.10 
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7.7.2 Maintenance 

KPMG’s original assessment 

At the start of the current period, maintenance costs fell and remained below forecast in 2015-16 and 
2016-17. This was followed by an increase in maintenance spend in the two subsequent years, 
exceeding the forecast in 2018-19 by 26.7 per cent. The CAGR for maintenance spend from 2015-16 
through 2018-19 was 14.4 per cent, well above inflation in the period. The primary driver for the increase 
was substantial increases in spend on general materials, stock adjustments and maintenance and 
renewals of electrical assets. 

In the forward period, GAWB has forecast a significant increase maintenance spend. Relative to the 
2018-19 base year, GAWB has forecast a step increase in 2020-21 of $0.83 million or 26.1 per cent. 
This higher level of maintenance spend is forecast to remain with moderate fluctuations over the 
remainder of the period. 

Figure 31: GAWB’s maintenance expenditure – actuals and forecast 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

Maintenance forecasting approach 

GAWB’s Asset Management Plan details the maintenance strategies adopted by the organisation. 
These are: 

• Reliability centred maintenance (RCM); 

• Preventative maintenance (PM) optimisation; 

• Run to failure; and  

• Original equipment manufacturer (OEM) recommendations.  

In 2013, GAWB engaged a consultant (Assetivity) to assess criticality across all asset classes to inform 
the prioritised development of maintenance strategies. Assetivity’s report included: 

• An approach to identifying asset criticality; 

• Decision-making criteria for the application of maintenance strategies based on asset criticality and 
an assessment of existing equipment knowledge; and 
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• The outcomes of the criticality assessment including the nominated maintenance strategy for each 
asset class. 

Figure 32: Matrix for the determination of maintenance strategies – Criticality Analysis 

 

Source: GAWB 

Maintenance forecasts are developed with consideration for ground up, LCMP funding models based 
on opex interventions and estimated intervention costs. The following LCMPs and associated funding 
models were reviewed in this assessment: 

• LCMP0001 AADPS HV Electrical System 

• LCMP006 Awoonga Storage Structures 

• LCMP0009 SCADA 

• LCMP0012 GWTP filters 

• LCMP0028 High Lift Pump Station 

• LCMP0031 Common Systems Cranes 

• LCMP0035 YWTP Recovery Systems 

• LCMP0039 Reservoir Boyne Island 

• LCMP0046 Reservoir Mt Miller Potable Water 

• LCMP0053 Catchment Buildings 

• LCMP0075 OLS High Voltage 

• LCMP0076 ICT. 

RFI documentation and interviews with GAWB indicated that the development of maintenance 
forecasts is based on data extracts from GAWB’s CMMS (Computerised Maintenance Management 
System). Maintenance tasks definition, task frequency and cost estimates are supported by LCMP 
funding models. The process described by GAWB is detailed below: 

• An initial ground-up forecast is developed based on maintenance activities and estimated unit costs, 
the associated LCMP funding table is then updated; 

• The forecast is updated based on the outcomes of consultant reports on any key focus areas;  

• Business unit managers develop a final forecast which considers factors, including:  
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- The initial forecast; 

- Historical costs; 

- Organisational objectives; 

- Demand analysis; 

- New compliance obligations; and 

- Directions from the Board. 

LCMPs include an extract of the scheduled preventative maintenance tasks allocated to assets in the 
CMMS. Funding spreadsheets have been developed to support each LCMP, and spreadsheets detail 
capex and opex interventions over the period 2019-20 until 2039-40. Interventions are costed with a 
cost justification provided. Costing methodologies include historical work order analysis, vendor 
estimates and rough order of magnitude estimates. Interventions are informed by LCMP maintenance 
schedules. GAWB indicated that they continuously improve schedules within CMMS resulting in slight 
differences between the LCMP funding models and maintenance forecast (which is based on an 
extraction from CMMS). 

Assessment of baseline costs 

Based on the data provided by GAWB, we consider actual maintenance spend in 2019-20 is a 
reasonable baseline, as it is lower than the 2016 forecast for that year. However, as noted above, 
GAWB has submitted that it has used a bottom-up approach based on its LCMPs. 

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

In general, we would expect to see an increase in maintenance costs if: 

• There is a change in standards or industry practice which leads to increase in maintenance;  

• That the volume of works remains the same but the input costs increase due to escalation; 

• That a sampling exercise identified a material and structural problem with an asset class which 
triggers the need for more maintenance; and  

• Increases in maintenance will lead to savings in other costs categories, such as capex. 

The forecast provided by GAWB demonstrates a step increase in future maintenance costs. GAWB 
explains that the increase is a result of condition assessments finding assets in poorer conditions than 
previously known. Our draft observations were: 

• The Asset Management Plan and Assetivity’s criticality report define GAWB’s approach for defining 
maintenance strategies and identifying end of life failure modes. GAWB was unable to provide 
evidence that the maintenance strategies have been developed and/or implemented. As a result, it 
is unclear if opex interventions detailed in the Lifecycle Management Plans, entered into the CMMS 
and associated funding models have been developed based on the application of GAWB’s proposed 
approach for defining maintenance strategies and are aligned with a robust, risk-based 
methodology. 

• It is not clear how GAWB’s criticality assessment approach relates to asset management objectives 
and customer service delivery outcomes. GAWB should consider updating the approach to detail 
alignment between risk categories, asset management objectives and customer outcomes. 

• GAWB provided KPMG with forecasting data to demonstrate the link between LCMP funding 
models and the final maintenance forecast for two business units which comprise the majority of 
the maintenance forecast. Due to timing of provision of this data, KPMG was unable to test 
alignment between LCMP funding models and the maintenance forecast data for the draft report. 
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Overall, without considering in detail the additional data submitted by GAWB late in the process, we 
found there were no strong justifications for the proposed increase in maintenance spend. We also 
note that GAWB proposed significant costs in professional services for applying and improving its LCMP 
framework. GAWB did not demonstrate how these investments will deliver benefits to customers. 

Assessment of the application of escalators 

In escalating its maintenance forecast from $2018-19, GAWB first specified a portion of maintenance 
spend as services (70 per cent) and the remainder as materials (30 per cent). It then applied DAE’s 
recommended escalator for “contractors (service delivery)” to the services portion, and for “other 
materials and services” to the materials portion.  

DAE’s escalator for “contractors (service delivery)” is based on its forecast of the QLD WPI. We 
consider using forecast WPI as the basis for escalating the services portion of maintenance is 
reasonable. However, we note that DAE’s escalator for “other materials and services” is already a 
composite escalator reflecting a split of 75 per cent labour (WPI based) and 25 per cent materials (CPI 
based). GAWB’s application therefore double-counts the higher labour cost escalator. We do not 
support this approach. Instead, to escalate our recommended maintenance forecast to nominal values, 
we apply an escalator based on 70 per cent of our revised labour cost escalator (WPI-based), and 30 
per cent based on the CPI. 

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

Based on our assessment outlined above, our draft recommendation was to adopt GAWB’s budgeted 
maintenance spend in 2019-20 as the baseline, plus a 10 per cent buffer to allow for any legitimate 
need to increase maintenance spend over the forward period. As noted above, we consider actual 
maintenance spend in 2019-20 is a reasonable baseline, as it is below what was forecast in 2016. 

We recognised that maintenance spend can be lumpy, and that our recommended expenditure profile 
is flat in $2018-19. However, the baseline we adopted is well above the average maintenance spend in 
the prior years, and with the added 10 per cent, we consider there is sufficient room for GAWB to 
re-priorities and shift expenditure around as needed during the period. Furthermore, we did not apply 
our recommended efficiency factor to the maintenance forecast, to ensure that the 10 per cent buffer 
remains intact. The forecast maintenance spend was escalated to nominal values as described above. 

GAWB’s GL data for maintenance also include two smaller cost items – ‘weed & pest animal 
management’ and ‘materials – general’. We recommend accepting these forecasts in $2018-19 as they 
consist of relatively small amounts with minimal variation over the period. We recommended applying 
the CPI-based escalator to these cost items, and we recommended applying the efficiency factor. 

Table 96: GAWB proposed maintenance opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 4.01 4.31 3.79 4.20 4.13 

KPMG recommendation 3.15 3.27 3.37 3.54 3.55 

Difference -0.86 -1.05 -0.42 -0.66 -0.58 
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KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

GAWB provided additional forecast data at a business unit level for the following business units: 

• Maintenance; and  

• Grounds and Catchment.  

The purpose of this additional data was to demonstrate the link between LCMP funding models and 
the final maintenance forecast for these two business units which comprise the majority of the 
maintenance forecast.  

KPMG’s revised observations are: 

• We remain of the opinion that GAWB has not provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the 
maintenance strategies have been developed and/or practically implemented as detailed in 
Assetivity’s advice. For example, Assetivity’s report details that reliability-centred maintenance will 
be applied to assets which fall into a severe category of criticality and for which there is limited 
organisational knowledge. GAWB has not provided evidence of completed reliability maintenance 
assessments which would demonstrate this.  

As a result, it is unclear if the forecast operations and maintenance costs are based on the 
application of GAWB’s proposed risk-based approach for defining maintenance strategies. 
Therefore, we cannot consider that these costs are prudent and efficient. 

• The budget and LCMP data provided by GAWB demonstrated alignment between preventative 
maintenance schedules and inspection data. However, the data provided was not in a format which 
enabled KPMG to test that corrective maintenance estimates are aligned with GAWB’s described 
methodology. GAWB has stated that corrective maintenance forecasts are based on the previous 
year’s spend. Historical spend data has not been provided by GAWB at a work type level (e.g. 
corrective maintenance) meaning KPMG is unable to assess if the corrective maintenance forecast 
trends are increasing or decreasing. Corrective maintenance data provided in the LCMPs does not 
directly align to the additional forecasting data that has been provided by GAWB, therefore KPMG 
could not test the correlation between LCMPs and the corrective forecast data. 

In conclusion, we do not consider that the additional information provided by GAWB has provided 
further justification for the proposed increase in maintenance spend. We would expect there to be a 
stronger correlation between the drivers of maintenance (as noted above) and an increase in costs. We 
therefore maintain our position on the draft recommended maintenance expenditure and adopt 
GAWB’s budgeted maintenance spend in 2019-20 as the baseline, plus a 10 per cent buffer.  We have 
applied the updated escalators, and corrected an error in the draft in the unwinding of GAWB’s original 
escalation applicable to the proposed 2019-20 budget. 

Table 97: GAWB proposed maintenance opex and KPMG final recommendation ($m, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 4.01 4.31 3.79 4.20 4.13 

KPMG draft recommendation 3.15 3.27 3.37 3.54 3.55 

GAWB revised proposal 3.96 4.25 3.72 4.11 4.03 

KPMG final recommendation 3.17 3.26 3.32 3.38 3.45 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.02 -0.01 -0.05 -0.16 -0.10 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations 

-0.79 -0.99 -0.40 -0.73 -0.58 
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7.7.3 Electricity 

KPMG’s original assessment 

GAWB’s actual electricity spend in the current regulatory period was slightly lower than forecast 
through 2018-19. The annual growth rate of the actual cost of electricity incurred by GAWB was 7.55 per 
cent from 2015-16 to 2018-19, in nominal terms. This is estimated to be 5.79 per cent in real terms, 
based on observed inflation in the same period. 

The relatively significant increase in electricity costs over the period is consistent with the outcomes in 
Queensland energy sector. A number of factors contributed to the increasing level of wholesale 
electricity prices including the closure of coal plants97, uncertainty around renewable energy policy and 
regulation of gas exploration.  

In late 2017, the Queensland Government announced both its Powering Queensland Plan and its 
Affordable Energy Plan. These plans included a number of initiatives to put downward pressure on 
electricity prices and also to promote the transition to renewable sources of generation.  

Consideration on current period electricity  

GAWB is estimating a 50 per cent increase in total electricity costs from $2 million to $3 million over 
the five year regulatory period from 2016 to 2020. GAWB notes that this is largely due to increases in 
the cost of electricity. We understand that the expected 20 per cent increase in 2019-20 is due to the 
commissioning of the Offline Storage Facility.  

There are a number of concerns we have regarding this: 

• Over the period from 2015-16 to 2019-20, the AEMC in its residential price trends considered that 
market offers have not grown. The estimated market offer for 2019-20 is $25.52 c/Kwh compared 
to $25.69 c/kwh (nominal).98 Netting off the separate increase for the offline storage facility, GAWB 
is seeking a 25 per cent increase over the same period. 

• There is not a corresponding increase in water volumes over this period to suggest that an increase 
in electricity consumption is behind the increase over the period. 

• GAWB notes that the extent to which electricity consumption can be optimised by GAWB to 
minimise total electricity costs over the period is limited. As noted in section 6.3, Jacobs expected 
GAWB to realise savings in electricity over this period due to risk management measures to limit 
adverse electricity market price movements and transfer of electricity consumption from peak times 
to off-peak. While the data provided by GAWB identifies a shift in electricity expenditure from peak 
to off-peak, the forecast also includes an 80 per cent jump in peak expenditure in 2020. 

                                                
97 Swanbank E (385 MW) in Queensland was mothballed but has not actually return to service.  
98 See Figure A.3 AEMC Residential Price Trends 2016 Report, 
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/content/be91ba47-45df-48ee-9dde-e67d68d2e4d4/FINAL-REPORT%
C2%A02016-RESIDENTIAL-ELECTRICITY-PRICE-TRENDS.pdf and Figure 2.2 AEMC Residential Price Trends 
2020 Report, 
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-12/2019%20Residential%20Electricity%20Price%20Trends%2
0final%20report%20FINAL.pdf 
 

https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/content/be91ba47-45df-48ee-9dde-e67d68d2e4d4/FINAL-REPORT%C2%A02016-RESIDENTIAL-ELECTRICITY-PRICE-TRENDS.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/content/be91ba47-45df-48ee-9dde-e67d68d2e4d4/FINAL-REPORT%C2%A02016-RESIDENTIAL-ELECTRICITY-PRICE-TRENDS.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-12/2019%20Residential%20Electricity%20Price%20Trends%20final%20report%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-12/2019%20Residential%20Electricity%20Price%20Trends%20final%20report%20FINAL.pdf
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Table 98: GAWB’s electricity expenditure – actuals and forecast 

 
Source: GAWB 2019 

Assessment of baseline costs 

Setting the 2020 base at a reasonable level is important as forecast electricity costs have been derived 
using assumed escalators from that year.  

We note GAWB’s comments that it has taken measures to reduce its electricity costs by installing solar 
panels and replacing assets to improve operational performance. Despite this, we consider that the 
2020 forecast for electricity expenditure could be reduced by 15 per cent. While the AEMC forecasts 
may not be a perfect indicator of GAWB costs due to the GAWB contracting strategy and the presence 
of separate Ergon network tariffs applicable to a number of GAWB connection points, the AEMC 
numbers are reflective of the cost trends in the Queensland energy sector. A prudent operator should 
be able to manage its electricity costs consistent with those trends. The suggested 15 per cent 
reduction is conservative and provides an allowance for any specific drivers affecting GAWB.  

Electricity costs forecasting approach 

  

GAWB does not have a specific policy for the procurement of electricity. Retail agreements for GAWB’s 
contestable sites are required to be sourced and executed in accordance with GAWB’s procurement, 
authority and delegation policies. GAWB uses a broker to purchase electricity for its contestable sites. 
The broker obtains multiple proposals from vendors and presents at least five to GAWB to consider. 
Based on information provided we consider this process to be appropriate as it would allow GAWB to 
obtain electricity at competitive market rates. 

GAWB has forecast electricity costs by identifying step changes in costs in 2020-21 as well as in 
2023-24, and then applying an escalation factor to these base level expenditures. 

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

Total electricity costs are forecast to increase from $2.53 million in 2018-19 (in nominal terms) to $2.91 
million in 2020-21 (in real $2018/19). This represents a CAGR of 7.38 per cent in real terms. Based on 
the information provided, it is not clear how the amount for 2020-21 has been derived, or if it reflects 
the expected fall in electricity prices forecast by for example EY and ACIL Allen (see below under 
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wholesale costs). The AEMC is forecasting a 6 per cent reduction in residential electricity prices over 
next year.  

The fixed portion of the costs are then forecast to remain constant in real terms between 2020-21 and 
2024-25. The variable portion is forecast to increase by 0.93 per cent in real terms, with a step change 
between 2022-23 and 2023-24. GAWB notes that an increase is anticipated in the years 2023-24 and 
2024-25 to take into account the anticipated completion/operational date for UV at the water treatment 
plants. We note that this project has been deemed not prudent in the capex review by KPMG and that 
it should be excluded from the capex forecasts. 

Despite this, there is limited information on the drivers of the forecast real electricity costs. It is not 
clear if, or how, any expected changes in demand for electricity (e.g. total volume or timing of volume) 
affect the forecast real electricity cost, for example due to energy efficiency initiatives or operational 
changes. 

The nominal price escalation factor applied to electricity is 2.06 per cent from 2020-21 to 2024-25, based 
on analysis conducted by DAE. The electricity price escalation factor is -0.23% in real terms, relative to 
a CPI escalation factor of 2.30 per cent provided by DAE. 

Electricity costs have been escalated with reference to the following components: 

• Wholesale costs; 

• Network costs; 

• Retail costs; 

• Green schemes; and 

• Metering costs. 

DAE has taken the relative proportions for each category based on the AEMC 2018 Residential 
Electricity Price Trends report as indicative for the shares for GAWB. This is a reasonable approach, 
although, as noted by DAE, large users may have a large share of the costs in the wholesale component. 

The AEMC has now just released its 2019 Residential Electricity Price Trends Report, and therefore the 
escalator factors need to be updated. A key development is the draft determination by the AER of Ergon 
and Energex’s network tariffs over the 2020 to 2025 period.  

Market offers C/Kwh 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

AEMC 2018 Price trends 27.20 24.71 24.80  

AEMC 2019 Price Trends 27.20 25.52 22.25 21.90 

 

Wholesale costs 

DAE has relied on modelling undertaken by EY for the AEMC to estimate wholesale costs, which 
forecasts a drop in wholesale prices from 2017-18 to 2019-20 and then prices remaining flat in 2020-21. 
DAE notes modelling undertaken by ACIL Allen by the QCA, but it does not reflect this in its analysis.  

The AEMC is now expecting an 11.6 per cent fall in generation prices in QLD between this year to 
2021-22, with all this increase to incur over the first two years of GAWB’s next regulatory period. This 
is driven by the influx of committed renewable generation including 595 MW of solar and 496 MW of 
wind. New renewable generation mean that prices of electricity are lower during peak renewable 
production periods, which may lead to lower wholesale electricity purchase costs depending on the 
hedging profiles of retailers. 
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Network costs 

Distribution costs are currently set to July 2020, with the next regulatory period from 1 July 2020 until 
30 June 2025. Ergon Energy has proposed significant reductions in distribution prices for the next 
regulatory period, with network charges forecast to fall 4.5 per cent in real terms from 2019-20 to 
2020-21. DAE has incorporated this information to adjust the broader distribution cost forecast provided 
by the AEMC, and assumes that distribution costs will fall from 9.79 c/kWh in 2018-19 to 9.31 c/kWh 
in 2021-22, a decline of 4.9 per cent, and then remain constant in real terms. It is not clear exactly how 
DAE has derived the 4.9 per cent decline.  

We note that since the DAE report, the AER has released its draft determination with regard to Ergon 
Energy which provides for a lower revenue allowance than that proposed by Ergon Energy. AEMC has 
estimated that this will result in a reduction for .79 c/kWh in 2018-19 to 8.08 c/kWh in 2021-22. This 
represents a further 1.23 c/kwh or a further 12.5 per cent reduction on top of the 4.9 per cent estimated 
used by DAE. 

Transmission costs are currently set until 30 June 2022, with allowable revenues to change by 
CPI – 0.15 per cent on 1 July 2018, 2019, 2020 and 2021. However, the cost of debt, which affects the 
allowable revenues, has fallen since the decision with the actual change on 1 July 2018 being CPI – 0.47 
per cent and on 1 July 2019 CPI – 0.36 per cent. DAE has assumed that a reasonable forecast is for the 
allowable change in revenue to be around CPI – 0.50 per cent in 2020 and 2021. However, given that a 
change in allowable revenue is broader than a change in prices, DAE considers it reasonable that prices 
will not change in nominal terms until July 2022, after which they remain constant in real terms. We 
consider this approach to be reasonable given that there is no new information available about 
Powerlink charges over the period.  

Retail costs 

Retail costs are forecast to increase from 6.79c/kWh in 2018-19 to 7.14c/kWh in 2020-21, based on 
information from the AEMC from the 2018 Price Trends Report on South East Queensland. Beyond 
2020-21, DAE has assumed that retail costs will remain constant in real terms. While this was a 
reasonable approach given the relatively competitive nature of the retail electricity market, the AEMC 
is now expecting an over 50 per cent reduction in the current year under reforms introduced by the 
COAG Energy Council to introduce a default market offer.99  

Green schemes  

Green scheme costs are forecast to fall from 1.62c/kWh in 2018-19 to 1.48c/kWh in 2020-21, based on 
information from the AEMC’s 2018 Price Trends Report. DAE have assumed that green scheme costs 
will remain constant in real terms beyond 2020-21. We note that the underlying LGC prices in the 
AEMC’s report, estimated by EY, are directly linked to their wholesale price forecasts, as it is estimated 
as the fair value of the subsidy required for a new entrant renewable generator entering into a PPA to 
recover its fixed and variable costs. This value could deviate notably from the market price of LGCs 
going forward, as the LRET is met and supply exceeds demand. There is also, however, significant 
uncertainty as to the future of environmental policies in Australia going forward, and new green or 
environmental policies may counteract this impact. 

Metering 

Metering costs are forecast to increase from 0.86c/kWh in 2018-19 to 0.89c/kWh in 2020-21, based on 
information from the AEMC’s 2018 Price Trends Report. Beyond 2020-21, DAE have assumed that the 
metering costs are constant in real terms. While this was a reasonable approach at the time of 
submission, the AEMC is now estimating a reduction to 0.58 c/kwh from 2020 onwards.  

                                                
99 
https://www.aer.gov.au/retail-markets/retail-guidelines-reviews/retail-electricity-prices-review-determination-of-de
fault-market-offer-prices 
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Assessment of the application of escalators 

Since the GAWB pricing submission, two key developments have provided evidence to point to lower 
electricity costs over the period. The AER has made a draft determination on Queensland distribution 
network tariffs, and modelling by the AEMC is forecasting lower wholesale prices due to increased 
entry of renewables. These two cost categories account for over 75 per cent of the retail prices.  

Based on analysis conducted by DAE, GAWB forecasts include: 

• A 2.06 per cent nominal price escalation factor applied to fixed charge proportion of electricity 
expenditure. Fixed charges account for 27 per cent of GAWB total forecast; and 

• A 3 per cent nominal price escalation factor applied to variable charge proportion of electricity 
expenditure. Variable charges account for 73 per cent of GAEB total forecast. 

It has been impossible for us to replicate and update the DAE methodology for determining these 
escalation factors. However, it is clear that there should be decreases in both these cost components 
based on the available evidence. We also recognise that there is a lot of uncertainty on future electricity 
prices and that the AER is still to make its final determination on network tariffs which could deviate 
from the draft determination.  

At this stage, we are recommending the following escalation factors to be used instead.  

• A 7.5 per cent reduction in fixed charges over the 2020-21 and to remain flat in nominal terms for 
the rest of the period. Fixed charges are mainly network charges and the AER is approximately 
estimating the small business customers will see at least a 15 per cent nominal reduction in bills 
over the next five years (3.5 per cent in real terms100). We consider it is reasonable that 50 per cent 
of this expected savings is passed through to GAWB 

• An annual 4 per cent decrease in nominal variable over the first two years of the next period. Costs 
to be remain constant in nominal terms for the rest of the period. This is a conservative assumption 
given the expected falls in network and wholesale prices.  

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

Based on limited information provided by GAWB, it was not clear what drives the step increases in 
electricity costs between 2018-19 and 2020-21, and again in 2023-24. In lieu of more detailed 
information, our opinion was that the forecasts are overly conservative and need to reflect new 
evidence which shows likely reductions in wholesale and network costs over the next period. 

We proposed two reductions: 

• A 15% reduction in 2020 base year; and  

• Applying revised escalation factors for fixed and variables electricity costs to reflect recent AER and 
AEMC reports.  

• No allowance for the 2023-24 step change as there is no information provided to support this.  

The QCA could review the overall pricing monitoring arrangements to ensure that GAWB has sufficient 
incentives to manage and optimise its electricity consumption and expenditure. There may be some 
merit in exploring technologies to become more energy efficient or for distributed generation to have 
greater control over their costs.  

                                                
100 
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/AER%20-%20Energex%202020-25%20-%20Draft%20decision%20-%20O
verview%20-%20October%202019_0.pdf p.9 AER Draft Decision Overview  

https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/AER%20-%20Energex%202020-25%20-%20Draft%20decision%20-%20Overview%20-%20October%202019_0.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/AER%20-%20Energex%202020-25%20-%20Draft%20decision%20-%20Overview%20-%20October%202019_0.pdf
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The AER will make its final determination on Queensland by 30 April 2020. If time permits, the QCA 
should consider making any adjustments to GAWB’s forecast electricity allowance to account for 
differences between the AER draft and final determinations.  

Table 99: GAWB proposed electricity opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, nominal) 

 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 3.06 3.04 3.10 3.16 3.32 3.38 

KPMG recommendation 2.60 2.47 2.40 2.40 2.40 2.40 

Difference -0.46 -0.56 -0.70 -0.76 -0.92 -0.98 

KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

GAWB has provided new electricity forecasts based on updated escalators from Deloitte. 

Further, in relation to asset replacements, GAWB has noted that it replaces old infrastructure with new 
technology, and minimal improvements in energy efficiency are expected. 

Assessment of baseline costs 

As noted above, we applied a 15 per cent reduction in the 2020 base year. We now accept Deloitte 
updated factor of a 5.69 per cent reduction. We have assessed this and consider that this provides a 
better indication of the net change in this period, given that while a decline in wholesale and network 
costs has occurred, there has also been an increase in retail, renewable and metering charges. 

Assessment of escalation factors 

GAWB engaged Deloitte to provide updated cost escalation factors. For electricity forecasts, Deloitte: 

• Agreed with KPMG’s approach to update the escalators to reflect AEMC 2019 Residential Price 
Trends report; 

• Adjusted AEMC estimates to better reflect the breakdown of GAWB costs by electricity supply 
chain component. This increased the share of wholesale costs and reduced the share of distribution 
network costs. This is consistent with KPMG’s methodology; and 

• Applied CPI to the years not captured in the AEMC report (2022 onwards). This is inconsistent with 
KPMG’s method which kept costs constant in nominal terms for these years. Our reason was that 
we considered this to be a conservative assumption given the expected falls in network and 
wholesale prices.  

In March 2020, QCA released a draft determination on regulated electricity prices for 2020-21 for 
regional Queensland101. In that report, QCA considered that a typical large business customers on the 
main business tariffs are expected to pay between 5.7 per cent and 8.8 per cent less in 2021 compared 
to 2020 prices. Deloitte recommended an 11 per cent reduction in that year. The reason for this 
difference is the respective proportion of wholesale costs are higher in GAWB costs than for the 
standard customer. Deloitte’s reduction aligns more with the expected reductions in total energy costs 
as noted in the ACIL Allen report (see table 4.17)102. 

On the basis of our assessment, we recommend accepting Deloitte updated electricity cost escalators 
up to 2022. Afterwards, we suggest the electricity prices are held constant in nominal terms and not 
rolled forward by CPI indexation given current trends and uncertainty about future electricity prices. 

                                                
101 https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/draft-determination-on-2020-21-notified-prices.pdf 
102 
https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/acil-allen-cost-of-energy-report-draft-determination-on-2020-
21-notified-prices.pdf 

https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/draft-determination-on-2020-21-notified-prices.pdf
https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/acil-allen-cost-of-energy-report-draft-determination-on-2020-21-notified-prices.pdf
https://www.qca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/acil-allen-cost-of-energy-report-draft-determination-on-2020-21-notified-prices.pdf
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Step changes  

GAWB did not provide any new information on this and therefore we retain our recommendation of no 
allowance for the 2023-24 step change as there is no information provided to support this. 

KPMG’s recommendation is to update the draft forecasts to reflect: 

• Application of updated Deloitte cost escalations for 2020 to 2022; 

• Electricity costs between 2023 to 2025 are to be held constant in nominal terms; and 

• Adjust electricity forecast to take account of QCA’s finding on the UV disinfection project in the 
capital program. 

Table 100: GAWB proposed electricity opex and KPMG final recommendation ($m, nominal) 

  2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 3.06 3.04 3.10 3.16 3.32 3.38 

KPMG draft recommendation 2.60 2.47 2.40 2.40 2.40 2.40 

GAWB revised proposal N/A 2.71 2.66 2.62 2.58 2.54 

KPMG final recommendation 2.89 2.57 2.49 2.49 2.49 2.49 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.29 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations N/A -0.14 -0.17 -0.13 -0.09 -0.05 

 

7.7.4 Chemicals 

KPMG’s original assessment 

Chemicals are required for treating water and constitute a key part of the operating costs. A range of 
chemicals are used in different parts of the supply chain to disinfect and to remove particles, other 
chemical odours and tastes. The demand of chemicals is largely related to the total volume of water 
supplied, operational requirements and other factors such as regulatory requirements. Chemical prices 
can fluctuate due to local and global market forces. The common chemicals that are utilised by GAWB 
include103: 

• Magnafloc LT; 

• Dense Soda Ash; 

• Liquid Alum TIF; and 

• Sodium Hypochlorite 13%. 

GAWB’s chemical costs in the current period were substantially lower than what was forecast in the 
2015 regulatory review. Actual expenditure from 2016-19 shows a strong decline in trend with a CAGR 
of -4.56 per cent.  

Table 101: Actual chemicals expenditure 2015-16 to 2019-20 ($m, nominal) 

 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Chemicals Forecast 0.83 0.85 0.87 0.89 0.91 

Chemicals Actual 0.66 0.63 0.59 0.57 0.71 

                                                
103 Deloitte Access Economics, Cost escalation factors (2020-21 to 2024-25) Prepared for Gladstone Area Water 
Board August 2019 
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Variation % -20% -25% -31% -35% -22% 

 

GAWB noted that the lower chemical costs compared to the forecast at the time is due to one or more 
of the following factors: low level of inflows, limited severity of weather events (i.e. cyclones or 
significant weather depressions can result in high levels of turbidity) and limited presence of blue green 
algae. 

Figure 33: GAWB’s chemicals expenditure – actuals and expenditure 

 
Source: GAWB 2019 

Chemicals forecasting approach 

GAWB did not provide details on its forecasting methodology in response to our request. GAWB 
however noted that its forecast chemical costs are derived on the same basis as in the previous reviews 
when there was a more normal distribution of weather events. Based on our understanding of the 
information provided for the previous reviews, GAWB develops its forecast using a bottom-up build of 
chemical quantities based on historical usage and the expected cost of purchasing these chemicals. 

Assessment of baseline costs 

In determining the reasonableness of the base year costs, we compared the forecast that GAWB 
proposed for the 2018-19 year in the previous review against the actual chemical costs. Based on the 
information provided, it is noted that the chemical costs are much lower than what was forecasted 
previously. GAWB notes that this is due to unusual weather conditions resulting in lower demand for 
chemicals.  

Given this and based on the limited information provided, we consider that the base year costs of 
2018-19 are not unreasonable.  

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

GAWB forecast that its chemical expenditure costs will increase to $0.71 million in 2020-21 to 
$0.83 million by the end of the regulatory period. GAWB submits that actual consumption in the current 
regulatory period is not an appropriate basis for forecasting chemical costs given the inherent variability 
in weather condition which is outside GAWB’s control.  
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Table 102: Forecast chemicals expenditure 2020-21 to 2024-25 ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Chemicals Forecast 0.71 0.73 0.78 0.80 0.83 

YoY % change  3.03% 6.09% 3.03% 3.03% 

 

With regard to determining the prudency of chemical costs, we note that given the criticality of 
chemicals in the supply chain process, we find this expenditure to be prudent. 

With regard to efficiency, we note that GAWB has not provided a detailed breakdown of historic actuals 
and forecasts by prices and volumes that would allow KPMG to determine whether the assumed 
forecast costs are efficient. While GAWB notes that the chemical costs proposed are in line with 
previous reviews on the assumption that weather conditions will be normal, GAWB has not provided 
the basis for this assertion. 

Further, we note that in determining its forecast for chemical costs, GAWB states that it applied a price 
escalation index of 3.03 per cent, in line with DAE’s recommended escalation factor. When examining 
the forecast, we found the growth in three of the years to be consistent with the DAE escalation factor. 
The higher growth rate between 2018-19 and 2020-21 is likely to reflect increased volumes, in line with 
GAWB’s submission. However, there appears to be another step change in 2022-23, which is not 
explained. We note that the increase does not correspond to an increase in metered volumes. 

Assessment of the application of escalators 

For the 2015-20 Regulatory review, the QCA used an escalation factor—based on the 10–year average 
of the Producer Price Index (PPI) for Output of the Manufacturing Industries (Basic Chemicals). DAE 
noted that the PPI for basic chemicals and chemical products, while volatile, has been positively 
correlated with movements in crude oil prices (with crude oil prices leading by one year). DAE forecasts 
crude oil prices as a part of its regular modelling processes, and therefore changes in crude oil prices 
(lagged by one year) are forecast to drive cost escalation factors for chemicals from 2019-20 onwards.  

Current commentary views the Australian Inorganic Chemical Manufacturing industry to grow at a weak 
rate over the next five years (based on the chemicals used by GAWB, we consider the inorganic 
chemical manufacturing outlook most applicable to GAWB). IBIS (2019)104 notes that the growth in this 
sector is hampered by ongoing structural changes in Australia’s wider chemical sector and subdued 
demand from its consumer base. Competition from imports is anticipated to increase over the period, 
adding to the industry's pressures. Industry revenue is projected to grow at an annualised 0.9 per cent 
over the five years through 2023-24, to reach $2.5 billion. 

                                                
104 
https://www.ibisworld.com.au/industry-trends/market-research-reports/manufacturing/basic-chemical-product/basic-inorganic-ch
emical-manufacturing.html 

https://www.ibisworld.com.au/industry-trends/market-research-reports/manufacturing/basic-chemical-product/basic-inorganic-chemical-manufacturing.html
https://www.ibisworld.com.au/industry-trends/market-research-reports/manufacturing/basic-chemical-product/basic-inorganic-chemical-manufacturing.html
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Figure 34: CPI (Brisbane), PPI (Basic Chemicals and Non Residential Construction (QLD) 

 

Source: KPMG Analysis 

Figure 34 shows that the PPI (chemicals) has been much lower than CPI over the past decade, in line 
with the commentary by IBIS. Given this and the outlook for the Inorganic Chemical Manufacturing 
industry we are concerned that the cost escalator proposed DAE and applied by GAWB is high. We 
consider GAWB should provide further justification if it is to escalate chemical costs by more than 
forecast changes in the CPI. 

We have also analysed the forecast chemical cost relative to demand (metered volumes). Considering 
the % change in cost per ML, as shown in the table below, we see that the increase in chemical costs 
is generally not fully proportionate to growth in metered volumes (since the growth rate is less than 
3.03% in most years). Again we observe a step increase in costs in 2022-23, which is unexplained.  

Table 103: GAWB proposed chemical costs by volume ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Chemicals Forecast ($m) 0.71 0.73 0.78 0.80 0.83 

Metered volumes (ML) 50,359 50,604 50,690 50,777 50,865 

$/ML 14.21 14.57 15.43 15.87 16.32 

% change/ML  2.5% 5.9% 2.9% 2.9% 

 

We sought data on chemical costs from other water businesses in Australia in order to benchmark 
GAWB’s proposed costs. We obtained data on forecast chemical costs and actual volumes delivered 
by Hunter Water over the 2016-2019 period, shown in Table 86 below ($2018-19). The table shows that 
relative to Hunter Water, GAWB’s proposed chemical costs per ML delivered is nearly double that of 
Hunter Water. While there are important differences in the operating environments and in the services 
delivered by GAWB and Hunter Water, the substantial cost differences may warrant further 
investigation.  
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Table 104: GAWB vs Hunter Water chemicals expenditure by volume ($2018-19) 

 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Hunter Water 
chemical costs ($m) 0.50 0.49 0.56      

Hunter Water 
volumes delivered 
(ML) 

73,237 67,034 72,291      

Hunter Water $/ML 6.85 7.27 7.75      

GAWB $/ML    13.38 13.32 13.69 13.67 13.64 

 

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

The proposed expenditure by GAWB for chemicals was assessed as being prudent as chemicals are 
required in the treatment of water and the quantity used is dependent on demand and the quality of 
the raw water. 

With regard to the efficiency of costs, GAWB did not provided a detail breakdown of chemicals historic 
actuals and forecast by prices and volumes or on what basis it is assuming the return of normal weather 
conditions to determine the forecasts for chemical costs. However, we noted that the forecast costs 
are lower than the costs accepted by Jacobs in the previous review, also after accounting for price 
increases and higher forecast of water volumes to be supplied in the upcoming period. 

Nevertheless, given the current outlook for the chemicals market, we considered the cost escalation 
factor provide by DAE and used by GAWB is likely to be high. Furthermore, GAWB did not provide any 
explanation of the step increase in chemical costs in 2022-23. Our draft recommendation was therefore 
to maintain GAWB’s chemical costs at 2020-21 levels in $2018-19 terms, and that costs be escalated 
by forecast CPI only. Given the historical price trend and chemicals market outlook, we considered 
applying the CPI will provide a sufficient margin for GAWB to absorb any unforeseen chemical price 
increases. 

Table 105: GAWB proposed chemicals opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 0.72 0.74 0.78 0.81 0.83 

KPMG recommendation 0.70 0.71 0.73 0.74 0.76 

Difference -0.02 -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 

 

KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

As noted above KPMG found that the proposed escalator was well above historical trends, and instead 
recommended escalating chemical costs by CPI. 

GAWB did not agree with KPMG’s recommendation to escalate chemical costs with CPI rather than an 
escalator based on oil prices.  GAWB refers to DAE’s findings that chemical prices tend to correlate 
with oil prices.  While KPMG agrees that the variability in chemical prices show a strong correlation with 
the variability in oil prices, as Chart 1.1 in DAE’s updated report for GAWB shows, annual changes in 
chemical prices tend to be well below the annual changes in oil prices.  In the draft analysis above, we 
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showed that for at least the past decade, growth in chemical prices have been well below growth in 
CPI.  It is our view therefore that while CPI growth was lower than DAE’s forecast of oil price growth 
at the time, forecast CPI would in fact be a generous escalator for chemical costs over the long run. As 
noted in section 5.3.4 we recommend maintaining the CPI as the escalation factor for chemicals.  

In its response to the QCA’s draft report, GAWB also noted that that it does not accept QCA’s findings 
on non-material cost categories of which it considers chemicals to be one. We note that the issue of 
materiality is one for QCA to determine and not for KPMG to comment on. 

The chemicals forecast updated for the latest CPI information is provided in the table below.  

Table 106: GAWB proposed chemicals opex and KPMG final recommendation ($m, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 0.72 0.74 0.78 0.81 0.83 

KPMG draft recommendation 0.70 0.71 0.73 0.74 0.76 

GAWB revised proposal 0.73 0.75 0.78 0.79 0.81 

KPMG final recommendation 0.70 0.71 0.72 0.73 0.75 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations 

-0.04 -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 

7.7.5 Employment costs  

KPMG’s original assessment 

Employment costs are one of the most significant contributors to total operating expenditure proposed 
by GAWB. For example, in 2020-21, employment costs comprised 38% of GAWB’s forecast opex. 
These costs include such things as salaries, wages, superannuation, leave, penalty and overtime 
payments. 

Employment costs incurred in the current period materially exceeded the 2016 forecast. CAGR 
between 2015-16 and 2018-19 was 7.9%, with the high growth in employment costs driven primarily 
by significant increases in net payroll costs105 by $2.0m or 21.2% from $9.3m in 2015-16 to $11.2m in 
2018-19. Labour hire costs and training costs also saw significant increases over the period, with 
CAGRs of 28.1% and 8.1% respectively, for a total increase in annual costs of $0.3 million by 2018-19. 
In its submission, GAWB stated that: 

“…staffing numbers increased over the 2016-20 period in response to the embedding of the LCMP 
process and the increased size of the capital program. The delay in the recovery of efficiencies 
associated with the identified business process improvement investments also contributed to the 
increase in staffing costs.”106 

For the forward period, GAWB is forecasting a step increase in employment costs between 2018-19 
and 2020-21 by $0.7 million or 5.7%, from $12.3m to $13.0m. Employment costs are then forecast to 
continue to increase with a CAGR of 3.1% between 2020-21 and 2024-25. Key drivers of the forward 
increase in employment costs include net payroll costs continuing to grow with a CAGR of 3.22%, and 
recruitment costs which increases with a CAGR of 10.67% over the period.  

                                                
105 We define ‘Net payroll costs’ as total payroll expenses less capitalised payroll expenses. 
106 GAWB, Price submission to the QCA – 2021-25 period, p 93. 
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Figure 35: GAWB’s employment costs – actuals and forecast 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

Employment forecasting approach 

GAWB has indicated that forecasts are based on the following: 

• Forecast to reflect approved roles with 100% of roles filled  

• Limited if any time period between resignation and recruitment  

• Any roles currently filled via a labour hire arrangement will be replaced by a GAWB employee  

• Reflective of contractual obligations – GAWB does not have an EBA. Permanent employees 
(excluding Executive Team Leaders) are required to enter in GAWB’s standard employment 
contract. See Employee Remuneration & Reward Policy for full details.  

• Reflective of contractual terms (i.e. if a short term hire then the role is only forecast for the applicable 
period, it is not assumed to be rolled over for another period).  

GAWB appears to be basing forecasts on combination of bottom up and extrapolation of current costs, 
and using the escalation factors estimated by DAE. 

Assessment of baseline costs 

As shown above, GAWB’s actual employment costs in the current period were above the 2016 
forecast, which GAWB explains was largely due to increased staffing numbers associated with the 
LCMP process and the greater capital program, along with a delay in recovery of expected efficiencies. 

While using 2018-19 levels as the baseline would therefore be higher than efficient levels, we consider 
it a reasonable starting point when adopted in conjunction with our recommended efficiency factor. 
Applying the efficiency factor to the employment forecast is appropriate given the expected efficiencies 
in employment costs that have not yet been realised. By the end of the period, GAWB’s total 
employment costs would effectively be reduced back down to 2016-17 levels in real terms. 

We note that in $2018-19 terms, GAWB’s forecast for the period remains within 1% of total 
employment cost in both 2017-18 and 2018-19. Our recommendation is therefore to accept GAWB’s 
forecast and apply the efficiency factor to GAWB’s own forecast. 
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Forecast drivers and assumptions 

Employment cost forecasts are dominated by forecasts of net payroll costs. We note that GAWB 
forecasts labour hire costs to decrease from 2018-19 levels, down $0.37 million or 78% over the period, 
from $0.48 million in 2018-19 to $0.11 million in 2024-25, in line with GAWB’s intent to fill current labour 
hire roles with GAWB staff. 

GAWB has forecast training costs to be significantly higher in 2020-21 relative to the 2018-19 base year. 
However, training costs are forecast to decline over the period, and while it will remain higher than in 
2018-19, average training costs in the forward period is approximately the same as during 2016-19, 
when ignoring price effects. 

Number of employees (FTEs) 

Employment costs (specifically net payroll costs) are a function of both wage levels and the number of 
employees (typically measured as full time equivalents (FTEs)). GAWB is forecasting FTE numbers to 
decline over the period from approximately 105 in 2018-19 to 100 in 2024-25. 

The general forecast decline in FTEs from 2018-19 levels is consistent with the modest proposed CAGR 
of 2.9% for combined net payroll and labour hire costs from 2018-19 through to 2024-25, below DAE’s 
proposed escalation factor of 3.22% for labour costs over the 2021-25 period. 

Table 107: GAWB FTE forecasts 

 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

Total FTEs 105.80 101.00 101.00 101.00 100.00 100.00 

Assessment of the application of escalators 

GAWB does not have an enterprise bargaining agreement and as such does not impose negotiated 
wage growth on its forecasts. GAWB has applied DAE’s recommended escalation factor for labour 
costs, which is the sum of forecast Qld WPI and a premium based on recent differences between the 
QLD WPI for the public and private sector. DAE forecasts that the premium will gradually disappear 
over the forecasting period.  

Other cost items included in employment costs have been escalated on the basis of forecast CPI, 
except for labour hire which is escalating using DAE’s proposed escalator for contract labour costs 
(based on QLD WPI forecast). 

We consider these approaches reasonable, and have reflected this in our recommended updated 
escalation factors. 

KPMG’s draft recommendations 

As explained above, our draft recommendation was to adopt GAWB’s forecast employment costs, but 
apply our recommended efficiency factor to employment costs.  

Table 108: GAWB proposed employment opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 13.04 13.42 13.89 14.21 14.74 

KPMG recommendation (not 
including efficiency adjustment) 12.94 13.32 13.82 14.14 14.68 

Difference -0.10 -0.10 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 
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KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

We have revised our recommended employment cost forecast to reflect the updated escalators as 
discussed in chapter 5, and corrected a minor escalation issue as notified by GAWB. 

Table 109: GAWB proposed employment opex and KPMG final recommendation ($m, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 13.04 13.42 13.89 14.21 14.74 

KPMG draft recommendation 12.94 13.32 13.82 14.14 14.68 

GAWB revised proposal 13.01 13.40 13.87 14.20 14.75 

KPMG final recommendation 12.80 13.03 13.33 13.48 13.84 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations -0.14 -0.29 -0.50 -0.67 -0.84 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations 

-0.21 -0.37 -0.55 -0.72 -0.91 

 

7.7.6 Rates 

KPMG’s original assessment 

GAWB’s actual rates paid to the GRC were materially above the forecast for the previous period. This 
is because the GRC’s actual rates were higher than forecast. The CAGR actuals for 2016-2020 is 
12.63% which is a significant increase over the period. The largest divergences between the forecast 
and actuals is in the budgeted spend for 2019-20 as the Council’s current rates are much higher than 
anticipated at the time of the previous price review. 

Table 110: Actual Council Rates ($m, nominal) 

 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Rates Forecast 0.35 0.36 0.37 0.38 0.39 

Rates Actual 0.34 0.33 0.42 0.44 0.55 
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Figure 36: GAWB’s rates expenditure – actuals and forecast 

 
Source: GAWB 2019 

Rates forecasting approach 

GAWB pays rates to the GRC. Rates paid to councils help council to fund community services, sporting 
and recreational services and facilities for the community.  

For the upcoming regulatory period GAWB is proposing to use DAE’s proposed escalator of 2.82%. We 
agree with DAE’s approach to calculating the escalation factor, and used this approach in calculating 
the revised escalation factor using up-to-date inputs. 

Assessment of baseline costs 

Council rates paid by GAWB are considered uncontrollable and GAWB has forecasted the rates it pays 
to the Council to continue to increase between the two regulatory periods. GAWB is forecasting the 
base year costs to be less than the current costs incurred by GAWB. Given this we consider the base 
year forecast cost of 2020/21 to not be unreasonable. 

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

In forecasting cost escalation factors for council rates, DAE has taken into account the four cost 
categories of GRC and the weights from the 2017-18 GRC Annual Report:  

• Materials and services: materials and services comprises both the use of labour and material inputs. 
DAE has assumed that the 75% weight for labour and 25% for materials is similarly appropriate for 
the GRC, with Queensland WPI and CPI relevant to future cost increases respectively.  

• Employee costs: DAE has assumed future cost escalation factors for GAWB are reasonable in 
forecasting future changes in GRC’s employee costs. That implies wage increases exceed 
Queensland WPI in the short-term, before converging in the mid-2020s.  

• Depreciation & amortisation: depreciation and amortisation costs reflect the value of the asset and 
its useful life. The nominal value of assets will increase over time with broader inflation. DAE has 
therefore forecast changes in this component to increase with Queensland CPI.  
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• Finance: finance costs are forecast to increase over time, with more debt taken on and with rising 
prices, which over time will necessitate larger nominal loans. Finance costs are forecast to increase 
over time with Queensland CPI.  

An alternative escalator is the Council Cost Index (CCI) produced by the Local Government Association 
of Queensland (LGAQ). The CCI is a weighted index of the WPI (50%), road and bridge construction 
index (30%) and CPI for Brisbane (20%). We consider that the CCI is not an appropriate escalator for 
GAWBs council rates as the Local Government Cost Index provides an aggregated picture of cost 
movements at the State level. The mix of construction and non-construction activity varies from council 
to council. Similarly, there are parts of the State where construction costs have been increasing faster 
than the State average. Such factors will all be of relevance at the local level when determining the 
level of rate increase necessary to provide the desired level of service. 

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

KPMG recommended that GAWB’s proposed forecasts for rates be accepted, with the application of 
an updated escalator. We updated the escalator for rates to reflect more up to date data on the 
proportion of costs in each cost category as presented in the GRC 2018-19 Annual Report.  

Table 111: GAWB proposed rates opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 0.51 0.53 0.54 0.56 0.57 

KPMG recommendation 0.51 0.52 0.53 0.55 0.56 

Difference -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

 

KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

In response to the QCA’s draft report, GAWB noted that it accepted the minor revisions to the 
calculation method for the escalation factor.  However, it also expressed its view that rates costs were 
immaterial and therefore outside the scope of QCA’s review. We note that the issue of materiality is 
one for QCA to determine and not for KPMG to comment on. 

Our draft recommendation has been revised to reflect updated escalators as discussion in chapter 5. 

Table 112: GAWB proposed rates costs and KPMG final recommendation ($m, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 0.51 0.53 0.54 0.56 0.57 

KPMG draft recommendation 0.51 0.52 0.53 0.55 0.56 

GAWB revised proposal 0.51 0.52 0.54 0.55 0.57 

KPMG final recommendation 0.50 0.51 0.52 0.53 0.54 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 
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7.7.7 Insurance 

KPMG’s original assessment 

GAWB’s insurance costs in the current period started below forecast in 2015-16, but grew rapidly 
between 2015-16 and 2018-19 with a CAGR of 9.2%, well above inflation for the period. GAWB’s 
forecast sees a considerable step increase between 2018-19 and 2020-21, up $0.52 million from 
$1.0 million in 2018-19 to $1.5 million in 2020-21. This follows GAWB recent negotiation of insurance, 
which saw a dramatic increase in the insurance price. From 2020-21 onwards, insurance costs is 
forecast to increase a further $0.25 million to $1.8 million, reflecting a CAGR of 3.8%. 

Figure 37: GAWB’s insurance expenditure – actuals and forecast 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

Insurance forecasting approach 

GAWB states that it has applied the DAE escalation factor to its most recent negotiated insurance 
outcome to develop its insurance cost forecast, along with inclusion of cost of periodic asset valuation. 
GAWB also submitted late in our review process that there is a step change in costs between 2019-20 
to 2020-21 to take account of the requirement to have cyber insurance. The late timing of this 
information prevented us from making an informed assessment at this stage of the prudency and 
efficiency of this claim. 

Assessment of baseline costs 

As the budgeted insurance spend in 2019-20 is based on GAWB’s actual cost of insurance following 
recent procurement through a broker, we consider this is a reasonably efficient baseline for forecast 
insurance costs.  

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

Due to the specialist nature of this service and to ensure GAWB gets the most efficient price, a broker 
is used to source quotes from appropriate insurance providers on an annual basis. Based on information 
provided we consider this process to be appropriate as it would allow GAWB to obtain insurance at 
competitive market rates. 

As noted above, GAWB’s forecast also includes costs associated with periodic asset valuation and 
taking out cyber insurance from 2020-21 onward. While the amounts and frequency associated with 
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asset valuation appear reasonable, the late timing of the information provided on cyber insurance 
prevented us from making an assessment at the draft report stage. 

Assessment of the application of escalators 

The nominal price escalation factor estimated by DAE is 5.70% from 2020-21 to 2024-25. DAE 
considers it likely that future insurance price increases will continue to exceed that of broader CPI 
growth, including due to climate-related risks. However, DAE found it very difficult to accurately track 
changes in the ‘price’ of insurance, because of changes in categories of insurance, changing asset 
values and scope of insurance taken out and so on. This made it impractical to generate ‘price’ series 
for the different types of insurances taken out.  

DAE estimates the nominal cost escalation factor of 5.7% based on CPI growth (i.e. 2.3%) plus the 
observed 3.4% historical premium. DAE notes that the 3.4% premium is calculated based on the ABS’s 
detailed CPI data on insurance (5.5%), relative to Brisbane CPI between 2008-09 to 2018-19. There is 
no clear motivation provided for the use of the 10 year time frame for calculating the historical premium, 
and we note that the premium varies with both a shorter and a longer time horizon. 

We agree that climate related risks in particular will mean that it is likely that future insurance price 
increases will continue to exceed that of broader CPI. That said, it is very difficult to predict the cost of 
insurance going forward, not least in the context of a changing climate. According to the October 2019 
RBA Financial Stability Review, inflation-adjusted insurance claims for natural disasters in the current 
decade have been more than double those in the previous decade, and this impact is likely to grow 
over time. We note that this is likely to flow through to higher insurance costs.  

Whilst DAE acknowledges that the basket of insurance policies taken out by GAWG may not align 
perfectly with the policies that reflect the CPI insurance category, DAE notes that broad drivers of prices 
in the insurance market are similar across different insurance markets.  

We note that 58% of insurance spend in 2018-19 was related to industry special risk (ISR), which is not 
likely to be the case for the broader insurance category. We also note that the locations of GAWB’s 
assets may be associated with different types of risks compared to the overall basket of insurance 
policies. One way to mitigate this might be to give some weight to the historical overall insurance 
premium incurred by GAWB, or, if possible, other comparable businesses, relative to CPI over the last 
10 years, as well as the premium for the general insurance category in Brisbane. 

GAWB forwarded advice from its broker regarding expected increase to premiums in the near future, 
however the late timing of this information prevented us from making an informed assessment for the 
draft report. 

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

Our draft recommendation was to adopt GAWB’s budgeted insurance spend in 2019-20, escalated by 
our updated escalator, plus the forecast costs associated with asset valuation in 2020-21 and 2023-24.  

Table 113: GAWB proposed insurance opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 1.55 1.52 1.61 1.80 1.80 

KPMG recommendation 1.44 1.40 1.48 1.65 1.65 

Difference -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.14 -0.14 
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KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

GAWB accepted KPMG’s approach to use most recent actual costs as the baseline, and apply the DAE 
escalation factor (but with updated inputs). However, rather than using most recent actual invoices for 
2019-20, GAWB is proposing to update its forecast when its insurance costs for 2020-21 are available. 

GAWB provided additional information to explain the step change in costs which relates to cyber 
security insurance, and included further advice from its insurance broker that suggested insurance 
prices might increase by more than DAE’s proposed escalation factors.  GAWB nevertheless chose to 
adopt DAE’s proposed escalation factors. 

Finally, contrary to KPMG’s draft recommendation, GAWB argues insurance costs are uncontrollable, 
and that it is a price taker.   

Base year 

While KPMG agrees that GAWB is largely a price taker when it comes to insurance, we do not agree 
that GAWB has no control over the wide range of variables that affects GAWB’s risk profile and that 
ultimately determines its insurance costs. 

KPMG is therefore reluctant to recommend that the QCA adopt GAWB’s approach to accept the 
insurance cost GAWB will face in 2020-21 without further review. However, we do recommend 
accepting GAWB’s most recent forecast based on actual insurance cost in 2019-20, escalated using 
the recommended escalator (see below). 

We also continue to recommend allowing forecast costs associated with asset valuation (as we did in 
our draft report). 

Cyber security insurance 

In relation to cyber security insurance, we note that a requirement or demand for cyber security 
insurance could in many ways serve as a substitute for prescriptive cyber security regulation. Cyber 
security insurance coverage could contribute to the management of cyber risk through promoting 
awareness about exposure to cyber losses, sharing expertise on risk management, encouraging 
investment in risk reduction and facilitating the response to cyber incidents.107 

The information provided by GAWB does not demonstrate that it is a requirement for GAWB to hold 
cyber security insurance.  Nevertheless, we consider GAWB may have legitimate reasons to invest in 
cyber security generally, including insurance, and recommend accepting GAWB’s forecast cyber 
security insurance spend.  We note that prudency and efficiency of investment in cyber security, 
including insurance, should be dependent on the findings of a comprehensive risk assessment and 
ensuring that the investment level is commensurate to the risk. Such risk assessments would provide 
more evidence to justify such costs. In the future, we recommend GAWB conducts such assessments, 
especially if the cyber security costs substantially increase. 

Updated recommended insurance expenditure 

Table 114 presents our revised recommended insurance expenditure for GAWB, which includes 
GAWB’s proposed cyber insurance expenditure.  As per our draft decision we have applied DAE’s 
recommended escalation approach, but with updated CPI forecasts.  As GAWB did not put forward an 
alternative escalation based on the advice from its broker, we have not assessed the broker’s advice 
any further.  However, we note that in the current economic environment, both near-term and longer-
term price forecasts are fraught with uncertainty. 

                                                
107 OECD (2017), Enhancing the Role of Insurance in Cyber Risk Management, OECD Publishing, Paris. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264282148-en  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264282148-en
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Table 114: GAWB proposed insurance opex and KPMG final recommendation ($m, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 1.55 1.52 1.61 1.80 1.80 

KPMG draft recommendation 1.44 1.40 1.48 1.65 1.65 

GAWB revised proposal 1.47 1.44 1.52 1.69 1.69 

KPMG final recommendation 1.46 1.42 1.49 1.67 1.66 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 

0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 

 

7.7.8 Information systems 

KPMG’s original assessment 

GAWB’s actual expenditure incurred in the current regulatory period is significantly higher than what 
was forecast at the time. The CAGR of actuals between 2016-20 is 39.66% showing a dramatic increase 
in IT costs over the regulatory period. Based on the detail provided by GAWB the increase in IT costs 
are primarily driven by a significant increases in software maintenance (non-contract) which increased 
from $0.42 million in 2016 to $2.52 million in 2020. As discussed in this section, this is reflective of a 
general trend amongst utilities of transition to more licenced based applications than investing in capital 
IT systems. 

Table 115: GAWB’s actual IT expenditure 2015-16 to 2019-20 ($m, nominal) 

 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

ICT Forecast 0.62 0.49 0.50 0.56 0.56 

ICT Actual 0.78 0.98 1.40 1.29 3.04 

Variation % 28% 98% 177% 129% 440% 

 

GAWB has recently completed and approved an IT Strategic Plan which sets the direction for GAWB’s 
transformation to an ICT as a service environment over the 2019-2024. GAWB notes that at the time 
of the last price review, it was not at a stage where the scope and timing of work required could have 
been reasonably predicted with any certainty. Therefore it has absorbed these additional costs in the 
current pricing period.  

Some of this transformation set out in the Plan, including the migration to cloud-based services, 
commenced during the current regulatory period which is why there is an increase compared to the 
forecasts.  

Another contributing factor to the unexpected increase in GAWB’s information systems expenditure 
during this period was the implementation of GAWB’s new Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP). Upon 
migrating to the new system in 2016, it became evident that further changes were required to leverage 
additional value from the new system. This included the purchase of additional modules, for example, 
an enterprise asset management module to support GAWB’s strategic asset management capability 
and ISO-accredited asset management approach. 
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Figure 38: GAWB’s information systems expenditure – actuals and forecast  

 
Source: GAWB Submission 2019 

A number of internal and external factors have been identified by GAWB as drivers for change. In 
particular, GAWB notes that in response to the Independent Commission of Audit’s recommendations, 
the Queensland Government accepted the following recommendations and developed the Queensland 
Government Cloud Computing Strategy:  

• That government adopt an ICT-as-a-service strategy and source ICT services, especially 
commoditised services, from private providers in a contestable market where this is feasible and 
represents value for money; and 

• Government utilise as appropriate cloud-based computing and other emerging technologies as 
enablers to complement its ICT-as-a-service strategy. 

• GAWB further notes that as a statutory authority, GAWB is required to align with this strategy, 
therefore future ICT related activities need to take account of the requirement to:  

- Take a ‘cloud-first’ approach, to the sourcing of ICT-as-a-service and to procure cloud-based ICT 
services as the default option for their future ICT requirements, unless a sound business case 
exists for a contrary solution; and  

- Analyse its application portfolio and develop roadmaps for the adoption of ICT-as-a service, 
including cloud computing. 

In addition to the external drivers, the ICT strategic plan also notes the key internal drivers for change 
including business challenges that GAWB faces, which includes increasing business demands on ICT, 
the recruitment and retention of skilled staff, automation, and network connectivity limitations due to 
remote locations and technological change. 

Information systems forecasting approach 

GAWB’s IT Strategic Plan provides the basis for the 2020-2025 forecasts as it identifies the areas and 
projects requiring expenditure to support the transformation. Based on the information provided we 
consider that GAWB has outlined a good and reasonable plan for its IT expenditure which optimises 
technology advances, and should improve GAWB’s services and operations.  
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However there is a lack of detail information on how GAWB has applied the Plan to generate these 
forecasts including what assumptions are made and how it intends to procure these services.  

IT expenditure should be clearly separated into recurrent and non-recurrent types of expenditure. 
Recurrent ICT is expenditure that is related to maintaining existing ICT services, functionalities, 
capability and/or market benefits, and occurs at least once every five years. Non-recurrent ICT is by 
definition not ‘recurrent’, and would cover one off projects needed. There are three primary reasons for 
non-recurrent IT expenditure: 

• New systems installation to maintain existing functionalities, capabilities and services 

• Complying with new regulatory requirements 

• Expansion of IT capability to provide a net benefit for customers 

GAWB’s ICT strategy provides forecasts for both recurring and non-recurring IT expenditure. There is 
a one-off cost of $1.4 million which will be incurred at various points during the 5 year strategy period 
and then annual costs which change depending on the work program.  

Unfortunately, the information provided to date is not sufficient to assess the split between recurrent 
and non-recurrent. The majority of IT expenditure is allocated to Software Maintenance (non-contract) 
which accounts for over 75% of total forecast. There are a number of specific IT programs scheduled 
for completion in the next period.  

Assessment of base year costs 

Given the substantial increase in ICT expenditure between the two regulatory periods and the lack of 
information to substantiate how the actual forecasts were determined, KPMG is unable to comment 
on the reasonableness of the base year. 

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

GAWB is forecasting a significant increase in its ICT expenditure which is primarily associated with 
moving to a cloud based approach for its ICT services. Total IT expenditure for the next regulatory 
control period is $15.4 million which is a doubling of the expected IT expenditure in the current 
2016-2020 period.  

We have reviewed the IT Strategic Plan plus a number of sample business cases for IT projects 
conducted in this regulatory period.  

Review of business case demonstrates good practice  

We have reviewed 3 of the IT business cases provided by GAWB. In general, we found a reasonable 
approach consistent with best practice for identifying the reasons and optimal solution for these 
projects. 
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Project Prudency Efficiency Comments 

Microwave 
Network 
Upgrade 

The business 
case provides 
justification the 
need for this 
program 

Two options were considered, including a do 
nothing option. 

The cost for the project included a contingency 
allowance of 30% 

Based on the 
information provided 
we consider this cost 
to be prudent and 
efficient.  

Governance, 
Risk and 
Compliance 
Software 
Solution 

The business 
case provides 
justification for 
this program 

Three options were considered, including a 
status quo option. Based on the evidence 
provided the most cost effective option was 
selected 

Based on the 
information provided 
we consider this cost 
to be prudent and 
efficient 

Scada 
software 
upgrade 

The business 
case provides 
justification for 
this program 

The business case provides an analysis of the 
short-listed options. 

This program was approved as part of the 2015 
price monitoring by the QCA. However the 
actual costs have been higher than expected 
which have been justified in the business case.  

Based on the 
information provided 
we consider this cost 
to be prudent and 
efficient 

 

Trend of increasing IT expenditure in the utilities sector  

KPMG note a general trend of increases in IT expenditure observable in the utility sector: 

• Almost half (49%) of Australian respondents to the KPMG/Harvey Nash CIO survey indicated that 
their IT budgets were increasing108. 

• Top CIO priorities as captured in KPMG’s Utilities IT Benchmarking Survey109 identified (amongst 
other things) a need for greater mobility in the workforce, increasing cyber security, digitisation of 
services and customer communication, as well as updating legacy systems. 

• A primary focus of digital strategies is ‘enhancing the customer experience’ which requires a 
transformation towards putting the customer at the core of the business as well as investment in 
new and innovative technologies, all in an industry that has historically concentrated more on 
efficiency of the back-office. 

• Cyber security has never been higher on the boardroom agenda with the KPMG/Harvey Nash CIO 
survey showing an increase in its priority with boards over the previous year of 23%. 

A 2018 Gartner presentation110 on future technology trends impacting mid-sized enterprises calls out 
three trends they expect such a business to leverage which also align with GAWB’s ICT strategies, 
specifically: 

• Risk Based Security – “A practical approach to protecting assets that matter while avoiding over 
spending on assets that don’t”. This aligns to GAWB’s approach to Cyber security that focuses on 
the risk to the business and using that risk assessment to drive the optimal level of investment. 

                                                
108 www.hnkpmgciosurvey.com 
109 A core source data for our benchmarking comparison are the results of the 2018 KPMG Utilities IT Benchmarking Survey. 
This survey utilises confidentially sourced information together with publically available data from the Australian Energy 
Regulator to benchmark the IT expenditure and strategies of Australian electricity and gas distributors. These organisations, 
whist not operating in the water industry, do have very common characteristics to GAWB and therefore provide a reasonable 
comparison. For example, they all invest in, operate and maintain networks of critical assets necessary for the provision of 
essential services to customers. 
110 Top Technology Trends Impacting Midsize Enterprises – Gartner IT Infrastructure, Operations & Cloud Strategies 
conference, December 2018 
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• Data Curation – Insight and decision making from Business Intelligence and Analytics based on 
reliable data. GAWB notes that Analytics and business intelligence will support informed decision 
making within GAWB.  

• Operational Innovation – the optimisation of enterprise operations, a very traditional goal for IT in 
the utilities sector, and digital transformation. The ICT Strategic Plan 2019-2024 provides a 
framework for GAWB to embark on the digital transformation. Digital, for GAWB, is defined as 
integration of technology into all areas of GAWB business fundamentally changing the way it 
operates and delivers value to its customers. 

Within this context, the GAWB IT strategic plan is broadly consistent with the general trends in the 
sector.  

Benchmarking analysis 

KPMG conducted some simple benchmarking of GAWB IT costs as a proportion of revenue in 
comparison with a number of Victorian Water businesses. GAWB’s forecasts results in an IT per 
revenue of 4% to 5% which is in the band for other water businesses, although towards the top end 
of the range.  

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

KPMG found it difficult to assess the forecast expenditure as we don’t have business cases or 
information on how the actual forecasts were determined. We note GAWB’s comments that future 
‘software as a service’ activities will be done in accordance with GAWB’s procurement framework. 
However based on the information provided we have not been able to assess the forecasts.  

Given the latest trends in IT expenditure (see below) we accept the increase in IT costs but the 
efficiency of these costs cannot be justified given the information provided by GAWB. While overall, 
there is a sense that there good governance and over-sight of IT expenditure within GAWB, we have 
not been able to consider and advise on whether: 

• the proposed timing of the expenditure is optimal 

• the cost forecast has been developed consistent with efficiency principles and reasonable 
assumptions.  

• the projects will deliver net benefits for customers and there is a clear need for the expenditure 

• GAWB has a robust system for monitoring, evaluating and reporting on achievement of the intended 
outcomes for IT expenditure throughout the regulatory period, 

We would expect that a number of IT projects would deliver cost savings in other areas. In addition, 
the implementation and upgrading of the ERP systems in this current period should lead to productivity 
benefits. Overall GAWB needs to conduct more benefits assessments of IT projects both during the 
project development phase and after implementation.  

At this stage, we are minded not to recommend any reductions to GAWB’s proposed IT expenditure. 
Increases in IT expenditure will be required and we have not been able to identify an alternative forecast 
which can be credibly justified. Instead we recommend that there is increased reporting and 
assessment of IT projects over the next period in order to provide a better sample of materials to review 
the expenditure at the end of the period.  

Going forward, there is also merit in GAWB preparing Post Implementation Reports (PIR) for large IT 
projects. This will help improve transparency and understanding of the impacts of IT expenditure for 
customers. A best-practice PIR would include all of the following: 

• a comparison of the actual cost to the proposed cost in the business case 
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• a comparison of the actual time frame to complete the project with the forecast time frame 

• a comparison of the actual achieved benefit to the forecast benefit (as best estimated) in the 
business case 

• an explanation of any material variations in costs, delivery time frame, and benefits realised 

A PIR need not be an expensive exercise for GAWB as it could be conducted internally by the ITOC set 
up by GAWB for its ICT implementation. 

We accept GAWB’s forecast for information systems and have only adjusted the proposed forecast for 
the updated CPI forecasts. 

Table 116: GAWB proposed information systems opex and KPMG draft recommendations ($m, 
nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 3.29 2.86 3.00 3.18 3.09 

KPMG recommendation 3.24 2.81 2.95 3.12 3.03 

Difference 0.05 0.18 0.05 0.06 0.06 

KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

In response to the draft report GAWB provided new information to demonstrate the governance 
framework, how costs have been determined and how future expenditure and deliverables will be 
monitored. 

Based on our review of the information provided we do not propose any changes to our draft 
recommendation that no reductions be applied to GAWB’s proposed forecasts for Information Systems.  

Further we remain of the view that there should be increased reporting and assessment of IT projects 
over the next period in order to provide a better sample of materials to review the expenditure at the 
end of the period. This should cover both business cases prior to the expenditure, minutes of any 
management committee meetings and ex-post evaluation on benefits realisation. 

GAWB noted that that it does not accept QCA’s findings on non-material cost categories of which it 
considers Information Systems to be one. We note that the issue of materiality is one for QCA to 
determine and not for KPMG to comment on. 

Table 117: GAWB proposed information systems opex and KPMG final recommendations ($m, 
nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 3.29 2.86 3.00 3.18 3.09 

KPMG draft recommendation 3.24 2.81 2.95 3.12 3.03 

GAWB revised proposal 3.27 2.84 2.97 3.15 3.05 

KPMG final recommendation 3.24 2.81 2.92 3.09 3.00 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations -0.03 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 
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7.7.9 Professional services  

KPMG’s original assessment 

Professional services represents a significant share of GAWB’s operating costs. We note that the cost 
data submitted to us by GAWB differs from the costs included in GAWB’s submission to the QCA. 
Firstly, the data on professional services costs include the QCA levy, which are excluded from the 
figures presented in the submission – we consider they should indeed be excluded from professional 
services, as it is probably more appropriately recorded as an administration cost. 

Removing the QCA levy from the professional services result in the cost data and the numbers in the 
submission aligning more closely. GAWB has submitted that the remaining differences (other than 
rounding) relate to costs associated with the QCA process, including consulting services related to the 
preparation of the pricing submission and implementation of the QCA decisions. These differences are 
shown in Table 118. 

Our analysis is based on GAWB’s submitted data on professional services costs, excluding the QCA 
levy but including other QCA related services. However, in our recommended figures for professional 
services we include the QCA levy, for completeness. 

Table 118: GAWB professional services costs in regulatory submission vs in data received by 
KPMG ($m, $2018-19) 

 2019-20 

(base year) 

2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB regulatory submission 2.07 3.86 2.38 2.20 2.13 2.17 

Cost data received by KPMG, 
excluding the QCA levy 2.46 3.96 2.38 2.20 2.66 2.67 

Difference – QCA related 
services 0.39 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.50 

Over the current and forecast period, professional services expenditure ranges from 7% to 12% of total 
annual opex. GAWB submitted that it is not efficient to retain permanent internal capability to meet all 
needs in many areas, and with the head office in Gladstone, it is often difficult to attract and retain 
some of the specialist skills that are required. 

GAWB therefore argues that, apart from being at times necessary, it is often more efficient to use 
external resources to either provide specialist capability that GAWB does not have and/or supplement 
its own internal resources to address peaks in the work program. 

In the current period, GAWBs actual spend on professional services significantly exceeded the forecast 
from 2015 in all years, with the range from $0.79 million in 2016-17 to $2.0 million in 2017-18. GAWB 
submitted that these overruns were due a number of areas where the need for external resources were 
either not anticipated, or were unable to be estimated with any certainly, by GAWB at the time of the 
last price review. For example, GAWB sought external assistance to: 

• address concerns around GAWB’s procurement practices identified in the last price review 

• review GAWB’s governance practices to ensure the quality and quantity of information collated and 
reported supports the maintenance of strong governance processes and cultures across the 
organisation 

• ensure GAWB’s operational practices align with new or expanded environmental and sustainability 
obligations 
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• review GAWB’s environmental policies and catchment management practices to ensure they align 
with current obligations and best practice. 

• oversee the development and implementation of an ICT cloud strategy and an enhanced 
governance framework. 

Over the current period, GAWB’s professional services is expected to grow by $1.7 million or 87%, 
from $2.0 million in 2015-16 to $3.7 million by 2019-20, equal to a CAGR of 17.0%. This was dominated 
by growth in the ‘consulting services’ category, which grew from $0.55 million in 2015-16 to $2.5 million 
in 2019-20, at a CAGR of 45.6%. Internal and external audit fees also saw strong growth in the current 
period, with CAGRs of 13.1% and 10.9% respectively, up from a combined $0.16 million in 2015-16 to 
$0.51 million in 2019-20. 

In the forward period, GAWB is forecasting a further significant increase, peaking in 2020-21, up 1a 
further 1.5% or $0.43 million to $4.2 million relative to budgeted spend in 2019-20. Professional 
services expenditure is then forecast to decline for the remaining years to around the same levels as in 
2017-18 and 2018-19. 

Figure 39: GAWB’s professional services expenditure – actuals and forecast  

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

Professional services forecasting approach 

The forecast professional services spend reflect a bottom up estimate based on a range of projects and 
ongoing services GAWB expects in the coming period. GAWB has stated that all professional services 
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except Corporate Services – Engineering and Drafting [GL61401] are escalated by the escalation rate 
identified by DAE (3.04% CAGR). 

Figure 40: GAWB’s actual and forecast professional services spend ($nominal) 

 
Source: GAWB 2019 (DAE) 

Assessment of baseline costs 

While expenditure on professional services in the current period has exceeded the 2016 forecast, we 
consider the initiatives that GAWB has submitted is the reasons for the overspend are likely prudent, 
as they address legislative requirements or are initiatives that should deliver efficiency savings in the 
near and long-term. GAWB’s current procurement processes are sound, and should therefore deliver 
efficient outcomes if properly adhered to. On this assumption, we consider expenditure incurred in 
2018-19 is likely reasonably efficient, although we have not been provided evidence of GWABs 
adherence to its procurement process in relation to the particular initiatives highlighted by GAWB. 

Regardless, we note that spend on professional services can be lumpy, as demonstrated by GAWB’s 
actual and forecast expenditure profile. We therefore do not consider adopting actual expenditure in 
2018-19 is the best approach. We discuss our recommended approach below.  

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

As noted above, GAWB’s forecasts is based on a bottom up estimate of its need for professional 
services in the coming period. We make the following observations: 

• The information supplied provide minimal justification for the proposed expenditure, including why 
a large number of consulting expenditure items are assumed to be ongoing. 

• GAWB seems to be committing to too many strategic initiatives in 2020-21. GAWB has proposed 
a very significant peak in the number of initiatives and expenditure in 2020-21 – 35 activities 
compared with 26 or 27 in the remaining years, and expenditure of nearly $4.0 million compared 
with less than $2.5 million in the remaining years. We consider GAWB will be better able to manage 
the initiatives if they are not carried out all at once, which will ultimately produce better outcomes. 
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• We question the timing of the $0.34 million forecast in 2020-21 to review LCMP asset maintenance 
cost estimates – it would seem more appropriate to do this work prior to a regulatory proposal, 
rather than after the decision is made. 

• It is not clear why some of these costs are recorded in professional services opex, when they are 
probably more appropriately classified in other cost categories – for example, engineering and 
drafting services (totalling $1.9 million over the period in $2018-19), or LCMP – parent/child structure 
(which should be in IT). 

• GAWB’s proposal includes expenditure of $0.62 million ($2018-19) in 2020-21, associated with the 
Lake Awoonga Recreational Strategy (maintenance of new assets). In its submission, GAWB 
explained it carried out extensive customer and community engagement for this strategy, although 
we have not been provided information to demonstrate customers support the expenditure. 

• We also note that GAWB has forecast a total of $0.9 million ($2018-19) for external advice for the 
improvement the LCMP framework and practices. We agree there is a need to review and improve 
GAWB’s asset maintenance practices and point to our earlier recommendations in this regard. We 
stress the need to ensure that these investments deliver value for money to customers. 

• Finally, we note the $0.13 million ($2018-19) in 2020-21 for implementation of the regulatory 
decisions and improved reporting frameworks – we strongly support this expenditure, and point to 
our recommendations on the need for better data preparation and reporting to support the 
regulatory framework, including the establishment of a reporting template. 

Assessment of the application of escalators 

GAWB engages labour based engineering services on an ongoing basis. In developing escalation factors 
DAE utilised the PPI for architectural, engineering and technical services as proxy for cost escalation 
factors for professional services (engineering). Figure 41 shows how the PPI has changed relative to 
WPI growth. DAE has assumed that the decline and subsequent low growth in the PPI post the 2008 
Financial Crisis reflects conditions for engineering services in Queensland within the context of a 
slowdown in mining investment and a normalisation of commodity prices. DAE assumes that after 
contracting in 2014-15 and 2015-16, a bottoming out in mining investment activity in the Australian 
economy and a return to healthier commodity prices have seen the PPI return to positive growth. DAE 
considers growth in wages (WPI) has been a reasonable longer-term proxy for increases in the PPI. 
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From 2001-02 to 2018-19, the PPI for architectural, engineering and technical services increased by a 
CAGR of 3.3%, compared to 3.2% for Queensland WPI. 

We consider the assumptions and approach adopted by DAE are logical and appropriate, and we have 
adopted the same approach in updating the escalators for professional services. 

Figure 41: Architectural, engineering and technical services PPI and Queensland WPI growth 

 
Source: GAWB 2019 (DAE) 

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

Our draft recommendation on forecast professional services expenditure is to use the average spend 
in the current period as the baseline for the forward period, including budgeted spend in 2019-20. This 
equates to average annual spend of $2.5 million pa ($2018-19) compared with average proposed spend 
of $2.8 million ($2018-19), while remaining above the originally forecast spend in the current period, 
and above actual spend in 3 out of 5 years in the current period. 

Further, we recommend that the professional services costs are included in the opex pool to which the 
efficiency factor is applied, reflective of the expectation that many of the initiatives in the current period 
and proposed will deliver efficiency dividends. 

We consider our recommended professional services expenditure is reasonable based on: 

a) historical expenditure, taking into account GAWB’s explanation that a key driver of the overspend 
in the current period related to one-off initiatives that should deliver efficiency savings, and 

b) GAWB has provided minimal justification for the majority of the forecast professional services 
spend. 

We also consider there is sufficient budget and flexibility within our recommended expenditure 
envelope for GAWB to reprioritise expenditure as needed, including for the implementation of our 
recommendations. We have not sought to identify the appropriate profile of expenditure, but note that 
GAWB has the ability to move expenditure between years as it deems necessary. We are also of the 
view that the initiatives will be more effectively delivered and produce better outcomes if GAWB does 
not seek to do them all at once (e.g. in 2020-21). 

Finally, for completeness, we have adopted GAWB’s forecast of the QCA levy and related expenditure, 
adjusted only for our recommended update to the CPI. 
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Table 119: GAWB proposed professional services opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, 
nominal, ex QCA levy) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 4.16 2.55 2.42 2.99 3.07 

KPMG recommendation 2.75 2.61 2.68 2.74 2.80 

Difference -1.41 0.06 0.26 -0.26 -0.27 

 

Table 120: GAWB proposed QCA levy expenditure and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, 
nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 0.35 - - 0.34 1.72 

KPMG recommendation 0.34  -  - 0.33 1.69 

Difference 0.00  -  - -0.01 -0.03 

 

KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

GAWB accepted KPMG’s recommendation to use the average spend in the current period as the 
baseline for the forward period. However, the historic spend profile recommended by KPMG did not 
include any amount associated with the Lake Awoonga Recreational Strategy in 2020-21.  

In its revised proposal, GAWB has added back the additional expected spend associated with the 
recreational strategy in addition to the baseline adopted by KPMG.  We note that the QCA carried out 
a desktop review of the capital expenditure associated with this strategy, and found the expenditure to 
largely prudent, although it excluded $0.94 million that was not found to be justified.  On this basis, we 
have accepted that the proposed operating expenditure of $0.62 million ($2018-19) in 2020-21, 
associated with the Lake Awoonga Recreational Strategy should be included, subject to a one-off 
efficiency adjustment discussed below. 

As we noted in our draft report, we had not been provided evidence of GAWB’s adherence to its 
procurement process for professional services. GAWB has since provided new information which 
sought to demonstrate compliance with its procurement practices. 

KPMG has reviewed the sample documents provided by GAWB. Of the four request to procure (RTP) 
applications supplied by GAWB we note the following: 

• One RTP was for the development of a catchment management plan. Based on GAWB’s 
procurement process three quotes should have been obtained prior to awarding the contract. Two 
quotes were obtained. There is no justification in the RTP for not obtaining three quotes.  

• Three RTPs were for single source procurements. GAWB’s procurement process requires that 
single source RTP applications provide justification and sufficient evidence of decisions as well as 
adequate market research. Each RTP cited the justification category as ‘experience – Supplier 
demonstrates a specialised skill or experience’. Familiarity with GAWB’s assets and safety policies 
and procedures was noted as a justification for two RTPs, however there was no evidence provided 
in these RTPs of market research of alternative suppliers. One RTP cited an informal quotation 
process and market testing as a justification for single sourcing the supplier as opposed to obtaining 
three quotations. 
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Our review of the sample documents provided by GAWB suggests there is considerable scope for 
GAWB to improve its procurement practices, which would be expected to bring about cost savings 
across the board. 

Our review of this sample suggested a strong reliance on single source procurement practices, and 
that there is an opportunity for GAWB to improve its procurement practices through: 

• Ensuring that practices are adhered to (e.g. a minimum of three quotes are provided when required) 

• Adequate market testing is performed prior to committing to single source procurement and 
justifications for awarding single source contracts are rigorously documented and reviewed. 

In a 2015 review of the economic impacts of procurement practices, DAE estimated that the total price 
impact of lacking procurement practices is around 5.4% of total revenue by professional services firms 
in the public sector built environment.111  On this basis, we recommend a further 5% reduction in 
GAWB’s baseline spend on professional services, excluding external audit spend as GAWB’s external 
audits are conducted by the Queensland Audit Office (QAO) and the fees are uncontrollable. 

We also consider it likely that the scope for improvement in GAWB’s professional services procurement 
would affect expenditure on Lake Awoonga Recreational Strategy, and we have therefore applied the 
5% adjustment to this expenditure as well.  Note that since the expenditure associated with the 
recreational strategy is not ongoing, we have not applied the ongoing efficiency factor in addition to the 
5% adjustment to the recreational strategy expenditure. 

Finally, as in our draft report, our recommended adjustments to Professional Services do not apply to 
QCA levy expenditure, even though GAWB has included this levy in the professional services category.  
However, updated escalators apply to the QCA levy as well.  Table 121 below shows our final 
recommended services spend excluding the QCA levy, and Table 122 separately shows our 
recommendations on the QCA levy, which only reflects the updated escalators. 

Table 121: GAWB proposed professional services and KPMG final recommendation ($m, 
nominal, ex QCA levy) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 4.16 2.55 2.42 2.99 3.07 

KPMG draft recommendation 2.75 2.61 2.68 2.74 2.80 

GAWB revised proposal 3.42 2.64 2.70 2.76 2.82 

KPMG final recommendation 3.22 2.52 2.59 2.62 2.67 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.47 -0.10 -0.09 -0.12 -0.13 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations 

-0.20 -0.12 -0.11 -0.14 -0.15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
111 Deloitte Access Economics (2015), Economic benefits of better procurement practices, prepared for Consult 
Australia, p vi, accessed at https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-
au-the-procurement-balancing-act-170215.pdf 

https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-the-procurement-balancing-act-170215.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/Economics/deloitte-au-the-procurement-balancing-act-170215.pdf
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Table 122: GAWB revised proposed QCA levy expenditure and KPMG final recommendation 
($m, nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.34 1.72 

KPMG draft recommendation 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.33 1.69 

GAWB revised proposal 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.33 1.70 

KPMG final recommendation 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.33 1.67 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.02 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.03 

 

7.7.10 Administration 

KPMG’s original assessment 

GAWB’s annual administration costs in the current period exceeded the forecasts from 2015, and 
increased from $1.4 million in 2015-16 to $1.7 million in 2019-20 (budgeted). Administration costs has 
grown at a CAGR of 11.4% over the period, though we note spend in 2018-19 was below trend. Key 
drivers of growth in the current period includes: 

• Accommodation and travel, growing at a CAGR of 9.4% from $188k in $2015-16 to $269k in 
2019-20 (however, GAWB has submitted that this growth was due to an error in the estimation 
methodology used for the 2015 price review) 

• Subscriptions and publications, growing at a CAGR of 28% from $102k in $2015-16 to $275k in 
2019-20 

• Telecommunications, growing at a CAGR of 15.8% from $133k in $2015-16 to $240k in 2019-20 

• Security services, growing at a CAGR of 29.5% from $40k in $2015-16 to $112k in 2019-20. 

There was a significant reduction in pooled (small) asset purchases (<$1000), down from $156k in 
2015-16 to $18k in 2019-20. GAWB has forecast this cost to remain low in the forward period. It is 
unclear what drives the cost reduction, and if it may be due to these types of small purchases instead 
being recorded against other cost categories. 

In the forward period, GAWB has forecast administration costs to continue to increase, with a 
temporary peak in 2021-22 at $2.2 million. The peak is driven by a one-off expense related to records 
management. Disregarding this one-off expenditure, administration costs are forecast to grow at a 
CAGR of 2.6% between 2021-25. 
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Figure 42: GAWB’s administration expenditure – actuals and forecast 

 
Source: GAWB and KPMG analysis 

Administration forecasting approach 

GAWB has not specified the forecasting method used for administration costs, but it appears it has 
used a combination of bottom up and roll-forward of base-year expenditure, along with the application 
of DAE’s proposed escalation factors. 

Assessment of baseline costs 

We consider GAWB’s total administration costs in 2018-19 is reasonable based on it being the lowest 
spend in the current period, and it aligns with the 2016 forecast. However, since GAWB has used a 
hybrid forecasting approach, we have instead carried out an assessment of each line item in GAWB’s 
GL – see below. 

Forecast drivers and assumptions 

GAWB has provided limited information on the assumptions and drivers underpinning its forecast 
administration expenditure. Analysing GL level data supplied by GAWB, we make the following 
observations: 

• The forecast for accommodation and travel in 2020-21 appears reasonable given historic spend, but 
it is forecast to increase further toward the end of the period, from $213k in 2020-21 to $260k in 
2024-25. GAWB has submitted that a portion of the increase in the latter years is due to activities 
associated with the QCA process. However, we note these activities have also been taking place 
in the current period, and does therefore not explain why forecast accommodation and travel costs 
are generally higher than in the current period. 

• Expenditure associated with cleaning and waste removal has seen a significant reduction in the 
2019-20 budget, down from $204k in 2018-19 to $122k in 2019-20. GAWB forecast this to remain 
constant in real terms, and states that the lower cost is due to a new cleaning contract and 
efficiencies from moving all staff to a single location. 
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• As noted above, GAWB has forecast a significant expense of $428k in 2021-22 in relation to records 
management. GAWB has submitted that the amount is based on independent advice and therefore 
deemed to be efficient. However, we have not been provided any information to demonstrate the 
need for the project, that the scope and timing is appropriate, and that the expected benefits 
outweigh the costs. 

• The significant increase in costs for security services in the current period is forecast to remain 
high. GAWB has submitted that the growth in security costs is due to a number of instances 
occurring at key sites such as the Gladstone Water Treatment Plant and the need to broaden the 
number of sites covered by our existing security service to include inspections at new locations. 

• Costs associated with subscriptions and publications saw a considerable increase over the current 
period, and is forecast to continue to increase. GAWB explains that this cost category includes 
membership fees for Water Services Association of Australia (WSAA), Australian Water Association 
(AWA) and the Queensland Water Directorate. 

More generally, a large share of cost items see increases over the forward period, with minimal 
explanations having been provided, and in some cases it is not clear from the description that the cost 
items are prudent and would deliver value for customers. 

Assessment of the application of escalators 

GAWB has used DAE’s proposed inflation escalation factor to arrive at nominal forecast for most 
administration cost items, except pooled and minor asset purchases, for which it has applied DAE’s 
recommended escalation factor for ‘other materials and services’. We disagree with the use of the 
higher escalation factor for ‘other materials and services’ for pooled and minor assets – instead we 
consider it should be the same escalation factor recommended by DAE for materials, which was based 
on forecast CPI. We have therefore adopted an escalation factor based on forecast CPI for all 
administration cost items.  

KPMG’s original assessment 

We carried out a line-by-line assessment of GAWB’s GL cost items for its administration function, and 
have made recommendations for each on the basis of historical expenditure and any other information 
provided by GAWB. Our recommended approach by item is listed in Table 123. 

Table 123: KPMG recommendation by Administration cost items 

Cost items  KPMG 
recommendation 

Reason 

• Accommodation & Travel Maintain at 
proposed 2020-21 
level in $2018-19. 

As noted above, proposed expenditure 
in 2020-21 is in line with historical 
expenditure, while GAWB has not 
justified the proposed increase. 

• Advertising 
• Community 

Relations 
• Meeting expenses 

• Printing 
• Search fees 
• Sponsorships 

& Donations 

Adopt average 
spend over 
current period in 
$2018-19. 

No information provided to support 
increase, and no apparent reason why 
these costs items should increase. 

• Cleaning & Waste 
Removal 

• Postage & Freight 
• Stationery 
• Telecommunications 
• Entertainment 

deductible 

• Pooled Asset 
Purchases 
($101-$1000) 

• Minor Assets 
($1000 to 
$5000) 

• Turtle Triage 

Adopt GAWB’s 
proposed forecast 
in $2018-19. 

GAWB’s proposed forecast is in line 
with or below historical (average) 
expenditure. 
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Cost items  KPMG 
recommendation 

Reason 

• Entertainment 
non-deductible 

• Licences, Fees, Permits & Land Adopt GAWB’s 
proposed forecast 
in $2018-19. 

Non-controllable costs. 

• Other Expenses  Adopt GAWB’s 
proposed forecast 
in $2018-19. 

GAWB has submitted that these costs 
relate to the CEO office, and that the 
discrepancy with historical costs is due 
to changes in how costs have been 
allocated. We consider the proposed 
are reasonable costs associated with 
the CEO office, but note that we have 
no visibility on the changes in cost 
allocation. In particular, GAWB refers to 
an increase in Board and Company 
secretary costs, but we have not been 
provided detailed information in this 
regard. We have therefore not been 
able to investigate any changes to the 
total costs that have been reallocated. 

• Security Services 
• Subscriptions & 

Publications 

• Lease 
Payments-Bui
ldings/Land 

Adopt GAWB’s 
proposed forecast 
in $2018-19. 

GAWB’s justification for higher than 
historical spend is reasonable. 

• Records Management No allowance Significant expenditure, and insufficient 
evidence provided in support of 
expenditure. 

KPMG’s draft recommendations  

On the basis above, we arrived at an annual allowance for administration costs of approximately 
$1.5 million ($2018-19). While this is higher than GAWB’s actual spend in 2018-19 ($1.3 million) and 
higher than GAWB’s forecast for all years in the current period ($1.2-1.3 million), it is in line with average 
(expected) spend during the current period. It is a reduction relative to GAWB’s budgeted spend in 
2020-21 ($1.7 million) and proposed average annual spend of $1.7 million ($2018-19) in the coming 
period.  

Table 124: GAWB proposed administration opex and KPMG draft recommendation ($m, 
nominal) 

 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB proposal 1.73 2.19 1.78 1.88 1.92 

KPMG recommendation 1.58 1.56 1.60 1.67 1.67 

Difference -0.15 -0.63 -0.18 -0.21 -0.25 

KPMG’s final assessment and recommendations 

GAWB noted that that it does not accept QCA’s findings on non-material cost categories of which it 
considers administration to be one. We note that the issue of materiality is one for QCA to determine 
and not for KPMG to comment on. 

We have updated our final recommendation on administration costs based on the updated escalators 
as discussed in chapter 5. 
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Table 125: GAWB proposed administration opex and KPMG final recommendation ($m, 
nominal) 

  2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 

GAWB initial proposal 1.73 2.19 1.78 1.88 1.92 

KPMG draft recommendation 1.58 1.56 1.60 1.67 1.67 

GAWB revised proposal 1.72 2.18 1.76 1.86 1.89 

KPMG final recommendation 1.58 1.56 1.59 1.65 1.65 

Difference between draft and final 
recommendations 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 

Difference between GAWB’s revised 
proposal and final recommendations -0.14 -0.62 -0.17 -0.21 -0.24 
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8 Other areas for improvement 
In the course of our assessment, KPMG has identified a number of suggested changes which 
although are not directly related to expenditure forecasts, could provide better outcomes for 
customers and improve the quality and transparency of pricing submissions in future periods.  
This chapter presents our suggested changes.  This chapter has not been amended since our 
draft report.   

8.1 Customer engagement 
The role that customers play in the development of water business strategies and standards of services 
is quickly becoming unequivocal. Water businesses and regulators across other jurisdictions are actively 
seeking to improve their engagement with customers. This trend is most evident in Victoria with the 
implementation of the PREMO framework, in South Australia with SA Water adopting customer centric 
planning and in NSW with Sydney Water continuing on its journey to becoming a customer centric 
organisation. 

GAWB’s submission to the QCA notes that, dialogue is central to developing a genuine focus on 
customers. This ensures the water services that GAWB provides delivers value to current and future 
customers. 

We agree that optimising the trade-offs between cost and service standards is critical to achieving the 
best outcome for customer. Customers’ involvement in developing and setting prices and services can 
contribute to better outcomes. Businesses can better understand their customers concerns and 
preferences and are more likely to provide services that customers are willing to pay for. At the same 
time, customers can better understand the factors driving prices. 

We note that in some instances GAWB may not have engaged customers to the same level that would 
be considered best practice.  

For the following reviews to be in line with best practice we suggest that GAWB ensure that customers 
are engaged on an ongoing basis to ensure that the submission put forward to the QCA is well 
understood by customers. 

The ESC has provided guidance to help the Victorian businesses describe the extent of their customer 
engagement programs across form, timing and content. It is a medium that could be used by 
businesses for describing the different types of customer engagement, without prescribing how that 
engagement is to be conducted112. 

We recommend that GAWB: 

• ensure that customers are engaged on an ongoing basis to provide more focus on what is important 
to customers over the course of the regulatory period and to provide a better understanding of 
customer requirements prior to the review 

• ensure that its consultation draws a clearer link between proposed expenditure and both prices and 
service level outcomes for customers 

                                                
112 
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/goulburn-murray-water-price-review-2020-guidance-pap
er-%28WCIR%29-20181002.pdf, see page 10 
 

https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/goulburn-murray-water-price-review-2020-guidance-paper-%28WCIR%29-20181002.pdf
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/goulburn-murray-water-price-review-2020-guidance-paper-%28WCIR%29-20181002.pdf
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8.2 Base-Step-Trend review and data templates  
A major challenge in this review was obtaining the data required to carry out a robust review of costs 
to establish prudent and efficient costs. There were likely several reasons for this challenge: 

• Differing views on the appropriate scope of the review; 

• Differing expectations between GAWB and the QCA on the approach to the review; 

• Differing views on the information necessary to carry out the required assessments; and 

• Information not being readily available and/or in a format that would facilitate effective and efficient 
review. 

To help mitigate these challenges in the future, we strongly recommend that, prior to the next price 
review, the QCA and GAWB develop and implement a base-step-trend (BST) method for reviewing 
operating expenditure. BST approaches are the most common regulatory approach to reviews of 
operating expenditure. A BST approach tends to provide a more structured, and simplified basis for 
GAWB to both develop its forecasts and for the QCA to undertake its regulatory assessment of those 
forecasts. This approach establishes an efficient base year, rolls forward the efficient base operating 
expenditure to take account of scale growth, input price growth and efficiency improvements and 
includes adjustments for step changes to costs. Step changes could, for example, flow from new 
regulatory obligations.  

BST allows the regulator to differentiate between costs imposed on the business (for example resulting 
from new legislation or government policy), those driven by efficient capex-opex trade-offs, costs driven 
by customers and those driven by internal management decisions.  

BST allows for easy identification of doubling counting of costs. For example, a step change should not 
double-count the costs of increased volume or scale compensated through the forecast change in 
output. BST accounts for output growth by applying a forecast output growth factor to the opex base 
year. If the output growth measure captures all changes in output then step changes that relate to 
forecast changes in output are not required.  

BST approach is considered regulatory best practice as it is more efficient and less burdensome for 
both the regulator and the regulated business, while often delivering more effective overall 
assessments than bottom up analysis of a small sample of expenditure. A BST method is also 
consistent with the Queensland Governments requirements of materiality that have been applied to 
the regulatory framework.  

To support an efficient and effective review process, we also recommend GAWB develop (in 
consultation with the QCA) a detailed information template that it can use to submit the financial data 
accompanying its pricing proposal. 

Information templates represent regulatory best practice and are an integral part of the price review 
process undertaken by IPART in NSW and the ESC in Victoria. The use of information template provides 
guidance to GAWB by explicitly setting out the data required by the QCA to undertake its review. 
Information templates will minimize the extent to which the QCA has to issue formal request for 
information following the submission of the pricing proposal, and subsequently reduce the regulatory 
burden placed on GAWB. The information templates developed by IPART and the ESC incorporate a 
fully functioning building block model that captures all opex, capex, tariff and demand data requirements 
necessary for the QCA to make an informed regulatory decision. 
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Appendix A: Efficiency factor 
Introduction 

Efficiency levels along with changes in efficiency over time is a major consideration of most if not all 
price reviews. Understanding the potential for future cost savings through efficiency improvements is 
important in setting allowances for both capital and operating expenditure. GAWB has proposed an 
ongoing efficiency of 1% to its controllable operating and maintenance expenditure. The proposed 
efficiency factor is static and is applied annually to controllable opex. 

The concept of efficiency has a number of dimensions. Overall economic efficiency requires satisfaction 
of technical (productive), allocative and dynamic efficiency: 

• Technical (sometimes referred to as productive) efficiency requires that goods and services be 
produced at the lowest possible cost. In the context of GAWB, this type of efficiency means that 
water supply services are delivered at lowest possible input cost. 

• Dynamic efficiency means that, over time, consumers are offered new or better products and 
services, or existing products and services at lower costs. In a practical sense, this type of efficiency 
refers to the extent to which GAWB is willing and able to adopt new technologies or innovations 
that either improve services or lead to greater technical efficiencies. 

• Allocative efficiency requires that production of the set of goods and services that consumers value 
most from a given set of resources. In the context of GAWB, this type of efficiency refers to the 
ability to manage resources such that the outputs it delivers best meet those desired by the wider 
community. 

Within an economic regulatory context, efficiency inevitably breaks down to technical efficiency. The 
fundamental underlying question is whether the revenue requirement, as derived through the building 
block model, is consistent with an efficient level of expenditure (or least cost). 

When regulators’ consider the application of efficiency factors, there are three key inter-related aspects 
to decide upon: 

• The nature of the efficiency factor i.e. how it is applied? 

• What level to set the efficiency factor? 

• What categories of costs to apply the factor to? 

Within the context of deterministic price reviews, regulators (such as IPART and the AER) often refer 
to two types of efficiency: Catch-up efficiency and continuous or ongoing efficiency. Catch-up efficiency 
refers to the efficiency improvement needed for the business to catch-up to the production frontier, 
and is often applied to the first year of the regulatory period. Continuous efficiency refers to the 
expectation that the frontier itself will be continually moving as a result of ongoing innovations and cost 
savings due to technological change. Continuous efficiency is typically applied on a per annum basis, 
meaning it is compounding in nature. These approaches to efficiency targets rely on complex 
quantitative assessments of efficiency typically using a benchmarking approach. Some regulatory 
frameworks (such as the Victorian framework) do not make the distinction between catch up and 
continuous efficiency and adopt a single efficiency target that is consistent with the concept of an 
ongoing continuous efficiency gain. 

Given the materiality constraints placed on the QCA’s review of GAWB’s proposal, the light handed 
nature of the current price monitoring regulatory framework and the level of granularity of the 
expenditure data made available to the QCA, it is not possible or appropriate to conduct such detailed 
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quantitative assessment. However it is still prudent for the QCA to consider the potential trend in future 
efficiencies (through example, operational learnings and system improvements) over this period.  

Application of efficiency factor 

GAWB’s proposed efficiency factor is not compounding in nature. GAWB applies the target separately 
to its forecasts on a per annum basis, consequently the target and its associated efficiency is only 
netted off the base expenditure for the year in which it is applied meaning that the efficiency saving for 
any one year reflects the target for that year and does not include the impact of the preceding years 
target. 

This proposed application approach is not common. In other jurisdictions (such as Victoria) compounding 
efficiency targets is established practice. This means that the efficiency saving in any one year will 
reflect both the savings for that year and the ongoing savings resulting from efficiencies achieved in 
previous years. Compounding efficiency rates are analogous to the manner in which financial 
institutions apply compounding interest earnings to savings. Compounding rates allow for non-linear 
positive escalations of cost (for costs to increase at an increasing rate over time) and for non-linear 
negative escalations of costs (for costs to decrease at a decreasing rate over time). Effectively efficiency 
improvements achieved in any year are lock in for the future.  

Compounding rates for efficiency gains are more consistent with the concept of ongoing or continuing 
efficiency than the static approach adopted by GAWB. A static approach implies that efficiency gains 
are either short term gains that are replicated annually or represent gains that are only achieved in year 
one and then no further efficiency gains are achieved over the pricing period.  

Compounding efficiency rates allow for improvements in efficiency over a pricing period and reflect the 
continuous nature of efficiency gains by allowing for efficiencies obtained in any given year to be applied 
over a number of subsequent years. For example, in a given year an efficiency gain of 1 percent is rolled 
into the opex base. This efficient opex base (inclusive of the efficiency gain) is carried forward into the 
subsequent year where another efficiency gain is achieved (thus the compounding nature of the 
efficiency). Efficiency related to investment in business processes, learnings on operational and 
maintenance practices, or investments in technological change are typically expected to lead to 
multiyear improvements in efficiency. Compounding rates reflect the nature of continuous efficiency 
gains in that they roll one year’s gains into the ongoing opex base while allowing for the impact of 
additional efficiencies in the subsequent years. 

KPMG recommends that an efficiency factor be applied to GAWB’s expenditure in a compounding 
manner, consistent with the nature of continuous or ongoing efficiency. This would apply a stronger 
incentive on the businesses to continue to improve.  

Level of efficiency  

We note that most regulators impose an efficiency target on categories of operating expenditure 
considered to be controllable. This reflects the variable and trend nature of operating expenditure. 
Regarding capital expenditure, consideration of efficiency improvements in delivery is implicitly 
considered when evaluating separate projects. 

These efficiency factors typically range from 1% to 3% per annum depending on whether the factor is 
solely based on the potential for continuous efficiency or if the factor also includes an adjustment for 
catch-up efficiency potential. For example the ESC in Water Price Review 2013 imposed a minimum 
compounding efficiency target of 1% per annum on each of the Victorian water businesses in reflection 
of continuous efficiency. We also note that under the ESC’s new Performance, Risk, Engagement, 
Management, Outcomes (PREMO) regulatory framework, businesses are incentivised to propose 
greater efficiency targets (above the minimum 1% hurdle set by the regulator).  
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The first PREMO review occurred in 2017, and the average opex efficiency factor proposed by the 14 
participating urban water businesses was approximately 1.8% p.a. compounding.113  

In 2015 IPART imposed on Sydney Water both continuing and catch-up efficiencies that maxed at 3% 
per annum in 2020. Other recent reviews include that undertaken by ESCOSA of SA Water. The 
independent reviewer of SA Water’s opex recommended: 

“Acceptance of SA Water's proposed efficiency target of 1 % per annum (compounding) for the first 
two years of the RBP2016 regulatory period but applying an additional efficiency target equal to 50% 
of the general efficiencies identified by SA Water for the last two years of the regulatory period to 
reflect the level of ongoing efficiencies we consider that SA Water will be able to achieve.” 

KPMG notes that in 2017, the QCA approved a (non-compounding) efficiency factor of 0.2% for 
Seqwater. The Seqwater efficiency factor is cumulative, meaning that each year the efficiency factor 
increases by 0.2 percentage points. GAWB’s proposed static 1% factor is greater than the approved 
annual increment for Seqwater, however, it is lower than the aggregated accumulative rate towards 
the end of Seqwater’s pricing period. The GAWB proposal is also towards the lower end of recent 
outcomes in other jurisdictions and as it is static, is lower than the default minimum rate accepted by 
the ESC in Victoria (1% compounding). 

Table 126: 2018 Proposed PREMO continuous efficiency factors 

Water Business % per annum, compounded 

Barwon 2.3 

Central Highlands Water 1.6 

CWW 2.0 

Coliban Water 1.5 

East Gippsland Water 1.2 

Gippsland Water 1.2 

Goulburn Valley Water 3.1 

GWMWater 1.5 

Lower Murray Water (Urban) 1.0 

North East Water 1.2 

South East Water 2.3 

Wannon Water 1.0 

Westernport Water 2.7 

Yarra Valley Water 2.5 

Average 1.8% 

Source: 
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/water/water-prices-tariffs-and-special-drainage/water-price-reviews/water-price-review-2018#toc--ea
st-gippsland-water The efficiency factors included in the table are those outlined in the financial models available for each of the 
regulated businesses. 

The following table sets other recent regulatory precedents. For water utilities, recent ongoing 
efficiency rates range from 0.75% (excluding catch up efficiency) through to 2.5% pa. Making direct 
comparisons across jurisdictions is difficult due to differences in each jurisdiction’s regulatory 

                                                
113 This average excludes Western Water and South Gippsland Water, as these businesses were excluded from 
the 2017 price review. 

https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/water/water-prices-tariffs-and-special-drainage/water-price-reviews/water-price-review-2018#toc--east-gippsland-water
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/water/water-prices-tariffs-and-special-drainage/water-price-reviews/water-price-review-2018#toc--east-gippsland-water
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framework and the particular circumstance and operating environment of the business. This is coupled 
with a general lack of transparency in approaches to efficiency targets, as noted by the AER (2019) in 
Forecasting productivity growth for electricity.  

For example, the efficiency target approved for Melbourne Water appears materially higher, however 
the Victorian regulatory framework adopts a base-step-trend approach to opex forecasting, which is 
materially different from the current GAWB approach. As with GAWB, the efficiency factor is applied 
to controllable opex, however the framework includes a growth related escalator to recognise cost 
increases due to increases in demand that in practice acts to offset the impact of efficiency targets on 
overall prices. The Victorian growth escalator performs a similar function to the opex escalators applied 
under GAWB’s current bottom-up approach to forecasting costs. 

Another complicating factor is that some regulators (such as IPART) adopt catch-up efficiency targets, 
whereas other regulators (such as the AER) prefer to address catch-up efficiency by making one-off 
adjustments directly to the opex base-year used to generate forecasts. 

Table 127: Productivity targets in regulatory determinations, average annual % 

Water Business State % per annum Application 

Melbourne Water  
(2016- 21)a 

Vic  2%  Applied to base line controllable opex forecasted 
using a base-step-trend approach. The Efficiency 
target is applied as a per annum compounding 
rate. 

SAWater  
(2016-20)b 

SA  1% per annum 
escalating to 1.75% 
for the final two years 
of the regulatory 
period. 

Applied to total opex for water and sewerage 

Sydney Water 
(2016-20)d 

NSW 0.75%  Applied to total opex. The per annum target 
incorporates an ongoing efficiency target of 
0.25% the remainder of the target is attributable 
to catch up efficiency. 

Seqwater  
(2018-28)f 

QLD 0.2% increasing 
annually over the 
course of the 10 year 
regulatory period by 
0.2 percentage points 
per annum to 1.8% in 
year 10. 

Applied to variable controllable opex. The target 
is not compounding but is cumulative. That is it 
is an annual static rate that increases by 0.2 
percentage points per annum.f 

Water Corporation 
(2018-22)g 

WA 2.5%  Annual compounding rate applied to controllable 
opex.g  

ICON Water 
(2016-23)h 

ACT 1.75%  Annual compounding rate applied to controllable 
opex. 

Electricity 
distributors (2019)i 

NEM 
(Comm) 

0.5%  Applied to the base efficiency adjusted opex 
forecast. The target represents ongoing 
efficiency, catch up efficiency is addressed 
through adjustments to the forecasting base 
year. 

Note: a 2016 Price Submission, Melbourne Water. b ESCOSA 2016, Draft Determination: Statement of reasons. c It is not clear 
from ESCOSA’s decision whether the rate has been applied in a static or compounding manner. d Atkins Cardno 2016, Sydney 
Water Corporation – Expenditure Review, Supplementary Report. e Value has been annualized by Atkins Cardno, actual per 
annum efficiencies were heavily weighted towards the last two years of the regulatory period. f QCA 2018, Seqwater Bulk 
Water Price Review 2018-21. Note that compounding treatment for efficiency differs materially from a cumulative approach 
over Seqwater’s 10 year regulatory period. g ERA 2017 The efficient costs and tariffs of the Water Corporation, Aqwest and 
Busselton Water Draft Report. Targets are applied on a per connection basis consistent with the forecasting approach adopted 
by Water Corp. h ICON Water 2017 2018–23 Water and Sewerage Price Proposal. I AER 2019, Final decision paper, Forecasting 
productivity growth for electricity distributors Targets are applied to opex through the base-step-trend forecasting approach. 
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Source:  
a https://www.melbournewater.com.au/media/281/download. b 
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/ArticleDocuments/299/20160210-Water-SAWRD16-DraftDeterminationStatement%20of%20rea
sons.pdf.aspx?Embed=Y. 
d 

https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/files/sharedassets/website/shared-files/investigation-legislative-requirements-water-metropolitan-
water-sydney-water-corporation-pricing-investigation-commencing-from-1-july-2016/consultants_report_-_atkins_cardno_-_sydne
y_water_corporation_expenditure_review_-_july_2016.pdf. 
e http://www.qca.org.au/getattachment/d0395075-14be-4c8c-b379-e97f1f0ca7d7/Final-report.aspx. 
g https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/18490/2/Inquiry%20into%20efficient%20costs%20and%20tariffs%20of%20the%20Wate
r%20Corporation,%20Aqwest%20and%20Busselton%20Water%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf. 
h https://www.icrc.act.gov.au/water-and-sewerage/regulated-water-and-sewerage-services-prices-2018-23/.  
I 
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/Opex%20productivity%20growth%20review%202018%20-%20Final%20decision%20-%
208%20March%202019.pdf.  

We note that GAWB’s proposed static 1% per annum efficiency gain is: 

a) inconsistent with the compounding application used by other regulators; and  

b) towards the lower end of those factors both set by other regulators and proposed by the 
Victorian water businesses in the recent PREMO review. 

Our advice is that a higher efficiency factor should be applied to GAWB and for that factor to be applied 
on a compounding basis. This will further help to ensure that the proposed expenditure reflect efficient 
and prudent costs over the next five years. Our reasons are: 

• A significant proportion of the actual opex incurred during the current period by GAWB and proposed 
for the period is aimed at systems improvement and new initiatives. The objective of such 
expenditure is to improve the quality and efficiency of GAWB delivery of its services, rather than as 
a response to new obligations or growth. A higher efficiency factor will provide a strong incentive 
on GAWB to ensure that such expenditure meets its objectives and delivers additional value for its 
customers.  

• Any efficiency factor applied to GAWB could reflect an element of both catch up and continuous 
efficiency. As explained in our functional analysis in section 6.5, in a number of cases we have not 
been able to determine an efficient baseline expenditure level, and we know that the chosen base 
level is unlikely to be entirely efficient. In these cases, an efficiency factor that incorporates a 
catch-up element allows for some of the inefficiency in the baseline to be diminished over time. 

• A higher compounding factor is consistent with practices of other regulators and what has been 
both proposed and achieved by water business in similar circumstances to GAWB.  

Under these circumstances we believe there is a strong case for the adoption of a higher efficiency 
target for this next period. We recommend the QCA adopt an efficiency factor of 1.8% compounded 
annually, consistent with the average proposed in the 2018 PREMO review and also within the range 
applied by regulators for water businesses in the past.  

This factor could be viewed as a temporary target over the next five years in reflection of the 
transformation focus of the business and the range of initiatives and investment implemented and 
planned. This efficiency factor therefore complements KPMG’s advice regarding the assessment of 
proposed expenditure on a number of systems and process upgrades as described in the opex section. 

https://www.melbournewater.com.au/media/281/download
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/ArticleDocuments/299/20160210-Water-SAWRD16-DraftDeterminationStatement%20of%20reasons.pdf.aspx?Embed=Y
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/ArticleDocuments/299/20160210-Water-SAWRD16-DraftDeterminationStatement%20of%20reasons.pdf.aspx?Embed=Y
https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/files/sharedassets/website/shared-files/investigation-legislative-requirements-water-metropolitan-water-sydney-water-corporation-pricing-investigation-commencing-from-1-july-2016/consultants_report_-_atkins_cardno_-_sydney_water_corporation_expenditure_review_-_july_2016.pdf
https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/files/sharedassets/website/shared-files/investigation-legislative-requirements-water-metropolitan-water-sydney-water-corporation-pricing-investigation-commencing-from-1-july-2016/consultants_report_-_atkins_cardno_-_sydney_water_corporation_expenditure_review_-_july_2016.pdf
https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/files/sharedassets/website/shared-files/investigation-legislative-requirements-water-metropolitan-water-sydney-water-corporation-pricing-investigation-commencing-from-1-july-2016/consultants_report_-_atkins_cardno_-_sydney_water_corporation_expenditure_review_-_july_2016.pdf
http://www.qca.org.au/getattachment/d0395075-14be-4c8c-b379-e97f1f0ca7d7/Final-report.aspx
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/18490/2/Inquiry%20into%20efficient%20costs%20and%20tariffs%20of%20the%20Water%20Corporation,%20Aqwest%20and%20Busselton%20Water%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/18490/2/Inquiry%20into%20efficient%20costs%20and%20tariffs%20of%20the%20Water%20Corporation,%20Aqwest%20and%20Busselton%20Water%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.icrc.act.gov.au/water-and-sewerage/regulated-water-and-sewerage-services-prices-2018-23/
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/Opex%20productivity%20growth%20review%202018%20-%20Final%20decision%20-%208%20March%202019.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/Opex%20productivity%20growth%20review%202018%20-%20Final%20decision%20-%208%20March%202019.pdf
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Appendix B: Documents and data reviewed for 

opex analysis 
Document 

GAWB, regulatory submission 2021-25 period Part A 

Deloitte Access Economics, Cost escalation factors (2020-21 to 2024-25) 

Prepared for Gladstone Area Water Board, 15 August 2019 

Jacobs, GAWB 2015-20 Review of Capex and Opex, Final Report Prepared for the QCA, May 2015 

Deloitte Access Economics, Business outlook September 2019 – Oz muddles through global uncertainty 

GAWB, Response to the QCA Draft Report – Part A: Overview, March 2020 

DAE, Response to KPMG report: Draft Report – GAWB expenditure review 2020, Prepared for Gladstone Area Water Board 

25 March 2020 

GAWB, Summary document post Draft 

GAWB, Opex indexation and allocation model_Sub March20 GAWB 

QLD Government, Cybersecurity insurance for Queensland Government agencies – Guideline, 
https://www.qgcio.qld.gov.au/  

Professional services 

Catchment Solutions - Payment Claim No. 1 - Invoice Number 00022870 

Catchment Solutions - Payment Claim No. 2 - Invoice Number 00022919 

Catchment Solutions RF001176 - Request to Procure 

Contaiminated land assessment Contracts Closure -justification (signed) 

Contaiminated land assessment Quotation - CQG Consulting - 17068P 23 03 18 

Contaiminated land assessment RF000770 CQG Cattle Dip Site Assessment 

Contaiminated land assessment RF000879 - CQG Consulting 

ICT ECM_344310_v2_GAWB Cloud Readiness Assessment 27042015 pdf 

PUO006892 Mallesons_FW_ Sample Services Contract for GAWB Quote 

PUO006892 Mallesons_Review of Contracts RTP 

PUO006892 Mallesons_Review of Contracts 

RF001166 - The Guinea Group - L. Sheremeta 

QCA Archive – previous reviews (File) 

ALCM staffing summary - includes historical costs and forecast 

Electricity tariff calculation post AER decision 

O2.1 Maintenance forecast detail 2015 - 2020 

O3.1 Insurance summary - includes historical costs and forecast 

https://www.qgcio.qld.gov.au/
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Document 

O3.4 Allowance for insurance excess claim 

O3.5 Marsh Insurance letter re escalation rate 

O3.6 GAWB Insurance Procurement Process 

O4 2 Motor Vehicles forecast detail 

O4.1 Motor Vehicles forecast summary - includes historical costs and forecast 

O6.1 Electricity summary - includes historical costs and forecast 

O6.3 Electricity forecast detail for ADPS, GWTP and YWTP 

O7.1 Chemicals summary - includes historical costs and forecast 

O7.2 Chemicals forecast detail 

O7.3 Chemicals purchase history 

ALCM staffing summary - includes historical costs and forecast 

Electricity tariff calculation post AER decision 

RFI0013 Contracts and procurement templates (File) 

1_Scope of Work 

2_Request to Procure Form 

3_Tender Evaluation Matrix 

4_Justification for Contract Variation 

5_Memorandum 

6_Contractor Evaluation Form RO 

Vendor Masterfile Request form rev1 

RFI0017-0023 - Specific procurement arrangements (File) 

Authorisation for Power Select to act on behalf of GAWB 

Draft _ Fleet Accident Management 

Draft _ Maintenance of Fleet Vehicles 

Draft _ Process for New Business Vehicle 

Draft _Process for New Salary Sacrifce Vehicle 

Draft Fleet Procedure - Final 

Draft _Process for Replacement of Existing Business Vehicle 

Draft_Process for Replacement of Existing Salary Sacrifce Vehicle 

Draft_Process for Return of Vehicle at End Of Lease 

Executed Board Paper AGL 3Yrs 

Executed Memorandum to Engage AGL (3yrs) 

RFI0017-23 File Note - Procurement for key services 

RFI0052 Forecast Opex 2020-24 (File) 

Opex (Prior Methodology).pdf 

File Note - Opex.xlsx 

File Note - Opex.pdf 

RFI0053 Controllable v Non Controllable (File) 

RFI 0053 File Note - Controllable vs Uncontrollable 

RFI0057 Opex forecast methodology (File) 

Opex Forecast Impact of demand and productivity 



 

Final Report - GAWB expenditure review 
May 2020 

 
 

KPMG | 195 
 

© 2020 KPMG, an Australian partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative  
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of KPMG International.  

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 

Document 

Opex Forecasting Methodolgy 

RFI0060 ICT Strategic Plan (File) 

01 Item 3.03 ICT Strategy 

RFI0072 Project Estimating Tool (File) 

RFI 0072 Project Estimating Tool - Monthly 

RFI 0072 Project Estimating Tool - Weekly 

RFI0074 Project management framework (File) 

GAWB Flowchart PM Phase Detail, Level 1 

GAWB Flowchart PM Phase Detail, Level 2 

GAWB Flowchart PM Phase Detail, Level 3 

GAWB Level 1 Flowchart 

GAWB Level 2 Flowchart 

GAWB Level 3 Flowchart  

RFI0083 ICT Business Cases (File) 

SAN Refresh _Fully Executed Contract - iQ3 Pty Ltd - Service Provider Agreemeent 

SAN Refresh _Fully Executed Memorandum (CEO Approval) 

SAN REfresh_New Idea Form 

SAN Refresh_Request to Procure 

SAN Refresh_Scope of Works 

CAP2018-033 PJP 

COM2017-106_ApprovedPP 

IPD2016-060 SCADA Software Upgrade Project Plan Fully Signed 

KPMG 2017 GAWB functional model_FINAL FOR ACCEPTANCE 

RFI0084 FTE Data (File) 

RFI 0084 - Historic and Forecast FTEs and Employment Costs 

RFI0085-86 OPEX Actual and Forecast (File) 

RFI 0085 (Sup) - Actual Opex by GL 

RFI 0085-0086 - Actual and Forecast Ope 

RFI0087 Opex insurance (File) 

INVOICE_COMBINED_LIABILITY_3162735_1 

INVOICE_CRIME_3160952 

INVOICE_Cyber_Insurance_3160975_1 

INVOICE_DIRECTORS_OFFICERS_LIAB_3160949_1 

INVOICE_DIRECTORS_OFFICERS_LIAB_3160950_1 

INVOICE_FEE_3160504_1 

INVOICE_FINPRO_PACKAGE_MULTI_RISK_3160951_1 

INVOICE_GA_INDUSTRIAL_SPECIAL_RISKS_3160505_1 

INVOICE_GA_MOTOR_VEHICLE_3160388_1 

INVOICE_GA_MOTOR_VEHICLE_3160506_1 

INVOICE_GC_BUSINESS_TRAVEL_POLICY_3160508_1 

INVOICE_GC_PERSONAL_ACCIDENT_3160510_1 
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Document 

INVOICE_MARINE_HULLS_3160511_1 

INVOICE_MARINE_INLAND_3160512_1 

Marsh Insurance Renewal Report - Gladstone Area Water Board 

RFI0089 Demand Forecast (File) 

RFI0019 190911-GAWB-Demand Forecast - Pricing Model Output 

OTHER  

Queensland Procurement Policy 2019 

RFI 0002 Material Projects & Consultants 30092019 

RFI 0007 Risk Management 

RFI 008 CAM 

RFI 0013 Procurement - Summary 

RFI Register - Incoming - 21 October 2019 - GAWB comments 

RFI0009 GAWB PM Framework 

RFI0013 Agency Procurement Plan 2018_2019 

RFI0013 Authorities and Delegations Manual 

RFI0013 Contract Management Framework 

RFI0013 Contract Management Procedure Flowchart 

RFI0013 Financial Management Practice Manual (For Procurement 5-5 5-7 only) 

RFI0013 Guideline to GAWB Procurement Thresholds 

RFI0013 RFQ to Contract Timeframes 

RFI0014 HR Recruitment & workplace policies and procedures 

RFI0014 Templates - Recruitment & Code of Ethics and Conduct 

RFI0020 OPEX GL Data_Unescalated_2021-25 

2019-11-28 DOC013 Actual and Forecast Opex by GL_Updated with Narrative 

National Performance Report 

Urban NPR 2017-18: Full dataset 

Urban NPR 2018-19: Full dataset 
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