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AGENDA 
 
 
 

5 FEBRUARY 2014 
 
 
 
 
 

Your attendance is required at a meeting of the Water Committee to be held in 
the Council Chambers, 232 Bolsover Street, Rockhampton on 5 February 2014 
commencing at 9:00 am for transaction of the enclosed business. 

 
 

 

 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  
29 January 2014 

Next Meeting Date: 05.03.14 
 



 

 

 

Please note: 
 

In accordance with the Local Government Regulation 2012, please be advised that all discussion held 
during the meeting is recorded for the purpose of verifying the minutes. This will include any discussion 
involving a Councillor, staff member or a member of the public. 
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Contents 

1 OPENING 

2 PRESENT 

 Members Present: 

Councillor G A Belz (Chairperson) 
The Mayor, Councillor M F Strelow 
Councillor C R Rutherford 
Councillor A P Williams 
Councillor N K Fisher 

In Attendance: 

Mr E Pardon – Chief Executive Officer 
Mr R Holmes – General Manager Regional Services 

3 APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE   

4 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES  

Minutes of the Water Committee held 20 November 2013 

5 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN MATTERS ON THE 
AGENDA
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Business Outstanding 

6 BUSINESS OUTSTANDING 
6.1 Business Outstanding Table for Water C

6.1 BUSINESS OUTSTANDING TABLE FOR WATER COMMITTEE 
ommittee 

File No: 10097 

Attachments: 1. Business Outstanding Table for Water 
Committee   

Responsible Officer: Evan Pardon - Chief Executive Officer  

Author: Evan Pardon - Chief Executive Officer          
 

SUMMARY 

The Business Outstanding table is used as a tool to monitor outstanding items resolved at 
previous Council or Committee Meetings. The current Business Outstanding table for the 
Water Committee is presented for Councillors information. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Business Outstanding Table for the Water Committee be received. 
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Date Report Title Resolution  Responsible Officer Due Date Notes 

20 November 
2013 

Management of Dee River 
Bores Impacted by Acidic 
Water 

THAT due to the prevailing poor water 
quality in areas of the Dee River 
impacted by acid mine drainage, all 
bores identified as belonging to Council 
be capped, and Council make contact 
with owners of any known privately-
owned bores in or adjacent to the Dee 
River to advise them of the potentially 
hazardous bore water so that property 
owners can investigate this matter and 
determine any necessary course of 
action. 

 

Jason Plumb 04/12/2013 A letter to property owners along 
the Dee River is currently in draft 
form and will be finalised and 
mailed out to advise property 
owners by COB 24 January 
2014. 

20 November 
2013 

Fish Ladder at Fitzroy River 
Barrage 

THAT a report be presented to a Full 
Council meeting outlining options for 
the fish ladder at the Barrage. 
 

Robert Holmes 11/12/2013  
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7 PUBLIC FORUMS/DEPUTATIONS  

Nil
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Officers' Reports 

8 OFFICERS' REPORTS 
8.1 Future Upgrading of Rockhampton and Gracemere S ts 

8.1 FUTURE UPGRADING OF ROCKHAMPTON AND GRACEMERE SEWAGE 
TREATMENT PLANTS 

ewage Treatment Plan

File No: 6031 

Attachments: 1. Sewage Treatment Plants Strategy Planning 
Study  

2. South Rockhampton STP Interim Upgrade   

Responsible Officer: Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Jason Plumb - Manager Treatment and Supply          
 

SUMMARY 

The four sewage treatment plants (STPs) that service the communities of Rockhampton and 
Gracemere are to varying degrees approaching the end of their design life and need to be 
upgraded and augmented to ensure they can continue to meet the future needs of the 
community. Fitzroy River Water (FRW) has recently completed some strategic planning to 
provide a more detailed understanding of the future requirements for each of the four STPs 
and also the timing and quantum of capital investment required in the coming years. This 
report provides some summary detail on the outcomes of this strategic planning and outlines 
the upgrade and augmentation works that are required in the short, medium and long term. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council adopt the proposed upgrade and augmentation strategy for Rockhampton and 
Gracemere sewage treatment plants and approve the re-allocation of capital funding in the 
current capital budget as outlined in this report to enable commencement of the interim 
upgrade of the South Rockhampton sewage treatment plant and the completion of further 
design work for the augmentation of the Gracemere sewage treatment plant in the 2014-15 
financial year. 
 

BACKGROUND 

Sewage treatment for the Rockhampton and Gracemere areas is provided by four STPs. 
Table 1 provides summary information about each STP. Each STP differs in age, size, 
design and treatment capability, and are all approaching the end of their design life. In 
addition, the standard of treatment possible in the original design of some of these STPs is 
no longer appropriate given the more stringent environmental licence conditions that are now 
used to design present day STPs. For example, the North Rockhampton and Gracemere 
STP were designed to achieve removal of total nitrogen whereas the South Rockhampton 
and West Rockhampton STPs were not. The original design capacity of each STP in Table 1 
is therefore slightly misleading as it refers to the final effluent standard required in the year of 
construction rather than the final effluent standard that is defined by the current 
environmental discharge limits. 

In mid-2012, FRW identified the need to develop a comprehensive long term strategy for the 
STPs that service the Rockhampton and Gracemere communities. This decision was made 
based on, the age of the STP infrastructure, the relatively high recent population growth in 
Gracemere and a decline in the performance of the South Rockhampton and Gracemere 
STPs. The environmental licence for the Rockhampton STPs has two separate weekly 
discharge limits for total nitrogen. One is a maximum limit and the other is a long term 
50%ile limit which is used to monitor long term trends in STP performance and allows some 
flexibility to account for extreme events or occasional varied performance. The maximum 
limit for total nitrogen has not been exceeded, however, the reduced performance of the 
South Rockhampton STP has led to the 50%ile limit not being met consistently.  

In mid-2013 minor upgrade works were completed on the Gracemere STP and it is now 
consistently meeting its discharge limits for total nitrogen. 



WATER COMMITTEE AGENDA  5 FEBRUARY 2014 

Page (7) 

Table 1 Summary Information for the Rockhampton and Gracemere STPs 

 North 
Rockhampton 

STP 

South 
Rockhampton 

STP 

West 
Rockhampton 

STP 

Gracemere 
STP 

Year Built 1986 1983 1962 1984, 2004 
Design Extended 

Aeration 
Activated 
Sludge 

Trickling 
Biofilter 

Extended 
Aeration 

Contaminants 
Removeda 

SS, BOC, N, 
Bacterial 
Pathogens 

SS, BOC, 
Bacterial 
Pathogens 

SS, BOC, 
Bacterial 
Pathogens 

SS, BOC, N, 
Bacterial 
Pathogens 

Original Capacity 
(Equiv. Persons) 

50,000 34,000 
(no Nitrogen 
removal) 

11,000 
(no Nitrogen 
removal) 

8,100 

Current Utilisation 
(Equiv. Persons) 

46,000 19,120 6,172 8,000 

aSS = suspended solids, BOC = biodegradable organic carbon, N = total N, Bacterial Pathogens includes indicators of faecal 
contamination such as E. coli. 

In December 2012 an external consultant was engaged to help undertake a comprehensive 
strategic planning study for the future of sewage treatment in Rockhampton and Gracemere. 
The scope of the strategic planning study included an analysis of current population 
projection data, a high level review of the existing STP infrastructure and its performance, 
and an assessment of the numerous upgrade and augmentation options that could be 
considered to help determine, the timing and extent of future capital investment and indeed 
which STP infrastructure should be retained and which should be decommissioned. This 
assessment included a multi-criteria analysis of factors such as environmental, regulatory, 
cost and community issues.  

A short-list was prepared of preferred options required to meet the sewage treatment needs 
up to the year 2027 and then to the year 2042. Cost estimates of each of the upgrade and 
augmentation projects required for each option were also generated. The Mount Morgan 
STP was not included in this strategic planning study as it is being considered as part of the 
planning for future expansion of the Mount Morgan sewerage scheme. 

Two smaller reports were also commissioned to develop a concept design for the interim 
upgrading of the South Rockhampton STP and the Gracemere STP respectively, with the 
latter report to provide an analysis of the use of a constructed wetland to augment the 
treatment capacity of the Gracemere STP. This report is being prepared by a consultancy 
with specialist skills and a strong track record in developing low cost constructed wetlands 
for sewage treatment applications. The full strategic planning study and the smaller report on 
the interim upgrade for South Rockhampton STP are included as attachments in this 
agenda. The report on the possible use of constructed wetlands for the Gracemere STP is 
nearing completion and will be presented to Council as part of the decision on the choice of 
the upgrade options for the Gracemere STP. 

UPGRADING AND AUGMENTATION OF STP INFRASTRUCTURE 

Strategic planning for the future of the Rockhampton and Gracemere STPs has identified a 
staged approach to the upgrading, augmentation and where appropriate the 
decommissioning of existing STP infrastructure. The information provided in Table 2 
provides some detail of the extent, timing and cost of capital works that have been identified 
as being required to ensure the ongoing compliant operation of the STPs to meet the future 
needs of the community up to the year 2027. Table 3 provides further detail for the specific 
projects required over the next three years to meet the short term sewage treatment needs 
in Rockhampton and Gracemere. 

South Rockhampton STP Interim Upgrade 

As indicated above, the performance of the South Rockhampton STP has declined over 
recent years due largely to its inability to consistently remove nitrogen from the final effluent. 
The proposed interim upgrade involves converting the existing conventional activated sludge 
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design into a design that is capable of consistently removing total nitrogen from the final 
effluent to consistently meet environmental discharge limits. This interim upgrade can be 
achieved at a relatively low cost (and is expected to provide sufficient treatment capacity (up 
to ~28,000 EP) for the next 8 to 10 years before the completion of further upgrade works 
would be required.  

Table 2 Capital Works for Rockhampton and Gracemere STPs 2014 to 2025 

Project 2014-2016 2017-2019 2020-2022 2023-2025 
SRSTP Interim Upgrade $0.9M    
GSTP Augmentation $4.7M    
WRSTP Diversion to SRSTP $1.5M $2.5M   
WRSTP Decommissioning  $0.8M   
NRSTP Augmentation $0.5M $20.0M $30.0M  
SRSTP Augmentation   $20.0M $26.0M 
Recycled Water Schemes $1.2M $1.5M   
Total $8.8M $25.3M $50.0M $26.0M 

Gracemere STP Augmentation 

The existing Gracemere STP needs to be augmented to ensure it has sufficient treatment 
capacity to cater for the continued population growth that is expected in the Gracemere area. 
Key components of this capital investment include the construction of a new STP inlet 
structure to handle the increases in the rates of inflow and the addition of further treatment 
capacity (up to ~16,000EP) through either the duplication of the existing process technology 
or the installation of a constructed wetland to increase treatment capacity. The preferred 
augmentation option will be determined in the coming months. This level of augmentation 
would provide sufficient treatment capacity until at least 2025.  

West Rockhampton STP Diversion to South Rockhampton STP 

This project involves the construction of a new sewer rising main to divert the raw sewage 
inflows from the West Rockhampton STP to the South Rockhampton STP. The upgrading of 
the Jardine Park Sewerage Pump Station would also be required to pump the sewage the 
additional distance to the South Rockhampton STP. Design of the rising main is to be 
completed in 2015 with construction work to commence in 2016 with completion in 2017. 

West Rockhampton STP Decommissioning 

Once the sewage inflows to West Rockhampton STP are diverted to the South 
Rockhampton STP, the West Rockhampton STP will be decommissioned and the site 
reinstated appropriately. The work would include demolition of the existing tank structures 
and associated site works to return the site to a suitable standard. 

North Rockhampton STP Augmentation 

The North Rockhampton STP will require augmentation within the next 10 years to ensure it 
has sufficient treatment capacity to cater for population growth in North Rockhampton. The 
exact timing for this augmentation will be influenced by the rate of population growth that 
occurs in the coming 3 to 5 years. This augmentation project will be a major capital 
investment to increase the treatment capacity to ensure it can meet the future needs of the 
community. This augmentation would require the construction of new tank structures and 
other on-site facilities to house new equipment required for increase in treatment capacity. 

The majority of the future population growth in Rockhampton is expected to occur in North 
Rockhampton, with a number of residential developments currently under construction, (e.g. 
Edenbrook, Crestwood and Northridge to name a few) or in the final stages of planning and 
approval (e.g. Ellida).  

By the year 2021, the increase in residential population served by the North Rockhampton 
Sewerage Scheme is estimated to be almost 8000 people. It is therefore critical that STP 
infrastructure with sufficient capacity exists to meet this forecast population growth. 
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South Rockhampton STP Augmentation 

Following the diversion of the West Rockhampton STP sewage inflows to the South 
Rockhampton STP, and with the expected population growth over the coming years, the 
South Rockhampton STP is likely to need augmentation between the years of 2020 and 
2025 when the population being served by this STP is expected to exceed 27,000 EP. This 
augmentation project will be a significant upgrade project that is likely to cost in excess of 
$40 million and would deliver an increase in capacity to cater for growth in population up to 
the year 2042. 

Recycled Water Schemes 

The Gracemere STP already has an established recycled water scheme with virtually 100% 
of the treated effluent currently disposed to land via irrigation. No recycled water schemes 
have yet been established for any of the Rockhampton STPs. This is in part has been due to 
the lack of sufficient demand for recycled water in Rockhampton. For the three 
Rockhampton STPs compliance with environmental discharge limits are based primarily on 
the volume of treated effluent that is discharged to the Fitzroy River. Recycled water use has 
the potential to provide an effective long term, low cost means of reducing the volume of 
treated effluent discharged to the Fitzroy River. This reduction in the need to discharge to 
the Fitzroy River can provide the ability to defer the high cost augmentation and process 
upgrades of the STPs that would be required in order ensure environmental discharge limits 
are met for the larger volumes of sewage being treated. 

Table 3 Capital Works – Rockhampton and Gracemere STPs 2014 to 2016 

Capital Cost 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 
SRSTP Interim Upgrade    
Detailed Design $30,000   
New Blowers, Building, Pipework $200,000   
Aeration Grids and Diffusers $200,000   
A-Recycle Pumps, Pipework $40,000 $60,000  
Dividing Wall – Anoxic Tank $50,000   
Electrical Works - Commissioning  $160,000  
Overhead Cost and Contingency $80,000 $80,000  
Sub-total $600,000 $300,000  
    
GSTP Augmentation    
Detailed Design $200,000   
Inlet Works  $1,000,000  
Treatment Capacity Augmentation 
(Wetland or Conventional Design) 

 $3,500,000  

Sub-total $200,000 $4,500,000  
    
WRSTP Diversion to SRSTP    
Detailed Design  $200,000  
Construction of Rising Main   $1,300,000 
Sub-total  $200,000 $1,300,000 
    
Recycled Water Schemes    
Rising main from Gracemere to South 
Rockhampton 

$260,000 $120,000 $820,000 

Sub-total $260,000 $120,000 $820,000 
    
NRSTP Augmentation    
Detailed Design   $500,000 
Sub-total   $500,000 
Total $1,060,000 $5,120,000 $2,620,000 
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Three clear opportunities exist to expand existing (Gracemere STP), or create new recycled 
water schemes (each of North Rockhampton and South Rockhampton STPs) to avoid or 
reduce the need to discharge effluent to receiving waters respectively. An accompanying 
report in this agenda provides detail on a cost-effective (approx. $1.0M) option to construct a 
recycled water main to enable pumping of recycled water from Gracemere STP to recycled 
water users in South Rockhampton (e.g. Rockhampton Golf Club). The creation of a 
recycled water scheme at each of the North Rockhampton and South Rockhampton STP 
has the potential to make use of the sporting fields in North Rockhampton (e.g. Callaghan 
Park Racecourse, Cyril Connell and Norbridge Parks) and adjacent grazing lands in South 
Rockhampton. Construction of the infrastructure to establish these schemes is estimated to 
cost between $1.0M and $1.5M in total. Further detailed planning and negotiation with 
potential customers is required before a commitment is made to commence these two new 
schemes. 

LEGISLATIVE IMPLICATIONS 

The four STP are operated under two separate Environmental Authorities (environmental 
licences). The three Rockhampton STPs share a consolidated load-based environmental 
licence which was introduced in 2007 to enable the individual effluent streams from each 
STP to be regulated as a combined discharge to the Fitzroy River estuary. Currently 100% 
of the effluent produced by the three Rockhampton STPs is discharged to the Fitzroy River 
estuary. In comparison to other licence limits for disposal to receiving waters, the discharge 
limits for the Rockhampton STP are less stringent due to the relatively high background 
levels of nutrients and suspended solids in the Fitzroy estuary. These less stringent licence 
limits are generally achievable using lower cost treatment technologies (capital and 
operating costs) and therefore retaining the existing environmental licence for the 
Rockhampton STPs is of significant financial benefit to Council.  

Recently, FRW has worked closely with the Department of Environment and Heritage 
Protection in recent months and in December 2013 received confirmation that the existing 
environmental licence for the Rockhampton STPs can be retained for the foreseeable future. 
It is conceivable that this environmental licence can be retained indefinitely through well-
considered and timely future initiatives (e.g. recycled water scheme development) that limit 
the volumes of treated effluent that need to be discharged to the Fitzroy River estuary. 

The Gracemere STP has a separate environmental licence and currently consistently meets 
all licence discharge limits with all flows disposed of to land. The discharge limits for the 
Gracemere STP are relative lenient due to the complete land disposal of the treated effluent. 
Augmentation of the Gracemere STP is likely to trigger a material change of use due to the 
increased capacity that will be achieved following the completion of the augmentation works. 
There is good potential to continue to increase the use of recycled water produced by this 
STP in the coming years, through local use around Gracemere and possibly also via the 
supply of recycled water to key potential end-users in South Rockhampton via a recycled 
water pipeline. This along with the potential for improved effluent quality following the 
installation of a constructed wetland, should enable the current environmental discharge 
limits to be retained. This will be confirmed with the regulator once the augmentation option 
is confirmed in the coming months. 

Completion of upgrade works to the Rockhampton and Gracemere STPs may lead to short 
durations of non-compliance whilst key construction activities are undertaken on existing 
treatment infrastructure. In mid-2013 FRW submitted a voluntary Transitional Environmental 
Program (TEP) to the regulator to cover brief periods of non-compliances while minor 
upgrades were being completed to the Rockhampton and Gracemere STPs. FRW is 
currently seeking to extent this TEP to cover the period required for future works that have 
the potential to lead to periods of non-compliant STP operation. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

As indicated in Table 3, a total of $800,000 is required within the 2013-14 financial years for 
the completion of the proposed upgrade works to the SRSTP and the design of the 
augmentation works for the Gracemere STP. Funds to cover this expenditure can be made 
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available by re-allocating capital funding from two other projects. These projects were 
originally proposed prior to the completion of the strategic planning study which has led to 
re-prioritisation or change in sequence of these projects. It is therefore proposed that the 
$800,000 be obtained by re-allocating funding from the following projects with the remaining 
funds to be deferred to help fund projects next financial year. 

 C0959212 R-S GSTP Augmentation ($793,233) 

 C0640283 R-STP Rton South Pipeline from WRSTP ($667,745) 

Upon adoption of this proposed upgrade and augmentation strategy for the Rockhampton 
and Gracemere STPs, the necessary planning for the budget allocations required for the 
2014-15 and 2015-16 financial years and beyond will be undertaken accordingly. 

CONCLUSION 

Future upgrading and augmentation of the Rockhampton and Gracemere STPs is required 
to ensure they continue to meet the needs of our growing community. Strategic planning has 
been completed to define the timing and quantum of the capital investment that will be 
required to deliver these upgrades in a timely manner. 
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8.2 Expanded Coal Mine Water Release Program 

8.2 EXPANDED COAL MINE WATER RELEASE PROGRAM FOR THE FITZROY 
BASIN 

for the Fitzroy Basin 

File No: 1276 

Attachments: 1. Resources Activities - Mining - Operational 
Policy 2013-14  

2. Resources Activities - Mining - Guidline   

Responsible Officer: Nimish Chand - Strategic Manager Fitzroy River Water  

Author: Jason Plumb - Manager Treatment and Supply          
 

SUMMARY 

A pilot program for improved regulation of coal mine water releases in the Fitzroy Basin 
commenced in November 2012. This trial included four coal mining operations in the Isaac 
River catchment. In November 2013, the Queensland Government expanded this pilot mine 
water release program to include all mines across the Fitzroy Basin. The objective of the 
expanded program is to enable improved mine water management whilst maintaining 
acceptable water quality in the Fitzroy Basin to meet the needs of stakeholders located 
downstream. All releases made under this program are to be conducted in accordance with 
an Operational Policy and Guideline prepared by the Department of Environment and 
Heritage Protection (EHP). This report provides an overview of the expanded program, the 
changes made to the program since the pilot commenced in late 2012, and the implications 
of these changes for water quality in the lower Fitzroy River. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the report on the expanded mine water release program be received, and that Council 
continue to engage actively with the Queensland Government to seek a lowering of the 
cease release value at The Gap to help ensure that the current program and any future mine 
water release programs best maintain the highest possible standard of water quality to meet 
the needs of the community. 
 

BACKGROUND 

Careful regulation of mine water releases is required to ensure that mining companies can 
manage their site water inventories to maximise production and to minimise any cumulative 
impacts of the mine water releases on downstream water quality in the Fitzroy Basin. In 
November 2012, a small-scale pilot release program was initiated to achieve an improved 
level of regulation. Four mining operations in the Isaac River catchment were involved in this 
pilot that permitted mine water releases to be made under “enhanced environmental 
authority conditions”. An expanded pilot program was announced in November 2013 that 
provides the same opportunity to all mining operations across the Fitzroy Basin to seek 
approval to release mine waters under the same style of management conditions. 

The expanded mine release program is regulated by EHP and an Operational Policy and 
Guideline (see attachments) were prepared for the implementation of the expanded 
program. The Operational Policy defines the “rules” for the: 

 application by a mining company for approval to amend their Environmental 
Authority (EA) to permit additional releases;  

 use of “trigger” and “cease release values” based on Electrical Conductivity (EC) 
readings to manage cumulative impacts of releases;  

 suspension of cease release values; 

 pre-requisites for enhanced EA conditions;  

 additional notification requirements; and,  

 contribution by the mining company to an enhanced monitoring program.  
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The Operational Policy and its merits are discussed below. 

COMMENTARY 

Application for Amendments to the EA 

Mining companies that wish to participate in the expanded release program require 
amendments to their existing EA in order to do so. This is done by the EA holder negotiating 
with EHP and providing sufficient evidence based on an environmental assessment to 
support the site-specific release limits, release rates and downstream flow and quality limits 
that are proposed by the applicant.  

It is stated that this process will be completed with due consideration given to the position of 
the mining operation within the catchment and any sensitive receptors or downstream 
stakeholders yet the precise detail (e.g. use of water quality objectives, engagement with 
stakeholders etc.) of how this is achieved is not defined. 

Trigger and Cease Release Values for Managing Cumulative Impacts 

Six trigger value sites have been identified at key monitoring stations upstream of the Fitzroy 
River. The trigger value of 650 µS/cm has been adopted for each of these sites. When EC 
reaches or exceeds this value, an investigation will determine whether there is sufficient flow 
and appropriate water quality to provide sufficient dilution to minimise any risk of cumulative 
impacts. A cease release value of 650 µS/cm has been specified for The Gap on the Fitzroy 
River. The purpose of this cease release value is to protect the drinking water supplies in the 
lower Fitzroy River and if required EHP will direct an EA holder to cease releasing. 

The establishment of the six trigger value sites appears to provide an improved means of 
regulating mine releases upstream of the Fitzroy River, although there are concerns that with 
the potential for whole of Basin releases and variable rainfall/flow conditions across the 
Basin, the ability to sufficiently monitor and predict the impact of all releases on downstream 
water quality is limited. Exceedance of the trigger values does not necessarily mean 
releases will cease and with only one cease release site (The Gap) located close to the 
bottom of the catchment there are concerns that by the time a cease release value is 
exceeded it may already be too late. The initial pilot trial had three cease release sites to 
enable cease release decisions to be made based on upstream EC at Yatton and 
Coolmaringa also. Another longer term problems exists (e.g. in 2013) where inputs of EC 
from non-mining sources (e.g. Marlborough Ck) cause EC to increase to well above 650 
µS/cm under conditions of no base flow in the Fitzroy River (see Figure 1). This type of 
event can potentially lead to prolonged periods of high EC in the Fitzroy Barrage Storage. 
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Figure 1. Flow and EC data at The Gap monitoring station during 2013 showing the 
increase in EC of ~300 µS/cm from June to November with no base flow in the river. 

Suspension of Cease Release Values 

EHP may decide to suspend the use of the cease release value in circumstances where it 
appears that sufficient flows are available upstream to minimise any cumulative impacts 
downstream despite the cease release value being currently exceeded, or where “natural 
factors” have led to EC exceeding the cease release value prior to the commencement of 
the wet season. Under these circumstances upstream mine releases could be permitted 
irrespective of the level of EC at The Gap. 

Although consideration would still be given to downstream regional drinking water supplies 
when making this decision to suspend the cease release, there is a risk that approval to 
release upstream when there is unacceptable water quality downstream will create 
significant negative public perception. In recent months, this situation nearly occurred when 
EC values in the Fitzroy Barrage were approaching 900 µS/cm and upstream mining 
companies were seeking approval to release mine water. During this period EHP maintained 
close contact with FRW to manage this situation. 

Pre-requisites for Enhanced EA Conditions 

Mining operations are required to manage mine water effectively including being able to; 
keep separate mine-impacted and non-impacted waters; reduce or cease releases if 
required; reduce or control the amount of mine-impacted water generated; and monitor 
releases and downstream water quality in real time. 

These pre-requisites represent a sensible approach to ensuring that mining operations can 
control the status of fate of all mine-impacted waters. Continued application of elements of 
this approach should help to avoid, or at least decrease, the impact of any mine water 
releases in the future. 

Additional Notification Requirements 

The enhanced release conditions approved by EHP will require mining operations to notify 
landholders immediately downstream as well as relevant local government authorities at the 
commencement of any releases under this program. 

Page (229) 
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This requirement seems a sensible approach to ensuring effective communication and 
transparency in the community and guidance is provided on the content of the notification 
which includes the time, duration, location, quatity and quality of the release. The 
effectiveness of this additional notification is yet to be determined. 

Requirement to Contribute to the Enhanced Monitoring Program 

Participating mining operations are required to co-fund an enhanced monitoring program 
managed by the Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM). The requirement to 
pay a contribution to this monitoring program will be a requirement of EAs and will influence 
the continued access to enhanced release conditions. 

This initiative has the potential to significantly improve the monitoring across the entire 
Fitzroy Basin which should improve the overall regulation of mine releases. This is turn will 
help to grow public confidence in the program if it is successful. 

CONCLUSION 

The enhanced mine water release program currently underway has the potential to improve 
the regulation of mine water releases, however, there are still opportunities to improve the 
program to ensure it meets the needs of all Basin stakeholders. Based on recent events 
Council should engage with EHP to seek a lowering of the cease release trigger value at 
The Gap. 
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8.3 Expansion of the Gracemere Recycled 

8.3 EXPANSION OF THE GRACEMERE RECYCLED WATER SCHEME 
Water Scheme 

File No: 8139 

Attachments: 1. Expansion of the Gracemere Recycled Water 
Scheme - Planning Report   

Responsible Officer: Nimish Chand - Strategic Manager Fitzroy River Water  

Author: Jason Plumb - Manager Treatment and Supply          
 

SUMMARY 

The Gracemere Recycled Water Scheme needs to be expanded to increase the demand for 
recycled water and ensure the long term compliant land disposal of treated effluent produced 
by the Gracemere Sewage Treatment Plant (STP). An opportunity exists to fast-track the 
expansion of the recycled water network by constructing new sections of pipeline at the 
same time as other construction works are completed. This report provides the justification 
for acting now to expand the recycled water scheme and seeks approval for the reallocation 
capital funding to allow construction of the recycled water pipeline to commence this 
financial year. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council approve the expansion of the Gracemere Recycled Water Scheme and the 
allocation of $260,000 of capital funding previously identified in a recent capital budget 
review as deferred capital funding, to allow construction to commence immediately. 
 

COMMENTARY 

A detailed planning report is attached that provides an analysis of the existing Gracemere 
Recycled Water Scheme and the options for the future expansion of the scheme to cater for 
the expected increases in inflows to the Gracemere STP. Based on an assessment of the 
available options and the cost benefit of each, commencing construction of a recycled water 
pipeline at the same time as other construction projects are completed represents the most 
cost-effective way of expanding the recycled water scheme. Once completed the expanded 
recycled water network will enable the pumping of recycled water from the Gracemere STP 
to the potential end-users in South Rockhampton such as the Rockhampton Golf Club. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

The capital investment required to construct the entire length of recycled water pipeline 
between Gracemere STP and South Rockhampton is outlined in Table 1. An allocation of 
$260,000 is required in 2013-14 to commence the construction of the recycled water pipeline 
alongside the new sewer rising main currently being constructed along Armstrong St in 
Gracemere. 

Table 1. Capital funding required for the recycled water main to Rockhampton 

Sub-project 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 

Armstrong St – GSTP (1.1 km) $90,000   

Water trunk duplication (6.8 km) $170,000 $120,000 $120,000 

Armstrong St to Old Cap WPS (1.1 km)   $700,000 

Total $260,000 $120,000 $820,000 

Upon adoption of this proposed project, the funding for immediate commencement will be 
made available by retaining capital funds that had been identified as part of a budget savings 
target in recent budget review and will be confirmed in the upcoming budget revision to be 
submitted to Council in March 2014. The necessary planning for the budget allocations 
required for 2014-15 and 2015-16 will be undertaken accordingly. 
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CONCLUSION 

Sustainable long term use of the recycled water produced by the Gracemere STP requires 
the expansion of the Gracemere Recycled Water Scheme to increase recycled water usage. 
By achieving growth in the demand for recycled water the existing licence conditions of 
100% land disposal can continue to be met. An excellent opportunity exists to construct a 
recycled water main from the Gracemere STP to South Rockhampton at a greatly reduced 
cost due by taking advantage of other construction projects. If completed this project would 
provide a cost effective and environmentally favourable outcome for Council and the 
community. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report examines the recycled water irrigation requirements for water from the 
Gracemere Sewage Treatment Plant (STP), and examines the merits of building a 
recycled water pipeline to Rockhampton from Gracemere. Recent increases in 
Gracemere STP inflows will require a significant increase in recycled water irrigation 
demand if the rates of recycled water irrigation are to remain sustainable long term. 
Increasing recycled water irrigation use in Gracemere will require significant pipeline 
infrastructure to be developed and require new users and uses that currently do not 
exist to be developed. The possibility exists to utilise already planned potable water 
pipeline construction works between Rockhampton and Gracemere, to allow a 
recycled water pipeline to also be constructed from Gracemere to the Rockhampton 
Golf Club at essentially only the cost of materials. This is a significant savings with 
materials costs for the required pipeline being one eighth of normal construction 
costs and is a good opportunity to fast-track the expansion of the Gracemere 
Recycled Water Scheme in order to meet future disposal needs. 
 
 
Prepared by      Endorsed by 
 
 
 
Paul Dean      Jason Plumb 
Senior Environmental Scientist   Coordinator Treatment and Supply 
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1.0 BACKGROUND 
This report seeks to provide a brief assessment of existing and future options for the 
use of recycled water from the Gracemere STP. This issue has arisen quickly 
following recent rapid increases in volumes treated by the Gracemere STP due to 
population growth and the possibility of utilising the construction of a potable water 
pipeline to save construction costs in installing a recycled water pipe line to potential 
recycled water users located in South Rockhampton. 

2.0 SUSTAINABLE USE OF RECYCLED WATER 
Sustainable recycled water usage is that which can be sustained long term. Greater 
irrigation than this will result in water logging and environmental damage over time 
and will result in breaches of environmental legislation.  To maintain the ability to 
irrigate with recycled water long term, the sustainable irrigation rate must be greater 
than the actual irrigation rate.  To accurately determine sustainable irrigation rates 
requires assessing soil profiles and vegetation types on the irrigated sites.  This data 
is then integrated with climate data and recycled water quality data and modelled 
using software such as MEDLI to obtain seasonal average irrigation rates.  Due to 
time constraints this report is prepared utilising annual maximum sustainable 
irrigation rates obtained from previous reports and an understanding of the current 
scheme. 
 
Average daily influent into Gracemere STP is currently 1.65 ML/d.  This has 
increased rapidly from 0.93 ML/d in 2008, 1.22 ML/d in 2011, and 1.49 ML/d in 2012.  
During wet weather the inflow volumes increase significantly. 
 
There are currently four recycled water users in the Gracemere recycled water 
scheme.  An additional user is likely to be added in Gracemere, and there is at least 
one potential user in South Rockhampton who could be serviced by the proposed 
recycled effluent main discussed in this document. 
 
The users and their sustainable recycled water use are summarised in Table 1 
below. 
 
Table 1. Current and potential future users of recycled water from the Gracemere 
STP. 
User Current or proposed Annual Sustainable daily 

usage 
Gracemere Lakes Golf 
Club 

Current 0.5 ML/d 

Gracemere Sports Club Current 0.035 ML/d 
RE and KJ Maloney Current 0.5 ML/d 
Nugrow Current 0.04 ML/d 
Cedric Archer Park Fields Proposed in Gracemere 0.009 ML/d 
 
Annual sustainable daily usage of current users is 1.075 ML/d.  This will increase to 
1.084 ML/d with Cedric Archer Park Fields irrigated with recycled water.  The current 
sustainable recycled water usage with the users currently in place (1.075 ML/d) is 
significantly less than the current STP inflow (1.65 ML/d).  This means that the 
current irrigation discharge is too great for the areas that are currently irrigated, and 
is not sustainable long term (i.e. more recycled water users are required). 
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Previous reports for Fitzroy Shire Council (Hood 2005) have highlighted that some of 
the soils in the Gracemere Lakes Golf Club may only have a limited ability to take 
recycled water long term.  This possibility further strengthens the need to 
significantly increase recycled water demand from the Gracemere STP. 

3.0 POTENTIAL USERS OF RECYCLED WATER IN SOUTH 
ROCKHAMPTON 
The Rockhampton Golf Club (RGC) uses up to 1.2 ML/d of water for the irrigation of 
their golf course.  This could increase up to 1.5 ML/d if additional irrigation 
infrastructure is installed.  They have their onsite irrigation infrastructure and storage 
ponds already installed and operating.  Previously in 2007 they were ready to accept 
recycled water from the West Rockhampton STP to meet their irrigation demands 
and at this time the RGC examined the risks and requirements associated with using 
recycled water.  Recent discussion with the RGC has resulted in their Greens 
Committee committing to use recycled water if it is made available from the 
Gracemere STP. Other sporting fields (e.g. Rugby Park) may also be interested in 
using recycled water. 
 
If the RGC also used recycled water from the Gracemere STP, the sustainable 
recycled water irrigation usage would increase to 2.284 ML/d.  This is greater than 
the current inflow to the STP, and therefore caters for future increases in inflow to 
the STP. 
 

4.0 MINIMUM PROVISIONS OF THE RECYCLED WATER 
SCHEME 
Recycled water schemes are a balance between disposing all the required effluent, 
including during wet times when demand for water is low, and still supplying 
sufficient recycled water to users during dry times when demand is high.  This 
requires the use of wet weather storages.  As the RGC would be a large user, 
another consideration is will this have a significant impact on the dry weather 
volumes able to be supplied to all users. 
 
The wet weather storage volumes available are summarised in Table 2 below. 
 
Table 2. Current and possible future wet weather storages for recycled water 
Storage Volume 
Gracemere STP 50 ML 
Gracemere Lakes Golf Club 3 ML 
Rockhampton Golf Club 15 ML 
 
During the peak usage periods (hot dry times) daily influent flows to the STP may 
decrease to somewhere in the order of 1.5 ML/d.  With the RGC also using recycled 
water, this would cause a shortfall of effluent of 0.784 ML/d when compared to the 
annual sustainable daily usage.  If the storage dams are full this peak usage demand 
could be sustained for 85 days.  After 85 days of sustained peak usage and reduced 
inflow, usage could be sustained at 67% of sustainable demand.  This is typical of 
most recycled water schemes that do not have access to extremely large storages or 
cannot discharge excess effluent to water ways when peak demand does not occur.  
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5.0 ALTERNATIVE USERS OF RECYCLED WATER 
Ideal users to incorporate in to a recycled water scheme are those that are already 
operating and have their irrigation and other infrastructure already set up, are close 
by so that the costs of required pipelines are minimised, and ideally are large and 
stable organisations.  There are no additional large-scale water users currently in 
Gracemere that are able to utilise recycled water in their activities.   

 

Potentially, there could be grazing blocks on the south and southwestern edges of 
Gracemere that could be set up to take recycled water.  These sites would require 
between 4 and 6 km of recycled water pipeline to be installed, at a cost of 
approximately $1.6 Million to $2.4 Million.  Industrial users may eventuate in the 
Gracemere Industrial Area.  These non-irrigation types of users typically require 
higher quality water than currently produced.  To achieve higher quality water, 
additional STP infrastructure with additional capital and operating cost would be 
needed, as well as 4 to 6 km of pipeline. 

 

Another alternative that could deal with effluent disposal issue due to the increased 
STP inflows, is to pump all or part of the inflow from Gracemere to the South 
Rockhampton STP for treatment.  This would place an increased load on the South 
Rockhampton STP which would require significant expenditure to enable the plant to 
treat the load to meet ‘licence’ conditions.  Gleaning cost data from the SKM report 
would suggest this option may cost $10 Million to $20 Million to complete. 
 

6.0 QUALITATIVE COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS 
The following items are assessed for each of the potential options with a summary 
provided in Table 3 below. 
 
Capital cost – the cost to setup the option.  For the pipeline to the RGC this is $1.4 
Million.  To reach potential irrigation sites to the South West of Gracemere the cost 
would be $3 Million.  With costs of $10 Million to $20 Million to divert STP inflow to 
the South Rockhampton STP and provide necessary STP upgrades. 
 
Operating cost – the relative level of costs to run the option.  For the pipeline to the 
RGC and the new irrigators southwest of Gracemere the running costs are the 
electricity for pumping and maintenance of pumps and pipes.  These costs are 
relatively minor compared to the operating costs of the diversion to South 
Rockhampton STP option.  The South Rockhampton STP option has electricity costs 
for pumping and additional aeration, and maintenance and running costs of 
significant STP infrastructure. 
 
Time till operating – how long it would be before the option is operational.  This 
would be 3 years for the pipeline to RGC, 2-3 years for new irrigators, and 5 to 6 
years for a diversion to South Rockhampton STP. 
 
Future proofing – how well does the option provide for a solution into the future.  
Depending on real growth rate, the RGC pipeline and new irrigators using the same 
amount as the RGC, would remove the need for additional users to be brought 
online for possibly 7 to 10 years.  The diversion to South STP would be a longer term 
option that may provide a solution for 20 years. 
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Confidence in setting up and operation – how likely is the set up and operation of the 
option, to go smoothly.  The RGC have everything set up to take and use recycled 
water when supplied, and they are a stable single user with a defined management 
structure.  The RGC option should go smoothly.  The diversion to South 
Rockhampton STP option would be operated and handled by FRW so would have 
little risk of issues.  The new irrigators would be a riskier option.  To get the land area 
required for the reuse 6 or 7 land owners would be required to be on board.  The 
more irrigators required, the greater the management requirements and more difficult 
it is to operate efficiently.  The problems are not insurmountable, but would require 
significantly more time to manage. 
 
Reliability in wet conditions – The RGC has a high reliability as the course is 
developed with good drainage and needs to be irrigated soon after rain ceases to 
maintain condition.  The diversion to South Rockhampton STP also has a high 
reliability as the discharge from the plant still continues in wet weather.  This 
reliability decreases to low to medium if the discharge from the South Rockhampton 
STP needs to be irrigated.  The new irrigators would also have a low to medium wet 
weather reliability as although their land is above flood levels, the land appears to 
have a high proportion of clay and may not need irrigating for some time after rain. 
 
Environmental merits – The RGC and new irrigator options have high environmental 
benefits by providing for substantial reuse.  The diversion to South STP option would 
have low environmental benefits due to the increased electricity consumption 
required and the lack of reuse.  This would increase if this option undertook reuse 
but would still be lower due to the increased electricity use. 
 
Additional benefits to community – The RGC option would provide an additional 
benefit to the community by drought proofing a significant recreational facility 
enjoyed by many residents in the Rockhampton Region.  The new irrigators option 
would provide low to medium additional benefit to the community.  A small amount of 
additional employment may be created, but the majority of the benefit would be 
obtained by the irrigators.  The diversion to South STP would provide little additional 
benefit to the community, unless South STP also irrigated which may provide a 
moderate increase in employement. 
 
Table 3. Cost Benefit Analysis of Possible Options for Disposal of Recycled Water 
Item RGC Pipeline New Irrigators Pipe to SRSTP 
Capital cost $1.4 Million $3 Million $10-20 Million 
Operating cost Low Low High 
Time till operating 3 yrs 2-3 yrs 5-6 yrs 
Future proofing Medium term Medium term Long term 
Confidence set up 
and operating 

High Low High 

Reliability in wet High Low - Med High (low if 
irrigating) 

Environmental 
merits 

High High Low (med if 
irrigating) 

Additional 
community 
benefits 

High Low - Med Low (med if 
irrigating) 
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7.0 BUDGET IMPLICATIONS OF THE ROCKHAMPTON TO 
GRACEMERE RECYCLED WATER PIPELINE 
As indicated above, the construction of a recycled water main between Gracemere 
to Rockhampton can be in part completed in conjunction with a capital project to 
duplicate approximately 6.8 km of drinking water trunk main between the Athelstane 
Range Reservoir complex and the Old Capricorn Highway Water Pump Station 
(WPS) in Gracemere. A further cost saving is possible if approximately 1.1 km of 
recycled water main is constructed at the same time as a new rising main is 
constructed (currently underway) between the Armstrong St Sewerage Pump Station 
(SPS) and the Gracemere STP. If constructed at the same time as these other two 
construction projects, the recycled water main could be installed for virtually the cost 
of the pipe materials with the majority of construction costs borne by each of the 
other projects (i.e. share the trench). This has the potential to represent a cost 
saving of approximately $3.5M which would normally be incurred as the full 
construction cost. The remaining 1.1 km link between the Armstrong St SPS and the 
Old Capricorn Highway WPS could then be constructed as soon as possible 
thereafter to enable the pumping of recycled water from Gracemere STP to users in 
South Rockhampton. This final section would incur full construction cost. 

 

Table 4 provides an indication of the capital investment required to complete the 
construction of the recycled water main between Gracemere STP and Rockhampton.  

 

Table 4. Capital funding required for the recycled water main to Rockhampton 

Sub-project 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 

Armstrong St – GSTP (1.1 km) $90,000   

Water trunk duplication (6.8 km) $170,000 $120,000 $120,000 

Armstrong St to Old Cap WPS (1.1 km)   $700,000 

Total $260,000 $120,000 $820,000 
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Strategic Reports 

9 STRATEGIC REPORTS 
9.1 FRW Finance and Strategic Matters Re

9.1 FRW FINANCE AND STRATEGIC MATTERS REPORT - DECEMBER 2013 
port - December 2013 

File No: 1466 

Attachments: Nil  

Responsible Officer: Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Nimish Chand - Strategic Manager Fitzroy River Water          
 

SUMMARY 

This report details Fitzroy River Water’s financial position and other operational matters for 
the Council’s information as at 31 December 2013. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the FRW Finance and Strategic Matters Report for December 2013 be received. 
 

VARIATIONS, ISSUES AND INNOVATIONS 

Innovations 

Improvements / Deterioration in Levels of Services or Cost Drivers 

In early December the construction of the new sewer gravity main along Chatterton 
Boulevard through to Breakspear Street in Gracemere was completed. The completion of 
this sewer main provides a significant increase in the capacity of the sewerage network that 
services the areas south of Lucas Street which have grown rapidly in the last couple of 
years. With the new sewer main now on-line some minor problems associated with sewer 
odours in the Buxton Drive area will be avoided with the majority of sewer flows now passing 
through the newly constructed gravity main. 

COMPLIANCE MATTERS 

All drinking water samples collected and tested during December were compliant with State 
legislation and Australian Drinking Water Guideline (ADWG) health values. 

In accordance with legislative obligations associated with managing dam safety, FRW 
recently made contact with residents in Mount Morgan and Woodbury who are considered to 
be at risk in the event of a significant dam failure event at the Mount Morgan No. 7 Dam and 
Kelly’s Off-Stream Storage respectively. Apart from providing important information about 
the possible impacts of dam emergency events, this exercise provided the opportunity for 
residents to advise FRW of any changes to their contact details so that they could be 
contacted in the event of a dam emergency event. 

FINANCIALS 

Operational 

Revenue is trending slightly below percentage of year elapsed at 48.3%. A more 
componentised view indicates private works and lease revenue remain under budget as 
reported previously and fees and charges revenue is also slightly below budget.  

Water and sewerage access charges are on target. Billed water consumption remains 
approximately 18% above that billed in the same period of the previous financial year with 
the Coast consumption yet to be realised.  Revenue for water consumption in the second 
quarter is 49% of budget with 67% of second quarter revenue billed. At this stage 
consumption revenue appears to be on target relative to percentage of year elapsed, 
however it must not be disregarded that consumption patterns are influenced by weather. 

Expenditure year to date is slightly below percentage of year elapsed compared with budget 
for both Councils.  Contractors and consultants remain slightly over budget due to higher 
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than expected legal fees for the Rockhampton to Yeppoon Pipeline, some easement claims, 
along with sewer and water pump rebuilds.  

The reports for December do not reflect the October budget revision and also as a result of 
de-amalgamation several processes, such as payroll accruals, capital overhead allocations 
and fleet actuals have not been finalised in this version of the reports. Also to note, the 
October budget revision has not yet been adopted by Council and expenditure is compared 
with adopted budget.  

Capital 

Capital expenditure is below the percentage of year elapsed at 43%. The reports for 
December do not reflect the October budget revision and also, as a result of de-
amalgamation several processes, such as payroll accruals, capital overhead allocations and 
fleet actuals have not been finalised in this version of the reports.  

Water YTD is 42.68% and Sewer YTD is 41.91%. 

Networks YTD is 50.46% and Treatment YTD is 24.93%. 

Capital spend has increased by $1.38 million in the month of December compared to the 
previous month as a result of the liability for Tanby Heights infrastructure being taken up.  
The areas of prominent activity are the Tanby Heights water & sewerage development, 
Breakspear Street sewerage main, sewer relining program, Glenmore Water Treatment 
Plant Highlift pump station upgrade, Water Main Replacement programs, Emu Park Trunk 
Water Main and Agnes Street Water Pump Station upgrade. 

A summary of financial performance against budget is presented below: 

  YTD  

Actual Budget Both Cncls Variance to Budget  Annual Revised 
Budget 

 $ $ $ $ 

Department Revenue      

Net rates and utility charges (32,265,323) (33,273,378) 1,008,054 (58,151,437)

Fees and Charges (905,828) (953,118) 47,290 (1,827,180)

Private and recoverable works (521,554) (633,817) 112,263 (1,080,117)

Rent/Lease Revenue (16,480) (38,475) 21,995 (66,177)

Grants Subsidies & 
Contributions 

(9,073) 0 (9,073) 0

Interest revenue (181,832) (180,000) (1,832) (309,600)

Other income (18,657) (8,215) (10,443) (13,957)

Total Department Revenue  (33,918,747) (35,087,002) 1,168,255 (61,448,467)

 

     

Expenses     

Employee costs 4,830,645 5,507,508 (676,862) 9,144,649

Contractors & Consultants 952,207 768,881 183,326 1,324,761

Materials & Plant 1,750,080 1,792,983 (42,903) 3,210,096

Asset Operational 1,759,560 1,968,130 (208,570) 3,265,562

Administrative expenses 159,083 205,174 (46,091) 347,010

Depreciation 5,385,723 8,027,642 (2,641,918) 10,771,447

Finance costs 1,088,640 2,209,437 (1,120,796) 3,689,759

Other Expenses 25,317 33,250 (7,933) 57,786

Accounting Adjustments 37,116 31,500 5,616 31,500

Total Expenses 15,988,371 20,544,503 (4,556,132) 31,842,570

 

 

Transfer / Overhead 
Allocation 
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Transfer/Overhead Allocation 781,295 818,289 (36,993) 753,378

OH Allocation 1,432,683 1,631,841 (199,158) 2,822,696

Competitive Neutrality 
Adjustments 

10,353,565 10,625,374 (271,809) 20,055,471

De-amalgamation internal 
transfers 

(22,280) 0 (22,280) 0

Total Transfer / Overhead 
Allocation 

12,545,264 13,075,504 (530,240) 23,631,545

 

   

 
TOTAL OPERATING 
POSITION 
(SURPLUS)/DEFICIT 

(5,385,112) (1,466,996) (3,918,116) (5,974,352)

ADMINISTRATION MATTERS 

Business and Administration 

The Administration team continues to provide high level administrative support to various 
sections across the business. 

Pathway Statistics for the month of December 2013: 

  Requests Completed for the Month   

 
Customer 
requests 
received 

Priority 3 Priority 2 Priority 1 

Action 
required by 
the Bus & 

Admin Team 

Completed by 
the Bus & 

Admin Team 

RRWR 304 211 59 22 74 292 

FRW 406 176 74 14 245 264 

TOTAL 710 387 133 36 319 556 

Priority 3 - requests completed within the required timeframe. 
Priority 2 - requests not completed within the required timeframe and are escalated to the supervisor. 
Priority 1 - requests not completed within the required timeframe and are escalated to the manager. 

Communication and Education 

Website Updates 

All references to Livingstone Shire Council assets and offices were scheduled to be removed 
from the FRW website on 1 January 2014.  

Education Activity Book 

An activity book for mid-Primary School aged children has been drafted. The book follows 
the water treatment process at the Glenmore Water Treatment Plant and will be provided to 
students upon completion of a tour.  

Don’t Spoil It At The Toilet 

The ‘Don’t spoil it at the toilet’ content and flyer was designed and sent to the printers. The 
flyers will be inserted into Water Notices commencing January 2014. Collateral for a 
campaign has also been drafted including a media release, social media, web content, 
posters, and internal communication. The aim of the campaign is to educate residents as to 
the complications caused in the sewer network by flushing incorrect items down the toilet.   

Mount Morgan No. 7 Dam Emergency Action Plan (EAP) 

FRW rolled out an awareness campaign targeted at properties living downstream of the Dee 
River in Mount Morgan. The aim was to inform the general community of the existence of the 
EAP and encourage properties that have been identified as potentially being at-risk in the 
unlikely event of a major Dam emergency (including flooding), to update their details on 
FRW’s Notification List. Activities included a detailed mail out, maps around town, public 
notices, media release, social media, and website content. Approximately 25% of recipients 
responded to the mail out within a fortnight by sending back the updated details form.  
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Media Releases and Community Notices  
Two media releases were issued in December. 

PROJECT AND CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 

An update on the activities of current projects is provided in the table below. 

Project 
Start 
Date 

Expected 
Completion 
Date 

Status 
Budget 
Estimate 

YTD actual 
/committals 

NETWORK CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM 

Rockhampton Water (water main replacement) 

WPS Agnes St Upgrade for 
Gracemere 

June 2013 
December 

2013 
100% 

complete 
$186,000 $386,277

Comments: Cost has increased due to significant design changes to operational requirements upon 
commissioning of the Gracemere duplication project. Unforeseen infrastructure in the ground which wasn’t 
documented on plans increased considerable extra cost to the project.    

Lion Ck Rd (Savage-Hamilton), 
100 & 150mm water main 
replacement 

June 2013 
December 

2013 
100% 

complete 
$493,594 $428,872

Comments: Completion delayed due to Civil Operation storm water work, crew has been relocated to 
Hamilton Av Project. 

Norman St (Wandal-Rundle), 
100 & 150mm water main 
replacement 

July 2013 
December 

2013 
100% 

complete 
$264,008 $302,158

Comments: Project costs have increased due to hard rock and alignment conflicts with other utilities. 

North St (Murray-Campbell), 
250mm water main replacement 

December 
2013 

February 
2014 

20% 
complete 

$187,292 $82,352

Comments: Scheduled and materials ordered. 

Rockonia Rd (Blanchfield-Stack) 
200mm water main replacement 

September 
2013 

January 2014 
95% 

complete 
$303,727 $320,705

Comments: Project cost has increased due to two under bore directional drilling failures. 

Armstrong Street Gracemere 
300mm sewer rising main 
replacement 

December 

2013 
May 2013 

5% 
complete 

$640,000 $333,251

Comments: On schedule. 

Rockhampton Sewer 

Sewer rehabilitation program 
(including Building over Sewer 
works) 

 

July 
2013 

June 
2014 

45% 

complete 

 

$1,022,907 $461,617

Comment: Rehabilitation and renewals annual program of works. 

Capricorn Coast Water (new and replacement) 

Water Main (Trunk) Emu Park 
West stage 2, Design and 

November 
2012 

January 2013
 
 

99% 
$2,411,034 $1,346,307
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Project 
Start 
Date 

Expected 
Completion 
Date 

Status 
Budget 
Estimate 

YTD actual 
/committals 

construct 450mm water main 
from EP West Reservoir site to 
the intersection of Emu Park 
Road and Hartley Street - Emu 
Park. 

complete 

Comments: Revised schedule, completion date brought forward (easy digging at the reservoir hill 
location). 

Capricorn Coast Sewer 

Sewer Main Refurbishment 
(arising from relining) 

July 2013 June 2014 71% 
complete 

$179,178 $128,904 

Comments: On schedule. 

Emu Park test infiltration at 
manholes 

July 2013 June 2014 37% 
complete 

$219,828 $81,788 

Comments: On schedule. 

Sewer Main (Rising) Cooee Bay March 2013 February 
2014 

85% 
complete 

$742,640 $361,952 

Comments: Re-scheduled to January 2014 completion, Shaw Av pump station connection design due for 
completion in October.  

Gracemere Water (new and replacements) 

Nil      

Gracemere Sewer 

GIA - S Main (Rising) 200mm 
Somerset Rd SPS 17 to SPS 4 

November 
2012 

December  
2013 

100% 
complete 

$270,000 $276,361 

Comment: Completion re-scheduled to coincide with the commissioning of SPS17. Project is forecast to 
come in under budget - committals expected to reduce by approximately $30000. 

SPS17 Start of 
December 

2013 

End of 
February 

2014 

75% 
complete 

$444,818 $332,949 

Comments: On schedule - Outstanding work includes the electrical switchboard and communications, vent 
pole and concrete connecting slab. 

GIA  S Main (Gravity) 300mm 
Somerset Rd 

October 
2012 

November 
2013 

100% 
complete 

$74,000 $133,548 

Comment: On schedule (project expenditure is under review, may have incurred costs from the 225mm 
gravity project listed directly below). 

GIA Main (Gravity) 225mm 
(Gce) Industrial (Gibb to SPS17) 

October 
2013 

December 
2013 

100% 
complete 

$174,000 $116,858 

Comment: On schedule. 

Sewer Main (Trunk) Breakspear 
St 

April 2013 January 2014 95% 
complete 

$989,224 $1,077,827 

Comments: Re-scheduled - January completion. 

Mount Morgan (water mains replacement) 

Dee St (Central-East) September 
2013 

October 2013
100% 

complete 
$59,801 $83,752 



WATER COMMITTEE AGENDA  5 FEBRUARY 2014 

Page (260) 

Project 
Start 
Date 

Expected 
Completion 
Date 

Status 
Budget 
Estimate 

YTD actual 
/committals 

150mm main replacement 

Comments: Construction complete. 

East Street (Morgan-Dobbs)  

200mm main replacement 

October 
2013 

February 
2014 

76% 
complete 

$167,377 $153,566 

Comments: Scheduled. 

Morgan St (Central-East) 

150mm main replacement 

November 
2013 

February 

2014 

80% 
complete 

$47,543 $33,932 

Comments: On schedule. 

TREATMENT AND SUPPLY CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM 

C-S Comms & Automation 
Upgrade of recycled water pump 
stations. 

1 July 2012
31 March 

2014 
40% 

complete 
$25,000 $0.00

Comments:  On schedule for completion by end of FY. 

R-S GSTP Augmentation. 

Strategic planning and 
augmentation of Rockhampton 
and Gracemere STPs. 

1 July 2012
31 December 

2013 
99% 

complete 
$549,569 $388,411 

Comments:  Council strategic report has been finalized and subject to a discrete report to the Committee. 

C - W Reservoir St Faiths 
Rechlorination  

Installation of on-line chlorine 
analyser at St Faiths Reservoir 
and Pacific Heights Reservoir. 

1 September 
2012 

31 January 
2014 

85% 
complete 

$54,957 $11,967 

Comments:  The installation work is currently underway with completion expected by end of January 
2014. 

R - NRSTP CCTV Camera Unit  

Installation of CCTV to improve 
physical security at NRSTP 

1 September 
2012 

30 June 2013
100% 

complete 
$28,760 $4,548 

Comments:  Project completed. 

M STP Communications 
Upgrade to enable monitoring of 
STP from Glenmore WTP. 

1 April 2013
13 September 

2013 
100% 

complete 
$17,256 $17,779 

Comments: Project completed. 

M STP Chlorination Upgrade 
1 April 2013

31 March 
2014 

50% 
complete 

$15,716 $8,250 

Comments: On schedule.  

R – S NRSTP Aerator 
Replacement 

1 July 2012
31 March 

2014 
70% 

complete 
$91,071 $54,228 

Comments:  On schedule.  
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Project 
Start 
Date 

Expected 
Completion 
Date 

Status 
Budget 
Estimate 

YTD actual 
/committals 

Mt Charlton Reservoir Roof 
Remedial Works (Stage 1) & 
Internal  Concrete Repairs 
(Stage 2) 

28 
November 

2012 
30 June 2014

50% 
complete 

$0 $253 

Comments:  Project now closed off. 

Taranganba Reservoir Roof 
Replacement and 
Refurbishment 

15 
November 

2011 

29 November  
2013 

100% 
complete 

$0 $15,467 

Comments:  Project not finished. 

Relocation of Existing Generator 
and Supply of Two New 
Generators 

28 March 
2012 

31 December  
2013 

100% 
complete 

$474,000 $483,499 

Comments: Project Completed 

Barrage Crane & Rail 
Restoration 

December 
2012 

June 2014 
30% 

complete 
$333,247 $82,691 

Comments: On schedule.   

Emu Park Reservoir Wall 
Restoration 

1 October 
2012 

10 May 2013
100% 

complete 
$82,345 $89,706 

Comments: Project Completed 

GWTP Highlift Pump Station 
Upgrade (1st Stage) 1 July 2012

16 August 
2014 

(1st Stage) 

10% 
complete 

$3,366,922 $256,704 

Comments: On schedule. 

GWTP Lowlift Pump Station 
Upgrade 1 September 

2012 
Deferred 

10% 
complete 

FY 12/13: 
$549,569 

FY 13/14: 
$0 

FY 12/13: 
$50,088 

FY 13/14: 
$5,784 

Comments:  Project deferred.  

Sewer Rehabilitation 28 
November 

2012 
30 June 2014

75% 
complete 

$0 $0 

Comments:  Project Completed 

Supply and Installation of 
Mechanical Dewatering: 

(1) Yeppoon Sewage Treatment 
Plant 

(2) North Rockhampton Sewage 
Treatment Plant 

29 May 
2012 

15 December 
2013 

100% 
complete 

FY 12/13: 
$590,000 

FY 13/14: 
$9,026 

FY 12/13: 
$594,959 

FY 13/14: 
$20,171 

29 May 
2012 

31 March 
2014 

80% 
complete 

FY 12/13: 
$840,000 

FY 13/14: 
$611,470 

FY 12/13: 
$638,762 

FY 13/14: 
$564,945 

Comments: Project has previously progressed slowly due to cash flow problems experienced by contractor. 
(1) Yeppoon STP 
Completed 
 
(2) North Rockhampton STP 
On schedule 

 

Design and Construction of the 
Emu Park Sewage Treatment 

2010/11/12 30 June 2014
95% 

complete 
$0 $28,347 
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Project 
Start 
Date 

Expected 
Completion 
Date 

Status 
Budget 
Estimate 

YTD actual 
/committals 

Plant (EPSTP) 

Comments:  STP compliant with technical issues being addressed. 

Water Street (Kalka Shades) 
SPS Electrical Upgrade 9 November 

2012 
19 February 

2013 
100% 

complete 

FY 12/13: 
$63,000 

FY 13/14: 
$0 

FY 12/13: 
$61,779 

FY 13/14: 
$0 

Comments:  Project completed.  

Keppel Street North SPS 
Electrical Upgrade 9 November 

2012 
31 January 

2013 
100% 

complete 

FY 12/13: 
$75,000 

FY 13/14: 
$0 

FY 12/13: 
$71,150 

FY 13/14: 
$0 

Comments:  Completed.   

Gracemere Recycled Water 
Irrigation Electrical Upgrade 21 May 

2013 
31 January 

2014 
90% 

complete 

FY 12/13: 
$143,797 

FY 13/14: 
$0 

FY 12/13: 
$21,924 

FY 13/14: 
$152,009 

Comments:  On schedule. 

Arthur Street SPS Electrical 
Upgrade 1 August 

2012 
Deferred 

10% 
complete 

FY 12/13: 
$383,459 

FY 13/14: 
$89,900 

FY 12/13: 
$36,229 

FY 13/14: 
$12,488 

Comments:  Technical Specifications for tender now complete. This project has been deferred due to 
insufficient available capital funding. 

Woodbury Water Treatment 
Plant PLC and Communications 18 June 

2012 
18 December 

2012 
100% 

complete 

FY 12/13: 
$1,350,000 

FY 13/14: 
$0 

FY 11/12/13: 
$1,384,662 

FY 13/14: 
$1,220 

Comments:  Completed.   

R = Rockhampton, C = Capricorn Coast, G = Gracemere, M = Mt Morgan, ML = Marlborough,  
O = Ogmore. 
WPS = water pump station, SPS = sewage pump station, STP = sewage treatment plant, 
S = sewerage, W = water. 
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TREATMENT AND SUPPLY 

Workplace Health & Safety 

There were no lost time injuries for the month. 

One safety incident reported for the month.   

Drinking Water E.C. and Sodium Content 

Glenmore WTP Drinking Water E.C. Content 
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The level of E.C. in drinking water supplied from the Glenmore Water Treatment Plant 
(GWTP) during December increased to be 823 µS/cm. The increase is due to the gradual 
arrival of higher E.C. water from the upstream catchment. The level of E.C. is now above the 
Water Quality Objective of 400 µS/cm but still beneath the previously used aesthetic 
guideline value of 1000 µS/cm. The current E.C. reading is not expected to decrease until 
after the arrival of heavy rainfall and the recommencement of a significant flow in the river. 

Glenmore WTP Drinking Water Sodium Content 
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The concentration of sodium in drinking water supplied from the GWTP in December was 
unchanged at 69 mg/L. This relatively high sodium concentration is consistent with the high 
E.C. shown above. This level of sodium is above the Water Quality Objective value of 
30 mg/L but is well beneath the aesthetic guideline of 180 mg/L for sodium in the Australian 
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Drinking Water Guidelines. The sodium concentration is not expected to decrease until after 
the arrival of heavy rainfall and the recommencement of a significant flow in the river. 

Drinking Water Supplied 

Data is presented in graphs for each water year (e.g. 2013 is the period from July 2013 to 
June 2014). 

Rockhampton 

Average Daily Water Consumption Rockhampton
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Average daily water consumption in Rockhampton during December increased significantly 
compared to that reported in November and was slightly higher than that reported in the 
same period last year. The increase was due to the relatively hot dry weather during the 
month. The Fitzroy Barrage Storage is currently at 98% storage level and is therefore well 
above the threshold in the Drought Management Plan (DMP) used to trigger the 
implementation of water restrictions. 

Gracemere 

Average Daily Water Consumption Gracemere
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Average daily water consumption in Gracemere during December increased significantly 
compared to that reported in November and was slightly higher than that reported in the 
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same period last year. The increase in consumption was due to the relatively hot dry 
weather during the month. The Fitzroy Barrage Storage is currently at 98% storage level and 
is therefore well above the threshold in the Drought Management Plan (DMP) used to trigger 
the implementation of water restrictions. 

Mount Morgan 

Average Daily Water Consumption Mt Morgan
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Average daily water consumption in Mount Morgan during December increased compared to 
that reported in November but was lower than that reported for the same period last year. 
The increase in consumption was due to the relatively hot dry weather during the month. The 
current storage level in No. 7 Dam is close to 92%, well above the 50% storage threshold 
value in the DMP that is used to trigger the implementation of water restrictions in Mount 
Morgan. 

Capricorn Coast 

Average Daily Water Consumption Capricorn Coast
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Average daily water consumption on the Capricorn Coast during December increased 
significantly compared to that reported in November and was slightly higher than that 
reported for the same period last year. The increase in consumption was due to the relatively 
hot dry weather during the month. The water source supply levels are well above the 
threshold values in the DMP that are used to trigger the implementation of water restrictions 
on the Capricorn Coast. 
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Marlborough 

Average Daily Water Consumption Marlborough
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Average daily water consumption in Marlborough during December increased compared to 
that reported for November but was lower than that reported for the same period last year. 
The increase in consumption was due to the relatively hot dry weather during the month. 
This current level of consumption remains within the design capacity of the Marlborough 
WTP and is within the long term reliable extraction capacity of the bore water source. 

Drinking Water Quality Incidents 

Drinking Water Quality Incidents
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No drinking water quality incidents occurred during the month of December and only two 
drinking water quality incidents have occurred over the past 24 months. 
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Drinking Water Quality Complaints 

Drinking Water Quality Complaints
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Elevated 
Chlorine 

Taste/Odour/Quality
Discoloured 

Water 
Appearance 

(residue or air) 

No. Complaints 1 2 5 1 

The total number of drinking water quality complaints (9 complaints) received during 
December decreased from the 39 complaints received in November. 

Five of the complaints were related to discoloured water with three of these received from 
the Capricorn Coast and two from Rockhampton. The other complaints included issues 
associated with taste and odour, an elevated chlorine taste and the appearance of a residue 
in the water. In all instances FRW assisted by taking action to address each issue by 
providing additional testing, information or through the flushing of water mains to resolve the 
issue. 

Sewage Inflows to Treatment Plants 

Average Daily Sewage Inflows

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

22

24

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

M
L

NRSTP

SRSTP

WRSTP

GSTP

YSTP

EPSTP

MMSTP

 

Page (267) 



WATER COMMITTEE AGENDA  5 FEBRUARY 2014 

Average daily sewage inflows during December were slightly lower than that reported in 
November due to the ongoing hot, dry conditions and possibly also the holiday period 
reducing the population in some areas. The level of inflows was slightly lower than that 
reported during the same period last year. 

Sewer Odour Complaints 

Sewer Odour Complaints

0

1

2

3

4

5

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

N
o

. o
f 

c
o

m
p

la
in

ts Rockhampton

Gracemere

Capricorn Coast

Mount Morgan

 

Three sewer odour complaints were received during the month of December. Each of these 
complaints was related to sewer odour emanating from parts of the sewerage network with 
one complaint received from Rockhampton and the other two from the Capricorn Coast. 
Each complaint was investigated and action was taken where possible to resolve the odour 
problem. 

Trade Waste Management Activities 

Trade Waste Management
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One Trade Waste application was received and one Trade Waste Permit was issued during 
the month of December. Eleven Plumbing Applications were processed and 11 Trade Waste 
Assessments completed by the team. 
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Maintenance Activities 

The table below shows the breakdown of work completed based on the category of the work 
activity. 

Maintenance Type 
Work Category 

Electrical Mechanical General Operator 

Planned 61 63 54 N/A 

Reactive 64 71 3 2 

After hours callouts 16 24 1 6 

Capital 1 2 0 N/A 

 

Maintenance Completion Rates
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A total of 383 maintenance activities were scheduled and 173 reactive maintenance 
activities were requested during the month of December. Completion rates for each type of 
maintenance activity by the end of the month were 47% and 90% respectively. The relatively 
low completion rate for planned tasks is due to a number of factors including staff absence 
due to leave, the relocation of some staff due to de-amalgamation and the incomplete 
processing of some of the completed tasks for the Capricorn Coast from late in the month.  

The high completion rate for reactive maintenance has continued from last month and 
reflects the optimisation of work practices and the improved capturing of information about 
the completion of these tasks. Efforts are continuing to ensure that the completion rate for 
planned maintenance continues along the current trend of gradual improvement. 
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After Hours Callouts
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The number of after-hours call-outs for Treatment and Supply (51 call-outs) increased during 
December compared to November with some of these call-outs occurring on public holidays 
in late December. The number of callouts is higher than the 12 month rolling average of 45 
call-outs although the trendline in the graph indicates a decreasing trend for call-outs over 
the last 12 months. Thirty-five call-outs were required to attend faults in Rockhampton, 
Gracemere, Mount Morgan and Marlborough at water treatment plants, sewage treatment 
plants, reservoirs and sewerage pump stations. Sixteen call-outs were required to attend 
faults along the Capricorn Coast associated with both water and sewerage assets. 

NETWORK SERVICES 

Workplace Health & Safety 

One lost time injuries for the month. 

Two safety incidents reported for the month. 

Regional Service Leaks and Breaks 

 

Performance 

Target not achieved – service breaks and leaks continue to exceed the internal target of 
eighty per month. 

Issues and Status 

Maintenance records indicate a high percentage of service breaks consistently occurring on 
poly pipe.  

Response to Issues 
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Water services subject to two failures are being replaced under the capital replacement 
program to minimise the risk of failure. 

Locality Service Leaks / Breaks 

Rockhampton 61 

Yeppoon 43 

Mount Morgan 2 

Regional Total 106 

Regional Water Main Breaks 

 

Performance 

Target not achieved – water main breaks continue to exceed the internal target across the 
region, in no particular area, due to the dry weather conditions. 

 

Issues and Status 

The following table shows the number of breaks per month. 

Water main type September 2013 October 2013 November 2013 December 2013 

Cast Iron 3 4 2 5 

A C 15 14 22 26 

PVC 4 3 5 2 

Mild Steel 0 0 0 0 

Poly 1 2 3 3 

TOTAL 23 23 32 36 

Response to Issues 

Continue defect logging and rectification will reduce failure occurrences. Priority is given to 
AC mains old replacement program. 

 
Number of Main 

Breaks 
Target Main Breaks 

Breaks per 
100 km 

Target 
Breaks per 

100 km 

Rolling 
average per 

100 km 

December 36 15 2.89 1.21 1.78 
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Locality Main Breaks 

Rockhampton 35 

Yeppoon 1 

Mount Morgan 0 

Regional Total 36 

Rockhampton Regional Sewer Chokes/Breaks 

 

Performance 

Performance within target. 

Issues and Status 

Majority of blockages continue to be caused by tree root intrusion. 

Response to Issues 

Continue to log defects and monitor outcomes to ensure inclusion in the Capital 
rehabilitation program. 
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Locality Surcharges Blockages 

Rockhampton 9 9 

Yeppoon 1 1 

Mount Morgan 0 0 

Regional Total 10 10 

Rockhampton Regional Sewer Connection Blockages 

 
Number of 

chokes/ 
breaks 

Target 
chokes/breaks 

per month 

Number of 
chokes/ 

breaks per 
100 km 

Target number of 
chokes / breaks 
per month per 

100km 

Rolling 12 month 
average per 100 

km chokes / 
breaks 

December 10 32 1.1 3.46 4.39 
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Performance 

Performance within target – sewer connection blockages continue to trend downwards. 

Issues and Status 

Tree root intrusion through defective pipes and joints continues to be the cause of 
blockages. 

Response to Issues 

Continue to log defects against the asset and properties experiencing blockages and 
schedule those for repair. 

 
Number of 
connection 
blockages 

Target 
connection 
blockages 
per month 

Number of 
connection 
blockages 
per 1,000 

connections

Target number of 
connection 

blockages per 
1,000 connections 

12 month 
average per 

1,000 
connections 

December 24 42 0.45 0.80 0.58 

 
Locality Connection Blockages 

Rockhampton 22 

Yeppoon 2 

Mount Morgan 0 

Regional Total 24 
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Private Works 

Table 1: New Water Connections 
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The following table shows the water connection data, for December, for the past 4 years. 

Region December 2013 December 2012 December 2011 December 2010

Capricorn Coast 16 9 19 22 

Gracemere 4 22 50 28 

Rockhampton 13 10 10 2 

Mount Morgan 0 0 0 0 

Total 33 41 79 52 

Table 2: Details on Private Works Jobs 

Table 2 shows the quantity of private works jobs quoted and accepted during the reporting 
period and year to date. Jobs include both water and sewerage. 

 December Amount YTD Amount 

Quotes Prepared 14 $82,617.62 161 $953,849.93 

Quotes Accepted 22 $186,655.13 114 $641,346.11 

Jobs Completed 15 $74,657.78 109 $601,168.81 

Table 3: Undetected Leaks (Residential) 

 
 December YTD 

New requests 0 45 

Number declined 0 3 

Number approved 15 61 

Require more info 6 13 

Total Kl rebated 6532 29,016 

Total value approved $11,456.73 $56,224.12 

Region December 
Year to Date 

2013 

Year to 
Date 
2012 

Year to 
Date 
2011 

Year to 
Date 
2010 

Capricorn Coast 16 154 124 125 132 

Gracemere 4 54 283 172 159 

Rockhampton 13 146 87 52 52 

Mount Morgan 0 0 0 0 0 

Regional Total 33 354 494 349 343 
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Table 4: Undetected Leaks (Commercial) 

 December YTD 

New requests 0 1 

Number declined 0 0 

Number approved 2 6 

Require more info 0 0 

Total Kl rebated 1884 2429 

Total value approved $730.06 $1507.91 

Table 5: Residential Rebates 

 December 
Total YTD 

Applications 
Total YTD $ 

Washing machines 12 159 $15,900.00 

Stand alone tank 0 5 $1,250.00 

Integrated tank 0 0 $0 

Dual flush toilet 0 7 $350 

Shower rose 0 4 $100 

Other - - $0 

Total 12 175 $17,600.00 

Currently there is one unapproved application pending further advice from the applicant. 

Water Meters 

A total of 1,683 meters were read during the month of December 2013 and approximately 
23,600 accounts were issued to customers. The difference in the reads compared to bills is 
due to two weeks lead time for bills to be processed and mailed to customers with there 
being overlaps from one month to the next. 

Sectors 
Read for 
December 25 Totals 
No. of meters 
in Sector 1683 1683 

No-Reads 39 39 
% Of No-
Reads 2.3% 2.3% 

Special Water Meter Reads 

Reading Type No. of Reads $ Value 
Water Account Search - Averaged Readings $27 per read 114 $3,078.00 
Water Account Search - On-Site Readings $143.00 per read 33 $4,719.00 
Total $ Value for Month  $7,797.00 
Total $ Value Year to Date  $57,486.00 
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Customer Enquiries - Pathways 

Request Type 
No. of 

Requests 
Requests 

Outstanding 
NSWMRE - Network Services - Water Meter Reading 
Enquiry 10 3 
NSSWMR - Network Services Special Water Meter Read 
Enquiry 2 0 

FINIRR - Finance - Irrigators (Asset) 3 0 

NETWORK SYSTEMS 

Building Over Sewers 

The following summary is an overview of the core business activity that requires ongoing 
negotiations with the respective stakeholders and detailed investigations to determine 
location and condition assessments of the associated infrastructure. 

 December YTD 

General enquiries 30 300 

Site investigations 10 107 

Approval Permits issued 2 20 

Permits closed 1 5 

Sewer Network Investigations 

Building Over/Adjacent to Local Government Sewerage Infrastructure Policy 

The proposed amendments to the Building Act and other legislation associated with Building 
Over or Near Sewers came into effect on 1 November 2013 with the release of the policy MP 
1.4. It was reported in November that an interpretation of the policy mandated acceptable 
solutions for all sewers under 1.5 metres in depth with FRW to function as a concurrence 
agency for all sewers over 1.5 metres in depth.  

A later amendment to the policy MP 1.4 in December mandated acceptable solutions 
specifically for Building Classes 1 and 10 irrespective of the sewer depth and FRW will 
continue to function as a concurrence agency for those applications with Building Classes 1 
and 10 that do not comply with an acceptable solution.  

FRW will also continue to function as a concurrence agency for all applications with Building 
Classes 2 to 9. It is noted that Building Classes 1 and 10 may broadly be defined as typical 
residential type developments where Building Classes 2 to 9 are of a commercial nature.  

The current Council Building Over/ Adjacent to Local Government Sewerage Infrastructure 
Policy has again been updated to comply with the latest amendment to MP 1.4 and to 
ensure consistency between the two documents.     

Proposed Limestone Creek Sewer Pump Station  

The Parkhurst sewer catchment currently flows into the Glenmore Road catchment that has 
limited available capacity. Given the increased development activity within the Parkhurst 
catchment it is necessary to divert this flow into the Norman Road catchment that has ample 
capacity.    

This diversion is to be achieved by the proposed Limestone Creek sewer pump station. The 
optimal site for the pump station is adjacent to Boundary Road on land owned by the 
Department of Natural Resources and Mines that is currently leased to the Disabled Horse 
Riders Association (DHRA). 

The acquisition of the pump station site has been the subject of dispute for a number of 
months. In a meeting facilitated by Bruce Young MP, between members of Council and the 
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DHRA it was agreed that Council would provide the DHRA with additional land currently 
assigned to the Heritage Village.  

Ellida (Stocklands) Development - Sewer Strategy 

The sewer strategy for the proposed Ellida development in Parkhurst has continued to be 
refined over the last few months. The technical issues surrounding the proposed size and 
staging of the two primary pump station sites and their associated rising mains have almost 
been resolved with further discussion to be held with the developers consultants early next 
year. 

Gracemere Effluent Line to Rockhampton Golf Course  

The duplication of the trunk water main from Rockhampton to Gracemere has presented an 
opportunity to construct an effluent main from the Gracemere Sewerage Treatment Plant to 
the Rockhampton Golf Course for little more than the cost of the pipe materials.  

By jockeying on to the water main duplication project and another project named the 
Armstrong Street rising main, there is potential for 7.9km of the 9.0km required for the 
effluent main to be laid at a significantly reduced rate by using a shared trench. 

The total cost of the project is estimated to be in the order of $1.4 million with approximately 
$210,000 required in 2013/14. The anticipated completion date for the project would be in 
2016/17.  

A business case for this project is currently being prepared. 

Water Network Investigations 

Edenbrook Development – Pumped Water Main Proposal 

The Parkhurst Edenbrook development has an existing approval to construct a water pump 
station at the Birkbeck reservoir site, and provide a 200mm diameter main an estimated 
distance of 1.2km to the intersection of McLaughlin Street and William Palfrey Road to 
service the initial stages of the development. 

The formulation of priority future trunk infrastructure strategies in this area has identified the 
need for a 300mm diameter trunk main on the same alignment as the proposed 200mm 
main. The 300mm main will ultimately connect through to Yaamba Road to enable the 
Birkbeck reservoir to be supplied by either the Boundary or Mt Charlton reservoirs, building 
further redundancy into the water network. 

It has been proposed that the developer should construct the 300mm main via an 
Infrastructure Agreement rather than construct a 200mm main that would ultimately become 
redundant. The developer is currently looking at providing an amended design and a 
suggested re-payment proposal for inclusion into an infrastructure agreement.  

Water Loss Calculations 

The following water loss results were reported in the September customer service standards 
quarterly report. 

Water Supply 
Scheme 

Water Loss Per Connection 2013 
(Litres per day) 

March June September December 
Rockhampton 280 242 227 161 
Capricorn Coast 0 119 7 87 
Mount Morgan 172 160 172 175 

The results indicate there are ongoing issues associated with the correlation of the Capricorn 
Coast production and consumption data that requires further investigation. 

NETWORK CONSTRUCTION 

Workplace Health and Safety 

One lost time injury for the month. 
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One safety incident reported for the month. 

Sewer Rehabilitation Program 

Work Location 
Number completed 

for the month 
Year to date totals 

Access Chambers raised 9 80 

Sewers repaired 12 133 
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9.2 FRW Annual Performance Plan as at 30

9.2 FRW ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PLAN AS AT 30 SEPTEMBER 2013 
 September 2013 

File No: 1466 

Attachments: 1. Customer Service Standards as at 30 
September 2013  

2. Customer Service and Financial Targets  
3. Non Compliance Comments   

Responsible Officer: Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Nimish Chand - Strategic Manager Fitzroy River Water          
 

SUMMARY 

Fitzroy River Water’s performance against financial and non-financial targets and key 
strategies is reported to Council on a quarterly basis in accordance with the adopted 
2013/14 Performance Plan.  This report as at 30 September 2013 is presented for the 
Committee’s information. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Fitzroy River Water Annual Performance Plan quarterly report as at 30 September 
2013 be received. 
 

BACKGROUND 

Fitzroy River Water (FRW) is required to provide a quarterly report on its performance 
against financial and non-financial performance targets and key strategies as adopted in the 
Annual Performance Plan for 2013/14. 

FRW has legislative obligations to report to various external agencies and stakeholders. The 
data in these reports is presented based on water and sewerage schemes. The format of 
reporting actual non-financial performance against targets in accordance with the 
requirements of the Annual Performance Plan has been modified to be consistent with the 
external reporting requirements and is presented in Attachment 1. 

COMMENTARY 

Manager’s Overview 

Fitzroy River Water’s performance remained consistent through the first quarter and focus 
continues on improving reliability and quality of services provided to customers.  

Customer Service Performance 

FRW has an internal service level agreement with Finance & Business for the provision of 
customer service related functions including: 

1. Face to Face Customer Support. 

2. 24 Hour Telephone Contact Service. 

3. Acceptance of Payment. 

The following table summarises customer contacts made via the telephone and face to face 
at the Council Customer Service Centres. These customer contacts are then addressed by 
FRW. 
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Table 1: Customer Contact 

1st quarter – 1July to 30 September 2013 

Customer Contact Type 
1st Quarter 

2013/14 
1st Quarter 

2012/13 
Total 

2013/14 
Year 

Total 
2012/13 

Year 

Total 
2011/12 

Year 
Water (incl. leaks, quality, 
pressure, water meter 
maintenance, etc) 

891 797 891 3923 3719 

Sewerage (incl. blockages, 
trade waste etc) 

240 275 240 1263 1118 

Development, Construction 
and Private Works  

224 220 224 953 1013 

Other (incl. contract matters, 
rebate, special meter reads, 
etc) 

893 859 893 3559 2997 

Total Customer Contacts 2248 2151 2248 9698 8847 

 

FRW Customer Requests Received 2013/14
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Financial Performance 

Operational 

The operational result is currently a surplus of $11.4 million.  Revenue is currently $27.1 
million compared with budget for both Councils of $70.2 million which indicates revenue is 
exceeding expectation.  This is due to rates being levied for the first half of the year, and with 
this considered revenue is slightly behind percentage of year elapsed.  

Expenditure year to date is slightly below percentage of the year elapsed at 23% compared 
with budget for both Councils. 

There are no material exceptions to report following the first quarter results. 

Capital 

FRW’s total capital expenditure is at 17% of budget with expenditure in the month of 
September remaining fairly static compared to the previous month.  Water year to date 
is 19.08% and Sewer year to date is 12.89%.  Networks year to date is 21.00% and 
Treatment year to date is 5.65%. 

There are no other material exceptions to this report. 
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Compliance Matters 

Drinking Water Quality 

All drinking water samples collected and tested during this quarter were compliant with State 
legislation and Australian Drinking Water Guideline (ADWG) health values. 

Variations / Concerns 

The month of September contained some unusually hot weather which followed on from the 
relatively warm end to the winter in July and August. As a result, the volume of water 
supplied to customers during this first quarter of the water year has increased significantly 
compared to the previous year. Across the region an increase of approximately 20% in water 
demand was observed. This increased level of demand has placed some additional pressure 
on the water supply infrastructure in some locations, however, to date supply to all locations 
has been consistently maintained in order to meet demand. 

Safety Management 

The safety statistics shown in Table 2 indicate incidents are still a regular occurrence in the 
workplace and this is being addressed through toolbox talks and the FRW Safety 
Committee. 

Table 2: Safety Statistics 

Please be advised that the data recorded in this report is accurate at the time of compilation.  As this 
information is sourced from a live database, changes will occur as required when amendments or 
upgrades are made to injury severities including lost and rehabilitation days. 

1st quarter – 1July to 30 September 2013 

Lost Time Injury Statistics 
1st Quarter 

2013/14 
1st Quarter 

2012/13 
Total 

2013/14 Year 
Days Lost * 73 52 73 
Lost time Injury 
(Work Cover & non-Work Cover 
claims) 

4 2 4 

Medical Expense Only Claims 0 0 0 
Total Number of Incidents 
Reported 

43 22 43 

 

FRW Safety Statistics 2013/14
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Risk Management 

Quarterly risk reviews and reporting requirements have been undertaken during this quarter 
and presented to the Risk Management Coordinating Committee. 
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CONCLUSION 

Business performance is as expected for this quarter and this report serves two purposes – 
keeping the Council informed and meeting the legislative obligation of reporting on progress 
against the FRW Performance Plan. 
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Customer Service Standar  30 September 2013 ds as at
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Customer Servic cial Targets e and Finan
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Non Complia ments nce Com
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10 NOTICES OF MOTION  

Nil  
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11 URGENT BUSINESS/QUESTIONS  

Urgent Business is a provision in the Agenda for members to raise questions or matters of a 
genuinely urgent or emergent nature, that are not a change to Council Policy and can not be 
delayed until the next scheduled Council or Committee Meeting 
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12 CLOSURE OF MEETING 
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