
 
 
16 September 2024 
 
Rural irrigation price review 2025–2029 
Queensland Competition Authority 
GPO Box 2257 
Brisbane QLD 4001 
 

Submission from Queensland Cane Agriculture and Renewables Ltd (QCAR) 

The Sugarcane industry collective of the Queensland Cane Agriculture and Renewables 
Limited (QCAR), Australian Cane Farmers Association Limited (ACFA), and AgForce Cane 
Board Limited (ACL) (representative to AgForce Queensland Farmers Limited (AgForce) - 
(together, the Collective) welcome the opportunity to provide this collaborative submission 
to the Rural Irrigation Price Review process for the 2025-29 pricing period.  

Who we are 
Our collective member organisations represent approximately 20% of the sugarcane 
farmers and 15% of the total sugarcane production in Australia.  

QCAR (formerly Pioneer Cane Growers Organisation Ltd) has previously made a joint 
submission as a member of Burdekin District Cane Growers Ltd.  

AgForce Queensland Farmers Limited (AgForce) is also a peak organisation representing 
Queensland’s cattle, grain and sheep, wool & goat producers. The cane, beef, broadacre 
cropping and sheep, wool & goat industries in Queensland generated around $10.4 billion in 
on-farm value of production in 2021-22. AgForce’s purpose is to advance sustainable 
agribusiness and strives to ensure the long-term growth, viability, competitiveness and 
profitability of these industries. Over 5,500 farmers, individuals and businesses provide 
support to AgForce through membership. Our members own and manage around 55 million 
hectares, or a third of the state’s land area.  

The sugarcane industry’s contribution to the Australian economy is well documented and 
communicated by Sugar Research Australia limited (SRA).1 

Australian sugarcane production is expected to grow at 2.3% and opportunity growth 
estimated at $3.6 billion over the next 5 years.2 Our Queensland producers provide high-

 
1 Annual-Report-2022-23_Digital-F.pdf (sugarresearch.com.au) 
2 https://www.ibisworld.com/au/industry/sugar-manufacturing/109/#IndustryStatisticsAndTrends 

https://www.ibisworld.com/au/industry/sugar-manufacturing/109/#IndustryStatisticsAndTrends


quality food and fibre to Australian and overseas communities, as well as deliver 
stewardship of the state’s natural environment. 

Key recommendations 
Our February 2024 submission to the QCA described the material economic benefits that 
would arise from the re-instatement of the 50 per cent community service order (CSO) 
discount for Giru Benefited Groundwater Area (GBGA) irrigators, which had applied for the 
thirty-two years prior to 1 July 2020.  

The QCA’s draft decision did not dispute the nature of these economic benefits.  

Rather, it identified that the CSO price discount could not be re-instated because of 
constraints on its administrative power and the absence of information from Sunwater, ie, in 
the QCA’s view: 

1. the referral from the Minister prohibits it from establishing a new tariff group for GBGA 
irrigators;3 

2. the Water Plan (Burdekin Basin) 2007 prevents it from accounting for the significant level 
of unsupplemented (natural ground) water used by GBGA irrigators, with the result that 
unsupplemented (natural ground) water is inappropriately assumed to be supplied by 
Sunwater; 4 and 

3. Sunwater has not provided sufficient proper information on the relative cost of providing 
irrigation services to GBGA irrigators, in comparison to Burdekin channel schemes.5 

We recommend that the QCA; 

1) Properly accounts for the matters specified at section 26 of the Queensland 
Competition Authority Act 1997 (Qld) (the QCA Act), as described in our February 
2024 submission. 

2) Re-instates the 50 per cent CSO discount for Giru Benefited Groundwater Area 
(GBGA) customers; 

3) Includes a price review trigger for GBGA irrigators if the Giru weir and Val Bird weir are 
re-classified as bulk assets before 30 June 2029; 

4) Applies a further 10-15 per cent discount in price across all irrigation schemes in 
Queensland; and 

5) Applies price incentives in designated areas to encourage the use of groundwater 
where its use will have a known positive impact on the rising groundwater problem. 

We refer to our February 2024 submission to the QCA, which sets out in detail the basis for 
and the benefits of these recommendations.  

We note also that the QCA appears not to have given any consideration to the third point 
noted above, which was also raised in our February 2024 submission. 

 
3 QCA, Rural irrigation price review 2025–29: Sunwater Draft report, June 2024, p 162. 
4 QCA, Rural irrigation price review 2025–29: Sunwater Draft report, June 2024, pp 160-161. 
5 See: QCA, Rural irrigation price review 2025–29: Sunwater Draft report, June 2024, pp 162-164; and Sunwater 
proposal, December 2023, p 130. 



Economic benefit of re-instating CSO price discount 
The CSO discount would align the price for GBGA irrigators with the lower cost of serving 
them, the lower level of service they receive and the higher cost of accessing the water, in 
comparison to Burdekin Channel customers. The QCA similarly acknowledged in its draft 
decision that:6 

…there is likely to be some difference in cost and service levels for customers in the 
Giru Groundwater tariff group compared to other distribution system customers given 
the different nature of the operational system. 

It is a fundamental tenet of economic regulation that price reflects the efficient cost of 
providing a good or service.7 We described in our February 2024 submission that, for GBGA 
irrigators, the re-instatement of the CSO price discount will: 

• promote the efficient allocation of resources;8  
• promote competition by reflecting the price that would be charged in a competitive 

market;9 
• provide a price incentive for GBGA customers to use more groundwater, which has a 

positive effect on the environment;10 and 
• support the long-term commercial viability of GBGA customers.11 

On the latter point, GBGA farmers have among the lowest crop yield and sugar content 
(CCS) and therefore have among the lowest sugar yield as well as materially higher private 
investment and electricity and maintenance costs to access the supplemented water, eg, 
the QCA recognised that GBGA irrigators:12 

…have additional costs compared to many channel customers because of the need 
to pump water from the Haughton River (including weirs) or groundwater bores. 

Further, the resulting much lower capacity to pay for GBGA farmers makes them much more 
responsive to changes in price, since they may be forced to shut down operations. It is well-
accepted in economic theory that it is efficient to allocate less costs to customers that are 

 
6 QCA, Rural irrigation price review 2025–29: Sunwater Draft report, June 2024, p 114. The QCA’s view that 
these differences are not material has no evidentiary basis in the absence of cost information from Sunwater. It 
also ignores the material level of unrecognised unsupplemented (natural ground) water used by GBGA 
irrigators. 
7 As recognised in section 26(d)(i)-(ii) of the QCA Act. 
8 Consistent with sections 26(d)(i)-(ii) of the QCA Act. 
9 Consistent with section 26(b) of the QCA Act. 
10 Consistent with section 26(a),(g) and (j) of the QCA Act. 
11 Consistent with sections 26(i) and 26(m) of the QCA Act. 
12 QCA, Rural irrigation price review 2025–29: Sunwater Draft report, June 2024, p 165, 



more responsive to changes in price, ie, GBGA irrigators. The QCA highlighted this principle 
in its statement of principles, explaining that:13 

The Ramsey pricing or inverse elasticity rule charges each consumer based on its 
elasticity of demand (which reflects sensitivity of demand to price changes).  The 
consumers with the highest elasticity [most price responsive] pay the lowest price. 

We therefore strongly encourage the QCA to re-instate the CSO discount and adopt the 
other recommendations put to it in this submission. 

Sunwater refusal to provide information 
Despite evidence that the cost of providing services to GBGA irrigators is materially lower 
than channel irrigators, Sunwater has persistently refused to provide the information 
required to undertake a full cost assessment or undertake that analysis itself. 

Rather Sunwater says that:14 

Sunwater’s preference is for the continuation of current cost allocation and pricing 
practices in this scheme, and notes that any holistic review of cost allocation would 
require considerable time (at least two years) given the competing customer 
positions, and may lead to unexpected outcomes including the creation of more than 
two effective tariff groups within the distribution service 

Neither the basis nor relevance of Sunwater’s ‘preference’ not to undertake this additional 
work is clear.  

Further, the materially lower cost of serving GBGA irrigators has been put to Sunwater since 
2020 yet now, at this late stage in the regulatory process, Sunwater asserts that it will take 
two years to undertake a cost allocation. 

Cost allocations are routinely undertaken by regulated infrastructure business (including 
Sunwater in the calculation of its prices15) and involve simply: 

• identifying relevant capital and operating costs; and 
• applying an allocation metric (typically based on relative use) to allocate those costs 

between services or customers. 

In light of Sunwater’s persistent refusal to facilitate proper consideration of this issue, we 
call for the QCA to request the requisite information from Sunwater and undertake its own 
analysis. 

Further, Sunwater and the QCA’s unfounded speculation that a cost allocation could 
potentially show higher cost for GBGA irrigators is unlikely to play out when a usage-based 
allocation metric appropriately accounts for the degree of unsupplemented (natural ground 
water) used by GBGA irrigators. 

 
13 QCA, Statement of Regulatory Pricing Principles, August 2013, p 11. 
14 Sunwater proposal, December 2023, p 130. 
15 Sunwater Proposal, Irrigation pricing proposal 1 July 2025 to 30 June 2029, November 2023, pp 34 and 133. 



 

New tariff group 
The Minister’s referral states that when the QCA is considering new tariff groups, it is to 
avoid shifting costs from one group of customers to another within a water supply scheme:16 

• in the absence of the business having a significant commercial interest in the 
change; and 

• in the absence of agreement from customers. 

We respectfully disagree with the QCA’s interpretation that it is prohibited from establishing 
a new tariff class if one or both of these considerations applies.17 

Rather, the use of the term ‘avoid’ invokes a need for the QCA to consider the relative merits 
of: 

• the significant commercial interests of GBGA irrigators in reinstating the former price 
discount, ie, their low capacity to pay due to lower sugar yield (refer to Appendix 1) 
as well as the materially higher private investment and electricity costs to access 
supplemented water (refer to Appendices 2 to 4, along with the information in the 
sections that follow); and 

• the inevitable opposing view from other customers with a much higher cost to serve 
and higher capacity to pay. 

We call for the QCA to undertake a thorough comparative analysis of these considerations. 

Differentiation of costs between a GBGA Irrigator and Channel irrigator 

During the 2020-24 QCA Irrigation Pricing Review, while forming a conclusion that the GBGA 
did not fit within the current Water Act Framework and Associated Operational Conditions, it 
stated that the GBGA could justify a differentiated cost versus being merged into a 
distribution system so long as the GBGA irrigators could differentiate and articulate the cost 
differences to channel customers. 

“Since GBGA remains a separate tariff group, there is potential for GBGA customers' prices 
to be differentiated from other distribution system customers to reflect cost differences. In 
the case of watercourses supplemented by channel systems, costs could differ if materially 
less than 100 per cent of water supplied is sourced from the channel system.”18  

Having established above that “materially less than 100 per cent of water supplied is 
sourced from the channel system”, it is now appropriate to provide details of the differential 
costs that exist which are not incurred by Channel irrigators. 

 

 
16 Minister for Trade and Investment, Referral Notice, 10 March 2023, p 2. 
17 QCA, Rural irrigation price review 2025–29: Sunwater Draft report, June 2024, p 162. 
 
18 QCA, Final report Rural irrigation price review 2020–24 Part B: Sunwater, January 2020, p 118. 



 

Differential Costs incurred by GBGA irrigators 

Details of costs uniquely associated with GBGA irrigators, and therefore not Channel 
irrigators, are set out below and in Appendix 4. 

While these costs will differ from farmer to farmer and from farm to farm, it is sufficient to 
understand that significant costs are incurred by a GBGA irrigator which is not incurred by a 
channel irrigator. 

In summary, the areas where such costs are incurred, as previously advised to the QCA in 
previous submissions include: 

- costs of Bore ($25,000-$40,000) 
o Bore hole creation cost 
o Bore Pump maintenance 
o Pump anchors where the pump is in the river/creek   

- Bore/River pumps 
o cost and installation (we know of one example whereby a river pump was 

acquired for $25,000 to service a 30ha farm or about 250ml in annual 
pumping)  

o Suction line to river and a screen fitting also 
o Operation of pumps incurs significant electricity costs ($35/ML) and on the 

above example would incur around $8,750 in electricity costs over and above 
a channel irrigator  

- Pipes 
o Needed to run from source (river) to water distribution areas on farm as 

compared to channel customers where it is usually gravity fed to the 
distribution out close by at the top of the farm 

o Pipes often need to run from bottom of farm to top of farm for GBA customers 
due to bore locations 

- Maintenance on all of the above (minimum of $10/ML) 
- Requirements for water for a 10,000T sugarcane farm are an average of 750ML per 

farm 

Although these costs incurred by GBGA irrigators are not part of Sunwater’s cost of 
delivering water to GBGA customers, they are relevant to the relative cost of supplying GBGA 
irrigators because they supplant the need for costs that, for Burdekin Channel customers, 
are incurred by Sunwater (See Appendix 4, section one).  

These additional private costs, combined with Sunwater’s relatively lower cost to serve 
GBGA irrigators, exacerbate the competitive disadvantage faced by GBGA irrigators without 
the former CSO discount. 

 

 



Water Distribution Scheme Efficiencies   

During the 2020-24 irrigation pricing investigation process, a consultant engaged by the QCA 
failed to draw sound conclusions about the efficiencies of water diversions and usage 
relating to the GBGA customers. The errors in these assumptions led to both erroneous 
conclusions about water usage in the GBGA but also, in our opinion, incorrect assumptions 
about the contribution that the natural yield was making toward satisfying the irrigation 
needs of the GBGA irrigators and, as a consequence, reducing the reliance on the 
distribution scheme. 

It is wrong to focus on averages over long periods when you are trying to assess the 
legitimacy or otherwise of a source of water which is making a making a material 
contribution toward the overall irrigation needs of an Irrigator. In other words, if the source is 
proven to exist for a single year, then it must exist. If it is proven to exist, then its capacity to 
make, and frequency that it has made, such a contribution should then be the focus. 
Historically, the GBGA irrigators used to survive on underground water and river water, 
without the need for supplementation for at least 6 months of the year and then 
supplementation was required. In its simplest form this is how a neat 50% contribution 
through natural yield and discount would have been determined. 

The QCA has continued to conclude based on false assumptions that the “Extent of 
Supplementation of Haughton Zone A” was between 95%-100% (more specifically between 
95%-100% as part of the 2020 review and 97% during the current review and erroneously 
concluding that HZA including GBGA “remains materially supplemented by water delivered 
by channel infrastructure” (refer slide 38 of Power point Presentation to Giru Workshop).  

To assist the QCA in making a correct determination during this review, we have prepared 
some new calculations using a different approach, but using the same data that has always 
been available to the QCA. Appendix 2 sets out details of this more accurate, but still 
conservative assessment of efficiencies in the GBGA water allocations utilising the 
accepted published diversion and usage data of the Channel.  

This assessment remains conservative because Sunwater, in its Response to an Information 
request (Refer Appendix 4), acknowledges that “the GBA deliveries are subject to channel 
distribution losses, but as water is delivered via a natural river system (the Haughton River), 
deliveries are also subject to much higher and highly variable distribution losses. The 
distribution efficiency of this system is highly variable, depending on factors including 
wetted area of the river bed, current groundwater levels and presence of natural flows. As a 
rule of thumb, natural watercourses can operate at efficiencies as low as 60% and this is 
further exasperated by low participation by GBA customers in Water Ordering”). 

The Channel system has therefore been adopted as an acceptable “proxy” measure of 
efficiency in the Haughton Zone A GBA distribution system. Tables of data are presented 
which reflect the water diversions and usages from the channel system. These numbers are 
used to calculate an efficiency % which is then applied to the GBA diversion data to 
generate adjusted GBGA diversion numbers. A new fresh efficiency % is then calculated to 



reflect a true indication as to the extent of the contribution of the GBGA natural yield to 
GBGA irrigators’ needs. 

The analysis highlights that: 

- there is a significant contribution of water from a source other than the 
supplemented water, across the year which makes a material contribution to GBGA 
irrigators in meeting their irrigation needs 

- during a 3-year period when the Channel scheme was achieving at close to its lowest 
efficiency, it is a well-known and published fact that Sunwater was having troubles 
with the measurement of water being diverted at its balancing storage facility, mainly 
caused by a faulty water release gate as a result of an intrusion of weeds around the 
release gate. This meant that the system used to measure water being released was 
in fact faulty, leading to the situation where the system believed it was issuing more 
water than it actually was and resulting in a bizarre situation whereby the records 
indicated that more water was being released than being used. This data should be 
removed from the analysis 

- The analysis shows that the use of water exceeds the diversion of water by between 
120% and 270% in any one year.  

- It is not appropriate to use averages to assess the existence of a natural yield water 
supply, especially if the hydrogeological survey previously obtained and provided to 
the QCA confirms what was established by engineers in the 1980s – that the GBGA 
aquifer exists and has existed for over 35 years.  

The end result is an unescapable conclusion that not only does the GBGA aquifer exist, 
but it makes a material contribution to the irrigation needs of GBGA irrigators and is 
likely to have done so for at least 35 years and without the need for supplementation 
during wet months. To shift the focus onto the dry months takes away from the fact that 
during the dry months is when the aquifer plays less of a role and the supplemented water is 
required and drawn on. Across the year this balances out and it is obvious the original 
engineers’ assessments in the 1980s were right that the aquifer met, on average, around half 
of the water needs of the GBGA irrigators. 

“Water Solutions found that despite missing observations in …. release data. If the missing 
observations were replaced with the volumes released the day before, HZA efficiency was 
99 per cent. Water Solutions noted that there are a number of years where HBS releases 
were higher than HZA extraction, indicating that there was little contribution from non-HBS 
release sources in dry periods. If the missing data was replaced with zero observations, HZA 
efficiency was 105 per cent (average supplementation from the channel system of about 95 
per cent)”.19 

 
19 QCA, Final report Rural irrigation price review 2020–24 Part B: Sunwater, January 2020, p 119. 



We again call on the QCA to undertake a thorough comparative analysis of these additional 
considerations. 

 

 

                                                                                     

……………………….  …………………………  ………………….. 

Christian Lago  Don Murday   Russell Hall 

QCAR    ACFA    ACL 

Chairman    Chairman   President   



Appendix 1 

Evidence of lower sugar yield (crop yield and sugar content (CCS)) in the Giru Area 

As evidenced in the charts below, the Giru Productivity Group has consistently appeared in 
the bottom 10% of the 40 sugar producing regions in the Burdekin area. Average Sugar yield is 
a combination of both average Sugarcane yield (Ts of sugarcane production per hectare) and 
average sugar content (or CCS).  

The statistics below across 9 years have been extracted from the Burdekin Productivity 
Services’ 2023/24 Annual Report and the Burdekin River Irrigators Association (BRIA) 
Published statistics for the 2015-2022 years and no doubt the same for the last 40 years.  

Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2023 Year 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2022 Year 

 

Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2021 Year 

 



Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2020 Year 

 

Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2019 Year 

 



Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2018 Year 

 

 

Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2017 Year 

 

 



Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2016 Year 

 

 

Burdekin Region Productivity Statistics - 2015 Year 

 



 

Appendix 2 

Asessment of efficiencies in the GBGA water allocations  

Water Distribution Scheme Efficiencies - Channel V Haughton Zone A (including GBGA) 

 

Details of Water diversions and usages for the Channel irrigators 2005/06 – 2022/23 

 

 

 

  



Appendix 3 

Comparison of Sunwater revenue recovery assuming GBA had paid same price as the 
Channel customers for 2006-2023 

If we look at releases and metered usage for Haughton Zone A in a direct comparison with 
the rest of the scheme. 

The channel system has 278,957ML of allocation and the Haughton Zone A 40,249ML 

Sunwater measures releases from each of the nodes to supply each section location ,Clare, 
Millaroo, Dalbeg, New BRIA. 

We have taken those releases and usage for the entire channel system and compared  it 
with the releases and usage for the Haughton Zone A in terms of revenue for Sunwater per 
ML released to demonstrate the difference between the two. 

Sunwater fees apply to the total allocation held for the Fixed Charge and usage applies to 
the Variable per Ml used at the meter. 

For example in 2018-19: 

Channel System 

Sunwater released 327669ml to supply 276416ml in the channel system. Sunwater revenue 
is 278,957Ml x Part a +c = $11,590,663 plus the usage charge 276 416ml x Part B+D =$8 129 
395 giving a total of $19,720,058 

Divide this by ML released and we have the Revenue per ML released of $60.18 

Haughton Zone A (If price was the same as the channel system as the QCA has 
recommended in 2019 review): 

Sunwater released 19,320ml to supply 31,553 ml in the Haughton Zone A revenue is 
40,249Ml x Part a +c = $1,672,346 plus the usage charge of 31,553ml x Part B+D =$927,974 
giving a total of $2,600,320 

Divide this by ML released and we have the Revenue per ML released of $134.59 

In this example Sunwater has received more than double the return per ML released from 
the Haughton Zone A for providing a lower standard of service and for a lower cost of supply. 

If we take the last 17 years and apply full channel fees to the Haughton Zone A Sunwater 
average return per released ML would be $71.73 compared to the $44.08 for the channel 
system average over the same period. 

QCA proposed price is clearly going to have the effect of Haughton Zone A irrigators 
suffering price gouging and now  providing a subsidy to the channel scheme.  

 

 



Table 1 Sunwater revenue derived per ML from Channel diversions 2006-2023 

 

Table 2 – Sunwater revenue derived per ML from HZA (including GBA) diversions if 
Channel price had been charged 2006-2023 

 

Appendix 4 

Different Service Standards between GBA and Burdekin Channel 

The following information was provided by Sunwater in response to an information request: 



There are four main differences in service level to the GBA: 

1. cost of delivery  
2. distribution losses 
3. peak flow entitlement 
4. monitoring and maintenance costs. 

These are each explained below. 

1. Cost of delivery 

There are periods in a water year when Sunwater operates the Tom Fenwick pump station at 
a lower capacity, as it is not providing additional supplemented supply to be diverted into 
the Haughton river for GBA customers. 

In dry periods, Sunwater pumps water into the Haughton Channel system and storage for 
the provision of water to both channel and GBA customers. 

However, when there is a wet weather event there can be extended periods (sometimes 
months) where there is natural flow in the Haughton River. During these periods, Sunwater 
may not need to use extra pumping capacity to maintain supply to the GBA customers as the 
rain and extended natural flows in the river maintains the height of ponded areas of the 
Haughton, enabling customers to access their entitlements. 

Supply to Burdekin Channel customers, however, requires Sunwater to pump water from the 
Burdekin River into the channels. During the same periods of wet weather, the channel 
systems may not be required for short periods (typically 5-1- days) while customers farms 
are wet from the rain. However, once the rain has drained away customers recommence 
irrigating and require Sunwater to pump water into the channels. A shutdown of pumping for 
a rain event typically only last between 5-10 days. 

 

2. Distribution losses 

Burdekin Channel deliveries experience a relatively constant level of distribution losses 
across the channel system. The channel system is clay lined and therefore has limited 
seepage losses. The Burdekin channel system typically operates between 75%-85% 
efficiency. 

GBA deliveries are subject to channel distribution losses, but as water is delivered via a 
natural river system (the Haughton River), deliveries are also subject to much higher and 
highly variable distribution losses. The distribution efficiency of this system is highly 
variable, depending on factors including wetted area of the river bed, current groundwater 
levels and presence of natural flows. As a rule of thumb, natural watercourses can operate 
at efficiencies as low as 60% and this is further exasperated by low participation by GBA 
customers in Water Ordering. 

 

3. Peak flow entitlements 



Burdekin Haughton DS original was originally designed (pump stations and channel size) to 
deliver the following service levels: 

• Old areas (Clare, Millaroo and Dalbeg Sections)—61 mm in 15 days. 
• New areas (Barratta, Haughton and Elliot)—75 mm watering on 80 percent of the 

useable soil area in 12 days at an efficiency of 70 percent. 

These assumptions were formed based on the: 

• anticipated mix of cropping 
• extent of fallow land during period of peak demand 
• estimated area to be served. 

Subsequent changes to land use, area to be served and capacity expansion (i.e. additional 
pump stations and modification of channel sizes and efficiencies) led to adjustments to 
peak flow entitlements. At periods of peak demand, Burdekin Channel customers have a 
peak flow entitlement (PFE). The purpose of PFEs is to apportion a maximum flow rate that 
customers can extract water from the channel system during peak demand periods, 
ensuring all customers have equitable access to water. Sunwater monitors the cumulative 
customer demands daily and implements PFE restrictions if the cumulative demand 
approaches levels that pose a risk to meeting customer orders. This is a critical operational 
control to ensure Sunwater can meet its obligations for supply of High and Medium priority 
water to our customers as per their contracts.  

Peak Flow Entitlements are determined by the following formula/assumptions: 

Section Application Rate Area 

Barratta 100 mm over 12 days 90% suitable area 

Mona Park 0.027 m3/s (27 L/s) Not based on area 

Haughton 75 mm over 12 days 80% suitable area 

Elliot 75 mm over 12 days 80% suitable area 

Clare Proportion of Pump Station capacity 100% gross area 

Millaroo Proportion of Pump Station capacity 100% gross area 

Dalbeg Proportion of Pump Station capacity 100% gross area 

 

Pump and Channel capacities have a direct link to the amount of PFE available. 

GBA customers do not have PFEs as the sub scheme was designed to supplement 
groundwater during periods of no natural flow in the Haughton River. Some customers have 
transitioned to accessing predominately surface water in the sub-scheme which results in 
more frequent releases from the channel system to maintain operating levels in the Giru and 



Val Bird Weirs. During periods of peak demand, in the event of no excess capacity, their 
access can be reduced to zero. 

Closing the GBA diversion during periods of peak demand or reducing flows through the GBA 
is understood by customers, on the basis that they have a lower price. 

Following the release of the QCA’s final recommendations in the 2020-24 pricing 
investigation, Sunwater advised that their customers questioned if Sunwater was going to 
provide a PFE to GBA customers, now that they will be paying the same price as the 
Burdekin channel customers. 

Sunwater noted that, “with current levels of infrastructure and operational rules, we would 
be unable to provide PFEs to both tariff groups, without reducing the level of PFE currently 
provided to Burdekin Channel customers.” 

 

4. Monitoring and maintenance costs of GBA 

The two tariff groups require significantly different levels of management and maintenance, 
due to the higher level of mechanical intervention and close proximity of customer offtakes 
in the Burdekin Channel. 

To maintain optimum capacity in the Burdekin Channel requires more surveillance to 
ensure: 

• regulating gates are working 
• flow is being maintained 
• customers are taking/not-taking in accordance with water orders. 

The higher surveillance is required as the consequences of having problems in the channel 
system are more immediate and have a greater impact (on both costs and service delivery) 
than in the GBA system. 

Acknowledging that during those times that water is being provided to the GBA through the 
channel system (when natural flows in the Haughton River are inadequate), the GBA also 
benefits from the additional maintenance and surveillance required on the channel system. 

 


