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Executive Summary 
Far North Queensland Regional Organisation of Council (FNQROC) member councils over 
the years have been lauded by the Federal and State Governments as best practise for 
Counter Disaster Operations, Emergent Works and Restoration.  They have refined their 
processes and structures to meet the needs of their 
communities’ pre, during and post a natural event 
which in most cases, occur annually.   

Council’s intent has always been to get best value for 
money for both the tax and rate payer.  As the face of 
the community, it is councils that bear the brunt of any 
perceived inefficiencies and wastage of funds.  The 
Federal and State intention is also to get value for 
money and how this occurs should be irrelevant as long 
as the works undertaken meet minimum quality 
standards. 

It is acknowledged the NDRRA Guidelines have 

changed very little over the years; however since the 
2010/2011 natural disasters in Queensland, the 
interpretation of these guidelines certainly has, with little or no clarity of direction for 
implementation.  This change in interpretation has caused significant frustrations in this 
region, “How can our systems and processes be lauded as best practice one year and 
ineligible the next?”   

Nowhere within the guideline does it say that 
council’s full time employee costs cannot be 
reimbursed. Some councils, through virtue of the 
annual nature of these events have employed 
specialised individuals primarily to manage these 
year on year events. Councils are aware that if an 
event does not occur they will carry the liability of 
this expertise – this is a risk they are prepared to 
take.  At the very least, if it is deemed that full time 
employees (where councils can validate they only 

work on restoration efforts) are not eligible, then 
these councils should be offered the opportunity to 

Figure 1 Chatham Terrace 2009 

Figure 2 Lake Morris Road 2011 
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transition to a new structure.  Councils within this region have a number of case examples 
where they would have been able to deliver restoration works at a lesser cost than 
contractors, yet the interpretation of the guidelines prevented this from occurring.    

In developing this submission, Value for Money is foremost in our minds.  The 
recommendations submitted for consideration by both the Federal and State Governments is 
around this philosophy both directly (prequalification of councils against the market) and 
indirectly (documented processes and interpretations). 

In summary the recommendations for the Federal and State Governments are: 

Federal: 
 
F1 That an annual feedback and review process of current, interim and proposed 

guidelines is undertaken with Local, State and Federal input (positive and negative). 

F2a That the State and Federal Government resolve or clarify the audit requirements. 

F2b That the responsible State and or Federal Government officers work in partnership 
with FNQROC technical officers to assess and streamline this process to provide 
efficiencies in audit requirements.  

F3  That more information is provided within the NDRRA guideline and a definition or 
documented process is undertaken for previously damaged assets. 

F4  Within section 4 of the new value for money pricing guidelines include the option for 
councils to go through a prequalification process every two years. 

F5  Emergent works be included as part of the Local Government Value for Money Pricing 
Guidelines. 

F6  That the requirement for councils to contribute 10% of the day labour component 
capped at 10% of its rate/utility base be removed as it unfairly affects those councils in 
disaster prone areas. 

 
State: 
 
S1 That an annual feedback and review process of current, interim and proposed 

guidelines is undertaken with Local, State and Federal input (positive and negative). 

S2 That the State Government engages Local Government prior to making a Federal 
submission on NDRRA Guidelines.   

S3a Within section 4 of the new value for money pricing guidelines it is requested that 
the QRA encourage the Federal Government to include the option for councils to go 
through a prequalification process every two years. 

S3b It is requested that the QRA provide examples to the benchmarking options that 
would satisfy their needs. 
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S4a That the State Government advocate for the inclusion of Council day labour for 
Counter Disaster Operations within the new Local Government Value for Money 
Pricing Guidelines. 

S4b The State Government clarify the role and approval authority of Emergency 
Management Queensland (EMQ) and QRA. 

S5 The State Government advocate for the inclusion of emergent works as part of the 
Local Government Value for Money Pricing Guidelines. 

S6a That the State Government advocate the removal of the requirement for councils to 
contribute 10% of its day labour costs capped at 10% of its rate/utility base be 
removed as it unfairly affects remote councils and those councils in disaster prone 
areas. 

S6b The State Government review its interpretation of day labour. 

S7 The ‘unwritten’ document needs to be documented.  It is requested the State develop 
a framework to provide interpretation or intent as they see it. 

S8 That the State Government define current engineering standards in writing to 
eliminate the many unwritten rules that change depending on who council speaks to.  

S9 That in the interim (prior to further NDRRA guidelines), the State Government 
provide a definition and documented process for previously damaged assets to 
provide councils with some certainty.   

S10a That the State develops a customer service charter which spells out the service level 
response times of both the State and Local Governments.   

S10b That Approval letters include a summary of assessment or scope. 

S11 That the State and Federal Government resolve or clarify the audit requirements. 

S12a That all the reporting requirements be linked within one spread sheet or database i.e. 
a program management tool that allows QRA to be updated in real time with the 
same document to be used internally for councils – could very easily be one report. 

S12b That the State streamline the number of forms with any changes to the forms being 
undertaken in the ‘off season’ with Local Government consultation. 

S12c It is also requested that the State Government bring back annual training with an 
emphasis on: 

• interpretation of the guidelines,  
• what could and could not be claimed with a series of case studies showing 

damage approved for funding and defects not approved, and  
• Completion of forms. 
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Introduction 
Far North Queensland Regional Organisation of Councils (FNQROC) member councils 
cover the Local Government areas of: 

1. Cairns Regional Council 
2. Cassowary Coast Regional Council 
3. Cook Shire Council 
4. Croydon Shire Council 
5. Etheridge Shire Council 
6. Hinchinbrook Shire Council 
7. Tablelands Regional Council 
8. Wujal Wujal Aboriginal Shire Council, and 
9. Yarrabah Aboriginal Shire Council 

Many of these member councils face year on year natural events and have set up their 
processes and structures to deal specifically with counter disaster operations (CDO), 
emergent works and restoration.   

Over the years, we have become proficient in the delivery of services to our communities in 
line with long established processes and procedures. 

Post the extraordinary events in Queensland, the existing processes and procedures and the 
interpretation of the Natural Disaster Recovery Relief Arrangements (NDRRA) are a moving 
target causing significant concern to member councils and delivery of services to their 
communities. 

FNQROC would like to thank the Attorney 
General Nicola Roxon and Minister Joseph 
Ludwig for taking the time to meet with 
member councils to discuss their concerns.  
Through these discussions, it is acknowledged 
that different Federal and State departments 
share the responsibility of the development of 
the NDRRA guidelines and the implementation. 

In response to the meeting held with Minister 
Ludwig 26 July 2012, FNQROC agreed to 

document the issues and make recommendations for both the Federal review of the 
guidelines and for State consideration in the delivery of these guidelines within Queensland.   

Figure 3 Bloomfield causeway 2011 
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In developing our submission we have separated the recommendations into what we 
understand to be Federal and State responsibility.  It is also believed that there is benefit in 
both levels of Government having the ability to review our submission to their counterparts.   

In presenting our submission, we would like to acknowledge: 

a) The Federal Government is traditionally guided by the State in terms of policy 
amendments.  We thank Attorney General Roxon and Minister Ludwig for taking 
the time to meet with us in May and July.  We would like to think that the State will 
consider the contents of both the Federal and State sections in their dealings with the 
Federal Government. 

b) We understand that Federally, different departments are responsible for different 
sections of the NDRRA Guidelines.   

c) This submission has been developed with specific reference to Category B – 
Restoration of Essential Public Assets 

d) The new Local Government Value for Money Pricing Guidelines (LGVFMPG) are on 
trial for 2012 however our submission also considers the long term ongoing nature of 
the NDRRA’s. 

e) Our submission is focussed on obtaining Value for Money and it is acknowledged 
that our recommendations may in the future mean contractors will be more 
competitive in a different market. 

f) The NDRRA Guidelines are based around all natural disasters (as articulated within 
the guidelines) not just cyclones and flooding. 

 

 

Figure 4 Marina Plains Road 2011 
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Federal Submission 

Natural Disaster Recovery Relief Arrangements Guidelines  

Annual feedback and review process 
Recommendation: 
F1 That an annual feedback and review process of current, interim and proposed 

guidelines is undertaken with Local, State and Federal input (positive and 
negative). 

 
Given member councils are in natural disaster prone areas, they would be eager to provide 
feedback on current, interim and proposed guidelines.  It was acknowledged that we need 
to also focus on those areas that work well to ensure they are maintained into the future. 

 

Extreme Audit requirements 
Recommendation: 
F2a That the State and Federal Government resolve or clarify the audit requirements. 

F2b That the responsible State and or Federal Government officers work in 
partnership with FNQROC technical officers to assess and streamline this process 
to provide efficiencies in Audit requirements.  

 

In relation to the audit requirements, the State and Federal Governments are passing 
accountability to each other for the overzealousness of auditing.  Ideally between the two, 
we would like some resolution with regard to appropriate audit requirements.  To date, 
Cook Shire Council has been through 3 audits: 

1. Queensland Audit Office (QAO) audit; 
2. Extraordinary Queensland Reconstruction Authority (QRA) audit, and 
3. QRA flood damage specific audit undertaken by the QAO.   

Cairns Regional Council has had: 

1. Special QAO audit (emergent and restoration), 
2. Emergent submission audit, 
3. Value for Money (VFM) audit of the overall (emergent and restoration) process, 
4. Audit of the restoration Submission, and 
5. They have no doubt they will be audited again when they make claim for payment.  

For each claim each of the councils are also required to submit a complete transaction 
list – full ledger printout. 
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In relation to Counter Disaster Operations, each council was required to submit a hard copy 
of every invoice together with relevant delivery dockets.  From this information councils 
have had to deal with a significant number of inane questions such as: Why an excavator 
was dropped off in front of a business? 

? Why was traffic control needed? 
? Why could council not reuse plastic sheets used in the disaster centres for the 

elderly and infirmed? (value of this discrepancy was in the order of $250) 
? Why thirst quenchers were claimed? (value of this discrepancy was in the order 

of $500 and required as part of PPE and Workplace Health and Safety) 
? The list goes on. 

  
We question the cost benefit of the high frequency of these audits (as a collective) and the 
forensic nature of these reviews. 
 
There is no argument that an audit function is required however, we suggest the responsible 
State and Federal officers are identified and in partnership with FNQROC technical officers, 
these audit requirements are assessed and streamlined to provide efficiencies.  
 

Previously Damaged Assets (Ancillary / Re-damaged Assets) 
Recommendation: 
F3 That more information is provided within the NDRRA guideline and a definition 

or documented process is undertaken for previously damaged assets. 
 

The ability to acquit this information is difficult for mainstream councils, and particularly 
difficult for indigenous councils.  There are no clear determination on this that we can go 
forward with.  There is no guidelines, QRA has no documented process and are advising to 
resubmit under the new event (transferring the whole submission).  This process 
significantly delays restoration works.   
 

A lack of confidence in the 
approval process means that 
works are occurring sporadically, 
that is, on a road there may be 
damage attributed only to 2010, 
damage that is attributed to 2010 
and 2011 and damage only 
attributed to 2011.  Local 
Government is facing public 
perception of inefficiency when 

they see some works on that 
road being complete and others 

not when they (councils or contractors) are working in that area.  The sporadic nature is due 
in part to ‘previously damaged assets’ interpretation and subsequent delay in assessment 

Figure 5 Web-wakooka 2011 
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and to the lack of confidence that the works will be approved by the State (note: a 
recommendation has been made to the State Government on both these issues).   
 
This issue also causes an increase in costs with work crews having to leave site and return at 
a later date.  This has not been an issue in previous years and is acknowledged as an 
interpretation issue by the State however clarity within the guidelines will assist in this 
process and in the timely and efficient completion of restoration works.   
 

Local Government Value for Money Pricing Guidelines (LGVFMPG) 

Benchmarking  
Recommendation: 
F4 Within section 4 of the new value for money pricing guidelines include the option 

for councils to go through a prequalification process every two years. 
 
The benchmarking options while welcomed here has the potential to: 

a) Be convoluted by interpretation 
b) Limit or reduce tenders received from potential contractors 

 
It is very difficult for works to be benchmarked against each other, it is very rare to find 
‘like’ works and it is difficult to find similar size councils in similar circumstances. 
 

We will have difficulty within a 
short period of time with 
accessing market costs with 
tenders the expectation that 
tenders submissions will reduce 
or cease if industry feels it is 
only for market testing.  Cook 
Shire Council put out a 
significant tender for works and 
only received two responses, one 

of which was their own with the 
other x% over councils tendered 

rates.  It should also be noted that each tender released by council costs on average between 
$20,000 and $40,000. 
 
Engagement of contractors has also historically resulted in ‘gold plated’ design and 
construct as this is where they get a higher return.  Local Government however, is cognisant 
of the spend and historically has designed ‘fit for purpose’ resulting in a lower cost options 
being evaluated.   
 
Engaging contractors to undertake all works effectively results in duplication of project 
management; contractor charges for project management and councils need to project 
manage the contractor. 

Figure 6 Lakefield Road 2010 
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Undertaking a benchmarking process for every type of job will be a tedious task, hence a 
prequalification process would be beneficial for Local, State and Federal Governments.  We 
don’t perceive the value in going through a benchmarking process for every type of job, our 
recommendation is that councils go through a prequalification process every two years. 
 
Once this prequalification status is granted, this would remove the requirements to seek 
additional tenders or quotes during the term of the agreement and could also decrease the 
number of interim audits to the  QAO annual audit and one adhoc. 
 

It should be acknowledged that the material 
component unit rate stays relatively constant across 
Local Government and industry, differences will come 
from the day hire rates (plant and day labour) and 
travel to put the material in place. 
 
It is believed Councils in Queensland can demonstrate 
value for money through Road Maintenance 
Performance Contracts (RMPC).  The Department of 
Transport and Main Roads (DTMR) also have access to 
market rates through their contract activities, and 

through these that they are able to assess Councils against the market.  It is through this 
knowledge they are able to prequalify Councils through RMPC’s.   Regional departments of 
DTMR are also able to offer their comment on Councils labour costs based on their 
knowledge of the local regional area. 
 

Emergent Works 
Recommendation: 
F5 Emergent works be included as part of the Local Government Value for Money 

Pricing Guidelines 
 
As an example, Tablelands Regional Council (64,768 square kilometres) went to the market 
for emergent works services.  They received 3 responses which were considered effectively 
non-conforming as they did not have the capacity to deliver to the region, or have the 
systems in place to meet reporting obligations. 
 
Whilst emergent works can be difficult to benchmark, it is believed recommendation F4 
regarding prequalification could be utilised for benchmarking. 
  

Councils Contribution 
Recommendation: 
F6 That the requirement for Councils to contribute 10% of the day labour component 

capped at 10% of its rate/utility base be removed as it unfairly affects those 
Councils in disaster prone areas. 

 

Figure 7 Croydon Shire Council 2008 
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Councils across the top of Australia face year on year natural disaster events (predominately 
cyclone and or flood).  These are Councils with a relatively low rate base however these 
areas also bring in a higher than average per capita return (mining, agriculture and tourism) 
to the Australian and State economy.  It should also be noted that our region is also not 
within the boundary for Royalties for the Regions.  The Hawker report also notes that there 
is little capacity for Councils to increase rates. 
 
 The potential for additional cost to Councils is obvious.  By way of example 10% of each 
individuals Council’s rate base is listed below: 
 
Cairns Regional Council  $9,695,700  

Cassowary Coast Regional Council  $2,585,300 

Cook Shire Council    $270,800 

Croydon Shire Council   $23,300 

Etheridge Shire Council   $154,200 

Hinchinbrook Shire Council   $1,377,800 

Tablelands Shire Council   $2,417,900 

Wujal Wujal Aboriginal Shire Council $N/A 

Yarrabah Aboriginal Shire Council  $N/A 

 
This is on top of the existing trigger points (.75% of Rate Revenue as provided by the QRA 
for 2011/2012) in place which Councils are required to contribute for each declared event.  
That is, Councils could be up for a number trigger point contributions if there is more than 
one event.  For this region, Councils contribution to each event is: 
 
Cairns Regional Council   $727,178 

Cassowary Coast Regional Council  $193,683 

Cook Shire Council    $20,310 

Croydon Shire Council   $1,748 

Etheridge Shire Council   $11,565 

Hinchinbrook Shire Council   $103,335 

Tablelands Shire Council   $181,343 (note 2010/2011 trigger was $259,000) 

Wujal Wujal Aboriginal Shire Council $N/A 

Yarrabah Aboriginal Shire Council  $N/A 
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This is on top of Councils carrying  
a. Day labour costs associated with Emergent works.  Councils are appreciative of the 

one off grant funding (between $1mil and $1.5mil per Council) provided to cover 
day labour costs for emergent works however; it is acknowledged that this will not 
be an option into the future.  Even with this funding, for the 2010/2011 events,  
Councils still contributed: 

a. Cassowary Coast Regional Council - $1.74mil 
b. Cook Shire Council - $505,000 (Cyclone Tasha and Anthony) 
c. Etheridge Shire Council - $140,037, and 
d. Hinchinbrook - $33,306  

b. a loss in interest revenue; as an example Hinchinbrook Shire Council interest 
revenue budget was down by $522,000 which is primarily attributed to undertaking 
NDRRA works while they wait for a Working Capital Facility 

 
 

In addition to these figures, it is estimated 
that the administrative component 
(Administration support staff, training, 
office space, floating plant, office equipment 
and supply) that Councils contribute behind 
the scenes during CDO, emergent and 
restoration is equal to approximately 5% of 
the restoration works.  It is acknowledged 
that this percentage decreases as the cost of 
restoration increases but in return, the net 
cost to Councils does increase as restoration 
costs increase. 

 
It is not financially sustainable for the Local Governments of remote and disaster prone 
regions to carry this additional burden especially when it is clearly evident that in the 
current market Councils can undertake works at approximately 30% less than current 
tenders supplied.  Pre-qualification will give the State and Federal Governments’ confidence 
that they are getting the best value for the dollar.  It is acknowledged that in future, Councils 
may not be competitive and may have to wear the difference if they want to undertake the 
works themselves. 
 
It is also acknowledged that significant disaster events such as those of 2011 will require 
external resources if the restoration works are to be delivered within reasonable timeframes. 
 
The current contribution requirement will push medium to large rural Councils down the 
contractor route thus increasing the cost to State and Federal Governments.  If we are saving 
the State and Federal Governments money we should not be penalised, and the requirement 
to make a substantial contribution appears contrary to the spirit of the trial.  Surely the 
desired outcome is quality work at the best price regardless of who performs it. 
 

Figure 8 Archer River 2006 
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We can’t help wondering if the State interpreted the guidelines differently whether this 
would even be an issue (See recommendation S6b). 

State Submission 

Annual feedback and review process 
Recommendation: 
S1 That an annual feedback and review process of current, interim and proposed 

guidelines is undertaken with Local, State and Federal input (positive and 
negative). 

 
Given member Councils are in natural disaster prone areas, they are willing to provide 
feedback on current, interim and proposed guidelines.  It was acknowledged that we need 
to also focus on those areas that work well to ensure they are maintained into the future. 

 

Local Government input 
Recommendation: 
S2 That the State Government engage Local Government prior to making a Federal 

submission on NDRRA Guidelines.   
 

With regard to Local Government input, we question Local Governments contribution to the 
QRA cabinet submission to the Federal Government which contributed to the recent release 
of the Local Government Value for Money pricing guidelines.  We welcome the apparent 
championing of Local Government issues at the Federal level, however we are concerned 
that Local Government and at the very least the Local Government Association of 
Queensland (LGAQ) was not involved in the cabinet submission, if only to view it.  This lack 
of transparency makes it difficult to ascertain if the resulting interim guidelines are 
attributed to the State or Federal Government. 

Local Governments, particularly in this region would relish the opportunity to provide 
feedback on current, interim and proposed guidelines in the future.  It is Local Government 
that delivers this work on ground (both internally and via contractors). 

 

Local Government Value for Money Pricing Guidelines 

Benchmarking  
Recommendation: 
S3a Within section 4 of the new value for money pricing guidelines it is requested that 

the QRA encourage the Federal Government to include the option for Councils to 
go through a prequalification process every two years. 
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S3b It is requested that the QRA provide examples to the benchmarking options that 

would satisfy their needs. 
 
As identified in the Federal Government component of this submission, we would like to 
include the option of Councils going through a prequalification process every two years.  
Prequalification does not take away the State or Federal Governments’ right to query the 
costs as they do any other submission. 
 
The benchmarking options while welcomed, have the potential to: 

a) Be convoluted by interpretation 
b) Limit or reduce tenders received from potential contractors (in addition to this, each 

tender released costs Council on average between $20,000 and $40,000) 
 
It is very difficult for works to be benchmarked against each other, as it is very rare to find 
‘like’ works and it is difficult to find similar size Councils in similar circumstances. 
 
We will have difficulty within a short period of time with accessing market costs with the 
expectation that tender submissions will reduce or cease if industry feels it is only for market 
testing.  Cook Shire Council put out a significant tender for works and only received two 
responses; one was their own and it should be noted that the contractor was 79% dearer than 
Council for their Works Manager (day rate), 32% dearer for their foreman and 19% dearer 
for their gangers.   
 

Benchmarking or prequalification is 
currently undertaken by the 
Department of Transport and Main 
Roads (DTMR) as part of the Roads 
Maintenance Performance Contract 
(RMPC) or Agreed Price 
Performance Contracts (APPC).  If 
the Department of Transport and 
Main Roads process doesn’t make us 
a prequalified supplier what does?  
The State should be able to ascertain 
if Council is in or under market 
rates.  Currently, other than the 

RMPC or the APPC, there is no 
standardisation of an activity to be 

able to compare costs on a like for like basis.  Pre qualification would remove the 
requirement for Councils to benchmark or go through a tendering process for every 
submission. 
 
The RMPC is also a published document which gives universal transparency in 
benchmarking. Activities performed under an RMPC contract are standardised and detailed 
documentation is published.  

Figure 9 Hans near Yarraden 2006 
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Engagement of contractors has also historically resulted in ‘gold plated’ design and 
construct as this is where they get a higher return.  Local Government however, is cognisant 
of the quantum of the spend and historically has designed ‘fit for purpose’ solutions 
resulting in reduced cost options being considered.   
 
Engaging contractors to undertake all works results effectively in duplication of project 
management; contractor charges for project management and Councils need to project 
manage the contractor. 
 
Undertaking a benchmarking process for every type of job will be a tedious task, hence a 
prequalification process would be beneficial for Local, State and Federal Governments.  We 
don’t perceive the value in going through this benchmarking process for every type of job.  
Our recommendation is that Councils go through a prequalification process every two years. 
 
It should be acknowledged that the material component unit rate stays relatively the same 
across Local Government and industry, differences will come from the day hire rates (plant 
and day labour) and transport costs to deliver materials to site.    
 
Regional departments of DTMR are also able to offer their comment on Councils labour 
costs based on their knowledge of the region. 

 

Counter disaster operations 
Recommendation: 
S4a That the State Government advocate for the inclusion of Council day labour for 

Counter Disaster Operations within the new Local Government Value for Money 
Pricing Guidelines. 

 
S4b The State Government clarify the role and approval authority of Emergency 

Management Queensland (EMQ) and QRA 
 
The Day Labour of Counter disaster operations should be considered for reimbursement 
based on the arguments for emergent works and Councils contribution. 

Of particular interest is the collection of vegetation from residents properties put out to the 
kerb.  Councils could not claim the waste collection and this is not covered in emergent 
works – it is considered under Counter Disaster Operations.  Under this interpretation, as an 
example, and in relation to Cyclone Yasi: 

• Cairns regional Councils day labour component for this collection was $1mil which 
under normal circumstances could not be claimed.   

• Cassowary Coast Regional Council, day labour component was $x which has not 
been reimbursed, as the argument on reimbursement has not yet been clarified. 

 
It is understood that emergent clean up from roads is claimable.  Emergency Management 
Queensland (prior to the establishment of the QRA) approved the collection of waste from 
peoples yard placed on the kerb like any other time however QRA are now saying no to this 
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day labour component. For Cyclone Larry this collection was claimable to the extent that 
Council could go into individual properties to collect green waste.  EMQ gave this 
permission under the guidelines. 
 
It is understood that historically, EMQ authorise this activity and it came from their budget 
but the QRA is now arguing this approval which is based on their interpretation.  There 
appears to be an issue between the two departments and the interpretation of the guidelines.    

 

Emergent Works 
Recommendation: 
S5 The State Government advocate for the inclusion of emergent works as part of the 

Local Government Value for Money Pricing Guidelines. 
 
As an example, Tablelands Regional Council (64,768 square kilometres) went to the market 
for emergent works services.  They received 3 responses which were considered effectively 
non-conforming as the tenderers did not have the capacity to deliver services to the whole 
region and did not have systems in place to meet reporting obligations. 
 
Whilst emergent works can be difficult to benchmark, it is believed recommendation S3a 
regarding prequalification could be utilised for benchmarking. 

 
If emergent works were to become eligible it should be acknowledged that this is difficult to 
benchmark however, it could be benchmarked against hourly unit rates for plant, equipment 
and labour against DTMR or their existing contractor rates. 
 

Councils Contribution 
Recommendation: 
S6a That the State Government advocate the removal of the requirement for Councils 

to contribute 10% of its day labour costs capped at 10% of its rate/utility base be 
removed as it unfairly affects remote Councils and those Councils in disaster 
prone areas. 

 
S6b The State Government review its interpretation of day labour. 
 
As identified within the Federal component of this submission, this requirement unfairly 
discriminates against those Councils in disaster prone regions.  On investigation the 
contribution required, appears to target medium to large rural Councils.  Please see Federal 
Government segment with regard to the costs Councils currently contribute.  In looking at 
these figures, Tablelands Regional Council, Cassowary Coast Regional Council and Cairns 
Regional Council contributions are unsustainably high.  This requirement does not entice 
Councils to undertake the works themselves as the rate payer and existing infrastructure 
due for renewal will suffer as a consequences of this decision.  This will then mean the tax 
payer is penalised as the Federal and State Governments are not achieving value for money.  
It is believed this issue has come to the fore primarily due to the QRA interpretation of the 
following section: 
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4.4.9 c) Normal maintenance and administration costs. This includes salaries, day labour costs, 
and other ongoing administrative type expenditure which would have been incurred even if the 
disaster had not incurred; 

Nowhere  in the guidelines do you see ‘no full time employees’.  The guidelines haven’t 
changed, the states interpretation has. If this interpretation is to continue, at the very least 
Councils need time to transition their corporate structures however, this is not our preferred 
option.   
 
We cannot help feeling that it is the interpretation of the guidelines by the QRA  or pressure 
from the State and Federal Government to reduce the cost of restoration works that has 
caused this issue. This interpretation is causing Council’s to re-evaluate their method of 
delivery to a contractor service which on review can be shown to run counter to the 
requirements to deliver Value For Money. 
 

Natural Disaster Recovery Relief Arrangements – Guidelines  

Inconsistency in decision making - approvals 
Recommendation: 
S7 The ‘unwritten’ document needs to be documented.  It is requested the State 

develop a framework to provide interpretation or intent as they see it. 
 
Councils have constantly been told throughout the process that the QRA would only 
approve scope however there are many case studies where this has not been the case when it 
has come to accepting tenders or claiming for those works.  It appears more and more that 
the QRA is approving both the scope and tender value before Councils can proceed.  We 
have no issue with this but it proves especially frustrating when Councils are not confident 
with the information we are receiving yet we are still being encouraged to commence works 
prior to formal approval.  In one instance the QRA approved the scope of a submission and 
estimated quote however when the tender came in at twice that estimate the QRA deemed 
that the scope should be reviewed and is now carrying out a Value Engineering Assessment 
in an attempt to try and reduce the cost by 50%.  This is all despite the QRA still saying to 
Councils they will pay on actuals as long as the scope has been met when in fact, this is not 
the case.  This lack of clarity and confidence is a contributing factor to the delay in 
restoration works proceeding. 
 
As part of this process, we would like clarification regarding backfilling reimbursement – 
Councils have had advice that the reimbursement is the less of the two (the person 
backfilling vs the person being backfilled).  It should come as no surprise that the person 
backfilling will be a high cost (due to it being a consultancy, casual or short term contract) to 
the person being backfilled.  This is yet another unidentified cost burden that Councils are 
carrying. 
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Timeliness of Delivery:  
All delivery models have inherent and 
sometimes significant lag times associated with 
grant application preparation, reviews by 
approving agencies, engineering design 
documentation, tendering, reporting obligations, 
contractor mobilisation and construction The 
current frameworks established with the QRA 
and it is assumed Federal Government 
demonstrates there is a lack of trust on the part of 
the various agencies involved and that this lack 
of trust is manifesting itself in overly onerous 
and restrictive processes. Should there be any 

doubt as to why the restoration works have been slow to appear one should not need to look 
further than the approvals process and obligatory delivery by external contractors. 
 

Definition of current engineering standards 
Recommendation: 
S8 That the State Government define current engineering standards in writing to 

eliminate the many unwritten rules that change depending on who Council speaks 
to.   

 
This is linked to the recommendation S7, inconsistency in decision making.  This region has 
a number of examples of where the ‘engineering’ strength of an asset has been 
misinterpreted as a service level or function.  It appears that the QRA keeps tangling current 
engineering standards with betterment.  An example of this is a single lane timber bridge 
being replaced with a single lane concrete bridge. 
 
One Council has been hit with the question “Where are the design standards written in 
legislation?” It is obvious that this question was raised by someone with no basic 
engineering knowledge yet these individuals are assessing submissions and claims.   
There appears to be a significant number of unwritten rules around this topic.  There is the 
QRA interpretation, Federal Government interpretation and Council interpretation based on 
historical experience.  Within the QRA you can consult three different people and receive 
three different answers.  This makes it extremely difficult for Councils to undertake works 
prior to definite approval of scope and costs as they are not confident they will be 
reimbursed.  Some Councils within the State have taken to ‘window shopping’ within the 
QRA to get the answer they are looking for.  This is neither beneficial for Councils or the 
State. 
 

Previously Damaged Assets (Ancillary / Re-damaged Assets) 
Recommendation: 
S9 That in the interim (prior to further NDRRA guidelines), the State Government 

provide a definition and documented process for previously damaged assets to 
provide Councils with some certainty.   

Figure 10 Croydon Shire Council 2009 
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As documented within the Federal section of this submission, the ability to acquit this 
information is difficult particularly for indigenous Councils.  There is no clear determination 
on this that we can go forward with.  There are no guidelines, QRA has no documented 
process and are advising Councils to resubmit under the new event (transferring the whole 
submission).  This process significantly delays restoration works.   
 

A lack of confidence in the approval process 
means that works are occurring sporadically, that 
is, on a road there may be damage attributed only 
to 2010, damage that is attributed to 2010 and 2011 
and damage only attributed to 2011.  Local 
Government is facing public perception of 
inefficiency when they see some works on that 
road being complete and others not when they 
(Councils or contractors) are working in that area.  
The sporadic nature is due in part to ‘previously 
damaged assets’ interpretation and subsequent 
delay in assessment and to the lack of confidence 
that the works will be approved by the State (note: 
a recommendation has been made to the State 
Government on both these issues).   
 
This issue also causes an increase in costs with 

work crews having to leave site and return at a 
later date.  This has not been an issue in previous 

years and is acknowledged as an interpretation issue by the State however clarity within the 
guidelines will assist in this process.  
 
Resolution of this issue will assist in timely and efficient completion of restoration works.  
 

Response Service Levels 
Recommendation: 
S10a That the State develops a customer service charter which spells out the service 

level response times of both the State and Local Governments.   

S10b That Approval letters include a summary of assessment or scope. 
 
In terms of case examples: 

a. Tablelands Regional Council has a piece of correspondence that has not been 
responded to in four months. 

b. Cook Shire Council has an outstanding extension of time (EOT) related to Cyclone 
Olga which has been with the QRA for three months.   

c. Croydon Shire Council has also put in an EOT which as not been responded to.  
When seeking a response from the QRA they are advised that they are still assessing 
it.   

Figure 11 Mayers St 2009 
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All of the Councils have examples where they have been waiting a significant amount of 
time for clarification or approval and in return they are requested to respond within 24 – 72 
hours or it is deemed they accept the terms.  This expectation is unrealistic and biased in 
nature. 
 
With regard to approval letters, before an approval letter is sent there is a significant amount 
of toing and froing to get an agreed scope and estimated value but many of the approval 
letters do not reflect prior discussions.  It is requested that a summary of assessment or 
scope is included.  There are many examples where claim is for $x and the approval letter is 
for $x-y and asking Council if they are happy with that.  The issue arises when there is no 
assessment included within the correspondence in terms of which part they are agreeing to 
and which they are not.   

  
Cairns Regional Council has yet to have its Cyclone 
Yasi submission approved.  Whilst this submission was 
only made February/March 2012 this was done so on 
the advice of the QRA.  They were advised not to 
submit it until the QRA had come to inspect the works 
to be undertaken.  They were also advised that this 
process would help expedite the approval process.  The 
inspection took some time to occur and in the 
meantime the QRA kept changing their mind on what 
would and would not be approved and the required 
documentation.  The Cairns Regional Council 
submission has only just cleared compliance and now 
has to go through Value for Money.   It is 
acknowledged the QRA have undertaken to expedite 
the VFM status. 

 
The exception was where one Council used LGIS who 

subcontracted KPMG.  Through this process there were a significant number of changes in 
interpretation which affected the submission development so the submission collation 
process was significantly extended but QRA were kept informed along the way which 
subsequently resulted in a quicker QRA approval but the whole process took a long time – 
longer than Cyclone Larry (as a comparison) and the significant consultancy costs involved 
in this process is questioned. 
 
All Councils have experienced significant delays in the approval process due to confusing 
and conflicting approvals; this was very evident when Councils were in the room 
collectively to develop this submission.    It was identified that some Councils received 
approval for works/activities where others had not. 
 

 

Figure 12 Lake Morris Road 2009 
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Extreme Audit requirements 
Recommendation: 
S11 That the State and Federal Government resolve or clarify the audit requirements. 
 

With relation to the audit requirements the State and Federal Governments are passing 
accountability to each other for the overzealousness of auditing.  Ideally between the two, 
we would like some resolution with regard to appropriate audit requirements.  To date, 
Cook Shire Council has been through 3 audits: 

1. Queensland Audit Office (QAO) audit; 
2. Extra ordinary QRA audit, and 
3. QRA flood damage specific audit undertaken by the QAO.   

Cairns Regional Council has had: 

1. Special QAO audit (emergent and restoration), 
2. Emergent submission audit, 
3. Value for Money (VFM) audit of the overall (emergent and restoration) process, 
4. Audit of the restoration Submission, and 
5. They have no doubt they will get audited again when they make claim for payment.  

For each claim each of the Councils are also required to submit a complete 
transaction list – full ledger printout. 

In relation to the Counter Disaster Operations, each Council was required to submit a hard 
copy of every invoice inclusive of delivery dockets.  From this information Councils have 
had to deal with a number of inane questions such as: 

? Why an excavator was dropped off in front of a business? 
? Why was traffic control needed? 
? Why Council could not reuse plastic sheets used in the disaster centres for the elderly 

and infirmed? (value of this discrepancy was in the order of $250 
? Why thirst quenchers were claimed? (value of this discrepancy was in the order of 

$500 and required as part of PPE and Workplace Health and Safety) 
? The list continues 
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Reporting requirements 
Recommendation: 
S12a That all the reporting requirements be linked within one spread sheet or 

database i.e. a program management tool that allows QRA to be updated in real 
time with the same document to be used internally for Councils – could very 
easily be one report. 

 
S12b That the State streamline the number of forms with any changes to the forms 

being undertaken in the ‘off season’ with Local Government consultation. 
 
S12c It is also requested that the State Government bring back annual training with an 

emphasis on: 
• interpretation of the guidelines,  
• what could and could not be claimed with a series of case studies showing 

damage approved for funding and defects not approved, and  
• Completion of forms. 

 
Councils are currently completing: 

a. Day rates statement 
b. Activity Rates 
c. Summary sheet for a road and a list of sites on that road 
d. Summary sheet for that submission 
e. Risk Management framework for each submission 

 
The plethora of information required to be completed via forms with a hand signature is 
ridiculous and in a number of circumstances is duplicating information.   
 
The additional reporting requirements seem to be around rates and inspections which were 
previously handled by DTMR and it is questioned why that process has been removed and 
devolved to Local Government in a convoluted manner.  Previously these decisions were 
made on site by the inspector; this no longer occurs with this regions inspector located in 
Brisbane which significantly delays the delivery of projects with work crews moving on. 
 
Historically there was only one set of submission criteria and one claim form.  This is in 
significant contrast the significant number of forms (identified earlier in this submission) 
which are in a constant flux of change. 
 
Historic training sessions run by the State was invaluable for Councils. The training 
focussed on interpretation of the guidelines, what could and could not be claimed with a 
series of case studies and completion of the forms.   This also provided Councils is an 
opportunity to collectively share their knowledge and expertise.   
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Acronyms 
 

APPC  Agreed Pricing Performance Contract 

CDO  Counter Disaster Operations 

DTMR  Department of Transport Main Roads 

EMQ  Emergency Management Queensland 

FNQROC Far North Queensland Regional Organisation of Council 

LGAQ  Local Government Association of Queensland 

LGVFMPG Local Government Value for Money Pricing Guidelines 

NDRRA Natural Disaster Recovery Relief Arrangements 

QAO  Queensland Audit Office 

QRA  Queensland Reconstruction Authority 

RMPC  Roads Maintenance Performance Contract 

VFM  Value for Money 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Figure 13 Lake Morris Rd 2009 


