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1 Submission Structure 

The ACCC’s Draft Decision for the 2015 Compliance assessment under the Hunter Valley Access 

Undertaking (HVAU) requested stakeholder submissions on that Draft Decision by 4 March 2019. The 

ACCC also requested explanations from ARTC on several matters as set out within the Draft 

Decision. This submission therefore contains ARTC’s responses to some substantive issues of 

principle which are raised by the Draft Decision as well as the provision of the explanations requested 

by the ACCC. Finally, there are some factual errors contained in the Draft Decision and report by 

WIK-Consult which ARTC believes should be addressed in the Final Decision. 

ARTC acknowledges the extensive analysis undertaken by the ACCC and its consultants WIK-

Consult and TUV-Rheinland (in combination referred to as WIK) and we support the findings as to the 

efficiency of our maintenance processes. This affirms the findings from two recent, comprehensive 

and independent reviews of ARTC’s maintenance and costs by Jacobs and Deloitte. ARTC takes 

comfort from these three independent studies confirming the efficiency of ARTC’s maintenance 

processes and the costs which arise from them. 

This submission has been structured as ARTC’s public response to the substantive issues raised in 

the Draft Decision and the provision of further explanations sought by the ACCC. Detailed data 

required to support these responses will be provided in confidential spreadsheets as per the 

requirements of Schedule G of the HVAU. 

 ARTC’s submission is therefore structured in three parts providing its response to the: 

• Substantive Issues of the Draft Decision; 

• Specific requests of the ACCC for further information and explanation; and 

• Factual inaccuracies in the Draft Decision. 

2 Substantive Issues 

2.1 Summary  

This section of ARTC’s submission is focused on addressing the concerns ARTC has in respect of the 

substantive issues contained in the ACCC’s reasoning as published in the Draft Decision. The specific 

explanations requested by the ACCC is addressed in Section 3 of this submission 

ARTC’s substantive concerns in the Draft Decision reflect: 

• the proposed decision taken by the ACCC to disallow the Interest During Construction (IDC) 

on the Gunnedah Yards project for 2015. The ACCC’s decision to allocate those risks solely 

to ARTC removes the incentive for ARTC to adopt the cooperative contracting approach 

developed by it and the RCG to focus on accepting more contracting risk for a lower price; 

• the inability of ARTC to recover the value of investment in its labour force and the 

consequent negative impact on the management and risk of inhouse specialisation;  

• clarification of the language used by the ACCC in its decision on overhead allocators, in 

particular the reference to the specific allocation rather than the underlying costs and 

appropriate application of the approach as outlined by WIK and Deloitte; and 
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• the increased depth of information requests and consequent increases in the cost of 

regulation. 

These issues will be addressed in more detail in the subsections below. 

2.2 Interest During Construction 

ARTC has invested over $300 million in Pricing Zone 3 since 2011. Throughout this time, ARTC 

engaged closely with the RCG and its Customers in Pricing Zone 3 to deliver capacity to enable the 

growth of three large scale mines in the Gunnedah. With the downturn in the coal market, capacity 

enabling projects were developed to achieve a substantially lower capital cost to traditional loop 

infrastructure but with an increased risk profile. ARTC progressed these projects adopting a mutual 

risk sharing approach with the Customers on the ensuing operational and maintenance complexities 

from this approach. Some of these projects were developed by ARTC more than six months ahead of 

schedule and were instrumental in the early and successful commissioning and ramp up of these 

mines.  

In this context it is disappointing that some two years after Gunnedah Yard Project was completed 

that Whitehaven Coal raises the matter of interest during construction for a small delay in a project.  

For a three-year project, the 4-month delay from November 2014 to March 2015 (which was the next 

planned major closedown) was not considered material and was notified to the RCG as soon as it 

was identified via the monthly reports. No objections were raised in relation to the revised schedule, 

and on this basis ARTC should be entitled to consider that the revised schedule was endorsed by the 

RCG. In addition the Project Close Out report was provided to the RCG in July 2015 and was 

accepted by the RCG. Notwithstanding this small delay, ARTC made temporary arrangements to 

enable 30 tonne axle load trains to traverse the Gunnedah Yard from November 2014 at a reduce 

speed so that Customers could benefit from the newly installed track infrastructure and increase 

volumes. 

ARTC has fundamental concerns in respect to the ACCC’s approach to risk allocation reflected in the 

decision, especially given the Pricing Zone 3 Customers actively sought ARTC to work together on 

the risks of growing capacity in a more capitally efficient way. Through its engagement with 

Customers and the RCG, ARTC has developed a contracting approach which minimises the upfront 

costs of the contract – but which passed through more risk from the contractor in exchange for this. 

Such an approach was thought (by ARTC and its customers) to provide value for money to the users 

of the HVCN who received the benefit of the contract via lower prices. However, the ACCC’s decision 

to quarantine the risk of that contract to ARTC, whilst allowing the lower price benefit to flow to its 

Customers, puts this approach at significant risk. 

That is, ARTC has no incentive to contract for construction in a fashion where the risk of the contract 

is separated from the benefits. More specifically, ARTC’s Customers receive the benefit of the lower 

price received in exchange for the higher risk – but do not have exposure to the consequences of that 

risk exposure. Therefore, if ARTC is to receive the exposure but not the benefit, there is no incentive 

for ARTC to negotiate lower prices in exchange for risk – resulting in a reduction in value to the 

HVCN. 

This decision therefore overrides the cooperative approach to contracting which ARTC had developed 

with its Customers to meet their needs and risk appetites and therefore foreseeably adds cost to the 

network operation. ARTC is therefore fundamentally concerned at the impact of the decision on the 

appropriate allocation of contract risks; notwithstanding its queries on the ACCC’s ability to override 

an undisputed RCG project endorsement. 
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ARTC therefore requests the ACCC to review this decision.   

2.3 Recovery of the value of ARTC’s Investment in its Maintenance Teams 

The ACCC’s decision to support WIK’s recommendation not to allow ARTC to recover the efficient 

market price for its insourced RCRM team creates concerns for ARTC. By drawing a distinction 

between the efficient price for a service and the efficient cost, the ACCC and WIK appear to be saying 

that, provided the actual cost incurred by ARTC is lower than the efficient price, that cost will be 

efficient, and it is only that cost which can be recovered. 

This decision therefore appears to differentiate between accounting cost and economic cost – where 

economic cost is the opportunity cost of the service and reflects the efficient price in the maintenance 

services market. Therefore, if accounting cost is lower than economic cost, ARTC is only allowed to 

recover the accounting cost (and where it is higher, then ARTC is limited to the efficient price). The 

ACCC’s decision therefore ensures that the economic cost of a service is a cap on ARTC’s cost 

recovery. 

This decision creates an incentive to outsource its maintenance services. That is, by disallowing the 

economic cost of maintenance services, the ACCC has disallowed ARTC the ability to earn a return 

on its investment in human capital as reflected in the margin applied to costs in the market for 

maintenance services. If ARTC directs its labour to bid for work in external markets, it achieves this 

return – therefore the ACCC’s decision incentivises ARTC to look for opportunities to earn that return 

on human capital investment and, in turn, outsource the RCRM services on the HVCN at the efficient 

market price. 

ARTC also queries the ACCC and WIK’s statement that the value of its maintenance services is 

realized via the return on capital it receives on its regulatory asset base and allowing the recovery of 

the opportunity value of that staff would lead to a double profit. This concern reflects the following: 

 

• The Asset Beta is the only parameter in the weighted average cost of capital (WACC) 

equation which reflects the systemic risk faced by ARTC in the regulation of the HVCN. The 

ACCC sets this rate based upon an analysis of comparators and the risks faced by ARTC. 

The ACCC has not referenced the structure of maintenance services and whether they are 

insourced or outsourced in any of its decisions on WACC.  

That is, there has been no indication that the structure for the delivery of maintenance 

services has impacted on the definition of asset beta; which would suggest that no allowance 

has been made for the opportunity value of those services.  

The use of the WACC in the building block model very specifically refers to the return on 

capital invested in the network. This is the physical capital investments in the network and not 

the investment in the human capital of its workforce – which is recovered via the margin in 

the competitive rail services market. No return on investment in human capital is therefore 

received and no allowance is made in the return on asset capital to reflect this – therefore, 

ARTC disputes the notion of double profit. This is also supported by the fact that there has 

been no discussion in respect of MPM where ARTC mainly contracts out this service; 

• The comment that adding a margin to the external costs is further evidence of double 

recovery misunderstands the nature of the rail services market. That is, the nature of 

outsourcing is to apply the margin to all costs (be they internal or external to the service 

provider) to reflect, inter alia, the cost of working capital in managing invoices. That said, 
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ARTC is more comfortable with this aspect of the decision rather the statements re the 

recovery of profit on the internal labour costs; and 

• The lack of double recovery can be demonstrated at the limit of the application of the HVAU. 

The HVCN is based on the weighted average remaining mine life of the mines in the region. 

As this is an average, there will be mines still in operation and accessing the capacity in the 

network after the RAB of the HVCN has been fully depreciated. At this stage there is zero 

return on capital – so there is no return for ARTC either on the asset or on the maintenance 

service provide. This clearly demonstrates that there is no double profit, but rather ARTC 

receives a return on its physical capital invested but is denied a return on its human capital 

as reflected in the opportunity value of its maintenance staff. 

This decision therefore incentivises ARTC to deploy its maintenance staff externally and contract out 

its maintenance tasks to areas where it can seek a return on its human capital and receive the 

opportunity cost of that investment. This drives ARTC to an outsourcing model and rejects the 

significant benefits to network maintenance and optimisation that arise from an insourcing model. The 

failure of the ACCC to allow a return on human capital therefore delivers a less efficient network. 

2.4 Overhead Allocators 

ARTC notes the ACCC’s request in respect of the overhead allocators and has provided the 

requested information to the ACCC on the basis of allocations as defined in section 4.6 of the HVAU 

where the key question is whether the cost is associated with track maintenance. If the cost is related 

to maintenance of the network, then it is allocated on GTK and if not, it is Train Km. Therefore, the 

response from ARTC addresses the question of whether these activities are related to maintenance 

or not.  

In addition, ARTC notes that WIK’s assessment, consistent with Deloitte’s independent review, was to 

review the underlying costs for efficiency and determine whether the allocation of those costs was 

appropriate. ARTC supports this as the correct approach. ARTC notes, that, whilst the ACCC analysis 

draws heavily on the WIK and Deloitte assessments, the final wording of the ACCC decision very 

specifically does not replicate the process undertaken by WIK but rather assesses the end dollar 

allocations as efficient. This is of concern for ARTC as it is inconsistent with both the principle of the 

HVAU in respect of the determination of the correct allocation, and also of the assessment process 

required of the ACCC (and as followed by WIK and Deloitte).  

Notwithstanding that the question of what allocator is most efficient is not a relevant question under 

the HVAU, ARTC agrees generally with WIK’s conclusion in respect of the appropriate allocators for 

overheads as the proposed allocators are, for those relevant areas, consistent with ARTC’s new 

allocators defined in Schedule I the extended HVAU. This was the basis for ARTC’s proposal in the 

extension of the 2011 HVAU to apply more appropriate allocators that provide a better reflection of 

cost causation. ARTC is therefore pleased that WIK and the ACCC have accepted the basis of this 

change as reflected in their comments on more appropriate allocators.  

ARTC would also highlight that any allocation methodology based on network traffic parameters (eg 

GTK or Train km) will result in variations in the allocation amount for the Hunter Valley Coal Network 

(HVCN) from period to period. These variations will arise even if everything in the HVCN remains 

constant, as the performance of the other networks will change; impacting on the allocation amounts. 

The efficient incurrence of overhead and accurate application of the allocation methodology must 

therefore create an environment of variable overhead allocations to the HVCN. 

This ensures that the ACCC assessment must look to the correct application of the HVAU rather than 

absolute sign off that the specific dollar figures allocated to the HVCN are efficient. The ACCC’s 
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language does not appear to reflect the decision as one of appropriate application of the methodology 

in section 4.6 to an underlying efficient cost base. ARTC therefore suggests that the ACCC review the 

language it utilises to better reflect the decision it is making. 

ARTC is willing to engage with its Customers and the ACCC on alternative overhead allocation 

methodologies. 

2.5 Pricing Zone Contribution in Pricing Zone 1 

ARTC notes the discussion at page 66 of the Draft Decision in which the ACCC seeks stakeholder 

views on the contributions made by Pricing Zone 3 to Fixed Costs in Pricing Zone 1; a matter which is 

not relevant to the 2015 Compliance Assessment. 

2.6 Increasing Regulatory Cost versus the Public Benefit 

The statement by the ACCC that the level of information provided in this process is the new 

benchmark for future compliance submissions will result in ARTC incurring significantly greater 

compliance costs to collate and provide the information to the ACCC. In turn ARTC’s Customers will 

incur increases in their costs to undertake their own reviews, as well as the costs of potentially delays 

in the resolution of the annual processes. ARTC is therefore concerned that the default 

recommendation for the ACCC is to seek a more extensive annual compliance submission and 

process, potentially increasing the regulatory burden and cost on all stakeholders. 

Given these concerns, ARTC will therefore seek to work with its Customers, and the ACCC, to 

develop a more efficient framework meeting the needs of the users of the HVCN whilst providing an 

appropriate allocation of the risks and property rights that underpin the network thereby minimising 

the transaction costs of HVCN utilization. 

3 Specific Requests 

3.1 Disposals 

ARTC has separately provided this spreadsheet to the ACCC on a confidential basis. 

3.2 Inconsistencies between General Ledger and Compliance Submission 

WIK highlighted a discrepancy of $441,873 for Business Unit Management – ‘Management and 

Support’. WIK also found that for 15 line Segments, the expenditures reported in ARTC’s ceiling test 

model for maintenance differed from its general ledger. This discrepancy resulted in a difference of 

$223,253. 

WIK noted that ARTC had provided reasonable explanations for the minor difference of $0.2M, but 

indicates that no information was available that explains the difference in Business Unit Management. 

ARTC provided an explanation for the Business Unit Management discrepancies in its response to 

questions 6, 7 and 8 of the ACCC’s information request on 14 June 2018.  

In summary, ARTC made some adjustments relating to the coding or treatment of certain legal costs 

that were incurred in 2014 but re-classified in the general ledger during 2015. ARTC reflected the 

revised treatment of the costs in the 2014 compliance submission, however this has created a timing 

difference when comparing to the general ledger.  
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In 2014 the legal costs of $0.4M were initially charged as overhead expenditure to Management & 

Support (MGTHV) within Business Unit Management for the coal network. On review in 2015, these 

costs were subsequently transferred to segment specific corridor maintenance expenditure (MPM) 

($0.2M) and capital ($0.2M) through an accounting journal in 2015. The final coding/treatment was 

correctly reflected in the 2014 compliance submission (as a manual adjustment to the general ledger 

inputs) and therefore the 2015 MPM and capital is lower by $0.2M each to avoid duplication of these 

costs and the $0.4M in overheads were added back to avoid duplication of the reduction in overhead 

costs.  

For completeness, the following table summarises and reconciles this adjustment in the General 

Ledger and Compliance Submission across 2014 and 2015: 

 

Year Cost Type 
General 
Ledger 

Compliance 
Submission 

Difference  

(Compliance – GL)  Reason 

2014 

Overheads - Coal 438,055  -  (438,055) 
Manual adjustment in 
Compliance to reflect correct 
treatment 

MPM - Coal -  223,253  223,253  

Capital - Coal -  228,189  228,189  

Non-Coal Share 27,637  14,250  (13,387) 

Minor difference due to 
allocator values for the 
different cost types  

Total 465,692  465,692  -    

2015 

Overheads - Coal (441,881)               -    441,881  
Difference due to general 
ledger journal to reflect 
manual adjustment already 
incorporated into 2014 
compliance submission. 
Minor difference in individual 
values due to relative 
allocator values between 
2014 and 2015.  

MPM - Coal 223,253                -    (223,253) 

Capital - Coal 228,189                -    (228,189) 

Non-Coal Share (9,561)               -    (9,561)  

Total -  -  -    

 

Further explanation of the line segment differences highlighted in Table 14 of the WIK report is 

provided at Appendix 1. 

The reason that the general ledger value for the overhead item of ‘Management & Support (MGTHV) 

appears to be lower than the amount reflected in the compliance submission is due only to the credit 

journal of $0.441M to the general ledger that reflects the change manually adjusted in the 2014 

compliance return as demonstrated in the table above.   

ARTC considers that the 2015 Compliance Submission correctly reflects the costs for this item and no 

adjustment should be made. 

3.3 Incidents 

General ledger transactions relating to incidents were inadvertently omitted from the response to the 

ACCC’s information request. 
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ARTC has separately provided the ACCC with the general ledger transactions and resulting summary 

of the net incident costs for the coal network for 2015 on a confidential basis. 

In further review of the incident costs and general ledger, ARTC has identified that incident cost 

relating to the HVCN had not been captured in the net incident costs included in the 2015 Compliance 

Submission value of $53,648. The corrected value for net incident costs to be reflected in the 2015 

Compliance Submission is $177,319. 

3.4 Overhead Cost Allocators 

The following table sets out the allocators for 2015 and the treatment under Schedule I of the HVAU 

for the four overhead items below: 

 

 ARTC 2015 WIK 2015 Schedule I HVAU 

Operations Planning GTK Train Km GTK 

Communications GTK Train Km Train Km 

Property GTK Train Km Refer below 

Plant Department Train Kms GTK GTK 

Operations Planning includes direct costs of train planning operations. Implicit in planning the 

operations is also planning for opportunities and consumption of paths for track possessions to 

conduct maintenance and for track recording machines to run. ARTC therefore considers that a GTK 

allocator for 2015 is appropriate given these costs are directly associated with maintenance activities. 

This allocator remains valid under the current Schedule I of the HVAU as it is associated with indirect 

maintenance and indirect operational costs.   

Communications cover both in cab radio communications and linkages to signaling relays and 

equipment modems in the field which are related to track maintenance. The in cab radio 

communications are used by train crew to advise of any track conditions or defects that require 

maintenance attention. Therefore, the relevant allocator under the version of the HVAU current at 

2015 is GTK. Communications changes to Train KM under Schedule I. 

For Property, ARTC accepts WIK’s view that Train KM is the appropriate allocator in 2015. Property is 

no longer a corporate function and resides within ARTC’s individual business units.  

ARTC accepts that GTK is the appropriate allocator for Plant Department. 

3.5 Sequence of Overhead Allocation Methodology 

ARTC broadly accepts that WIK’s description of ARTC’s technical implementation of the Network 

Control and overhead cost allocation reflects our process. We note that WIK has referenced a 

previously proposed Costing Manual dated July 2016 that ARTC submitted as part of an application 

for a new 2016 HVAU that was subsequently withdrawn by ARTC to support its alternate 

methodology. The withdrawn 2016 Costing Manual has no relevance for the 2015 Compliance 

Assessment. 

ARTC’s approach to attribute or allocate Network Control and overhead costs to the segments that 

form part of the Constrained Network and unconstrained network is not inconsistent with section 4.6 



2011 Hunter Valley Coal Network Access Undertaking  

Response to ACCC’s 2015 Compliance Assessment Draft Decision 

March 2019 

Page 10 of 15 

of the HVAU and the same approach was approved by the ACCC in the 2014 Compliance 

Assessment. 

While WIK suggests a ‘cost shift’ between Pricing Zone 1 and Pricing Zone 2 with the alternate 

methodology, both approaches yield the same Ceiling Limit for the Constrained Network.  

ARTC accepts WIK’s comment that there is a very slight cost shift by effect of the process followed 

(approximately $60k) from Pricing Zone 3 to Pricing Zone 1, due to the Pricing Zone 3 overhead costs 

being allocated to both Segments in Pricing Zone 3 and the three unconstrained Pricing Zone 1 

Segments. These costs however are not allocated to the Constrained Network as suggested by the 

ACCC. ARTC will revise the allocation approach for future Compliance Assessments which will see 

these costs fully applied to Pricing Zone 3 Segments.  

3.6 Treatment of Unconstrained Segments in Pricing Zone 1 

There are three Segments located within Pricing Zone 1 that are unconstrained as ARTC does not 

recover access revenue to reach the Economic Cost of those Segments on a stand alone basis. The 

traffics that traverse these unconstrained Pricing Zone 1 Segments either originate or terminate their 

journey outside of the Network. These traffics contribute incremental maintenance costs as the Floor 

Limit for the group of Segments they require/utilise.  

The non-segment specific fixed costs of Pricing Zone 1 are not allocated to these three Segments as 

the unconstrained network is not required to contribute to these. This is because the Pricing Zone 1 

non-segment specific fixed costs are required to provide the service to constrained traffics in Zone 1 

and, being fixed, would not change in the absence of the unconstrained Segments. For clarity, the 

Segment Specific Costs of these three unconstrained Pricing Zone 1 Segments are not applied to the 

Constrained Group of Mines and do not form part of the Economic Cost forming the Ceiling. 

This treatment is consistent with the approach adopted by the ACCC in its decision on ARTC’s 2013 

Compliance Assessment and subsequently flowed through into the approved 2014 Compliance 

Assessment. 

3.7 Allocation of Indirect maintenance 

The indirect maintenance activity of urban fencing identified by WIK contains a credit amount of 

$12,002. During 2015 ARTC identified that the transaction was incorrectly costed to MPM in 2014 and 

it was transferred to the appropriate segment specific Drayton Down Relief Hub Major Capital Project. 

ARTC notes the ACCC and WIK’s comments regarding allocation of provisioning centre costs and 

will review the treatment for future Compliance Submissions. 

4 Factual Inaccuracies 

In reviewing the Draft Determination and report from WIK, ARTC has identified several items to be 

corrected for accuracy. These items are set out in Appendix 2. 
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Appendix 1 

 

Finance – Accounting Ledger HVAU / Compliance Model 

Difference $ 
(Compliance – 

GL) 
Comment Segment 

Segment 
Description 

General 
Ledger 

HVAU Line 
Segment HVAU Line Segment 

Description 

Compliance 
Model $ 

987 
Willow Tree to 

Werris Creek 
6,201,647 

964 Murulla – Werris Creek 11,957,688 (64,126) 

ARTC finance system reports on segments 964 & 987 as separate line 

segments, whereas the HVAU recognises a single line segment between 

Murulla and Werris Creek as 964. Therefore, these separate segments’ 

costs from the General Ledger are combined into line segment 964 in the 

Compliance model. 

The variance noted is accounted for as a portion of the $223,253 General 

Ledger adjustment journal. 

964 
Murulla to Willow 

Tree 
5,820,167 

963 

Dartbrook Junction 

to Murulla 

(Bickham 

Coal) 

5,906,676 963 Dartbrook Jct – Murulla  5,847,301 (59,376) 
The variance noted is accounted for as a portion of the $223,253 General 

Ledger adjustment journal. 

965 
Werris Creek to 

Gap 
456,586 965 Werris Creek – Gap 409,085 (47,501) 

The variance noted is accounted for as a portion of the $223,253 General 

Ledger adjustment journal. 

966 Gap to Watermark 2,603,115 966 Gap – Watermark 2,574,615 (28,500) 
The variance noted is accounted for as a portion of the $223,253 General 

Ledger adjustment journal. 

967 

Whitehaven 

Gunnedah Junction 

to Boggabri 

Junction 

3,172,439 967 Gunnedah – Boggabri 3,158,189 (14,250) 
The variance noted is accounted for as a portion of the $223,253 General 

Ledger adjustment journal. 

962 
Muswellbrook To 

Dartbrook Jct 
653,328 962 

Muswellbrook – 

Dartbrook Jct 
648,578 (4,750) 

The variance noted is accounted for as a portion of the $223,253 General 

Ledger adjustment journal. 
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Finance – Accounting Ledger HVAU / Compliance Model 

Difference $ 
(Compliance – 

GL) 
Comment Segment 

Segment 
Description 

General 
Ledger 

HVAU Line 
Segment 

HVAU Line Segment 
Description 

Compliance 
Model $ 

988 
Watermark to 

Gunnedah 
2,269,801 988 

Watermark –

Gunnedah 
2,265,051 (4,750) 

The variance noted is accounted for as a portion of the $223,253 General 

Ledger adjustment journal. 

930 

Kooragang East Jct 

To Kooragang 

Island 

3,154,952 

929 
Kooragang East Jct – 

NCIG 
536,342 

- 

ARTC finance system only reports on segment 930 as a single line segment 

covering Kooragang East to Kooragang Island, whereas the HVAU 

recognises two separate line segment as 929 and 930.  

Therefore, the costs recorded in the general ledger are allocated in 

proportion to the GTK’s for the separate line segments in the compliance 

model 

930 
NCIG Jct – Kooragang 

Island 

2,618,610 

915 
Islington Jct To 

Scholey St Jct 
103,725 915 

Islington Jct – Scholey 

St Jct 
103,725 0 Rounding 

7194 
Major Projects HV - 

PZ 1 
(12,002) 8669 

Drayton Down Relief 

Hub 
(12,002) - 

This is a credit transaction arising from an incorrect costing in 2014. This 

was identified during 2015 and an accounting journal was processed to 

transfer the cost from indirect maintenance to the Drayton Down Relief Hub 

Major Capital Project.  

9721 
Asbestos removal 

at Islington 
- 9721 

Asbestos removal at 

Islington 
-0.13 (0.13) Rounding 

7192 

E&I Corridor 

Management 

(Hunter Valley) 

0.72 7192 

E&I Corridor 

Management (Hunter 

Valley) 

0.66 (0.05) Rounding 

Total (223,253) 
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Appendix 2 

Appendix 2: Items to be Corrected for Accuracy 

 

Reference ACCC Draft Determination Correction 

Front Cover Dated February 2018 Update to February 2019. 

Page III “The ACCC considers ARTC’s submitted major capital expenditure ($33.2 

million), minor capital expenditure ($67.5 million) ……” 

Capital expenditure should be ($67.8 million).  

Page 8 – Table 2 Footnote 10 Page 7 of ARTC’s 2015 Compliance Assessment 

Submission dated 31 August 2017 does not 

present the table as referenced. 

Page 44 – Table 15 

 

The amount of $43,609,775 represents the 

incremental maintenance allocated to constrained 

traffics and does not represent the Constrained 

Network as suggested by column label. The total 

figure does not represent total maintenance 

expenditure and is only the sum of the two columns 

presented. ARTC’s submission does not present 

this total. 
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Page 14 of 15 

Reference ACCC Draft Determination Correction 

Page 44 – Table 16 

 

Refer comments in line above. 

Page 49 

 

Minor formatting issue and the last sentence is 

truncated. 

Page 64 – Table 24 

 

The Opening RAB for Pricing Zone 3 – ARTC 

Submission should be $748,320,126. 

Page 65 For 2015, the fixed maintenance and allocated overheads for Pricing Zone 1 

were $25.9 million. 

Unable to verify this amount, but it does not include 

all fixed operating costs in Pricing Zone 1. 
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March 2019 

Page 15 of 15 

 

Reference WIK Report Correction 

Page 15, 18 “…..threaten as …..”  Replace threaten with ‘treated’ 

Page 11 and 

Page 15 

 

RCRM and MPM headings to be reversed. 

‘Mudhole Full Track Reconditioning’ should be 

changed to ‘Track Formation Reconstruction’ 

Page 69 

 

The values in the Total column are transposed. 

The Business Unit Management Total should be 

$25,290,820 and the corporate overhead total 

should be $49,640,429.  

 


