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1. Bob Brown Foundation



Submission received by email 22/11/2020 

 

“I am passionate about managing our water resources to benefit the whole of our state and I 
encourage you to make a submission to Tasmania’s Rural Water Use Strategy.” The Minister. 
 
Our foundation is passionate about using Tasmania’s water resources wisely and is pleased to make 
this submission.  
 
Wisdom comes from knowledge. The most important knowledge here is of the impact of diverting 
natural water flows and functions. The minister has not provided a comprehensive, or even a 
minimal, study of that impact. This strategy requires the following: 
 
1. A detailed projection of the impact on future water availability of Tasmania heating due to the 
burning of fossil fuels and forests, including that from burning of Tasmanian forests as authorised by 
the minister. 
 
2. An end point projection. That is, instead of an open-ended diversion of natural water flows, a 
point at which no more will be permitted. If there is no such end point, that should be stated as 
policy. 
 
3. A heeding of science in the impact of reducing stream flows on the relevant biological systems, 
including the fish nurseries where streams empty into the ocean. Several submissions have 
expressed concern about this impact but nowhere has the government indicated that it knows what 
it is or that it is working to find out. 
 
4. A publication of the government’s state of knowledge on the long term impacts within streams on 
biota including platypuses, frogs, fish (native and introduced), bird life, crustacea, microorganisms 
and plant life. 
 
5. The potential for salinity. 
 
For many years successive Tasmanian governments have been licensing hundreds of dams and other 
irrigation infrastructure without first requiring environment impact assessments. This is deliberated 
ignorance and has no place in the wise use of natural resources by a savvy society. This strategy will 
be deficient insofar as it does not require such assessments before licensing more projects. 
 
Our passion is to be guided by the science and sensible restraint in the impact on natural water 
resources and systems in an island state whose welfare and future job creation depends on 
maintaining Tasmania’s global reputation for authentic natural goodness. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Bob Brown. 
Bob Brown Foundation. 
  



2. Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture 
  



Feedback on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy  

Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy. 

We appreciate the iterative consultation process followed in the development of the 

strategy.  

 

We acknowledge not all issues raised by stakeholders can be addressed within the scope of 

the strategy. However, we hope the following points will be given further consideration.  

 

• The strategy seeks to “to deliver sustainable outcomes for rural water users, rural 

communities and the environment, while maintaining Tasmania’s competitive 

advantages”. Agricultural intensification supported by this strategy could affect water 

quality and river health in catchments and needs to be carefully monitored and managed. 

We hope the Rural Water Use strategy will: 
o outline links to existing mechanisms for protection of water quality in 

catchments with increasing agricultural use.  

o articulate how the River Health Monitoring Program is used in management 

procedures and policy reviews.  

o include actions to modernise the Conservation and Freshwater Ecosystem 

Values database (CFEV) database and make it easy to retrieve water-related 

information at catchment and sub-catchment scales.  

Providing clear direction and information would enable water users to understand 

their obligations and work collaboratively to protect environmental values and the 

competitive advantages of Tasmania’s brand. 

 

• Greater visibility of water use is urgently required. This is critical for producers’ 

confidence in decisions being made about water availability, reliability, allocation 

and the development of new irrigation schemes. Water use data is also essential to 

relate environmental outcomes to water resource use.  

o More detail is required on how visibility of water use and availability in each 

catchment will be improved. 

o While the reduction in regulatory burden for small dams is needed, at the 

same time enough information needs to be gathered on the cumulative 

hydrological impacts of small dams on water availability in a catchment. 

 

• We welcome the Rural Water Use Strategy’s goal of enabling opportunities for the 
Tasmanian Aboriginal community to actively engage in water planning. This will 
require capacity-building initiatives for Aboriginal people as well as staff in 
government agencies.  

 

 



3. T. Byard 
  



 
 
          Mr T Byard 

          PO Box 677 
          Rosny Tas 7018 
 
          14 December 2020 

 
 
 
Rural Water Use Strategy Project 

Water Group 
GPO Box 44 
Hobart TAS 7001 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 

 
I submit the following comments in response to the recently released Draft Rural Water Use 
Strategy, October 2020. 
 
Whilst I acknowledge the government’s vision for increased agricultural production and its 
importance to the State’s economic position, I consider that the RWUS fails to recognise and address 
a concurrent need for much greater scrutiny in the management and monitoring of the 
environmental health of our network of lakes, rivers and streams across the State. 
 
Against a background of increasing irrigation across Tasmania, an expected reduction in rainfall and 
an increase in evaporative losses as a result of climate change, we also have a situation where many 
of our rivers and streams have shown or are showing signs of environmental decline.  Rivers such as 
the Break O Day, the Ringarooma, the Clyde, sections of the North and South Esk, the Macquarie, 
Meander and more recently, Brumby’s Creek are just a few examples of where environmental 
decline can be measured.  It should be noted that these regions currently have moderate to high 
levels of irrigation and it therefore begs the question that if we are to have a six fold increase in 
agricultural production across the State, then surely additional pressure will be placed on our 
existing water resources and at what will be the environmental cost?  
 
I find it very disappointing that under Goal 1 – Sustainable management of Tasmania’s water 
resources, “1.6 Continue the River Health Monitoring Program as part of the water management 
framework” fails to provide the reader with any measure of assurance that the Strategy will address 
what inevitably will be additional pressure on rivers and stream health as a result of such a massive 
increase in agricultural production.  The statement also seems to convey a picture that the current 
environmental monitoring program is adequate which I believe that clearly it is not.  The fact that we 
have many rivers and streams across the State which are in serious decline highlights that the 
current level of resourcing and monitoring is inadequate and needs to be significantly increased. 

 



 
I consider that significantly more resources are needed to monitor and report on the state of our 
rivers and streams.  Both the number of rivers and the number of monitoring/assessment sites need 
to be increased.  Tasmania’s last State of the Environment Report was published in 2009 despite it 
being a statutory five yearly requirement. 
 
The RWUS document makes no mention of matters such as chemical/fertilizer run off, over 
extraction, the current level of water metering across the rural sector, better riparian management 
and/or the need for riparian buffer zones.  The use of Off Peak power benefits means that many 
irrigators are pumping at night which leads to significant peaks and troughs in river and stream flows 
which has a particularly adverse effect on in-stream aquatic communities. 
 
Another area that I have particular concerns about is the massive proliferation of both off-stream 
and in-stream dams across the State and how they are being managed.  I consider that the RWUS 
fails to demonstrate to the reader how compliance is measured with regard to the requirement for 
dam owners to capture only peak flows in the case of off-stream storages and allow base flows to 
“pass through” in the case of in-stream storages.  Unless there is ongoing scrutiny of compliance 
with these requirements, there is potential for significant impact on the base flow of many of our 
rivers and streams across the State. 
 
For myself, the draft Rural Water Use Strategy fails to convince me that the proposed framework will 
satisfactorily underpin sustainable outcomes for rural water users, rural communities and our 
environment. 
 

 
Terry Byard 



4. TasWater 
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1. Overview 

TasWater welcomes the opportunity to provide comment on the draft Rural Water Use Strategy. As 

Tasmania’s publicly owned water corporation has a statutory duty to operate in 

accordance with its principle objectives as set out in the Water and Sewerage Corporation Act 

(2012): 

(a) to efficiently provide water and sewerage functions in Tasmania 

(b) to encourage water conservation, the demand management of water and the re-use of 

water on an economic and commercial basis 

(c) to be a successful business and, to this end: 

(i) to operate its activities in accordance with good commercial practice; and 

(ii) to deliver sustainable returns to its member Councils; and 

(iii) to deliver water and sewerage services to customers in the most cost-efficient manner. 

The sound management of Tasmania’s water resources is central to carrying out TasWater’s 

statutory duties for the benefit of customers, Councils and the broader Tasmanian community. 

As noted in the Ministerial Forward to the draft strategy, there is a need to ensure that reforms to 

Tasmania’s water management framework maintains integrated, fair and efficient regulation of our 

water resources. Not only does this underpin sustainable outcomes for rural water users, rural 

communities and the environment, but all users and beneficiaries of this shared resource. 

Tasmania’s major urban centres share catchments with rural communities and rely on well-managed 

freshwater resources to provide residents and industry with high-quality and reliable water for a 

range of uses, including supporting the processing of the State’s agricultural products. 

A number of components of the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy point to enhancements in the water 

management framework, allocation frameworks, opportunities for water markets and other 

legislative reforms. The National Water Initiative provides a basis for considering improvements to 

Tasmania’s arrangements for water management and articulates a number of future challenges 

which State Governments will need to manage in coming years. TasWater strongly urges that the 

Department considers the broader national context of the National Water Reform when progressing 

changes to water management arrangements in Tasmania. In particular, the consideration of climate 

change, the need for policy on urban water management, decision-making on building new 

infrastructure and environmental water management, are all identified in the 2017 Productivity 

Commission review as policy areas that require enhancement. 

The following sections provide brief comment on each of the Goals identified in the Strategy from 

the perspective of TasWater. 

 

2. Comments of each of Strategy Goal Areas 

2.1 Goal 1 – Sustainable management of Tasmania’s water resources in a changing climate 

TasWater strongly supports improving knowledge of freshwater resources and information sharing 

to improve decision making, including updates that reflect newly available climate science. In 

addition, strengthening knowledge and management of groundwater resources will be an important 

step to giving the confidence to water users to invest in groundwater use as catchments become 

more constrained. 

Improved hydrological monitoring will assist better decision making, along with monitoring of major 

catchments and tributaries and enhanced understanding of smaller sub-catchments, which will allow 

for improved planning and management for more water users. 
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The monitoring and management of water quality will continue to increase in importance, as 

systems become more constrained, more watercourse conveyance and trading occurs, and more 

intensive development of catchments leads to different runoff quantities and qualities. The potential 

for climate change to affect the quantity and quality of water available for different uses is also 

significant. Ensuring that water quality is well understood and proactive, integrated management 

actions that protect water quality will be required into the future and should form part of risk 

assessments that accompany decisions on water use and conveyance. 

Accurately accounting for water use is critical to the management of water resources, with metering 

representing the most accurate method for determining water extractions and releases. Metering of 

all significant extractions, along with sufficient resources dedicated to collection and analysis of 

metering data must form part of policies to improve management of water resources in Tasmania 

and should be implemented urgently.  

 

2.2 Goal 2 – Strategic development to maximise opportunities from water resources 

TasWater endorses ongoing development of policies to encourage water recycling and reuse. Water 

recycling offers an important opportunity to make use of surplus water, generated in urban centres 

and is one of several important interfaces between the urban water sector and the rural water 

sector.  

Multiple opportunities exist for encouraging water reuse to provide value to the Tasmanian 

Community, including the rural use sector. This includes measures to improve the economics of 

reuse; ensuring appropriate regulation that promotes win-win-win outcomes for urban customers, 

recycled water users and the environment; and realising the potential of higher quality treated 

wastewater that expands the potential uses available for wastewater. 

Water dependent industries occupy an important role, supporting rural production and farm-gate 

value. Processing of agricultural produce is an important contributor to regional economic 

development and can represent a substantial component of total water demand in some of 

TasWater’s urban supply systems. In future, growth in water use by processors of primary 

production and new industries will in some cases compete with water available for other rural use.  

Water dependent industries often value high-quality water that is supplied from urban water 

networks. Additional costs are incurred when additional water treatment is required to manage 

declining water quality in natural water courses. Transferring the costs of managing declining water 

quality, from pollution sources to both the environment and urban water supply customers must be 

avoided by active and deliberate management of water quality and should be considered an 

integrated part of water cycle management and not simply be a pollution control exercise. 

The large volumes of water required by industries can change significantly over time, depending on 

the economic climate. The potential that large volumes of allocated, but unused water are unable to 

transfer between different types of water user, due to confidence this water will be unattainable in 

future is significant. TasWater views trusted and transparent water availability and transfer 

arrangements as a key part of being able to accommodate new industrial water dependent 

industries and existing rural water users over time.  

Along with the challenges of allocation management between sectors, the profile of industrial water 

use is distinct from seasonal water uses, such as irrigation. The support for emerging water-

dependent industries proposed in the strategy, will need to consider the limitations on operational 

flexibility that apply to different industrial customers and the significant economic impact that 

restrictions on water availability could have where existing storages are not available and water use 

for that industry is deemed ‘non-essential’. Appropriate location of industrial facilities, reliance on 

bulk water infrastructure, classification on classes of use and interactions with existing water 
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entitlement holders all require consideration when assessing how these new and existing businesses 

are supported. 

 

2.3 Goal 3 – Effective Regulation, strong entitlements and planning 

TasWater strongly supports ensuring that allocation frameworks are using the best available science, 

as changing projections for the climate are causing the water industry to frequently revise its 

assumptions of future water availability. Increasing the flexibility with which existing allocations are 

able to be used or shared is desirable, within the limits of each catchment to accommodate such 

changes. The Department must ensure that added flexibility, ensures continuity of access and 

volume for existing licence holders and the environment over the allocation period. 

Publicly owned irrigation schemes have the benefit of strong technical and administrative resources 

to help with decision making and management of schemes. Local self-management of public 

schemes must ensure that there is sufficient resources and oversight from public entities, such that 

schemes can sustainably deliver the required service, remain financially viable and that the 

associated assets are appropriately maintained.  

With respect to options for collaborative water management arrangements, the Department must 

ensure that collaborative water management arrangements are sufficiently supported with 

adequate resourcing for Department of Primary Industries Parks Water & Environment (DPIPWE) 

officers to support the activities of these groups, manage conflict and intervene if necessary. A 

framework for operations to support water management groups should be established with 

DPIPWE, ensuring that adequate resourcing is available for providing leadership, training and 

supporting group members to ensure success for local water resource management. 

TasWater supports greater coordination between industry, local Government and DPIPWE to ensure 

that the impact of downstream development on dam owners, is adequately considered during the 

development planning process. Developments downstream of dams has potential to result in 

significant additional costs for the owner of the structure and force upgrades to structures to 

manage growing risks. It is noted that legislative changes would be necessary to provide the 

necessary administrative powers for this collaboration to occur.  

The development of water markets and trading arrangements represent a possible way for water 

resource users to manage the competing priorities for water access. Appropriate market rules are 

required to ensure that adequate transparency of water availability and use is available and gives 

confidence to potential market participants. Markets should ensure that water is able to realise the 

highest value uses and that unproductive uses such as speculation and hoarding of allocations are 

prevented.  

 

2.4 Goal 4 – Administrative efficiency 

Water reform is an ongoing process, as such continuous improvement to enhance the water 

management framework in Tasmania is desirable and supported by TasWater. Progressing licencing 

and permitting platforms, greater sharing of data relevant to water resource management and 

integrated platforms that make it feasible to make decisions necessary for whole-of-water-cycle 

management, are pre-requisites to meeting the challenges and reforms necessary for the twenty-

first century. 

TasWater welcomes enhancements to the water framework that would assist to ensure that it is 

reflective of contemporary expectations and the need for integrated management of water 

resources. The National Water Initiative provides a sounds basis for such improvements and draws 

on experience elsewhere in Australia. TasWater notes that the 2017 Productivity Commission review 

of the National Water Reform, identified priority areas for water management framework 
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enhancement, which includes assessing the impact of climate change and integrating water quality 

management with water quantity management. TasWater strongly supports the Department 

continuing to implement reforms in a manner consistent with the National Water Initiative. 

Removing administrative boundaries between the regulatory bodies responsible for freshwater 

water quantity and quality management should form part of enhancements to the water 

management framework. The risk of shifting costs from upstream users of water to downstream 

users of water and the environment, will need to be thoughtfully managed as rural catchments 

become more intensively developed, climate change progresses and catchments approach full 

allocation.  
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5. Tasmanian Minerals, Manufacturing and Energy Council 

 
  



  
 P.O. Box 393 

 Burnie   Tas   7320 

 Phone:  03 6419 4122 

 Mobile: 0409 124 710 
 Email:  ceo@tasminerals.com.au 

 Website:  www.tasminerals.com.au 

 
 
 

Dear Sir, 
 
RE:  Draft Rural Water Use Strategy 
 
The Tasmanian Minerals, Manufacturing and Energy Council (TMEC) welcomes the opportunity afforded it to provide 

feedback on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy. 

TMEC represents the state’s minerals, manufacturing and energy industries and provides leadership, effective issues 
management and cooperative action on behalf of its members.  Our mission is to promote the development of 
sustainable exploration, mining, industrial processing and manufacturing sectors which add value to the Tasmanian 
people and communities.  
 
TMEC’s membership base represents an important wealth creating sector within the Tasmanian economy. Minerals 
exports alone account for 55% of Tasmania’s commercial exports and is the foundation stone of many regional 
communities with 5,600 direct jobs.  
 
As noted above the minerals industry currently accounts for 55% of the State’s export revenue from mercantile 
trade. Water can be a critical element in the processing requirement of a mine site or a resource processor and 
therefore any proposed change warrants caution. Water can be a scarce commodity and our member organisations 
understand the importance of long-term sustainable practices being underpinned by efficient use of resources such 
as water. The decision to develop a strategic perspective to rural water use appears to be prudent and provided the 
strategy does not result in unsustainable conditions or hurdles being placed on our sector, TMEC welcomes the 
exploratory phase to understand the range of issues which need to be considered. 
 
The strategy should take into account a number of mine sites and energy intensive processors have existing licences 
and have been drawing water for many decades. In some instances, they may be the only entity which is extracting 
water from a catchment or river. 
 
Unlike an agricultural enterprise which can in some circumstances switch to utilising rainfall instead of drawing 
water from a river or catchment, mineral and resource processors rely on the ability to draw water exclusively from 
the catchment. The strategy needs to take into account the lack of optionality in these circumstances. Not only is 
rainfall a moot point, seasonal variation is as well. The rate of water being drawn from a river or catchment will be a 
direct function of production rates as well as the properties of the current product being processed, and these are 
typically not seasonal in nature. Retaining the ability to average water consumption over a rolling 12 months average 
or equivalent may be a suitable method to support both objectives. The strategy needs to take into account the 
differences in water usage patterns from that of an agriculturally based enterprise. 
 

15 December 2020 

 

Water Policy-Rural Water Use Strategy 
Agriculture and Water Division 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment, 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART   TAS   7001 
 
 
Via email:  water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 
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Some processors are able to return some or most of the water into the river or catchment downstream from their 
process. This factor should be considered in determining the strategy.  
 
Our initial assessment is the minerals and resources sector use of water operates in sufficiently different context to 
that of the existing and emerging agricultural needs and therefore the strategy should provide a framework which 
accommodates this. Perhaps creating a strategy which preserves the historical uses and licences is an alternate to 
attempting to combine all uses in the one strategy. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy. Please don’t hesitate to 
contact us if you require further information of clarification of any other points raised in this submission. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Ray Mostogl 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
 



6. Private Forests Tasmania 
  



 

 

Growing the future 

30 Patrick Street, Hobart 7000 
Tel: (03) 6165 4074 
Email: admin@pft.tas.gov.au 
treealliance.com.au 

Free Helpline 1300 661 009 Private Forests Tasmania 

 

DRAFT RURAL WATER USE STRATEGY 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy. 

Private Forests Tasmania is an independent statutory authority established under the Private Forests 
Act 1994. We work to facilitate and expand the sustainable growth and development of the private 
forest resource in Tasmania. Under our Corporate Plan 2020-23 one of our goals is to work with policy 
makers and regulators to improve regulatory efficiency and practical policy settings for private forestry. 

In early 2020 the Australian Government reviewed a suite of regulations which help govern the 
Emissions Reduction Fund (ERF). The ERF is a voluntary national scheme that provides incentives for 
farmers and landholders to mitigate climate change by, amongst other things, planting trees to 
sequester carbon. One of the amendments which came about as a result of the review was the removal 
of the water interception rule (600 mm rule) in the north of Tasmania. Prior to its removal in northern 
Tasmania the water interception rule acted as an additional barrier for many Tasmanian farmers and 
landowners to undertake ERF tree planting projects. Private Forests Tasmania has long advocated for 
the removal of the rule across all of Tasmania and we are pleased to note that the Australian 
Government is now formally assessing the proposal to remove this barrier in southern Tasmania. The 
Tasmanian Minister for Resources fully supports this position. 

While the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy does not specifically address the water interception rule, 
Private Forests Tasmania would not like to see any further strategies, plans or actions that follow the 
implementation of the Rural Water Use Strategy, that inadvertently or otherwise act as a disincentive 
for farmers and landowners to plant trees. Trees can not only improve the carbon balance, they deliver 
increased primary productivity, improve water quality and efficiency and deliver biofuel while 
simultaneously growing high value timber products. Our Tree Alliance campaign aims to raise 
awareness of farm forestry and the benefits of trees on farms, and to encourage and facilitate farmers 
to plant commercially viable trees in the agricultural landscape. 

  

15 December 2020 

Project Manager 
Rural Water Use Strategy Project 

water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 Inquiries: Penny Wells 
Phone: 6165 4070 
Email: penny.wells@pft.tas.gov.au 
Our Ref: D20/2558 
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Private Forests Tasmania 

Private Forests Tasmania generally supports the reforms to the water management framework 
proposed in the draft Strategy and looks forward to continued cooperation with DPIPWE to further 
develop private forestry integrated with agriculture in Tasmania. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Penny Wells 
CEO  
Private Forests Tasmania 
 
 

 



7. I. Visby 
  



Submission received by email 16/12/2020 

 
 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

 

Please find below comments on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy.  

 

My main concern is that I can not understand how water resources can be managed effectively if we do not know 
how much is actually extracted. Water metering is the most accurate (and simplest) way of determining water 
use, and this information is currently lacking for assessing our public water resources. We know about 
allocations, but not usage.  

 

Ideally the metering data is made publicly available to provide some much needed transparency in the whole 
water allocation process. 

 

I really hope this positive change to the current situation will be implemented. 

 

Thank your for your consideration. 

 

Kind regards,  

 

Inger Visby 

  



8. Anglers Alliance 
  



1 
 

 

 

AAT response to Draft RWUS 

 

The progression of The Tasmanian Rural Water Use strategy from position paper to draft 

status has failed to reconcile AAT’s view that the strategy gives inadequate attention to 

river health and water quality and fails to explicitly address potential adverse impacts 

from expanding irrigation-based agriculture across the state. 

AAT does not believe that in its current form the Tasmanian Rural Water Use Strategy will 

meet the challenge to “deliver sustainable outcomes for rural water users, rural 

communities and the environment” and lacks the rigour to “guide Tasmania’s future water 

management arrangements” in a time of rapid agricultural expansion and changing 

climate. 

As highlighted by others, the strategy appears to be primarily centred on objective b) of the 
Water Management Act (WMA); that is “the supply of water for hydro-electric generation, 
and for the supply of water for human consumption and commercial activities dependent on 
water.”  

AAT questions the elevation of “Strategic development to maximise opportunities from 
freshwater resources” above “Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning”, 
between position paper and draft strategy. Seemingly making development more significant 
than regulation. 

As a document to guide future water management practices AAT considers this a missed 
opportunity to “increase the community’s understanding of aquatic ecosystems” WMA 
objective e). 

Most importantly for anglers, AAT considers the strategy inadequately addresses WMA 
objective c) in failing to ensure we “maintain ecological processes and genetic diversity for 
aquatic and riparian ecosystems”. 

Many of AAT reservations are elaborated by other stakeholders, principally that the scope 
of the strategy limits consideration of matters inextricably linked to water management. 

Such constraints preclude a holistic, catchment wide, management approach proffered by 
many informed science-based responders. This also ignores the cumulative impacts of 
extraction and landuse change across systems.  
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Failure to consider water quality in detail, the detrimental impacts of dams on stream flow 
and harmful land use practices within a water management strategy “doesn’t pass the pub 
test”. 

 

Goal 1 – Sustainable management of Tasmania’s water resources: 

 

1.1 Information and tools to address changing climate 

AAT endorses the RWUS intent to address the challenges of a changing climate but seeks a 
more precautionary approach and supports increasing research to address an accepted lack 
of understanding of ecosystem impacts and resilience. 

 

1.3 and 1.6 Environmental Assessments and River Health Monitoring 

The importance of environmental assessment cannot be overstated. 

Disappointingly, as raised by numerous responders, government commitment to such 
assessment has been lacking. 

As noted by the Tasmanian Independent Science Council: 

The National Water Initiative (NWI) made funding available for monitoring of flow, 
water quality and broader river health. However, this support has eroded over the 
past 10 years, with fewer sites now monitored and at decreasing frequencies. 

The Monitoring River Health program should provide important insight into 
waterway conditions and trends. A review paper was prepared for this program two 
years ago, However, the full paper has not yet been released. Accordingly, we 
request that this paper be released as part of the RWUS process. 

An updated State of Rivers report is long overdue for Tasmania – the last one dates 
back to 2008. 

The Australian Freshwater Sciences Society states: 

“the Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem Values (CFEV) data base is now very 
dated and its revision and upgrading is well overdue.” 

And from The Environment Defenders Office: 

 “Vital aspects of the State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997 SPWQM have 
not been fully implemented” 

The E.P.A. board is yet to identify water quality objectives as required under clause 
11. 
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Such objectives, industry best practice guidelines and codes of practice are designed 
to avoid impacts considered offences under Environment Management and Pollution 
Control Act 1994. 

The National Water Reform Productivity Commission Inquiry Report no. 87 Dec 2017 
noted Tas gov failed to implement provisions within Tasmania’s commitment to NWI 
National water initiative, to assess ecological sustainability… with respect to 
irrigation proposals. 

Despite statutory requirements that the state of the Environment Report be 
published every 5 years it was last published by the Tasmanian Planning Commission 
11 years ago” 

 

Hence AAT has little confidence in an assurance to “continue to undertake…..” such vital 
assessments. 

AAT strongly supports the Tasmanian Independent Science Council request that “this paper 
(The Monitoring River Health report) be released as part of the RWUS process” and that its 
recommendations be addressed. 

And further, that as suggested by the E.D.O., required Water Quality Objectives (under the 
SPWQM) be identified and factored into WMA decisions and hence the RWUS. 

As stated in our initial response: 

“AAT seeks ongoing extension and broadening of the River Health Monitoring Program.” 

The request for improved monitoring is supported by numerous stakeholders who 
repeatedly call for broader monitoring parameters, greater frequency, and more sample 
sites. (The Australian Freshwater Sciences Society, Tas institute of Agriculture, Trout Guides 
and lodges, Cradle Coast NRM, Derwent Catchment Project, Derwent Estuary Program, Tas 
Independent Science Council, Environment Defenders Office, plus concerned individuals.) 

Justification for greater resourcing of such monitoring is outlined within detailed responses 
to the position paper. 

Several stakeholders back angler observations sent to A.A.T. from around the state, that the 
health of their local rivers is declining, many suggesting water management strategies are at 
fault. 

The River Basin Management Society cites evidence from aquatic invertebrate sampling and 
IFS has supported requests from anglers to study North West rivers due to declining wild 
trout recruitment and in stream populations. The Trout Guides Association gives examples 
of rivers which no longer provide positive experiences for their clients. 

Local councils, TasWater and oyster growers refer to cost transfers to their industry or 
jurisdiction through poor water management. TasWater specifically cites water quality and 
the addition costs transferred to households to ensure quality drinking water. 
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 LGAT believes: 

“That the State Government to (sic) take greater responsibility for the management of 
streams.”  

Successive State Governments have reduced the resources applied to the overall 
management of streams (rivers etc) and increasingly relied upon Local Government 
to take responsibility to address stream management issues as they arise and to play 
the lead role on addressing problem areas and locations.” 

TasWater proposed amendments to the scope of the strategy, calling for: 

Consideration of the potential impact increased agricultural production may have on 
water quality and the adoption of water quality objectives that protect all water 
users including drinking water. 

And further Proposed amendments with respect to goal 1 to provide: 

Inclusion of a (sic) consideration of the water quality needs for urban drinking water 
and the adoption of appropriate water quality objectives that protect all water users 

AAT is intent on supporting citizen science to facilitate broader stream monitoring.  

Currently AAT is collaborating with Waterbug Blitz to establish a network of Waterbug 
samplers based on fishing clubs around the state. The intent is broaden sampling, increase 
awareness and have authenticated data provide an easily understood picture of stream 
health. 

 

1.7 Water Accountability and Reporting 

A.A.T. remains strongly supportive of strengthened measurement and reporting of water 
extraction and conveyance proposed within the draft. 

Few who spend time on our rivers have faith in the current risk-based compliance model, as 
evidenced by numerous stakeholders calling for mandatory metering, tamperproof meters, 
compliance officers in the field, even public disclosure of compliance breeches. 

The River Basin Management Society’s submission points to figures undermining 
department claims of a good understanding of water usage across the state. 

The 2018/19 DPIPWE Annual Report states allocation to irrigation is 837,000 ML, while 
the BOM Water Resources estimate is 3,553, 919 ML 

The significant discrepancy supports the identified actions in the RWUS Position Paper 
regarding reporting and management of water resource information. 

Such contradictions, anecdotal reports from disgruntled farmers and anglers, and repeated 
stories of water theft in the Murray Darling in the media, have severely undermined public 
confidence in accountability and question the appropriateness of allocations. 
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Hence AAT support for proposals to strengthen water accountability. 

AAT believes a roll out of meters, principally to large volume extractions, then becoming 
more widespread, would not only allay public scepticism but better inform water managers 
through measured rather than estimated and “honesty reliant” data. 

AAT also welcomes improved transparent water resource and water allocation information 
being made available. DPIPWE’s recent addition of dam permits and water licences into 
LISTmap, is a positive step towards rebuilding public understanding and trust. 

AAT notes several references by stakeholders for the need for “feet on the ground” and the 
general dissatisfaction of a centralised risk-based model and calls for resourcing to match 
growth in irrigation and extraction volumes. It is apparent that compliance officers have 
insufficient time or resources to adequately complete the range of tasks for which they are 
responsible. 

 

GOAL 3 Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 

 

3.1 3.3 Deliver outcomes in line with the Water Management Act 1999 and Greater 
visibility of allocations, water availability and limits in catchments 

AAT strongly supports the draft proposition to use best available science to Deliver 
outcomes in line with the Water Management Act (WMA.) 

As stated in our introductory overview AAT recognises strong intent within the draft to 
address WMA objective b) 

“the supply of water for hydro-electric generation, and for the supply of water for human 
consumption and commercial activities dependent on water.”  

AAT deems it imperative that resourcing be ensured to provide ample monitoring to deliver 
the “best science” to inform this strategy and ensure it meets obligations to WMA objective 
c) to “maintain ecological processes and genetic diversity for aquatic and riparian 
ecosystems”. 

The recommendation for better access to information is strongly supported.  

AAT believes greater availability of environmental monitoring data will “increase the 
community’s understanding of aquatic ecosystems” WMA objective e). 

Improved transparency and visibility in both allocations and decision making will address 
community lack of confidence in water management planning. 
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Water management plans. 

The value of such plans was alluded to by several responders. WMP’s are seen as; 
transparent, scientifically rigorous, community supported frameworks for managing a 
catchment’s water resources in accordance with the objectives of the Water Management 
Act 1999, and the State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997. 

AAT supports the Independent Science Council’s call for comprehensive statutory 
management plans for Tasmanian rivers. It was disappointing to discover that the majority 
of Tasmanian river catchments are without such plans and therefore AAT agrees that the 
current tally of 14 WMPs be expanded. 

In light of rapidly changing rainfall and evaporation patterns AAT recognises the importance 
of reviewing and updating WMPs to cater for such change and gauge their effectiveness. 

AAT shares the concerns of both the Independent Science Council and Oyster Growers 
where the Rural Water Use Strategy position paper recommends the development of water 
management statements rather than statutory water management plans.  

 

Although considered outside the scope of the strategy the issue of dams was raised by 
numerous stakeholders. 

AAT fully concurs with the Tasmanian Independent Science Council that: 

Catchment dams should be included in the broader water management system, particularly 
with respect to cumulative impacts at the catchment scale. The perception in the RWUS 
paper seems to be that the current unregulated approach is adequate. We recommend that 
this issue be given more detailed review, assessment and management, particular where 
dams are large and/or numerous. 

The same point is made by the Tasmanian Conservation Trust: 

The TCT shares the concerns raised by stakeholders that the dam assessment process is too 
limited especially as it fails to take into account cumulative impacts of dams on water flows 
and aquatic species and the indirect impacts from increased access to water e.g. increased 
land clearing and increased intensity of land use which increases sediment inputs to rivers. 
This is a key reason for a catchment management approach that incorporates assessment of 
all impacts to river systems from all major water users. 

It is thus appropriate for AAT to reiterate angler concerns regarding off stream storage 
and conveyance of irrigation allocations via waterways.  

Whilst AAT sees the value in opportunistic take, this must be strictly within guidelines which 
protect the environmental benefits of high flow periods and the seasonality of river systems.  

The potential impact of water conveyance on the health of Tasmanian waterways has 
gone unrecognised. From turbidity and sediment loads through temperature and low 
dissolved O2 levels to transference of pests or diseases, inadequate assessment and 
monitoring of waters released into streams is undertaken. 
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AAT considers a reactionary model to address environmental degradation is not 
acceptable in 2020. (i.e. Hefford’s Rd Fingal, sediment contamination of the South Esk 
from off-stream storage) 

 

Conclusion 

 

In this document repeated references have been made to the responses of eminent 
scientific bodies to the RWUS position Paper. Many of the issues mentioned by such 
respected independent groups validate the concerns raised by anglers regarding the failure 
of existing, and indeed proposed, management practices to protect Tasmanian waterways.  

The strident responses and documented examples from many individuals indicate 
widespread dissatisfaction with bodies responsible for planning and those tasked to ensure 
compliance with guidelines and regulations. 

Within responses there was an undeniable call for the RWUS to recognise values beyond 
those of economic development.  

 To provide habitat for Tasmania’s unique native species. 
 To provide safe drinking water. 
 Provide for social, spiritual and cultural use. 
 Our waterways have undeniable aesthetic value, especially to a state so heavily 

dependent on tourism 
 Our waterways should be safe to swim in, fit for participation in aquatic sports and 

to wet a line (with the expectation of catching a fish, and be able to eat it if the 
angler so wishes.) 

The objectives of the Water Management Act respect these values are given equal weight. 

Many anglers are well travelled and have seen the deleterious effects of injudicious 
expansion of broad scale agriculture, where sensible environmental checks and balances 
have been neglected. 

Tasmania is in a position to avoid the pitfalls suffered in New Zealand, of adverse impacts on 
water quality and river health, prompting expensive retrospective “Action For Healthy 
Waterways” legislation and compliance, which followed a damaging “Dirty Dairy” campaign 
detrimental to the New Zealand’s export reputation. 

Tasmania’s clean, green, pristine image was enhanced by the World Flyfishing 
Championships held last year, highlighting the value of our rivers and wild fishery. It is vital 
this strategy seeks to build upon this reputation and ensures Tasmania’s environmental 
integrity is maintained. 
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While acknowledging the aim to increase agricultural contributions to the state’s bottom 
line, we caution against the narrow scope of this strategy.  

AAT considers it imperative that greater environmental focus be incorporated into the 
strategy, and believes, from examining other stakeholder submissions, many other 
Tasmanians have similar misgivings. 

 

 

Howard Jones 
Executive Member, Anglers Alliance Tasmania 



9. Hydro Tasmania 
  



 

 

16 December 2020 

Rural Water Use Strategy Project 
Agriculture and Water Division, DPIPWE 
GPO Box 44 
Hobart, TAS 7001 
 
water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  
 
 

Dear DPIPWE, 

Tasmania’s Draft Rural Water Use Strategy  

Hydro Tasmania welcomes the opportunity to provide a submission on Tasmania’s Draft Rural Water 
Use Strategy (Draft Strategy). Hydro Tasmania has appreciated the Department of Primary Industries, 
Parks, Water and Environment’s consultation process that generated much interest, receiving forty-
nine submissions on the original position paper. 

As Australia’s largest water manager, the business is responsible for many significant lakes, rivers and 
smaller water bodies in six large catchments covering 35 per cent of Tasmania’s land area.  Water 
flowing from the rains over hydro catchments and into storage lakes around the state is the key energy 
resource that generates much of the electricity required to meet the needs of households and 
businesses. More than 13,000 gigalitres per annum of water flows through Hydro Tasmania’s power 
stations. 

While Hydro Tasmania’s top priority is providing renewable energy, the business also places particular 
importance on supporting Tasmanian irrigators and other Tasmanian water users. Hydro Tasmania 
regularly considers requests for water transfers for irrigation, along with requests for recreational 
water releases and other purposes. 

Hydro Tasmania seeks a clean, healthy and sustainable future for Tasmania and Australia. As 
custodians of 60% of Tasmania’s freshwater resources and significant hydropower infrastructure, 
Hydro Tasmania is committed to reducing our environmental and social impacts wherever the business 
can. Environmental protection and research are a core part of Hydro Tasmania’s business. The business 
employs and works with environmental experts to research and manage threatened species, 
environmental flows, fish migration, and the general health of our waterways. River and lake levels, 
water quality, and biological data are monitored to support Hydro Tasmania’s research and to help 
keep Tasmanians informed. 
 

mailto:water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
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The Draft Strategy sets the direction for the rural water sector into the future and to support the State 
to grow the value of Tasmanian agricultural production to $10 billion by 2050 as well as developing 
the State’s opportunities in renewable energy production, including renewable hydrogen.  

Hydro Tasmania supports the development of the Rural Water Use Strategy to provide confidence to 
water users and the community that Tasmania’s freshwater resources will continue to be available to 
support the wide range of rural water uses and environments that depend on them as well as new 
opportunities for innovation and growth 

Hydro Tasmania provides the following comments on the Draft Strategy as outlined below. 

 

Water information sharing (Goals 1, 3 and 4. Actions 1.1, 1.5, 1.6, 3.3, 3.14, 4.3 and 4.4) 

As the Draft Strategy notes: “A strong water management framework based on best available science 
and knowledge is essential to balancing commercial, environmental and social demands on our 
freshwater resources.”  

Hydro Tasmania endorses the proposed actions (e.g. 1.1, 1.5, 1.6, 3.3, 3.14, 4.3, and 4.4) to improve 
water data and information gathering and sharing between water resource managers. Notably, this 
will support the development of enhanced hydrological models and their use in decision making. 

 

Impacts of a changing climate (Goal 1. Actions 1.1 and 1.4) 

Tasmania’s water resources have started to feel the effects of a changing climate, with increasing 
frequency of coincident and consecutive extreme events. Effectively adapting to the changing climate 
requires climate change to be incorporated in all levels of decision making by water users and water 
managers across the State including those with strategic oversight of water developments (Actions 1.1 
and 1.4).  

Hydro Tasmania would welcome the opportunity to discuss opportunities to work with DPIPWE and 
others to identify information gaps associated with a changing climate and associated changes in 
future water availability and possible approaches for addressing these issues. 

 

Supporting emerging water developments (Goal 2. Actions 2.2 and 2.4) 

As the Draft Strategy notes, there is increasing pressure on Tasmania’s water resources. There are 
competing requirements from water users associated with: irrigation, town water, recreation, 
aquaculture, hydro-generation and hydrogen production. Meeting the needs of various water user 
groups can increase pressure on the natural environment. 

Concerning Goal 2, “Strategic development to maximise opportunities from water resources”, as the 
state’s population grows there will be additional water required for town water supplies, and a growing 
number of non-rural water based industries that will need access to high-reliability supplies,  placing 
further pressure on the existing water resources (Action 2.4). While these issues are already actively 
considered by DPIPWE and other State agencies and Government Business Enterprises, Hydro 
Tasmania would welcome the opportunity to support DPIPWE (and Infrastructure Tasmania) to 
identify further opportunities for TasWater, Tasmanian Irrigation and Hydro Tasmania to work 
together to meet these future requirements. 
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Should you require additional information, please contact the undersigned in the first instance. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Ian Dunbabin 
Head of Production and Environment 
 
e: ian.dunbabin@hydro.com.au 
t: 03 6240 2255 
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10. Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association 
  



TFGA Submission: Rural Water Use Strategy 

 

 

 

Water Policy – Rural Water Use Strategy 

Water and Marine Resources Division 

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

 

Email: water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 

TFGA Submission: Draft Rural Water Use Strategy 

 
The Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association (TFGA) is the leading representative body for Tasmanian 

primary producers. TFGA members are responsible for generating approximately 80% of the value created 

by the Tasmanian agricultural sector. 

Agriculture is one of the key pillars of the economy and, with the current level of support from government, 

are well positioned to further capitalise on the stature of Tasmanian agriculture. 

The TFGA supports the intent of the Government’s AgriVision 2050 target of $10 billion by 2050 and the 

200% Renewable Energy 2022 target, and the TFGA agrees that the Rural Water Use Strategy should align 

with support and reflect these initiatives. 

The TFGA appreciates the degree to which the Water and Marine Resources Division has attempted to 

include a broad range of stakeholder positions into the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy thus far.    

The TFGA is pleased to see that most points raised in our submission to the previous Position Paper were 

addressed in the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy and were also clearly set out in the Overview of Submissions 

document. We were particularly pleased to see specific attention paid to our members concerns regarding 

‘sleeper licenses’ and ‘limits on daily take’ with regards to the current restrictions that impose on effective 

irrigation practice. 

One area still of concern to the TFGA is the issue of Hydro fees to access water. For many years, the TFGA 

have advocated for the removal of the license provided to Hydro that essentially allows for them to own all 

water gathered through rainfall. This is not a contemporary model and we again recommend that a thorough 

review of these arrangements takes place.  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback to this Draft Rural Water Use Strategy. If you have any 

questions regarding this submission, please feel free to contact me.  

Yours sincerely,  

  

 

 

Peter Skillern 

Chief Executive Officer 

December 2020 

mailto:water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au


11. L. Taylor 
  



My comments on the strategy relate primarily to the central East coast around 
the Swan and Apsley Rivers and their tributaries catchment area, but may also 
be applicable more broadly across Tasmania. My views are personal and arise 
from my observations as a resident and landholder since the late 1970's. 
 
The Swan and Apsley Rivers should be considered as a merged 
catchment, both rivers eventually flow into the Moulting Lagoon 
RAMSAR listed wetland.  
 
A Plan rather than a Statement is required for this catchment which is 
the driest and most variable system with demand frequently exceeding 
supply. The past four years of drought, with below average rainfall and 
no flooding events to speak of, has left the natural environment at risk of 
irreversible degradation and the towns on water restrictions. Fortunately 
some much needed resumption of rainfall has occurred in this Autumn 
and Winter, whether that is sufficient to reverse the decline remains to 
be seen. 
  
There needs to be an inventory and some integration of the plans, 
surveys and studies of various State and Federal agencies and entities 
such as Sustainable Timbers Tas. and Tasmanian Irrigation together 
with the Glamorgan Spring Bay NRM Swan Apsley Catchment Plan 
(2013 to 2018). Collaboration between the agencies could well 
facilitate an improved legislative and regulatory framework which needs to be 
updated to better reflect the changes of the past decade and of the projected 
climate change impacts. This would also improve social and environmental 
outcomes.  A plan for the catchment needs to be truly sustainable with the best 
possible outcomes for all - residents, visitors, agriculture, Irrigators, recreational 
users (fishers, hunters, birders, walkers to name but a few), forestry, firefighters, 
aquaculture, environmental diversity and the protection of RAMSAR listed 
values. An up to date inventory of licenced and illegal water storage sites in the 
catchment should be completed prior to finalisation of any plan. Our indigenous 
population should be consulted with earlier rather than later. The aquaculture 
and fisheries sectors require more consideration, their economic contribution is 
growing as is their need for the reduction in hypersalinity and soil and nutrient 
runoff. Sustainable Timbers Tas. (Forestry Tas) manage 25 to 30 % of the upper 
catchment, the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife service also manage significant 
lands within the catchment. 
 
A key issue for me is the need to establish mandated, validated metering 
of all takes of water from within the system - be that riverine, estuarine, 
groundwater or another descriptor. This should occur with both current 
and historical entitlements, licences, conveyances, allocations under the 



Swan River irrigation scheme, town water supplies and include water 
cartage services. I feel certain that new technological methods can be 
used for this monitoring and measuring purpose.  Without such metering 
it is impossible to determine the level of water use and if that use is 
sustainable or is negatively impacting upon the ecological diversity and 
the health of the system. Without an accurate metering system it is 
difficult to know if people are in breach of their licence conditions, 
experience on the mainland has shown that not all people will act 
morally and honestly when in the pursuit of profit, penalties for breaching 
conditions or entitlements need to be dramatically increased so that 
water theft is criminalised. Surface water takes will obviously be difficult, 
if not impossible to measure, the retention of such surface water in 
privately held storages does however take available fresh water from the 
system and would need to be carefully managed if more widely allowed. 
High flows and flooding events are essential for the maintenance of the 
natural environment and for downstream users. 
 
Groundwater extraction is also problematic in many areas, the rate of 
aquifer recharge is frequently dependent upon rainfall, a drier climate will 
reduce recharge, this source of fresh water could perhaps provide a brief 
respite if the riverine system failed but should not be considered an 
alternative water source for major commercial or residential uses. More 
science based research is required. 
 
I would anticipate that any plan developed would be compliant with all 
requirements of State and Federal Acts, Regulations and guidelines.  
 
Develop a publicly accessible, responsive data base for storing and reporting 
of water use information. The stated review is insufficient, must implement not 
review.  
I have attempted, over the past few years, to obtain by phone from DPIPWE 
information related to Brown Bros. Apsley River water use, to be advised "that 
they are compliant with licence requirements" when they clearly were not, 
advice "that if water is flowing over the weir then they can take" this was not 
policed when the level of water was way below the weir and pumping 
continued. A change to their pumping system (from diesel to electric) with an 
associated increase in pipe capacity from 20 cm to 30 cm, occurred during an 
extended period of low rainfall but was not cause for DPIPWE concern. Such a 
lack of transparency does nothing to instil confidence in the system. 
 
I would oppose any expansion of water markets to allow for greater trade in 
water. If the intention of the strategy is to increase the productivity of 
Tasmanian farms then allowing speculators and investors from elsewhere who 



are not Tasmanian landholders, with a demonstrated need for improved water 
surety, would be disastrous. We once again can look to the mainland and see 
how locally based dairy farmers now cannot afford to purchase water for their 
own needs. The transfer system, already in place, should provide for sufficient 
flexibility. As water allocation linked with land holding improves the value of 
the property this could be used as an incentive, perhaps low or no interest loans 
could assist farmers to take advantage of the irrigation schemes in existence and 
developing. 
 
There is a need for any plan to continue annual or as scientifically 
recommended water quality assessments. Intensification from a land use of dry 
land sheep farming with small scale cropping primarily for stock feed, to many 
hundreds or perhaps thousands of hectares of irrigated olives, nuts, seed and 
feed crops and vines with the concomitant increase in the use of chemical and 
other potential contaminants, an increased risk of nutrient runoff, erosion and in 
some areas salinity - all risks require ongoing monitoring with quality 
measurement tools. Conversion from native species to grazing to cropping to 
irrigation can precipitate increased salinity. Acid sulfate soils may be triggered 
by over extraction of water and prolonged periods of dry weather. This applies 
particularly to the Apsley Marshes, Moulting Lagoon, Swan River flood plain 
and Dolphin Sands. Stressors including wildfires, invasive plant and animal 
species, land use change, diseases and pathogens, toxins and climate change 
need very serious consideration across the catchment.  
 
The uptake by landholders of all historical licences/conveyances within the 
Apsley and Swan River catchment would be devastating to the natural systems, 
these historical permits need to be rescinded. There needs to be a far greater 
focus on river and estuary health and sustainability. Remediation and repair of 
the riparian corridors should also be a priority, these have been completely lost 
in about 15% of the low lying areas, the fencing and revegetation could provide 
for employment opportunities and improved community engagement. 
 
In summary, I believe that it is important to measure all takes, move toward 
sustainable catchment management in the face of the worst case climate change 
scenarios, learn from the mistakes of other States and management authorities 
rather than repeat them and, try to equitably consider social and environmental 
needs together with those of Tasmanian agriculture and irrigators. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission to the Rural Water Use 
Strategy. 
Yours sincerely, Lyn Taylor 
 
 



12. A. Ketelaar 
  



 

 

29 York Town Square, Launceston Tasmania 7250 

rmcg.com.au  —  ABN  73 613 135 247  —  RM Consulting Group Pty Ltd 

Victoria   —   Tasmania  —   ACT  —   NSW 

 

 
 
1 December 2020 
 
Rural Water Use Strategy Project 
Water Group, DPIPWE 
GPO Box 44 
Hobart TAS 7001 

Via email: water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  

Draft Rural Water Use Strategy 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  

It is pleasing to see the emphasis on ‘sustainable’ management of Tasmania’s water 
resources and ensuring continuation of monitoring to enable evidence based decision 
making.  

As service providers in the industry we are aware of a disconnect between what we 
perceive to be an appropriate level of evidence for evidence based decision making for 
dam approvals and the actual Department approval process. We do not consider that the 
current process meets the objectives of the Water Management Act 1999 and we will 
continue to raise our concerns at every opportunity and particularly in the review of the 
effectiveness of the 2016 Dam Works Assessment Decision Framework process. 

We hope that any further legislative reforms under Goal 3 and 4, do not further erode 
evidence based decision. Whilst we agree with regulatory reform to increase efficiency we 
do not think this should come at the cost of evidence based decision making. We would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss our concerns further. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Astrid Ketelaar 

A S S O C I A T E  

mailto:water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au


13. Derwent Estuary Program 
  



 

 

Derwent Estuary Program Limited 

ABN:14 618 265 571 

Level 4, 24 Davey St, Hobart TAS 7000 

T: 03 6231 2314   www.derwentestuary.org.au 

 

16 December 2020 

Rural Water Use Strategy Project 
Water Resources Group, DPIPWE 
GPO Box 44 
Hobart Tas 7001 
 

DEP Response to Draft Rural Water Use Strategy (RWUS) October 2020 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft RWUS version from October 2020. 
We understand the difficulty in creating a vision for freshwater management in Tasmania, 
however, we feel that the current draft does not provide clarity on how successful water 
management will be achieved and that many of our concerns outlined in our submissions 
dating June 26th 2020 are not addressed (see attached our previous submission).  

We are concerned that the current draft outlines strategic activities at a very high level only 
and does not make detailed commitments. Specifically, we would like to see that catchment 
management, urban water supply security, and land management be included in the scope 
of freshwater management so that Tasmania’s water supply can be managed holistically. All 
these water uses come from the same source and require surety of water quality and 
quantity. If they are managed separately, how can these requirements be met, while 
maintaining the health of the common water source? 

We would also like to see the current draft revised to incorporate the concerns of the 49 
submissions received and provide a detailed list of commitments. For example, many of the 
activities stated in the RWUS require metering to achieve the goal (e.g. 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3), but 
metering is not mentioned in the document. 

We are pleased to see that environmental assessments are noted in section 1.3 Continue to 
undertake a range of environmental assessments to support water resource management, 
however, what are these and who will ensure that outcomes will inform water 
management?  

If the RWUS is aiming to be a reference for the next few decades to come, we believe its 
scope needs to be updated. A holistic approach to water management is an opportunity to 
express a valued commitment to our ‘liquid gold’. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to add to this important strategy. We look forward to 
your positive reply. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Ursula Taylor 

Derwent Estuary Program CEO 



14. B. White 
  



To whom it may concern, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Rural Water Use strategy.  

Goals 1, 2 and 3 could all have significant progress made if compulsory water metering was applied 
for all rural water abstraction and this information was made public. This provides essential 
information about how much water is being taken, and when. This will support goals 1.7, 3.1, 3.3 
and provide information for goal 2.1 and 2.3.  

Water licenses and allocations currently have very little monitoring.  There is available data on 
allocations, but not on actual water take. Water metering is a method that is predictable, easily 
understood by the public who have their home water use metered currently, and can be easily 
regulated or enforced. Water metering is well within the scope of this document. The Draft Rural 
Water Use strategy needs to explicitly require compulsory rural water take metering, as opposed to 
providing vague goals for water resource management and monitoring. Information provided from 
meters must be made public to provide transparency, alongside what is currently provided. 

 

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide feedback. The explicit requirement of compulsory 
water monitoring will work to achieve multiple goals within the strategy, and will provide important 
data for future decisions. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Bridget White 

 

 

 



15. Tasmanian Independent Science Council 
  



Tasmanian Independent Science Council: 

Submission on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy 

December 2020 
 
The Tasmanian Independent Science Council is dedicated to science-based policy reform to ensure the 
long-term health of Tasmania’s critical environments. We are composed of scientists and relevant experts 
who are a source of independent, non-government advice, focusing on policy reforms of significant State 
interest. We seek to inform public debate and influence legislative reform to improve outcomes, including 
for terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystems. The Tasmanian Science Council acknowledges the 
Traditional Owners of lutruwita (Tasmania), the palawa and pakana people, who continue to walk this 
island as they always have, with a deep spiritual and practical connection to land, water and ecology. We 
acknowledge the deep wrongs committed against palawa and pakana people in the name of science, and 
are committed to a collaboration of the Western and Southern knowledge systems existing on this island, 
for the benefit of us all. For further information on our organisation and members, please see 
http://www.tassciencecouncil.org/ 
 

Having spent considerable time and effort preparing our submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy 

(RWUS) Position Paper, I read the draft Strategy with interest to see how our scientific input had been 

incorporated. 

Much to our concern, it appears that the scientific advice and recommendations in our submission, as well 

as in the majority of other submissions, has been disregarded either because it is considered to be ‘out of 

scope’ or is supposedly addressed through other mechanisms. This is both disappointing and frustrating, 

and a real failure of the process as a number of the issues raised are absolutely central to forming the basis 

of a robust water policy.  

Page 3 of the draft RWUS states: ‘A small number of issues that were raised through the consultation 

process on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper are outside the scope of the Rural Water Use 

Strategy. These include matters relating to catchment management and urban water supply security and 

management. These topics are generally addressed through existing mechanisms, activities and programs.’ 

This is very misleading, in that the single most frequently raised issue in the 49 submissions on the previous 

Position Paper was the central importance of water quality as part of the strategy. This was followed by the 

need for metering, climate change considerations, and the importance of balancing rural water uses with 

other competing demands (including public water supplies and the environment). With the exception of 

climate change, these central issues are either not mentioned in the strategy or at best given lip service. 

Based on the original flyer for the RWUS (attached), it appears that water quality was in fact part of the 

scope – indeed a scoping paper was planned that reviewed both water quality and sustainable yields. 

Unfortunately, it appears that this paper was not prepared or released. 

In short, we strongly counsel that the scope of the RWUS be extended to include water quality, potential 

impacts on downstream users, as well as support for water use efficiency, soil management and run-off 

controls. All of these will be affected by the proposed increases in irrigation and agricultural production. 

Furthermore, while there are other freshwater-related legislative mechanisms, many of these are outdated, 

and integration/ implementation has been lacking. As a consequence, we are already observing the 

declining condition of our rivers and ongoing issues affecting freshwater for human consumption and the 

environment. No analysis has been provided of the adequacy of supplies and how these will be managed to 

adequately support the range of uses essential in Tasmania.  

http://www.tassciencecouncil.org/


As scientists with decades of collective expertise in water and other environmental fields, we believe it is 

essential that the RWUS consider potential impacts on the full range of water users, as well as likely 

impacts on environmental, cultural and recreational values. Water quantity and water quality must be 

managed in tandem – you cannot have one without the other. Comprehensive metering of extractions and 

flows is essential to inform management. 

Given our experience with the Position Paper stage of the process, we are reluctant to spend substantially 

more time on the draft RWUS if our input is likely to be ignored. Nevertheless, we offer the following 

general comments: 

• The draft strategy is a remarkably short and generic document for such an important topic that 

requires an inclusive, robust and defensible policy. If you remove the photos, the strategic actions 

occupy about three pages. 

• The majority of actions are phrased in a manner that does not guarantee progress or change, e.g. 

‘consider’, ‘review’, ‘continue’, ‘explore options’. Some are so general as to be baffling (i.e. Action 2.4   

Support emerging water dependent industries in Tasmania. It is unclear why this would be of strategic 

importance, given the existing pressures and competition for freshwater across the state) 

• There are no clear priorities, timelines or resources associated with the proposed actions, or even a 

strategy for their implementation. All of these are essential for clarity and implementation.  

• Specific, time-limited targets should be included. Without these targets, the resources are unlikely to 

be allocated to achieve them. For example, we would support TasWater’s suggestion that ‘any new 

extraction is metered and a plan to meter 100 percent within a defined timeframe, ideally within three 

years’. 

Rather than providing detailed comments on the draft strategy, we include below the key points previously 

made in our submission to the RWUS Discussion Paper, and encourage that these be included within the 

final Rural Water Use Strategy 

 

Summary of key issues and recommendations 

1. The primary objective of the Rural Water Use Strategy is to support the Tasmanian Government’s 

AgriVision 2050, which seeks to grow the value of Tasmanian agriculture to $10 billion by 2050 (note: 

this also includes aquaculture and the seafood industry). Given that the current production value is 

about $2.5 billion (Sustainable Agri-Food Plan 2019-23), this represents a four-fold increase over a 30 

year period. We request that further information be provided as to how this target was derived, and 

whether this can be sustainably achieved based on our actual water resources and arable land. 

Furthermore, we ask how has climate change been factored into this target? 

2. The strategy is heavily focussed on irrigation expansion, with some reference to other water dependent 

industries/projects such as the Hydro’s Battery of the Nation and renewable hydrogen. Although the 

focus is on rural water, it is essential that the needs of other water uses/users are also integrated with 

this strategy. In addition to the environment, these include drinking water, aquaculture and other water 

intensive industries, forestry and firefighting. Significant expansion of irrigation schemes has the 

potential to jeopardise these other uses, or to be adversely impacted by them.  

3. Integrated catchment management is critical to manage both flows and water quality. We cannot 

manage one without the other. This integrated approach is also essential in order to address the full 

continuum of freshwater resources – surface run-off, groundwater, rivers, wetlands, riparian zones and 

estuaries.  

4. Further consideration of water quality management is needed, including more clarity about how the 

Water Management Act and the state Water Quality Policy can be better integrated. Irrigation and 

other rural water uses can clearly impact freshwater systems, and poor water quality can in turn 



damage crops, soils and ground water. There is no discussion of salinisation or soil degradation 

associated with irrigation, or how this will be addressed within the RWUS. 

5. It is essential that both allocation and use are monitored in a rigorous and transparent way, and on a 

catchment-by-catchment basis. Lack of metering is one of the biggest weaknesses of the current water 

management system. How can we possibly manage freshwater without accurate information about the 

volume and timing of water use? 

6. More detail is needed to ensure that cultural and recreational values are protected, particularly palawa 

and pakana people’s cultural values. 

7. The RWUS is overly focussed on the continued expansion of large-scale irrigation infrastructure. Other 

key aspects of rural agriculture (e.g. water efficiency, enterprise suitability, land capability) are 

important elements of rural agriculture and it is unclear why these are considered to be ‘outside the 

scope’? The strategy should also support initiatives to limit run-off from agriculture, such as fertiliser 

management, stock fencing and riparian buffers. 

8. Significantly more investment is needed in monitoring of flows, water quality and river health more 

broadly. This should include monitoring and preventative management of blue-green algal blooms and 

aquatic weeds. Water-dependent ecosystems and species, including those that are state and federally-

listed also require regular monitoring. 

9. An updated State of Rivers report is long overdue for Tasmania – the last one dates back to 2008. 

Without this, we really have no clear idea about the condition and trends of our rivers. 

10. Water allocation decisions must start with a rigorous (and precautionary) assessment of environmental 

flows together with extensive community consultation. Since 1999, there have only been 14 Water 

Management Plans prepared across the whole of the state. Non-statutory Water Management 

Statements are not an adequate substitute, as these lack the necessary science and stakeholder 

engagement. While a number of additional eflow studies and reports have been completed, it is unclear 

if or how the recommendations of these reports have been implemented. 

11. Models and management need to incorporate updated climate data and observations. 

12. Freshwater is undervalued in Tasmania, and there is serious risk of losing local control of this valuable 

resource to investors. This situation requires urgent review to ensure local farmers are not priced out. 

Water should be managed as a public good, not just as a commodity. 

13. Public and political perceptions of abundant and clean freshwater are no longer valid in many parts of 

the state. We need a reality check based on metered usage and monitored quality! 

 

Further details can be found in our previous submission (attached).  

As evidenced by the 49 submissions received, there is a high level of concern about this strategy in 

Tasmania. These submissions were prepared by a remarkably diverse range of stakeholders with a wealth 

of experience and include many pragmatic recommendations. Thank you for publishing them – they are 

extremely informative. Unfortunately, however, this valuable input also does not seem to have been 

incorporated within the draft RWUS. It is extremely disappointing that what was intended as a genuine 

effort to review and better manage rural water uses, seems to have a primary focus on further expansion of 

large-scale irrigation schemes.  We strongly urge the Government to incorporate this valuable feedback - 

which you actively solicited - into the final RWUS. 

Sincerely, 

 

Christine Coughanowr 

On behalf of the Tasmanian Independent Science Council 



16. L. Barmuta 
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16 December 2020 

I am providing comment on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy in my capacity as a professional 
freshwater ecologist with over 25 years’ experience in Tasmania teaching and researching in 
freshwater sciences at the University of Tasmania. The views presented here are my own and may 
not align with any formal position adopted by the University of Tasmania. 

In the past I have contributed to the State Water Quality Policy, the National River Health 
Monitoring Program and the Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Marine and Freshwaters. I 
am a current member of the Australian Society for Freshwater Sciences and have been an 
intermittent member of the River Basin Management Society.  

I have three major comments on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy. 

1. Water use information. Accurate, current data about water that is actually being abstracted
(rather than simply licenced) by agricultural users is vital for environmental management,
building community trust and maximising transparency. Strong support for metering rural
water use will be essential to achieve the necessary improvements in providing water use
information to stakeholders and decision-makers. While I realise that this may be
unpalatable to some current rural water users, it is imperative that the rural sector is able to
match the transparency of water use data that has been hard-won for the urban sector in
Tasmania over recent decades. As climate change intensifies, water becomes scarcer and
supply less reliable, transparency in water use by the rural, hydroelectric  and urban sectors
will be critical to minimise conflict and build trust and synergies to improve water use and
minimise waste.

2. Protection of freshwater quality and ecosystem values. The previous submissions from the
Australian Society for Freshwater Sciences and the River Basin Management Society
effectively summarised the achievements and limitations of current knowledge about water
quality and the biota that inhabit our waterways, lakes and wetlands. The declines in water
and environmental quality documented in these submissions merits explicit
acknowledgement and in an opportunity to galvanise community sentiment into concrete
actions to minimise soil and nutrient leakage from our agricultural systems. The current
draft policy needs to strengthen the principle that these ecosystems have values beyond the
services provided to the rural and hydro-electric sectors which need protection and
conservation as well. Our freshwaters host many species of endemic plants and animals
(including icons such as the Giant Freshwater Crayfish, the world’s largest freshwater
invertebrate), as well as sustaining groundwater-dependent geoheritage assets (e.g. mound
springs, wet cave systems in karstic landscapes, schwingmoor wetlands). Water is more than
simply a resource and maintaining biodiversity and geodiversity will be critical to defending
a ‘clean and green’ branding.

3. Integrate catchment management. While there are admirable examples of organisations
achieving great outcomes with rural and urban communities (e.g. Derwent Catchment
Project, Derwent Estuary Program, the three NRMs), the lack of a formal structure to
oversee catchment management makes it difficult for individuals and small groups to

mailto:leon.barmuta@gmail.com
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negotiate the legal, managerial and technical issues that affect water use and aquatic 
habitats. The Regional Management Authorities in New Zealand and CMAs in Victoria 
provide two examples of the ways that catchment management activities can be integrated 
so that advice and support can be consistent, locally appropriate but coordinated so that 
bigger-picture goals are identified and can be worked towards. Evolving structures that 
model good governance while fostering community trust and stakeholder buy-in will be 
challenging, but is essential if we are to move towards managing catchments as social-
ecological systems.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute on this Strategy. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Dr Leon A. Barmuta  



17. Tasmanian Conservation Trust 
  



 

 

16 December 2020 

Rural Water Use Strategy Project 

Water Resources Group 

DPIPWE 

GPO Box 44 

Hobart Tas 7001 

Email: water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 

Submission on the Draft Rural Water Use Strategy 

Proposed reviews and assessments 

In the TCT’s submission on the Position Paper we asked questions about 

numerous proposed reviews that were referred to. It seems that none of our 

questions were answered in the Draft Strategy. 

The Draft Strategy makes recommends regarding the following existing or 

proposed reviews or assessments: 

• Groundwater Risk Assessment and Management Framework project (1.2) 

• Update surface water modelling to enhance information for decision 

including updated climate scenarios (1.4). 

• Undertake a strategic review of hydrological monitoring networks, and 

where required, expand or upgrade the networks (1.5). 

• Review water accountability and reporting frameworks to strengthen risk-

based water use and water conveyance measurement and reporting (1.7) 

• Support ongoing development of policies to encourage water recycling 

and reuse (2.3). 

• Review the surface water allocation policy framework (3.1 and 4.1). 

• Explore options to increase flexibility for water users (3.2). 

• Revise the legislative framework underpinning risk-based water 

management planning to ensure efficient and effective statutory planning 

processes (3.4). 
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• Review arrangements to better facilitate efficient and effective water 

management in catchments with multiple water managers (3.10). 

• Investigate the appropriateness of the Australian National Committee on 

Large Dams (ANCOLD) Guidelines for smaller private dams (3.11). 

• Review policy settings for water trading to provide for positive market and 

sustainable outcomes for Tasmania’s water resources (3.12). 

In each case the action refers to a process that is either yet to commence or is 

under way but not apparently completed or involves the public. The 

recommendations point to a general policy direction but there is no 

information provided regarding what the objectives are (noting that the public 

have not had input to this), what the process will be and what if any public 

involvement will be provided. There could also be impacts of one review upon 

another that need to be coordinated. As noted in our earlier submission some 

processes are underway e.g. Groundwater Risk Assessment and Management 

Framework project but there is no information provided about the scope and 

expected outcomes and what if anything can be reported on currently.  

While the government is probably expecting to release draft legislation for 

public comment, this does not address my main concerns. Many proposed 

processes relate to polices and departmental programs that may involve no 

legislative change or are only partially implemented through legislation. Also, 

public consultation needs to be provided at earlier stages prior to draft 

legislation being drafted. 

DPIPWE should consider a coordinated approach to policy development and 

an ongoing process to provide for public input to each of these processes. 

Such a complex, long-term and multi-dimensional set of processes and polices 

may require a multi-sector committee to be formed that would include non-

government conservation organisations. The existing Draft Strategy should be 

considered a preliminary strategy and the long term goal should be to develop 

a comprehensive strategy incorporating the results of all the proposed reviews 

or at least the critical ones. 

Concerns raised in Position Paper deleted and ignored 

In our earlier submission we raised a number of concerns that were in direct 

response to comments made by DPIPWE in the Position Paper but we note with 

disappointment that none have been addressed. Given the concerns originate 

from DPIPWE statements we don’t believe our concerns could be sidelined due 

to being out of the scope of the Draft Strategy.  

 

For clarity the following points are quoted verbatim from the TCT’s submission to 

the Position Paper and a comment follows: 

 

• It is greatly concerning that the RWUS confirms that surface water 

resources in agricultural catchments “approach full allocation” (page 

14). It is an additional concern that there is no detailed analysis of where 

the situation is most critical and whether this corresponds to other factors 

that may put further pressure on water use e.g. urban expansion, 

population growth and aquaculture development including hatcheries. 
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o While a brief mention is made in the Draft Strategy of this issue 

there is no details provided as per our recommendation. 

• In 1.2.3 it is claimed without any reference that "Tasmania's surface water 
resources are generally well understood by the Department and the tools 
used for surface water allocation to date have proven to be reliable and 
adequate for well informed, consistent and transparent decision 
making". It goes on to state that there may need to be improvements 

due to changes including climate change. There is no detail to support 

the claim that the surface water resources are well understood or that 

the tools to management them have been adequate apart from 

climate change. The RWUS identifies key gaps in knowledge including 

the almost total lack of information regarding the interaction between 

ground water and surface water, which seem to contradict the above 

statements. 

o It is noted that this quote has been removed the Draft Strategy 

and no similar words appear. 

• It is also concerning that in response to the growing full allocation of 

surface water the RWUS is encouraging further exploitation of ground 

water. This is of particular importance as the RWUS admits that ground 
water is the principle source of summer river base flows in some areas. 
While lack of knowledge regarding the interaction between ground and 

surface water are admitted it is concerning that there is no guarantee 

provided that improvements in knowledge will precede any 

commitments to expand extraction of ground water. We recommend an 

action that there be no further allocation of ground water approved for 

commercial purposes until these critical information gaps are addressed 

and integrated into the Ground Water risk Assessment Framework. 

o It is noted that reference to ground water being the principle 

source of summer river base flows in some areas has been 

removed from the Draft Strategy. 

• The section on "Water quality and river health" opens with the grand over 

arching statement that "The current condition of the majority of 
Tasmania's freshwater resource is suitable for consumptive uses ". There is 

then mention of the monitoring via the River Health Monitoring Program 

that aims to measure water quality and river health. But there is no detail 

provided on the results of this monitoring. We are left wondering if only 

51% of Tasmania's freshwater resource is suitable for consumptive uses? 

And which consumptive uses, cropping or drinking? 

 

o It is noted that this quote has been removed the Draft Strategy. 

• It is very concerning that at 2.1.1 it is stated that “surface water resources 
available at surety Levels 5 and 6 are generally considered to be fully 
allocated during summer and in some catchments winter allocations at 
these levels are also reached full allocation, or are approaching full 
allocation.” The RWUS does take this issue seriously and makes some 

useful suggestions about dealing with it. However, the RWUS should have 

provided a far more detailed analysis of the state of play with respect to 

water being fully or nearly fully allocated and what this means for those 

areas and when other areas may be expected to reach full allocation. 

This information should at least be provided in the final strategy and 
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there should also be recommendations about which areas should not be 

subject to further irrigation schemes, especially via Tasmanian Irrigation. 

o It is noted that this quote has been removed the Draft Strategy. 

Inserted in the Draft Strategy is the following statement 

“Increasingly, surface water resources within agricultural 

catchments are nearing full allocation”(page 4). References to 

full allocations have been removed. 

• The TCT notes with great interest the reference in 3.1.2 to comments of 

stakeholders that the very significant investment in irrigation has not 

been matched with “investment in the delivery of on-ground services to 
support irrigators to optimise irrigation application and minimise land and 
soil impacts”. The TCT was consulted as a stakeholder and made similar 

comments. In particular we think there are fundamental flaws in the 

planning, management and monitoring use of irrigated water supplied 

via the Tasmanian Irrigation projects to minimise on and off farm 

environmental impacts. There is high reliance on the Water Access Plans 

which have many flaws but the system for developing them is not open 

to any public input or peer review that we are aware of. The TCT was 

consulted early on in the development of the WAPs but there seems to 

be no ongoing broad consultation and review process. 

o It is noted that this quote has been removed the Draft Strategy. 

• At 3.1.3 there are very broad statistics provided (that are unreferenced), 

indicating a high contribution to the agricultural output and income 

from irrigation water when compared to non-irrigated improved land. 

Without details to show that the land being compared is the same in all 

other respects it is not possible to believe that the difference is due to 

irrigation water. It seems to me that farmers would generally have used 

the irrigation water on their better land. Not addressed is whether 

irrigation water is being used for its optimal economic use. From the 

information provided I am left not knowing how much of a contribution 

irrigation water makes to agricultural production and income and 

whether it can be increased. 

o It is noted that the statistics regarding the value of irrigated 

agriculture have been removed the Draft Strategy. 

Comments made by the TCT (which appear to be in scope) that have been 
ignored 

The TCT made the following statement in its submission on the Position Paper. 

 

Environmental and ecosystem requirements  

It is noted that in relation to the Department's position on 

"Environmental and ecosystem requirements" this section includes a 

single sentence. The sentence simply states what the processes are that 

address environmental and ecosystem requirements but provides no 

details or references to substantiate the success or otherwise of these 

processes. It is strongly recommended that a new departmental 

program be developed to undertake effectiveness monitoring to 

determine whether ecosystem and species requirements are being met 

by the current management approaches. Regular reports must be 

released to the public. 
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The Draft Strategy has removed any specific reference to the issue 

"Environmental and ecosystem requirements". In its place there is a more vague 

mention of “1.3: Continue to undertake a range of environmental assessments 

to support water resource management”. This is a retrograde step. 

 

The Draft Strategy also includes the states that: “Tasmania is renowned for its 

natural environment which underpins the Tasmanian Brand and many of the 

competitive advantages enjoyed by agricultural and other Tasmanian 

producers” (page 5). This merely refers to the benefit to agriculture of 

Tasmania’s “renowned natural environment” and says nothing specifically 

about how freshwater values might be protected from impacts from 

agriculture. 

The TCT made the following statement in its submission on the Position Paper. 

3.3 Water recycling and reuse 

The TCT in principle supports the reuse of treated water for a range of 

agricultural or horticultural uses. However, we note that there are a 

number of matters related to Recycled Water Schemes that fall into a 

legislative gap. 

Through correspondence with the EPA – regarding a particular RWS 

proposed for Opossum Bay - we have discovered at least three legal 

gaps that have serious potential impacts and should be addressed in 

the final RWUS.  

It has been confirmed that in some cases public consultation might be 

considered important but there is no guarantee that it occurs through 

local government planning processes. This is the case with the proposal 

to use recycled water on a public reserve at Opossum Bay. 

Secondly, the environmental impacts of each individual RWS are 

probably insufficient to trigger the EPA’s assessment of them as a level 2 

project. It is our view that this is likely to result, in areas where numerous 

RWS are operating, in incremental impacts that in total have serious 

environmental impacts but are not assessed or controlled. 

Thirdly, the principal means of planning and assessing a proposed RWS 

is through the production of a Environmental Impact Statement that is 

submitted to the inter agency committee, the Wastewater Reuse 

Coordinating Group (WWRCG). This committee and its processes are 

informal and is not established under any legislation. One major flaw is 

that there is no requirement for public input. 

The Draft Strategy has not responded to this issue but states “2.3 Support 

ongoing development of policies to encourage water recycling and reuse”. 

The concerns raised are clear impediments to agricultural development as well 

raising environmental concerns and the final strategy should include actions to 

address them. 

Issue raised that may be out of scope 

The DPIPWE document “Overview of submissions received on the Rural Water 

Use Strategy Position Paper”, which purports to summarise comments raised in 
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submissions, fails to clearly identify which issues are out of scope. Only three 

issues are marked with a cross indicating it is entirely out of scope: 

• the AgriVision 2050 

• On-farm irrigation management 

• Catchment management and cumulative impacts to freshwater values 

It seems unfair that these issues are deemed out of scope and public 

comments on them excluded from consideration as I do not recall a specific 

statement in the Position Paper or earlier DPIPWE documents defining the 

scope. The Position Paper identified the AgriVision 2050 target as the goal fo the 

strategy so it is only fair the government identifies the rationale for the target 

and how it is expected to be achieved. 

It seems slightly self defeating to exclude on-farm irrigation management. 

Unless key concerns are addressed, such as increased sentiment and nutrient 

pollution of water ways, then the long term future of irrigated agriculture may 

be threatened as well as causing environmmentla damage. 

The Draft Strategy (page 3) states that: 

A small number of issues that were raised through the consultation 

process on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper are outside the 

scope of the Rural Water Use Strategy. These include matters relating to 

catchment management and urban water supply security and 

management. These topics are generally addressed through existing 

mechanisms, activities and programs. 

The Draft Strategy fails to identify “which existing mechanisms, activities and 

programs” exist that address catchment management cumulative impacts to 

freshwater values.  

A further 6 issues were marked with both a ✓ and an *, indicating that the issues 

raised are in scope to a limited extent only: 

• Scope/ Inclusiveness 

• Water Quality 

• River Health 

• Issues in relation to dams 

• Water recycling and reuse 

• Aquaculture 

In regard to most of these issues numerous discrete points are made about 

each. There is no indication of what points are in and out of scope. Without this 

detail, the public cannot have confidence as to why certain issues have been 

ignored in the Draft Strategy and why. 

Under the heading “Scope/ Inclusiveness” there is a statement that submitters 

recommended the strategy cover a wider range of water uses and users and a 

long list is included. Despite this point being designated as partially in scope we 

are not told which uses are in and out of scope. 
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Yours sincerely 

 

Peter McGlone 

Director 

Tasmanian Conservation Trust 

peter@tct.org.au 

0406 380 545 

191-193 Liverpool St 

Hobart 7000 

 



18. Environment Tasmania 
  



Submission received by email 16/12/2020 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission to the Rural Water Use Strategy. I have outlined 
our strategy in the body of this email and as per attachment.  

 

Environment Tasmania Response to the Regional Water Use Strategy. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to reply to the position paper. Our submission 
is as below. 
 
The first part of the review process for this strategy has elicited a number of 
excellent responses from a variety of organisations and scientists. In our 
response to this stage of the review we would like to express our view that 
there are five major areas and initiatives that the successful management 
of water requires in to the future. 
 
 
1). One bureaucracy/statutory authority be created that manages all of 
Tasmania’s fresh water resources with a defined set of criteria and a 
mandate for protecting the asset. 
 
2). That all rural water use be subject to metering to the greatest extent 
possible. 
 
3). That there be a pollution reduction program put in place for every river 
catchment in Tasmania.  
 
4). That there be a program of riparian repair and protection for all river 
catchments. 
 
5). That a thorough water monitoring program be established for all water 
catchments utilising technology to provide publically available real time 
monitoring. 
 
 
Philip Cocker 
Board Member 
Environment Tasmania 
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Draft Rural Water Use Strategy Submission- Simon Roberts 
91 Lords Road, Pelverata, Tasmania 
 
16/12/20 
 
Introduction 
This submission draws on a number of submissions made in respect of the RWUS position paper in 
addition to my own knowledge of aquatic resources as an aquatic scientist for more than 25 years. In 
general although the draft RWUS is a step in the right direction for water management in the state it 
fails in a number of important areas to adequately address knowledge gaps and our understanding 
of Tasmania’s freshwater resource that would allow its sustainable development. 

Scope 
The RWUS has not identified why it has restricted itself to “rural” use and what is meant by this 
term. Clearly the holistic management of water would incorporate a whole of catchment approach 
with all potential allocations, diversions or uses included in the process. 

Both agriculture and residential use (e.g. water efficiency, enterprise suitability, land capability) are 
important elements of both the understanding of impacts and potential size of the water resource. 
Rural land management practices such as run-off from agriculture, fertiliser management, stock 
fencing and riparian buffers are also pertinent to the quality (and sometimes quantity) of water 
entering water courses. Rrural residential development both within townships and as diffuse 
“lifestyle” properties can also have significant impacts on both the hydrology and water quality of 
receiving waters which in turn has implications for both downstream users and environmental 
values. 

A whole-of-water-cycle approach to the future planning and management of the state’s water 
resources (both surface and groundwater) is needed with all users and environmental requirements 
considered when making allocation decisions. This strategy needs to be expanded to reflect a holistic 
approach to water management at the catchment scale. 

 Understanding our freshwater resources  

Many of the submissions noted that we have a very limited understanding of the current state of our 
freshwater resources, river (and estuarine) health in Tasmania is declining and water resources will 
be under further pressure as development increases. A common theme is the cumulative impacts of 
changes to water and land use through currently legal development which are not adequately 
addressed in the goals of the RWUS. The threat posed to the environment from recent and future 
expansion and intensification of agriculture through increased water allocations is not considered. 

Another key area of concern raised is the capacity to determine the environmental water 
requirements for rivers and estuaries that is critical to maintaining healthy waterways. A major issue 
is how current environmental flow recommendations have been calculated, whether they are 
consistent across catchments and reviewed to ensure best practice. A serious concern is that current 
hydrological allocation modeling may not be representative of the real world due to a lack of 
gauging data to validate or calibrate the models and the need for ground water to be included in the 
modeling. Many hydrological models make assumptions about rainfall, infiltration and surface run-
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off based on broad –scale parameters that may not be suited to particular catchments. Assumptions 
about non gauged extractions may also be in error. Regular and appropriate gauging can indicate the 
precision of models over time. 

The current state of water quality data from both the River Health Monitoring program and other 
environmental assessments are considered inadequate to assess trends or to assess the true state of 
health of catchments. Expansion of these programs as well as public reporting is critical in order to 
assess current and future water use. At this point in time there has been no overall assessment of 
the state of both rivers and coastal water bodies (estuaries, saltmarshes and lagoons) for more than 
10 years. A comprehensive and adequate system of environmental monitoring (including nutrients, 
pesticides and other pollutants) is required in order to assess impacts from both environmental risks 
(bushfire and climate change) and human use (extraction, intensification and land use change). The 
Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem Values (CFEV) data base is also largely out of date and needs 
regular revision. 

The draft RWUS gives the perception that water in Tasmania for consumptive purposes is plentiful 
but at the same time states that some catchments are reaching their full allocation for water 
extraction. There is no synopsis of which catchments are nearing capacity or which have been 
assessed. There is no information about water use across catchments provided, including 
groundwater use. Integrated catchment management is critical to manage both flows and water 
quality. Catchment dams should be included in the broader water management system, particularly 
with respect to cumulative impacts at the catchment scale. There is a view in the draft RWUS that 
riparian right extractions and catchment dams (intercepting overland flow) are not an issue however 
no data is given or report referenced that support this view. 

Although the draft RWUS recommends an expansion of some water quality monitoring and an 
integration of different sources of water quality data it has no provision for the assessment of this 
data and regular reporting. The use of this data is important in the context of the management 
actions. Integration of water quality data with hydrological monitoring and modeling could 
significantly improve management actions. 

• Understanding water use  

Water allocation and use should be monitored in a rigorous and transparent way at the catchment 
scale. Managing water allocation requires accurate information about the volume and timing of 
water use of each user in the catchment. Metering should become mandatory, with data on water 
allocation and use being publicly available.  

Modeling and gauging should be used to audit water use to determine if all extractions are being 
captured by the management system. Appropriate gauging and modeling will also allow the 
assessment of broad scale impacts of catchment dams (outside the regulatory framework) as well as 
land use changes. This information will lead to a better understanding of the effects of water 
extraction and use across the catchment as a whole, and especially the cumulative impacts to 
downstream environments (lakes, estuaries, salt marshes, lagoons and marine embayment’s). The 
strong emphasis in the draft RWUS is on water use for land-based agriculture with no attention to 
the importance of freshwater flows to estuarine health and productivity. 

At present only a portion of catchments have statutory Water Management Plans, there should be 
an aim to provide WMP’s for all catchments with significant (>5%) agriculture, forestry plantation or 
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residential density. All plans should be reviewed every ten years with all current plans meeting this 
requirement prior to additional allocation of water. 

Allocation of water  
Although the RWUS states that surface water resources in some agricultural catchments “approach 
full allocation” there is no information on where this is occurring or what the allocation level is year 
to year as percentage of total flow. There is the need for a logical and transparent reporting of both 
the potential of a catchment to provide water for agricultural and other uses and the current or 
proposed allocation. 

With public perceptions that access to clean freshwater is often restricted  in many parts of the state 
there needs to be a clear set of guidelines as to how and when water will be made available to all 
users as well as reasons why particular users are able to get access when others are not. 

All water allocation decisions must be predicated on the provision of environmental flows, followed 
by a clear reasoning for each level of allocation to different users A simplified decision tree indicating 
the type of allocation as well as the statutory basis for providing water to particular users or 
industries in each catchment should be available. Community consultation (including indigenous 
groups) should be used when WMP’s are initiated and during the review process. Allocation of a 
public resource (water) should be based on a social license which can only be achieved if the 
community is properly informed and consulted on potential allocations to industry or agriculture. 
Knowledge of how water has been allocated and for what purposes is likely to lead to the most 
appropriate and effective use of water.  

Due to the paucity of information on of groundwater it would be prudent to restrict or pause any 
further allocation from this resource until greater certainty of potential impacts have been informed 
by better data. 
 
Valuing our water resources  

There are many sectors of the community that are not considered as part the draft RWUS who may 
be effected by the consequences of water management decisions in the rural sector. Increasingly the 
social uses of water recourses are important. Recreational and aesthetic appreciation of water is 
more prominent in society than in the past. Permanent residential or visitor accommodation often 
perceives proximity to water as an asset. There are many people who believe that our water assets 
are undervalued and often given to the highest bidder with little consideration of the larger 
community. The draft RWUS does not give any consideration to these potential conflicts. 
 
Similarly the allocation and protection of water quality and environmental values are fundamental to 
the fair and equitable use of this resource. Inappropriate use of water can lead to the cost burden of 
repair or remediation falling on the community. A fundamental tenant of any water use decision 
should be water use efficiency and the benchmarking of industries against best practice principles. 
Anything less devalues the water resource and reduces the community benefits provided by this 
resource. 
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About EDO  

 

EDO is a community legal centre specialising in public interest environmental law. We help people 
who want to protect the environment through law. Our reputation is built on: 

 

Successful environmental outcomes using the law. With over 30 years’ experience in 
environmental law, EDO has a proven track record in achieving positive environmental outcomes 
for the community. 

 

Broad environmental expertise. EDO is the acknowledged expert when it comes to the law and 
how it applies to the environment. We help the community to solve environmental issues by 
providing legal and scientific advice, community legal education and proposals for better laws. 

 

Independent and accessible services. As a non-government and not-for-profit legal centre, our 
services are provided without fear or favour. Anyone can contact us to get free initial legal advice 
about an environmental problem, with many of our services targeted at rural and regional 
communities. 

 

Environmental Defenders Office is a legal centre dedicated to protecting the environment. 

 
www.edo.org.au 
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Introduction 

Environmental Defenders Office (EDO) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Tasmanian 
Draft Rural Water Use Strategy (Draft Strategy).  

EDO made a comprehensive submission to the Tasmanian Rural Water Use Strategy Position 
Paper (Position Paper) in July 2020.1 We are disappointed that, notwithstanding the significant 
amount of detailed feedback provided by the EDO and the community in response to the Position 
Paper, there have only been very minor changes to the “strategic activities” that were originally 
set out in the Position Paper and are now, in large part, replicated in the Draft Strategy. The 
Tasmanian Government’s policy of considerably increasing irrigated agriculture is of significant 
consequence to both the community and the environment. The failure of the Draft Strategy to 
substantively respond to the legitimate issues raised in the submissions is concerning.  

In the Ministerial Foreword to the Draft Strategy, Minister Barnett again outlines the Tasmanian 
Government’s commitment to growing the economic output of Tasmania’s agricultural sector by 
four to five-fold to $10 billion by 2050. The Government has stated that the majority of this growth 
is to be achieved through the substantial increase in irrigation,2 and the reforms outlined in the 
Rural Water Use Strategy will underpin this growth.3 However, it is difficult to reconcile the 
commitment to such significant growth in irrigation with the statements in the Draft Strategy that 
acknowledge that some “catchments are nearing full allocation” and that climate change will have 
impacts on yields.  

A substantial number of the submissions on the Position Paper provided anecdotal accounts of 
waterways at or beyond full allocation as a result of increased water extraction and changing 
climatic conditions, and of decreasing water quality. While some submissions also provided 
scientific data to support those accounts,4 it is clear much more work needs to be undertaken by 
the Government to establish that the proposed increase in water extraction, and the uses to which 
the water is put, is sustainable and will not adversely impact the environment or other 
downstream users of the water, including those who rely on the water for drinking, recreation 
(such as swimming, fishing and water sports), industry and other types of agriculture.   

It is EDO’s firm position that no substantial increases in water allocation for irrigation or for any 
other consumptive use can be made until: 

(a) scientific studies establish and report on the health of all our waterways;  

(b) information is made publicly available that quantifies the levels of allocation of water to 
various uses, including to the environment; 

 
1 EDO’s submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper can be accessed here: 
https://www.edo.org.au/publication/submission-in-response-to-the-rural-water-use-strategy-position-paper/  
2 DPIPWE “Tasmania’s Sustainable Agri-Food Plan 2019 – 2023” accessible at 
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Tasmanian Sustainable Agri-Food Plan 2019-23.pdf .  
3 DPIPWE “Rural Water Use Strategy – A guide to Future Water Management Arrangements” dated March 2019. 
4 Refer to, for example, the submissions by the River Basin Management Society and the Tasmanian Independent 
Science Council accessible here: https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/RWUS Position Paper_Submissions 
Received.pdf  



EDO submission in response to Draft Rural Water Use Strategy  4 

(c) climate change modelling is updated and incorporated into allocation models and statutory 
decision-making; and 

(d) statutory water management plans (WMPs) are prepared for all catchments setting clear 
sustainable water use thresholds and outlining mechanisms for the achievement of water 
quality objectives (WQOs), environmental objectives and the protection of palawa / 
Tasmanian Aboriginal cultural heritage values.  

In the attached submission we have provided recommendations as to how the Draft Strategy may 
be improved to better ensure these issues, and those detailed comments in EDO’s response to the 
Position Paper, are properly addressed. A summary of our recommendations is provided in the 
box below.  

We expect that the final Strategy will incorporate substantive responses to the detailed comments 
of the community on this important matter. If this does not occur, we anticipate it will result in a 
Strategy that not only fails to properly address a large range of important issues relating to rural 
water use, but one that fails to enjoy support from a broad cross-section of the community, 
including other agricultural users, fishers, freshwater scientists and conservation professionals.    

Summary of Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: Strategic Action 1.1 be amended to “Continue to share information and 
tools and establish partnerships to leverage projects to address the challenges of a changing 
climate both on communities and the environment.” 

Recommendation 2: Strategic Action 1.2 be amended to “Consider knowledge gaps identified 
in the Groundwater Risk Assessment and Management Framework project and allocate 
sufficient additional funding to ensure groundwater resources are sustainably managed in 
accordance with the objectives of Water Management Act 1999 (WM Act).” 

Recommendation 3:  Strategic Action 1.3 be amended to “Undertake environmental 
assessments that are required to support water resource management and planning, including 
preparing comprehensive environmental flow assessments for all river catchments.” 

Recommendation 4: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Updated future climate water 
modelling will be made publicly available to ensure transparency in water management 
decision-making”. 

Recommendation 5: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Amend the WM Act to ensure 
modelling of future climate predictions will inform all statutory decision-making, including the 
allocation of water licences and allocations, WMPs, and the determination of future 
Groundwater Areas.” 

Recommendation 6: Strategic Activity 1.5 be amended to “Undertake a comprehensive review 
of hydrological monitoring networks and, where required, expand or upgrade the networks to 
ensure both water quality and flows are being adequately monitored and the relationships 
between groundwater and surface flows are established.” 
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Recommendation 7: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Following the review of the 
hydrological monitoring networks, assess whether flow, water quality and groundwater data 
are properly informing water management and planning decisions; and assess the accuracy 
and, if necessary, refine water allocation models used in water planning and allocation 
decisions in light of available data.” 

Recommendation 8: Include Strategic Actions that commit to: 

(a) making surface flows and water quality data publicly available; 

(b) collating data on surface flows and use, groundwater levels and use, and water quality 
and publicly reporting on the status and trends in river health annually;  

(c) resourcing the Department to undertake reviews of all existing WMPs for which a review is 
due (or overdue as the case may be); and 

(d) resourcing the Tasmanian Planning Commission, or another independent statutory 
authority, to prepare State of the Environment reports in accordance with statutory 
requirements. 

Recommendation 9: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Water metering is deployed for 
all water users, commencing with the largest water users, such as aquaculture facilities and 
irrigators, first.”  

Recommendation 10: Include a Strategic Action that provides “A plan be developed for the 
implementation of best practice water use reporting and enforcement of water allocations.” 

Recommendation 11: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Allocations and WMPs will be 
reviewed in light of measured water usage, and changes made to them in the event it is revealed 
that a particular catchment is overallocated.” 

Recommendation 12: Include Strategic Actions addressing the need to manage river health.  

Recommendation 13: Include a Strategic Action that commits to “Implement all measures 
under the State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997 (SPWQM), including the development 
of Water Quality Objectives (WQO) for Tasmania’s waterways, and the development of best 
practice guidelines or a code of practice for agriculture to manage water quality impacts”. 

Recommendation 14:  Include a Strategic Action to “Ensure that any proposals for investment 
in new or refurbished water infrastructure, such as Tranche 3 of the “Pipeline to Prosperity” 
development, are independently assessed as economically, socially and ecologically 
sustainable prior to taxpayer investment occurring”.  

Recommendation 15: Include a Strategic Action that provides “All water provided through 
taxpayer funded irrigation schemes be appropriately priced to ensure efficient allocation and so 
that the community is not left with costs associated with degraded water quality and 
ecosystems or increases in salinity associated with irrigation”.  

Recommendation 16: Include a Strategic Action that provides “All potential irrigators are 
required to make upfront contributions to any proposed irrigation scheme to avoid the 
entrenchment of inefficient and unsustainable water use”. 
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Recommendation 17: Include a Strategic Action that provides “No allocation of water to new 
irrigation schemes should occur until WMPs are in effect or updated in the affected 
catchments.” 

Recommendation 18: Include a Strategic Action that provides “An independent review of 
Hydro Tasmania’s role in water management be commissioned to identify: Hydro Tasmania’s 
legal rights and obligations with respect to water management; whether those rights and 
obligations are consistent with the National Water Initiative (NWI) and objectives of the WM Act; 
and what legislative reform may be required to ensure any barriers to the implementation of 
NWI commitments and objectives of the WM Act presented by Hydro Tasmania’s water rights 
and obligations are removed.”  

Recommendation 19: Strategic Action 2.3 be amended to “Support ongoing development of 
policies to encourage water efficiency, recycling and reuse.” 

Recommendation 20: Strategic Action 2.4 be amended to “Support emerging water dependent 
industries in Tasmania where they are shown to be ecologically, socially and economically 
viable, and ensure they are subject to the same requirements as other users under the WM Act 
and subject to statutory WMPs”. 

Recommendation 21: Strategic Action 3.2 be amended to “Explore options to increase 
flexibility for water users to manage allocations sustainably and responsively either through 
market-based mechanisms or other water sharing and management approaches”. 

Recommendation 22: Strategic Action 3.4 be amended to “Review the legislative framework 
underpinning water management planning to ensure that it: is efficient and effective, is meeting 
best practice; covers all emerging uses of water; adequately addresses climate change, 
identifies WQOs and environmental objectives and implements strategies for their achievement; 
identifies palawa / Tasmanian Aboriginal values in catchments and implements strategies for 
their achievement; and incorporates the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 
principle of free prior and informed consent by the palawa / Tasmanian Aboriginal people.”   

Recommendation 23: Include a Strategic Action that states “Prepare and/or review WMPs for 
all catchments and delay any decisions for allocations to new irrigation schemes or other 
significant uses within those catchments until the WMPs have been finalised.” 

Recommendation 24: Strategic Action 3.6 be amended to “Further enhance options available 
for developing collaborative water management arrangements within the ambit of the existing 
statutory water management planning process.” 

Recommendation 25: Strategic Action 3.12 be amended to “Work with relevant stakeholders to 
address concerns about the impacts on dam risk ratings of downstream developments and the 
direct and indirect impacts of upstream dams on downstream users and the environment.” 

Recommendation 26: Include a Strategic Action that states “Amend the WM Act to allow for 
third party appeals in relation to dam permits to raise merits and not just procedural grounds of 
appeal.”  
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Recommendation 27: Include a Strategic Action that states “Amend the WM Act so that dams 
that are designed catch overland flow over a certain threshold identified under WMPs (or 
otherwise a default amount set under the Act) require a water allocation and licence.”  

Recommendation 28: Strategic Action 3.14 be amended to “Explore legislative and 
administrative reforms as well as information systems to provide relevant information and 
register water trades to better support water market development and provide transparency 
and accountability.”  

Recommendation 29: Include a Strategic Action that states “Undertake a detailed review of 
water management fees, including consideration of the option of full cost recovery of the 
private benefits associated with water management.” 
 

 

Comments on Draft Rural Water Use Strategy 

Goal 1 - Sustainable Management of Tasmania’s freshwater resources 

1 While EDO generally supports the proposals outlined for Goal 1 of the Draft Strategy, we consider 
further improvements could be made to achieve the apparent aims of better understanding our 
freshwater resource, enabling evidence-based decision making and enhancing monitoring. These 
improvements are outlined in our comments below each relevant subheading. 

Better understanding our freshwater resources and enabling evidence-based policy and 
decision making 

2 EDO is generally supportive of Strategic Action 1.1 and the sharing of “information and tools and 
establish partnerships to leverage projects to address the challenges of a changing climate”. 
However, any projects addressing the challenges of climate change should not simply focus on 
mitigating human-related impacts (such as reduced access to water for use) but should take a 
whole-ecosystem approach to ensure climate change impacts on rivers and waterways are 
addressed in a holistic way.  

Recommendation 1: Strategic Action 1.1 be amended to “Continue to share information and tools 
and establish partnerships to leverage projects to address the challenges of a changing climate 
both on communities and the environment.” 

3 The Draft Strategy proposes to “consider knowledge gaps identified in the Groundwater Risk 
Assessment and Management Framework project and determine additional funding expectations 
to better manage groundwater resources.” (Strategic Action 1.2). EDO considers that in light of the 
projected increased pressure on water resources, it is not sufficient to just “determine additional 
funding expectations”, rather, there needs to be a concrete commitment to ensure that 
groundwater resources are being properly managed based on scientific evidence.  

Recommendation 2: Strategic Action 1.2 be amended to “Consider knowledge gaps identified in 
the Groundwater Risk Assessment and Management Framework project and allocate sufficient 
additional funding to ensure groundwater resources are sustainably managed in accordance with 
the objectives of the Water Management Act 1999 (WM Act).” 
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4 Strategic Action 1.3 commits to continuing “to undertake a range of environmental assessments 
to support water resource management”. We note that this action was not included or explained 
in the Position Paper which limits our ability to provide detailed comment upon it. EDO notes that 
there are a range of environmental assessments and processes that are currently provided for 
under the WM Act to support water resource management, such as comprehensive environmental 
flow assessments to inform WMPs, but that these assessments have not been undertaken for many 
catchments or are very out of date. EDO therefore recommends changes to Strategic Action 1.3 to 
better reflect and address this situation. 

Recommendation 3:  Strategic Action 1.3 be amended to “Undertake environmental assessments 
that are required to support water resource management and planning, including preparing 
comprehensive environmental flow assessments for all river catchments.” 

5 The Draft Strategy proposes that surface water models be updated with more recent predictions 
of future climate (Strategic Action 1.4). While EDO supports this proposal, there should be 
Strategic Actions outlining how updated future climate models will be made publicly available and 
used to inform all aspects of water management and planning. 

Recommendation 4: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Updated future climate water 
modelling will be made publicly available to ensure transparency in water management decision-
making”. 

Recommendation 5: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Amend the WM Act to ensure 
modelling of future climate predictions will inform all statutory decision-making, including the 
allocation of water licences and allocations, WMPs, and the determination of future Groundwater 
Areas.” 

Enhancing monitoring of our freshwater resources 

6 The Draft Strategy has changed the “review of surface water monitoring networks” in the Position 
Paper to the “review of hydrological monitoring networks” in Strategic Activity 1.5 of the Draft 
Strategy. No information has been provided to explain this change however EDO is supportive if it 
means that both groundwater and surface water monitoring networks will be subject to the 
review. We consider this Strategic Activity should be further strengthened to ensure that there is a 
better understanding of the State’s freshwater resources and a sound basis for decision-making.  

Recommendation 6: Strategic Activity 1.5 be amended to “Undertake a comprehensive review of 
hydrological monitoring networks and, where required, expand or upgrade the networks to ensure 
both water quality and flows are being adequately monitored and the relationships between 
groundwater and surface flows are established.” 

7 In addition to the review of hydrological monitoring networks, there should also be a review to 
ensure that data are being adequately considered in water management and planning decisions. 

Recommendation 7: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Following the review of the 
hydrological monitoring networks, assess whether flow, water quality and groundwater data are 
properly informing water management and planning decisions; and assess the accuracy and, if 
necessary, refine water allocation models used in water planning and allocation decisions in light 
of available data.” 
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8 While the Draft Strategy does commit to the continuation of the existing River Health Monitoring 
Program (Strategic Activity 1.6) and “review water accountability and reporting frameworks” 
(Strategic Activity 1.7), substantially more needs to be done to make these data publicly 
accessible, and reporting on the outcomes and trends of this monitoring. Only through this 
transparent reporting and analysis can informed decisions be made as to whether the proposed 
substantial increase in water extraction that the Draft Strategy proposes to underpin is 
sustainable.  

Recommendation 8: Include Strategic Actions that commit to: 

(a) making surface flows and water quality data publicly available; 

(b) collating data on surface flows and use, groundwater levels and use, and water quality and 
publicly reporting on the status and trends in river health annually;  

(c) resourcing the Department to undertake reviews of all existing WMPs for which a review is 
due (or overdue as the case may be); and 

(d) resourcing the Tasmanian Planning Commission, or another independent statutory 
authority, to prepare State of the Environment reports in accordance with statutory 
requirements. 

9 Competition for our water resources is expected to increase in coming decades. These challenges 
will be compounded by the effects of climate change. While EDO supports the proposal to “review 
water accountability and reporting frameworks to strengthen risk-based water use and water 
conveyance measurement and reporting” (Strategic Action 1.7), more detailed commitments need 
to be made to ensure there is a fair and sustainable allocation of water both to human uses and to 
the environment.  

10 Currently, most water users are not required to accurately measure their use. In order to properly 
understand the status and health of our waterways, it is absolutely critical that the Department 
commence collecting accurate data about water use through water meters. It is also necessary for 
the Department to develop a plan for the reporting and enforcement of water allocations and 
review WMPs to ensure that they are amended to reduce allocations where catchments are 
overallocated. 5  

Recommendation 9: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Water metering is deployed for all 
water users, commencing with the largest water users, such as aquaculture facilities and 
irrigators, first.”  

Recommendation 10: Include a Strategic Action that provides “A plan be developed for the 
implementation of best practice water use reporting and enforcement of water allocations.” 

Recommendation 11: Include a Strategic Action that provides “Allocations and WMPs will be 
reviewed in light of measured water usage, and changes made to them in the event it is revealed 
that a particular catchment is overallocated.” 

11 The vast majority of the public comments on the Position Paper expressed a desire that, in 
addition to monitoring our waterways, substantive actions are taken to protect both water quality 

 
5 This is consistent with Tasmania’s commitment under clause 87 of the National Water Initiative (NWI). 
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and river health. However, the Draft Strategy states that “catchment management issues”, such as 
the process for the identification of land suitable for irrigation and the efficiency of that use, are 
outside the scope of the Rural Water Use Strategy project.  

12 EDO reiterates that consideration of whole-of-catchment issues is essential for a balanced and 
well-received Strategy, particularly one where the stated goal is the sustainable management of 
Tasmania’s water resources. It is simply not possible to sustainably manage water without 
managing how that water is used within a catchment. 

13 We again note that a whole-of-catchment approach is also required when taking into account the 
Department’s obligation to give effect to the objectives of the WM Act (the Resource Management 
and Planning System objectives) and implement the State Policy on Water Quality Management 
1997 (SPWQM).  

14 EDO strongly recommends that the Draft Strategy be amended to incorporate concrete actions 
towards managing river health, for example by implementing the measures outlined in the 
SPWQM.6 

Recommendation 12: Include Strategic Actions addressing the need to manage river health.  

Recommendation 13: Include a Strategic Action that commits to “Implement all measures under 
the SPWQM, including the development of Water Quality Objectives (WQO) for Tasmania’s 
waterways, and the development of best practice guidelines or a code of practice for agriculture to 
manage water quality impacts”. 

Goal 2 - Strategic development to maximise opportunities from freshwater resources 

Supporting emerging water developments 

15 The Draft Strategy outlines the government’s commitment to deliver the “third tranche” of 
“Pipeline to Prosperity Program” irrigation projects amounting to the delivery of an extra 80,000 
ML of water in addition to the existing 130,000 ML of water already used for irrigation in Tasmania 
(Strategic Activity 2.1). As more than three quarters of the funding for these projects come from 
the taxpayer, Tasmania needs to honor its commitment under clause 69 of the National Water 
Initiative (NWI) and ensure that the Government is not committing to ecologically, economically or 
socially unsustainable infrastructure, and that the water is appropriately priced to reflect its true 
cost. 7   

Recommendation 14:  Include a Strategic Action to “Ensure that any proposals for investment in 
new or refurbished water infrastructure, such as Tranche 3 of the “Pipeline to Prosperity” 
development, are independently assessed as economically, socially and ecologically sustainable 
prior to taxpayer investment occurring”.  

Recommendation 15: Include a Strategic Action that provides “All water provided through 
taxpayer funded irrigation schemes be appropriately priced to ensure efficient allocation and so 
that the community is not left with costs associated with degraded water quality and ecosystems 
or increases in salinity associated with irrigation”.  

 
6 See for example clauses 30.1, 30.2, 31.4, 32.1, 32.2, and 32.3 of the SPWQM. 
7 See clauses 65 and 73 of the NWI. 
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Recommendation 16: Include a Strategic Action that provides “All potential irrigators are 
required to make upfront contributions to any proposed irrigation scheme to avoid the 
entrenchment of inefficient and unsustainable water use”. 

Recommendation 17: Include a Strategic Action that provides “No allocation of water to new 
irrigation schemes should occur until WMPs are in effect or updated in the affected catchments.” 

16 The Draft Strategy proposes to “ensure that the legislative framework under which Hydro 
Tasmania’s water rights and obligations sit provides certainty and confidence for proposals such 
as Battery of the Nation” (Strategic Activity 2.2). In addition to providing confidence to proposals 
such as Battery of the Nation, there is a need to provide community confidence in the 
transparency and oversight of Hydro Tasmania’s powers to transfer water to consumptive use.   

Recommendation 18: Include a Strategic Action that provides “An independent review of Hydro 
Tasmania’s role in water management be commissioned to identify: Hydro Tasmania’s legal rights 
and obligations with respect to water management; whether those rights and obligations are 
consistent with the NWI and objectives of the WM Act; and what legislative reform may be required 
to ensure any barriers to the implementation of NWI commitments and objectives of the WM Act 
presented by Hydro Tasmania’s water rights and obligations are removed.”  

17 While EDO agrees with Strategic Action 2.3 that provides “support ongoing development of 
policies to encourage water recycling and reuse”, we consider that these policies should prioritise 
and protect downstream users, groundwater systems and the environment from pollution or 
degradation. EDO considers that much more should be done to protect water quality, and to this 
end, those actions we identified in recommendations 6, 8, 12 and 13 of this submission should be 
adopted as part of the Strategy. Further, more should be done to ensure policies are developed to 
ensure the use of water is as efficient as possible.  

Recommendation 19: Amend the Strategic Action 2.3 as follows “Support ongoing development 
of policies to encourage water efficiency, recycling and reuse.” 

18 The Draft Strategy commits to supporting emerging water dependent industries (Strategic Action 
2.4). EDO suggest that Government support for emerging water dependent industries should only 
be provided where those industries have proven to be ecologically, socially and economically 
viable. Any emerging industry should be subject to the same requirements as other water users.   

Recommendation 20: Strategic Action 2.4 be amended to “Support emerging water dependent 
industries in Tasmania where they are shown to be ecologically, socially and economically viable, 
and ensure they are subject to the same requirements as other users under the WM Act and 
subject to statutory WMPs”. 

Goal 3 Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 

Ensuring the water allocation policy framework continues to deliver benefits across commercial 
sectors and supports delivery of non-financial benefits to environmental and social values 

19 EDO is supportive of the “review the water allocation policy framework to ensure it considers best 
available science in a changing climate, continues to deliver outcomes in line with the objectives 
of the WM Act, and enhances transparency of decision making” (Strategic Action 3.1) and the 
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exploration of “options to enable greater visibility of allocations and water availability and limits 
in catchments” (Strategic Action 3.3). 

20 It is unclear what is meant by the proposal to “explore options to enhance flexibility for irrigators 
to manage allocations responsively through market-based mechanisms or other water sharing 
and management approaches” (Strategic Action 3.2). Any greater flexibility for irrigators should 
not come at the expense of the environment or downstream users.  

Recommendation 21: Strategic Action 3.2 be amended to “Explore options to increase flexibility 
for water users to manage allocations sustainably and responsively either through market-based 
mechanisms or other water sharing and management approaches”. 

Providing for an adaptive, risk-based water management planning system that is inclusive of 
stakeholders 

21 Strategic Activity 3.4 of the Draft Strategy provides for the revision of “the legislative framework 
underpinning risk-based water management planning to ensure efficient and effective statutory 
planning processes”. EDO considers this proposal is lacking in sufficient detail to enable informed 
comment.  

22 As it is currently drafted, the WM Act can provide a strong basis for water management planning 
that is scientifically robust and the desired certainty to water users and the environment. 
However, EDO would be supportive of a review of the statutory WMP framework to ensure that it is 
meeting best practice – especially in terms of community consultation, recognition of palawa / 
Tasmanian Aboriginal people and their values, and the use of underpinning science including 
climate change modelling.  

23 The Draft Strategy proposes to “ensure that Indigenous people have the opportunity to be 
engaged in water planning in Tasmania” (Strategic Action 3.5.), however in light of the fact that no 
WMPs in Tasmania provide for “indigenous social, spiritual and customary objectives and 
strategies for achieving these objectives” as required under the NWI,8 more needs to be done to 
acknowledge and include palawa / Tasmanian Aboriginal people in the water management 
planning process.  

Recommendation 22: Strategic Action 3.4 be amended to “Review the legislative framework 
underpinning water management planning to ensure that it: is efficient and effective, is meeting 
best practice; covers all emerging uses of water; adequately addresses climate change, identifies 
WQOs and environmental objectives and implements strategies for their achievement; identifies 
palawa / Tasmanian Aboriginal values in catchments and implements strategies for their 
achievement; and incorporates the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples principle of 
free prior and informed consent by the palawa / Tasmanian Aboriginal people.”   

24 EDO supports the development of statutory WMPs for all catchments, irrespective of the 
complexity of water allocation, social or environmental management issues. We note that, 
currently, the majority of catchments (including the River Derwent catchment) are without 

 
8 The River Clyde Catchment WMP does mention and acknowledge the palawa / Tasmanian Aboriginal people as the 
traditional owners of the area and their continuing connection to it. However, no explicit objectives or measures are set 
to protect and acknowledge significance and cultural heritage values within the catchment.  
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statutory WMPs, which significantly hinders an understanding of how water is currently being 
managed both for users and the environment. Furthermore, the review of existing WMPs is now 
overdue. Undertaking WMP reviews is the most obvious “adaptive” mechanism to ensure that 
knowledge gained through monitoring, evaluation and research (including new climate change 
research) is used to improve management decisions. WMPs were never intended to be “set and 
forget” documents.  

Recommendation 23: Include a Strategic Action that states “Prepare and/or review WMPs for all 
catchments and delay any decisions for allocations to new irrigation schemes or other significant 
uses within those catchments until the WMPs have been finalised.” 

Supporting local water management 

25 With respect to Strategic Action 3.6, EDO is supportive of the proposals providing for active 
community involvement in water management decision-making, providing that is done within the 
ambit of existing WMPs and the broader legislative framework. The Department’s facilitation of 
informal groups should not be considered to be a replacement for the formal modes of public 
participation in the WM Act and, in particular, in the WMP process or be used as a substitute for its 
important regulatory function.  

Recommendation 24: Strategic Action 3.6 be amended to “Further enhance options available for 
developing collaborative water management arrangements within the ambit of the existing 
statutory water management planning process.” 

26 Strategic Action 3.7 provides for the finalisation of “legislative reforms to facilitate irrigator self-
management of publicly owned irrigation schemes.” This proposal was not set out in the Position 
Paper, and no background or further detail about it has been provided in the Draft Strategy. In the 
absence of this contextual information, it is not possible to provide an informed comment upon it, 
other than to say that there ought to be fulsome public consultation on any proposed legislative 
amendments to facilitate private management of publicly owned assets. 

Further reducing regulatory burden for owners of smaller private dams 

27 EDO has no views on the proposed review of the arrangements for the rating of risks for “smaller 
private dams” (Strategic Action 3.11), however it does not support the principle of “reducing 
regulatory burden for owners of smaller private dams” given the current failings in the regulation 
and oversight of these dams.  

28 EDO considers that if there is to be work towards ensuring impacts of downstream developments 
on upstream dam risk ratings are be taken into account (under Strategic Action 3.12), that work 
should also look at how impacts of those dams on downstream users and the environment can be 
properly managed. Furthermore, changes should be made to the WM Act to provide the 
opportunity for substantive appeals to be brought by third parties in the dam approval process. 
This will ensure transparency and accountability, increase community confidence in decision-
making and overall improve the quality and consistency of decision-making in relation to dams. 

Recommendation 25: Strategic Action 3.12 be amended to “Work with relevant stakeholders to 
address concerns about the impacts on dam risk ratings of downstream developments and the 
direct and indirect impacts of upstream dams on downstream users and the environment.” 
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Recommendation 26: Include a Strategic Action that states “Amend the WM Act to allow for third 
party appeals in relation to dam permits to raise merits and not just procedural grounds of 
appeal.”  

29 In addition to these issues, EDO considers more should be done to ensure that the cumulative 
impacts of “smaller” private dams on catchments and downstream users is adequately taken into 
account in regulatory processes.9  While there may currently be “relatively few” overland flow 
catchment dams in Tasmania, with increasing competition for freshwater and water trading, they 
may easily proliferate to such a point that their cumulative impacts on water availability to 
downstream uses and the environment are significant.  

Recommendation 27: Include a Strategic Action that states “Amend the WM Act so that dams that 
are designed catch overland flow over a certain threshold identified under WMPs (or otherwise a 
default amount set under the Act) require a water allocation and licence.”  

Enhancing the regulatory settings for water markets 

30 The currently informal nature of many trades in water in Tasmania lacks transparency and may 
have an adverse impact on how water is valued and therefore on the efficiency of its use. EDO 
therefore supports the proposal to “review policy settings for water trading to provide for positive 
market and sustainable outcomes for Tasmania’s water resources” (Strategic Action 3.13). 
However, EDO recommends changes be made to Strategic Action 3.14 to better reflect the need 
for transparency and accountability in water trading, and to reflect what was originally proposed 
in this respect in the Position Paper. 

Recommendation 28: Strategic Action 3.14 be amended to “Explore legislative and administrative 
reforms as well as information systems to provide relevant information and register water trades 
to better support water market development and provide transparency and accountability.”  

Goal 4 - Administrative efficiency 

Ensuring contemporary and fit for purpose water resource management legislation 

31 While EDO generally supports the notion of legislative reform to enhance the efficiency, 
consistency and effectiveness of the water management framework (Strategic Action 4.1), as we 
have previously noted both in this submission and in our response to the Position Paper, this 
proposal is lacking in sufficient detail to enable detailed comment. 

32 As per our previous recommendations 5, 22, 26, 27, EDO considers that any amendments to the 
WM Act arising from the Strategy should: 

(a) strengthen public and palawa / Tasmanian Aboriginal participation in the development of 
statutory WMPs, and third party appeal rights in dam works permits;  

(b) provide clear statutory requirements to ensure WMPs and allocations consider climate 
change;  

(c) strengthen mechanisms for the achievement of sustainable environmental outcomes; 

 
9 In accordance with clauses 55 and 56 of NWI. 
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(d) provide a default threshold for licence and water allocations for dams designed to catch 
overland flow.  

33 EDO notes that the proposal set out in the Position Paper to “Undertake a detailed review of water 
management fees following any legislative changes arising from the Rural Water Use Strategy” is 
lacking from the Draft Strategy. EDO reiterates it supports the proposal for the detailed review of 
water management fees following any legislative changes arising from the Strategy. We 
recommend the Department to undertake the broader investigation of the feasibility of full cost 
recovery of the private benefits associated with water management that was flagged in the 
Regulatory Impact Statement for the Water Management Regulations 2019. 

Recommendation 29: Include a Strategic Action that states “Undertake a detailed review of water 
management fees, including consideration of the option of full cost recovery of the private 
benefits associated with water management.” 

Enhancing water information sharing, transparency and useability 

34 EDO is supportive of all proposals in the Position Paper relating to the improvement of water 
management information systems and the increase in public access to existing and emerging 
water data. We consider that it is vital that water data not only be available, but also be analysed 
and then acted upon to ensure the achievement of WM Act objectives. We have outlined our 
recommendations concerning the analysis of the data in recommendations 3, 5, 7, 8, 11 above.  

 



21. Fruit Growers Tasmania 
  



Submission received by email 23/12/2020 

 

Thank you again for the extension, and I hope you will not be disappointed by our response. 

We have reviewed the Draft Strategy and are comfortable that the high level strategy goals cover 
almost all the issues we raised in our original submission. 

We note that with respect to the areas of water trading and new/future schemes, while there is no 
clear strategy moving forward, these are nonetheless areas that the government has identified 
where further work is needed. 

We look forward to the finalisation of the strategy and then to working with the government on 
practical initiatives that provide growth and improved prospects for our growers through one of the 
State’s largest areas of comparative advantages in agriculture – water. 

Kind Regards 

Peter Cornish 

Chief Executive Officer 

Fruit Growers Tasmania Inc. 

M: +61 429 588 481 

E: peter@fruitgrowerstas.org.au  

W: www.fruitgrowerstas.com.au 

mailto:peter@fruitgrowerstas.org.au
http://www.fruitgrowerstas.com.au/
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