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1.  Local Government Association of Tasmania 



        326 Macquarie Street, Hobart Tasmania 7000 I   PH: (03) 61463740    I    Email: reception@lgat.tas.gov.au    I  www.lgat.tas.gov.au 

Our Ref: DL:DM 
20 May 2020 

Water Policy - Rural Water Use Strategy 
Water and Marine Resources Division 
DPIPWE 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART  7001 

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

Dear Sir or Madam 

Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy 
Position Paper (Position Paper). 

The Local Government Association of Tasmania (LGAT) is incorporated under the Local 
Government Act 1993, our functions being:   

(a) To protect and represent the interests and rights of councils in Tasmania;

(b) To promote an efficient and effective system of local government in
Tasmania; and

(c) To provide services to member councils, councillors and employees of
councils.

The views and opinions expressed in this submission are representative of the Local 
Government sector, having been developed in consultation with Member councils.  LGAT 
fully supports councils who have made individual submissions to the consultation 
process and in turn, supports the content and opinions expressed within those 
submissions. 

The Position Paper notes that the Rural Water Use Strategy 
“will guide the State’s future water management arrangements to ensure 
integrated, fair and efficient regulation and compliance of the State’s water 
resources to deliver sustainable outcomes.”.   
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The responsibilities for river restoration and riparian management is an important part of 
this integrated system and has been an area of concern for the Local Government sector 
for many years.  At the LGAT 2018 Annual General Meeting the following motion was 
passed: 
 

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

 
In support of the motion, the following comments were made: 

 
“Over a number of years 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.   
 
Through discussions with the Water & Marine Resources Division of DPIPWE it 
is clear that they are relying on Local Government to enforce and regulate works 
through planning schemes.  Specifically they have advised in one instance that 
they are only interested in unauthorised levee bank works. 
 
Philosophically it could be argued that streams are an important piece of 
infrastructure which is transporting a tradeable commodity (water) which the 
State Government is more than happy to regulate access to and charge 
accordingly, but are unwilling to actively participate in the management of the 
infrastructure.” 

 
We would further note that the Blake flood review into the Tasmanian Floods of June and 
July 2016 found that the issue of waterways was not well defined.  To date there has been 
little tangible action from DPIPWE in relation to both guidance and also improving and 
clarifying policies and legislation related to waterways.  If not addressed, this issue will 
continue to hamper the sustainable development of the State’s water resources.    
 
In relation to the specific recommendations within the Position Paper, the following 
proposal is included as part of Goal 2: 
 

Work with industry and the Local Government Association of Tasmania to 
enhance the knowledge and understanding of the potential for downstream 
developments to cause changes to upstream dam risk ratings and to ensure 
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that these potential changes are adequately considered in the planning 
process for new developments 

 
It is not possible or legal for councils to consider “any impact a downstream 
development may have on upstream dam risk rating” unless the State Government 
amends the Tasmanian Planning Scheme to allow them to do so.  In their role as a 
Planning Authority, councils can only consider those matters outlined in their planning 
scheme and nothing more.  It is recommended that DPIPWE engage with the Planning 
Policy Unit of the Department of Justice and the Minister for Planning in relation to the 
above proposal, as councils have no power to act under the current legislative regime.   
 
If you have any questions or would like further information, please do not hesitate 
to contact dion.lester@lgat.tas.gov.au or via phone on (03) 6146 3740.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
 
Dr Katrena Stephenson  
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
 
 





14 June 2020. 

 

Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper.  

 
 Water and Marine Resources Division  
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

To whom it may concern. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper. My comments 
and observations are set out below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

A/Prof (retired) Alan Morgan 
B. Agr.Sci. (Melb), M.Agr.Sci. (LaTrobe), B.Ed. (Melb), Dip Micro. (Monash). 
Freycinet Tourism Operator (Retired). 
Member GSBC NRM Committee. 

 
 

 

A State Wide Strategy is Essential 

What is the difference between Rural Water and any other type of water? It is perhaps foolhardy but 
certainly ineffective to consider use of water in rural areas and ignore use of water in neighbouring urban 
areas and use of water for non-rural pursuits be it in urban or rural areas.  

Experience on the East Coast would highlight concern as to the future reliability of water supply for 
agricultural, domestic and other purposes. 

Competition between Water Users 

The emphasis within the document is strongly weighted towards agricultural use with little recognition of 
other competing commercial activities that make significant demands on supply. The major revenue 
earners for the state are primary production and associated processing industries, tourism, hydro-
electricity, and service industries including IT. Is there any measurement of the extent to which these 
industries compete for water? Is there any comparison on the cost of water to these industries? Is there 
any assessment of how much value adding to the cost of water each sector contributes? If any analysis of 
water allocation to these sectors is to be based on economic benefit, such data is essential. The strategy 
document quotes figures of gross income from primary production without any cost benefit analysis and 
comparison with competing industries. 

The issue of competition is also relevant beyond these industry sectors. Recently, in the south of the state, 
during a time of water shortage, conflict arose between irrigators and households when domestic water 
restrictions were imposed. There does not appear to be any proposals in the strategy for determining how 
such conflict is to be managed. With the uncertainty surrounding future rainfall in the area and the 



certainty of urban expansion into agricultural areas, it would be an essential part of any strategy to define 
the circumstances and criteria by which limitations are imposed on competing demands for water. 

In addition to the competition for water between industry sectors, and between industry and domestic use, 
the same need exists for potentially conflicting demands in maintaining environmental flows. 

This complexity of demands on water supply is currently evident in the debate concerning the Cambria 
Green proposal. The initial reaction of many locals was simply, “Where is the water coming from?” At a 
time when the East Coast was suffering an unprecedented dry over a number of years, it became 
problematic how the limited supply could be allocated between established agriculture and viticulture, 
tourism and hospitality, domestic consumption and environmental management. 

Monitoring Water Use 

There is a welcome acknowledgement that the current system of monitoring water use in the rural sector is 
far from transparent and accountable. In order for the system to be equitable, the same method of 
recording water use, i.e. metering, is essential. To allow different methodologies such as power 
consumption or crop acreage is akin to comparing oranges with apples. 

A uniform method of water use monitoring is required supported by strong and enforced regulation. 

Discussion of the use of groundwater is important. Water, wherever it comes from, should be managed as 
the single resource. Methods by which it is measured, monitored and managed may differ but the same 
principles should apply to surface water and ground water.  

Recycling of Water 

Strategies to reuse water are laudable. Schemes currently in place indicate the potential for expansion of 
such arrangements. 

The extent of treatment need not be financially or energetically expensive. A number of biological 
techniques are available which have the added advantage of having a positive environmental impact. 
However, such initiatives require planning and foresight. 

In my opening paragraph, the point was made that the strategy should be state wide encompassing the 
water use by all sectors. It is therefore encouraging that some municipalities are requiring that new 
dwellings install a tank to receive stormwater runoff from roofs for reuse in toilet cisterns. Whereas there 
are incentives for householders to retro-fit solar panels to existing dwellings to conserve energy, perhaps 
similar incentives might be considered for water conservation. 

On irrigated properties, what is the obligation for landholders to manage water that is in excess of the land 
and crop requirement? If more water is applied to the soil than is held, is there scope for reclaiming this or 
is it simply consigned to the environment? 

A Hydrogen Industry 

The possibility of a hydrogen industry in Tasmania would seem to have little impact on the supply of water 
for either rural or urban communities. The only possible impact would be whether there is sufficient power 
generation through Hydro Tasmania to service the electrolysis process. 

The Cost of Water 

Throughout the document it is evident that the authors believe that the market is an essential driver in the 
supply and use of water. For all industries, the cost of production or operation must take into account the 
economics of supply and demand of the resources they require. Water is no different. If it is in short supply, 
it will cost more. If it is more profitably used elsewhere, it may be unavailable for traditional use. 



Or does government wish to blend both economic and social demands on the water supply, and if so, who 
will oversee the balance between these? 

Efficiency of Water Use 

Any analysis of the efficiency with which water is used in the rural sector is not apparent within the 
document. There are many references to Tasmania’s fortunate position of having ample water for its 
needs. Equally there is recognition that this situation cannot be guaranteed into the future. To that end it 
would be pertinent to assess the efficiency with which water is currently used. 

The use of spray irrigation in certain locations and using certain techniques is accompanied by the roadside 
sign “BEWARE IRRIGATION SPRAY” as a warning to traffic. Bitumen does not need watering.  Rather than 
legislation, it would appear that there is room for a rural extension program supported by appropriate 
research, to assist primary producers in more efficient use of water.  

Urban communities are urged to be water wise particularly in times of water shortage. Such a mantra is 
applicable to all water users. After all it is the same stuff no matter where you live and work or what you 
use it for.  

I humbly request that these matters form part of the Department’s considerations in determining 
Tasmania’s future policy regarding water use. 

Alan Morgan 

 





Dear Sir or Ma’am, 
 
I am writing this submission for the Tasmanian Rural Water Use Strategy. 
 
 
I have lived in the North and South of Tasmania since 1994 and have now lived on the east coast of 
Tasmania at Dolphin Sands for the last 20 years, I am appalled at the unfettered use of our fresh 
water by industry and farming in the whole of the state. Fresh water is a precious resource that is 
needed for ALL LIFE on the planet, not only the human species but all animal and plant species. 
 
 
This is why I am writing this submission. There should be serious checks and balances from an 
independent group, that decide who gets to access and use of our fresh water supplies in Tasmania, 
like the fresh water from the Apsley, Swan, Prosser and Meredith Rovers on the east coast. 
 
 
Unregulated use of fresh water should be treated as a crime, and the sale of our fresh water 
supplies should be a very serious process, with many checks and balances, including comment from 
the public. Our fresh water SHOULD NEVER be sold, leased or given to ANY foreign owned business 
or company, fresh water should never be used to wash down coal piles or wood chip mountains, 
fresh water should be held in the highest regard. 
 
 
Water use for agriculture and irrigation should be policed, just as our roads are policed. If we run out 
of fresh unpolluted water, we are in deep trouble. 
 
 
This is why I am writing this submission. Tasmania may not be as ‘clean and green’ as the rest of the 
world thinks it is, but we can start from this point in time and make the RIGHT DECISIONS around our 
fresh water policies, so the policies that drive fresh water use in Tasmania are as good as they can be 
and have COMMUNITY CONSENSUS. 
 
 
Please note my concerns and accept my submission for Tasmanian Rural Water Use Strategy. 
 
 
Note every Tasmanian has a right and say over our fresh water supplies.  
 
 



4. S Kelcoyne-Lawrence 
  



Dear Sir or Ma’am, 
 
My family and I are proudly Tasmanian.  
 
My wife and I have managed to raise and educate our 4 children in this beautiful but very isolated 
region of Tasmania; and, we’ve lived here for generations. 
 
I commute from Coles Bay to Hobart every single day of the week and I’ve done that for nearly 14 
years to date - just to get to work and back and to put food on my family’s table.  
 
When I’m not doing that we also run a small Eco-tourism charter business out of Freycinet National 
Park. 
 
Appallingly, I’ve watched our precious fresh water ‘disappear’ from every single river, stream and 
creek all the way down the coast - waterways that (used) to have at least some water in them, even 
during the worst of droughts. 
 
Now... there’s NOTHING! - Not even when it does actually rain! 
 
So much so, that every ‘river’, ‘stream’ and ‘creek’ road sign has simply become an embarrassing 
farce and a damning indictment on our current water policies! 
 
Let’s get ONE thing straight right now... 
 
This is OUR water -Tasmania’s fresh water is a very finite, precious and essential resource that 
belongs to all of its people - ALL of them! 
 
Over that 14 years, I’ve watched TASSAL, Vineyards, Farmers and other so-called ‘irrigators’ like 
Webster Ltd ‘corner‘ and then take FAR MORE than their fair share of OUR precious drinking water 
(as well as other heavily subsidised resources, like fuel, capital equipment and, of course, the cheap, 
foreign labour that we constantly provide them with) - They don’t even employ ‘locals’, if they can 
get away with it. 
 
I’ve watched us taxpayers actually PAYING THEM to build their private dams and the other expensive 
infrastructure that allows them to just take our water from these sources; I’ve watched us taxpayers 
subsidise them to export all of their produce overseas; AND THEN, I’ve watched them happily pocket 
all of the profit from it. 
 
Most appallingly, I’ve watched them take OUR water while the very communities that surround and 
support them are forced onto Water Restrictions. 
 
I still CAN’T believe that our Government just sold us out to greedy, environmental vandals like 
Webster Ltd and TASSAL - by giving the latter permission to extract millions of litres of OUR precious 
drinking water from the pristine Prosser River; and, from uniquely-important, extremely 
environmentally-sensitive waterways like the Rostrevor Lagoon, for example - JUST TO WASH DOWN 
BLOODY SALMON! 
 
This is SUCH an appalling, irresponsible and nonsensical outcome that corruption MUST be involved 
here somewhere; and as taxpayers, we demand that YOU get to the bottom of it BEFORE ANY Water 
Policy is finally developed and implemented - Our local GSB Council even went broke subsidising 
TASSAL to do it! 



 
 
My family and I are ‘locals‘; we can’t normally afford luxuries like smoked salmon, walnuts or wine - 
And yet... we didn’t receive any sort of a ‘thankyou’ present (or even an acknowledgement) from 
these greedy, heavily subsidised people last Christmas, did you? 
 
WHERE’S THE SENSE?- WHERE ARE THE PENALTIES? - AND, WHERE’S THE ‘QUID PRO QUO‘ FOR THE 
TASMANIAN PEOPLE IN ALL THIS!? 
 
Regards, 
Stephen Kelcoyne-Lawrence & Family 
 



5. Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture 
  



Comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture 
Overview 

Incorporating local knowledge: A proportion of any investment in irrigation expansion 
should be dedicated to developing a robust and trusted water management system. 
Investment in such a system pays dividends by reducing costs of legal, political and 
social contestation, which are widespread in water management globally. Trust is 
currently lacking due to discrepancies between formal knowledge such as model 
outputs and the direct experience of water users. Key to developing trust is 
incorporating the local knowledge and experience of irrigation communities in 
management decisions as a complement to the Water Information System of 
Tasmania (WIST) and other formal knowledge sources.  

Improving water use information at catchment scale: Reliable information on 
irrigation water use is a major gap in current knowledge and hence a major obstacle 
to a robust and trusted water management system. While telemetered water 
metering is often regarded as the industry gold standard, compliance ultimately relies 
on trust. State-wide expansion of Water User’s Groups, successfully trialled by 
DPIPWE with several irrigation communities, would be a cost-effective way of both 
closing the gap in water use information and building greater trust in the State’s water 
management system. This implies good institutions and processes as well as 
infrastructure, models and data. 

Improving irrigation management at paddock scale: A vital aspect of sustainable 
irrigation is understanding soils and appropriate water management at paddock scale. 
TIA’s recent experience through the Water for Profit and Smarter Irrigation for Profit 
RD&E projects have demonstrated that irrigation systems can be inefficient and 
ineffective when they are not designed to meet growers’ needs. Improved 
profitability, water use efficiency and sustainability are best achieved through 
facilitated peer to peer networks where irrigators learn directly from each other’s 
experience. 

Future Focus 
We welcome the future focus of the strategy which acknowledges the importance of water 
management and governance in achieving the government’s goal of increasing production 
while delivering sustainable outcomes for the environment and rural communities. In 
particular TIA welcomes the position paper’s recognition of the potential impacts of climate 
change on all aspects of the strategy and the paper’s whole of government perspective 
including the impacts of pumped hydro and renewable hydrogen on management of the 
State’s water resources.  

Integrating the four goals 
The position paper recognises the interconnectedness of the four goals of rural water use, 
namely, sustainable management, effective regulation, strategic development and 
administrative efficiency.  



The following elements would contribute to the achievement of all four goals in a more 
integrated fashion: 

Water knowledge system: Developing a hybrid water knowledge system that 
incorporates formal and local knowledge to reduce uncertainty and increase trust 
and compliance would form a foundation for a robust water management system. 
Such a knowledge system would be:    

o Generated by water users and water agencies 
o Readily updated to maintain its relevance  
o Adapted through regular reviews 
o Recognised and supported by all relevant institutions  

Local operation: Involving local water users in operating irrigation schemes through 
public-private partnerships to improve administrative efficiency, regulation and 
compliance  
Water use data: Improving the accuracy and precision of water use data. This was 
identified by stakeholders as critical to their 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. This represents the most significant gap in current understanding of 
water resources across the different regions in Tasmania. Until this gap is addressed, 
it will not be possible to relate economic, environmental or social outcomes to water 
management decisions  
Transparency: Increasing the transparency of decisions by clearly communicating 
decision-making frameworks, models, assumptions and the values that underpin 
these   
Participatory modelling: Using participatory modelling approaches to incorporate 
contextual data, improve awareness and increase the legitimacy of the models being 
used to inform decisions. This could evolve to include programs of citizen science 
supported by farming communities, indigenous groups, regional NRM organisations 
and UTAS.  
Indigenous water management: Actively encouraging and enabling the participation 
of Indigenous groups in water management and governance, which will require 
capacity building within water agencies and Indigenous communities 
Monitoring: Expanding the river health monitoring network to match the scale of 
development of water resources and the intensification of irrigated agriculture  
Benchmarking Irrigation effectiveness and efficiency: Water for Profit and Smarter 
Irrigation for Profit RD&E projects, and evidence from irrigation consultants suggest 
that current centre pivot irrigation is often inefficient or ineffective, resulting in 
power wastage, poor crop/pasture response to irrigation, runoff and waterlogging. 
An extensive RD&E program is needed to benchmark centre pivot irrigation 
performance and work with growers, equipment providers, and irrigation 
consultants to improve irrigation performance, soil structure and health, and 
maximise the value of irrigation.  



Training and extension: Matching future increases in infrastructure investment with 
investment in on-farm research, development and extension services to improve 
water use efficiency and minimise impacts on soil and water quality. At present, 
increased capacity to deliver water through investment in dams, pumps and pipes is 
not matched by skills and experience in cost effective and sustainable irrigation 
practices. Through the Water for Profit and Smarter Irrigation for Profit RD&E projects, 
TIA has demonstrated the effectiveness of peer to peer networks where irrigators 
improve their skills and capacity from each other’s experience. Those two projects 
reached an audience of just over 100 irrigators around the state. It is suggested that a 
proportion of new investment in irrigations schemes be directed towards two to three 
regional facilitators to build on this experience and continue peer to peer learning 
through workshops, field days and other forms of hands-on training. This would 
represent a modest investment in achieving the productivity increases necessary to 
reach the state’s Agri growth target and protect the future reliability of the State’s 
water resources. With each season, more is being learned about best practice. 
Training centred on farmers experience following the example of Water for Profit and 
Smarter Irrigation for Profit has been shown to be a very effective way of capturing 
and sharing that experience for the benefit of individual businesses and the State.  

Clarification 
There are several aspects of the report that would benefit from further clarification through 
inclusion of a glossary (points 1 and 2 below) and additional figures (point 3). 

Full allocation:  there are several references to catchments approaching ‘full 
allocation’ (pages 14, 15, 17, 28, 30). It would be helpful to the reader to explain how 
full allocation within an agricultural catchment is defined, how this is being 
determined, and how this status is currently being communicated to water users and 
other stakeholders 
CFEV (Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem Values model, pages 3, 19, 56): How is 
CFEV currently being used to monitor the impact of irrigation on river health, and are 
there plans to review and update the spatial information on which CFEV is based 
given the impacts of changes in land use, land management and climate? 
Monitoring: including maps showing the location of the 90 streamflow gauges 
mentioned on page 17 and the 60 river health monitoring sites mentioned on page 
21 would improve the reader’s understanding of the geographic distribution of the 
state-wide water monitoring network relative to the state’s current and proposed 
irrigation schemes. The maps should distinguish between historic and current river 
health monitoring sites given that the reference to the 60 sites on page 21 is in the 
past tense.  



6. AK Consultants 
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Rural Water Use Strategy Project 
Water Resources Group, DPIPWE 
 
Via email; water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 
 
 
18/06/20  

 
 

SUBMISSION TO THE RURAL WATER USE STRATEGY POSITION PAPER 

I would like to commend the Water Resources Group on presenting a Position Paper that is 
concisely presented yet comprehensive. It is pleasing to see most of the issues identified by AK 
Consultants have been included.  
 
There are, however, a few omissions which have been mentioned in the initial consultation 
phase. There are also some additional items which, in our opinion, warrant mentioning as they 
are specific issues hampering water use in the State.  
 
I have categorised the issues numerically and referred to the numbering system utilised in Part B 
of the Position Paper. I have also considered which goal they fit under and whether the options 
being considered under each goal would cover off on these issues. However, without listing the 
issue in the first place, the proposals being considered under each goal appear too broad to 
address these issues specifically: 
 
4.2.1   

 The slow response by Hydro Tasmania for approving transfers in Hydro catchments (years 
in some cases - even though the yields are confirmed to be sufficient to support such an 
application and the Department support the application). Hence, the Department can and 
does refuse to accept dam permit applications for the construction of instream dams, 
where there is not a demonstrated means of filling a dam - the vary water licence 
application being held up by Hydro Tasmania not processing the approval for granting the 
transfer (Goal 2, last proposal).  

 
 The Water Management Branch strategy of not accepting applications when they do not 

have the resources to process them. This defeats the intent of the legislated time frames. 
(Goal 4, 4th proposal).    
 

 The legislated timeframes only apply to Dam Applications not water licencing (Goal 4, 4th 
proposal).  

 
 
 

 



 

2 
 

4.3.2   
 The extraordinarily complex ways in which fees are calculated. In some cases it costs a 

client more for the service provider to calculate what the annual fees associated with a 
water licence are, than the actual fees (Goal 4, last proposal).   

 
I trust these points will be given due consideration. 
 
On a final matter, it is disappointing that the contribution of service providers in water 
management are not acknowledged in Appendix 4. Service providers are at the ‘coal face’ of 
commercial water use in Tasmania and it is pleasing that their contributions were sought in the 
initial consultation phase. I think it is important to acknowledge their contributions, if not by 
individual consultancy then at least as a ‘service provider’ category. 

 
 

Yours Sincerely, 
  

 
Astrid Ketelaar 
Business Owner and Natural Resource Management Consultant 
 
Ph: 03 6334 1033,  
Mbl: 0407 872 743,  
Email: astrid@AKConsultants.com.au 

 



7. D Tucker 
  



22/6/2020 

Water Policy – Rural Water Use Strategy 
Water and Marine Resources Division 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TAS 7001 
 

RE: Submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

Please find attached below my submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

David Tucker 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy – Position Paper. 
 
I find this strategy / document is heavily weighted to supporting agriculture at the potential expense 
of other needs, both commercial and environmental. 
 
My focus on the strategy goes to allocation, accountability, reporting and enforcement. 
 
1.4 Understanding Water Use 
 
As a long time East Coast resident I have witnessed the impact of increased irrigation take on the 
Swan River in particular, and the failure of the Department to control the extraction of water from 
the river in critical times. 
This indicates to me that the system has no teeth. While sections of the WMA provide lip service to 
managing the water resources of the state, when it comes down to the crunch there are so many 
holes in the cheese that recalcitrant and greedy operators continue to get away with what amounts 
to water theft. 
 
The goals outlined in the document are supported in the most part however there are particular 
areas which I provide comment on. 
 
These comments are based on the background of acknowledging “Climate Change” and its real and 
potential impact on water availability. 
 
The current framework for accountability and reporting of water use appears fragmented, 
inequitable and unable to adjust to changes to the available resource. 
 
The Water Management Act calls for management to be “sustainable” and 

Provide for the fair, orderly and efficient allocation of water resources to meet the 
community's needs  

 
In respect to accountability. 
 
At one end of the scale you have Irrigation Schemes which operate on sensible and effective take 
controls measures, determined to account for “environmental flows”, reliable and accurate 
monitoring of water use by way of metered take’s and outputs, resulting in an equitable and reliable 
user pays business model for all involved.  
 
TasWater is responsible for the provision of water to households across the state. It is clear they 
have strict requirements for managing their extraction from river systems, storage of that allocation 
and subsequent metered supply to its customers. Again it has developed a fair and equitable user 
pays system.  
 
At the other end of the scale historical “Water Licences” and “allocations” appear far from fair.  
Individuals can hold numerous “entitlements” with negligible monitoring, no metering, no 
enforcement and no record of penalties. 
The loopholes in the system created by “conveyance” options, again with no metering or effective 
monitoring, is leaving communities and environments in stress.   



 
On page 25 and 26 of the document there is an acknowledgment that “there has been limited 
collection of water use information” by the Department and there is also an acknowledgment of the 
“need for an improvement in accounting of water conveyance”. 
 
I believe the time has come for the mandatory requirement for meters on all direct water extraction 
from rivers for irrigation.  Metering water movement for “conveyance” should also be mandatory, as 
this privilege is currently being exploited in some rivers.  
 
These acknowledgments also indicate to me that the department is under resourced particularly in 
respect to monitoring and compliance. 
 
In respect to Reporting  
 
The public reporting of water allocation, entitlements and use must be transparent.  
 
The strategy document confirms that there is “limited collection of water use data” and “there is no 
dedicated database for storing and reporting on water use information “ 
 
To provide meaningful reports on water use, accurate information / data has to be collected.  
Metering is the obvious method of collection.  
With the availability of remote interrogation technology, it is logical to require this technology on all 
extraction from rivers. 
Without metering and monitoring of extraction there is no hope of effective regulation and 
reporting of water use. 
Without reliable information about water use it is impossible to meet the third criteria of the Water 
Management Act, which is to. 
 

Maintain ecological processes and genetic diversity for aquatic and riparian ecosystems 
 
Reporting of allocation and actual quantities set aside for the environment is also critical particularly 
in terms of monitoring and managing River Health. 
 
One of “The Opportunities For Improvement”  listed in Goal 2 emphasises “strong entitlements” 
which is fair enough, however along with strong entitlement there needs to be strong enforcement 
including compliance monitoring and penalties.  
 
It is obvious water is a valuable resource and without it humans cannot exist.  
The current penalties for water theft  by those operating on Water Licences at least, equates to a 
slap on the wrist. Demerit points mean nothing and access to water to generate a profit is a privilege 
not a right.  If customers abuse the privilege then the privilege should be withdrawn.  
People who steal property from others in the community are not issued with demerit points, they 
are processed through the court system with fines and or jail terms. Stealing water should be no 
different. 
Urban water users don’t have the opportunity to steal water because all water connections are 
metered. Despite this entitlement, which we pay for,  from time to time we are required to comply 
with water restrictions with financial penalties if we don’t comply.  
 
Again, under a Water Licence, when the flows in a river reach a point where a “cease to take” notice 
is issued to irrigators – that should mean cease to take for all irrigators extracting from a river, 



irrespective of “conveyance”.  Off river storage policy should be enforced so that direct river 
extraction in dry periods should not be happening. 
 
In respect to the current 2 Ml cease to take trigger in the Swan River, this trigger is currently based 
on the flows measured at the Grange. This gauge is essentially at the point where the river becomes 
tidal and using this location as the trigger is like shutting the gate after the horse has bolted.  
A review of the cease to take trigger locations and the low flow triggers in the Swan River, needs to 
occur as the size of pumps and volumes that can be taken over a short period of time is impacting on 
the lower river health, particularly in summer. 
There is argument for the trigger location to be at the new gauging station north of the Cranbrook 
township. With the number of Licenced extraction points between these two gauges the damage 
has already been done by the time the flows drop to 2Ml at the Grange.  
 
In summary I support 
 
Mandatory tamper proof meters. 
Increased monitoring of compliance and active enforcement with stronger penalties.  
Strong entitlement must be combined with strong enforcement. 
Transparent public reporting of allocations, to users and the environment. 
Accurate reporting of water use down to individual Licence holders.  
Public reporting of enforcement including breaches, compliance and penalties. 
 
Note : Info Box 4  
 The two supporting documents referred to in relation to “water accountability and reporting policy”  
namely the Rural Water Meter Policy and the Rural Water Meter Decision Framework could not be 
found in to internet.  
 
2.1  Allocation of Water  
 
The allocation of Surety Level 2 needs to be made public for all Tasmanian catchments. 
 
I support accessing water following times of high flow. Summer floods are a common occurrence 
particularly in Tasmania’s east coast rivers. 
 
I do not support annual allocations.   
The fees for Summer allocations from rivers should be increased significantly to reflect the increased 
risk and cost of monitoring and compliance. 
 
 
2.3  Local involvement in Water Management 
 
This concept has been tried by the Department with irrigators in the Swan River. The group was a 
failure due to bullying and collusion. 
The group was made up only of irrigators and it was akin to the Foxes looking after the chickens. 
The volunteer who took on the job of developing a roster gave up in disgust and the extraction has 
reverted to first in best dressed. 
 
2.4 Water Markets 
 
I do not support the expansion of a Water Market in Tasmania. 
 



The well-established “Water Market” on the mainland is creating intense community friction.   
Turning water into a commodity instead of an entitlement is fraught with danger.  
The world conflicts over Oil are a clear warning to the concept of private ownership of water. 
The rich and the powerful get richer and more powerful and the “Small family businesses” go to the 
wall as greed wins out. 
 
3.3 
 
I support initiatives to Water recycling and reuse. 
 
3.4 
Knowledge of the likely quantities of water required for Hydrogen production are unknown. The 
concept is supported however it must be managed in line with all of the other water needs.  
 
 
I trust these comments and observations will be taken into account in the preparation of the Draft 
Rural Water Use Strategy. 
 
 
Regards 
 
David Tucker  
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Department of Justice 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
 
14th Floor, 110 Collins Street Hobart  7000 
GPO Box 825 Hobart  7001 
Phone 03 6165 4943 
Email secretary@justice.tas.gov.au Web www.justice.tas.gov.au 

DOC/20/70371 

Fionna Bourne 
General Manager 
Water and Marine Resources Division 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

By email – water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  

Dear Fionna 

I refer to your request for comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper which was 
released for public comment in April. 

I would make the following comment with respect to irrigation infrastructure development (p44 of 
the Paper). 

I note the view expressed by a number of stakeholders that ‘regional land use planning needs to ensure 
the benefits from water as an enabler for agricultural growth is maximised by ensuring strategic development 
of agricultural land using enterprise suitability and land capability maps and other data sets to underpin 
water infrastructure developments, including taking into account the social and environmental requirements 
and expectations of the community’ – and the comment that ‘whilst these issues are important, they are 
outside the scope of the Rural Water Use Strategy project’. 

I draw your attention to the development of the Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPPs), the provision 
for which was made through Land Use Planning and Approvals Amendment (Tasmanian Planning Policies 
and Miscellaneous Amendments) Act 2018 and which are currently in development. 

As part of its planning reform agenda, the Tasmanian Government made an election commitment in 
2014 to prepare policies that would provide guidance to councils on how to implement the new 
state-wide planning scheme and plan for Tasmania’s future land use needs. 

The TPPs, once prepared, will support the objectives of Tasmania’s Resource Management and 
Planning System, as set out in the LUPAA.  I understand that they will aim to further those objectives 
through the promotion of sustainable development, sound strategic planning and social and 
economic wellbeing, and the protection of Tasmania’s natural environment and heritage values.   The 
TPPs will also be consistent with State Policies made under the State Policies and Projects Act 1993. 

It is expected that the TPPs will address a widely recognised gap in the planning system by providing 
strategic direction on matters of state interest, guiding councils when they make decisions regarding 
development and land use planning.  The TPPs will inform regional land use planning and I anticipate 
that the Policies will include provision to ensure the strategic development of agricultural land and 
that agricultural growth is maximised – no doubt this provision will be underpinned by enterprise 
suitability and land capability maps and other data sets ensure that the application of water 
infrastructure is maximised.  
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I am advised that the release of a scoping paper for public comment, the first phase in the 
development of the TPPs, is anticipated later this year. 

I note that feedback received on the Position Paper will inform the preparation of the Draft Rural 
Water Use Strategy which will also be made available for public comment later this year. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Position Paper. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Ginna Webster 
Secretary  

23 June 2020 
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Rural Water Use Strategy Project  
Water Resources Group 
DPIPWE  
GPO Box 44 Hobart 
TAS 7001 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment during the stakeholder consultation phase of 
the above project.  

Huon Aquaculture would like to take this opportunity to highlight our concerns regarding surety 
levels placed on its freshwater hatchery sites. Huon is a proud rural employer and from the list of 
hatcheries below it can be seen that we operate facilities throughout the state;  

 Licence No. 8683 Bridport – Surety Level 5 (non-consumptive) (Brid River)  

 Licence No. 9484 Forest Home – Surety Level 5 (consumptive) (<0.3KL per day Huon 
River) 

 Licence No. 8582 Lonnavale – Surety Level 5 (non-consumptive Russell River)  

 Licence No. 9655 Meadowbank – Surety Level 6 (non-consumptive River Derwent) 

 Licence No. 8682 Millybrook – Surety Level 5 (non-consumptive South Esk River)  

 Licence No. 8684 Springfield – Surety Level 5 (non-consumptive Forester River) 

 Licence No. 500264 Whale Point – Surety Level 5 (consumptive) (<0.3KL per day 
Kermandie Creek via Scott’s Road Dam)  

 

Currently, Huon's surety levels are set at either Level 5 or Level 6. This means during a restriction 
period these sites are not able to take their full water allocation.  

Huon requires water allocations for livestock survival. Given the water restrictions placed on surety 
levels 5 and 6 over summer periods we are concerned adherence to this current policy places our 
stock at risk.  

We therefore request a review of surety levels at all above-mentioned freshwater hatchery sites 
with the outcome that a more appropriate surety level is applied to freshwater operations, which, 
for the majority, relate to a non-consumptive licence holder requiring water allocation for stock 
survival. Across our non-consumptive facilities, the water is bypassed and then returned to the 
source; thereby being available for downstream use.  

We appreciate the opportunity to raise these concerns and look forward to discussing these issues 
further with you. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
Adam Chapman  
Freshwater Environmental Manager  
 
18 June 2020 
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June 2020 
 
 
Water Policy - Rural Water Use Strategy 
Water and Marine Resources Division 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TAS 7001 
By email: water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 
 
RE: Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 
 
Wine Tasmania welcomes the opportunity to provide input to the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper.  
 
Tasmanian Wine Sector 
The Tasmanian wine sector conservatively contributes more than $115M to the state’s economy, 
encompassing agriculture (vineyards), manufacturing (wineries) and tourism (cellar door and wine tourism 
expenditure by inbound visitors). This positions the Tasmanian wine sector in the state’s top ten sectors, 
directly supporting 2,063 Full Time Equivalent positions, which represents 10% of total employment in the 
agriculture, forestry and fishing sector in Tasmania1.  
 
The Tasmanian wine sector is leading the country’s wine regions in terms of positioning, value and 
reputation, with demand continuing to outstrip supply. The focus by Tasmanian wine producers on quality, 
innovation and collaboration, supported by Wine Tasmania’s market-led approach, has resulted in 
widespread recognition of Tasmania’s wine globally. This recognition has led to some of the highest prices 
in the country being secured for Tasmania’s wines and wine grapes, ensuring that Tasmanian wines 
continue to be in strong demand, and resulting in increased visitation to Tasmania and its cellar doors. 
Importantly, this interest is encouraging ongoing investment and growth by both new entrants and existing 
Tasmanian wine businesses.  
 
Tasmania has 160 individual licensed wine producers throughout the state, with around 230 vineyards 
covering more than 2,000 hectares. The Tasmanian wine sector continues to be an important and growing 
contributor to trade and the economy, regional employment, tourism and the overall Tasmanian brand. 
 
Comments on the Rural Water Use Strategy 
Grapevines are resilient perennial crops which are water efficient, requiring only a moderate availability of 
water to produce a valuable harvest. Irrigation needs vary significantly around the state, from minimal to 
no irrigation requirements in wetter areas, through to irrigation being vital for financial survival in areas 
such as the arid East Coast.  
 
Viticulture is an efficient use of irrigation resources requiring, at most, 2ML/Ha, and converting this into a 
highly valuable crop of approximately $18,000/Ha gross value (farmgate2).  

 
1 Wine Tasmania Economic Contribution of the Tasmanian Wine Sector, April 2018 - 
http://winetasmania.com.au/resources/downloads/Release_-_Tasmanian_wine_sector_economic_impact_FINAL.pdf 
2 Tasmanian Winegrape Vintage Report 2019 - 
http://winetasmania.com.au/resources/downloads/Vintage_report__release_Jul19.pdf



Page 2 
 
To ensure high-value viticulture continues to be sustainable in Tasmania, water security is a major priority 
for Tasmanian wine businesses. With the recent release of the Australia’s Wine Future: A Climate Atlas3, it 
is predicted that most wine growing areas across the island will become more arid, with reduced rainfall 
and increased evaporation rates. This will apply further pressure on usage of irrigation water and increase 
the need for high security and reliability.  
 
Wine Tasmania is aware of many different arrangements across the state in terms of water access, 
reliability, security, and costs. In some situations, vineyards (and agriculture) are competing with household 
water needs, and a clear strategy and policy acknowledging the integrity and rights of irrigators to continue 
their livelihoods is needed. This also extends to dam infrastructure around other water regulation issues, as 
these vary around the state. 
 
Tasmanian wine grape plantings have consistently grown at 5% year on year over the past 20 years, and it 
is expected our water requirements will continue to increase at this rate. Access to secure water, 
particularly in a dry/er climate, will be imperative in the future. 
 
Water reuse is a technique that has been used in viticulture for many years, and which is currently 
underutilised in Tasmania. There is great potential for this valuable resource to be expanded further, with 
examples of vineyards successfully utilising reuse water in the Coal River Valley. Expanding reuse water 
availability can help to reduce the pressure on the current irrigation infrastructure, as well as apply a 
financial benefit for a product that is currently discharged to the environment.  
 
Tasmania’s own Best Management Practice program, VinØ4 (“vin zero”), helps wine producers measure, 
improve and report on their management practices. This program was designed to be a practical tool to 
help wine producers monitor, improve, and communicate their sustainability credentials. Included in this 
program is a module on water, which provides tools and calculators to help wine producers understand 
how they can most efficiently use water in their vineyards, with a focus on achieving premium quality and 
profitable outcomes. Through participating in this program, wine businesses can assess their needs and put 
into place management practices to improve their bottom line and the environment. This program is 
available to all Wine Tasmania wine producer members. 
 
Wine Tasmania 
Wine Tasmania is the peak body representing Tasmania's wine producers, with a focus on promoting 
Tasmania as a benchmark wine region of world renown. Wine Tasmania voluntary membership represents 
more than 98% of Tasmanian wine production, with 105 state-wide producer members and 92 associated 
member businesses. All activities undertaken by the industry body are designed to generate value for our 
members, in line with Wine Tasmania’s Strategic Plan. 
 
Please contact me if you would like to discuss any further details. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Sheralee Davies 
Chief Executive 
Wine Tasmania 
Level 5, 29 Elizabeth Street, Hobart TAS 7000 
03 6223 3770 
mail@winetasmania.net.au 
www.winetasmania.com.au  

 
3 Australia’s Wine Future: A Climate Atlas - https://www.wineaustralia.com/growing-making/environment-and-
climate/climate-atlas  
4 VinØ - http://winetasmania.com.au/vinzero  
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Clarence Licensed Anglers Club Inc submission to the Rural Water Use Strategy 

22 June 2020 

 
General Comments 

Clarence Licensed Anglers Club Inc (CLAC) supports the Anglers Alliance Tasmania (AAT) response 

to the “Rural Water Use Strategy” however we would also like to provide additional comments 

based on members feedback and experiences of using the waterways of Tasmania for more than 

50 years. 

 

Water is a public resource from which private operators are deriving significant financial gain. 

The position paper has an over emphasis on economics at the expense of the environmental 

factors affecting our waterways that are contributing to the ongoing detrimental health and 

degradation of these public assets. From and angler’s perspective some waterway habitat has 

already deteriorated to a point that they are now unfishable 

. 

Broader monitoring of environmental impacts is vital, especially in a changing climate. Water 

theft, and widespread environmental degradation in the Murray Darling, has severely undermined 

the trust the wider community places in water planning and management.  

Greater transparency in the management of our water resources is crucial to restore public 

confidence.  

Under resourcing/staffing will hamper the sustainability goals outlined in the strategy. 

We must develop greater recognition of the real value of water and a proportion of revenues from 

irrigation should fund increased compliance and monitoring of river health. 

There needs to be more feet on the ground to address compliance concerns. 

Increased resources are needed for both technological improvement of water quality monitoring 

(remote sensing) and staff to undertake more frequent and widespread river health assessment. 

Specific proposals from the plan 

Proposal being considered 

Continue the River Health Monitoring Program as part of the water 
management framework  

 

There is a need for extension and broadening of the River Health Monitoring Program.  

Bi-annual monitoring of a limited number of sites is inadequate  

All current stations must be maintained and more installed  



Presently only a small number of gauging stations have water quality parameters continuously 
recorded, more stations with this capability are required.   

Additional comments from CLAC 

Compliance monitoring that results in negative reading must bring about immediate increased water 
flow or a reduction in water abstraction and or removal of the pollution source. Non-compliance by 
polluters should incur a meaningful penalty. Records of fines to be transparent and detailed through 
public report annually. The public has a right to know what action has been achieved to clean our 
rivers. 

 

Proposals being considered  

 Review water accountability and reporting frameworks to strengthen risk-based water use and 
water conveyance measurement and reporting  

Water is currently undervalued. User pays; Paying for volume is a fairer way than simple set 

licence fees and would enable much needed resources to be allocated to match growth in 

development. 

Strengthened measurement and reporting is vital. 

The negative impact of water conveyance on Tasmanian rivers is not acknowledged. Inadequate 
assessment and monitoring of waters released into streams is undertaken.  

Accessing water during high flows  

Opportunistic take must be governed by guidelines which protect the environmental benefits of high 
flow periods and the seasonality of river systems. 

Conveyance 

AAT believes the potential impacts 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.  

Additional comments from CLAC 

Hand in hand with monitoring is compliance. Often it is the case we know the science and the 
problem but fail to act. Water quality is no exception. We need action to bring about compliance of 
river health. For too long over many decades our rivers have deteriorated. While monitoring rivers 
over the last five or so years has resulted in a smaller downside change at gauging stations, this 
outcome must also recognise the superior river health from forty plus years ago. 



Issues raised in relation to dams for irrigation uses 

Proposals being considered  

• Investigate alternatives to ANCOLD for smaller private dams  

• Work with industry and the Local Government Association of Tasmania to enhance the 
knowledge and understanding of the potential for downstream developments to cause 
changes to upstream dam risk ratings and to ensure that these potential changes are 
adequately considered in the planning process for new developments  

The construction of numerous small dams has had a negative impact on the health of Tasmanian 
rivers. Flow through provisions must be ensured for small dams to protect river health. 

There should be no reduction of safety or engineering standards and environmental provisions 
governing the construction and operation of dams must not be diminished. 

Additional comments from CLAC 

Similarly, environmental provisions governing the construction and operation of dams must apply 
contemporary provisions of the highest standard in accordance with ANCOLD guidelines. 

 

Resourcing 

AAT considers the resourcing and broadening of environmental monitoring and compliance in 

water planning and extraction should reflect the quantum increase in on-ground expansion. 

Inadequate resourcing/staffing has the potential to impede the sustainability goals underpinning 

the aims of this strategy. 

Summary 
AAT believes the position paper gives inadequate attention to river health and water quality. 

AAT seeks a greater recognition of the value of water as a public resource.  

AAT proposes a proportion of revenues from water extraction be allocated for increased 

compliance and monitoring of river health and that this should translate to more staff in the field.  

 

Additional comments from CLAC 

Staffing independent of local councils will achieve a benefit that provides the level of transparency 

required to maximise compliance activity. 

 

 

Gerry Fitzgibbon 

On behalf of 

Clarence Licenced Anglers Club 
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Friday, 19 June 2020

Trout Guides & Lodges Tasmania Inc.  

Submission to Rural Water Use Strategy Project

INTRODUCTION

Our association (TGALT Inc) established in 1979, currently has 35 
member organisations whose whole income, or substantial parts thereof, are 
derived from access to and / or interaction with Tasmania’s freshwater 
resources. In addition, a number of Full member guiding businesses have 
‘House Guides’ (approx. 10 in total) dependent on our state’s water resource. 

We have attached our current membership list, which includes many who 
have and are investing heavily in Tasmania’s ongoing world class freshwater 
trout fishery. 

Full members, many of which have multiple employees, are those that 
directly value add, in both $ terms and anglers reward through their angling 
clients . Affiliate members include many indirect recreational industry 
businesses whose membership status sees them representing their businesses,
themselves and their many employees.

THE VALUE OF FRESHWATER ANGLING

The current World Fly Fishing Champion, crowned after the most recent 
WFFC 2019 event, Howard Croston’s glowing assessment of out freshwater 
fishery can be viewed at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vfJLAOaNFo0 



It is estimated that the annual contribution of freshwater fishing to the 
Tasmanian economy through both local and visiting anglers is now in excess of 
$120Million per annum. 21,000 local anglers and 6000+ interstate and overseas 
anglers contribute to this total expenditure around Tasmania (based on last 
2017/18 IFS annual report plus estimated private fishery visitations – where no 
licence is required).

In addition, the latest TVS (Tas Visitors Survey), Dec 2019, shows a 
10.6% increase in trout fishing visitors to 18,513. Even at the daily average
spend of $234 x 8 day/nights average stay =$34.5M. Trout fishing visitors often 
use our members services and can spend up to $1,250 per day/night – 5 times 
the average. If they only spend $500ea. on average they still could be spending 
at least $74M.

It should be noted that both the 18/19 and 19/20 season’s licence sales 
have been severely affected by Tasmania bush fires in autumn 2019, national 
bush fires, floods plus the Covid-19 complete shut-down during 2020.

Our state’s freshwater fishery not only has this annual ongoing and 
critical investment return to the state, but an ever increasing SOCIAL value.

As noted above, at least 21,000 Tasmanians (not counting juniors under 
14y.o.) enjoy recreational freshwater fishing to such an extent they (as well as 
visiting anglers) even pay the Government for the privilege through fishing 
licences.

There are many angling clubs around the state whose existence revolves 
around the social interaction created by their love of the activity. In addition 
many thousands benefit from the social values of mateship, families and friends 
on a purely independent basis.

RECOGNITION OF FRESH WATER AS A SHARED RESOURCE

Notwithstanding the importance of agriculture to the Tasmanian economy 
and the importance of a water management strategy that supports agriculture, 
TGALT is concerned that the competing interests in fresh water are not 
adequately recognised in the discussion paper, and that this does a disservice to 
important stakeholders and to other existing Government agendas.



The economic impact of freshwater angling is mentioned above. But, in 
addition, the Inland Fisheries Service (seemingly omitted from this planning 
process) has a strong record of monitoring and managing freshwater fisheries on 
behalf of the government. The IFS has also had a prominent role in protecting 
waterways and in contributing to the recuperation of valuable waterways in the 
interests of their value to Tasmania.  The massive efforts invested in the Lake 
Crescent and Lake Sorell carp eradication program and their monitoring of the 
slow recovery of Arthurs Lake spawning are examples of Government priorities 
that we are concerned are being overlooked when an exclusively rural “water 
management strategy” is being contemplated. 

Similarly, the role that the Hydro plays in not only generating electricity but 
also in actively working to ensure the maintenance of a freshwater fishery 
should not be overlooked.  The past failure of the Basslink cable and the 
associated devastating damage to Arthurs Lake when water draw downs to feed 
an unsustainable hydro energy demand was an expensive lesson in the 
consequences of an overly ambitious effort to capitalise on optimistic 
expectations of water availability. 

RISKS OF INCREASED IRRIGATION

We are extremely concerned at, what appears to be, continuous 
development and increases in water usage through IRRIGATION at the expense 
of other value-adding water users such as anglers and we encourage a more 
risk-focussed perspective be included in the plan.

Water is a FINITE natural resource, it is not made by us, nor is the
original provision of it controlled by us.

In the ‘Invitation to Comment’ covering letter reference is made to how 
much water Tasmania receives compared to the rest of Australia, there is no 
mention of Australia being the DRIEST continent on earth! Also we are by far 
the smallest state.

The figures quoted as potential returns to Tasmania through expanded 
irrigation opportunities appears to us to be based on optimistic estimates of 
future water availability.



An example of over-estimation of water storage / usage planning can be 
seen from the Hydro Tasmania’s TimeStudio report attached to our covering 
email. In this, the level of the Great Lake Dam was raised in early 1980’s, 
presumably for increased power generation, however, in the last 38 years there 
was only one period of a few years when the level of the old dam was exceeded
and that was some 20 years ago.

Water in Tasmania is NOT plentiful in much of the state’s arable land
areas, e.g. in the eastern half of Tasmania. It may certainly be plentiful in the 
western half, but this is an area which has minimal arable land. In fact the 
majority of our catchment is in the World Heritage Area / Conservation areas of 
the central highlands, the majority of which currently runs out to sea via 
westward flowing rivers.

Sadly, too many of our past pristine, reliable and productive river systems 
that run through irrigated farming areas are now little more than ditches and 
some irrigators still want more.  

For example:

1- Clyde River – flows from Lake Crescent. This was once a beautiful, 
very clean and productive trout fishery with a great eco-system,
renowned as a platypus habitat. It is now little more than a drainage 
ditch. Already seemingly over-allocated to irrigators, it appears that 
the desire for increased water will translates to greater pressure on the 
lakes supplying the river, putting them at risk again, with no apparent 
regard to $M’s dollars spent fixing the carp problem in order to return 
both Crescent and Lake Sorell to top value fisheries.

2- Coal River – again, once an excellent small river fishery, now 
completely controlled by the Craigebourne irrigation dam that itself 
continues to suffer from low water levels under existing water 
allocation levels and insufficient regular rain fall.     

3- The Macquarie catchment area – attached to our covering email is the 
Macquarie River Catchment Water Management Plan 2012. In that it 
was agreed that the catchment then was OVER ALLOCATED. The 
result was an immediate cap on allocations and the subsequent 
introduction of the Midlands Irrigation scheme to provide additional 
water for the area. Since then, both key water storages, lakes Leake 
and Tooms have consistently been under storage capacity through 



below average rainfalls and draw downs while the Macquarie River 
regularly suffers the effects of poor water flows.

4- South Esk river – again under a water management plan operation 
where the pressure is continually on to take more water.

5- Break ‘0’ Day river – once a jewel in the north east trout / fly fishing 
option with wonderful mayfly hatches, now a mere shadow of its 
former self.

These are a just few of the ‘rivers under stress’ on the basis of existing water-
use levels and despite existing water management plans and assessments. As 
trout fishers, we regard ourselves as one valuable barometer of the state of our 
waterways. We feel that in the context of an appetite of irrigators for even more 
access to water, there should be more effort invested in reviewing the impact of 
irrigation and the success, or otherwise, of existing water management plans to 
not only support irrigators but to also fulfil past commitments and contemporary 
expectations of sustainable environmental flows.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS

The above sets out our association’s major concerns about the future of  
Tasmania’s Rural Water Use and outlines some of the current negative impacts 
we see arising from both over-allocation and over-estimation of capacity of this 
most valuable natural resource we have.  

Other areas of concern include:

1- Under Goal 2 – Compliance would be a good addition to this 
statement.

2- Valuing our freshwater resources – we agree the current valuation of 
this resource  is under-estimated, in particular as it applies to people’s 
participation in value adding at minimal expense.

3- Groundwater – we support much more investigation into the quality 
and quantity of this area of potential freshwater asset. In the case of 
the Macquarie WMP what investigations had been undertaken resulted 
in, quality was poor (excessive salt content) for the majority of uses 
envisaged. Also the impact of these storages have on the sustainability 
of individual river & stream flows is critical.



4- Water quality and River Health – fully support the ‘Proposals being 
Considered’ being changed to Proposals to be enacted! As noted in 
our RISKS OF INCREASED IRRIGATION comments, we have seen 
many rivers degraded by one use of water out-stripping the ability of 
nature to cope with the demands of all users.

5- Climate Change – seen as a major challenge going forward. There is 
broad agreement that Tasmania’s climate is getting both warmer and 
drier, setting up an ever greater challenge to ensure that demand can 
be met from supply. We feel that too many rivers and streams are 
already under extreme pressure to maintain environmental flows let 
alone provide additional extraction levels.

6- High River Flows – TGALT cannot support the notion of further dams 
on permanent flow rivers and streams. However, we agree that high 
flow periods (primarily end autumn to early spring in Tasmania) could 
be looked at to maximise allocations / extractions using OFF WATER 
COURSE storage on properties i.e. dams. Irrigators can then plan their 
water distribution and use off-stream allowing maximum 
environmental flows for recreational water users. 

7- Water Recycling & Use – From the Positioning Paper, there appears 
to be a significant (up to 75%+) volume of all effluent available for 
treatment and use in this area, that is currently ‘released into the 
environment’.  This represents an ongoing under-utilised water asset 
that should be taken up to reduce irrigation and other usage demands 
on the limited natural fall water available. 

Finally we noted that TGALT Inc was not included in the Targeted 
Stakeholder Consultation group, even though our member’s incomes directly 
result from access to and interaction with our state’s range of freshwater 
resources.

May we ask to be included in the process going forward?

TGALT Inc Committee



Additional Comment received 24/06/2020

In addition to our concerns expressed about sustaining the maximum volume of 
environmental flows in rivers and streams, the QUALITY of these flows is also 
of major importance. i.e. river & stream flow quality should sustain the range of 
aquatic life naturally occurring in the water ways ensuring the ongoing support 
of all life forms associated with the catchments.

e.g. as regular users of these waters, many of our members have commented on 
the reduction of platypus sightings in recent years. A decade or so back these 
creatures were often sighted by our visitors along Tasmania’s rivers, greatly 
adding to their experience.
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Level 3, 144 Macquarie Street Hobart Tasmania  GPO Box 1691 Hobart TAS 7001 
Ph: 03 6165 6828  Email: tpc@planning.tas.gov.au 

www.planning.tas.gov.au 

Our ref: DOC/20/70846 
Officer: Mitchell Clarke 
Phone: 6165 6822 
Email: tpc@planning.tas.gov.au 

23 June 2020 

Fionna Bourne 
General Manager 
Water and Marine Resources Division 
DPIWE 
 
email: water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

Dear Fionna 

Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Position Paper. 

As you are aware, the Commission has a role in reviewing draft water management plans. 

While the Commission doesn’t have any specific comments to make on the Position Paper, it 
welcomes the opportunity to review the Commission’s review role and would like to be 
consulted on the draft Strategy when it is available. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 
 

 
Sandra Hogue 
Acting Executive Commissioner 



14. Anglers Alliance Tasmania 
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Anglers Alliance Tasmania response to  
Rural water Use Strategy Position Paper 
 

Compiler’s Introduction  

It is gratifying to see that many of the issues/concerns raised by A.A.T. in early meetings 
with water management planners have been addressed in the position paper. 
These concerns remain and many have heightened with the recent dry summer, particularly 
in the North East, an area with which I am most familiar. Rivers ceasing to flow, heavy 
sediment loads being released from off-stream storages and the declaration of extreme dry 
have all amplified the anxieties of the local angling community, and indeed of other 
recreational water users. 
AAT believes the first two goals outlined in the position paper address our concerns most 
directly. 
Hence, pertinent comments and proposals from the paper and A.A.T. responses are listed 
below: 
 

Goal 1 Sustainable management 
 
Environmental and ecosystem requirements  

Extreme dry provisions p19 

A.A.T. believes the current extreme dry policy is detrimental to the environment. Taking 
more water from the environment when it is already under stress is unsound. At such times 
greater protection of the riverine ecosystem should be afforded. 

Any ministerial decision must be primarily based on scientific advice. 

Water quality and river health 

Proposal being considered
Continue the River Health Monitoring Program as part of the 
water management framework  

 

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

AAT considers bi-annual monitoring of a limited number of sites inadequate and that it is 
essential all current stations be maintained and more installed in rivers and creeks 
experiencing an increase in water extraction.  
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Presently only a small number of gauging stations have water quality parameters 
continuously recorded, AAT would like to see more stations with this functionality.   

 

Changing climate  

 p 21 “Changing climate is affecting Tasmania with changes in rainfall, temperature and 
evaporation occurring across the majority of the State, as well as changes to the incidence of 
extreme events.” 

It is good to see an acceptance that change is already taking place and the diverse nature of 
change.  

 P 24 “Ecosystem resilience to changing climate is not well understood. More variable flow regimes 
and more frequent and intense high flow events combined with extended periods of low flows 
could significantly impact upon the composition of aquatic ecosystems and their functioning. This 
in turn could impact upon river health and water quality, limiting access to water for consumptive 
use.” 

AAT seeks a more precautionary approach and increasing research to address the stated 
lack of understanding of ecosystem impacts and resilience. Many aquatic organisms within 
Tasmanian waterways are already listed as vulnerable or endangered. (Giant lobster, 
native grayling, galaxiid species). It is disappointing to note the significant lack of 
proposals to support and protect the environment, considering accepted threats from 
climate change. 

Perhaps this highlights the disconnect between water planning, and broader aspects of 
the importance and value of water within the environment.  

From 1.4.3 “Given that access is granted to take a public resource and use it for private 
benefit” 

A commensurate proportion of these increasing benefits should fund research, monitoring 
and compliance to ensure the sustainability of the resource and protection of the 
environment. 

p25 – 26 Conveyance  

Better accounting of water conveyance is also emerging as an area that requires attention as 
water supply systems become more complex and water becomes a more scarce resource. In some 
cases water is conveyed within watercourses by water management entities such as irrigation 
scheme operators. In other cases water is conveyed from where it has been taken and stored by 
individual licence holders, to where they intend to use the water, or to other downstream licence 
holders where individuals have made an arrangement to supply water. 
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AAT believes 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. 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) 

Proposals being considered  

Review water accountability and reporting frameworks to strengthen risk-based 
water use and water conveyance measurement and reporting  

A.A.T. is strongly supportive of strengthened measurement and reporting. 

GOAL 2 Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning  

Accessing water during high flows  

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.  

There is also the potential for the release of stored water to benefit streams in times of 
low flow. (NB Hydro releases into the Mersey 2018) 

It is the release of this stored water which may have a greater impact on stream health, 
leading to AAT comments in 1.4.3 Conveyance 

 

2.5 Issues raised in relation to dams for irrigation uses  

Proposals being considered  

• Investigate alternatives to ANCOLD for smaller private dams  

• Work with industry and the Local Government Association of Tasmania to 
enhance the knowledge and understanding of the potential for downstream 
developments to cause changes to upstream dam risk ratings and to ensure 
that these potential changes are adequately considered in the planning 
process for new developments  

AAT believes the proliferation of small dams to mitigate the impacts of climate change has 
had a detrimental impact on the health of our rivers. Once, small rainfall events reached 
contributing streams and even light falls refreshed the river. In many catchments 
substantial rain is needed before significant flow reaches the lower river. 
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Flow through provisions must be ensured for small dams to protect river health. 

Having witnessed the increasing severity of rainfall events in recent years (Latrobe and the 
North East) the safety of all dams must be ensured and A.A.T. would oppose any reduction 
of safety or engineering standards, especially in planning stages. 

Similarly, environmental provisions governing the construction and operation of dams 
must not be diminished. 

 

GOAL 3 Strategic development to maximise opportunities from 
freshwater resources  
 

3.2 Battery of the Nation  

Although not raised in the consultative process, A.A.T. is mindful of the potential impact of 
the Battery of the Nation initiative on water use and the riverine environment. We hope 
to be involved in the decision-making process as the project unfolds. 

We note recent media coverage, casting doubt on the efficacy of the initiative in light of 
improving battery technology and wonder how this may influence current planning. 

Conclusion 

 

Over allocation and extraction of water has caused incredible environmental harm on the 

mainland and A.A.T. has received numerous anecdotal reports of similar but lesser 

impacts in Tasmania, highlighting diminishing community confidence in water 

management planning and compliance. Water theft, and ensuing environmental 

degradation, repeatedly highlighted in the media, has severely undermined the trust the 

wider community places in water planning and management. 

AAT believes the position paper gives inadequate attention to river health and water 

quality. 

Broader monitoring to collect environmental information (such as Ausrivas) is vital, 

especially in a changing climate. Greater transparency in the management of our water 

resources is crucial to mitigate failing public confidence.  
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As the government seeks to implement its Agrivision 2050 policy and boost agricultural 

production sixfold, unforeseen changes are occurring within a landscape already 

undergoing rapid transformation in land use, compounded by climate change. A.A.T. 

considers the resourcing and broadening of environmental monitoring and compliance in 

water planning and extraction should reflect the quantum increase in on-ground 

expansion. A.A.T. believes under resourcing/staffing has the potential to impede the 

sustainability goals underpinning the aims of this strategy. 
AAT seeks a greater recognition of the value of water as a public resource.  

AAT proposes a proportion of revenues from water extraction be allocated for increased 

compliance and monitoring of river health and that this should translate to more staff in the 

field. 

 

Compiled by Howard Jones,  AAT Exec Committee 

 

 

Denis Edwards 
Exec Officer  
Anglers Alliance Tasmania 
 

 
 
GPO Box 963 Hobart TAS 7001  
anglersalliance@gmail.com  
www.anglersalliance.org.au 
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Phone: +61 3 8658 9530 
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Thursday June 25th, 2020 

 

Rural Water Use Strategy (RWUS) Position Paper -  Australian Freshwater Sciences Society 
(AFSS ) response 

About the AFSS 

The Australian Freshwater Sciences Society (AFSS) is Australia’s major professional 
association for scientists and managers of inland waters, including rivers, streams, lakes, 
reservoirs and estuaries. The goal of AFSS is to advance freshwater science and its 
understanding through fostering the interdisciplinary exchange of scientific information 
among its membership, as well as more broadly to other professional Societies, agencies, 
government and the general public. 

Response to RWUS

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Rural Water Use Strategy 
Position Paper. We acknowledge that setting a strategy to guide Tasmania’s freshwater 
management is a multi-faceted challenge that requires careful considerations. The position 
paper is well structured and the content is comprehensive given the number of high level 
issues it covers. However, AFSS would like to see the points below addressed in the RWUS. 

 

According to the position paper “The Government’s AgriVision 2050 policy is to grow the 
value of Tasmanian agricultural output to $10 billion by 2050. AgriVision 2050 sets out a 
vision that grows the agricultural sector whilst looking after Tasmania’s primary production 
sectors, the natural environment and the Tasmanian Brand.” Given this vision and policy for 
growth in agriculture in Tasmania, it is surprising to see that the position paper does not 
fully acknowledge the serious environmental challenges this policy poses for Tasmania’s 
waterways. 

1. Scope: The RWUS addresses rural water use, noting that e.g. urban water is outside 
the scope (p. 3). However, some non-agricultural water users (e.g. Battery of the 
Nation, renewable hydrogen) are included in the strategy. In addition, urban water 
use was heavily restricted over the 2019-20 summer, to protect water for 
agriculture. The RWUS needs to clearly identify how it articulates with whole-of-
State water use policy, including other industries and urban water intakes. Many of 
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these are located downstream of rural water allocations. We are concerned about 
water availability and water quality downstream of irrigation, highlighting the need 
for catchment scale management. 
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2. Status of freshwater resources: There is currently a lack of understanding of the 
status of Tasmania’s freshwater resources in terms of both water quantity and water 
quality:  

a. Despite flow data (Water Information Tasmania Web Portal) and water 
entitlements (Water Information System of Tasmania) being publicly 
available, there is little to no information about water use across catchments, 
including groundwater use. It is impossible to assess water quantity without 
knowledge of water use. We suggest that water metering should become 
mandatory, with data on water allocation and use being made available 
publicly. We also support upgrading and expanding the current flow 
monitoring network as alluded to in Goal 2. The current flow gauging site 
density is low, especially compared to the number and high density of water 
offtakes. 

b. Except for the River Health Monitoring Program (RHMP), water quality 
monitoring in Tasmania lacks long-term continuing support. The last State of 
the Rivers report is 12 years old, and an update on river health is overdue. 
Similarly, the Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem Values (CFEV) data base 
is now very dated and its revision and upgrading is well overdue.  Both these 
information systems are significant infrastructure, developed with Tasmanian 
Government support and considerable in-kind contributions from our 
members and the wider environmental science community. Both have 
proven useful for assessments of river health and climate change projections, 
and we strongly support their continuation and encourage their updating and 
expansion, as contribution to both Goals 1 and 4 of the RWUS.  We note the 
limitations of the RHMP: it is based on macroinvertebrate data, does not 
include other biota, data on nutrients, pesticides or other pollutants, and is 
only conducted every second year. We strongly agree with the second 
element of Goal 1 in the RWUS and additionally recommend that the 
distributions and number of monitoring sites be reviewed to ensure that 
challenges faced by rural water use are adequately addressed, as well as 
reviewing the sampling frequency and inclusion of other water quality 
parameters in routine, long-term monitoring. The intensity of this monitoring 
needs to feed our knowledge of long term ecological trends that are coupled 
to climate change, but also need to be responsive enough to inform our 
management of a rapidly changing landscape (see 3. and 4. below). 
 



 

Address: 9/397 Smith St, Fitzroy VIC 3065, Australia 
Phone: +61 3 8658 9530 
Email: inquiries@asnevents.net.au 

3. How will river health and water quality results be actioned on? The position paper 
does not mention what responses will occur if environmental impacts are detected. 
This information is essential before decisions about monitoring programs can be 
made.  Does existing legislation support remediation of environmental impacts from 
agricultural expansion and intensification? If not, the RWUS should address this issue 
by recommending legislative reform. Information about river health also need to be 
publicly available as it informs the works of other non-government natural resource 
management entities. 
 

4. We are concerned that an increase in water available for irrigation will also cause a 
significant land use change, that in turn will have detrimental affects on water 
quality. We agree that surface water models need to be updated, but suggest that 
any future modelling efforts are also inclusive of water quality. 
 

5. Understanding of environmental water requirements and environmental flows are 
critical components of contemporary river management, which many AFSS members 
are actively engaged in across Australia. The position paper only provides brief 
mention of environmental flows and could be perceived as giving the impression 
that the environmental water requirements of Tasmanian rivers are well 
understood. This is simply not the case. AFSS encourages the development of the 
RWUS to consider the many knowledge gaps that exist in this area, particularly in the 
face of further development of water resources in Tasmania (under AgriVision 2050) 
and climate changes effects. 

6. Tasmania’s aquatic environments host a number of species listed under the 
Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995. We are concerned that 
Tasmania’s unique fauna and aquatic vegetation in our waterways are not 
considered in the position paper nor are they included in any monitoring. We 
suggest that water management and its associated monitoring is inclusive of these 
environmental values, and, again, draw your attention to the critical need to review 
and update CFEV (item 2b above) since neither the Atlas of Living Australia nor 
Tasmania’ own Natural Values Atlas provide sufficient support for documenting 
freshwater biodiversity or geodiversity assets. 

7. The current understanding of groundwater resources and quality in Tasmania is 
poor. We agree that knowledge gaps around Groundwater Risk Assessment and 
Management need to be addressed, but would like to emphasise the need for water 
quality monitoring of groundwater as well as clear pathways to measure 
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groundwater use and track the status of groundwater quantity and recharge. Climate 
change impacts on groundwater resources were not mentioned in the position paper 
but need to be considered in the RWUS. Surface – groundwater interactions are not 
acknowledged in the paper, but many Tasmanian streams and wetlands have a 
significant groundwater inputs.  Ground water use is currently unregulated and has 
the potential to significantly impact on river base flows. 
 

8. Indigenous knowledge – we note the commitment to ensure indigenous engagement 
in water planning, and look forward to more specifics on how this will be achieved. 
As an example, South Australia has a Risk Management Framework for Water 
Planning and Management which has been recently reviewed by the Goyder 
Institute to explicitly include indigenous knowledge and engagement. It also includes 
the requirement to assess all risks to the water resource arising from activities such 
as extraction for irrigation. This document was used to underpin South Australia’s 
risk assessments for each Water Resource Plan area in the lower Murray Darling 
Basin. 

 

As mentioned above, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on Rural Water Use 
Strategy Position Paper and hope that the AFSS input contributes to development of a final 
strategy that best supports the sustainable use of Tasmania’s freshwater. 

Sincerely, 

 

Dr Michael Reid        

AFSS President        

 



16. C Crawford 
  



Rural Water Use Strategy (RUWS): Comments on the Position Paper 

The RUWS Position Paper provides a comprehensive assessment of current legislation and 
management regimes in relation to management of rural water use in Tasmania. It documents what 
has worked well and areas where the knowledge is limiting, and further work that is required. The 
Proposals being considered for the Strategy provide a wide-ranging overview of activities and 
information required to better manage Tasmania’s rural water use.  

There are a couple of areas, however, that have largely been missed in the Strategy. Firstly, the 
emphasis of the strategy is on water use in relation to land-based agriculture and there is very 
limited attention on the importance of freshwater to estuarine health and productivity, and the 
value of freshwater to aquaculture in estuaries.  Although some people in our community believe 
that any freshwater that reaches the ocean is a waste, many studies worldwide have shown that 
increased productivity and biodiversity in estuaries are dependent on freshwater flows. Freshwater 
flows bring nutrients into estuaries and are pivotal to water exchange rates. As all our cities and 
many regional towns in Tasmania are located around estuaries, many Tasmanians are therefore 
reliant on freshwater flows to maintain the environment around them.  Additionally, the tourism 
industry in Tasmania which contributes $3.2 billion per annum directly and indirectly to the 
Tasmanian economy (Tourism Tasmania Fast Facts, August 2019) is heavily dependent on healthy 
estuarine environments. Tasmania is famous for its natural beauty and we need to ensure 
environmental flows are adequate to sustain our key drawcards.  

The other major industry in estuaries which is reliant on freshwater flows is Pacific oyster 
aquaculture, valued at approximately $26 million per annum. Research by the Institute for Marine 
and Antarctic Studies (IMAS) at the University of Tasmania estimated that oyster production in a 
major estuarine growing area was reduced by 12% when there were minimal freshwater flows 
during a major drought. Importantly, the modelling predicted there would be greater benefits per 
ML of river flow to the estuary at low (generally summer) flows than at high flows. 

Secondly, and related to the above comments, is the lack of a holistic assessment of water extraction 
and use across a catchment. For example, the approval process for allocation of instream dams is 
assessed for each application individually, without an overall assessment of cumulative impacts of 
multiple instream dams on the catchment environment.  With rapid changes occurring concurrently 
in land use and climate, we need to understand the effects of water extraction and use across the 
catchment as a whole, and especially the cumulative impacts to downstream environments. This 
information is essential to accurate modelling. 

Furthermore, although the RUWS covers most issues, it is the detailed information behind these 
issues that is extremely important, but this is not provided in the strategy. Critical to sustainable 
water management in a changing climate and with increased intensity of agriculture is ongoing data 
collection on water quality and quantity to support the decisions being made. However, much of the 
environmental data supporting the Water Management Plans is old and has not been updated. 
TEFlows data collection and assessments were conducted over a decade ago, and water quality 
monitoring for nutrients, bacteria etc. has not been routinely conducted since 2008.  Also, the 
reviews of Water Management Plans which are stipulated to occur every 10 years are only slowly 
being conducted and many plans are out-of-date. 

Similarly, the RUWS recognises that data on actual use of freshwater is very limited. Understanding 
changes in land use and consequently changes in water use and effects on water quality and 
quantity is essential to sustainable management of these resources. Knowledge of what water has 



been allocated where and what it is being used for is crucial to determining the most efficient and 
effective use of water. Lack of understanding of groundwater systems is also recognised in the 
strategy, but with only one freshwater hydrogeologist currently employed on water assessment and 
limited assessment of groundwater levels and condition, this situation is unlikely to improve. In 
areas such as the Duck catchment, ground water is a major factor in the freshwater system, but 
without knowledge on how groundwater influences freshwater flows, especially in a changing 
climate, modelling of surface water flows will have higher levels of uncertainty and associated risks. 

To this effect I suggest the proposal which is listed under both Goals 1 and 2  is changed to  “Review 
the water allocation policy framework to ensure the essential science required to underpin 
sustainable water management across each catchment in a changing climate is available and 
considered, continues to delivers outcomes in line with the objectives of the WMA, and enhances 
transparency of decision making”. 

Likewise, I suggest the proposal related to accountability is changed to “Improve water 
accountability and reporting frameworks to strengthen risk-based water use and conveyance 
measurement and reporting”. 

The call for local involvement in water management is supported, although this can unfortunately 
lead to ‘the squeaky wheel receiving the oil’. Those with the potential for the greatest financial gains 
from increased water access tend to dominate water allocation at the expense of environmental 
requirements.  Allocation of water is an ongoing controversial issue amongst farmers (e.g ongoing 
‘water wars’ over many decades in the Clayton Rivulet and Little Swanport catchments), and this is 
only going to increase as water resources decrease and demand increases.  It is incumbent on 
government to oversee fair and equitable allocation of water between farmers, and to ensure that 
water resources are appropriately allocated to the environment and communities, and not taken 
over by vested interests. 

In summary, I support the RUWS with the added assessments of cumulative impacts of water 
extraction across a catchment, how the water is used, and downstream effects on important 
estuarine environments.  Ongoing data collection on water quality and quantity, including 
groundwater, will also be critical to underpin sustainable rural water use. 

And a final comment, Tasmania should be benchmarking its rural water management, and learning 
from best and worst practices occurring in other Australian states and overseas. We do not want to 
follow down the path of the devastation that has occurred in Murray-Darling basin because of over 
allocation of water to irrigation in the upper reaches. There have been signs that this could be 
occurring in Tasmania, e.g. toxic algal blooms in the lower reaches of the Coal River.  

 

Dr Christine Crawford 

25/6/2020 
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26 June 2020 
 
 

To:   Ms Fionna Bourne 
  General Manager 
  Water and Marine Resources Division 
  DPIPWE 
 

 
Dear Ms Bourne,  
 
Water Policy – Rural Water Use Strategy: Cradle Coast Authority submission 
 
Thank you for your invitation to provide a submission to the Rural Water Use Strategy Position 
Paper. 
 
Cradle Coast Authority is jointly owned by the nine Councils of western and north-western 
Tasmania to help them achieve regional outcomes and maintain strong local government, by 
working together. CCA’s twenty-strong team has expertise in natural resource management 
(NRM), economic development and local government collaboration, and is recognised as the 
regional NRM service provider by the Tasmanian and Australian Governments. We currently 
deliver the Australian Government’s Regional Land Partnerships program as well as State 
Government projects. 

Our NRM activities are overseen by the Regional NRM Committee, established under the 
Tasmanian NRM Act (2002). Our eleven Committee Members and eight specialist NRM staff 
provide diverse skills and experience and are complemented by staff from other parts of the 
organisation. 

The Committee is appointed under the Natural Resource Management Act 2002 as the 
Regional Committee for North West Tasmania with statutory functions including identification of 
priorities for natural resource management for the region and facilitate the integration of natural 
resource management and planning activities for the region. 

The Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper seeks comments on a wide array of issues, CCA and 
the CCA-NRM Committee has provided limited comment on specific aspects of the review as 
per the attached memorandum. 

You may be aware that CCA is soon to undertake its 5-yearly review of the Cradle Coast 
Regional NRM Strategy.  

This review will be undertaken in collaboration with the NRM North and NRM South, and will 
cover overlapping issues related to landscape, catchment and ecosystem health. Sustainable 
management of freshwater resources is a key issue for any NRM strategy and we welcome input 
from your Division as we progress this review. 

Should you require further advice or clarification, I am happy to provide it. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 
Daryl Connelly MBus 
Chief Executive Officer  



 
Submission in response to the DPIPWE Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

 
The Cradle Coast Authority (CCA) recognises and acknowledges the palawa people as 
traditional owners of northwest and western Tasmania and as the continuing custodians of 
culture and knowledge of this region. We acknowledge palawa elders past, present and 
emerging. 
 
CCA staff and our Regional NRM Committee have reviewed the Position Paper and the relevant 
terms of reference. 
 
The CCA provides the following broad comments: 

 We support the current objectives of the Act, in particular Objectives 1 (c) and 1(e) and 
recognise that there is an ongoing and critical need to improve efficiency and 
effectiveness of environmental and social outcomes at the local and regional level.  

 We encourage and applaud the Tasmanian Government’s vision to increase productivity 
of the agriculture sectors to $10bn by 2050. We suggest that as a prerequisite to this vision, 
investment in high standard river and water resource monitoring and transparent reporting 
are critical to achievement of this long term vision, and to ensure that limited resources are 
allocated and managed in response to climatic, economic and social change. 

 We note that regional NRM bodies are already involved in programs supporting and 
encouraging improved water quality and river health monitoring programs and in fostering 
and supporting Aboriginal cultural engagement with environmental and landscape 
conservation. We believe these activities along with past water quality improvement 
studies we have completed fit well as guiding information for ongoing water and 
catchment management strategy. 

 We suggest there are powerful opportunities to enhance effectiveness in management of 
water in rural areas through investment in community and regionally based engagement 
and facilitation staff and resources within DPIPWE. 

 We acknowledge that the protection and active management of biodiversity and cultural 
heritage in our region is pivotal to the viability of our regional economy. In particular, the 
linkage between globally recognised wilderness and marine ecosystem values and our 
sustainable agriculture and tourism sectors.  

 We consider that protection of our stream systems and the quality of our water resources 
are critical for maintaining and enhancing our credentials as a “clean, green” region. 
However, this is only the case if regulations such as described in the Position Paper are 
enabled, administered, respected and enforced by all levels of government and industry. 

 We encourage further and broader investment by the Tasmanian Government in rigorous 
monitoring and feedback systems related to: 

o river condition,  
o river health,  
o freshwater ecosystems,  
o water quality, 
o groundwater dependent ecosystems and  
o groundwater salinity levels.  

Such investments are critical to the effectiveness and transparency of any water use 
strategy especially where multiple interests and stakeholders are involved. 

 We recognise the deep and abiding concern and knowledge that palawa people have 
of our natural values and landscapes, and we suggest that Aboriginal community-based 
advisory panels and discussion groups form a core component of decisions impacting the 
traditional values of water, land and landscapes. 



 We recognise that climate change is an immediate and emerging threat to the health 
and wellbeing of our region. We consider that adaptive approaches to water 
management based on contemporary and rigorous science are critical to good medium- 
and long-term planning. The inclusion of climate adaptation strategies and risk 
management within rural water use strategy and in statutory water management planning 
is critical. 

We provide additional comments on specific goals presented in the Position Paper as follows: 

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

Staff and Committee Members who reviewed the paper indicated general support for the 
summary proposals as outlined on Page 9 of the Paper. 

We note that while surface water modelling is a useful guide for decision making, streamflow 
and water quality monitoring (e.g. salinity and turbidity) at a catchment scale is desirable to 
adequately manage water allocation and planning in a changing climate and land use system. 
Whilst we acknowledge that some monitoring is done, we note that most of the current 
monitoring stations in the Cradle Coast region are near the ends of catchments (except Duck 
R) and not all major river systems in the region are monitored. 

We note that Environmental Flow assessments have been done for most of our major regional 
catchments particularly in areas of high agricultural use (Blythe, Cam, Duck, Emu, Leven, 
Montagu, Rubicon & Welcome) and these assessments are used when assessing allocations 
and licences. However, there are gaps, (for example the Black, Detention and Inglis/Flowerdale 
catchments), which do not have such assessments and yet are utilised to some extent for water 
extraction in conjunction with agricultural land use and, as is the case in the Inglis/Flowerdale, 
have been badly affected by flood events historically. We recommend that all major 
catchments that include rural land use be assessed and restriction triggers established.  

We refer the reviewers of the Position Paper submission to existing Water Quality Improvement 
Plans prepared by CCA for the Duck, Montagu and Welcome Catchments, these plans provide 
relevant background and recommendations for improvement of water quality and ecosystem 
health in these important farming catchments. Such plans are considered by the Committee to 
be a valuable resource for Rural Water Use Strategy. 

We note the importance of groundwater supply to some farming systems in our region and 
encourage any activity that can improve understanding of risk to groundwater dependent 
ecosystems and landscapes and the linkages between groundwater and surface water. We 
note that soil acidification and salinity are continuing issues for coastal farming systems in our 
region.  

We encourage the continuation and expansion of the River Health Monitoring Program as an 
integral part of the water management framework, we suggest broadening the extent and 
nature of such monitoring into the future. We consider that evaluating and reporting on 
condition and trend in river heath indicators such as water quality, stream bank condition, 
aquatic organism diversity and populations provides strong indicators of the effectiveness of 
water regulation and planning. 

Goal 2 – Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 

We support and encourage a review of water allocation policy to ensure best available science 
is the basis for effective and transparent decision making. This approach must include ongoing 
and adequate investment in monitoring, interpretation and reporting of baseline information.  

We suggest the use of incentives and a mixed regulatory system that considers options of 
market, social and self-regulation processes in the management of allocations to rural land 
managers. We have seen that incentives, market-based instruments and community education 
and empowerment approaches have been shown to be highly successful in achieving practice 



change through the programs such as the Natural Heritage Trust and the National Landcare 
Program.  Innovation in the use of accountable and transparent management of allocations 
by landholders can be a powerful tool in ensuring adaptive and sustainable regulation of rural 
water resources. 

We support the proposal to enhance the development of collaborative water management 
arrangements, particularly through the effective use of Statutory Water Management Plans and 
linking to local water user groups. We note that regional NRM bodies have the potential to assist 
and support such activity through community engagement and facilitation functions. 

We specifically endorse and encourage the inclusion of palawa people in water allocation 
planning and in supporting landholder awareness of natural and cultural systems in which they 
are operating. 

We encourage the Department to consider improving the management of groundwater 
resources and ecosystems, to improve understanding of groundwater flow systems in Tasmania 
and the contribution of this resource to landscape resilience. We encourage investment in 
effective and resilient metering systems to monitor groundwater usage and extraction to better 
determine sustainable limits in key regional landscapes and catchments. We note that the 
Paper identifies that stakeholders support greater accountability of groundwater use. 

Goal 3 – Strategic development to maximise opportunities from freshwater resources 

Staff and Committee Members who reviewed the Paper indicate support for the proposed 
actions under Goal 3.  

In particular we endorse and encourage the development of policies to encourage water 
recycling and reuse in Tasmanian farming systems.  

Goal 4 – Administrative efficiency 

Staff and Committee Members who reviewed the Paper indicate support for the proposed 
actions under Goal 4.  

We note that the opportunity that current technology provides for more effective and complex 
interrogation of spatial and non-spatial environmental data and modelling provides a huge 
opportunity for fine-tuning the precautionary principle and to more clearly identify uncertainties 
or data gaps in environmental decision making.  

CSIRO and many of the CRCs, universities and state jurisdictions are heavily invested in data and 
modelling, coordination and integration of such effort could significantly improve the process 
of knowledge capture for project scoping by proponents and also in the assessment and 
forecasting of potential impacts of developments. To this end we encourage inclusion of 
interstate and national sources of information and to inform the efficient management of the 
State’s freshwater resources. 

CCA has an abiding interest in the sustainable management of natural resources in our region, 
we are aligned with the State Government in the protection of our important and irreplaceable 
natural, economic, cultural and social values. 

 

Closing Remarks 

Variability in seasonal rainfall distribution and intensity and greater prevalence of extremes of 
flood and drought are expected through to 2050 and beyond. A changing climate will drive 
land use change and demand for water, and agricultural practices that do not evolve will 
increasingly affect water quality and river health. Managing ecosystem resilience will be critical 
and will require greater engagement of policy makers with a broader range of policy 
instruments and relevant stakeholders. It will also require further resourcing of more extensive 



monitoring regimes and community-based education and on-ground support. The last point is 
most critical to a sustainable future for water management in Tasmania. Capacity building 
initiatives and recommendations for best practice land management approaches to protect 
the water resource could well feature as a condition of using water. Fencing of waterways to 
exclude stock, re-establishing riparian buffers of appropriate width, nutrient limits in run-off and 
stricter land clearing limits (especially in threatened species habitat) should and can be 
addressed as part of an integrated water management system. 

Aboriginal engagement is crucial in recognition of both the value of traditional knowledge for 
sustainable water management and cultural and spiritual values of water. The Aboriginal Water 
Program delivered by the Victorian State Government Department of Environment, Land, Water 
and Planning (DELWP) provides a good example in practice. 
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DairyTas works to support the profitability of the Tasmanian dairy farms, the capability of the State's 
farmers, and the performance and protection of our herds.     

The DairyTas Board in partnership with numerous other industry bodies, encourages the development of a 
Tasmanian dairy industry that is sustainable, vigorous and dynamic, offering economic and social rewards 
to dairy farmers and the wider community. 

Industry Context 

Data highlighting importance of irrigation  

Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture (TIA) has conducted industry benchmarking for the last 30 years.  From 
those farms participating in the Benchmarking program - data over the last 10 years has shown the 
following: 

• Average number of cows milked per farm has increased from 466 to 607 (  30%) 
• Average milking area has decreased from 239 ha to 208 ha 
• The average percentage of usable farm area irrigated has increased from 32% to 53%  (  66%) 
• Average milk solids per ha (kg MS/ha) has increased from 739 to 1,327 (  79%) 
 

These are some of the industry figures showing significant increases in efficiency of dairy production made 
possible with irrigation.  Irrigation water surety is one of the key factors underpinning the ongoing 
opportunities in the Tasmanian dairy industry.   
Annual production (ML) 

TOTAL  
2012/2013 765  
2013/2014 810  
2014/15  891  
2015/16  883  
2016/17  835  
2017/18  913  
2018/19  909  
2019/20 950 (est) (full season data not available yet) 



 

DairyTas Submission to Rural Water Use Strategy position paper June 2020   | Page 2 

Tasmania continues to see strong dairy production, with over 900 million litres being achieved in last three 
seasons.  Tasmania is only 6% of the land area of the Murray Darling Basin (MDB), but total water flows 
throughout the entire MDB have been less than Tasmanian water flows in recent years.  Tasmanian dairy 
farmers have seen the stress caused to individual MDB farmers around water allocation issues in the MDB.  
Dairy production figures in the MDB have continued to drop at around 10-15% year on year 
(https://www.dairyaustralia.com.au/industry/production-and-sales/latest-production-and-sales-statistics). 
 
The growth in the states milk production has defied national trends.  Due to this growth and reliability of 
dairy production there has been significant investment at a processor level.  Continued expansion of the 
industry is expected in the coming years as farmer confidence remains robust.  In a Dairy Australia survey 
released in June 2020, 42% of the states Dairy Farmers identified themselves as being in an expansion 
phase and 52% anticipating investing further in irrigation over the next three years.  
 
Below is the latest data available from Tasmanian Dairy Industry Authority (TDIA) regarding farm and 
milking cow numbers.  Circular Head is by far the largest dairy region, followed by the Meander Valley.  
Reliable rainfall has always been the reason for the concentration of dairy farms in Circular Head.   
However, with increasing climate change variability in rainfall, even dairy farmers in Circular Head are 
making significant investments in irrigation infrastructure. 
 
Council area Farms Milking cows 
Break O Day 8 2,125 
Brighton  1 350 
Burnie  10 2,213 
Central Coast 27 7,585 
Central Highlands 5 3,208 
Circular Head 130 72,934 
Derwent Valley 1 675 
Dorset  55 25,385 
Huon Valley 3 153 
Kentish  19 4,692 
King Island 8 3,234 
Latrobe  5 720 
Launceston 2 650 
Meander Valley 67 29,486 
New Norfolk 2 1,650 
Northern Midlands 9 8,170 
Sorell  1 800 
Southern Midlands 1 300 
West Tamar 8 2,410 
Wynyard Waratah 32 10,351 
TOTALS  394 177,091 
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The above graph shows how irrigation is extending the Spring milk peak beyond the typical 
unirrigated/dryland peak of September/October. 
 
While it is very seasonally dependent, increasingly on average, dairy farmers are irrigating for longer.  The 
irrigation season starts earlier and finishes later.   
 
Our Comments 
 
Water flow issues are well considered 
 
DairyTas believes the Rural Water Use Strategy Position paper reflects what farmers are looking to see in 
relation to water flows and allocations.  In general, the paper is raising all issues that need to be addressed 
and we look forward to seeing further details as they are developed over time.   
 
The issues of the MDB are symbolic of what we do not want to see in Tasmania.  Prudent management 
with adequate resourcing of DPIPWE Water Management staff and up to date allocation and licensing 
information is critical for dairy farmers to manage their businesses. 
 
Water quality and river health issues need further consideration 
 
DairyTas believes good water quality and the health of our river systems is equally important.  This aspect 
of water management has not been adequately considered or addressed in the position paper. 
 
DairyTas has been acutely aware of the water quality issues damaging the image of the dairy industry in 
New Zealand.  We have been proactive with the Clean Rivers program, including Cows out of Creeks 
projects and effluent upgrades.  We have made significant progress and our work has been recognised as 
State Winner and National Runner Up in the Landcare Awards, plus winner of the Tasmanian Community 
Achievement Awards Environmental Award.  Over the last 5 years, DairyTas has secured funding for 177 
Clean Rivers projects to help farmers with effluent upgrades and Cows out of Creeks projects.  This has 
resulted in over $4.8 million of on-ground investment by Tasmanian dairy farmers.  Whilst making 
progress, there is a long way to go. 
 
While there are now relatively few dairy cattle accessing waterways, there are still many waterways in 
Tasmania accessed by beef cattle and sheep.    The vast majority of the public cannot distinguish between 
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dairy and beef breeds so we have done work with beef farmers in Circular Head in a partnership with 
Greenhams. However, there is a lot that needs to happen state-wide.  There is currently a large amount of 
funding in catchments draining to the Tamar, but no funding support for farmers anywhere else in the 
State. 
 
There are important market advantages for Tasmanian dairy and beef industries if we can be nation leading 
in proactive programs and sustainable farm management practices.  Increasingly consumers want to know 
that their food has been produced without adverse impacts on the environment. 
 
In addition, Tasmania's tourism brand relies on healthy waterways for our "clean green image".  Trout 
fishing, kayaking, swimming and many recreational activities rely on healthy waterways.    
 
 
Suggestion for consideration 
 
Over recent years, DairyTas has observed the change in DPIPWE Water Management to centralise all 
services.  We believe that there is significant value in having experienced field staff working in catchments 
with farmers and local communities to better manage flows.  Many dairy businesses have multiple water 
licences and managing water correctly is becomes complicated.  Local knowledge and having a Regional 
Water Management Officer to assist with queries is valuable to individual farm businesses and to the 
overall management of water in the catchment.  The ability to resource these resources without adding 
additional costs remains critical the industry’s ability to remain competitive in the global market.  Any 
changes to policies relating to rural water use should only be done after a cost benefit analysis has been 
done to support the decision. 
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Submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy (RWUS)  

 

We thank-you for the opportunity to comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy. It is great to see 
this initiative to review the current state of play and recognize issues where actions are required. We 
acknowledge the amount of work and deep consideration of issues in the strategy. 

We believe there are still some important gaps which whilst acknowledged are only superficially 
addressed. The following is a list of the gaps from our perspective that we would like to raise for 
incorporation into the RWUS: 

 

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

1. There is a lack of a comprehensive cumulative impact assessment of water use and 
management across Tasmania. There is acknowledgement of the various user groups and 
consideration of surface flows and ground water but there is no recommendation to look at 
the cumulative impact across the State of how water is used and managed on natural 
resources and the environment. Water use has significant impacts on ecological systems and 
the essential natural resources. We request that as part of Goal 1 a cumulative impact study 
is undertaken to identify risks to environmental conditions and natural resource assets i.e. 
freshwater and coastal fisheries.  

2. The River Health Monitoring Program is limited, and information is not readily available on 
water quality and the health of river systems. The water monitoring program information 
does not include nutrients, pesticides and other pollutants which are critical in 
understanding water quality and trends in environmental impacts. A ‘State of the Rivers’ has 
not been produced for more than a decade.  We request that as part of Goal 1 an expansion 
of the RHMP program to include more sample sites and include pathogens, nutrients, 
pesticides, and other pollutants. We also request that an annual report card is made publicly 
available for the State on river health 

3. Much of the modelling and consideration of river systems is based on out-of-date data from 
the CFEV database. An update is badly needed to ensure our decision making is relevant to 
current conditions. We request that as part of Goal 1 the CFEV information is updated to 
improve management applications. Note this may fit under Goal 4 administrative efficiency 
“updating existing databases”. 

4. There is lack of recognition of the importance of catchment health on river systems. Rivers 
which have degraded riverine vegetation, weed infestations, and lack fringing vegetation in 
agricultural landscapes are more likely to have poor water quality. The target for Agri-
growth acknowledges the importance of water quality but does not specify in any way how 
maintenance and or improvement in systems may be achieved and or is a priority. We 
request that as part of Goal 1 that the proposal to “continue to share 



information…challenges of changing climate” be amended to reflect the intention to work 
towards an integrated catchment management model. 

Goal 2 Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 

A common issue which we deal with is the complexity of mixed tenure on river systems and no 
capacity to respond to issues of degradation and poor management without a single agency taking 
responsibility for river management. This is particularly evident after flood events. Lack of 
coordination in this space typically impacts rural properties most significantly.  We would ask that a 
proposal be incorporated that improves the regulation and planning in response to flood damage 
which can support tenure blind activities. Or evaluates the potential for a water and river 
management government agency.  
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26 June 2020 

Response to Rural Water Use Strategy (RWUS) Position Paper 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Rural Water Use Strategy 
(RWUS) which we believe is a good opportunity to critically assess the management 
of Tasmania’s freshwater resources. 
 
About the Derwent Estuary Program 
The Derwent Estuary Program (DEP) is a science-based not-for-profit that 
coordinates monitoring and reporting of the environmental condition of the 
Derwent estuary from New Norfolk to the Iron Pot light, as well as the River Derwent 
catchment upstream of New Norfolk. There are several challenges to the estuary’s 
health including historical heavy metal contamination, increased nutrients 
particularly in the upper estuary and pollution from a variety of point sources such as 
wastewater treatment plants and industry and diffuse sources that arise from urban 
and agricultural catchments. Environmental flows from the river to the estuary are 
important for the healthy functioning of the upper estuary wetlands which are 
susceptible to eutrophication.  
 
Our major sponsors include: Brighton, Clarence, Derwent Valley, Glenorchy, Hobart 
and Kingborough councils, the Tasmanian Government, Nyrstar Hobart, Norske Skog 
Boyer, TasWater, TasPorts and Hydro Tasmania. Since March 2017, the DEP has been 
operating as a registered not-for-profit company, with an independent board. 

DEP interest in the RWUS 
Because of observed increases of nutrients in the upper estuary over the past 10 
years, fish kills in 2015 and taste and odour problems in drinking water, the DEP has 
undertaken catchment reviews and water quality monitoring in the River Derwent 
and its tributaries upstream of New Norfolk 
(https://www.derwentestuary.org.au/publications/). The purpose of these 
endeavours is to try and understand how changes in land use, nutrient loads and 
river flow coming from the catchment are impacting the estuary. Without 
coordinated investigation and management we are concerned that the upper 
estuary will become eutrophic and there will be increased difficulty in maintaining 
the quality of Hobart’s drinking water (majority coming from River Derwent). To 
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consider water quality on a catchment scale, we work with scientists from the 
following organisations through our Catchment Working Group: DPIPWE, Derwent 
Catchment Project, Hydro Tas, TasWater, Huon Aquaculture, Tassal, EPA Tasmania 
and Tasmanian Irrigation. 
 
Summer is a critical time for the River Derwent where lower flows, higher 
temperatures, increased nutrients often cause an increase in algal growth including 
algae that affects the upper estuarine ecosystem (e.g. seagrass), as well as the taste 
and odour of Hobart’s drinking water. Because of this problem, we are concerned 
that the planned increases to irrigation from the Derwent may reduce the 
environmental flows needed to keep river and estuary ecosystems functioning as 
they should.  
 
The DEP was not contacted during the initial stakeholder engagement, so please find 
our comments below. 
 
General questions and comments arising from the RWUS 

1. The perception is given that ‘water available in Tasmania for consumptive 
purposes is plentiful’ (i). What is the scientific evidence for this, given that we 
have just come out of a summer of state-wide water restrictions? 

2. The RWUS is aimed at rural water users, noting that urban water is not within 
the scope (p. 3). The name of the strategy is somewhat misleading as some 
industry usage is included in RWUS that is not agriculture related (e.g. Battery 
of the Nation, renewable hydrogen), but others are not. Urban water intakes 
are often located at the end of catchments, downstream of irrigator water 
allocations. How will water availability and water quality for urban water 
users be assured? We suggest all users of Tasmania’s freshwater (surface and 
groundwater) be considered when making allocation decisions. Can this 
review be expanded to reflect a holistic approach to water management? 

3. Status of freshwater resources (p. 6): The last State of the Rivers report is 
from 2008. An update on river health needs to be done before this strategy is 
developed and be dealt with on a catchment scale. What are the results of 10 
years of DPIPWE’s river health monitoring? 

Goal 1: Sustainable management of Tasmania’s freshwater resources in a changing 
climate 
1.1 Valuing our freshwater resources 
We agree that Tasmania’s freshwater resources are precious and need to be 
managed so that water quality is not detrimentally affected by current or increased 
use. We are particularly interested to know how the cumulative impact of water use 
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is to be measured and managed on a catchment scale. We would like to see the 
environmental values of surface and groundwater resources be given priority. 
Without healthy rivers, the social and financial benefits are reduced.  
 
1.2 Understanding our freshwater resources 

1. Water meters – are they going to be mandatory, and will there be enough 
resources to ensure compliance? Water resources cannot be managed 
effectively if we do not know how much is extracted. In the interest of 
research on environmental flows and water quality impacts, water use data 
needs to be made accessible. Water metering is the most accurate way of 
determining water use and this data is currently lacking for assessing water 
resources. There is data (WIST) on allocations, but not usage. We would also 
like to see that metering data is made publicly available to provide 
transparency in the water allocation process. 
 

2. Do we know what is sustainable in terms of extraction for irrigation for our 
rivers? If not, how can this be determined? Not every year is the same in 
terms of hydrology (e.g. wet versus dry year) and irrigation allocations may 
need to be adjusted accordingly. Water quantity and quality are not static 
values. 
 

3. How are environmental needs met (eflows)? 
As noted in the RWUS, environmental flows have been determined for 33 
catchments across Tasmania. Are the assessments based on current best 
available methods and data? The Derwent environmental flows were 
determined approximately 15 years ago, and the DEP is of the opinion this 
needs to be reassessed due to increases in water demand and land use 
changes in the catchment, as well as due to improved methods for assessing 
environmental flows. 
 

4. We agree that surface water models require an update. Are surface water 
models inclusive of groundwater? Groundwater contributions to stream 
discharge are significant in some catchments and cannot be dealt with 
separately. It is likely that different catchments need different models. 
Importantly, water quantity and quality need to be managed on a catchment 
scale, due to the diversity in Tasmania’s climate, morphology and hydrology. 
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5. More flow monitoring sites are needed to assess surface water quantity, 
specifically at strategically important locations. For example, the River 
Derwent does not have an end-of-river flow station (it would ideally be 
situated at Bryn Estyn, upstream of the salt water/tidal influence). As a 
consequence, accurate flow – water quality relationships for the catchment 
and upper estuary are difficult to determine. Flow stations are not only 
valuable for water quantity, but also for the investigation of nutrient and 
pollutant loads. We cannot allocate water and understand nutrient loads 
without understanding flow. 
 

6. We are supportive of the continuation of River Health monitoring and 
encourage an expansion of this program. There are many unmonitored 
heavily used catchments in the State. What happens if data demonstrate a 
decline in river health, what will be the framework for action? 
 

7. River health monitoring program – what has it revealed to date and what 
actions have been taken in catchments with declining water quality? What is 
the follow-up mechanism for this program? 
 

8. River health monitoring is predominantly based on macroinvertebrate 
communities. Other parameters informing water quality such as nutrients 
and pollutants (e.g. pesticides, pathogens) are not part of the RHMP but also 
need to be considered. There are also limitations of the program due to the 
frequency (only every second year). Water quality monitoring provides 
valuable feedback that can guide decision making. For it to be effective it 
needs to be proactive and conducted before problems arise. 
 

9. We agree that groundwater resources, movement, connectivity and water 
quality are generally poorly understood in Tasmania. Monitoring water 
quality twice a year is not useful for understanding biogeochemical dynamics 
and, potentially, impacts of increased extraction. A catchment scale approach 
is also important. Any future Groundwater Risk Assessment and Management 
Framework will also need to consider climate change. 
 

10. How is catchment management to be addressed across the State? We are 
concerned that organisations are developing their own plans in isolation 
which will mean that the holistic management of catchments to ensure that 
all needs are addressed and managed will not be achieved. 
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1.3 Changing climate 

We agree on the need to update surface water models with more recent 
predictions, especially given that many are already over a decade old.  This 
should also be considered for groundwater resource assessments. 

 
Goal 2: Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 

1. What links are there with the EPA, specifically legislation such as EMPCA? 
2. If water extraction does have an adverse effect on a river, what levers will be 

available to change/stop practices? 
3. We are pleased to hear that indigenous people will be engaged in Tasmania’s 

water planning. Can you provide details how this will be achieved? Access to 
water is mentioned, but 'cultural flows' are not considered in this document. 
We suggest looking to other States and/or New Zealand as to how this can be 
done successfully. 

4. Annual rather than seasonal allocations are proposed in the RWUS – this may 
give greater flexibility to users but will lead to less control during summer 
flows and higher risk of ‘running dry’ during summer months. This approach 
may only work for catchments that are dominated by summer flows. Again, 
this highlights the importance of catchment scale management and 
knowledge of individual river systems. 

Goal 3: Strategic development to maximise opportunities from freshwater 
resources 
We are supportive of opportunities that use Tasmania’s freshwater in a way that 
does not compromise river health. As all our water whether it is for agriculture, 
industry or for urban use comes from the same rivers, we would like to see that all 
water uses (existing and emerging) be considered when determining allocations to 
avoid over subscription.  
 
Goal 4: Administrative Efficiency 
We would like to see Catchment Management legislation added to the list of 
legislative reforms – page 53. There are good examples of Catchment Management 
including water management in Victoria and NSW that would provide a useful guide 
for Tasmanian Catchment Management. We would also like to see an outline of the 
roles and responsibilities of water management in the State. 
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Suggested opportunities for DEP to be involved in Proposals outlined in the RWUS 

1. The DEP is interested in providing feedback in any future stakeholder 
consultations.  

2. The DEP will continue to share information, tools and work with other 
government and non-government organisations to leverage projects to 
address water quality challenges on a catchment scale. 

3. The DEP has established a Catchment Working Group for the Derwent 
catchment involving multiple stakeholders. We believe this is a good forum to 
‘further enhance options available for developing collaborative water 
management arrangements’ and ‘develop an operating framework for local 
water user groups’ – page 35 and ‘establish arrangements to better facilitate 
efficient and effective water management in catchments with multiple water 
managers’. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy. 
We do have many questions however we believe by considering all factors affecting 
water use and water quality in freshwater will ultimately ensure Tasmania has 
healthy rivers and waterways from which we can all benefit. 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions about the DEP submission. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Ursula Taylor 
Derwent Estuary Program, CEO 
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To Ms Fionna Bourne 
 
 
Forico Pty Limited feedback comments - Rural Water Use Strategy, DPIPWE 
 
 
GOAL 1 Sustainable management of Tasmania’s freshwater 
resources in a changing climate  
Manage our freshwater assets to achieve sustainable outcomes for agricultural 
growth, the environment and rural communities in a changing climate  
 
Pg29: 1.3.3 Proposal being considered, A more defined action to maintain more frequently 
updated Climate Change Predictions on surface water models, would assist matching 
availability with requirements in this changing environment. 
 
Pg31: Info Box 4; four water sectors; Sector 1, is silent on the emerging growth of hydro 
within private business and potential hydrogen developments. This sector should be 
supported by the state at a private/business level to value add and encourage multiple use 
of existing water separate to Hydro Tasmania and agriculture needs.  
 
Pg32: 1.4.3; a more robust accountability of environmental loss factor would be favoured for 
Water Conveyance in the Proposal being considered. 
 
 
GOAL 2 Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning  
Deliver water security for farmers, irrigators and other consumptive water users  
 
Pg47: 2.5 Proposal being considered, ANCOLD: This is an area requiring immediate 
overhaul, the state applies ANCOLD standards to ‘farm dams’ and the information is poorly 
structured/aligned to the agricultural needs in Tasmania specifically to ongoing care and 
maintenance (as it is aligned closer to industrial sized assets).  
 
Pg47: 2.5 Proposal being considered, the first step as described is the acknowledgment of 
downstream development has the potential to increase the risk rating of existing dams 
during planning. A further action to consider for clarification is who will bear the additional 
cost of the requirements for an increase in risk rating from the development on the existing 
dam owner. 
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GOAL 3 Strategic development to maximise opportunities from 
freshwater resources  
Innovate our management of water resources to grow the Tasmanian economy 
 
Pg52: 3.1 & 3.2. There is an opportunity for a sub section to these points as they focus on 
Hydro Tasmania and Irrigators. With increases in technology the opportunity for 
small/medium scale hydroelectricity opportunities will present themselves and the Proposal 
being considered should account for this. There is an opportunity for the state to support and 
encourages at a private/business level the multiple usage of the existing water resource 
through other uses which work in harmony with existing current uses. 
 
Pg55: 3.4.3 Proposal being considered it would also be opportunistic for inclusion of a point 
here for the state that demonstrates its support and encouragement for the 
opportunity/development of a hydrogen industry within Tasmania as it already has with its 
$50M commitment. 
 
GOAL 4 Administrative Efficiency  
Ensure integrated, fair and efficient water administration  
 
No Comment. Fully support an update to the existing administrative system for water. 
 
 
A point of note, within the document there is opportunity to be more inclusive by replacing 
‘Irrigators’ with ‘Water Uses’ to account for other current and future water users (i.e. 
hydrogen, hydro etc). Pg 16 Goal 2 second point; Explore options to enhance flexibility for 
irrigators water users to manage allocations responsively. 
 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Mark Chopping 
Land Manager  
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26 June 2020  

Water Policy - Rural Water Use Strategy  
Water and Marine Resources Division  
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment  
GPO Box 44  
HOBART TAS 7001  
By email: water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 
 RE: Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

Fruit Growers Tasmania (FGT) welcomes the opportunity to provide input to the Rural Water Use 
Strategy Position Paper. 

Tasmania’s Fruit Sector 

Fruit production continues to be an important component of Tasmania’s agricultural economy, 
contributing significantly to agricultural exports, interstate trade and farmgate sales across the state.  

Fruit has been produced in Tasmania since the 1800’s, and Tasmania’s reputation for producing 
premium, high value produce is world-renowned. Tasmanian fruit producers have had long term 
success in international markets by developing a trusted reputation as providers of premium 
products to discerning international consumers, who value the superior safety, purity, quality and 
exclusivity of Tasmanian products.  

Water security is critical for Tasmania’s perennial crops, including cherries, apples, Summerfruit, 
berries and nuts. Irrigation is not discretionary for fruit production it is essential. Furthermore being 
a perennial crop, a lack of water security can have serious long term implications, not merely issues 
for a single season.  One only has to observe the experience in a number of mainland fruit 
production areas where a lack of security has seen not only orchards but businesses fail, with 
significant consequences for the regional economies. 

Fruit production is an intensive but efficient user of irrigation resources, requiring up to 5ML/Ha of 
water and converting this into a range of highly valuable crops with gross value between $150,000-
350,000/Ha (farm gate).  

Tasmanian fruit production has continued to expand at a rapid rate with an estimated total farm 
gate value well in excess of $350m across pomefruit, stonefruit and berry sectors collectively. There 
has been a shift towards further development of sustainable intensive production systems across all 
sectors with a broadening of value-added products in recent years. 

Fruit production is highly labour intensive, driving the creation of ongoing and seasonal employment 
opportunities within rural and regional areas. Tasmanian fruit production is highly seasonal with 
narrow harvest windows in areas such as apples, cherries, summerfruit, and many berry production 
systems.  
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Comments on the Rural Water Use Strategy 

Allocation of water 

FGT is aware of concerns that changing patterns in land use in upper catchment areas have led to 
significant reductions in surface runoff entering many catchments, reducing flow volumes and water 
security for downstream users throughout the catchment. The impacts of overestimated water 
resources are already being felt by producers in a number of Tasmania’s irrigation areas through 
increasing access restrictions and reduced water security, resulting in a growing number of ‘sleeper 
licenses’ held by businesses who are unable to make reliable use of water licenses due to decreasing 
catchment volumes and water security.  

Given the vital importance of regional water security for all agricultural industries, it is critical that 
existing surface modelling work be updated for all rivers approaching full allocation to incorporate 
changes to regional land use as well as predictions of future climate scenarios. FGT also proposes 
that DPIPWE staff undertake consultation with existing catchment users and contact holders of 
unused water licenses to establish evidence of genuine water availability prior to issuing new water 
permits to applicants in these catchments. A prime example of this situation is the Mountain River in 
the Huon valley. 

Climate Change 

Secure access to water for irrigation will be critical for how Tasmania’s fruit industries realise the 
opportunities and overcome the challenges associated with climate change. Changes in annual 
rainfall totals and summer rainfall frequency are expected to have a significant impact on regional 
water security, with irrigation seasons expected to start earlier and continue longer each season. 
Similarly, increases in mean crop canopy temperatures and evapotranspiration rates will increase 
the fruit producers’ reliance on irrigation for heat and drought stress management.  

Irrigation infrastructure development 

FGT strongly supports the Tasmanian Government’s continued investment and championing of 
regional irrigation infrastructure through Tasmanian Irrigation. Water security is a major priority for 
Tasmanian fruit producers to ensure high-value fruit production continues to be sustainable in 
Tasmania. Fruit production is reliant on secure access to high-quality irrigation water to augment 
seasonal rainfall. Water security is critical to providing Tasmanian producers the confidence to invest 
in intensifying and expanding their businesses. Without this security, fruit production has long been 
constrained to regions with large rivers and/or high summer rainfalls capable of sustaining perennial 
plantings.  

New irrigation districts 

To date, Tasmanian Irrigation’s investments have primarily been about bringing irrigation to areas 
not currently irrigating. This has seen a change of land use, typically dry land farming to intensive 
irrigated pasture or horticulture. The development of public and private irrigation infrastructure in 
the southern midlands and southeast are evidence of the transformative effects irrigation can have, 
fuelling investment in fruit production and other intensive enterprises which leverage off Tasmania’s 
green credentials, reputation for quality and unique export opportunities. However, changes in land 
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use requires concomitant changes in the skills, systems and infrastructure needed to extract full 
value from the new irrigation water resource. These extra factors slow the economic benefits and 
transformative effects of the irrigation schemes in areas which have not previously supported 
irrigation. 

Existing irrigation districts 

FGT is aware that water resources in a number of traditional irrigation areas including the Huon 
Valley and Mountain River are under growing pressure, and irrigators in these areas are experiencing 
increasing water security issues due to the lack of winter water storage capacity and other regional 
irrigation infrastructure. These river systems currently sustain much of southern Tasmania’s irrigated 
agricultural production, and would strongly benefit from investment in development of water 
storage and transfer infrastructure between the two systems. Completion of such works would 
immediately alleviate pressure during periods of peak demand, permitting further investment and 
intensification across these river systems.  

FGT recommends the development of a specific strategic plan for the future development, security 
and expansion of irrigation in these traditional irrigation areas.  In particular, while a challenging 
proposition, these world class production areas deserve the investigation of significant dam 
development to future proof their existence and growth. 

Undertake reform to enhance administration and operation of irrigation districts 

Within this changing landscape and increasing agricultural demands for water security, it will be 
necessary for the needs of irrigators to be considered and represented in the management of 
Tasmania’s inland water systems.  

As noted above, water reliability is a critical factor in the successful production of high value crops. 
This means there is a need to ensure that self-managed (and Tasmanian Irrigation managed) district 
schemes have the capability, skills and resources to operate in a professional way, to allocate water 
equitably, conduct forward planning around seasonal water use, and to maintain infrastructure to a 
high standard. It is important that schemes also are able to inform water users of water availability 
to better inform investment decision making.  

There is also a clear need for irrigators and other water users to have the opportunity to be involved 
in the day-to-day regulation of managed water resources at regional and sub-catchment levels to 
improve the efficiency and reliability of regional irrigation schemes. FGT notes that a number of 
irrigation schemes have lacked reliability due to a range of reasons including over subscription, lack 
of infrastructure upkeep and drought conditions. The financial impacts of this lack of water security 
are felt acutely by irrigators and other businesses that rely upon secure access to water from that 
scheme. A recent example occurred in November 2019, when irrigators utilising water from the 
south east irrigation scheme were required to halve their use in an effort to conserve water access, 
prompting end users to coordinate timing and pumping limits across the catchment area. 

Battery of the nation 

FGT is supportive of the Tasmanian Government’s proposed Battery of the Nation initiative, but 
notes that this should be balanced against the growing needs of irrigators and other freshwater 
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users downstream. Balancing these competing interests will require improved coordination of 
Tasmania’s freshwater resources and require the partial relinquishing of Hydro Tasmania’s control of 
water use for all inland water systems. It will also require improvements in communication between 
irrigators, scheme operators and Hydro Tasmania, as well as the development of water release 
systems that can continue to balance the competing needs of all parties. 

To guide this decision making it is essential to accurately determine the comparative value to the 
Tasmanian economy (including both production and employment generation) of water used in 
irrigation and the value of water used for hydro electricity.  

Water markets 

FGT is generally supportive of water markets and trading between catchment users, but notes 
industry concern about the capacity for external speculators to cause disruption at a local or regional 
level through artificially imposed constraints.  

FGT supports the priority given to adjacent land holders in the issuing of water licences for both 
natural river flows and irrigation schemes. 

Fruit Growers Tasmania 

Fruit Growers Tasmania is the Peak Industry Body representing the needs of the pomefruit (apple 
and pear), stonefruit (cherries and summerfruit) and berry (strawberry, blueberry, blackberry & 
raspberry) sectors in Tasmania. FGT provides Tasmanian fruit producers with technical support 
services and information across a range of production and trade issues including food safety testing, 
biosecurity monitoring, quarantine inspection, export assistance and advice for fruit products 
destined for protocol and non-protocol markets. 

Please contact me if you would like to discuss any aspects of this submission.  

We look forward to continuing to work together with the Tasmanian Government in harnessing and 
utilising one of Tasmania’s most precious resources. 

Yours sincerely, 

PP D Cornish 
Peter Cornish 
Chief Executive Officer 
Fruit Growers Tasmania 
262 Argyle St, Hobart TAS 7000. 
T: (03) 6169 2059 
M: +61 429 588 481 
peter@fruitgrowerstas.org.au  
www.fruitgrowerstas.org.au 
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Submission on the Tasmanian Rural Water Use Strategy 

26th June 2020

Helen Preston

Thankyou for the opportunity to make a submission to the strategy to provide for 
sustainable use of Tasmania’s rural water resources.

I make this submission from a deep commitment to ensuring that our environment is 
managed in a truly sustainable way.

Without a healthy environment where biodiversity is protected and the natural 
resources are shared in a sustainable way, we cannot have a healthy, productive 
and prosperous society.

However I am not hopeful that my voice will be heard or that there will real change to 
effect equitable and sustainable management of this precious resource.  

Despite excellent work evident in legislation and papers such as those listed in the 
reference list, I have seen little progress in sustainable environmental, socal and 
economic development. 

I do remember the years working with the Natural Heritage Trust programs from 
1996 and these years were a highlight for communities on the east coast when 
funding was available and community was strongly involved. Waterwatch and 
Coastcare programs were well supported and valuable ways in which the 
communities could take part.

My overall critical reading of the material published for consideration by us all is that 
the Tasmanian Rural Water Use Strategy is founded not in a concern for all the 
stakeholders but in the interests of the irrigated agricultural and general agricultural 
industries, tourism and other industries with some provision for local community 
needs and desires.

My concern as a public representor for the environment and equitable resource 
sharing is that the environment is a fleeting mention after a strong introductory 
statement about the ‘the Tasmanian Government commitment to a target of $10bn 
per year annual farm gate value by 2050’.

I read in The Guardian yesterday that:

The Australian National Audit Office found the federal environment 
department has been ineffective in managing risks to the environment, that its 
management of assessments and approvals is not effective, and that it is 
not managing conflicts of interest in the work it undertakes.
(The Guardian 25 June 2020)



Such a statement could equally be applied to the Tasmanian authorities responsible 
for the sustainable management of the environment. And I would add that the 
pressure of competing interests mostly result in sustainability being ignored.

Case Study: Apsley River, East coast Tasmania

This is an example of what I have witnessed as a local resident of Bicheno - local 
residents have tried to address thier concerns about the operation of a large 
agricultural business and their uptake of water from the Apsley River, in the face of a
lack of accountability and respect for other users or values.

The Apsley River with the Swan River flows into Moulting Lagoon, part of which is a 
RAMSAR listed wetland.

We are long term residents in the area and have several deeply held concerns with 
the social and environmental impacts of the operation of Brown Brothers vineyards 
at Devils Corner, Cherry Tree Hill -

1. The sustainability of water extraction by Brown Brothers from the Apsley 
River pumping station at Landaff for the vineyards. Observations since 
January 2019, particularly and for several years prior to 2019, of the pump 
operation at Landaff, the river and wetlands, indicate excessive & 
unsustainable water usage.

2. The potential contamination of Moulting Lagoon and RAMSAR wetland 
from spray regimes for the vineyards and unsustainable water use 
contributing to excessive saline conditions in the lagoon. What monitoring 
is done, if so, where is data is available?

3. Access through the vineyard on Sherbourne Rd has enabled us to note 
extensive, additional land converted to more grape plantings on the lower 
land near the lagoon, which increases our concerns about sustainable 
water usage & contamination of the wetlands. 

4. The issue of equity of this water resource being extracted by one user on a 
large scale for a massive enterprise for a purpose which is not food 
production.

Despite repeated enquiries about water uptake from DPIPWE and the business over 
several years, we have minimal information about: 

1. the licence(s) which determine(s) the quantity of water able to be taken 
2. when the water can to be taken, 
3. monitoring by the company and the Department of Primary Industries, 

Parks, Water and Environment,
4. if any breaches of licence conditions have occurred 
5. if & in what form the information about the water usage is made available 

to the public.
6. the social & environmental impact of the unprecedented use of water for 

massive vineyards.
7. the capacity of the Environmental Protection Agency to monitor and police 

extraction rates.
8. the $ cost per megalitre.



In my opiniton, important principles for consideration in the drafting of the Rural 
Water Use Strategy to provide for equitable and sustainable rural water use are:

1. Water must be properly valued as a vital and limited resource
2. Climate change is now affecting the variability and availability of water and

these impacts will be exacerbated in the future.
3. The use of water is a privilege and not a right
4. The impact on biodiverstity of any water take from any water resource must 

be a key value underpinning any allocation.
5. The payment for water must be a user-pays principle.
6. Water allocation must be advertised for all stakeholder input.
7. Metering, monitoring and enforcement of all water licences/permits is 

essential.
8. Public accountability and public availability of all data is essential.
9. Cost/benefit analyses must include the environmental & community-social 

impacts.
10. Dams should not be permitted in-stream. 
11. Illegal infrastructure must not be retrospectively approved. 

Thankyou

Helen Preston
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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 existance 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 
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28. North East Bioregional Network 
  



25th June 2020 

RURAL WATER USE STRATEGY 

We wish to make a submission on the above. 

The North East Bioregional Network (NEBN) is a regional nature conservation group based in 
NE Tasmania which aims to protect, maintain and restore ecological resilience and integrity 
in the region. 

Unfortunately we have only become aware of this document and consultation process very 
late in the comment period so our representation is not as detailed as we would like it to be. 

Context 

We note that the first goal of the Strategy is to “Manage our freshwater assets to achieve 
sustainable outcomes for agricultural growth, the environment and rural communities in a 
changing climate”. This cuts to the crux of the water management and conservation 
question. 

 Ultimately this goal is not achievable from a ecologically sustainable point of view because 
you cannot continue to take more and more water out of natural systems while at the same 
time there is a trend towards a warmer and dryer climate (such as on the East Coast of 
Tasmania). In other words the entire context of this Strategy is based on the misguided 
belief that continual industrial scale growth in agriculture (such as the proliferation of pivot 
irrigators) can be accommodated in a finite system without necessary limits or adverse 
impacts on the environment.  

The commonly used term in the Strategy “legislative reform” is basically code for further 
privatisation and deregulation of water “markets” to facilitate ongoing growth in the 
agriculture sector. Our view is such an approach will inevitably lead to the same ecological 
degradation that has afflicted the Murray Darling system for many decades now. Below is a 
range of issues/recommendations related to water use/conservation and management in 
Tasmania. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS/ISSUES 

Water use must be based on ecologically sustainable principles. At the moment the 
approach/aspiration seems to be one of continual industrial scale growth in the extent 
and use of water with ecological sustainability as an afterthought. 

There needs to be far more rigorous measurement and regulation of water use in 
Tasmania. At present many dams have no gauge or other device to monitor the amount 
of water being extracted. This is critical in some of the smaller low flow catchments on 
the East Coast where excessive extraction can lead to poor water quality and 
eutrophication in the lower reaches of catchments due to lack of environmental flow. 
Some of these lower reaches contain coastal wetlands of high conservation value whose 
ecological health and integrity can be compromised due to unregulated extraction. 



There needs to be regular and comprehensive water testing carried out around the 
State which includes for pollutants, chemicals and for ecological/biodiversity health 

There should be an audit done on the extent and impact of illegal dams in Tasmania. 

Illegal dams should not as a general rule be retrospectively approved and the 
landowner should be required to pay for the full cost of decommissioning and 
restoration as well as being subject to fines. 

Groundwater extraction in Tasmania needs to be properly regulated. At present no 
licence is required to extract groundwater. 

There should be independent community conservation representatives on dam 
assessment and water management groups to ensure that ecological values and 
environmental flows are properly considered in decision making.  

All dams should be advertised as discretionary uses and be required to obtain a 
planning permit from Local Councils under the Land Use and Planning Approvals Act. 
There has been a steady rise in uses exempted from LUPA over recent years and this 
reduces community and Local Council input into water and environment management. 
The community should have third party appeal rights via LUPA to object to 
environmentally damaging dams 

Given the likely impacts of climate change leading to a warmer and dryer climate on 
the East Coast there needs to be a precautionary approach taken to water allocation 
to ensure environmental flows and the ecological condition  of freshwater ecosystems 
are maintained and where possible improved or restored. 

There needs to be an independent and comprehensive cost benefit analysis of the 
Battery of the Nation project. There are a number of experts who have identified a 
range of issues with this project including its economic viability. 

 

CASE STUDIES 

We will finish with two case studies more than 20 years apart which show that dam 
regulation in Tasmania is inadequate and has not improved over time. 

1. DPIPWE regulation of landclearing and dam approvals Tin Creek Dam NE Tasmania 
2019/2020 

In 2019 an application to expand an in stream dam near Four Mile Creek on Tin Creek was 
made. NEBN lodged an objection to the proposal with Fiona Bourne, Water and Marine 
Resources Division DPIPWE. 

 We raised concerns about the impact on the listed fern species Blechnum cartilagineum 
which was recorded as being present in Tin Creek and also that the “listing statement” for 
Blechnum recommended protecting Tin Creek via covenant because it contained the 2nd 
largest population of Blechnum in Tasmania.  



We also contacted Bryce Graham at Water and Marine Resources DPIPWE who informed us 
that there was no monitoring or water gauges to measure the volume of water taken from 
the dam and it was up to the landowner to do the right thing.  

The dam was approved however we asked the Minister to review the decision. The decision 
to approve was revoked because there had been no flora or fauna surveys undertaken to 
assess impacts of the dam on flora and fauna species. 

 We then wrote back and asked if the existing dam was legal to which we received a 
response that it was an illegal dam that was retrospectively approved in 2011.  

We subsequently received advice from a Tasmanian expert on ferns that he was of the 
opinion that the illegal dam destroyed a population of Blechnum. 

After the flora survey was completed the Minister approved the dam expansion with no 
offsets required despite the fact that it would reduce moisture availability for Blechnum 
downstream of the dam. 

 

This highlights a number of recurrent problems with State Government management of the 
environment including 

 

Retrospective approval of illegal development 

No environmental survey prior to approval of works 

No penalties for illegal works 

No offsets for legal or illegal development 

No access to information such as in this case the Flora survey undertaken 

No monitoring of water extraction relying on self- regulation by landowner meaning no 
guarantee of adequate environmental flows 

Bigger picture concerns about extent of such administration and the exponential growth 
of pivot irrigators and water extraction in Tasmania. 

 

2. Retrospective Approval of Dam in Onion Creek near St Helens. 

In 1998 an illegal 45ML Dam with 5 metre high wall was constructed instream on Onion 
Creek north of Dianas Basin near St Helens which involved extensive excavation and 
landclearing in a very sensitive coastal environment. 

The Dam was retrospectively approved in July 2001 with a licence to extract 45ML per year 
despite being in contravention of the State Coastal Policy and local Planning Scheme. 

 



 

 
The two photos above show illegal landclearing and dam construction in Onion Creek in 
1998 

 
Todd Dudley 

President  

North East Bioregional Network 

24751 Tasman Highway RSD St Marys 7215 
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25 June 2020 

Water and Marine Resources Division  
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment  
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TAS 7001 

Re: Submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

To whom it may concern, 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water 
and Environments’ Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper.   
  
The Northern Tasmanian Natural Resource Management Association Inc., (trading as NRM North) is 
one of three formally recognised natural resource management organisations in Tasmania. NRM 
North is a not for profit organisation undertaking natural resource management in the northern 
region of Tasmania. We do this through developing programs that recognise the need to balance 
the environmental, economic and social needs of the community; providing leadership to ensure 
the sound management of the region's natural resources; and promoting partnerships with all 
stakeholders to determine appropriate investment and cost sharing strategies.   
  
NRM North recognises the need to value water holistically. This means balancing the environmental, 
economic and social needs in determining the use of water. Tasmania’s freshwater assets include 
surface water bodies such as freshwater lakes and wetlands, as well as groundwater resources. 
These assets provide essential clean water for drinking, provide amenity for recreation, are used for 
industry and agriculture, and support diverse and unique aquatic biodiversity values and 
ecosystems. Taking a holistic approach to developing the Rural Water Use Strategy will be critical 
for achieving a sustainable and resilient waterways and catchments into the longer-term future.   
  
NRM North is supportive of developing of an overarching strategy that will guide the allocation 
and use of the state’s freshwater resources, and acknowledge the strengths of this strategy in the 
proposals that address knowledge gaps, update water modelling, review policy and continue the 
River Health Monitoring Program.   
  
Overall, however, NRM North see a need for a greater focus on the environmental value of water, 
the incorporation of resilience to climate change, the need to understand the current health of 
rivers and the cumulative effects of water allocation. This submission addresses pertinent aspects 
of the proposals identified for each of the strategy’s goals and sets out additional 
recommendations that would help achieve the strategy’s objectives.  
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Goal 1 – Sustainable management of Tasmania’s water resources in a changing climate  
  
NRM North supports the proposals outlined in Goal 1 and emphasizes the importance 
of having sufficient data of an appropriate scale, currency, and accuracy to enable robust, evidence-
based decision making. In particular, updates to surface water modelling, identification and 
rectification of gaps in groundwater data, and continuation and expansion of river health 
monitoring throughout the state are essential for decision-making relating to water allocation.   
  
NRM North recommends that modelling efforts like that currently in place for surface water be 
considered for groundwater, river health and water quality, given their interdependencies. The 
strategy’s proposals, where relevant, should be extended to form a framework that informs the 
coordination and the collection of data (e.g. surface water modelling, groundwater, river health and 
water quality) and that these data are collectively integrated into resource planning.   
  
Water quality monitoring is key to understanding the health and resilience of our waterways, which 
in turn is a critical consideration with respect to water allocation processes. Where data gaps 
exist on water quality across the state, the strategy should include proposals to ensure sufficient 
data is collected to make informed decisions. The strategy identifies an increase in water allocation 
for rural use which will result in associated intensification of land use, which has the potential to 
degrade water quality if it is not managed well. Therefore, collecting river health and water quality 
data is essential for sustainable and adaptive management. Reviewing water accountability and 
reporting frameworks are positive steps that will guide water allocation decisions from a place of 
strength and knowledge.   
  
While there are proposals within Goal 1 that consider a ‘changing climate’, it is recommended that 
the strategy include a stronger emphasis on the effects of climate change – both in terms of water 
availability and water quality. Management strategies for increasing resilience to extreme 
events such as flooding and drought should be evidence based and adopted.   
  
Goal 2 – Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning  
  
NRM North supports effective regulation, and strong entitlements and planning. The inclusion of 
Indigenous people in planning, and arrangements is also important to better facilitate efficient and 
effective water management in catchments with multiple water managers.   
  
The cumulative effects of water allocation to different sectors should be a consideration 
in determining water allocations, particularly with respect to maintaining environmental flows and 
water quality to maintain river health and resilience. The strategy aims to enable large 
scale intensification of agriculture and increased access to water to support this. However, it is 
critical that the sustainability of river ecosystems is maintained and protected alongside this 
intensification. Healthy riparian zones and aquatic ecosystems provide important ecosystem 
services, such as good soil and water quality, species biodiversity, and increased carbon 
sequestration. Adequate environmental flow and minimal pollutant inputs from surface run-off are 
critical for maintaining healthy riparian zones and aquatic ecosystems, and ecosystem 
requirements should be represented in water manager arrangements.  
  
The proposals that refer to reforms and reviews of legislation, policies and operating 
frameworks within this goal will enhance the effective management and use of water 
allocations. We highlight the need for monitoring water use against water allocations (i.e. 
compliance), as this underpins the effectiveness of sustainable management, and for ensuring 
appropriate regulatory mechanisms are in place to respond to over-use or over-allocation.   
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Goal 3 – Strategic development to maximise opportunities from water resources  
  
NRM North supports the proposal in Goal 3 for the ongoing development of policies to encourage 
water recycling and reuse. Fresh water is not an infinite resource and opportunities for reuse and 
recycling will benefit the environment and rural water users, particularly in the face 
of advancing climate change.  
  
Goal 4 – Administrative efficiency  
  
NRM North support the proposals in Goal 4 as they relate to increasing the administrative efficiency 
and the ability to deliver on the outcomes of the Strategy.   
  

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide a submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy 
Position Paper. If you any questions on this submission, please do not hesitate to contact, Eleanor 
Hetharia, Operations Manager, NRM North on 03 6333-7777. 

Regards, 

 

Rosanna Coombes  
CEO, NRM North  
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23 June 2020 

Water Policy - Rural Water Use Strategy 
Water and Marine Resources Division 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TAS 7001 
 
Email: water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 

To whom it may concern, 

RE: Submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

NRM South recognises the need to develop a Rural Water Use Strategy that supports sustainable 
food production and economic growth, whilst also protecting our lifestyle and natural assets.  

NRM South's role is to guide and enhance the management of natural resources across Southern 
Tasmania through facilitating the development of a regional strategy for the region. NRM South is 
also responsible for implementing strategic actions under the strategy by working with a range of 
partners to drive effective on-ground action, collaborative projects and support the community with 
knowledge and information. Through our programs and ongoing consultation, we work with the 
agriculture industry to improve sustainability and productivity outcomes. We do this with the sector 
through our agriculture program and extension staff.  

 

Specific comments 
GGoal 1: Sustainable management of Tasmania’s water resources in a changing climate 
Proposals being considered  

• Update surface water modelling to enhance information for decision making in a changing 
climate  

• Undertake a strategic review of surface water networks, and where required, expand or 
upgrade the water resources monitoring network  

• Consider knowledge gaps identified in the Groundwater Risk Assessment and Management 
Framework project and review the state-wide groundwater monitoring network to 
determine requirements to better manage groundwater resources  

• 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 WMA, 
and enhances transparency of decision making.  

• Continue the River Health Monitoring Program as part of the water management framework  
• Update surface water models with more recent predictions of future climate   
• Continue to share information, tools and work together with other government and non-

government organisations to leverage projects to address the challenges of changing climate 



 

• Review water accountability and reporting frameworks to strengthen risk-based water use 
and water conveyance measurement and reporting 

NRM South supports the proposals in Goal 1. Key points: 

 Climate change must be considered in all aspects of rural water use and planning. The latest 
climate information should be used to assess how the state’s water resources are and may 
be impacted by climate change in the future. This should be achieved by managing for a 
secure and reliable water supplies, while maintaining the hydrology and health of rivers and 
wetlands. 

 It is critical to use best practice scientific approaches to monitoring and modelling the water 
resources, including: 

o Acknowledging that groundwater and surface water are related and should be 
considered together, particularly in relation to impacts from climate change; 

o Improving our understanding of groundwater before allocating it (e.g. using a similar 
modelling approach as for surface water); and 

o Improving our understanding of potential impacts of climate change at a catchment 
scale, with an emphasis on developing and implementing management strategies to 
increase resilience to a changing climate. 

 The strategy should focus on how water is managed in a holistic (whole of catchment) way – 
noting that each catchment is unique (a one-size-fits-all approach is inappropriate). 

 Water quality and quantity are equally important: 
o Monitoring water quality is an important priority that should be included in this 

strategy and more generally in resource planning. It is important to monitor and 
manage diffuse and surface soil runoff, salinity, and nutrients loads and mechanisms 
to address associated declines in water quality. 

o To improve our understanding of flow, an increase in the number of catchment flow 
monitoring sites is required (i.e. from the top of the catchment to the bottom). 

 

GGoal 2: Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 
Proposals being considered  

• 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 WMA, 
and enhances transparency of decision making.  

• Explore options to enhance flexibility for irrigators to manage allocations responsively  
• Explore options to enable greater visibility of allocations and water availability in catchments 
• Revise the legislative framework underpinning risk-based water management planning  
• Ensure that Indigenous people have the opportunity to be engaged in water planning in 

Tasmania 
• Further enhance options available for developing collaborative water management 

arrangements 
• Develop an operating framework for local water user groups 
• Review policy settings for water trading  
• Consider legislative and administrative reforms as well as information systems to provide 

relevant information and register water trades to better support water market development 
• Investigate alternatives to ANCOLD for smaller private dams  



 

• Work with industry and the Local Government Association of Tasmania to enhance the 
knowledge and understanding of the potential for downstream developments to cause 
changes to upstream dam risk ratings and to ensure that these potential changes are 
adequately considered in the planning process for new developments 

• Undertake reforms to enhance administration and operation of irrigation districts  
• Establish arrangements to better facilitate efficient and effective water management in 

catchments with multiple water managers 

NRM South generally supports the proposals in Goal 2, with the following comments and 
recommendations: 

 We support the inclusion of Indigenous people in planning, although it is unclear how this 
would be implemented in a meaningful and inclusive way. 

 Not all water users were within the scope of the strategy – key users such as the aquaculture 
industry and urban users should be included, given that water is one shared resource. 

 Water is an essential resource that should be available for local industry, agriculture, society, 
and the environment and not, for example, traded as a commodity for international 
investors. Safeguards must be put in place to ensure that any proposed water trading is 
transparent and that perverse outcomes do not occur through trading. 

 There is a need to consider the cumulative effects of water allocation in different sectors 
(from an environmental perspective). 

 There is a need to monitor water extraction (including currently unregulated extraction). 
 There is a need to ensure that water meters are regulated, and that ground water usage is 

better understood, potentially through metering. 
 Water allocations should be determined on an annual, not seasonal basis (peak rainfall will 

vary across the State). 

 

GGoal 3: Strategic development to maximise opportunities from water resources 
Proposals being considered  

• Continue to progress Tranche 3 of irrigation scheme development in partnership with 
investment from irrigators and the Australian Government 

• 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  

• Support ongoing development of policies to encourage water recycling and reuse 
• Investigate options to provide strategic whole of government oversight to emerging new 

water developments   

NRM South generally supports the proposals in Goal 3. Key points: 

 We particularly endorse the proposal to develop policies that will encourage water recycling 
and reuse. 

 While whole-of-government oversight to emerging new water developments may 
streamline assessment, permitting and regulation, the whole-of-government approach must 
ensure environmental, social and economic aspects are considered equally. 

 
 



 

GGoal 4: Administrative efficiency 
Proposals being considered  

• Undertake preliminary scoping and seek funding to develop a new licensing and permitting 
platform that will meet the current and future needs and expectations of the community for 
the management of Tasmania’s freshwater resources  

• Investigate options for improved coordination and data sharing between water entities for 
the efficient management of the State’s freshwater resources  

• Consider updating and modernising existing databases so that they can provide an 
integrated platform to provide useful and easy to interpret information to underpin planning 
decisions and be used in more strategic development of the State’s freshwater resources 

• Proposals being considered  
• Identify the suite of legislative reforms to enhance efficiency, consistency and effectiveness 

of the water management framework 
• Proposals being considered  
• Undertake a detailed review of water management fees following any legislative changes 

arising from the Rural Water Use Strategy 

NRM South supports the proposals in Goal 4 

NRM South are generally supportive of the focus of this position paper to inform the Rural Water 
Use Strategy. We support the development of a strategy, where that strategy – and ongoing 
consultation – considers multiple-use, values and natural assets. NRM South plays an important role 
in ensuring the delivery of initiatives that support and listen to the needs of our farms, food 
producers and associated enterprises. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment. If you have any further queries, please contact 
Nepelle Crane, NRM South’s CEO, at ncrane@nrmsouth.org.au  
 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Nepelle Crane, CEO NRM South 
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26 June 2020  
E:  water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au   

Oysters Tasmania Submission to the Tasmanian Government’s Rural Water Use Position 
Paper  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper. 

Tasmania’s oyster industry in Tasmania, is worth approximately $35million dollars, with a 
flow-on value to the state estimated at $140million (based on a multiplier applied for the 
South Australian industry).  The bulk of the state’s oyster production is in the estuarine 
systems of regional coastal communities in the north-west, east coast and southern regions.  
In these remote communities, the industry contributes to the economic and social fabric.   

Our industry relies on excellent water quality and 
environmental health of the catchments and 
estuaries in which we operate.  This is vital to ensure 
the ongoing safe production of shellfish for human 
consumption and the viability of the industry.  
Oysters are filter feeders that use microalgae 
naturally present in the environment as a food 
source, so there is no fertilisation or supplementary 
feeding involved.  The industry is totally reliant on 
what mother nature provides. 

While the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 
provides an overview of current legislation and 
management frameworks for water management in 
Tasmania, it is focused on water use for agricultural 
purposes. While there is provision made for 
environmental flows within it, there is little 
recognition of the economic value of freshwater 

inputs to the productivity and sustainability of estuarine and marine systems. 

An estuary by definition is where fresh and saltwater mix. They are home to unique plant 
and animal communities that have adapted to this environment where a mixture of fresh 
water draining from the land mixes with salty water from the sea. This includes many 
juvenile and larval stages of marine creatures and fishes and their productivity per hectare is 
far greater than that of open ocean ecosystems. The amenity estuaries provide is also the 



foundation of many coastal communities and supports the natural values on which tourism 
and Brand Tasmania rely.  

The tourism and Brand Tasmania links are obviously important foundations for the 
reputation and image of our industry.   

Recommendations: 

Oysters Tasmania recommends that:   

1. Catchment changes, including land-use changes are captured eg through integration 
with the Tasmanian Planning Scheme.   

Any change in the catchment can have a significant impact on downstream shellfish farms.  
Changing land-use practices are already leading to elevated sediment and nutrient runoff to 
waterways, which in turn is degrading water quality, impacting on river health, and having 
significant consequences for Tasmanian shellfish growers.  

2. Shellfish farmers must be consulted during the development of any statutory water 
management plans or water management statements in the relevant catchment.  

Potentially impacted businesses must also have a voice in any water management activities 
in the catchment.   

3.  The economic value of the downstream users and industries that rely on the 
environment are fully and holistically considered when determining water volumes 
allocated for environmental provisions.  Assurance of environmental flows is essential to 
the health of the waterway and the oyster businesses that rely on it. 

4.  Water management plans are developed for all catchments that flow into areas that 
produce shellfish in Tasmania and welcome the opportunity to engage in the process. 

We have supported the development of water management plans for individual catchments 
that provide a transparent framework 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.  

These plans include environmental and other objectives while supporting provisions for 
water licensing and allocation while also detailing the statutory requirements and 
assessments relating to the water needs of catchment ecosystems, the effects of the Plans 
on water quantity and quality, the capacity of the water resource to meet demand, and the 
likely effect of the Plans on water users and their businesses. These very things are of critical 
importance to the ongoing health and growth of the oyster industry in Tasmania. 



It is with concern that we read that the Rural Water Use Strategy position paper 
recommends the development of water management statements rather than Statutory 
water management plans.  

Obviously, the impacts of COVID-19 have increased the imperative to maintain productive 
estuaries and ensure the ongoing financial sustainability of the oyster industry.  This only 
increases the importance of our recommendations in regard to assisting the recovery of our 
businesses.   

 

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you require any further information.   

 

Kind regards, 

 

 

Sue Grau 
Chief Executve, Oysters Tasmania  



32. Ringarooma Water Users Group 
  



To Whom it may concern,  

This submission has been made on behalf of Ringarooma Water Users Group by the Chair, Andrew 
Aldridge. It includes an attachment copy of an report commissioned by RWUG and written by Jim 
Cuming from Macquarie Franklin. 
I would like to thank Gabby Yates for granting a small extension to our submission and also the 
principle researchers who interviewed us prior to the development of the Position Paper. 
Whilst intrinsically the Position paper is a fair representation of our discussions we would like to take 
this opportunity to highlight what we see as important points and overarching principles. 
As composing long and fluffy emails are not necessarily my strong suit I will list the points below. 
Should further explanation be required I am more than willing to discuss verbally any or all of these 
points. 

1. Water management must be fluid into the future. To maximise the resource for the Triple 
Bottom Line Framework(TBLF), Water management needs to be responsive to a rapidly 
changing environment and climatic conditions. 

2. Water policy must recognise the true value proposition that agriculture has to this state. 
3. Allow for fully private water schemes to be developed without multi level departmental 

involvement. 
4. Limit speculative water holdings. This puts undue pressure on the resources and will lead to 

a risk of degradation on the TBLF. 
5. Community engaged policing by highly resourced and interconnected Managers is the way 

to maximise the TBLF.  

Goal 1 

1. 1.1.3 Position. Given the historic value that has been delivered by access to water any 
changes to this system needs to reflect the historic cost to the license holder 

2. 1.2.3 Position. It is important for the need to that any remodelling work has to be cognisant 
of the fact that surface water is a fast changing environment and whilst developing an 
overarching policy is good in theory, it is not going to be able to provide for the rapid 
adjustments that will need to be delivered on ground to achieve the TBLF. Having a 
"catchment" approach and re sourcing individual needs will provide for a better and more 
sustainable long term result. 

3. 1.2.3 Position Environmental and ecosystem requirements. Given the move away from well 
resourced and highly knowledgeable catchment managers to a system of broad brush 
approaches has already seen negative results. The reality is that on ground action by 
community engaged policing with grass roots involvement is required to protect the 
environmental and ecosystems for long-term sustainability. 

4. 1.2.3 Water quality and river health. The current scope doesn't have any ability to fully 
identify the real causes of issues identified. 

5. 1.2.3 Proposals. We are concerned that the fact there is no recognition of the issue that 
water management into the future is unlikely to be able to be achieved with a set and forget 
strategy. Rapid response management is the only way to achieve the full outcomes for the 
state from the TBLF. 

6. 1.3.3 Position. If the position of the department is a them and us position, the outcomes 
won't work. It must be a collaboration to ensure the maximisation of the resource. 

7. 1.3.3 Position.Climate change predictions indicate a varying and unreliability of rainfall so 
setting macro policies we mean that there won't be the scope to adjust in the manner 
required. Also current predictions have not been as reliable as needed and relying on them 



and the past as a predictor of the future will lead to poor outcomes and missed 
opportunities. 

8. 1.4.3 Position. In general agriculture is a TBLF pillar of local and regional communities. 
Farmers in general don't squirrel away money from other but are constantly reinvesting into 
their local communities and ensuring their environmental footprint is as small as possible. 
Most farmers recognise the requirement for long-term sustainability and will, a lot of the 
time, sacrifice short term results for the long game.  

9. 1.4.3 Position adding pure speculators into the water market will put at risk the 
competitiveness of Tasmanian agriculture and force more pressure into the system, which 
will ultimately provided worse outcomes. 

Goal 2 

1. 2.1.3Position Annual vs Seasonal Allocations. Like a lot of issues each catchments and license 
holders have the ability to function in a annual license, by forcing this change it will leave 
historic access at risk, a catchment approach would be best to ensure no adverse impacts. 

2. 2.3.3 Position. This position leaves the state unable to be able to be rapidly responsive to 
any changing conditions. It is obvious that the state is not interested in fully investigating 
and adequately resources a new and different model of collaboration and would rather rule 
from an office by modelling and computers than be at the cutting edge and fully utilise the 
resource for the TBLF and the benefits that can be achieved through this process. RWUG are 
quite disappointed that this and that the work that has been undertaken through the last 10 
years is so readily set aside. Please refer to the attached document. 

3. 2.4.3 Position. It is RWUG perspective that speculative behaviour is the biggest risk to the 
long term profitability and agricultural sustainability. 

Goal 3 

1. 3.2.3 Position. work should be undertaken to fully appreciate the value return of 1ML of 
water used for Hydro vs 1ML used in agriculture. 

Again I thank you for the opportunity to respond and will look forward to further conversations into 
the future. 
  

Many returns  

Andrew Aldridge  
Chair RWUG. 
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25 June 2020 

Water Policy - Rural Water Use Strategy 
Water and Marine Resources Division 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 44, HOBART TAS 7001 
water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 
 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Response to the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

I am writing on behalf of the River Basin Management Society (RBMS) to provide our response to the Rural 
Water Use Strategy Position Paper. 

Established in 1986, the RBMS is a diverse community of practice in Australia dedicated to integrated 
catchment management. Our member base comprises professionals and students from all sectors contributing 
to policy, strategy, natural and social science, engineering and stakeholder engagement. We play an important 
role in: 

 Connecting people across communities, organisations, sectors 
 Providing a consistent, informed and independent forum to share knowledge and experience 
 Enabling new discussions and thinking to challenge the status quo 
 Promoting pragmatic, evidence-based approaches 
 Celebrating the achievements of our people and industry 

Our submission has been led by our members in Tasmania who formed a working group with support from the 
RBMS Committee. The shared view is that water and river management in Tasmania is at a cross roads. One 
path we are desperate to avoid leads to severe challenges similar to those currently faced in the Murray 
Darling Basin. Fortunately, there are alternative pathways to establish Tasmania as a global example of 
proactive water and river management, where the economy, the community and the environment can all 
benefit from the State's greatest natural resource. This path may be challenging to work through in the short 
to medium term, but we need to work towards the longer term benefits for all. 

We thank you for the opportunity to respond to the position paper and we welcome further opportunities to 
contribute to the strategy’s development. 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

Myles Coker 
President of the RBMS 
president@rbms.org.au | 0407 773 467 
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KEY COMMENTS in response to Rural Water Use Strategy (RWUS) Position Paper  
 

 The objectives of the Water Management Act 1999 are well defined and provide an opportunity for 
framing the RWUS. We are concerned that objective 1b of the Act is the focus of the RWUS Position 
Paper, while objectives 1c, 1e and 1f are not adequately addressed. 

 We are pleased to see proposals to increased sharing of information and water modelling resources 
within Government and non-government organisations 

 We believe the RWUS should address the evidence and impact of over allocating Tasmanian surface 
and ground waters to irrigators and the important role of metering and community engagement in 
managing the water balance. 

 We are concerned that river health in Tasmania is declining and water resources will be under further 
pressure as AgriVision 2050 is realised. The state of river health was not discussed in the Position 
Paper but should be addressed in the RWUS to meet the objectives of the Water Management Act 
1999. The RWUS provides an opportunity to address the review of the River Health Monitoring 
Program (which we believe should be made publicly available). 

 Without addressing the state of river health, we are concerned the RWUS could further undermine 
the "clean, green" Tasmanian brand that the health of our economy relies upon. 

 We are concerned that the appropriate roles and responsibilities between agencies and actors such as 
DPIPWE and Tasmanian Irrigation are not adequately defined to manage both river flows and river 
health. 

 We are concerned that there is inadequate resourcing to achieve the objectives of the Water 
Management Act 1999. There is an opportunity to implement a full cost recovery pricing model for 
water, with fair distribution to responsible parties for management, including adequate funding for 
actions under the RWUS. 

 Objectives 1d, 1e and 1f of the Water Management Act 1999 all refer to the role of community 
(community need, community understanding and community involvement). We would like to see the 
RWUS drive community water education and awareness. 

 Goal 2 of the RWUS strives to “ensure that Indigenous people have the opportunity to be engaged in 
water planning in Tasmania”. We would like this goal to be taken further to “create an enabling 
environment” for Indigenous people to engage in water planning in Tasmania. 

 We would like to see the RWUS address the cumulative impacts of changes to water and land use 
through appropriate actions.  

 
DETAILED DISCUSSION in response to Rural Water Use Strategy (RWUS) Position Paper  
 
The RWUS is being developed to guide the Tasmania's future water management arrangements for the coming 
decades.  Given this will be a strategic, high-level strategy of great importance to the water sector in the State, 
we believe it is useful to look globally at what other governments have done to tackle similar issues.  The New 
Zealand Freshwater Plan is a highly relevant example for the Tasmanian Government.  The NZ Freshwater Plan 
considers water in the dualities of "Healthy Water" and "Fairly Allocated".  This is pertinent thinking to what 
Tasmania is seeking to do with the water and agricultural sectors. 
 
Members of our working group who are familiar with water allocation and dam permitting have commented 
that the Rural Water Use Strategy (RWUS) position paper is generally well considered around water allocation 
issues that clearly need further consideration and investment.  The goals and identified actions are 
appropriate, albeit with the importance of some critical actions being somewhat understated.  If all of these 
actions are progressed, Tasmania will be better positioned for future management of surface and groundwater 
resource allocations, particularly under the challenges of climate change.   
 
However, members of our working group think the position paper particularly understates water allocation 
and environmental challenges.  Many of Tasmania's catchments are already challenged with over allocation, 
and farmers are increasingly looking to groundwater resources to meet their demands.  Changing hydrology as 
a result of climate change is compounding these impacts.  This summer, the South Esk, Scamander and Break 
O’Day rivers stopped flowing.  The South Esk River is one of Tasmania's major rivers, and this was a highly 
unusual, if not unprecedented, event.   
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The RBMS is currently facilitating a national discussion to acknowledge, connect with and learn from First 
Nations culture, knowledge and practice relating to integrated catchment management. We are pleased to see 
a goal for the RWUS relating to the engagement of Indigenous people and we look forward to seeing what is 
progressed in this area. Goal 2 of the RWUS strives to “ensure that Indigenous people have the opportunity to 
be engaged in water planning in Tasmania”. We would like this goal to be taken further to “create an enabling 
environment” for Indigenous people to engage in water planning in Tasmania. We admire the progress made 
in Victoria in this regard, which is captured in the State Government paper: "Traditional Owner objectives and 
outcomes: Compilation of contributions to Victoria’s water resource plans"1. 

In 2018, the RBMS hosted the 9th Australian Stream Management Conference in Hobart.  Hardie, Bobbi & 
Uytendaal presented their paper "Evaluation and redirection of a long-term, broad-scale river health 
monitoring program in Tasmania, Australia". We would like the following key points to be considered for the 
RWUS: 

 The Tasmanian State Government has overseen and managed the River Health Monitoring Program 
(RHMP) since its inception in 1994.  

 The RHMP has delivered important information for river management in Tasmania, but the program 
has several limitations. In light of this, a review was undertaken to evaluate and redirect the program.  

 The review made 34 recommendations to assist future management and implementation of the 
program, which includes adjusting locations of monitoring sites and using revised sampling methods.  

We would like to see public release and discussion of the River Health Monitoring Program review to inform 
the RWUS position paper. Our working group see the findings of the review to be pertinent to the goals 
outlined in the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper, and the objectives of the Water Management Act 
1999. 

The objectives of the Water Management Act 1999 are provided below.  They are well defined and the 
Strategy Position paper should be framed around these objectives.   
 
We are concerned that Objective 1b of the Act is the only objective properly addressed in the Strategy 
Position Paper.  Objective 1c, Objective 1e and Objective 1f are not adequately addressed in the paper. 

                                                           
1 The State of Victoria Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (2019). Traditional Owner 
objectives and outcomes: Compilation of contributions to Victoria’s water resource plans. Accessed 24 June 
2020 at 
<https://www.water.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0035/429839/Vic_WRPs_Traditional_Owner_Objective
s_Outcomes_compilation_2019_lr.pdf> 
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Members of our working group are increasingly concerned about river health in Tasmania.  We can collectively 
cite data and observations from different rivers, observed over time, that indicate the health of rivers in 
Tasmania is changing.  The threats posed to the environment from recent and future expansion and 
intensification of agriculture, and water resource development more broadly, does not appear to be 
acknowledged nor adequately addressed in the paper.  

Similarly, the need to further develop the capacity to determine the environmental water requirements for 
rivers is critical to maintaining healthy waterways, but only gets a brief mention in the paper.  

For the purposes of this submission, there is one simple map that we would like to share to illustrate river 
health issues in Tasmania.  The map below is from the National Waterbug Data Portal2 and shows a collation of 
stream monitoring data from 989 sites across Tasmania, sampled from 1994 to 2017.  It is a spatial 
representation of stream health using SIGNALT scores, which is a simple biotic index for macroinvertebrates 
used to measure site condition.  Very simply, green is good condition, red is poor condition. The map shows 
that a significant and highly concerning number of waterways in Tasmania's rural areas are in poor 
condition. We are concerned this undermines the "clean, green" brand that the health of our economy relies 
upon. 

                                                           
2 https://www.waterbugblitz.org.au/explore.php 
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The following sources of scientific data collected and collated by DPIPWE tell a similar story about the 
declining water quality and stream health in Tasmania. 

 Water Information Tasmania Portal https://portal.wrt.tas.gov.au/ 
 State of Rivers Reports https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/water/water-monitoring-and-assessment/water-

monitoring/surface-water-quality/state-of-rivers-reports 
 Waterways Monitoring Reports https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/water/water-monitoring-and-

assessment/waterways-monitoring-reports 
 Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem Values https://wrt.tas.gov.au/cfev/navigator 

While there have been limited State of the Rivers reports published in the past 10 years, the last state 
coverage of river condition reports (around 2008), also reflected the majority of the rivers (excluding reference 
sites) to be in degraded condition. However, the true picture on river health is out of date and we would like 
to see a commitment from Government to regularly update the State of the Rivers and State of the 
Environment reporting.  

Our working group also looked at water allocations in Tasmania.  Data on the BoM Water Resources website3 
is provided below.  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 (see Table 1). The significant discrepancy supports the 
identified actions in the RWUS Position Paper regarding reporting and management of water resource 
information.  We welcome transparent water resource and water allocation information being made available.  
We commend DPIPWE on recently adding dam permits and water licences into LISTmap.  

                                                           
3 http://www.bom.gov.au/water/dashboards/#/water-markets/national/drainage/at?location=Tasmania 
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Table 1  Breakdown of water surety allocations in BoM Water Markets database  

 Volume, ML 
Total allocated 5,406,006 
Surety 1 1,222,570 
Surety 2 0 
Surety 3 190,374 
Surety 4 0 
Surety 5 2,848,846 
Surety 6 705,073 
Irrigation Surety 5 & 6 3,553,919 (837,000 according to DPIPWE Annual 

Report) 
Surety 7 172,735 
Surety 8 265,112 

 
 
Looking at the breakdown of irrigation water allocations in Tasmania, our working group calculates around 
20% of irrigation allocations now sit with Tasmanian Irrigation (TI).  This is based on volumes in existing 
schemes, including Scottsdale and also including Winneleah and Cressy Longford Irrigation Schemes4.  

The Water Management Act 1999 is now working across two vastly different types of allocations: 
• 80% of allocations are essentially "free" run of river DPIPWE water (no per ML charge, minimal cost 

recovery). From this, DPIPWE has 100% responsibly for River Health Monitoring program. 
• 20% of allocations are TI water charged at around $1,800/ML capital, $200/ML annually with no 

responsibility for river health management. 
 
We understand that the Regulatory Impact Statement for the Water Management Regulations 2019 defers full 
consideration of the option of full cost recovery until the development of the Rural Water Use Strategy.   
 
We are concerned that there is inadequate resourcing to achieve the objectives of the Water Management 
Act 1999. We would like to see the implementation of a full cost recovery pricing model for water, with fair 
distribution to responsible parties for management, including adequate funding for actions under the 
RWUS.  
 
Our working group believes now is the time to be implementing full cost recovery pricing for water, with fair 
distribution to responsible parties for management.  This would ensure: 

 Adequate resourcing of all of the actions identified in the RWUS position paper 
 Adequate resourcing to achieve the Objectives of the Water Management Act 1999 
 Water is used for productive purposes, rather than an investment vehicle  

  
There are generational consequences if Tasmania does not value our water resources adequately. This is 
particularly complex given the diverse local and international interests in our land and water resources, which 
include large scale investments such as super funds.  
 
The 2018 Productivity Commission Report on the National Water Initiative discusses the issue of pricing for the 
provision of irrigation infrastructure in Tasmania. Recommendation 7.1 (shown below) of the report is that the 
Office of the Tasmanian Economic Regulator should have a role in the review of Tasmanian irrigation prices 
and services. It is strongly implied in the NWI report that too much public money is spent supporting the 
construction of irrigation infrastructure, with not enough public benefit return on that investment 
(Recommendation 8.1).  
 

                                                           
4 https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/water/irrigation-development/key-irrigation-projects 
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With the increasing role of TI in managing irrigation allocations, there is an inevitable tension in determining 
and managing environmental flows between DPIPWE and TI.  For example, the South Esk River has a 6,000 ML 
TI storage on the property "Milford", yet the river stopped flowing this summer. The apparent tensions will 
only be exacerbated by further changes to water and land use, as well as climate change. The RWUS provides 
an opportunity to establish roles and responsibilities between DPIPWE and TI in managing both river flows 
and river health. 
 
Our working group is also concerned that Tasmanian rivers cannot be properly managed without adequate 
metering and knowledge of individual irrigation takes.  We appreciate that individual metering of all takes is an 
expensive undertaking and will need to be accounted for under full cost recovery pricing. However, with full 
cost recovery pricing, it becomes more realistic.  Metering needs to be something that is actively understood 
and managed.  We admire the progress made towards best practice for the Murray Darling Basin as outlined in 
the guidelines5. 

We also see great benefit in having people on the ground, particularly when regulators play an active local role 
in observing the rivers and interacting with farmers to help ensure that water is being used honestly. Having 
people on-ground provides a vital role in community water education and awareness. Objectives 1d, 1e and 
1f of the Water Management Act 1999 all refer to the role of community - community need, community 
understanding and community involvement.  
 
Water resources in Tasmania are used for many economic benefits, including hydro power generation, 

                                                           
5 "Best Practice Guidelines for Minimum Metering Thresholds" 
https://www.mdba.gov.au/sites/default/files/pubs/Best%20practice%20guidelines%20for%20non-
urban%20water%20metering%20thresholds.pdf 
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irrigated agriculture (DPIPWE and TI allocations, plus private schemes), aquaculture, fishing and tourism.  The 
Objectives of the Water Management Act 1999 recognise this. Cumulative impacts result from the successive, 
incremental, and/or combined impacts of multiple developments or activities. Responsibility for their 
prevention and management is shared among the various contributing developments. As it is generally beyond 
the capability of any one party to implement all the measures needed to reduce or eliminate cumulative 
impacts, collaborative efforts are usually required. Our working group would like to see the RWUS position 
paper acknowledge cumulative impacts and drive actions to address cumulative impacts.  
 
Full cost recovery pricing for irrigation water enables opportunities to address cumulative impacts and to 
support river restoration projects that benefits farming, fishing, tourism and a whole range of other economic 
activities for Tasmania.  We feel it is limiting to develop this Strategy focusing on "rural" users.  This is a Water 
Use Strategy for all Tasmanians, and as such, cost recovery pricing should be fair to all, including urban users. 
 
We believe there are positive and exciting opportunities for Tasmania to be world leading in its approach to 
water and river management.  There is scope under Codes of Practice within the existing Water Management 
Act 1999 to implement best practice management to protect and restore river health.  One of the areas that 
our working group would particularly like to see as a priority is removal of livestock from waterways.  This has 
been a high priority in NZ Essential Freshwater revisions. 
 
There are river restoration activities that are immediately beneficial to rural users, but with an economic flow 
on through the State.  Willow removal and stock exclusion from waterways are two obvious examples where 
both rural and other users benefit from investments in river health.  It is useful to look to New Zealand's work 
in this area, which is now progressing to a $700M investment in restoring river health.  
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/Fresh%20water/action-for-healthy-waterways.pdf 

We thank you for the opportunity to respond to the position paper and we welcome further opportunities 
to contribute to the strategy’s development. 



34. Tasman Peninsula Marine Protection 
  



Submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

Tasman Peninsula Marine Protection 

26 June 2020 
Tasman Peninsula Marine Protection provides the following comments on the Tasmanian 
Government’s Rural Water Use Strategy (RWUS) Position Paper. Our submission focuses in 
particular on the need to include freshwater use by the aquaculture industry as part of the RWUS.  

Salmon aquaculture is one of the largest users of freshwater in Tasmania, both for smolt 
production and for bathing fish at sea to control amoebic gill disease (AGD) in sea cages. As 
members of the Tasmanian Alliance for Marine Protection (TAMP), we support the points made in 
the TAMP submission relating to both of these areas of use. In addition, we provide the following 
comments that are more specific to the Tasman Peninsula. 

The primary use of freshwater for salmon production on the Tasman Peninsula would be associated 
with fish bathing at the Long Bay/Port Arthur, Badgers Creek and Creeses Mistake leases. 
Development of the recently approved West of Wedge lease sites will require a major increase in 
the amount of freshwater used, and it is unclear where this water will come from. 

The Tasman Peninsula is an area with relatively small water catchments compared to much of the 
rest of the state, and our water supplies are already often stressed during dry periods. We are 
concerned that current freshwater use by the salmon industry via both surface and groundwater 
sources is putting additional pressure on our freshwater resources, and that this will be further 
exacerbated by the massive expansion being planned at West of Wedge. While desalination can 
and is increasingly being used by the salmon industry to address shortfalls, this produces a high 
salinity brine which is discharged immediately adjacent to the shoreline and can adversely impact 
on marine life. To date, our repeated questions about the impact of this brine have not been 
addressed with any monitoring or other data. 

With the increase in the scale of salmon production on the Tasman Peninsula many questions are 
being raised about where Tassal accesses freshwater for the bathing of their fish against Amoebic 
Gill Disease. Repeated requests for information about their total and monthly freshwater usage 
have not been addressed, nor has information been provided about expected future requirements.  

The Hirst Dam, which is one of the dams built on private land to provide Tassal with more 
freshwater for their operations at Badger Creek and Creeses Mistake leases was built in 2016. It 
appears that there was no Environmental Impact Assessment done for this dam, which is 
frequently dry and has resulted in the cut off of flows to the downstream waterway (Stinking 
Creek) as well as possible destruction of wombat habitat. Since the construction of the dam, 
there has been no observed flushing of Stinking Creek and the connection to the sea has closed 
off.   

Anecdotally we have also heard of water being transported from the Peninsula to Okehampton 
Bay. There is no disclosure of where water is being accessed from, the volumes involved, or 
information on new dams or bores being built specifically for use by the salmon industry. This lack 
of transparency poses serious water security concerns for other rural industries dependent on 
year-round water supplies, for Peninsula residents in general and for the environment.  

Given the points raised above, as well as those within the TAMP submission, we request that water 
use by aquaculture be included as part of the RWUS, and that the strategy address the need to 
manage and protect both water quality and water quantity for the benefit of all users. 

                                                   ********************************* 



35. Tasmanian Alliance for Marine Protection 
  



TASMANIAN    ALLIANCE    for    MARINE   PROTECTION   

Water Policy - Rural Water Use Strategy 
Water and Marine Resources Division  
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environent 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TAS 7001  

June 25, 2020 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Please find attached a submission as part of the public consultation process for the Rural 
Water Use Strategy. 

The submission is on behalf of the Tasmanian Alliance for Marine Protection (TAMP) and 
its associated member groups from across Tasmania. 

TAMP sincerely hopes its views will be given due weight. 

Cordially, 

Peter George, 
Co-chair, TAMP 
Phone: 0426 159369 
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Tasmanian Independent Science Council: 
Submission on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

26 June 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 science communicators 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 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 
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/ 
 
The RWUS Position Paper is clearly an important document to establish policy directions, identify key issues and 
gaps, as well as potential options to address these. The Independent Science Council welcomes the opportunity to 
contribute to this discussion. 
 
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 /First 
Nations Tasmanians’ 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 
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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. In particular, the 2018 
Monitoring River Health review should be released.  

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! 

 
Detailed comments/recommendations 
 
Goal 1: Sustainable management of Tasmania’s freshwater resources in a changing climate 
As scientists with strong interest and expertise in natural resources, climate change and sustainability, this goal is 
the primary focus of our comments. 
 
1.1 Valuing our freshwater resources 
We believe that freshwater resources in Tasmania are undervalued, and that further consideration of the full 
range of values is needed in the RWUS. In addition to economic values, these include cultural, environmental and 
recreational values. While the focus of this paper is on rural water uses, it is essential that these do not preclude 
or damage other uses and values. Drinking water supplies – typically located at the lower end of river systems are 
directly linked to 'rural water' and are particularly vulnerable, as are estuarine systems. Adequate supplies are 
also needed for firefighting. 
 
There is a false perception that Tasmania has an abundance of clean water, despite much evidence to the 
contrary. Freshwater is increasingly scarce – particularly as climate change progresses – and needs to be valued, 
used and priced accordingly. 
 
1.2 Understanding our freshwater resources 
The current understanding of the condition of Tasmania’s freshwater systems is poor and further resources are 
needed for monitoring of river flow, water quality and broader river health. In the past, there was considerably 
more funding available for this work, supported in part through the National Water Initiative (NWI). However, this 
support has eroded over the past 10 years, with fewer sites now monitored and at decreasing frequencies. At the 
same time, this has been a period of increasing extraction, expansion of agriculture and aquaculture activities, 
declining water quality and changing climate. 
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The Monitoring River Health program is one of Tasmania’s longest running, statewide monitoring programs, as 
noted in the discussion paper, and should provide important insight into waterway conditions and trends. A 
review paper was prepared for this program two years ago, including review of data collected over the 10+ year 
program as well as 34 recommendations (Hardie et al, 2018). However, the full paper has not yet been released 
by the government. This information is essential to guide water management and should be readily available to 
water managers, users and the wider public. Accordingly, we request that this paper be released as part of the 
RWUS process.  
 
Routine monitoring of water-dependent ecosystems and species is rare in Tasmania. In particular, there is little 
recent monitoring or information about the condition of our wetlands and riparian zones. Monitoring of 
amphibians, fish, waterfowl, platypus and other species that rely on freshwater is also under-resourced, including 
those that are state and federally-listed also require regular monitoring. All of these habitats and species can be 
severely impacted by rural water use. 
 
We note that considerable data is collected by other water managers, and some of this is available via the Water 
Information System for Tasmania (WIST) and the Bureau of Meteorology (BOM). However there has been no 
regular compilation and reporting of this information on a state-wide basis for over a decade. The last State of 
Rivers reports were issued in 2008, and the last Tasmanian State of Environment Report was released in 2009. 
Despite statutory requirements for a 5-yearly State of Environment (SOE) report (State Policies and Projects Act, 
1993, Section 29), Tasmania did not release a report in 2014, nor in 2019.  In short, we have very little 
understanding of the current state of our freshwater resources. 
 
Water quality is only briefly mentioned in the RWUS discussion paper and requires much more consideration. 
Clearly flows influence water quality, as does run-off from rural water uses, and poor water quality can have a 
devastating impact on irrigation schemes and other rural water uses. In particular, faecal bacteria and pathogens, 
sediment, nutrients, pesticides and herbicides, and salinity all require careful management. Blue green algae 
blooms already occur in catchments with high level of irrigation, and there is a high risk they will increase as 
irrigation increases. Blue-green algal blooms require proactive management to protect both ecosystem and 
human health, particularly insofar as these have been linked elsewhere with both acute illness as well as chronic 
diseases including motor neurone disease, Parkinson’s disease, and Alzheimers disease (Main, 2018; Dunlop, 
2013).  
 
There is no mention in the discussion paper about salinisation risks associated with irrigation, or indeed the 
irrigation risks to soil structure more broadly (e.g. Murray and Grant, 2007). Soil and water salinity are a 
significant problem in certain agricultural areas of the State (DPIPWE, 2020) and we have highly susceptible sodic 
soils in irrigation areas. These risks must be addressed as part of the RWUS. 
 
We are concerned that most of Tasmanian rivers do not yet have comprehensive eflow assessments, and that the 
methods used have varied over time and between rivers. Most assessments do not include the eflow 
requirements for estuaries. Furthermore, it is unclear if and how the various recommendations have been 
implemented. We recommend an in-depth review of the eflow studies completed to date, including an updated 
review of best practice methods to ensure that future studies are consistent and robust.  
 
Wetlands, riparian zones and estuaries should be clearly included as freshwater resources to be protected and 
managed as part of the RWUS. 
 
We strongly support the recommendations for improved surface water modelling and for improved groundwater 
monitoring and management. Most rivers and wetlands depend on some level of groundwater flow during dry 
periods, and extraction of groundwater must be included in water budgets and regulation.  
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1.3 Changing climate 
We strongly support the proposal for updating surface water models with more recent projections of future 
climate; this work should also include updated observations, where available. However, climate change 
implications should also be considered more broadly, including how this may influence the suitability and location 
of crops (e.g. Remenyi et al, 2020), as well as implications for freshwater systems and water quality.  
 
1.4 Understanding water use 
Lack of routine and transparent monitoring of water use is a major weakness of Tasmania’s current water 
management system. It is not possible to realistically manage freshwater resources without knowing how much is 
taken, where, by whom and when. If domestic water users are now required to meter water use in urban areas, 
surely much larger agricultural users should be required to do the same. This needs to be addressed as a high 
priority. We recommend that the proposal for this section (‘Review water accountability and reporting 
frameworks to strengthen risk-based water use and water conveyance measuring and reporting’) be strengthened 
considerably and that it clearly state the intent to monitor water use. Metering and reporting of water use should 
be a requirement for water licenses, starting with the biggest allocations and working down the list. If some 
funding is required to achieve this, this may be a valid use of resources. Water use monitoring should be 
accompanied by rigorous upstream/downstream flow monitoring, particularly in problem areas. 

 
Goal 2: Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 
2.1 Allocation of water 
The first sentence in this section ‘Tasmania is in the fortunate position of not having over-allocated water 
resources’ is not accurate, and indeed reinforces the false perception that Tasmania has abundant and clean 
water resources. Where is the evidence for this? While rivers within the World Heritage Areas of the southwest 
may still be in good condition, there are multiple examples around the state of rivers experiencing significant 
overallocation, flow and/or water quality problems. These include the Jordan, Coal, Prosser, Scamander, Break 
O’Day, South Esk, Derwent, etc. We understand that last summer, the South Esk – one of Tasmania’s largest rivers 
– ceased to flow. There have also been many recent water restrictions imposed on both irrigators and local 
communities that indicate all is not well, and these are likely to get worse over time with dual pressures of 
unstable climate conditions and more straws in the milkshake, so to speak. 
 
This needs to be addressed upfront, with a comprehensive review of current allocations on a catchment by 
catchment basis, compared with actual use. Inclusion of environmental flows (which also need to be incorporated 
into allocation) is complicated by the lack of environmental flow (eflow) studies for the majority of Tasmanian 
rivers. The comprehensive State of Rivers Report recommended previously should show the ‘allocation status’ of 
each catchment along with maps and graphics showing the river health condition, and the location of monitoring 
sites (flow, water quality & MRH). 
 
Increased access to water during high flows must be approached with caution, as intermediate and high flow 
pulses are important for many processes and associated systems, including wetlands, riparian zones and 
migratory fish. This should only be considered within a robust eflows framework, together with monitoring & 
reporting.  
 
We would not support a shift from seasonal to annual allocations without rigorous monitoring and reporting of 
use, and better eflows understanding/management. Seasonal allocations are an important tool to protect 
freshwater systems at times of higher risk (summer, low-flows). 
 
The recommendation for better access to information is strongly supported. This should include both allocations 
and use, and be provided on a catchment basis within spatial databases. It is difficult/impossible to extract this 
information from the WIST as currently structured. 
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2.2 Simplifying statutory water management planning 
We support comprehensive statutory management plans for Tasmanian rivers that include rigorous science and 
comprehensive community input. However, the vast majority of catchments/rivers have no Water Management 
Plans (WMPs). Since the Water Management Act (WMA) came into effect in 1999, only 14 WMPs have been 
completed. These need to be completed and eflow established before further significant expansion of irrigation 
or other major uses. We are concerned that Water Management Statements are increasingly being used as a 
short-cut, however these are non-statutory and do not provide the same level of scientific rigour or consultation. 
While a review of current water planning systems and processes is valuable to ensure best practice, it is 
important this does not lead to watered down versions. Clearly this is an area where further resources are 
needed. 
 
2.3 Local involvement in water management 
We support both local and broader involvement in water management and emphasise the need for input from 
palawa/First Nations Tasmanians groups and NGOs. Further discussion is needed as to how this will be achieved. 
 
2.4 Water markets 
Poorly managed water markets have contributed to large scale environmental, social and economic problems in 
other jurisdictions. Of particular note is the Murray Darling Basin. 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 a commodity. 
More information is needed to better evaluate this risk, along with a strategy to ensure that Tasmania does not 
repeat some of the mistakes on the mainland. 
 
2.5 Issues related to dams for irrigation 
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. 
 
Goal 3: Strategic development to maximise opportunities from freshwater resources 
3.1 Irrigation Infrastructure Development 
We recommend that this section be expanded to include other important aspects of irrigation to ensure that 
existing and new schemes are operating in a sustainable manner. In particular, on-ground support is needed to 
optimise application and minimise soil and water impacts. As noted, this could be achieved through extension, 
education and peer-to-peer learning. Further investment is also needed to support strategic reviews and planning 
with respect to enterprise suitability and land capability (including how this may vary with climate change) to 
ensure long-term sustainability. This should be an area of significant investment and will also support jobs. It is 
unclear why these aspects should be considered to be ‘outside the scope’ of the RWUS. 
 
3.2 Battery of the Nation 
What are the implication of the BoN project on rural and other water uses? We recommend that further review 
and clarification of Hydro water rights is needed, particularly with respect to transfer for consumptive uses. Have 
these extractions been included on the WIST, and in WMPs? Is the Hydro required to manage for eflows? If not, 
how can freshwater be managed in a coordinated way? 
 
 
3.3 Water recycling and reuse 
We support further expansion of water recycling and reuse, as this provides additional benefits such as removing 
nutrients from waterways, while removing pressure for additional raw water extractions. Reuse options should be 
considered for a wider range of activities, including recycled sewage (particularly in peri-urban areas where there 
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are existing schemes that are fully allocated) and for water-intensive industries that produce nutrient-rich 
effluent (e.g. fish hatcheries/smolt production, paper mills). However, caution is needed to ensure protection of 
soils, groundwater and adjacent waterways. Comprehensive/consistent management and monitoring should be 
required for all reuse projects. Priority funding opportunities should be provided for these schemes as part of the 
broader irrigation infrastructure proposals. 
 
3.4 Other emerging water dependent industries such as renewable hydrogen 
Have any preliminary estimates of freshwater requirements for the renewable hydrogen project been made, and 
where this might come from? Some references suggest that the production of hydrogen via electrolysis requires 
significant amounts of freshwater (Webber, 2007), others suggest the water requirements are modest (Hydro, 
2020); this needs to be clearly ascertained. 
 
A number of other water dependent industries/uses have not been included in the RWUS that require further 
consideration. In particular, freshwater use by aquaculture should be included here, as this water intensive 
industry is specifically included in the 2050 AgriVision goal. Given the extremely large water allocations to 
aquaculture, the projected growth, and the potential for reuse (with similar level of regulation as other reuse 
schemes), water use by aquaculture should be included in the RWUS. According to the WIST database for the 
Derwent/Southeast region, 5 of the top 10 water allocations are for aquaculture (18,921 to 31,572 ML/year), and 
in the South Esk region the top three allocations are for aquaculture (9500 to 125,900 ML/yr). 
 
Another area that should be considered in association with the RWUS is the water requirements for forestry (both 
plantation and native forests), as forestry practices can impact on both the quantity and quality of water available 
to downstream users.  
 
Water to support firefighting requirements is another essential use that should be addressed here, particularly 
given the increasing frequency, intensity and scale of fire in response to climate change. This is particularly 
important in dry areas with little access to large storages, as farm dams and irrigation storages can then become 
the default water sources. 
 
Goal 4: Administrative efficiency 
4.1 Water management information systems 
We strongly support the development of better databases and improved access to public information. As 
currently configured, it is difficult to compile water allocation information from the WIST, particularly for specific 
catchments or seasons, and information on water use is missing entirely. Information systems should also include 
the regular review, synthesis and reporting, for example by way of regular State of Rivers reports. It is also 
important to make better use of data collected by other entities by way of collaborative/integrated data-sharing 
systems.  
 
4.2 Water legislation amendments and review of internal processes/practices 
We support a review and potential amendment of Tasmania’s water legislation, and we recommend that the 
government review successful models from other countries/states (e.g. Victoria, New Zealand) from which we can 
learn. 
 
In particular the WMA requires better integration of water quality and quantity, and should include integrated 
catchment management as a key element. Further consideration is also needed on how the WMA and State 
Policy on Water Quality Management can be integrated. 
 
4.3 Water management fees 
According to the RWMS paper, the cost to DPIPWE to manage freshwater resources was about $5 million in 
2018/19. How much is currently recovered in fees? Clearly further investment is needed for a water management 
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system that is both robust and equitable. Full cost recovery should be the goal, particularly given the significant 
government investment/subsidisation for new irrigation schemes. We agree that the fee structure - now 20 years 
old - needs substantive review, again considering best-practice models from other states/countries. 
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26 June 2020 

Rural Water Use Strategy Project 
Water Resources Group, DPIPWE 
GPO Box 44 
Hobart, TAS 7001 
 
Water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  
 
 

Dear DPIPWE, 

RE: Tasmania's Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 

The regulation, sustainable planning and utilisation of water in the rural landscape is key to the 
success of Tasmanian Irrigation’s planning to assist the State Governments 2050 vision to achieve 
agricultural output of $10b. 

Tasmania is seeking to leverage off a strategic advantage of water supply security to underpin a 
number of strategic initiatives in relation to agriculture, energy and domestic supply whilst 
maintaining and enhancing our reputation for environmental management.  Water availability and 
security are key inputs to many of these strategies. The competing demands on the resource that 
will require careful management over time and will depend on robust policy settings, data and 
decision-making models to ensure a balanced and optimal outcome for the state from an 
environmental and economic perspective. 

Tasmanian Irrigation welcomes the opportunities presented through considering and developing the 
Rural Water Use Strategy. 

Tasmanian Irrigation is pleased to be given the opportunity to provide feedback on the position 
paper which is presented in the attached document. 

Should you require any additional information please contact me , Andrew Kneebone at 
andrew.kneebone@tasirrigation.com.au  in the first instance 

Yours sincerely  

 

Andrew Kneebone 

CEO Tasmanian Irrigation 
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Attachment: Tasmanian Irrigation's Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper Feedback 

Value of Certainty  

In large part the success of irrigation developments across the state are based on a singular concept 
of certainty.  The water entitlement contracts offered by Tasmanian Irrigation are based on 
achieving an average annual reliability over a 100-year irrigation scheme life of 95%.    

This level of reliability gives certainty and confidence to State and Federal governments and 
irrigators to invest.  Agriculture is seen as a key natural advantage of Tasmania particularly given the 
prospects of climate change impacts across mainland Australia.  

There are a number of risks in offering this level of certainty and understanding the impacts of 
climate change or climate variability on catchment yield is one key.  It is pleasing to see the emphasis 
on climate change in the Position Paper.  Tasmanian irrigation is of the view that given the criticality 
of climate change modelling to all rural water users, planners and regulators alike, that there is a 
case for a strategic ongoing investment in maintaining and refining models for the Tasmanian 
Context. 

Tasmanian Irrigation contributed to the Climate Futures study in 2009/10 and adopted the drying 
climate scenario for our future planning.   That data is now 10 years old and evidence suggests that 
we are currently tracking to the dry scenario.  If this is true, then this means we are no longer using a 
conservative setting in planning for future investments, which increases the risks associated with 
future development.   Given the level of investment proposed for future irrigation and energy 
developments and the associated reliance on understanding catchment yields, understanding the 
risks and implications for the reliability of water supplies is a critical issue and one that is worthy of a 
coordinated statewide investment in ongoing research that is specific and applicable to the 
Tasmanian context.  

In addition to climate change, in order to continue to develop irrigation schemes as a prime enabler 
of the State Government’s 10 billion of agricultural output  by 2050 target, Tasmanian Irrigation will 
require greater certainty over the allocations required to service these developments.  There is a 
high reliance on Hydro storages for the balance of the Tranche 3 program and currently there is no 
certainty over Tasmanian Irrigation achieving access to the volumes of water required to support a 
number of significant developments.  There is an opportunity, in reviewing the rural water use 
strategy, to also review and update the allocation methodology and share of water allocations 
between GBEs in order to facilitate ongoing development and provide certainty.  This again will 
require a balance to be achieved as Hydro also require certainty in order to assure the security of 
energy production for the State.    

 

Guarding against over allocation of rural water resources in an uncertain future. The strategic cost 
and value of data 

There is a fine balance to be achieved in ensuring that Tasmania’s current and future rural water 
resource is protected against overallocation but also that the economic value of the resource is 
optimised.  There are a number of factors to achieving this balance and data is the key. 
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Ensuring that potential positive and negative impacts of climate change are understood and 
incorporated into water allocation, planning will be critical to ensuring this balance is achieved in the 
longer term. Developing an adaptive approach to managing water allocations that still gives 
certainty to investors and consumers is also critical.  Early communication of changes will be the key 
to ensuring confidence in Tasmania’s water allocation methodology over time. 

Open access via a public database as to who has what allocations, including the environment would 
assist in planning and overall transparency. 

Water Accounting 

Stream Flow data 

The DPIPWE water portal is a very valuable resource however there does not appear to be a 
strategic framework or plan for its ongoing development.  There are a number of contributors of 
data and responsibility and cost for maintaining and monitoring the associated monitoring 
infrastructure appears to be spread across a number of entities.  There is a case to be made for a 
strategic investment in a centrally coordinated program. Development of a cost-sharing model 
between users and beneficiaries of the data will assist in ensuring that there is a reliable, granular 
and financially sustainable data stream to support operational and strategic decision making by rural 
water users.   

The issue of determining and dynamically managing loss rates within river systems that are used for 
irrigation water delivery is currently an issue in a number of river systems, particularly in periods of 
extended dry. Increasing the quantity and quality of stream data in these systems would assist not 
only in developing robust, dynamic modelling.  Currently, where water is transferred from one point 
to another the irrigator takes the risk on loss rates in that they extract less than their allocation, in 
reality it is just as likely that the environment and the environmental flows are used as the buffer in 
the event that the decision to vary and communicate loss rates changes is not taken in a timely 
manner.  Developing catchment specific dynamic loss rates models will assist in providing water 
managers and irrigators alike, greater certainty. 

Extraction Data 

On the basis that there are alternative sources of water for rural use, ranging from DPIPWE Licences, 
Hydro supplies,  Stock and domestic supplies, private transfers and Tasmanian Irrigation and other 
irrigation trust water allocations, where water is extracted from a waterway and metering is in place 
a single meter often is used for all extractions.  This approach then institutionalises a requirement 
for a reconciliation by the water user to ensure that they are not over extracting against a particular 
allocation.   

The time and timing of extraction is just as important as the volume given that many irrigators will 
attempt to optimise their irrigation take to coincide with off peak pumping tariffs.  This can have 
negative effects on the waterway particularly if there is a timing difference between a release and 
extraction.  Smart metering that incorporates a data stream that accounts for date, time, flow 
(extraction) rate and volume could be adopted as a standard. The roll out of a new standard could 
be prioritised by catchment depending on the level of allocation.  Access to such data will assist in 
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managing the associated environmental, regulatory and planning activities particularly as the 
systems approach full allocation.  Access to this additional information stream would also assist in 
the circumstances where there are multiple entities with varying regulatory responsibilities within 
areas.   

Institutionalising the water rights of the environment  

Other jurisdictions throughout Australia have developed the concept of an environmental reserve 
and an environmental rights water holder that manages and allocates a water reserve for the 
environment.  This reserve is legislated and is managed like any other consumptive user’s licence.  
The protects and enshrines an environmental reserve.  It also provides the Department with a 
defensible position in respect to protecting the environmental values of individual catchments and 
river systems. 

Enhanced Management of Irrigation Schemes 

The position paper is short on detail as to the proposals in respect of the reforms being considered 
to enhance and or simplify the administration and operation of irrigation districts.   

Tasmanian Irrigation is supportive of the approach that is being taken to clarify and extend the 
potential level of involvement that local groups may have in the operation and maintenance of 
Irrigation schemes and is committed to continue to work with the Department to develop the model 
and assist designing any required legislative changes required.  

There is a single reference in the position paper to local groups “owning irrigation infrastructure”, 
Tasmanian Irrigation’s understanding is there is no consideration of transferring publicly owned 
assets, the associated Responsible Water Entity status or the control over the Water Entitlement 
Contracts to local irrigator groups, rather that Tasmanian  Irrigation will agree the extent of the 
powers and obligations that can be delegated and undertaken by local groups.   Under the model 
being considered, Tasmanian Irrigation would remain the asset owner and retain all contractual 
obligations such as water entitlements, hold the licences and remain the responsible entity for 
environmental and other regulatory compliance. 

This reference to ownership should be removed and clarified in any future iteration of the Rural 
Water Use Strategy.  

Tasmanian Irrigation’s position is that there should be a clear and unequivocal business case for 
moving to a self management arrangement, there needs to be a well established, solvent legal entity 
capable of holding insurances, employing resources and being contracted with and also can 
demonstrate a significant majority of irrigators in the scheme in support of transitioning to a  “Self 
Management” arrangement.  

Multiple Water Managers in Catchments 

Tasmanian Irrigation is supportive of the general concept of clarifying and improving the efficiency 
and effectiveness of water management arrangements in districts where there are multiple water 
managers.  The Position Paper contains little detail as to what is being considered to advance this 
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objective.  Tasmanian Irrigation is more than prepared to work with the Department and other 
water entities on initiatives that would advance this aim. 

 

Water Recycling and Reuse 

The barriers to large scale uptake of recycled waste water are the relative investments to achieve an 
acceptable level of treatment and therefore risk reduction to the end user compared to the lower 
cost options of discharge to the environment. There may be a case for a review of the economic 
regulation model and settings that water corporations work within to facilitate the required 
investment in infrastructure and provide pricing incentives to make waste water an economic 
resource.  This may include taking into account the opportunity cost of environmental discharge in 
the investment decision.  Currently the funding models would not take this into account.  The 
additional treatment storage and pumping costs combine with the regulatory restrictions can make 
this an expensive resource when compared to raw fresh water extracted directly from the 
environment.  Any policy settings that are to support the encouragement of beneficial reuse of 
wastewater should take account of the regulatory economic settings as well as the environmental 
harm and public health settings. 

Legislative Review 

Tasmanian Irrigation is supportive of a review, consolidation and simplification of the various 
legislative instruments that regulate the rural water sector.   
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1. Background 

TasWater understands the purpose of the strategy is to guide the State’s future water management 
arrangements to ensure integrated, fair and efficient regulation and compliance of the State’s water 
resources to deliver sustainable outcome to irrigators, rural communities and the environment and 
maintain Tasmania’s competitive advantages in a changing climate. 

The aim of the strategy is to assist in delivering the Tasmanian Government’s target of growing the 
value of Tasmanian agricultural production from $975 Million to $10 Billion by 2050. 

A position paper has been prepared that provides an overview of proposals that may be included in 
the Rural Water Use Strategy.  

TasWater’s response to the position paper is addressed in the following parts: 

 Addressing the identified scope and related aspects of the paper 
 Goal 1 – Sustainable management of Tasmania’s water resources in a changing climate 
 Goal 2 – Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 
 Goal 3 – Strategic development to maximise opportunities from water resources 
 Goal 4 – Administrative efficiency. 

Summary 

TasWater welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the development of the Rural Water Use 
Strategy and in accordance with clause 10.5 of its Letter of Shareholders Expectations, sees it as a 
great opportunity to work collaboratively to help secure the economic, social and environmental 
wellbeing of Tasmanians. In line with that objective we would recommend the following 
improvements: 

1. Recognition of the critical role urban water use plays, in the effective management of the 
state’s water resources 

2. Explicit acknowledgement of the learnings from the National Water Initiative (NWI) and 
commitment to pursuing improvements in water resource management in line with the NWI 

3. Improved water allocation frameworks that ensure water is allocated to the highest priority 
use, in line with community expectations should be more vigorously pursued.  Greater 
transparency and improved quality of usage data is an essential enabler of this objective  

4. Water quality objectives should be explicitly adopted as part of the strategy to ensure that 
unnecessary costs associated with meeting health and aesthetic drinking water 
requirements are avoided   

5. Subsidies for the development of recycled water schemes should be made available on 
similar terms to those available for the development of irrigation schemes. In addition, the 
ability to generate high quality recycled water and the opportunities that arise from the 
availability of high quality recycled water should be recognised  

6. Measures to increase the efficiency of on-farm water use should be considered.  

7. Introduction of policies which ensure that any new extraction is metered and a plan to 
meter 100 percent within a defined timeframe, ideally within three years.  

2. TasWater’s objectives and scope of the position paper 

TasWater, 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; 
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(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 such of its members as are 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. 

The explicit exclusion of urban water (which includes town supplies in rural and regional areas) from 
the scope of the strategy, risks shifting costs of management onto TasWater customers, particularly 
in the areas of access to secure allocations and management of water quality. 

TasWater notes the prominence that the Department has given the NWI in the Position Paper, along 
with the substantial reforms that Tasmania has made over the previous 15 years, to enacting the 
NWI. The most recent Productivity Commission Inquiry Report into National Water Reform1 warns 
against backsliding against previous hard-won reforms. Tasmania is noted as one of the jurisdictions 
where this may be occurring. 

TasWater strongly supports the Department continuing to implement reforms in a manner 
consistent with the NWI. The Rural Water Use Strategy must ensure that each of the proposals 
under consideration is evaluated for consistency against the principles of the NWI to which Tasmania 
is a signatory.  

The scope of the Rural Water Use Strategy explicitly excludes urban water, sewerage and drainage. 
TasWater advocates a whole-of-water-cycle approach to the future planning and management of 
the state’s water resources, including the active management of water quality impacts and the 
adoption for water quality objectives.  

The importance of Tasmania sustainably managing its freshwater resources are immense. The 
ambition for developing and utilising these resources, must be balanced against the potential costs 
imposed on other parties not considered in scope. Whilst the intent of the strategy is clearly 
focussed on supporting agricultural production, water remains an important part of the State’s 
natural capital, the use and management of which affects all whom rely on the resource. 

Under the Water Management Act 1999, town water supply (along with other specified uses) is 
assigned the highest priority of access to the state’s water resources. TasWater does not accept as 
appropriate, the exclusion from scope of the highest priority water use, especially given the extent 
of catchments where both urban and agricultural use coexist. Doing so risks a fragmented approach 
to planning for improvements to Tasmania’s management of water resources. This extends to both 
the management of water quality and quantity.  

In particular, Water Quality has an insufficient prominence in the position paper. The State’s Water 
Resources are not of a static quality and require active management and consideration. Proposals to 
change how water is taken and traded, along with anticipated land-use impacts as a result of the 
AgriVision 2050 goal, have the potential to greatly affect the water quality of the state’s water 
resources. Figure 2 in the Position Paper (Tasmania’s Water Sectors) does not accurately represent 
TasWater’s role and interactions with other parties. For example, TasWater is dependent on the 
operations of Hydro Tasmania to maintain access to water in several rural and urban water supplies, 
including Hobart, Launceston and Devonport amongst many others. Tasmanian Irrigation supplies 

                                                           
1 Productivity Commission, National Water Reform, Report no. 87, Canberra (2017) 
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raw water to TasWater supply schemes, and TasWater is the primary water source for Tasmanian 
Irrigation’s South East Irrigation Schemes (Stage 2 and 3).2  In addition, recycled water makes a 
significant contribution to agricultural production, particularly where large scale recycling can be 
achieved for example in the Coal Valley and Brighton areas. Biosolids generated from urban 
sewerage treatment processes, contains valuable nutrients including Nitrogen and Phosphorus 
which are necessary if agricultural production is to be maximised.   

Components of licences provided under Part 6 of the Water Management Act 1999 for town usage 
are currently issued and governed under the same conditions as those for other commercial use 
such as irrigation. 

The services provided by urban water supplies are an important part of reaching the government’s 
goal of $10 Billion in Agricultural Production by 2050. In particular, the supply of high-quality treated 
water to value-adding industries at high reliability. Currently the Water Management Act 1999 
allocates a portion of town supply a level of security equal to that of high-reliability irrigation 
allocations. Under the current allocation policies these industries are regarded as ‘non-essential’ 
activities and have access to water at the same level of reliability as irrigation users, despite the very 
different operational requirements the two classes of business have for water. Ensuring reliable 
water is available for industries that provide the market demand for agricultural produce is an 
essential component of achieving the goals of the Rural Water Use Strategy. 

The impact of changing catchment conditions and water use on water quality for the environment 
and recreational fisheries is acknowledged, but urban water supplies are not. Declining water quality 
will impose significant costs on the Tasmanian community as urban supplies are forced to upgrade 
treatment processes in order to meet health and aesthetic drinking water standards, for example 
TasWater is about to embark on a $200 Million upgrade to its Bryn Estyn Water Treatment Plant, in 
part due to the need to manage taste and odour problems associated with algal growth in the 
Derwent River. Water in most important agricultural production regions, is also used to supply 
Tasmania’s large urban centres and if water quality is not protected, TasWater customers will bear 
the cost of upgrading water treatment plants. 

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

TasWater welcomes additional focus on improving the management of Tasmania’s water resources 
and focus on the future effect of climate change on water resources. Continuous improvement to 
Tasmania’s understanding of catchment behaviour in the current and potential future climates is a 
necessity when planning for long-term water security. 

Experience with bushfires in Australia, shows that there can be a significant impact on runoff in 
catchments affected by bushfires, when juvenile plants start to recover land cover. Modelling 
suggests that bushfires are likely to become more common in some locations as climate patterns 
shift. The impact on availability of allocations must take into account scenarios where reduced 

                                                           
2 TI is working towards phasing out this arrangement with the planned construction of dedicated irrigation pipeline and pumping 
infrastructure to supply the South East Irrigation Scheme. 

Proposed Amendments to the scope of the rural water use strategy 
 

1. Extension of the scope of the strategy to include the interfaces between urban and 
rural water use. 

2. Recognition of the increasing role that value adding industry plays in increasing the 
gate value of agricultural production 

3. 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. 
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streamflow occurs for a number of years, with allocation conditions sufficiently adaptable to cope 
with these impacts. 

Improvement to groundwater knowledge, management and modelling represents an opportunity 
for water users to access an alternative source with greater confidence. As surface allocations 
become increasingly competitive, it should be expected that greater interest and exploitation of 
groundwater occurs.  

TasWater understands that the current surface water allocation models do not include a 
groundwater component. Particularly in areas where groundwater has a significant impact on 
surface water flow, incorporating improved knowledge of the relationship between surface water 
and groundwater resources, will contribute to a more evidence-based approach to water allocations. 

As water resources continue to approach full allocation, and policy settings to enhance water trading 
take effect, there is an expectation that conveyance of stored water via natural watercourses is likely 
to increase. Risk-based assessment of water conveyance must continue to include provisions for 
minimising impacts to water quality, as this process can challenge existing water treatment plants. 
Provisions for protecting water quality must ensure that the Tasmanian community does not bear 
the liability for poor practices in catchments shared by both rural and urban water users.  

TasWater strongly supports the continued sharing of information between organisations to improve 
understanding of climate change impacts and pursue opportunities for climate resilience. 

Metering represents the most accurate method of determining water extractions. The complexity in 
obtaining accurate assessments of water extractions based on area cropped or power consumption 
is significant. These surrogates may vary significantly, from one property or region to the next, based 
on irrigation infrastructure, irrigator behaviour, infrastructure condition, climate, local rainfall, pump 
efficiency and many other factors. Without confidence in the quality of water usage data and 
allocation security, efforts to establish a vibrant water trading market will be hampered.  
 

  

Proposed amendments with respect to goal 1 
 

4. Inclusion of a consideration of the water quality needs for urban drinking water and the 
adoption of appropriate water quality objectives that protect all water users 

5. Incorporation of scenarios associated with potential impacts of climate change in surface 
water models, such as the potential for increasing bushfires on yield and water quality  

6. Incorporation of an objective and time frame within the strategy to achieve 100 percent 
metering of all significant extractions within a reasonable timeframe, ideally three years. 
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2.2 Goal 2 - Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 

Surety of allocations and growth 

Under the WMA, town water supply along with other specified uses is granted the highest priority of 
access. Typically, water for town supplies has been allocated with a larger fraction (commonly 2/3) 
granted at Surety 1, the highest surety. The remainder of the allocation has been assigned the 
highest commercial level available, Surety 5. 

As catchments have become more fully allocated, ensuring towns with growing populations are able 
to maintain a high level of water security has become more difficult and dependent upon the 
construction of raw water storages.  

Several urban supplies have a proportion of water used by industries, processing agricultural 
products far greater than what is assumed under rights for councils provided under the Water 
Management Act 1999. For example, almost 60 percent of the total supply in Ulverstone goes to 
industrial customers, the majority of which is used in vegetable processing. Ensuring industry, 
including agricultural processing industries, have access to high reliability water will be key to 
realising the goal of high value agricultural production for Tasmania. These industries are major 
regional employers and a loss of reliable access to potable water could have potentially devasting 
economic impacts on those communities.  

Furthermore, the Water Management Act 1999 assigns certain classes of use to be essential, 
contrary to what TasWater understands community expectations to be. Water for indoor domestic 
use and public health purposes, must remain as having the highest priority of water access. 
Currently outdoor domestic use, such as lawn watering is also implied to be essential use3, whereas 
commercial and industrial use, for example a school, café or commercial car wash would be non-
essential use. In times of constrained water resources, TasWater does not regard it as credible in the 
eyes of the community, that within the town water supply system all commercial water use would 
be required to stop operating, whilst unrestricted outdoor garden use would be protected. Any 
amendments to legislation or policy should consider the current inconsistencies with respect to 
community expectations for water management and obligations under the NWI. Specifically, high 
surety water for high priority uses must continue to be available in preference to lesser priority 
requirements or converted from lower surety allocations (that may be traded) via a transparent 
mechanism. 

Urban water infrastructure can be extremely costly and results in assets with lives typically in the 
order of 50-100 years. The economic evaluation of infrastructure projects assumes that sufficient 
raw water is available over the life of the proposed infrastructure. The current water allocation 
regime does not include a mechanism to provide certainty that enough raw water would be 
available over the life of any proposed infrastructure. The WMA should be reviewed to provide a 
mechanism that would prioritise “essential” water and provide surety that access to this water to 
meet “essential” requirements would be available over the life of the proposed infrastructure.  

Visibility of allocations, water availability and policy settings for water trading 

TasWater notes that DPIPWE’s guiding principles for water trading, as referenced in the position 
paper, state that the Department is keen to facilitate greater development of water trading.4 

Improvements to the visibility of allocations, the water availability within catchments, along with the 
distribution and usage of those allocations is key to enabling greater participation in water trading. 

                                                           
3 Domestic supply, including outdoor garden use, is described in the Water Management Act, Part V, Section 
48 as having the highest Surety of Rights equivalent to other domestic, firefighting or stock watering usage. 
This implies the same class of usage is assumed under Surety 1 allocations given under Schedule 4, Section 12. 
4 Guiding Principles for Water Trading in Tasmania, DPIPWE 
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An efficient water trading market must give participants confidence in the security of water access 
rights and that rules for access are respected amongst water users. 

The lack of visibility of water availability use and an active water trading market, has significant 
impacts on the cost of water supply provision to urban communities. For example, TasWater is in the 
process of developing a strategy to ensure that water quality standards and water surety 
requirements for the North West of Tasmania can be met. The preliminary costs of servicing options 
range from ~$30 Million to over $100 Million depending on where sufficient raw water resources are 
available. The lowest cost option is dependent on the ability to secure additional high reliability 
summer water allocation from the Leven River. Unfortunately, the Leven River is currently over-
allocated and TasWater is unable to secure additional water rights on a secure, on-going basis. A 
small number of licence holder on the Leven system, hold a disproportionate share of the available 
summer water allocations, yet it is unknown whether these allocations are actually used for a 
productive purpose. Greater visibility of actual water use may enable a business case to be 
developed for the buyback of unused allocations, that would benefit the existing licence holder and 
allow TasWater to service the North West at an overall lower cost to the community. The second 
lowest cost servicing option is ~$60 Million, hence the additional net cost to the community is 
expected to be in the order of $30 Million. 

Since extractions are not metered, and usage information is not generally available, it is unknown 
whether all of the existing allocations are actually being utilised. In addition, there are currently no 
mechanisms in place to prevent water hoarding. Greater visibility of usage and the lack of 
mechanisms to prevent water hoarding are significant barriers to the establishment of an active 
water trading system and the associated increase in economic output, that could be derived if water 
was able to easily and efficiently transfer to high value uses.  

Flexibility in taking allocations 

The ability for water users to take water in times of very high flows into storage, is an attractive 
mechanism to increase the reliability of supply, particularly in catchments that have highly variable 
inter-annual changes in flows. 

Similar strategies are currently used by TasWater with Surety 5 allocations in some east coast 
locations. Whilst this may be an effective strategy to assist in mitigating climates with irregular 
rainfall patterns, the rules need to reflect the reality of how water is collected and when it is 
available. Simple volumes that are assigned for a period of access may not reflect water availability 
in some catchments.  

Furthermore, watercourse conveyance of water, that has been stored for long periods of time, 
particularly during periods of low river flow, have the potential to cause issues for water users that 
harvest flows continuously, such as those used in town water supplies. Town water supplies are 
especially sensitive to changes in suspended solids and algae, which require treatment equipment, 
the cost of which is shared amongst large numbers of people in the Tasmanian community. 

Hence, TasWater supports increasing the flexibility in when allocations can be taken, however, rules 
need to be tailored to the specific risks, water availability and needs of water users within each 
catchment.  

Another potential side effect of increasing the flexibility around taking allocations is that it could 
lead to over harvesting into shallow dams and increasing evaporation during the warmer summer 
period. It is expected that this issue could be exacerbated under climate change scenario of 
increasing temperatures and reduced summer streamflow.   

Local Water User Groups 

Increasing local involvement in the management of water resources is a desirable goal.  
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TasWater recommends that an operating framework is developed which manages how such groups 
operate. The framework should cover the following: 

 How members of the group are elected 
 The functions, powers and responsibilities of group members 
 Operating rules 
 Arrangements to ensure transparency e.g. reporting, minutes etc. 

The objectives of the framework should include: 

 Providing participants trust in the governance and operations of the water users group 
 Provide for verification of water users’ consumption 
 Provide mechanisms for conflict resolution and mediation 
 Allow for arbitration by the Department. 

The Department has an important role in leading, training and ensuring the appropriate operation of 
such groups if local involvement is to be successful.  

Dam Safety 

TasWater is unclear on the wording the Position Paper uses to describe changing dam assessment 
criteria. The Position Paper uses ‘risk’ to refer to small private dams, however the risk of a structure 
is derived from its probability of failure and severity of impact. The consequence of the dam is a 
classification of the adverse consequences of a dam, should a failure occur. As such large, high 
consequence dams may be low risk dams due to management and construction. 

For Very Low and Low Consequence category dams there is scope within the ANCOLD guidelines to 
vary the administrative requirements.  For example, the frequency for carrying out Routine Visual 
inspections for Very Low consequence category dams is the responsibility of the owner and monthly 
for Low Consequence dams.  In this regard TasWater regards the requirements prescribed by 
ANCOLD to be appropriate. 

Further to the proposal under consideration for improving surface water modelling in a changing 
climate, dam safety may also be affected by changes in the anticipated flood events. Very low 
consequence dams may have spillway capacities capable of passing 1:100 AEP flood events.  These 
events may be affected by future climate changes. 
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Development downstream of dams has the potential to alter both the consequence and risk rating 
of a dam. This may result in significant additional costs for the owner of the structure, due to 
administrative and potential upgrade costs to manage the increased risk of the structure. As such 
TasWater strongly supports greater coordination between industry, LGAT and DPIPWE to ensure 
that the impact of downstream development on dam owners is properly considered in the planning 
process. 

2.3 Goal 3 - Strategic development to maximise opportunities from water resources 

Tasmanian Irrigation 

Tasmanian Irrigation’s water storages can represent a potential source of reliable water for town 
supplies and potentially achieving economies for the broader community by reducing duplication of 
infrastructure. With the exception of larger regional centres, town supplies are typically a small 
fraction of the water provided by irrigation schemes. The current funding model for Tasmanian 
Irrigation for irrigators, is not representative of the cost of scheme provision. Town supplies are not 
eligible for the broader subsidy that irrigators receive per unit of water from the Tasmanian and 
Australian governments. As such, Tasmanian Irrigation is rarely an attractive option when assessing 
potential raw water sources for town supply due to cost. The impact of this, is that there is potential 
for opportunities to share critical infrastructure and thereby maximise the overall benefit of 
infrastructure investments to the Tasmanian Community. 

 
Water Recycling 

TasWater is supportive of initiatives to increase water recycling. Whilst the Rural Water Use Strategy 
proposal to develop policies to encourage water recycling and reuse is positive, the characterisation 
of recycled water as low quality or delivering benefits when used only for irrigation needs to be 
examined. When treated appropriately, recycled water can represent a high-quality source of water 
for a variety of uses including for potable water supply. While the application of recycled water for 
potable use is unlikely to be acceptable to the community at the current time, there are a range of 
uses that would be acceptable. This would offset demand for potable water, increase the 
“liveability” of communities and support Tourism by enhancing Tasmania’s green image. 

Proposed amendments with respect to goal 2 
 

7. The concept of “Essential” and “Non – Essential” demand and water use priorities 
should be reviewed. Mechanisms should be established to enable the transfer of 
available water to the highest priority uses e.g. via a transparent and robust water 
trading regime. 

8. In addition to moving towards 100 percent metering of significant extractions, the 
strategy should make usage information available and should consider implementing 
mechanisms to prevent water hoarding.  

9. Increased flexibility in taking allocations should be subject to the development of 
location specific governance and risk management processes, to ensure continued 
equitable access to water and the protection of water quality. 

10. Development of appropriate governance and support mechanisms to enable increased 
local involvement in water management. 

11. Continued support for the use of the ANCOLD guidelines for small private dams. 
12. Consideration of the introduction of improved planning controls to manage 

development downstream of dams. 
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Irrigating with recycled water may not represent the greatest economic benefit to Tasmania when 
compared to other potential uses in an urban context. Offsetting potable water demand may 
represent better value for the state, with liveability benefits for communities, such as irrigation of 
parks and playing fields. Supporting these uses would free up water for irrigation that would 
otherwise have been needed to support growing urban communities.  

Reuse water, whilst potentially available at high reliability, does not generally match the demand 
profile for irrigation use resulting in the need for large storages. In addition, long pipelines and on-
farm infrastructure is typically needed for a recycled water scheme to be viable.  Class B recycled 
water schemes come with relatively high operating costs in ensuring compliance with Irrigation 
Environmental Management Plans and associated monitoring, energy costs associated with pumping 
and on-going maintenance. As a result, recycled water schemes including the most successful 
schemes such as the Coal Valley Scheme are heavily cross-subsidised and many schemes carry 
sustainability risks as significant infrastructure is needed to supply recycled water to one or two 
customers e.g. if the land use changes, TasWater may be left with unused infrastructure. The high 
cost of supply and risks make it difficult for TasWater to invest in the development of recycled water 
schemes beyond the minimum required to meet regulatory requirements. Hence, opportunities to 
maximise the economic value of recycled water may be missed.  

In order to maximise the value of recycled water schemes, it is necessary to recognise the true 
economic value of the recycled water resource and to put in place mechanisms which enable the 
infrastructure to be adequately funded either through customer charges and/or State/Federal 
Government subsidies.  For example, the additional cost of developing recycled water schemes 
could be offset, if recycled water schemes had access to the same incentives that are used to 
support development of new Tasmanian Irrigation (TI) schemes. When used as an irrigation source, 
provided recycled water is maintained at a high quality, the burden of regulatory oversight is 
significantly lowered to the point that water may be used in a similar way to other raw water 
sources. This potentially offers a pathway for strategic cooperation between large public entities 
that delivers net benefit to the Tasmanian community 

Regulatory barriers such as the requirement to achieve near 100 percent reuse to satisfy EPA 
requirements, on-going monitoring requirements and the risk allocation implicit in some recycled 
water regulatory requirements should be reviewed. The potential for Class A schemes to be 
established should also be explored. Class A schemes would significantly increase the types of crops 
and other uses that recycled water could be used for and would significantly decrease the regulatory 
burden on the end user. It might also create opportunities to utilise existing irrigation infrastructure 
to get the water to farmers and eliminate costs of developing separate infrastructure to supply 
recycled water. 

 
Increasing on-farm water efficiency 

The Rural Water Use Strategy does not consider opportunities to improve on-farm water use 
efficiency. Given the volume of available water is finite, it is difficult to see how the rural water use 
strategy could achieve its goal of increasing the value of agricultural production from $975 Million to 
$10 Billion by 2050 without increasing the water use efficiency of agricultural production. A number 
of reviews have identified significant social, environmental and economic benefits associated with 
programs aimed at increasing on-farm water use efficiency. On 20 December 2017 the standing 
committee on agriculture and water resources tabled its enquiry into water use efficiency programs 
in agriculture5.  The committee concluded that water efficiency programs are an effective approach 

                                                           

5Federal Parlimentary Standing Committee on Agriculture and Water Resources - Report 
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to drive change in irrigation practices and implement efficiencies, while also noting some potential 
negative side effects of such schemes. 

TasWater would recommend that DPIPWE study on-farm water use practices in Tasmanian and 
identify opportunities to improve water use efficiency in a Tasmanian context and based on that 
study, form a policy on encouraging greater on-farm water use efficiency.  
 
TasWater’s view is that a well designed water use efficiency program could make a significant 
contribution to the program achieving its objective.  

 

2.4 Goal 4 - Administrative efficiency 

Improvements to the visibility of information supporting water management decisions would be 
welcomed. 

The addition of operational information such as water course authorities that are being executed in 
a catchment will also enhance the transparency of management of water resources. 

The provision of information on water availability and distribution of allocations, in a more open and 
integrated way, would be welcomed by TasWater and would assist in supporting strategic work for 
future water supply developments. This is notwithstanding the high quality and significance of 
assistance that the Department provides on a case-by-case basis when TasWater is developing 
strategies for future investment. 

Currently under Section 65 of the Water Management Act, the Minister is required to give notice for 
applications for water licences in a local newspaper if certain conditions are in place. TasWater is not 
satisfied that such notification is fit-for-purpose in the contemporary era. The Department currently 
makes use of alternative notification mediums including email, text message and website publication 
when undertaking water resource management tasks, which are more appropriate for engaging the 
community. 

It would also be desirable for the WMA to be amended such that TasWater always has the 
opportunity to comment on any new extraction proposal within a drinking water catchment, to 
ensure that the impact of the proposed extraction on essential town supply is considered when 
assessing water extraction applications.  
                                                           

 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/House/Standing_Committee_on_Agricultu
re_and_Water_Resources/Wateruseefficiency/Report 

Proposed amendments with respect to goal 3 
 

13. All cross subsidies associated with the development of irrigation and recycled water 
schemes should be identified and made publicly available so that informed discussion 
and consultation can occur between different water users.  

14. Allow TasWater to access water from TI schemes on terms which consider the subsidies 
that are afforded to irrigation infrastructure.  

15. Develop funding mechanisms to support the development of recycled water schemes.   
16. Recognise opportunities to utilise recycled water for uses other than directly for 

irrigation.  
17. Review regulatory mechanisms that increase risk to TasWater and create barriers to the 

development of recycled water schemes.  
18. DPIPWE study current on-farm water use practices and form a policy position on 

encouraging greater on-farm water use efficiency. 
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Proposed amendments with respect to goal 4 
 

19.  Modernise notification arrangements for applications for water licences. 



 



39. Baily



Submission from M. Baily on Rural Water Use Strategy.

I only became aware of this paper recently however I wish to make a few comments.

The Strategy should be labelled   “ irrigation strategy for Tasmania” -  The paper mainly 
deals with capture and diversion of water resources in Tasmania by irrigation and dam storage 
for rural use.  It supports the notion that water is tradeable and does not fully discuss the 
dangers of trading in water and water licences -  despite the recent obvious  negative indicatiors 
of this practice in the whole Murray Darling disaster. 

There is no mention of the importance of good watershed management.  No mention of 
importance of setting up vegetation buffers on rivers and streams to improve water retention , 
filter  sediments etc.   
No mention of the dangers of irrigation Salinity

Little recognition of other users:  Currently the Salmon industry is having a negative impact 
on the water quality of inland streams where their smolt farms are.   The Salmon  Industry is a 
significant user of water  where the salmon farms are : Huon. Bruny Island, Tasman Peninsula, 
Orford.  Anecdotally I have heard from a farmer that it is more beneficial to sell dam water to a 
salmon producer than use it on his  land for irrigation!!!!
On the Tasman Peninsula  the Hirst Dam  ( private land) was built in 2016  to allegedly provide 
water for Tassal.   The construction of the dam did considerable environmental damage  and  I 
found it difficult to assess if any stringent EIA or EMP had been put in place  for the 
development of this dam.  Stinking Creek  that is fed from the watershed where dam is located 
now no longer flows or flushes!!!  A year ago a large pipeline snaked over the  watershed and 
presumably into another dam for access to water for again presumably Tassal’s water 
requirements.  
The Salmon companies do not disclose the volumes of water they require in their various 
locations - or where they access their fresh water.  They do not disclose if they are transporting 
water from one location to another - ( for eg  in 2018 they were transporting water from the 
Tasman Peninsula to Okehampton Bay.)   There is no transparency on wether water is being 
accessed in one area -   and then used in  another and the biosecurity issues surrounding this -  
as once the fish are bathed in freshwater the water is dumped into the sea. 
Just the issue of the Salmon companies effect on Tasmanias fresh water resources and the lack 
of reference to this in this paper basically shows how poor the process of assessing and 
governing Tasmanias water resources are.  

Page 5.  National water reform Agenda ;- “ increasing confidence for those investing in 
the water industry.”  My comment.  Water should not be traded.  Its use and financial return 
from legal purchase  should also be asessed against the long term possible  negative 
environmental and social impacts.

Page 8: “ Water allocation systems have been accommodated that include the ability 
for local communities to have a say in water resource management, and local 
communities to own and operate irrigation schemes and other water management 
districts such as drainage and riverworks districts”
My comment.  In relation to information on dams being constructed and EIA’s done and 
capacity in the dam and where the water is being used (this especially in relation to the 
Salmon industry) there is little transparency to have a say in the process or for the local 



community to discuss the impacts  construction of dams is having on the  environment.  
This comment applies to Tasman Peninsula.

Summary of Proposals:  My comment.  There is little mention of need to be water efficient 
- While there is a great need to enforce more efficient irrigation methods -   to prevent the 
losses by evaporation and wind etc,  there is also a need to look at a change in agriculture 
production so we are not dependent on water hungy crops.  Change what we are producing 
- so that we can be more water efficient.   Again I refer to lessons that shold be learnt from 
the Murray Darling disaster. 

I see no mention of the danger or irrigation salinity or  stringent monitoring of this.  With 
proposed increase in irrigation this issue alone could end up being  destructive to the future 
of sustainable agriculture in Tasmania

1.4.3 Position
“Lack of accountability has the potential to undermine investment in the water sector 
if the security and certainty of water entitlements cannot be demonstrated.”  On the 
Tasman Peninsula -  there is no accountability in relation to water usage and dam 
ownership or volumes of water extracted from dams or where that water is used.  Dams  
built without  stringent EIA’s and EMP’s  for the use in some cases solely for the Salmon 
Industry have cut off essential environmental flow and possibly destroyed valuable native 
animal habitat.

What Tasmania needs to work towards is sustainable agriculture.  The encouragement  to  
develop agricultural crops heavily dependent on irrigation is shortsighted, and will lead to 
further deterioration of our  agricultural lands.  

—————————————————————————————
. 



40. Winnaleah Irrigation Scheme 
  



I am providing a brief response to the Rural Water Use Strategy position paper, on behalf of the 
Winnaleah Irrigation Scheme. 

 

Attached is a copy of the paper, with some of my comments embedded. The response is brief, for a 
very complex issue, but it is probably an indication of the difficulty connecting the expectations of 
the DPIPWE with those of water users. 

 

Those of us who have been through various iterations of the water management planning process, 
and attended meetings diligently, only to find that the reported outcome of the meeting was 
nothing like what happened on the day, could be excused for being frustrated with process. That 
said, this is a critical point for the management of water resources in Tasmania for the future. 

 

The proposals in the paper are generally well thought out and I look forward to watching the 
development of an implementation plan. The key part will be to streamline the legislation pertaining 
to water management, without limiting the ability to adapt to new situations and opportunities. 

 

Even within the existing legislation we can do much better. There has been a widening of the gap in 
understanding of aims between DPIWE and water users, that has been exacerbated by the reduced 
number of staff directly liaising with farmers. The depth of knowledge previously held by the 
RWMOs, provided opportunities for both DPIPWE and water users to be part of optimising water use 
to meet triple bottom line expectations in a challenging environment. 

 

It is vital that DPIPWE maintain oversight of water management in the state and view TI as another 
water user, not a buffer between farmers and themselves. While TI have become an important part 
of the water use story in the state, 85% of water is licenced to other users who have a diverse range 
of management needs. While TI undertakes an important task in managing the schemes it has 
developed around the state, it is a long way from having the capacity, or experience to be heavily 
involved in broader water management. This is not a criticism, just a comment on the fact that water 
management in the state is a big, and important job. 

 

Teamwork across all levels will be the key to achieving the best outcomes for the state. 

 

Alan Davenport 

Winnaleah Irrigation Scheme Ltd. 



Comments made by Alan Davenport on behalf of Winnaleah Irrigation Scheme on the 
text within the Position Paper.

Mr Davenport made comments within the Position Paper document itself. These comments 
have been copied directly and are reported here against each relevant report section 
number of the Position Paper.

1.1.2

While some may view water as undervalued, we have fallen into the psyche that all water needs to 
be expensive. This is a fallacy that is limiting development.

1.2.3

The current expectation that environmental flow should be maintained at current levels in a 
changing climate will seriously limit access to irrigation and generation water

Update surface water modelling to enhance information for decision making in a changing 
climate. Modelling needs to be verified against actual measurements. The variability across 
catchments has made the WAT a blunt instrument.

1.3.1

Strategic use of stored water to maintain critical stream flows can offset climate effects in some 
catchments. Collaborative management is required for this to work

Continue to share information, tools and work together with other government and non-
government organisations to leverage projects to address the challenges of changing climate.

It is critical that individual farmers, and farmer groups are heavily involved in project development 
and planning. We appear to have decided that all development needs to be complex, expensive 
and an administrative nightmare. Farmers have been undertaking cost effective development for 
a long time, but could often be assisted with land access or environmental issues, rather than 
proceeding with government funded development at high cost.

2.2.2

Whilst most stakeholders commented that statutory water management plans were providing an 
effective tool to manage water resources, some commented that plans could be simplified so that 
they are easier to use and understand. The plans are generally not too complex, it is the legislation 
behind the plans and the contradictions within the acts that add to the difficulties of implementing 
water management plans. Also, the effective implementation requires a strong collaboration between 
the Dept. and water users.



2.6.3

This proposal is a key building block for the Rural Water Use Strategy. There is a lot of work 
to do in this area to ensure the legislation does not limit the opportunity to develop local 
management of rivers, dams and irrigation districts. T.I. can and probably should stay the 
owner of State owned infrastructure, but community water development should be 
considered outside T.I. where the community has capacity.

The existing legislative framework is confusing and complex. While a comprehensive review 
of the 5 or so acts that relate to water management and development is going to be a 
significant undertaking, requiring resources and patience, it is time to make sure the acts 
that have been hacked together over the last 70 years actually align and facilitate the 
structure we need to manage water resources for the future.

Further enhance options available for developing collaborative water management
Arrangements The current options, while theoretically good, require departmental support for 
effective implementation.

Investigate options to provide strategic whole of government oversight to emerging new 
water developments. Strategic development should be supported outside the T.I. business 
model where appropriate. Currently, as soon as a proposal needs offsets, or environmental 
support, the process frequently becomes too difficult for private development.

Consider updating and modernising existing databases so that they can provide an integrated 
platform to provide useful and easy to interpret information to underpin planning decisions and be 
used in more strategic development of the State’s freshwater resources This will be a critical part 
of optimizing fresh water use in Tasmania



41. Department of Premier and Cabinet 
  





42. Hydro Tasmania



 

30 June 2020 

Rural Water Use Strategy Project 
Water Resources Group, DPIPWE
GPO Box 44 
Hobart, TAS 7001 
 
Water.policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  
 

Dear DPIPWE, 

RE: Tasmania's Rural Water Use Strategy position paper 

Hydro Tasmania welcomes the opportunity to provide a submission on Tasmania's Rural Water Use 
Strategy (RWUS) position paper. Hydro Tasmania wishes to thank the Department of Primary 
Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) for the opportunity to consult with them during 
the drafting of the 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 14,000 gigalitres per annum of water flows through Hydro Tasmania's power 
stations. 

Supporting irrigators and other water users 

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 is 
constantly considering requests for water transfers for irrigation, along with requests for recreational 
water releases and other purposes.  

Since the passage of the Water Management Act in 1999 Hydro Tasmania has supported the DPIPWE 
and Tasmanian Irrigation (and their predecessors) with their work to facilitate irrigation growth in 
Tasmania. Between 2000 and 2019 the total water volume of water licensed for irrigation has 
increased by over 600 gigalitres per annum. Over two-thirds of this volume is transfers from Hydro 
Tasmania to irrigators and other water users. The reliable delivery of most of this water is reliant on 
hydro-generation infrastructure operated by Hydro Tasmania. 

Changing climate 

Tasmania's water resources have started to feel the effects of a changing climate, with increasing 
frequency of coincident and consecutive extreme events. The changing frequency of extreme events 
and declining water availability are projected to amplify beyond 2030. Hydro Tasmania recognises 
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climate change as one of the most significant challenges to sustainable water management beyond 
2030, and is investing up to $500,000 per annum to investigate what the changes may be and how our 
business can best adapt to this challenge. 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. 

Critical to the successful delivery of the RWUS strategy will be balancing the rights, obligations and 
expectations of industry, climate variability, and the environment.  This should be underpinned by the 
best available science, ecomonic assessment and decision-making frameworks that provide increased 
transparency and certainty for those responsible for the prudent use of Tasmania's water resources.  

Hydro Tasmania supports the intentions of the RWUS strategy to identify direction for the 
management of water to support: new hydropower development through the Battery of the Nation 
initiative; the state government's Agribusiness objective of $10 billion in farm gate value by 2050; and 
the development of a large-scale competitive renewable hydrogen industry. These developments 
promise to propel Tasmania into an exciting future.  

To realise these opportunities, Hydro Tasmania recognises that strategic whole of government 
oversight is desireable. With Hydro Tasmania's long history in water management and experience in 
supporting new water development, the business stands ready to contribute to the investigation of 
strategic options to support both existing and emerging developments for the next 30 years. Hydro 
Tasmania looks forward to further engaging with DPIPWE on the RWUS. Please refer to the below 
attachment containing Hydro Tasmania's response to the position paper. 

Should you require additional information please contact Ian Dunbabin (Ian.dunbabin@hydro.com.au 
- 03 6240 2255) in the first instance. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Gerard Flack 
Chief Operations Officer 
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Attachment A – Hydro Tasmania's response to the proposals in the position paper.  
 
The State's ability to realise AgriVision 2050 will depend on Tasmania's ability to maintain and supply 
water that is suitable to meet the needs of rural communities over the long term. The competing 
demands on Tasmania's water resources are expected to grow over the years to 2050 and beyond, 
with increased industry, generation, agricultural, domestic, commercial and recreational activities in 
Tasmania. The Rural Water Use Strategy is an important step in describing how these sometimes 
competing interests can be met while enabling the AgriVision 2050 to be delivered.  

As Australia's largest fresh water manager, Hydro Tasmania strongly supports the sustainable 
management of Tasmanian waterways, recognising that maintenance of good ecological health 
ensures water resources that Tasmanians rely on continue to be suitable for the many uses asked of 
them. 

Hydro Tasmania has supported the development of irrigation schemes in Tasmania for over 50 years. 
This commenced with making water available to enable development of the Cressy-Longford 
Irrigation Scheme in the 1960s. More recently Hydro Tasmania have transferred water to, and 
worked with Tasmanian Irrigation to assist them with developing the Tranche 1 and 2 irrigation 
schemes. Hydro Tasmania continue to work with them as many of these schemes rely upon releases 
from, or draw their water from hydro-generation infrastructure. 

 

To realise the AgriVision 2050 target Tasmanian Irrigation will need to identify and develop schemes 
beyond those contemplated in the current Tranche 3. Hydro Tasmania would welcome the 
opportunity to work with Tasmanian Irrigation, DPIPWE, the Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers 
Association and others to help deliver Tranche 3 and identify the next tranche(s) of possible irrigation 
schemes that meet Tasmania’s requirement for reliable water and the broader communities growing 
expectations for environmentally sustainable water use. 

 
Codification of Water Rights and Obligations 
Proposals addressed: 
- 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 
- Revise the legislative framework underpinning risk-based water management 
- Identify the suite of legislative reforms to enhance efficiency, consistency and effectiveness of the 

water management framework 
 

Hydro Tasmania's existing water rights and obligations are laid out and defined in a series of Acts 
dating back to 1929 when the Hydro Electric Commission was established. These rights and 
obligations have been carried through to subsequent Acts, and modified by the various construction 
Acts that authorised the development and operation of the various Tasmanian power schemes. 

While the current legislative framework provides certainty and confidence, codification could make 
the corporation's water management rights and obligations more transparent to the public and other 
water users. Dialogue has been ongoing between Hydro Tasmania and DPIPWE about the desirability 
of codifying and consolidating the Corporation's various statutory water rights and obligations into 
one location. 

Hydro Tasmania considers that there would be considerable value in creating a new schedule in the 
Water Management Act 1999 which contained the rights and obligations of the Corporation under, 
for example, the Water Act 1957 (which were carried over from the Hydro-electric Commission Acts 
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of 1929 and 1944), and the Electricity Supply Industry Restructuring (Savings and Transitional 
Provisions) Act 1995. 

Water Allocation Framework 
- 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 WMA, and 
enhances transparency of decision making 

- 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 WMA, and 
enhances transparency of decision making. 

 

Water resources in some areas of Tasmania are projected to decrease by significant volumes over 
the time frame of the Agribusiness growth strategy as a result of a changing climate. The current 
water allocation framework does not make clear provision for managing declining water resources in 
the event that resource availability falls below the allocations for that resource, either temporarily or 
over the long term. Early planning is required to ensure that water managers have the ability to 
manage the competing demands (eg. AgriVision 2050, existing and future hydropower demands, 
hydrogen demands, and urban water supplies) on a potentially declining water resource. 

In consideration of this future state, Hydro Tasmania supports the development of a water allocation 
framework that includes: 

modernising of existing concepts of allocation (for example, reliability and surety, seasonal 
and annual takes), 
development and application of flexible, adaptive management principles across the water 
use sector to support real-time and forward looking management of resources within the 
context of a changing baseline (variability in water resource), 
the protection and management of ecological systems and environmental values, 
the implementation of transparent allocation principles to be applied in the interests of 
ensuring that water is being allocated in the best interests of Tasmania, provides flexibility 
and clear market signals for economic investment., and 
the management of existing obligations and responsibilities of water resource managers.  

 

The water allocation framework must provide certainty for all stakeholders and particularly for 
investors in water management infrastructure to enable efficient management and long term 
planning. The water allocation framework is an essential element in providing confidence for future 
infrastructure investments. 

In support of a new water allocation framework, greater consideration needs to be given to the 
strategic oversight of new water resource policy to ensure the sustainable and efficient use of water 
resources and ensure the appropriate application of the new water allocation framework.  

 Hydro Tasmania is supportive of investigating options that provide strategic oversight of new water 
development. Consideration of such development needs to encompass a broad suite of matters 
including, but not limited to, water management,  economic value assessment, land use changes, 
environmental impacts, and climate change risks. 
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Climate Change 
Proposals addressed

- Update surface water modelling to enhance information for decision making in a changing 
climate 

- Undertake a strategic review of surface water monitoring networks, and where required, expand 
or upgrade the water resources monitoring network 

- 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 WMA, and 
enhances transparency of decision making 

- Update surface water models with more recent predictions of future climate 
- Continue to share information, tools and work together with other government and 

nongovernment organisations to leverage projects to address the challenges of changing climate 
 

Climate change is already impacting the availability and reliability of Tasmania's water resources. For 
example, since 2000 Hydro Tasmania has reduced its expectations of energy available from water  by 
10-15 per cent,  Decision making needs to be informed by the current status of, and projected 
changes to, water resources resulting from climate change. 

Hydro Tasmania has a long history of collaborating with the government and research sectors to 
build the knowledge of climate change impacts, participating in the Tasmanian Sustainable Yields 
(2009-12) and Climate Futures for Tasmania (2010) projects. 

Following the unusual climatic conditions in 2015 and 2016 Hydro Tasmania commissioned a review 
of climate studies for the Tasmanian region. This has informed the development of Hydro Tasmania’s 
current climate research program and enabled the business to identify a number of national research 
projects which, with additional funding, can provide outputs focussed on what may change in 
Tasmania. Hydro Tasmania has designed a research program to: 

Investigate past Tasmanian climate trends over the past 500 - 1000 years 
Investigate the likely long term trends in rainfall, wind and sunshine over the long term (ie. 
50 – 100 years) in Tasmania 
Investigate whether it is possible to provide reliable and skilful forecasts of rainfall, wind and 
sunshine over  longer periods up to 10 years 
Complete location specific research into future water level and quality trends and how any 
identified changes may impact on the associated ecosystems ecological resilience  

The research projects Hydro Tasmania is participating in are designed to downscale global and 
national climate model outputs to Tasmanian catchments to better inform local decision making.  

Hydro Tasmania would welcome the opportunity to discuss the businesses' climate research program 
and partnerships with officers from the Department of Primary Industries, Parks Water and 
Environment (or other interested parties). 

Surface water models encompassing longer time horizons need to incorporate the best available 
climate projections. However, significant effort (and funding) is required to downscale global climate 
models to scales that are meaningful for Tasmania. Collaboration with others in Australia with an 
interest in water management will be required for Tasmania to be able to update surface water 
models to incorporate climate change projections more frequently than each 10-15 years. 

The water allocation framework must be flexible to accommodate the different requirements for 
different catchments depending on their current environmental status and extent of existing and 
potential future water use. Climate projections suggest that the potential impact of climate change 
on Tasmania's water resources will increase with time, although the nature and timing of the impacts 
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remain uncertain. Climate change is projected to be non-linear, as are the impacts on aquatic 
ecosystems and communities. Consequently, Tasmania's water allocation framework needs to 
provide the flexibility for water management to be reviewed and adapted as impacts from a changing 
climate intensify and as Tasmanian agribusinesses and other water users adapt to the emerging 
climatic/hydrological regime.  

Environmental values and sustainable resource use 
Proposals addressed 

- 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 WMA, and 
enhances transparency of decision making 

- Revise the legislative framework underpinning risk-based water management planning   
- Investigate options to provide strategic whole of government oversight to emerging new water 

developments 
 
Hydro Tasmania understands that economic and social benefits cannot be realised when freshwater 
ecosystems are not healthy. For over 20 years, Hydro Tasmania have invested in improving 
knowledge of freshwater ecosystems and have established internal protocols to ensure 
environmental needs are integrated into the decisions made regarding water resources. Examples 
include: 

the Mersey River environmental flow, implemented in 1999, which was one of the first 
environmental flows in Australia; 

voluntarily increasing the releases down the Cataract Gorge; 

the projects to facilitate upstream and downstream migration of eels and lampreys at 
Trevallyn power station; 

the Public Authority Management Agreement for the protection of threatened species at 
yingina / Great Lake; and 

the rehabilitation of Lagoon of Islands. 

Tasmania's water management framework should acknowledge that ecological health underpins 
social and economic returns from water resources, will re-inforce Tasmania's clean-green brand and 
consequently return farm gate value for the Tasmanian agricultural industry. 

The changing frequency of extreme climatic events and declining water availability in some 
Tasmanian regions are projected to amplify beyond 2030. Consideration needs to be given to the 
potential impacts on existing ecosystems and the development of innovative solutions to drive 
environmental improvements, or to minimise significant adverse impacts. 

River Health and Environmental Monitoring 

Proposals addressed 

- 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 WMA, and 
enhances transparency of decision making. Continue the River Health Monitoring Program as 
part of the water management framework 

- Continue the River Health Monitoring Program as part of the water management framework 

Hydro Tasmania wishes to commend DPIPWE on its long-term River Health Monitoring Program, the 
value of long-term ecological data sets such as this cannot be quantified. Our Aquatic Environment 
Program also collects data on the ecological health of water resources. Hydro Tasmania have worked 
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closely with DPIPWE to ensure Hydro Tasmania's River Health Monitoring Program complements 
DPIPWEs, including program design (providing least-cost monitoring outcomes for the State) and 
data and knowledge sharing.  

Hydro Tasmania makes aquatic ecological health data available to people external to the 
organisation upon request. The data sharing framework contemplated for sharing hydrological data 
should be extended to include river and other environmental health data. Other organisations 
including: the Environment Protection Authority; Inland Fisheries Service; the Tamar Estuary and Esk 
Rivers program; Derwent Estuary Program; the Natural Resources Management groups; TasWater; 
and Mineral Resources Tasmania collect and hold aquatic ecological health data. These data sets are 
usually not available to people outside the collecting organisation. Centralising the State's water 
quality and ecological health data would ensure all parties (including developers and decision 
makers) relying on Tasmania's freshwater resources have access to the best-available data to inform 
their decision making. It will also return benefits to the state through better designed and more 
efficient aquatic environment monitoring programs.  

Data and Information Sharing 
Proposals addressed 

- Undertake a strategic review of surface water monitoring networks, and where required, expand 
or upgrade the water resources monitoring network 

- Investigate options to provide strategic whole of government oversight to emerging new water 
developments 

 
Hydro Tasmania operates the largest network of water resource modelling in the state, mostly in the 
centre and west of Tasmania. Hydro Tasmania operate over 60 flow monitoring, 55 rainfall 
monitoring, 14 continuous water quality monitoring and 42 storage monitoring stations.  

The data from these sites and those operated by the Department of Primary Industries, Parks Water 
and Environment, the Bureau of Meteorology, Tasmanian Irrigation, TasWater and others is used by:  

Hydro Tasmania for managing water levels and flow within it hydro-generation network; 
the Bureau of Meteorology for flood warning purposes;  
the Department of Primary Industries, Parks Water and Environment for irrigation water 
management; 
mining companies and Mineral Resources Tasmania to monitoring environmental impacts of 
mining operations; 
the general public for planning their recreational activities; and 
Universities and others for research purposes. They are also a valuable tool in informing 
future investment decisions. 

 

Hydro Tasmania proposes that the "review of the stream flow monitoring network" be expanded to 
"review of the hydrological monitoring network" as in addition to knowing how much water is 
available it is also important to know if there are any water quality issues that mean it is not fit for 
use. Data from automated rain gauges can be used in hydrological models to assist with real time 
decision making. These additional parameters can often be co-located with the existing stream gauge 
equipment. 

Investment in stream flow, water quality and rain gauge network monitoring sites is critical and must 
be sustained over the long term. Strategic investment may be required to upgrade the monitoring 
network where the demand on water resources or changing climate warrants. It is desirable that 
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monitoring effort allows preliminary analysis of multiple stressors in order to inform water 
management.  

The existing framework for funding new water monitoring sites and their ongoing operations is based 
upon each site having an owner who is responsible meeting all the costs associated with the site. The 
data may then be transferred to other water users by the site owner. This system was adopted as the 
prior arrangements where multiple organisations were responsible for different parts of the data 
collection equipment or process. This created a situation where remedying faults following a failure 
was unnecessarily compex. This framework may not be appropriate for new sites where there are 
multiple users or beneficiaries of the water data. Hydro Tasmania would welcome the opportunity to 
discuss alternative funding arrangements for any new sites where there are multiple beneficiaries. 
This is particularly important where the other potential beneficiaries of a new monitoring site may, in 
some circumstances, have a higher requirement for accuracy or reliability (e.g. if the data could also 
be used for flood warning) than the primary purpose of the site owner. 

Hydro Tasmania supports the proposal to investigate options for improved coordination and data 
sharing between water entities for the efficient management of the State's freshwater resources. 
There are significant savings to be made if appropriate mechanisms can be put in place to facilitate 
and encourage the sharing of water and other associated environmental data. Amongst the key 
considerations in completing this exercise will be: 

developing any necessary data management standards; 
protecting any associated intellectual property; 
ensuring there is an appropriate framework for protection from any liabilities associated with 
the data; and  
maintaining confidentiality between parties if necessary. 

Some of the work previously completed by the Bureau of Meteorology on establishing a national 
water database could be adopted for local purposes. 

In addition to monitoring the natural environment Hydro Tasmania advocates metering of all 
commercial water extraction, including irrigation, and that this information be made available in near 
real time. Access to such data is essential in managing environmental, regulatory and planning 
activities. 

Information on water trades, i.e. location, volume and value should also be publically available. A 
Tasmanian water market is highly unlikely to develop until this data is available. It will also assist with 
demonstrating that water is truly being allocated in Tasmania’s best interests. For this to occur a 
number of the existing administrative and information technology systems within the Department 
will require significant investments. 

Battery of the Nation 
Proposals addressed 

- 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 

 

The pre-feasibility studies into Pumped Hydro Energy Storage projects are currently underway at 
locations within the Mersey Forth and Anthony-Pieman hydro-generation schemes to confirm the 
preferred site and develop a prefeasibility design. 

Hydro Tasmania understands that some stakeholders have voiced apprehension about the potential 
impact of the Battery of the Nation initiative on water availability for irrigation and other commercial 
users as well as potentially upon the environment.  
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Hydro Tasmania takes its existing contractual water obligations to irrigators and other water users 
very seriously, and will continue to meet them. Based on Hydro Tasmania's current modelling and 
studies, significant changes to flows downstream are not anticipated as a result of the pumped hydro 
project operation. The water would be re-used between the existing lower storage and a potential 
new upper storage, so it acts like a closed system, having minimal impact on the flow of water down 
through the schemes in the catchment. There may be a daily or weekly 'tide' in the existing storage 
as the water is transferred between the upper and lower storages but this will be within the existing 
operating range of the existing storage. The future seasonal flow regime downstream of the pumped 
hydro development will be similar to the existing flow regime as any significant change would result 
in either the existing storages spilling more, or the storage running low when water was required for 
meeting both base load and/or pumped hydro operations. 

Hydro Tasmania has a strong relationship with Tasmanian irrigators, who play a significant role in 
Tasmania's rural community and economy. Hydro Tasmania will continue to engage with the 
Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association, downstream irrigators and other water users to help 
build understanding of the pumped hydro projects. Hydro Tasmania are keen to further understand 
concerns so the business can work to address them and identify opportunities as the project 
progresses. 

Hydro Tasmania will also consider and consult on any potential for the pumped hydro initiatives to 
create opportunities for enhancing the capability of irrigation schemes and any associated benefits 
for the agricultural sector. 

Environmental studies are being conducted during the current pre-feasibility studies to identify the 
environmental values that may be impacted by the potential pumped hydro energy storage projects. 
This information will be used to develop plans and actions to address any adverse impacts and, 
where possible, improve local environmental conditions as part of the projects.  



43. Poppy Growers Tasmania 
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Introduction 
 
Poppy Growers Tasmania Inc (PGT) is pleased to provide this submission in response to the 
Position Paper prepared by the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment (DPIPWE) to provide an overview of the proposals that may be included in the 
Government’s Rural Water Use Strategy. 
 
A note from the past: 
 

“The Conservation of Water in this island may find other important uses as time goes on. It 
is becoming a rare commodity in Australia and the industry may have to move Tasmania 
(sic) to gain access to it.  The new lakes will be marvellous play-grounds and may even 
modify the climate.  The use of irrigation is growing and will become a paramount need by 
the end of the century”. From Notes on the History of the Central Plateau by G.H. Stancombe 
of Western Junction (1972) From the Papers and Pro settings of the Royal Society of 
Tasmania. 

 
This extract at the time was quite prophetic. Half a century later the Central Highland Hydro 
Lakes which are themselves more than a Century old have enabled the transfer of large 
volumes of water over significant distances and well out of the original locality and source of 
the water, particularly into the large Cressy/Longford Irrigation Scheme. 
 
Consideration of the North Esk, Lower Esk, Midlands, Clyde, Southern Highland, Lower South 
Esk and Tooms Lake Macquarie Irrigation Districts reveals that they are the vast majority of 
hectares that are able to be reached by irrigation schemes. These are in areas with lower 
rainfall over the long term.  
 
With the other schemes, such as the Kindred/North Motton Scheme and Forthside Scheme 
and the Dial Blythe Scheme, there is a co-locality with high rainfall zones.  
 
If it isn’t Broken, Don’t Fix it  
 
The starting point is simple. Tasmania’s current water management system is valued, 
respected and very much observed by farmers as its key stakeholders. Consequently, moves 
to change the system will be questioned.  
 
Poppy Growers Tasmania has considered the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper issued 
in March 2020. 
 
Poppy Growers Tasmania did participate in the preceding review or discussions about present 
water use arrangements. This was through the consultation and “internal analysis” referred 
to on page 6 of the Paper. 
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Emphasis is drawn to the following extract: 
 

“The general view was that to date the framework has been working well and that while 
improvements could be made through relatively minor changes to legislation and policies, 
no wholesale changes are required”. 

 
Poppy Growers is familiar with the consultations which took place because it participated.  
What is not clear is the Department’s own analysis which is also referred to in that 
introduction. 
 
Without access to those documents, it is unclear as to how the summaries have been made 
and indeed, in terms of the Department’s own analysis, why it is suggested that there are 
needs to “raise” issues and ideas within the following “in-scope themes”, e.g. allocation of 
water, valuing our water resources, water markets, compliance and enforcement, and so on. 
 
About Poppy Growers Tasmania 
 
PGT was established on an informal basis in 1964 to assist growers as the poppy industry was 
in early establishment phase in Tasmania.  
 
It was formally established in 1971 along with the poppy industry’s first commercial 
production in Australia, at that time based solely in Tasmania. 
 
Poppy growing remained solely in Tasmania until approximately 2015 when some production 
was undertaken on mainland Australia.  
 
Today Australia produces approximately 50% of the global demand for opiate based pain 
management medicines for the world pharmaceutical industry. Tasmania produces 
approximately 95% of that demand. 
 
PGT is a voluntary, not-for-profit grower association with a Committee of Management 
consisting of 14 poppy growers drawn from each growing area of the State. Approximately 
93% of poppy growers are members of PGT.  
 
There are approximately 450 poppy growers spread across the entire growing area on the 
North West Coast, North East Coast, Northern Midlands, Midlands, Southern Midlands, 
Central Highlands and Derwent Valley. 
 
In fact Poppies are grown in all of Tasmania’s nationally acclaimed irrigation areas.  
 
PGT is the peak industry organisation charged with representing the interests of Tasmanian 
poppy growers in respect of security, governance and commercial matters at all levels of 
Government, State, National and International, including ongoing liaison and negotiation with 
the three licensed and approved Australian poppy companies. 
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New Red (and Green) Tape is a Red Flag to Farmers   
 
While the 20th Century system based of common law riparian rights had almost no red tape, 
the red tape introduced steadily through regulation and Departmental Policy over last two 
decades has been generally accommodated as a cost of doing business. Farmers have 
undoubtedly incurred increasing regulation with changes in attitudes to dam construction and 
surety allocations becoming less reliable but the 2019 review shows that the increase in red 
tape has been accommodated by farmers and while leading to cost on development and 
inefficiencies for production, the system of allocation management has been accepted.  
 
There is real apprehension that any new system changes will increase regulation and cost 
sharply and irreversibly and most worryingly, reduce available water in both the short and 
long term.  
 
Tasmania does not have to follow Mainland States on everything  
 
On water, in terms of supply and usage, Tasmania is unique. 
 
There is real fear that Tasmania will be taken towards mainland models which are increasingly 
restrictive in face of political pressures to manage a dry climate, such as by including surface 
water as water to be managed. Mainland systems have also, notoriously, enabled third party 
financial interests in water to steadily increase so as to see water and land tenure diverge to 
the point of supply side shock in terms of cost expense with spot market prices with farmers 
priced out of irrigation.   
 
The Paper lacks analysis of the value contributed by current systems instead focus appears to 
be on reducing consumption, reducing allocations, diminishing what PGT sees as one of 
Tasmania’s key agricultural advantages of maximising available water in intensive cropping 
areas at low prices.  
 
PGT says that its members back themselves in their use of water year in, year out. Every poppy 
season relies on up to 4 megalitres per hectare. Efficiencies have been occurring rapidly, as 
wasteful systems such as overhead water guns on travelling irrigators disappear to be replaced 
by overhead sprinkler systems.  Reduced water use, in terms of the more efficient use of water 
is a naturally occurring market driven consequence of the need to make every litre count, to 
enable reliability of existing systems, reduce costs by way of electricity to seek improved yields 
at less cost.  
 
There has to be recognition of the current model driving the rural economy.  
 
Irrigation Schemes are not the single solution to our water demands. Every drop from a 
scheme might add value to something that is grown but look closely and where schemes can 
be accessed when needed to supplement on-farm storage or add new farm water where there 
was none, it stacks up an expense on the profit and loss on a recurring schedule.   
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This is even when no water is used in some wetter years, the cost being due to the ongoing 
scheme management costs. There is no opt out.  
 
PGT has previously endorsed and continues to endorse the 2050 vision of the Government to 
increase agricultural output to $10Bn by 2050.  
 
In the pursuit of farmgate growth it is critical that attention is given to the ‘supply’ side of 
agriculture to enable farmer access to the water resource at the least cost.  
 
Some may argue that greater cost will drive greater investment in higher value crops but this 
is simplistic and disregards the production systems that support poppy production, vegetables 
including vegetable process manufacturing, dairy and livestock, arguably the 4 key 
commodities that reliably produce and create export value.   
 
Tasmania has almost uncritically adopted, i.e. with no public debate and on a bipartisan basis, 
a high-cost approach to irrigation pricing for water in the Irrigation Schemes such as the cost 
of unit purchase and annual charges plus on farm infrastructure. The difference is stark where 
there is no cost for the water in naturally harvested on-farm storage beyond the capital works 
of building the dams and distribution systems.  
 
International comparisons, such as done previously by PGT considering the Portuguese model 
which is designed to maximise supply rather than price, reveal that there are very different 
policy positions adopted by other countries who also strive to boost agricultural production 
through greater irrigation.  
 
The Portuguese Alqueva Dam and Irrigation Project arose from an idea from the 1950’s, based 
on the theory that major investment in public works should generate economic development 
in depressed regions. The Alentejo Irrigation Plan called for the irrigation of 150 000 ha of 
land, with most of the water coming from a major dam on the river Guadiana at Alqueva to 
provide water to the area over a 3 year severe drought. It also has a power station and capacity 
for pumped hydro, considering it was built from the mid 1990os this was well ahead of its 
time.  
The project is a government agency, run by EDIA a public company which says of itself: 
 

EDIA is a public company that manages the Alqueva Multipurpose Project. 
Being responsible for a relevant instrument for boosting the economy, it is positioned as a 
strategic reference, contributing to the development, not only of the region, but also of the 
country. 
Today EDIA is recognized as a solid and strategic Company for the promotion of Alqueva 
region, making its agricultural component profitable; for the establishment of facilitating 
bridges between investors and local entrepreneurs, with a view to partnerships in various 
business areas, as well as being directly responsible for the design, construction and 
operation of the infrastructures of Alqueva Multipurpose Project. (see 
https://www.edia.pt/en/about-us/ )  
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In contrast to a focus on development, the White Paper looks inwardly at management and 
with an inference of constraint and limitation. The potential of the Paper -to spark ideas to 
assist in the 2050 vision is much disadvantaged by omitting any economic analysis of the value 
of on-farm storage for commodity crops, like poppies, that do not deliver the high returns per 
hectare potentially achieved by grapes, nuts, cherries, olives etc that in reality are better 
suited to the naturally drier areas of the state such as the East Coast and Lower Midlands.  
 
Where is the focus on water management on the map of Tasmania? 
 
Of concern and despite the demonstrated capacity for farmers in catchments to cooperate 
and self-regulate water use, the case strongly advanced is for universal metering. The need to 
metering is for unknown ends, as this extract from page 24 sets out in ambiguous words: 
 
Stakeholders suggested that an improved understanding of irrigation patterns and how users 
manage the range of different water products that are available would ultimately lead to 
improved and more effective management of the State’s water resources. 
 
What is ‘improved’ and ‘more effective’ is subjective. The potential is for wholesale 
interruption of long-established use patterns, which can be year round, by the intrusion of 
meters policing every litre pumped, transferred or stored, regardless of actual flows of 
watercourse flow, springs and surface water after rain events, into and out of each dam. This 
will take local and individual decision making away from the farmer. One size fits all red tape 
will see Big Brother style monitoring, pumps switched off and a bias towards purchase of 
bought water through Schemes. Not only will that add to cost it will also likely be impossible 
in areas where Schemes were only built to the capacity of close to or the actual initial 
allocation amounts.  
 
The policy objective may have moved a long way from the riparian rights that lasted until 1999 
when this kind of thinking is appreciated: 
 

Given that access is granted to take a public resource and use it for private benefit, and 
there are clear limits on the extent of rights granted and conditions to which they are 
subject, it is important that those who hold such a right are accountable for the water that 
they take. As the value of water, investment in irrigated agriculture and the size of the water 
market continue to grow in Tasmania, and as management becomes more complex as 
different water products emerge, the need for accountability is increasing. Lack of 
accountability has the potential to undermine investment in the water sector if the security 
and certainty of water entitlements cannot be demonstrated.  

 
What is meant by investment is not clear.  
 
It is the case that irrigation scheme unit speculators have complained about farmers “using” 
free water and about farmers not subscribing to Schemes or for the use of water from unit 
allocations owned by the investors? As ABC News reported on 8 November 2015: 
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There are claims that as Tasmanian farmers face an impending drought, some are taking 
water from river systems they have not paid for. 
 
(A) Melbourne-based investor…(owns)… water in Tasmania's irrigation schemes. 
 
He believes more water is going missing than can be accounted for through evaporation 
losses and wants authorities to keep a closer eye on the state's catchments. 
 
"If there's no policing there's going to be anarchy," he said. 
 
"We have to have some policing, it's not acceptable to let people take some water out of 
those river systems and irrigation systems for free when farmers have paid good money — 
including myself — have paid good money to get access to that water.  
 
…"It needs to be policed, otherwise the Government's good work in building the system — 
the Federal and State Government — and people like me and hundreds of other farmers 
which have paid for that system to be built, we're just losing value in our water licences," 
he said. … 

 
Have investors failed to get expected returns on their investments and cried foul to 
Government and Tasmanian Irrigation? 
 
As at page 36 of the Paper: 
 

Some stakeholders had reservations about water trading on the basis that it could result in 
speculators reducing the volume of water available for use and driving up the price of water. 
Stakeholders were keen to ensure that any development of a water market in Tasmania 
would have measures in place to limit opportunities for well-funded external parties to 
invest in water to the potential detriment of local users. Stakeholders were keen to ensure 
that as much water as possible is made available for productive use. 

 
Must Tasmania strictly follow the Mainland? 
 
References to Tasmania’s sign up to National Water Rules may be leaned on to argue for more 
regulation and restrictions.  
 
But the mainland water rights ‘disease’ could spell trouble for Tasmanians.  
 
ABC 7:30 Report on 11 June 2020 featured a story about the problems farmers faced in buying 
water to keep crops like grapes alive. As the introduction read: 
 

Water is arguably our most precious resource. These days it's also a booming commodity, 
with irrigation water being traded and sold like shares on the stock market. Now there's 
growing concern that big investors are making a killing while farmers face soaring prices. 
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The interface between reliance on irrigation schemes through to full on-farm storage-based 
irrigation is not explored in the paper at all. It should be as it is a critical determinant of cost 
and productivity.  
 
The Position paper discloses no Scheme by Scheme analysis of usage over a period of seasons, 
particularly where there is a hybrid mix of on farm storage and scheme availability.  
 
From page 44, the Paper promotes the Irrigation Schemes as the primary driver for irrigation. 
Yet this claim ignores existing farm water and is not supported by any empirical indication of 
the levels of non-scheme irrigation which could at least be indicated by the base storage 
allocations across the state.  
 
The Paper advances a theme of increasing tension about water use and management, a 
tension that stands apart from the stakeholder contentment with the current WMA.  
 
The paper is unclear as to water use outside the modified agricultural areas, with public and 
hydro areas often removed from agricultural areas.  
 
Tasmania is an island of contrast.  At least half of Tasmania is ‘locked up’. Of the other half, 
the vast majority is not arable. For nearly 5/6 of the area further human modification of the 
environment is blocked by law, land tenure and by landform, or a combination of all three 
constraints.  
 
Large swathes of Tasmania’s landmass are long distant from human habitation and so out of 
sight and out of mind. What is in sight are the proportionally tiny highly modified industrial 
farming landscapes, through which main roads run, such as the Midlands and Bass Highways. 
With long vistas of rural landscapes, passers-by could be forgiven for thinking that these highly 
modified landscapes are sizeable and take up most of the state. But they represent a small 
fraction of Tasmania’s 6.1 million hectare landmass. As is pointed out in the paper, 100,000 
hectares is the most productive area, expanding to 200,000 with irrigation schemes.  
 
As a former Prime Minister said in 2014 as quoted in the Guardian on the 5th March 2014: 
Mr Abbott said – 
 

“the Green ideology has done so much damage to Tasmania. We all know that Tasmania 
has the lowest wages in our country. It’s got the lowest GDP per head in our country. 
 
“It’s got the lowest life expectancy in our country. It’s got the lowest education attainments 
in our country and it’s got the highest unemployment in our country and funnily enough, for 
the last eight years it’s had a government, in large measure, dominated by the Greens,” he 
said. 
 

While the above extract is purely a political argument, the underlying facts remain sadly true. 
PGT accepts that for Tasmanians that the pursuit of policies that will improve the standard of 
living for all Tasmanian’s is fundamental policy. Agriculture will pay a large role in that 
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transformation. The introduction of red-tape constraints on production could break the 
production systems already strained by economic forces and the COVID “New Normal”.  
 
Attention is drawn to the significant concession on page 8 that, 
  

“Notwithstanding that stakeholders were generally happy with the state’s existing 
freshwater resource management arrangements, discussions with the stakeholders and the 
Department’s own analysis highlighted several areas where the water management 
framework could be improved to ensure that Tasmania has a “future focussed, adaptable 
and agile water management framework”. 

 
The difficulty in making such a conclusion is that in the absence of stakeholder concerns and 
empirical data, which is consistently lacking to support such a broad phrase, the contribution 
to the white paper is therefore challenged. 
 
It is not readily apparent that there is any opportunity to provide a “more contemporary 
legislative framework” for water management, or to deal with emerging issues or, as the paper 
suggests, provide greater clarity within the water management framework. 
 
The indication that access to water is “increasingly less reliable”, e.g. para 1.1.2 is not made 
out on the facts.  With the irrigation schemes largely directing water to existing industrially 
cleared land in long term farming districts, there has been a transfer of water from non-
farming areas generally through industrially developed hydro-electric storages through to 
such zones.  This has seen importing of water to catchments on a massive scale.  The 
advantage and distinction that Tasmania has to other states is that other states, and in 
particular inland Victoria and New South Wales, are dependent upon the river systems and 
not storages.  The river systems are notoriously oversubscribed and prone to extensive 
droughts.  Tasmania’s systems are vastly different and it continues to be stated that Tasmania 
enjoys significant rainfall amounts above that of mainland catchments. 
 
It can be said that the use of existing water sources to convey water from irrigation schemes 
is a clumsy or crude distribution system.  Nevertheless, it is the case that empirical study of 
Tasmanian farms will reveal significant installations at landowner level of piping systems since 
the 1990’s, in particular PVC underground mains to convey water, both for delivery and 
transfer.  Piping systems see no net loss to the environment, either through ground leakage 
or evaporation, which is a contrast with the use of streams to deliver water. 
 
An area for refinement is additional focus towards encouragement of landowners to develop 
piping systems for water transfer as opposed to water course systems above the ground. 
 
A matter that has not been touched upon is the relatively small area which is irrigated arable 
land within Tasmania. Info box 8 on page 45 suggests that in 2017-18, 100,105 hectares were 
irrigated with the gross value of production off that land at $999,000,000.  Some 8% of land 
used for agriculture is therefore irrigated.  The increase seems to be largely due to the 
schemes in Tasmania’s Midland region. 
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This suggests that expansion within traditional irrigation areas has slowed in keeping with the 
perception also advanced in the paper that allocations are reaching limit 
 
It Isn’t Broke: Tasmania’s rural water system 
The question can be asked – is the paper looking at a problem that actually doesn’t exist? 
 
Arrangements for district led schemes, from rivers, to farms that are not adjacent are rare in 
Tasmania but formed the backbone to what is now manifested in the Irrigation Schemes.  
 
The supply of water in certain districts has been farmer led by local groups, such as in the 
Circular Head area and at Don. The Irrigation Clauses Act 1973 enables the local entity to: 
(1)  make channels capable of carrying water to the boundary of, or through, every piece of 

land in the irrigation district; and 
(2)  make such channels at least to the boundary of every piece of land in the irrigation 

district in respect of which an irrigation right is in force, or which is subject to payment 
for water supplied for irrigation. 

 
With the Schemes once set up as Trusts, as the “undertaker”, rules saw fair play: 

An undertaker must not supply water for irrigation or for any other purpose until domestic 
or stock purposes have been first supplied by the undertaker.  

 
Construction of irrigation schemes has rolled out in the last decade.  
 
The right to a supply of water for irrigation may arise:  

(1) under the system of irrigation rights; or 
(2) under the system of general availability of water. 
 

Under the system of irrigation rights, an undertaker — or water entity responsible for the 
administration of an irrigation district — may grant to the occupiers of land in an irrigation 
district and their successors a right to be supplied in each irrigation season with a certain 
quantity of water for irrigation. Irrigation rights may be granted for financial consideration or 
free of charge, and with different sureties to the extent that the right to a supply of water may 
be abrogated or restricted where the undertaker is unable to supply sufficient water.   
 
The grant of an irrigation right is subject to:  
(1) any by-laws made by the undertaker; and 
(2) provisions for how, when, and in what circumstances water may be taken as may be 

specified in the grant. 
 
Under the system of general availability, occupiers of land in an irrigation district may, subject 
to the undertaker’s by-laws, take such water for irrigation as the undertaker has or makes 
available to them.  
 
Where land in respect of which an irrigation right is in force is divided into pieces that are 
separately occupied, the undertaker may revoke the irrigation right granted in respect of all 
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the land and grant irrigation rights to the occupiers of the pieces into which the land is divided.  
A person proposing to divide land may apply to the undertaker for its agreement to a scheme 
of division.  
 
The holder of an irrigation right may transfer it with the approval of the undertaker and on 
compliance with such conditions as may be approved by the Minister. The conditions may 
relate to the availability of water, the infrastructure required for the supply of water, the 
impact of the proposed transfer on the environment or the maximum amount of water that 
may be taken.  
 
The conditions may also require payment of a fee.  
 
An undertaker may supply water for domestic purposes in an irrigation district, and must 
meet demands for water for domestic supply before those for irrigation. Subject to any 
contracts for domestic supplies, an undertaker must at all times as seems to it reasonable 
meet all demands for water for irrigation so far as its own supply of water allows, and where 
its supply is insufficient the undertaker must give diminished supplies all round in such 
proportions as seems to it just, taking into account the differing losses that the landowners 
are likely to suffer due to an insufficient supply of water and the surety attaching to the 
irrigation right.  
 
An undertaker must, before each irrigation season, determine a rate per megalitre or other 
quantity of water which is to have effect throughout an irrigation district or in such part of the 
district as may be provided by the by-laws.  Every person having an irrigation right is liable to 
pay the sum due on the first day of the irrigation season. The undertaker has a charge on every 
tenement within the water district for all amounts due.  Water may be cut off where payment 
of rates or charges is in arrears. 
 
The statutory scheme is well set up and without tangible points to be changed, the imperative 
to alter the rules fades on review of what has been set up already.  
 
In a rare dispute alleging negligence or breach of statutory duty about a dam licence the 
Supreme Court reviewed the Water Management System in Gunns Limited v State of 
Tasmania [2016] TASFC 7. Chief Justice Alan Blow reviewed the case for Gunns about the 
State’s failure to approve a dam licence: 
 

[10]  The legislation in question in this case has been enacted for public purposes. The 
relevant objectives are set out at length in s 6 and Sch 1 to the Act. The relevant public 
purposes concern the allocation of the State’s water resources and the protection of the 
environment. It is true that some objectives are concerned with the “economic development 
of water resources” and “economic benefits resulting from the sustainable use and 
development of water resources for … commercial activities dependent on water”: s 6(1)(a) 
and (b).  
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However, when the Minister or a delegate makes a decision whether to grant 
a water licence and, if so, upon what conditions, the decision-making process requires a 
taking into account of the competing interests of applicants and other users of water, as 
well as any possibility of desirable future development, and the need to protect the 
environment. 
 
[18]  Under s 56(1)(b) of the Act, it was possible for a water licence to be endorsed with 
a water allocation that specified the maximum volume of water that the licensee was 
permitted to take from the watercourse in question. The evidence established that such 
endorsements were common. Decision-making in relation to water allocations had to 
accord with the applicable statutory objectives, as well as the requirements of ss 63 and 64. 
In the circumstances, Gunns had no reasonable basis for assuming that it would be granted 
a licence with a particular water allocation. It is true that an assessment of the likely 
allocation was made in 2005. But where environmental factors are concerned, it is not 
uncommon for government policies to change, to the benefit of the environment and to the 
detriment of those who wish to profit from exploiting natural resources. 
 
[19]  … S6 The objectives of this Act are to further the objectives of the resource 
management and planning system of Tasmania as specified in Schedule 1 and in particular 
to provide for the use and management of the freshwater resources of Tasmania having 
regard to the need to— 

(a) promote sustainable use and facilitate economic development of water 
resources; and 

(b) recognise and foster the significant social and economic benefits resulting from 
the sustainable use and development of water resources for the generation of 
hydro-electricity and for the supply of water for human consumption and 
commercial activities dependent on water; and 

(c) maintain ecological processes and genetic diversity for aquatic and riparian 
ecosystems; and 

(d) provide for the fair, orderly and efficient allocation of water resources to meet 
the community’s needs; and 

(e) increase the community’s understanding of aquatic ecosystems and the need 
to use and manage water in a sustainable and cost-efficient manner; and 

(f) encourage community involvement in water resource management. 
 

[34] From February 2006 a different assessment tool was used to assess water licence 
applications. The new assessment tool is called the Farm Dam Assessment Tool or 
FDAT. According to Mr Curran, with whom Mr Shackcloth agreed, the FDAT tool was 
very similar tool to the SKM tool 

 
In Tasmania, an owner or occupier of land may take dispersed surface water  from the land 
for any purpose and, if there is a well situated on the land, he or she may take water from 
that well for any purpose.(TAS) Water management Act 1999 s 48(4). However, a licence to 
take water may be required if a water management plan provides that a licence is required: 
ibid s 50. Under ibid s 14, a water management plan may include dispersed surface water. 
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‘Dispersed surface water is:  
(1) water flowing over land otherwise than in a watercourse after having fallen as rain or 

hail or having precipitated in any other manner or after rising to the surface naturally 
from underground; or 

(2) water in list item (1) that has been collected in a dam or reservoir. 
 

(TAS) Water Management Act 1999 s 7(1) (abolishes common law rights with respect to the 
flow or taking of naturally occurring water) 

 
A licensee may transfer a licence (including any water allocation) to another person.  The 
transfer is subject to conditions of the licence regarding transfer (if any) and may be 
conditional, absolute or for a limited period.  The (TAS) Water Management Act 1999 (the 
‘Act’) provides that the Minister must approve an application for transfer that:  
 
(1) complies with the application requirements;  
(2) is consistent with the Act’s objectives and relevant water management plans; 
(3) could not reasonably lead to material environmental harm or serious environmental 

harm; 
(4) will not significantly adversely impact on others taking water from the relevant water 

resource; and 
(5) is accompanied by evidence that a person registered as having a financial interest in 

the licence water allocation has consented to the transfer.  
 
When a water allocation is transferred, the Minister may approve the variation or transfer 
of a licence if:  
 
(1) the water resource specified in the licence is a watercourse; and 
(2) the transfer of the water allocation will result in 

(a) water being transferred from that watercourse to one of its tributaries, or 
(b) water being transferred to that watercourse from one of its tributaries. 

The Minister may refuse the application on grounds prescribed by the Act, such as where 
the transfer would be inconsistent with the objectives of the Actor any relevant water 
management plan, or impose conditions on the transfer.  Within seven days after approving 
or refusing an application, the Minister must give written notice of the decision and of 
review or appeal rights to the applicant.  

 
Application for the transfer of a special licence may be made by the holder of the licence to 
the Minister and transferred to a transferee who fulfils particular statutory requirements to 
hold such a licence.  Unless the transfer would be contrary to the Act’s objectives, the 
Minister must approve the transfer. However, before considering the application, the 
Minister must consult with the Advisory Committee. 

 
After examining the system, the Department’s processes were upheld.  
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The system has been subject to the tests of drought, demand and supply shocks and even 
litigation. It can be said to have been very durable.  

 
The introduction of the Water Management Act in 1999 was a radical shift in the legislation 
and systems around water use.  For the first time, the common law rights of riparian access 
were entirely removed and effectively the water resources that occur on land through water 
courses were codified and, to use a phrase, “nationalized” by the WMA. 
 
It is the case historically that there was little or no objection from the agricultural sector to 
those changes and there has been a high degree of trust placed in successive governments 
about the sympathetic attitudes to traditional water use that appear to have led to 
stakeholders saying that 20 years on there is no need for wholesale changes. 
 
Both practically and politically, it will be an extremely significant departure from this settled 
status quo which has its antecedence well into the 20th century, if not before. If there were 
significant changes to some of the “issues and ideas” within the in-scope themes 
abovementioned. 
 
PGT seeks to be heard further on these critical matters.  
 

*** 



44. A Archer 
  



Water Management Act 1999 

Areas to be modified to consider levee works separately.

Proposed legislative amendment 

Most of the dam legislation has been developed over time to provide a logical and balance approach to 
dam approvals  

The regulation for the construction of dams and levees needs to be separated. 

The major anomalies are: 

It is logical to have only directly affected parties able to be directly notified and object to dam 
applications. This should not apply to levee construction as under the definition   

155.  (vi) the potential impact of the dam works on the persons who take water from a water 
resource affected by the proposed dam works;

The inference is unless a business or farm who will be affected draws water from the water 
course they do not have a right to be directly notified or lodge an appeal. 
It should read any potentially affected properties particularly those sharing the flood plain with, 
adjoining or downstream of the proposed levy works will be notified and be able to  make 
representations.

The definition of “significant “requires clarity and definition and should not be up to 
departmental interpretation. This needs clarification in both the existing dam application process 
and a separated levee area. 
It should have a monetary value in terms of credits attached ( eg not more than $5000)  plus list 
other impacts deemed significant.
These would include but not be limited to, loss of amenity or change in land use, increase in 
flood impacts duration or severity, risk to neighboring properties staff or proprietors, built assets 
or soil integrity and specifically mention livestock  etc 

156. 5 ii) have a significantly adverse impact on other persons who take water from a water 
resource affected by the proposed dam works; 

156 5 B effectively limits areas to be considered to: 
(b) If the Minister considers that the proposed dam works may –
(i) Result in material environmental harm, serious environmental harm or environmental 
nuisance; or
(ii) Have a significantly adverse impact on other persons who take water from a water resource 
affected by the proposed dam works; or



(iii) Adversely impact on public safety; or

Much more clarity and additional impacts should be included here for levee works
Modelling should be provided by levee proponents that is transparent, science based, consider 
flood impacts on neighboring properties
Modelling provided should be required to consider:
Impacts on livestock and livestock based enterprises.
The need for certified surveyors to provide base data for modelling, modelling must be 
reflective of actual flood behavior and not be constrained by artificially generated boundaries. 
Modelling should show increased flood duration and occurrence and total increases not just 
changes in depth and velocity over broad areas but should be site specific. These should include 
localized flood pathways and the impact of increased velocities through these pathways, due to 
increased hydraulic gradient which comes from higher and increased flood waters 



45. 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: 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 Tasmania agriculture. 

The TFGA supports the Government’s target of $10 billion by 2050 and the 200% Renewable Energy 
2022 target and we agree that the Rural Water Use Strategy should support and reflect these 
initiatives.  

The TFGA appreciates the opportunity to make comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy and would 
like to congratulate you on the consultation process so far to date. It has been inclusive and 
transparent, allowing for all feedback to be considered. 

TFGA recognise that the Strategy’s purpose will be to guide the State’s future water management 
arrangements to ensure integrated, fair and efficient regulation and compliance of the State’s water 
resources to deliver sustainable outcomes for irrigators, rural communities and the environment. 
TFGA hope that it will also pave the way for landowners to see positive change and growth in water 
markets to allow for agriculture to continue to grow and prosper.  

We also hope that the strategy will assist the industry to resolve some important issues currently 
outstanding that cause landowners to bear unfair costs and disadvantages that hinder the 
sustainability of some businesses.  Farmers face many challenges which are logistically and ethically 
unequitable and we see this opportunity as an important stepping stone to work together with 
Government to resolve such issues. 

We have extensively consulted with our members to obtain as much feedback to contribute to this 
strategy as possible and have outlined those points below for your consideration.
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 Water entity self-management of publically owned irrigation schemes. Allow for greater local 
involvement in water management. 
 

 Members would like to have more control over publically owned irrigation schemes 
so they can tailor their cropping irrigation needs.  

 At the moment irrigators are capped on usage per day which, dependant on the type 
of crops and at what stage of growth they are at, weather and climate conditions and 
the size of the crop, will determine the amount of water usage needed day by day. 
Current limits are not enough in some parts of the year and members would like to 
see more flexibility.  

 One way that has been suggested is instead of having daily limits, the limits could be 
calculated in seasonal months.  

 This would mean that usage amounts would not change quarterly but made more 
flexible in high watering times.  

 Other days where watering of crops is not required, the amount of water usage would 
significantly drop. 
 

 Groundwater 
 Our members that provided feedback to the position paper, view groundwater as a 

delicate resource. TFGA support scientific evidence to be undertaken on the effects 
of long-term groundwater use to the environmental ecosystem. 

 TFGA were approached by a company that specialise in groundwater exploration and 
it was decided that more information was required to make a formal assessment of 
this possible new service to Tasmania.  

 As part of this submission, TFGA would recommend that its considered to review Part 
5 of the WMA, that groundwater may be taken without a license.  

 As water resources have and continue to be affected by climate changes and 
increased irrigation, TFGA think it would be pragmatic to be cautious of our precious 
water resource and to avoid the mistakes made on the mainland, such as the Murray 
Darling Basin example. This is at the forefront of our member’s minds and Tasmania 
should view this as a warning to not allow the same path to be taken. 
 

 Ownership of Water Licenses 
 Some TFGA members have voiced concern over the ownership of water licenses by 

those that do not hold titles to land and infrastructure and do not have the means to 
use the water legitimately. This has been seen on the mainland and these members 
do not want to see Tasmania follow in these footsteps. 

 It has been suggested by some members that now is the time for a review of the 
eligibility criteria for owning a water license as of the date of this submission, anyone 
can apply and own one. 

 TFGA recommends that if an individual does not own the land title and does not have 
the means to use water on the land then individuals should not be permitted to own 
or lease a water license. 
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 As part of this point, sleeper licenses need to be taken into account, that they may be 
owned by landowners, however are not being utilised for the intended use of the 
license. A suggestion would be to put a time limit of inactivity to combat any 
foreseeable loopholes. 
 

 Sleeper licenses 
 TFGA believe more investigation into sleeper licenses needs to take place and there 

needs to be more content added to the Rural Water Use Strategy about this topic. 
 Some sleeper licenses lay dormant for decades so a true record of water use in 

Tasmania and allocations being utilised isn’t truly reflected. 
 Most, if not all, catchment summer allocations are full whilst winter allocations are 

fast approaching full allocations also. 
 During the time of the drafting of this strategy, TFGA would like to recommend that 

an analysis and review of sleeper licenses be written into this strategy for further 
investigation in the future. This plan could include collating a list of sleeper licenses 
and making contact with the license owners. This could then make way for more 
allocations to be available if some sleeper license owners relinquish their ownership. 

 Another suggestion made by some TFGA members is if individuals that hold sleeper 
licenses and are not utilising at least 50% of the allocation over a period of years (to 
be determined), then the unused portion of the sleeper license should be made 
available for lease. This way the license owner does not need to relinquish ownership, 
and can still use the portion of the license that is needed and be able to lease the 
unused portion so more water becomes available to water users who hold titles to 
land and infrastructure and has the means to use water on the land. 

 TFGA do understand that if owners of these licenses do not wish to relinquish their 
ownership, then under the current WMA, there is no more that can be done in this 
area unless another amendment was made to the WMA to disallow license ownership 
for non-commercial users and a time limit of sleeper licenses to combat any 
foreseeable loopholes. 
 

 Low risk and consequence dam rating 
 TFGA supports the Water Management Branch in investigating alternatives from the 

ANGOLD guidelines for smaller private dams. There is no ‘one size fits all’ solution. 
 Consequence rating changes due to downstream development is currently not in 

favour of the farmer and has substantial cost implications. Any costs generated from 
any downstream development that takes place should be the responsibility of the 
developer and not the landowner. These costs could be incorporated into council 
rates/land tax, dependant on the stage of where the development currently sits for 
the downstream developer so it is all inclusive of the development and council 
charges.  

 There also appears to be a loophole in the system with the planning authority to have 
land rezoned from rural to light industrial, wait for a time and then apply to have the 
land rezoned again. As you can appreciate this causes considerable angst for the 
upstream dam owner as it puts them in a never ending state of limbo where 
consequence ratings can change more than once resulting in more costs and financial 
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instability. This is just another reason the downstream developer should be the one 
to bear costs associated with any development downstream affecting dam ratings. 

 Another issue that we have received feedback from some of our members are the 
construction of levees. The same planning and approval systems as dam construction 
apply and the same issues are experienced. 

 TFGA are disappointed that the scoping paper for this issue of dam consequence 
ratings and costs still has not been issued. We will stay in close contact with the 
Department of Justice to advocate for this scoping paper to be released.  

 The TFGA agree it would be beneficial for the Rural Water Use Strategy to contain 
provisions of working with the Local Government of Tasmania to enhance the 
knowledge and understanding of the potential for downstream developments and to 
cause changes for upstream dam risk ratings and to ensure that these potential 
changes are adequately considered in the planning process for the new 
developments. 

 TFGA also recommend that the strategy contain provisions for streamlining the 
process of the construction of levees and putting into place a robust conflict 
resolution policy for disputes that may arise for both dams and levees. 
 

 

 Water trading 
 TFGA welcome a review of the policy settings for water trading as it can provide more 

flexibility for those that need to make the most of limited water resources. 
 As water trading isn’t widely utilised in Tasmania, TFGA can see value in education 

and training in this area for landowners to know how trading can be implemented into 
their business and who can assist them in this area. 

 TFGA understands that farming technology is widely embraced but not used by 
everyone. TFGA recommends that the Rural Water Use Strategy contain a reasonable 
amount of content for water trading and policies that allow water trading to be 
supported and grown in Tasmania, both on and off line, for all users to access. 

 TFGA also recommends that the strategy allows for research and investigation into 
external stakeholders to be able to enter the market here with not too much red tape 
to also assist in opening up the market to those that want it. 
 

 Cost and management of publically owned irrigation schemes 
 TFGA welcomes Government to consider amendments to the WMA, ICA and other 

relevant legislation to allow water entity self-management of publically owned 
irrigation schemes. 

 TFGA recommend that this is detailed in the Strategy to reflect the Government’s goal 
of Agrivision 2050 as these schemes have grown to 15 throughout the state with 
100,000 megalitres available to distribute to over 200,000 hectares of irrigable land. 
The strategy also needs to outline the Tranche 3 development and the extension of 
scope of schemes already in place. 

 We have received feedback from our members that there are restrictions within these 
publically owned schemes that may hinder maximising full potential that others have 
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access to. These include the positioning of where a landowner sits within the scheme 
which limits their potential to trade among other services.  

 TFGA recommend that the strategy contain provisions within it to be able to research 
and troubleshoot these limitations to ensure all users have the same access rights as 
others. 

 We have also had consistent feedback that these schemes are very expensive which 
prohibits some landowners from equitable participation. TFGA would recommend 
that provisions are contained within this strategy to look at pricing structures, explore 
possibilities of value depreciation, therefore like anything that isn’t new anymore, the 
price starts to reduce, resulting in greater growth and participation.  
 

 Domestic and stock water issues 
 Whilst assisting our members with water related matters, it has come to our attention 

that the WMA and any other legislation does not contain that domestic and stock 
water is a basic human right and should be accessible for all.  

 TFGA found this surprising and would like to recommend that this be reviewed within 
this strategy to ensure the Tasmanian community has access to this basic right. We 
understand about riparian rights however those within the community, who have 
access to riparian rights, can’t always take what they are entitled to for various 
reasons. 

 Another recommendation from some of our members is that those who have direct 
riparian rights to a waterway, and those who are responsible for the financial outlay 
of the upkeep and repair after floods, erosion and fencing to have first call on stream 
flow for stock and domestic water purposes. 
 

 Bridging the gap between data from Government and Hydrologists for water allocations. Data 
varies widely. 

 This issue has been highlighted recently in a current water catchment meeting in 
which historical and current water flow data has differed substantially. TFGA would 
recommend adding a provision into the Strategy to address this issue at a later date 
after implementation of the Rural Water Use Strategy in 2021. 

 

 
 River health monitoring program 

 TFGA agrees that the River Health Monitoring Program should continue as part of the 
water management framework. 

 Maintaining river health and a healthy eco system will become more of a challenge 
due to changes in climate. 

 The proposals being considered in the position paper are adequate. 
 Point 4 is recommended to be strengthened by considering the use of an independent 

hydrologist to assess the river flow, climate change and water allocation capacity 
using the best available science as there have been some discrepancies in recent 
water catchment areas, with water flow and water allocation capabilities. 
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 Water allocation flexibility for irrigators. Different times of the year and different commodities 
require more or less watering. Allocation limits is sometimes not sufficient per day. 

 As outlined in dot point one, the daily limit is sometimes not adequate to finish off 
crops and can result in yield loss. 

 TFGA recommend that the strategy contain provisions to review this daily limit and 
allow for the same allocation for each landowner but average out limits to quarterly 
usage to enable landowners to finish off crops properly and using less than the quota 
on other days. 

 This could be monitored by a metering system to ensure that landowners are not 
using more water than they are allocated. 

 If landowners do go over their allocation, then monetary penalties could apply as a 
deterrent. 

 TFGA would be interested to hear how the use of baffle plates has been going as there 
were some TFGA members opposed to this idea. 

 Another consideration could be that the ability to access this arrangement could be 
by application only and only landowners with valid reasons for going over the daily 
limit can apply, such as cropping. 
 

 More transparency for water allocations as water is a shared resource. 
 TFGA have received member feedback that more transparency is needed in allocating 

water limits. 
 A suggestion received is to openly share the method in which data has been analysed 

to come to the water allocation levels indicated for each catchment. 
 Another suggestion was to engage an independent hydrologist to examine the water 

flows and obtain an independent assessment of allocations. 
 

 When there is an issue or neighbour dispute, both parties should be involved in resolving this 
issue. Such as if water quality is disputed both parties should have the ability to test the water 
to eliminate any doubt in testing integrity etc. 

 TFGA have in the past dealt with neighbour issues regarding water matters such as 
disputes about riparian water takes affecting river flows and water quality issues from 
a nearby bore. 

 As part of this dispute the neighbour who had the dispute against them was asked by 
the Water Management Branch (WMB) to take a water sample of the water and have 
it tested whilst the neighbour who lodged the complaint was not requested to do this. 

 To avoid any future discrepancies, a recommendation is to allow both parties to 
participate in these sorts of activities if they wish to. 

 TFGA recommends that the strategy (or any other suitable forum) contain provisions 
to allow for both parties to participate in conflict resolution activities and to make it 
clear the steps that the WMB have in place for conflicts. 
 
 

 Licensing of Bore Water take. 
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 TFGA recommend that the strategy allows for the provision of review for bore water 
take and a mechanism to implement a simple strategy to monitor take or bore water 
via a free registration system. 

 This will enable the WMB to be able to monitor more accurately who is taking and 
how much.  

 TFGA would also like to recommend that the Water Management Act (WMA) allow 
for the provision of research in the strategy for the future to better understand 
groundwater and the effects taking water has on the ecosystem and earth. 
 

 Crown Land Leases 
 TFGA have received some feedback from its members about the uncertainty of 

building dams and other infrastructure on Crown Land due to leases only being 
allowable for 5 years instead of 20+ years. 

 This could result in a decline in some water infrastructure being built on Crown Land. 
 TFGA recommend that WMB allow for the provision in the strategy for future 

consultation and collaboration with Crown Land to troubleshoot current issues to 
allow for a more equitable growth potential for landowners that lease land. 
 

 Reuse water 
 TFGA supports the proposal considered for continued and ongoing development of 

policies to encourage water recycling and reuse. 
 From the information contained in the position paper, there appears to be significant 

opportunity to expand upon water recycling and reuse which could assist with water 
allocations being fully allocated. 

 TFGA recommend that substantial provisions for further research and collaboration 
with TasWater to further develop water recycling and reuse be written into the 
strategy for irrigation purposes. The availability appears to be very limited at this 
stage. 
 

 Minimising red tape 
 TFGA members have commented that red tape has been reduced when filling in 

application processes for water services and would like to see this continued where 
possible. 

 Dam associated services continues to be involved with multiple layers of approvals 
needed from various agencies.  

 The TFGA agree it would be beneficial for the Rural Water Use Strategy to contain 
provisions of working with the Local Government of Tasmania to assess and 
streamline the current processes in place, to ensure paperwork and approvals can 
become more of a ‘one stop shop’ to reduce red tape and to consider the landowner’s 
rights more with existing infrastructure when a new development is proposed. 
 

 Hydro fees to access water 
 For many years the TFGA have advocated for the removal of the licence provided to 

the Hydro to in effect own all water falling on Tasmania. This is not a contemporary 
model and we recommend a thorough review of these arrangements.  
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 A more appropriate and cost-effective model would be to have an independent third 
party distribute water allocation in the State on a need’s basis, that is domestic 
reticulation, power generation and irrigation.  

 The current model ensures that the basic cost of water is duplicated throughout the 
system, resulting in Tasmanians, no matter what the core basis of their water use, 
pay a great deal more for their water than they should. 

 Levees 
 A TFGA member has given us feedback from within the WMA regarding levees and 

dams being separated into individual clauses to be treated as completely different 
aspects or at the very least to be more specific. 

 The member suggests the following clause amendments: 
 155. (vi) the potential impact of the dam works on the persons who take water 

from a water resource affected by the proposed dam works; 

“The inference is unless a business or farm who will be affected draws water from 
the water course they do not have a right to be directly notified or lodge an appeal.  

It should read any potentially affected properties particularly those sharing the flood 
plain with, adjoining or downstream of the proposed levy works will be notified and 
be able to make representations”. 

 The definition of “Significant” requires clarity and conciseness. 

“This should not be up to departmental interpretation. This needs clarification in 
both the existing dam application process and a separated levee area.  

It should have a monetary value in terms of credits attached (e.g. not more than 
$5000) plus list other impacts deemed significant. 

These would include but not be limited to, loss of amenity or change in land use, 
increase in flood impacts duration or severity, risk to neighbouring properties staff or 
proprietors, built assets or soil integrity and specifically mention livestock etc.”  

156. 5 ii) have a significantly adverse impact on other persons who take water 
from a water resource affected by the proposed dam works;  

156 5 B effectively limits areas to be considered to:  

(b) If the Minister considers that the proposed dam works may – 
(i) Result in material environmental harm, serious environmental harm or 
environmental nuisance; or 

(ii) Have a significantly adverse impact on other persons who take water from a 
water resource affected by the proposed dam works; or 

(iii) Adversely impact on public safety; 

 More clarity and additional impacts should be included for levee works. 
 Modelling should be provided by levee proponents that is transparent, science 

based and consider flood impacts on neighbouring properties 
 Modelling provided should be required to consider: 
 Impacts on livestock and livestock based enterprises. 
 The need for certified surveyors to provide base data for modelling, modelling must 

be reflective of actual flood behaviour and not be constrained by artificially 
generated boundaries.  

 Modelling should show increased flood duration and occurrence and total increases 
not just changes in depth and velocity over broad areas but should be site specific. 
These should include localised flood pathways and the impact of increased velocities 
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through these pathways, due to increased hydraulic gradient which comes from 
higher and increased flood waters  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy position paper. We look 
forward to continue our positive relationship with the Water Management Branch to work toward our 
shared goals of strengthening and growing the Tasmanian water market. 

If you have any questions regarding this submission, please feel free to contact me. 

Yours sincerely, 

  

Peter Skillern 
Chief Executive Officer 
30th June 2020 
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Wed, Jun 24th

June 2020

Subject:   Rural Water Use Strategy  - Cranbrook

Overview of the ‘Swan River’ :

Protection the ‘Riparian’ rights of the Cranbrook Township.
Surety Levels - Tas Water need to allow for Cranbrook residents.
We need River Meter readings at our 'Ford', as opposed to the Grange.

Meter reading is essential, on Local Farm Irrigators, as opposed to Free for All, 
with some Individuals, Equal Share for all.
Water rights Need to be re allocated.

DPIPWE needs to manage the River Compliance Issues.
Restriction trigger : 2mg too Low @ the Grange,  Our River Ford is totally 
Stopped at this reading.!
No  Environmental Flow.

Yours Sincerely

L.G.Turner
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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 Rural Water Use Strategy – Position Paper

Please accept this late submission from the Tasmanian Conservation Trust. We 
hope the ideas contained here can still be taken into account.

In 2018 DPIWE ceased to provide annual funding to the TCT to assist with our 
input to government policy and strategy development and participation in 
committees and other forums. Consequently we have less capacity to make 
input to government processes and must prioritise where we do. Sometimes, 
even where issues are priorities we find it difficult to meet departmental 
deadlines for submissions.

NOTE: The Draft Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper is referred to in this 
submission as the RWUS.

General Comments
Questioning the AGRI Vision 2050 - The key goal of the RWUS is to help achieve 
the State Government’s AGRI Vision target of growing the value of agriculture 
to $10 billion by 2050. The RWUS includes no explanation of how this target was 
derived and the government has not produced a strategy explaining how it is 
to be achieved.

The final strategy should only use this target as an aspirational goal and should 
also include goals for each major agricultural sector that are based on what 
can be reasonably expected to be produced.

Need to integrate all water uses and users in the RWUS - The RWUS is focused 
heavily on irrigation expansion but makes reference to other priority areas for 
water use of the current government i.e. Hydro’s Battery of a Nation and 
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Hydrogen production. If these other water uses are to be included then we 
recommend that the final strategy integrate all other major water uses, e.g. 
drinking water supply, aquaculture and fire fighting.

Integrated catchment management - As outlined in more detail in the 
submission the final strategy needs to be under pinned by a commitment to 
integrated catchment management that not only integrates all major water 
uses and users but also considers the needs of each part of the catchment 
including the estuary.

Freshwater ecosystem values and threatened aquatic species ignored -
Throughout the RWUS the importance of freshwater ecosystem values and 
threatened aquatic species in particular is down played. It must have been a 
deliberate move by the department as there is not even a single reference to 
threatened species in the entire strategy. Just what is the purpose of censoring 
any reference to critical environmental values, especially as these are potential 
inhibitors to water development? The CFEV data base is mention only a few 
times but there is no explanation of its vital importance and the enormous 
abundance, diversity and distinctiveness of freshwater values that it identifies.
Nor is there any explanation of the types of FEVs that are most vulnerable by 
being naturally limited in distribution or susceptible to disturbance. There is no 
mention of threatened aquatic species even though they make up a large 
majority of all Tasmania’s threatened fauna and a significant proportion of 
threatened flora. 

The final strategy should include a chapter that describes in some detail the 
natural values that are dependent on freshwater. There should also be included 
some case studies of water development projects that have been well planned 
and constructed so as to avoid or minimise impacts on threatened species.  
Some key points to include in the final strategy are:

- Tasmania has 48 discrete water catchments, approximately 150,000 
kilometres of waterways, 8,800 wetlands and 94,000 waterbodies (lakes 
and the like).

- More than 70% of all state listed threatened fauna and a significant 
proportion of threatened plants are dependent on freshwater 
ecosystems and riparian vegetation.

- Tasmania has 10 Ramsar Wetlands of International significance 
(including several that provide water for irrigation) and more than 100 
wetland of national significance.

- Tasmania has a high level of endemic freshwater species and many 
inhabit environments which are not represented in the reserve system.

- Freshwater ecosystems are varied and include:
- Streams and rivers
- Lakes (or water bodies)
- Wetlands
- Saltmarshes
- Estuaries
- Karst

- Each ecosystem type has diversity within it and examples should be 
provided.

There is a need to update the CFEV data base to ensure that new records or 
corrections occur over time are made to it. The final strategy could also identify 
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limitations to the CFEV data base and propose improvements. Given its age 
there is probably need for a review of the entire data base.

In a number of places in this submission we identify the need for regular public 
reporting on water management and the state or our freshwater systems and 
resources. Rather than just upload disparate reports and data on the DPIPWE 
web site that are hard for the public to know about and to understand we 
recommend a regular (annual or bi-annual) state of the rivers report. Another 
submitter has pointed out in their submission that Tasmania had a State of the 
Rivers report until 2008. This should be a model for future reporting.

Water efficiency, crop suitability and land capability – The RWUS is overly 
focused on increasing access to more water for agriculture with virtually no 
consideration of how efficiently water is used, whether it is used for the most 
appropriate or commercially viable crop and whether it is being used on land 
that is best suited to irrigation. As elaborated further in this submission the 
economic benefit of increased irrigation is not documented in the RWUS.
Proceeding with a strategy that continues to seek growth just by increasing 
water access is a risky approach both in terms of the environmental 
sustainability and economic viability and security.

Water management plans - While we point out serious flaws in water 
management planning in this submission these are the best current method of 
setting environmental water flows and allocations. It is disappointing that in 
more than 20 years only 14 pans have been produced and much of the 
agricultural land is not covered by one. Water management statements cover 
many other areas but these are inferior as they do not require the same 
scientific rigor and community input. The final strategy should commit to a rapid 
competition of water management plans for all agricultural areas of the state.

Statement by the minister - The TCT wishes to correct a statement made in the 
Minister’s introduction that may give many people a false sense of the 
abundance and availability of fresh water in Tasmania. The Minister states that 
“Tasmania represents less than 1% of Australia’s land mass but has around 12 % 
of the nation’s freshwater resources.

This statistic has been repeated hundreds of times by the former premiers, 
ministers and other promoters of irrigation development.

The statistic comes from a DPIPWE May 2001 “Report on water availability in 
Tasmania: background report”. No one (certainly not politicians) ever 
references this water-availability quote or repeats the key findings of the report 
outlining the factors inhibiting water development in Tasmania. For surface 
water (space does not allow reference to underground water) these include 
the following:

- Tasmania’s water resources are plentiful but they are distributed 
unevenly across the state: with the highest rainfall and runoff in the west, 
and far drier conditions in the farming regions and populated areas.

- For example, the Midlands receives one-sixth of the rainfall of the west 
coast.

- Runoff ranges from 80 to 90% of the annual rainfall in the Pieman River 
compared to 10–15% runoff in the Coal River region.

- Water needs to be allocated for in-stream environmental requirements.
- Transferring water from the source of supply to the point of use is not 

always feasible: distances and terrain mean piping water from remote 
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sources to farming areas has prohibitive costs and environmental 
impacts.

- Water resources in national parks and the World Heritage Area are not 
available for development.

- Significant catchment yields are already allocated to Hydro Tasmania 
and already developed.

So, after these factors are taken into account; how much water do we 
potentially have available and what are the costs and impacts of developing 
these? Nineteen years after the DPIPWE report we still do not have answers.

Specific Comments to Position Paper
GOAL 1 - SUSTAINABLE MANAGEEMNT OF TASMANIA'S FRESHWATER RESOURCES 
IN A CHANGING CLIMATE

1.1 Valuing our freshwater resources

In 1.1.3 there is mention of water as a cultural and recreational resource but 
there is no consideration that this also has enormous but largely unmeasured 
economic benefits e.g. the economic turn over resulting from recreational 
boating, fishing and water based sports including national and world 
championships. It is under stood that a PHD student at University of Tasmania is 
or has done a study of the economic value of non-commercial uses of water 
bodies and we suggest that this be considered in preparation of the final 
strategy.

It is noted with concern that there are no actions listed under this part. Apart 
from the action recommended above. Another recommended action is to 
consider a more holistic approach to use of water as a resource and where 
there is currently or may be in the future competing uses.

1.2 Understanding or freshwater resources

Surface water
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.

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. This is a critical failure of the RWUS that must 
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be addressed prior to the drafting of the final strategy. We recommend a 
thorough independent study to detail all strengths and weaknesses in the 
current knowledge base and approaches to management. 

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.

Groundwater 
Improvements to groundwater management seem to be entirely dependent 
on the Ground Water Risk Assessment Framework project. But there is only a 
mention that the project has been commenced by the department. Absolutely 
no details are provided such as what it is intended to do, if there are any results 
available or how the community (in particular those dependent on ground 
water) are to be involved in its development. Therefore the recommendation 
that this project will identify information gaps that that will be used to better 
manage of ground water resources provides no comfort that anything will 
occur or if it does that it will bring meaningful improvements.

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.

Water quality and river health 
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?

It is unacceptable to provide such an over arching glib statement with no 
evidence at all about a resource that the public own and require for their own 
survival and health. Rather than just continue this program as stated in the 
RWUS we recommend that the program be subject to independent critical 
review and public input. As with the previous section there should be regular 
reports made available to the public in a form that is easy to understand.



 6 
It is proposed that the Department’s surface water modeling be updated to 
reflect more up to date information regarding climate. There is no detail 
provided regarding how this is to be done and by whom and what if any public 
involvement there will be. Given the Tasmanian Sustainable Yields Project was 
done in 2009 and Climate Futures for Tasmania was done in 2010 it is 
recommended that similar studies be repeated.

Similarly it is proposed to review the water policy allocation framework but no 
details are provided about how this is to be done and given it is at a high policy 
level, whether broad public involvement will be encouraged.

1.3 Changing climate 

See comments above on updating surface water models.

1.4 Understanding water use

At 1.4.3 it is stated that “To date, there has been limited collection of water use 
information. Additionally, there is no dedicated database for storing and 
reporting on water use information”. Given statements throughout the RWUS 
about the full allocation of surface water, pressures from climate change and 
push via the RWUS for increased access to ground water, flood water and 
recycled water, the absence of use information is a major weakness. It seems 
that what the Department is saying is that no person who has rights to use water 
is ever checked to see if they take more than they are allocated.

As with other points, is imperative that no progress to develop further water 
allocations is made until a system is in place to measure water use.
 

GOAL 2 – EFFECTIVE REGULATION, STRONG ENTITLEMENTS AND PLANNING

2.1 Allocation of water

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 there should also be recommendations about which areas should not be 
subject to further irrigation schemes, especially via Tasmanian Irrigation.

The proposal for developing new systems to access and store water from rivers 
during periods of high flow seem a good idea, especially to supplement water 
storage in areas where allocations are full or nearing full. However this is another 
example of the lack of detail making it impossible to make an informed 
comment or to even give in principle support. The methods that would enable 
this are not articulated. Does it involve dams, weirs or other in stream 
infrastructure to access the water?  Presumably there needs to be major 
infrastructure to collect and store the water? Flood events result in massive 
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amounts of debris including contaminants including dead animals, but how 
does this get filtered out if at all?

Similarly, it seems attractive to allow annual water allocations as a solution for 
farmers who require flexibility but the implications of this are not even 
considered. 

The proposed review of the water allocation policy framework is supported, 
especially to address climate impacts, but there is no commitment that it will be 
subject to broad community consultation. This is strongly recommended as the 
proposed change is made in the context of responding to full or near full water 
allocations which is of high public interest.

2.2 Simplifying statutory water management planning

In the preliminary consultation the TCT was highly critical of statutory water 
management planning but these comments have not been reflected in the 
RWUS. Essentially our concerns are that:

- Plans are essentially a means of determining a volume of water that can 
be taken from a water course at different times of the year. Identification 
and retention of environmental values that are dependent on water 
levels and other ecological factors are not objectives of the plans. Plans 
should include specific measurable ecological outcomes that are to be 
achieved.

- The Tasmanian Planning Commission should have the power, and be 
encouraged to review DPIPWE’s responses to representations to draft 
Plans. This would provide greater transparency and confidence in the 
final Plans.

These issues should be considered in the recommended revision of water 
management planning legislation. 

A related concern is that while WMPs determine water extraction limits there 
are no such regulatory limits on extraction from lakes. Water band limits such as 
those in place in Great Lake, Arthur’s Lake and Lake Crescent are achieved 
through informal consultation and enforcement is largely voluntary. Given the 
enormously important natural values that depend on maintaining appropriate 
water levels in these lakes the final strategy needs to recommend that a 
legislative process be developed.

2.3 Local involvement in water management

The proposals for collaborative water management arrangements and greater 
local involvement in water management appear sensible but the broader 
community who ultimately owns the water and may be concerned about its 
misuse would demand greater transparency. It is of concern that while the 
RWUS notes that local communities have expressed an interest in having 
greater involvement in water management the RWUS does not articulate why 
they want greater involvement. 

2.4 Water markets

The RWUS raises a number of serious concerns about water trading while 
identifying the understandable potential benefits however it is hard to make an 
informed comment until we see the proposed legislative, policy and 
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administrative changes. We strongly recommend that these are subject to full 
public consultation.

2.5 Issues raised in relation to dams for irrigation

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 in direct 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.

The development of subdivisions has potential to constrain ongoing use of farm 
dams. The department should be making recommendations to the government 
that such problems be addressed through the Tasmanian Planning Policies that 
government is committed to. These policies are intended to clarify the 
objectives of the state wide planning scheme in particular how competing uses 
are addressed and this would then feed into amendments to particular zones 
and other planning controls.

The RWUS gives in principle endorsement to dam development as a means of 
improving farm based collection and storage of water with no distinction 
between in stream and off stream dams. The final strategy should commit to no 
further in stream dams in Tasmania unless they are for critical drinking water 
supply or unless they are constrained to parts of a catchment that have 
minimal impacts. The final strategy should also emphasis the potential for off 
stream dams to provide the same collection and storage functions without the 
potential risks to water flows and aquatic species. In considering its final position 
on in stream dams the department should consider the high level of community 
conflict that resulted from the Meander Dam.

GOAL 3 – STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT TO MAXIMISE OPPORTUNITIES FROM 
FRESHWATER RESOURCES

3.1 Irrigation Infrastructure Development

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. 

It is disappointing that the Department does not respond to these concerns or 
make any recommendations. We recommend that this serious omission be 
addressed in the draft final strategy.

The TCT also raised in the earlier consultation phase concerns that the 
economic benefits of irrigated water supplied via the Tasmanian Irrigation 
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projects, that are largely funded by the tax-payers, have not been subjected to 
any thorough independent analysis. We note one elementary study that was 
done in relation to the Meander irrigation scheme that merely asked water 
buyers what they proposed to use the water for via a phone survey. This did not 
even attempt to measure actual change in production and the market value 
of produce from irrigated areas compared to non-irrigated areas. We are left 
wondering what the project by project and property by property benefit of 
irrigated water is?

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.

It is disappointing therefore that the only recommendation made is to continue 
with the Tranch 3 irrigation projects. It would be prudent for existing and 
proposed irrigation projects to develop a more sophisticated method of 
assessing the economic benefit of irrigation water. It would also be advisable to 
assess the need for better support to farmers when identifying potential uses of 
irrigation water, both for proposed and existing schemes.

3.2 Battery of a nation

It is fair that stakeholders have raised the potential impact of battery of a nation 
projects on the environment and other water users. While some matters will be 
addressed in the proposed legislation the RWUS glosses over these very serious 
concerns. We recommend that the final strategy supports the need for the 
farming and broader community to be consulted and informed regarding the 
development of the Battery of a Nation projects and what if any impacts there 
will be on water access and use.

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 
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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.

GOAL 4 – AMINISTRATIVE EFFICENCY

4.1 Water management information systems

The proposal to update and modernise existing databases is supported but 
there is little detail provided on how this may improve public access and 
transparency as is suggested in 4.1.1. The final Strategy needs to articulate the 
proposed improvements more clearly.

4.2 Water legislation

We note the numerous legislative amendments identified in the RWUS and 
make comments on some specifically. However, it is generally concerning that 
many proposals identified are not justified in detail and we do not have the 
opportunity here to analyse or challenge the basis for the proposed changes. It 
is recommended that prior to major legislative changes that the state 
government provide the required back ground prior to releasing draft 
legislation for public comment.

Yours sincerely

 

Peter McGlone

Director
Tasmanian Conservation Trust
peter@tct.org.au
0406 380 545
191-193 Liverpool St
Hobart 7000



48. Glamorgan Spring Bay Council (Natural Resource 
Management Committee) 
  



Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 
Submission by the Glamorgan Spring Bay Natural Resource Management Committee 

 

1 | P a g e  
 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Natural Resource Management Committee 

Submission Summary 

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

Proposal – Review water accountability and reporting frameworks to strengthen risk-based 
water use and water conveyance measurement and reporting 

Summary: 

 Mandatory tamper proof meters, increase monitoring of compliance, active 
enforcement and stronger penalties. 

 Public reporting of allocations, to users and the environment. 
 Accurate reporting of water use.  
 Public reporting of enforcement including breaches, compliance and penalties. 

 
Proposal - 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 WMA, and enhances transparency of decision making 

Summary: 

 Review and update water management plans 
 Update environmental flow data and surface water modelling 
 Update data to inform the Water Assessment Tool 
 Appropriately value water, including the contribution it makes to Brand Tasmania 
 Improve community confidence via communication and engagement 

Goal 2 Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 

Proposal - Further enhance options available for developing collaborative water 
management arrangements, and 

Proposal - Develop an operating framework for local water user groups  

Summary: 

 Expand the range of relevant stakeholders 
 Integrate the broader stakeholder group when developing the proposals 

Proposal - Revise the legislative framework underpinning risk-based water management 
planning 

Summary: 

 Develop water management plans for catchments/river systems as per State, 
Commonwealth and international requirements to address economic, social and 
environmental complexities. 

 The Swan River Catchment requires a water management plan as a matter of 
priority. 
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Background 

This submission has been prepared by a working group of the Glamorgan Spring Bay Natural 
Resource Management Committee (NRMC). 

The NRMC is a Special Committee of the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council (GSBC) pursuant to Section 
24 (S24) of the Local Government Act 1993. 

The purpose of the NRMC as per the 2018 Terms Of Reference is to: 

‘.provide a means of exchanging information about, participates in and progresses NRM initiatives 
involving the community (via the committee), stakeholders and GSBC.’ 

The Objectives of the Committee are as follows: 

To conserve and protect the natural environment and improve natural resource management 
in the Glamorgan Spring Bay municipal area by: 

- carrying out, supporting and / or assisting with on-ground works that address priority 
environmental management and sustainability issues; 

- carrying out, supporting and / or assisting with studies, research and projects to improve 
our knowledge of the natural environment and natural resources, and facilitate practices 
of sustainable development and planning; 

- provide support and advice on matters relevant to natural resource management within 
the area; 

- organise and deliver community educational and awareness programmes; 
- provide opportunities, support mechanisms and / or resources to enhance community 

capacity to participate in natural resource management practices, activities and projects. 
 

Oversee the development and implementation of the Catchments to Coast program. 

Oversee the development and implementation of the Prosser, Little Swanport and Swan 
Apsley Catchment Plans, and the Glamorgan Spring Bay Weed Management Plan. 

Form positive community, government, business and industry partnerships for the purposes 
of attracting resources for Natural Resource Management activities within the area. 

The NRMC has, since inception in 2005, built upon the work of the GSBC Landcare Committee (also a 
S24 Committee of the GSBC) in the natural resource management and integrated catchment 
management space. 

The water management catchments of the Prosser, Little Swanport and Swan Apsley have been the 
focus of much work by the NRMC, together with many different stakeholders. 

The significance of the water values in these catchments to all those who work, play and visit this 
beautiful part of the world cannot be understated. 

We are pleased that this important strategy is being developed and we hope that our input is of 
value, and look forward to being able to provide further comment on the draft strategy in the near 
future.  
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Submission 

The responses below to the selected Proposals identified in the Position Paper have been written in 
context of the objectives of the Intergovernmental Agreement on a National Water Initiative 
(IANWI), The Resource Management and Planning System (RMPS), and the Water Management Act 
1999 (WMA) (see Appendix 1). 

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

Proposal 
Review water accountability and reporting frameworks to strengthen risk-based water use and 
water conveyance measurement and reporting 
 
The current framework for accountability and reporting of water use appears fragmented, 
inequitable and unable to adjust to changes to the available resource due to climate change. 
 
The Water Management Act calls for management to be “sustainable” and 
 

 Provide for the fair, orderly and efficient allocation of water resources to meet the 
community's needs  

 
In respect to accountability 
 
At one end of the scale, Irrigation Schemes managed by Tasmanian Irrigation operate on sensible 
and effective take controls measures, determined to account for “environmental flows”. Reliable 
and accurate monitoring of water use by way of metered takes and outputs results in an equitable 
and reliable user-pays business model for all involved. 
 
TasWater is responsible for the provision of water to households across the state. It is clear they 
have strict requirements for managing their extraction from river systems, storage of that allocation 
and subsequent metered supply to its customers. Again, it has developed a fair and equitable user-
pays system.  
 
At the other end of the scale, historical Water Licences appear far from fair.  Individuals can hold 
numerous entitlements with negligible monitoring, no metering and no publicly available 
enforcement or penalty records. 
 
The loopholes in the system created by conveyance options, again with no metering or effective 
monitoring, can leave communities and environments in stress. 
 
On page 25 and 26 of the Position Paper, there is an acknowledgment that “there has been limited 
collection of water use information” by the Department. There is also an acknowledgment of the 
“need for an improvement in accounting of water conveyance”. 
 
The requirement for meters on all direct water extraction from rivers for irrigation should now be 
mandatory.  Metering water movement for conveyance should also be mandatory, otherwise it can 
be exploited.  
 
In respect to Reporting  
 
The public reporting of water allocation, entitlements and use must be transparent.  
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The Position Paper confirms that there is “limited collection of water use data” and “there is no 
dedicated database for storing and reporting on water use information“. 
 
To provide meaningful reporting on water use, accurate information/ data has to be collected.  
Metering is the obvious method of collection. 
 
With the availability of remote interrogation technology, it is logical to require this technology on all 
extraction from rivers. 
 
Without metering and monitoring of extraction there is no hope of effective regulation and 
reporting of water use. 
 
Without reliable information about water use it is impossible to meet the third criteria of the Water 
Management Act, which is to 
 

 Maintain ecological processes and genetic diversity for aquatic and riparian ecosystems 
 
Reporting of allocation and actual quantities set aside for the environment is also critical, particularly 
in terms of monitoring and managing river health. 
 
One of “The Opportunities for Improvement” listed in Goal 2 emphasises “strong entitlements” 
which is fair enough. However along with strong entitlement, there needs to be strong enforcement 
of compliance and appropriate penalties.  
 
The current penalties for unauthorised water take by those operating on Water Licences are demerit 
points alone. Demerit points have no meaningful consequences.  
 
When the flows in a river reach a point where a “cease to take” notice is issued to irrigators – that 
should mean cease to take for all irrigators extracting from a river, irrespective of conveyance. 
 
A review of the “cease to take” trigger locations and the low flow triggers, needs to occur as the size 
of pumps and volumes that can be taken over a short period of time is impacting on our river health. 
 
To summarise this section, we recommend: 
 

 Mandatory tamper proof meters, increase monitoring of compliance, active enforcement 
and stronger penalties. 

 Public reporting of allocations, to users and the environment. 
 Accurate reporting of water use.  
 Public reporting of enforcement including breaches, compliance and penalties. 
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Proposal 
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 WMA, and 
enhances transparency of decision making 
 
We welcome the proposed review of the water allocation policy framework to ensure it considers 
best available science in a changing climate. 

There are three major catchments in the Glamorgan Spring Bay Municipality, being the Prosser, Little 
Swanport and Swan / Apsley. 

The water allocation framework and process in Tasmania is currently reliant on information and 
modelling that is, in the case of the catchments in the Glamorgan Spring Bay Municipality (and we 
suspect state-wide) outdated and makes little provision for climate change. 

In making comment on the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper and more specifically the water 
allocation process in Tasmania as it relates to a changing climate we use the Little Swanport (LSP) 
catchment as a case study given it is the only catchment within the Glamorgan Spring Bay 
Municipality with a Water Management Plan. 

Case Study: Water management in the LSP catchment 

The Water Management Plan (WMP) for the Little Swanport catchment (https://stors.tas.gov.au/au-
7-0054-00416_1) underpins the management of the catchment’s water resources in line with the 
objectives of the Water Management Act 1999, and the State Policy on Water Quality Management 
1997, with recent water licenses having been granted totalling 673 megalitres. 

The vision, objectives and intent of the Water Management Plan are current and relevant. However, 
the plan is outdated, having been written in 2006 and not reviewed or updated since. 

The Tasmanian Environmental Flows (TEFlows) Project which was conducted in 2010 applied a more 
holistic approach to links between flow regimes, biodiversity and critical ecosystem processes on 
rivers in eastern Tasmania including the Little Swanport, which was classed as having a high degree 
of flow variability, including very low flow and cease-to-flow conditions, as well as large floods. But 
again, given ten years have passed, the recommendations of this project may no longer reflect 
contemporary environmental needs. 

A later ecosystem response model was developed for the LSP estuary, which highlighted the critical 
importance of river flow in dictating the magnitude of physical exchanges across the oceanic 
boundary, especially maintaining low flows for estuarine productivity, which further supported the 
cease-to-take requirements for low flows in the Little Swanport Water Management Plan. However, 
given the plan has not been reviewed since it was written in 2006, there is no recognition of the 
ecosystem response model in the plan. 

The TEFlows final report concluded that for rivers of highly variable flow regimes including LSP, 
preserving hydrologic variability is a key issue as this is a primary driver for complexity and diversity 
of both biological and physical character. 
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If large instream dams (and it is obvious that they are) are used to overcome the unpredictability of 
flood harvesting in these rivers, ‘then it will be imperative that environmental flow assessments in 
these catchments include recommendations that will guide the design and operation of such 
storages in order to preserve key flow regime characteristics’. 

Large flood events also cause large-scale disturbance and maintain sediment movement throughout 
the river system ‘..however, the construction of large instream dams will impact on downstream 
sediment supply, and environmental flow assessments should recognise this and provide guidance to 
water managers’ (DPIPWE 2010, Tasmanian Environmental Flows (TEFlows) Project Technical 
Report. Water Assessment Aquatic Ecology Report Series, Report No. WA 09/10. Water and Marine 
Resources Division. Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, Hobart, 
Tasmania) 

Despite these recommendations there has been no further assessments of environment flows in the 
Little Swanport catchment since the TEFlows Project, even though the patterns of rainfall have 
significantly changed, being much more variable from extremely low to no flow and severe drought 
in 2006-8 (280mm - 400mm rainfall per annum) and again in 2019/20, and floods in 2016  with in 
excess of 1.1 m of rain for the year and an extreme rainfall event on the 29th January 2016 that 
caused widespread damage across the catchment. Furthermore, recommendations from the 
TEFlows project in relation to the construction of large-scale dams in rivers with highly variable flow 
regimes are not being met. 

The Water Management Plan also required that water flow meters were to be introduced within 12 
months at all extraction sites to monitor the rate and quantity of extraction. However, there are still 
very few, if any, meters in place and so minimal records of water extraction from the river.  

DPIPWE’s Water Assessment Tool (the main resource used to determine water availability for water 
licence approval) and the modelling behind it seem totally reliant on historical data compiled in the 
2000s with an inclusion in or around 2010 from the Tasmanian Sustainable Yield project “C Dry 
scenario” into its hydrological modelling. 

There are several areas of concern for us relating to water management in Tasmania and climate 
change. 

1. That water is appropriately valued, and a more holistic view is used when determining 
environmental flow requirements. The environment and the natural values that are part of it are the 
foundation on which downstream users and communities are built—from agricultural and 
aquaculture products that can demonstrate they are produced in an environmentally sustainable 
way to a tourism industry and Brand Tasmania that is underpinned by an image of clean, untouched, 
pristine and healthy environment. 

The economic value to the State of downstream stakeholders who rely on the environment must be 
taken into consideration in determining environmental flow requirements and the surety thereof. In 
the case of the Swan Apsley Catchment there is no water management plan, no water meters on 
some offtakes and a history of a river system under stress. These catchments feeds two International 
recognised Ramsar wetlands (Moulting Lagoon and Apsley Marshes), and the environment that 
supports the Freycinet National Park which is a Tasmanian icon and a globally recognised location. 
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Climate change alone is a risk to all these things. If these values are to be maintained and the water 
resource is to be managed in a sustainable manner then their true value and the reliance on river 
flows must be realised.  

2. The currency of information used to determine water availability in a catchment. We 
note that one of the proposals being considered under the Rural Water Use Strategy is the update of 
surface water models with more recent predictions of future climate. Given the above case study, 
the objectives of the Water Management Act 1999, and the apparent disparity between the 
information used in the Water Assessment Tool and best practice, we consider it essential that 
surface water models are updated and frequently and formally reviewed to ensure they remain 
relevant and reflect best practice. 

3. Communication and community engagement. The water management system in Tasmania is 
complex and not easily understood. The presence of water management plans for some catchments 
and not for others and the apparent lack of enforcement with licence conditions leads to an 
environment of mistrust and confrontation within communities. That and the lack of currency of the 
existing water management plans and the underlying science in the water allocation framework 
does little to give community confidence in the process as it relates to a changing climate. The Rural 
Water Use Strategy and any review of the water management framework should focus on 
transparency of decision making, contemporary science and continued stakeholder engagement as a 
way of building community confidence. 
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Goal 2 Effective regulation, strong entitlements and planning 
 
Proposal 
Further enhance options available for developing collaborative water management arrangements 
 
Proposal 
Develop an operating framework for local water user groups  
 
The committee’s submission relating to the proposals above is two-fold: 

1. Expand the range of relevant stakeholders 
2. Integrate the broader stakeholder group when developing the proposals above 

We acknowledge the broad range of stakeholders, representing diverse interest groups, listed in 
Appendix 4. Additional stakeholders could include the following: 

 Tasmania Fire Service – to ensure access to water for fire-fighting 
 Tourism Tasmania and/or local tourism representatives where appropriate – to consider the 

impact of environmental flows on the Tasmanian Brand, tourist economy and visitor 
experience 

 Local community organisations – to ensure rural communities are represented  

Notwithstanding the broad range of stakeholders listed in Appendix 4, in some sections of the 
Position Paper, the reference to stakeholders seems to be limited to agricultural users. The 
committee supports the Government’s commitment to grow the value of Tasmanian agricultural 
production. However, prioritising stakeholders from this sector at the expense of others may 
hamper the Rural Water Use Strategy’s ability to fulfil the social and environmental outcomes of the 
National Water Initiative (NWI). A key goal of the NWI is to manage water for environmental 
outcomes (Position Paper p. 5). This goal is unlikely to be achieved if stakeholders representing 
environmental interests are not included at all levels of decision making. 

Agricultural users appear to be prioritised under Goal 2 ‘effective regulation, strong entitlements and 
planning’. For example, the issue listed under 2.3 ‘local involvement in water management’ refers to 
‘taking of water’. Similarly, the ‘stakeholder views’ listed on page 34 of the Position Paper are limited 
to managing water takes: ‘ opportunities for involvement ranged from rostering of irrigation or flow 
sharing between users to minimise impacts upon base flows in the river, to local detection and 
announcement of high flow events.’ 

Page 33 of the Position Paper states that ‘The Department regularly seeks the input of relevant 
stakeholders into the design of water management arrangements’. ‘Relevant stakeholders’ in this 
context should not only refer to those who draw water but a broader range of stakeholders to 
ensure that the social, environmental and economic objectives are met. Without incorporating this 
broader group of stakeholders, it becomes difficult to meet AgriVision 2050’s aims to promote 
growth in agriculture whilst also protecting ‘the natural environment and the Tasmanian Brand’ 
(Position Paper p. 1). 

The committee notes that the ‘Government is currently considering amendments to the WMA, ICA 
and other relevant legislation to allow water entity self-management of publically [sic] owned 
irrigation schemes. These amendments will allow for greater local involvement in water 
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management.’ We recommended that ‘local involvement’ in this context incorporates a broad range 
of stakeholders, representing diverse interests.  

The committee’s recommendations as outlined above will help ensure the Rural Water Use Strategy 
meets the following objectives: 

Intergovernmental Agreement on a National Water Initiative (IANWI) 

23. iii) statutory provision for environmental and other public benefit outcomes, and improved 
environmental management practices; 

ix) addressing future adjustment issues that may impact on water users and communities. 

Resource Management and Planning System (RMPS) 

(a) to promote the sustainable development of natural and physical resources and the maintenance 
of ecological processes and genetic diversity; and 

(b) to provide for the fair, orderly and sustainable use and development of air, land and water; and 

(c) to encourage public involvement in resource management and planning; and 

(d) to facilitate economic development in accordance with the objectives specified 
in paragraphs (a) , (b) and (c); and 

(e) to promote the sharing of responsibility for resource management and planning between the 
different spheres of Government, the community and industry in Tasmania. 

Water Management Act 1999 (WMA) 

(b) recognise and foster the significant social and economic benefits resulting from the sustainable 
use and development of water resources … and 

(c) maintain ecological processes and genetic diversity for aquatic and riparian ecosystems; and 

(d) provide for the fair, orderly and efficient allocation of water resources to meet the community’s 
needs; and 

(e) increase the community’s understanding of aquatic ecosystems and the need to use and manage 
water in a sustainable and cost-efficient manner; and 

(f) encourage community involvement in water resource management.  



Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 
Submission by the Glamorgan Spring Bay Natural Resource Management Committee 

 

10 | P a g e  
 

Proposal 
Revise the legislative framework underpinning risk-based water management planning 
 
The Committee support the concept of making water management plans (WMPs) ‘easier to use and 
understand’ (p.31).  

The Position Paper states that ‘Statutory water management plans are prepared where there is 
economic, social or environmental complexity associated with water resource management 
decisions’ (p. 32). 

The DPIPWE document Water Management Planning GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF STATUTORY WATER MANAGEMENT PLANS IN TASMANIA states that: 

Water Management Plans are initiated by the Minister in circumstances where formalised 
management arrangements that respond to local water management issues are required to ensure 
that the objectives of water resource management in Tasmania are met (DPIPWE 2018). 

The document also states that: 

‘Water Management Plans are developed when water resources are at risk from increasing levels of 
extraction, increasing complexity of water access rights or deteriorating condition of aquatic 
ecosystems’ (DPIPWE 2018, p. 1). 

The above statements from the Department highlight concerns and confusion as to why the Swan 
Apsley Catchment in Glamorgan Spring Bay has no WMP/ WMPs.  

The Swan River catchment has economic, social and environmental complexity associated with 
water resource management decisions. It also requires formalised management arrangements that 
respond to local water management issues to ensure that Tasmania’s water resource management 
objectives are met. There are also increasing levels of extraction, increasing complexity of water 
access rights and possible deterioration of ecosystems. 

Moulting Lagoon is a Ramsar listed wetland.  

The DPIPWE website states: 

Managing Ramsar sites - As signatories to the convention the Australian Government has 
undertaken to promote the conservation of recognised wetlands, and provides an undertaking to 
maintain the ecological character and hydrological functions of the sites.  Under the Australian 
Constitution, day to day management of sites is delegated to the states and territories and therefore 
the obligations listed above also apply to Tasmania (DPIPWE 2019).  

Moulting Lagoon lies at the end of the Swan and Apsley catchments. It is adjacent to an additional 
Ramsar listed wetland, the Apsley Marshes. Water resource use is listed as a threat to Moulting 
Lagoon in the sites Ecological Character Description (Department of Sustainability, Environment, 
Water, Population and Communities, 2011, p. 58). 

The Moulting Lagoon Management Plan includes the following management prescription: 
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Ensure that the ecological requirements of Moulting Lagoon are accounted for in establishing 
environmental flows for the Swan River, and are appropriately considered in the assessment and 
development of any further irrigation infrastructure and water catchment strategies that may have 
an impact on these requirements (Parks and Wildlife Service 2007, p. 30).  

In 2001, the then Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment (DPIWE) published a 
report titled Environmental Water Requirements for the Swan River. Despite being 19 years old, it 
highlights community and scientific values for flow in the Swan River. The information in this report 
should be considered (and reviewed/updated for contemporary values) with regard to the need for 
a WMP for the catchment. 

This report states: 

It should also be stressed that an essential part of setting an environmental flow is the monitoring of 
compliance and environmental benefit. Further assessment may need to be undertaken in the 
future if monitoring highlights values that are not being met by the negotiated flow regime (DPIWE 
2001, p. 24).  

Further: 

It should also be noted that the Swan River discharges into King Bay, of Moulting Lagoon, which 
holds significant conservation status as a Ramsar listed wetland. Therefore, the defined flows for the 
Swan River should encompass the natural hydrograph as closely as possible to ensure minimal 
impact on the estuarine environment (DPIWE 2001, p. 27).  

Social uses of the catchments water are also important. These include recreational use, for example, 
fishing, swimming, hunting, boating and camping. These activities are popular with local residents, as 
well as part time residents (holiday house owners) and of course visitors and tourists.  

Economic complexities in the catchment associated with water resource management decisions 
include of course agriculture, and also other important industries such as aquaculture, forestry and 
tourism.  

To add to this complexity another important water use is domestic/potable water for the Swansea 
township and surrounds. 

An additional water use complexity – water for fire fighting - was demonstrated during summer with 
the 5000 hectare bush fire that was 1.5km from Swansea. 

Therefore, it is unclear why the Department has not prepared a WMP for the Swan. Clarification as 
to why and how this decision has been made would be of interest to the community and all 
stakeholders. This example illustrates why changes need to be made to the WMP process and why 
these changes need to be addressed in DPIPWE’s Rural Water Use Strategy. 

It is noted that the Swan River has a Water Management Statement (WMS). However, as noted in 
the Position Paper, ‘Water Management Statements are not statutory instruments and are not 
referred to in the WMA’ (p. 32). 
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In addition to this, the WMS for the Swan River is currently unavailable on the DPIPWE website 
which limits further comment: 

The Swan River Water Management Statement published in April 2019 is currently under review. 

The ephemeral and flashy nature of catchments on Tasmania's east coast means that the existing 
allocation framework referenced in the Statement is not necessarily a good fit for determining the 
reliability at which water is available for allocation (DPIPWE 2020a).  

We support the paragraph below from the Position Paper as the above example of the Swan 
catchment indicates that current water management planning in some areas of Tasmania is 
inadequate, unresponsive, outdated, untimely and ineffective, in some cases simply by its absence.   

‘Water management planning should be adaptive and responsive to water management issues as 
they emerge. A review of the water management provisions of the WMA would assess whether the 
legislative framework best provides for contemporary risk-based water management planning that is 
timely, adaptive and responsive, and identify changes to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 
development and review processes for water management plans’ (p. 33).  

The Productivity Commissions (2020, p. 12) examination of jurisdictions ‘…progress towards 
achieving NWI-compliant water entitlements and plans, as well as progress towards best-practice 
water planning more generally (including the implementation of its 2017 recommendations)’ is 
welcomed as a result of the above example.  

In addition to the documents referred to above, the following documents also contain information 
about the economic, social and environmental complexity associated with water resource 
management decisions in the Swan catchment and about why formalised arrangements are required 
to respond to issues, to ensure Tasmania’s water resource management objectives are met.  

DPIW 2006, Waterways Monitoring Report – Swan Apsley Catchment, Tasmanian Government.  

DPIW 2009, Annual Waterways Report: Swan-Apsley Catchment, Tasmanian Government. 

Entura 2015, Proposed Swan River Irrigation Scheme Environmental Flow Assessment, Hydro-Electric 
Corporation, Cambridge.  

Glamorgan Spring Bay Natural Resource Management Committee, 2013, Swan Apsley Catchment 
Plan 2013 – 2018, Glamorgan Spring Bay Council, Triabunna, Tasmania.  

Hale, J. and Butcher, R., 2011, Ecological Character Description for the Apsley Marshes Ramsar Site. 
Report to the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities, 
Canberra.  

NRM South, 2014, Moulting Lagoon: A Report to the Community. Hobart. 

Please note that the concerns outlined in the example above are not regarding water use via the 
Tasmanian Irrigation Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme. They are regarding water use outside of the 
Irrigation Scheme. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Intergovernmental Agreement on a National Water Initiative (IANWA) 

OBJECTIVES  

23. Full implementation of this Agreement will result in a nationally-compatible, market, regulatory 
and planning based system of managing surface and groundwater resources for rural and urban use 
that optimises economic, social and environmental outcomes by achieving the following: i) clear and 
nationally-compatible characteristics for secure water access entitlements; 

ii) transparent, statutory-based water planning; 

iii) statutory provision for environmental and other public benefit outcomes, and improved 
environmental management practices; 

iv) complete the return of all currently overallocated or overused systems to environmentally-
sustainable levels of extraction; 

v) progressive removal of barriers to trade in water and meeting other requirements to facilitate the 
broadening and deepening of the water market, with an open trading market to be in place; 

vi) clarity around the assignment of risk arising from future changes in the availability of water for 
the consumptive pool; 

vii) water accounting which is able to meet the information needs of different water systems in 
respect to planning, monitoring, trading, environmental management and on-farm management; 

viii) policy settings which facilitate water use efficiency and innovation in urban and rural areas; 

ix) addressing future adjustment issues that may impact on water users and communities; and 

x) recognition of the connectivity between surface and groundwater resources and connected 
systems managed as a single resource. 

 

The Resource Management and Planning System (RMPS) 

The objectives of the resource management and planning system of Tasmania are – 

(a) to promote the sustainable development of natural and physical resources and the maintenance 
of ecological processes and genetic diversity; and 

(b) to provide for the fair, orderly and sustainable use and development of air, land and water; and 

(c) to encourage public involvement in resource management and planning; and 

(d) to facilitate economic development in accordance with the objectives specified 
in paragraphs (a) , (b) and 
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(e) to promote the sharing of responsibility for resource management and planning between the 
different spheres of Government, the community and industry in Tasmania. 

2.   In item 1(a) , 

sustainable development means managing the use, development and protection of natural and 
physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their 
social, economic and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety while – 

(a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources to meet the reasonably foreseeable 
needs of future generations; and 

(b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil and ecosystems; and 

(c) avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment. 

 

Water Management Act 1999 (WMA) 

6.   Objectives of Act 

(1)  The objectives of this Act are to further the objectives of the resource management and planning 
system of Tasmania as specified in Schedule 1 and in particular to provide for the use and 
management of the freshwater resources of Tasmania having regard to the need to – 

(a) promote sustainable use and facilitate economic development of water resources; and 

(b) recognise and foster the significant social and economic benefits resulting from the sustainable 
use and development of water resources for the generation of hydro-electricity and for the supply of 
water for human consumption and commercial activities dependent on water; and 

(c) maintain ecological processes and genetic diversity for aquatic and riparian ecosystems; and 

(d) provide for the fair, orderly and efficient allocation of water resources to meet the community's 
needs; and 

(e) increase the community's understanding of aquatic ecosystems and the need to use and manage 
water in a sustainable and cost-efficient manner; and 

(f) encourage community involvement in water resource management. 

(2)  It is the obligation of the Minister, the Secretary, a water entity and any other person on whom a 
function is imposed or a power is conferred under this Act to perform the function or exercise the 
power in such a manner as to further the objectives specified in subsection (1) and in 
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