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Queensland Farmers’ Federation (QFF) is the peak body representing and uniting 16 of Queensland’s 
rural industry organisations who work on behalf of primary producers across the state.  QFF’s mission 
is to secure a sustainable future for Queensland primary producers within a favourable social, 
economic and political environment by representing the common interests of its member 
organisations’. QFF’s core business centres on resource security; water resources; environment and 
natural resources; industry development; economics; quarantine and trade.   
 
Our goal is to secure a sustainable and profitable future for our members, as a core growth sector of 
the economy.  Our members include: 

 Australian Prawn Farmers’ Association,  

 CANEGROWERS,  

 Cotton Australia,  

 Growcom,  

 Nursery and Garden Industry Queensland,  

 Queensland Chicken Growers Association,  

 Queensland Dairyfarmer’s Organisation,  

 Queensland Chicken Meat Council,  

 Flower Association of Queensland Inc.,  

 Pork Queensland Inc.,  

 Biological Farmers of Australia 

 Fitzroy Food and Fibre Association,  

 Pioneer Valley Water Co-operative Limited,  

 Central Downs Irrigators Limited, and  

 Burdekin River Irrigators Area Committee 
 

Single Process for water resource planning 

 
Background 
QFF supports the proposal to establish a single process for water resource planning now that initial 
water resource plans are implemented in most of the major catchments in Queensland.  QFF has 
been involved with the water planning and management reforms since the initiation of Council of 
Australian Government (COAG) water reforms in the early nineties.  The Water Act 2000 
implemented these water reforms and the subsequent National Water Initiative (NWI) agreed in 
2004. QFFs submission to the 2011 NWI Biennial Assessment conducted by the National Water 
Commission is attached.  The submission addresses our analysis of the implementation of water 
planning across the state in Item 2 and then provides comment on specific issues in regard to the 
implementation of water planning such as environmental water and water entitlements. 
 
Key issues raised in regard to progress achieved with water resource planning are as follows: 
(a) Water resource plans have defined security for water users based upon assessments of their 

historic access to water.  The significant benefit is that the process has secured existing access 
against possible reduction in rights from ongoing development.   

(b) The catchment based water planning process has been a transparent process and has been 
conducted in a way that has sought to engage key areas of interest at the catchment and 
subcatchment level rather than just relying on peak representative groups for input.  

(c) The initiation of water resource planning in each catchment has involved a staged process of 
consultation involving: 

 Release of an Information Report and submissions 

 Release of a draft water resource plan and submissions 

 Release of a final water resource plan together with a report on how key issues raised in 
consultations and submissions have been addressed 



Water and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2011  QFF 07 3837 4747 3 

 Release of draft Resource Operations Plan and submissions  

 Release of final Resource Operations Plan  
(d) Most industry stakeholders have found the process of consultation in the initial development 

of water resource plans difficult given the complexity of the issues being addressed.  There 
have also been difficulties with the time taken to complete the two stage process.   

(e) Water entitlement holders are coming to the table for the 10 year reviews of plans now being 
conducted in the Fitzroy and Burnett with a better understanding of the issues involved and 
the critical aspects of the initial plans that need attention.  Work is focusing on refining aspects 
of the implementation of the plans rather than fundamental rewriting of the plans.  Water 
entitlement holders also seem to be concentrating now on improvements in the planning 
process to address the reliability of supply of water rather than the longer term security issues. 

(f) Attention must focus now on making the water resource planning process for the second 
generation plans more cost efficient including the preparation of the water resource and 
resource operations plans as one process, saving significant time and cost.  This should be able 
to be achieved without any adverse effects on consultation.  Care also needs to be taken to 
ensure that monitoring programs are effective and efficient.   

 
Review of proposals 
QFF supports the establishment of a single process framework with a standard pathway that will 
allow the concurrent development of the water resource plan and the resource operations plan.  We 
believe that this process should be able to be adopted for most water resource plan reviews unless 
there are components of the plans that have not been adequately initiated.  For example, this may 
involve planning for groundwater areas that were not fully addressed in the initial planning process.  
The current review of the Fitzroy Water Resource Plan under the existing 2 stage process has 
involved substantial effort to address the over allocation of the Callide groundwater which was not 
addressed in the initial plan.  Also the Minister may want the option of the proposed longer pathway 
(i.e. the release of a statement of proposals and the invitation of submissions on the statement) for 
the reviews of the plans for the Queensland Murray Darling catchments given the issues that will 
have to be addressed to implement the requirements of the Murray Darling Basin Plan. 
 
QFF agrees that the single process framework will be more meaningful for water entitlement holders 
as they will be able to address strategic and operational aspects of the plans concurrently.  It is 
interesting to note that the Lower Balonne component of the Condamine Balonne water resource 
plan addressed a range of issues normally considered as part of the resource operations plan for the 
very reason that water entitlement holders and other stakeholders wanted to verify how the 
conditions of the water resource plan could be implemented.  Submissions on the current ten year 
review of the Fitzroy Water Resource Plan have called on the Department to investigate the 
implications of proposed cuts to groundwater entitlements in the Callide before the water resource 
plan is completed.  Farmers in this subcatchment are concerned the proposed cuts to the total 
volume of entitlements in the valley of up to 50% could result in seasonal allocations that would 
make their farming operations unviable.  The resource operations plan deals with definition of 
individual entitlements including the rules for how available water is allocated between users from 
season to season.  It is unclear at this stage how this matter will be addressed but farmers at least 
want to understand what their seasonal allocations could be once the cut to their entitlements is 
implemented. 
 
QFF can confirm that the gap from the completion of water resource plan to the commencement of 
meaningful consultations for the resource operations plan for the first generation plans was of the 
order of 2 years.  This delay necessitated significant added consultation and in some cases angst as 
farmers become aware they did not have an understanding of the implications of decisions made at 
the water resource plan stage for the definition of their entitlements at the resource operations 
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stage.  QFF believes that in most areas farmers would now support the need for both stages to be 
developed concurrently rather than sequentially no matter what degree of complexity is involved.   
 
The implications for consultation with the concurrent approval of the final draft water resource plans 
and resource operations plans are recognised.  QFF still believes that the concurrent process will 
better deal with the key issues and as noted in the Explanatory Notes the Chief Executive has the 
option to remake the resource operations plan if there have been significant amendments to the 
water resource plan. 
 
The omission of the requirement for the establishment of a community reference panel could raise 
concerns at a local level that local and regional consultation will be reduced under the proposed 
single process.  QFF believes that the community reference panel process was needed for the 
development of first generation plans to ensure that the broad base of stakeholders were adequately 
informed and involved in the initiation water resource planning process.  These panels are not 
suitable for a single process and would provide limited input to the development of second 
generation plans relative to the costs of this process.   
 
Experience has shown that the Department must conduct effective direct consultation at the local 
and regional level with water entitlement holders and their representatives during both planning 
stages whether there is some broad based public process in place or not.  Entitlement holders need 
to access to departmental staff to address the complex issues involved in water resource and 
operational planning as it effects environmental and consumptive water issues. This would also be 
the case no doubt for other key stakeholders such as environmental interests and other water users.  
This role cannot be filled by an intermediary such as a Natural Resource Management Body.  This 
need for local direct consultation with affected entitlement holders would remain no matter what 
consultation process was adopted by the Minister.   
 
QFF submits that these proposals need to be introduced to streamline the water planning process 
and reduce the significant costs involved in initiating the water resource planning process.  The 
preparation of these initial water resource plans in catchments across the state has demanded 
significant commitments of skills, funds and time.  On average the planning process has taken about 
5.5 years per plan on average from announcement to completion of the ROP.  However, it has taken 
in excess of 10 years to complete some plans such as the Condamine Balonne and Border Rivers.  The 
time involved and the resourcing of the water planning process reflects the investigations required to 
adequately account for environmental needs and water use as well as other catchment specific 
requirements.   
 
QFF was involved in the consultations undertaken for the review of the water planning process 
conducted by PricewaterhouseCoopers in 2008.  We were supportive of the findings of that review 
regarding that significant efficiencies could be obtained by streamlining the process to reduce the 
time involved in preparing the plans and better structuring the process to achieve key milestones and 
outcomes.  In this regard, it is important to recognise the requirement of the NWI that States have to 
implement ‘consistent approaches to pricing and attributing costs of water planning and 
management’ which addresses such issues as ‘the identification of costs associated with water 
planning and management including the identification of the proportion of costs that can be 
attributed to water access entitlement holders.’  The NWI also requires the States ‘to agree to report 
publicly on cost recovery for water planning and management as part of annual reporting 
requirements.’   
 
In addition, the Department of Environment and Resource Management is now required to publish 
information about their current water planning and management charges and activities for the 
Queensland catchments of the Murray-Darling Basin (MDB) by the regulations under the 
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Commonwealth Water Act 2007.  The Commonwealth regulations were based upon advice provided 
by the ACCC after a three stage investigation process conducted in 2008-09 which found that there 
was significant inconsistency in the way each state had applied these water and planning 
management charges. There was also a lack of information about the benefits and costs of 
implementing a comprehensive set of charging rules. Accordingly, the ACCC took the approach of 
requiring Murray-Darling Basin states to publish information about their charges on an annual basis 
or when States made charging policy changes.  The Commission recommended that a further review 
of these charges be conducted in 2014.   
 
QFF submissions during the development of the Commonwealth legislation and the ACCC 
investigations highlighted that there must be a consistent approach if water charges are to be 
implemented to recover the costs of water planning and management costs across Basin catchments.  
We also raised concerns about how costs could be attributed to water entitlement holders.  We 
proposed that any charges applied should be set for a 5 year period and arrangements put in place to 
address transparency of the costs of the water planning process over this period.  We also 
recommended that efficiency assessments must be undertaken to define benchmarks and 
performance measures and set targets for water planning and management activities.   
 
QFF supports the proposals to make other amendments to allow for minor amendments to resource 
operations plans provided those amendments do not adversely affect entitlements or environmental 
conditions defined in the plans. 
 

Notification of works process 

 
QFF supports the need for these amendments to address ‘a rigid, complex and time consuming 
process.’  The Notification of works process provides a cost effective means for regulation of 
interception activities such as taking of subartesian water or overland flow without the need to 
proceed to full volumetric entitlements.  The process involves extensive consultation to have farmers 
notify for example the location and estimated volume of on farm dams and associated pumping 
facilities to provide an ‘audit’ of existing works and implementing an approval process for any new 
works. Proceeding to define volumetric entitlements for all different sized overland flow storages 
would be costly and not necessarily provide additional benefits in terms of regulating the take of 
water from interception activities in a catchment.  The NWI recommends that inception activities are 
regulated particularly in systems that are over allocated or fully allocated.  The proposed 
amendments are important for the continued implementation of these cost effective measures 
developed to respond to the NWI agreement. 
 

Conversion of category 2 water authorities 

 
Background 
QFFs interest in the implementation of the Webbe-Weller Review recommendations has focused on 
the eleven authorities that supply water solely for irrigation purposes and the drainage boards that 
are located in the Wet Tropics catchments most of which have administrative services provided by 
local CANEGROWERS offices. 
 
Our consultations with all of the irrigation boards confirmed that their functions were unlikely to be 
performed efficiently within a local government except the Dundowran-Nikenbah Water Board in the 
Hervey Bay area which is supplied with recycled water from the local council works.  The other 
irrigation boards have responsibility for supply delivered from surface water resources with two also 
responsible for replenishing subartesian resources.  The boards located in the northern part of the 
state include the North and South Burdekin Water Boards which together can supply well in excess of 
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200,000ML, the Pioneer Valley Water Board (supply in excess of 18,000ML), the Kelsey Creek Water 
Board (up to 14,000ML) and Six Mile board (up to 3,000ML).  In the southern part of the state the 
Avondale Water Board in the Burnett catchment supplies up to 4,500ML in a good year whereas the 
Yambocully and Callandoon water boards in the Border Rivers catchment can supply up to 5,000ML 
and 10,000ML respectively.  The Condamine Plains Board can supply over 3,500ML and the Crowley 
Vale Board in the Lockyer Valley around 170ML. 
 
All of these boards have a preference for moving to an independent arrangement as companies or 
cooperatives.  They recognise that they have specific functions to perform on an annual basis under 
operating licences provided for in resource operations plans as well as the range of administrative 
requirements required of organisations of this nature.  These irrigation management responsibilities 
would not be addressed adequately within a local authority.  They also recognise the issues that have 
to be addressed to successfully transition from a protected board structure to an independent entity. 
The proposed amendments to the Act are necessary to facilitate this transition.  These boards will 
also be unable to undertake this reform without the State Government commitments for relief from 
transfer duties and allowances for repayment of State provided loans by the Pioneer, Kelsey and 
Avondale water boards.  The boards have also identified a range of issues that they will need to 
address to move to an independent entity.  These include addressing the key steps to wind up the 
board, understanding and implementing their resource operating plan conditions and clarifying a 
range of operating issues such as arrangements for easements and contractual arrangements.  The 
Pioneer Water Board for example is in detailed discussion with the Department regarding the 
appropriate recognition of their cooperative structure under the provisions of the Water Act 2000.  It 
will take time to address these issues and as a result the process for change could take longer than 
the current target date of 2013. 
 
Our consultations with the Wet Tropics drainage boards has identified that these boards need to 
remain as public entities to address their functions.  Most of the boards do not consider that their 
services would be best provided by local governments except for one where the drainage area is 
being progressively urbanised and could be transferred to the local council.  The other boards are 
considering the efficiencies that could be achieved through amalgamation on a catchment basis but 
retaining a statutory status.  
 
Review of proposals 
QFF supports the following proposed amendments: 
(a) Exemption from the requirement to publish a notice of dissolution – There has and will be 

extensive consultation by the irrigation boards with their customers to give effect to these 
reforms.  The process for approval of a dissolution provides for the Chief Executive to fully 
review the consultation processes conducted by the boards. 

(b) Dissolution at the request of a water authority – It is considered that a majority response is 
sufficient to approve the transfer of an irrigation board to an alternate entity given the due 
process that will be conducted to achieve these changes. 

(c) Agreement about proposed transfer of functions, proposed process for transferring functions 
to local government and effect of a transfer of functions – This amendment should facilitate 
the transfer of the Dundowran-Nikenbah Water Board which manages a pipeline to supply of 
the order of 1,000ML of treated effluent from the council to farms in the area.  The current 
board has 2 council nominees and 4 other board members.  It would be expected that the 
function could be integrated into one of the councils existing business units (probably Hervey 
Bay Water) subject to satisfactory supply contracts being addressed with farm customers. 

(d) Dissolution of employing offices – These offices need to be dissolved at the time the irrigation 
authorities are dissolved as the authorities have not utilised these provisions and as 
independent entities they should have the right to establish their own employment 
arrangements. 
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Concerns have been raised by the CEO of the North Burdekin Water Board that they would have to 
obtain the approval of the local council to establish an independent entity.  It is understood that the 
Act does not require that this approval be obtained for proposals to establish independent entities. 
 

Funding for the Queensland Water Commission’s petroleum and gas water 

functions 

 
Background 
QFF’s submission to the recent Senate Standing Committee on Rural Affairs and Transport Inquiry 
into impact of mining coal seam gas highlighted our concerns about the potential impact of these 
projects. The production of CSG in Queensland is expected to increase rapidly with a significant 
escalation as markets for the product expand to supply the liquefied natural gas (LNG) industry.  CSG 
resources are located in the extensive Surat and Bowen Basins and the gas is produced by 
dewatering of the coal seams to reduce the pressure that keeps the gas trapped in the seams.  
Dewatering will bring significant quantities of saline water to the surface.  The impacts of coal seam 
gas projects (positive and negative) will be felt over extensive areas in southern and central 
Queensland as well as the broader implications for the Queensland economy. The scale of this 
development is unprecedented, involving the drilling of a massive grid of wells to tap coal seams.  
Farmers are justifiably concerned not only about the dislocation to farming by gas extraction facilities 
on the surface but also about the potential long term loss of ground water needed to sustain highly 
productive grazing and agriculture businesses particularly those that depend on groundwater sources 
that supply irrigation on the Condamine Plain. There are also concerns about the volumes, quality 
and reliability of CSG water supply and the implications for the use of this water over the coming 
decades.   
 
In our submission we particularly drew attention that farmers and communities need to have 
confidence that there is a robust monitoring program in place that will transparently measure the 
cumulative impacts of CSG operations on key resources such as the Condamine Alluviums.  They also 
want to see measures defined in legislation that can be activated to mitigate cumulative impacts and 
if this is not possible adequate compensation must be obtained for impact on groundwater levels or 
quality.  It will be important these procedures can address impacts over both the short to medium 
term as well the end of project impacts.   
 
The role that the Queensland Water Commission will play in managing the impacts resulting from 
CSG water extraction is important.  The functions the Commission must perform to manage these 
impacts within defined cumulative management areas will require significant ongoing funding.  The 
proposed amendments will source this funding from a levy on petroleum tenure holders.  
 
Review of proposals 
QFF supports the proposed amendments for the implementation of an ongoing annual levy including 
recovery of seed funding provided by the State Government to initiate the work of the Commission.  
It is understood that flexible arrangements are planned for the implementation of levy which will 
allow for the adjustment of the levy to recover annually planned and budgeted expenditure.  This is 
important as the Commission will need the flexibility to expand or focus monitoring and modelling 
activity to address impact issues that are expected to occur.   
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Indigenous water reserves 

 
Review of proposals 
 
QFF notes that the proposed amendments will allow the Gulf water resource plan to establish 
Indigenous water reserves with specified volumes of unallocated water that can be made available 
through the grant of water licences that will attach to land i.e. will not be tradable initially.  It is also 
noted that the Water Act will have to be amended to allow the Gulf resource operations plan to deal 
with the Indigenous Reserves.  QFF understands that there are unallocated reserves in the Gulf 
catchments that can be made available to create these reserves.  We would expect that the 
processes involved in the grant of licences would be in keeping with processes provided for the 
implementation of licences under the Water Act 2000. 
 

Miscellaneous operational amendments 

 
QFF has not had sufficient time to review the detail of all of these operational amendments.  We 
have the following comments on two of the proposals: 
(a) Proposal to allow the Commonwealth Environmental Water Holder (CEWH) to apply for a 

licence not attached to land and to engage in dealings with water licences – This is an 
important amendment as it will allow the CEWH to deal, in particular, with licences that attach 
to land.  To date the Commonwealth has only been interested in tradable entitlements for the 
purposes of their programs to recover water for the environment in the Murray-Darling.  This 
amendment will allow the Commonwealth to purchase for example overland flow 
entitlements from willing sellers in areas like the Lower Balonne or groundwater licenses in the 
Condamine.  There is some further work to do to be able to use these licences effectively to 
meet environmental needs however this amendment removes a legislative obstacle to this 
form of dealing. 

(b) Proposed amendment to section 213 re licences for the take of artesian water for stock and 
domestic purposes attaching to the land on which the water is taken - We have had the 
opportunity to discuss with AgForce their concerns about the clarity of drafting of the 
amendment and the associated explanatory notes.  We concur with the submission by AgForce 
on this matter that the poor drafting of this amendment could affect the bores owned by 
water authorities on properties for the purposes of managing the extraction of water from the 
Great Artesian Basin.   

 
For other amendments we would like the opportunity to make a further submission to the 
Committee if our review of these proposals highlights any issues of concern.  
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Queensland Farmers’ Federation (QFF) is the peak body representing and uniting 16 of 
Queensland’s rural industry organisations who work on behalf of primary producers across the 
state.  QFF’s mission is to secure a sustainable future for Queensland primary producers within a 
favourable social, economic and political environment by representing the common interests of 
its member organisations’. QFF’s core business centres on resource security; water resources; 
environment and natural resources; industry development; economics; quarantine and trade.   
 
Our goal is to secure a sustainable and profitable future for our members, as a core growth 
sector of the economy.  Our members include: 

o Australian Prawn Farmers’ Association,  
o CANEGROWERS,  
o Cotton Australia,  
o Growcom,  
o Nursery and Garden Industry Queensland,  
o Queensland Chicken Growers Association,  
o Queensland Dairyfarmer’s Organisation,  
o Queensland Chicken Meat Council,  
o Flower Association of Queensland Inc.,  
o Pork Queensland Inc.,  
o Biological Farmers of Australia 
o Fitzroy Food and Fibre Association,  
o Pioneer Valley Water Co-operative Limited,  
o Central Downs Irrigators Limited, and  
o Burdekin River Irrigators Association 

 
1. Impact of the NWI 
 

Has the implementation of the NWI improved the efficiency and productivity of Australian 
water use? 
 
To what extent has the NWI resulted in improved capacity and resilience of Australia’s water 
management regime to deal with changes and shocks responsively and fairly? 
 
Have the NWI commitments had an effect on the condition and health of surface and 
groundwater systems, and their ecosystems? 
 
What factors have impacted on NWI implementation (e.g. drought, other government 
policies)? 
 
Given that the NWI is only partially implemented, is full implementation likely to improve these 
outcomes? 
 
How has the implementation of the NWI impacted on regional, rural and urban communities? 
 
It is difficult to provide any definitive response to these questions because it will take time to 
record evidence of the changes that may result from the implementation of water reforms in 
Queensland.  QFF does not believe that there is an understanding yet in Canberra about the time 
and resources it will take to firstly fully implement water reforms and then give the process the 
time it will take to show results.   
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QFF has concerns however that water reforms will not help Queensland irrigation schemes and 
dependent farms to modernize for a number of reasons.  Water resource planning defines 
entitlements based upon historic access and reliability.  While delivering secure entitlements, the 
planning process is making little progress in implementing measures such as capacity sharing 
across schemes that will allow irrigators to better manage use to better cope with variable water 
availability.  Unsupplemented entitlement holders have to rely on access to variable river flows.  
They must make their decisions regarding what on-farm water use efficiency measures are 
feasible for their enterprises given the variability of water access.   
 
Implementation of trading reforms to push water to a higher and better use is constrained by the 
mix of supplemented (irrigation schemes) and unsupplemented trading areas along rivers in each 
catchment. Trading is restricted to smaller scale irrigation schemes which are interspersed with 
sometimes extensive lengths of streams (unsupplemented management areas) where trading 
may only occur with approval on a case by case basis or where trading is restricted within 
defined smaller river lengths. .  There are also schemes servicing areas with only one significant 
crop where trading is very limited even though trading arrangements have been in place for eight 
years or more. 
 
Pricing reforms have uncovered other constraints.  There are a number of schemes that will not 
achieve lower bound pricing and increasing costs either from the implementation of water 
reforms or other factors such as rising electricity costs are making it difficult for many schemes to 
fund modernization projects or needed environmental works.  Implementation of national 
metering standards will also impose significant costs over the next few years.    The climbing  
costs of irrigation farming due in part to the implementation of  water reforms is  outpacing the 
benefits irrigation enterprises can achieve from the water reforms. 
 
It is very concerning that the Murray Darling Basin planning process has now shifted the reform 
‘goal posts’ significantly to achieve environmental outcomes at the expense of a balanced 
planning approach.  This is introducing uncertainty both inside and outside the Basin which is 
seriously undermining achievement of the objectives of the NWI. The Murray Darling Basin 
planning process is also introducing a new layer of costs which could eventually flow through to 
water users.  Further comment will be made about these concerns in comments provided on the 
‘key subject areas’ following.   

 
2. Water Planning 

2.1. Have water plans improved security for water users? Has security improved for some users 
more than others? 
Water resource plans have defined security for water users based upon assessments of their 
historic access to water.  The significant benefit is that the process has secured existing 
access against possible reduction in rights from ongoing development.  The process had to 
address the difference in most Queensland catchments between supplemented and 
unsupplemented access.  Groundwater planning has to adjust entitlements in certain areas 
to cope with problems of overallocation and environmental issues such as sea water 
intrusion. In most cases, it is recognised that these arrangements are needed to define 
secure entitlements. 
In regard to interception activities the State Government made a decision to secure stock 
and domestic use as a defined right in the Water Act 2000.  QFF believes that interception 
activities for the purposes of irrigation has been achieved through defined area wide 
allocations in water resource plans and authorisation of interception works on farm to 
control development. Proposals in the Guide to the Murray Darling Basin Plan could overturn 
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this approach and undermine the security provided in the Queensland water resource plans 
for defined interception activity.  A process of fully regulating all interception activity could 
also introduce costs which far exceed the benefit of this regulation. 

 
2.2. Has the process for developing plans been transparent and taken all interests into account? 

The catchment based water planning process in Queensland has been a transparent process 
and has been conducted in a way that has sought to engage key areas of interest at the 
catchment and subcatchment level rather than just relying on peak representative groups for 
input.  
  
On the other hand the Murray Darling Basin planning process to date has not been 
transparent.  The Authority has been unable to provide sufficient information in the Guide to 
the proposed Basin Plan and Technical Background to allow QFF or irrigator communities to 
understand how environmental water requirements and the sustainable diversion limits for 
each of the Queensland catchments have been determined.  This leaves QFF and other 
stakeholders unable to prepare an informed response to the Authority on the Guide and 
opens a serious flaw in the consultation program for a Basin Plan that must be finalised in the 
next twelve months. The Authority cannot begin preparing a draft Basin Plan until they have 
received informed submissions from all impacted irrigation communities across the Basin.  
 
Basin planning has also not been in accord with the NWI by giving priority to meeting 
environmental outcomes rather than seeking to achieve a balance between environmental 
and economic and social outcomes. 

   
2.3. Have all interests, including the interests of Indigenous Australians, been adequately 

considered in water plans? 
It is understood that the Community reference panels established for each plan to get input 
on the development of the water resource plans have involved indigenous representatives to 
ensure that plans are developed to address the social and cultural interests of traditional 
owners together with the consumptive needs of aboriginal communities.  Implementation of 
environmental flow objectives in each plan are important in providing for indigenous values.  
It is difficult to provide further comment on the adequacy of this consultation process for 
indigenous communities.  

 
2.4. If you have been involved in a water planning process, we would be interested in your 

experiences in the consultation that took place. Specifically, whether the consultation was 
inclusive; whether background reports or evidence for environmental flows or consumptive 
use was made available; whether the final plan made decisions about allocation 
transparent; and whether your perceptions of water security have changed as a result of 
being involved in the process. 
The initiation of water resource planning in each catchment has involved a staged process of 
consultation involving: 

 Release of an Information Report and submissions 

 Release of a draft water resource plan and submissions 

 Release of a final water resource plan together with a report on how key issues 
raised in consultations and submissions have been addressed 

 Release of draft Resource Operations Plan and submissions  

 Release of final Resource Operations Plan  
 
Most industry stakeholders have found the process of consultation in the initial development 
of water resource plans difficult given the complexity of the issues being addressed.  There 
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have also been difficulties with the time taken to complete the two stage process.  However, 
it is apparent that water entitlement holders are coming to the table for the 10 year reviews 
of plans now being conducted in the Fitzroy and Burnett with a better understanding of the 
issues involved and the critical aspects of the initial plans that need attention.  While we 
have yet to see the draft plans for the Fitzroy and the Burnett it is evident that work is 
focusing on refining aspects of the implementation of the plans rather than fundamental 
rewriting of the plans.  Water entitlement holders also seem to be concentrating now on 
improvements in the planning process to address the reliability of supply of water rather 
than the longer term security issues. 
 
QFF submits that attention must focus now on making the water resource planning process 
for the second generation plans more cost efficient.  Options are being investigated by the 
Department of Environment and Resources Management to conduct the preparation of the 
water resource and resource operations plans as one process, saving significant time and 
cost.  This should be able to be achieved without any adverse effects on consultation.  Care 
also needs to be taken to ensure that monitoring programs are effective and efficient.  The 
Bureau of Meteorology will have to play a key role in ensuring that monitoring programs are 
justified and can be implemented efficiently to provide data required to assess water 
planning implementation and outcomes. 

 
3. Surface and Groundwater Connectivity 

3.1. Are groundwater sources being effectively managed to ensure that ecosystems which 
depend upon them are identified and provided for? If so, where? 
While progress has been made with groundwater planning in the Queensland catchments it 
will take considerable time to prepare resource operations plans for a number of 
groundwater areas with an approved water resource plan.  These areas include the Lockyer, 
Upper Burnett and Pioneer (ROP for Pioneer has just been announced). There are also 
important groundwater areas that have yet to have water plans prepared including the 
Condamine (Central Condamine Alluvium water resource plan being prepared) and the 
Burdekin scheme and delta area.  It is accepted that in some areas management 
arrangements established for some time under water legislation prior to the Water Act are 
adequate to effectively manage the groundwater resources to meet ecosystem requirements 
provided use is metered.  Examples include groundwater in Condamine tributaries.  
However, in important agricultural areas such as the Lockyer, Condamine Plain and Burdekin 
it is essential that the full water planning process is conducted to allow effective 
management and if feasible trading of entitlements within defined areas. 

   
3.2. Do allocation decisions and consequent extractions of water consider impacts on other 

groundwater or surface water users? 
Where a water resource plan has been prepared to address groundwater issues, impacts on 
surface water use have been assessed.  The Wet Tropics water resource plan currently being 
prepared is a case example.  A particular issue is the impact that the take of groundwater 
during the winter and spring months is having on both environmental needs and surface 
water access.  There are many groundwater areas that have yet to be subject to water 
resource planning.  Resourcing is an issue but QFF sees little value in fast tracking 
groundwater planning based upon inadequate scientific investigation of both environmental 
and consumptive needs.  There would however be some value in the Department of 
Environment and Resource Management providing a report on progress with planning for 
important groundwater areas identifying in particular key areas for the conduct of water 
resource plans and resource operations plans. 
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4. Water Accounting and Water Data 
4.1. Are metering, compliance and enforcement arrangements sufficient and effective? 

The Department of Environment and Resource Management released a report this year on 
the implementation of non-urban metering.  Issues that arise from the report which will have 
implications for the implementation of metering into the future include: 

 Entitlement holders must not face unnecessary metering costs because arrangements 
have yet to be implemented to have new non-urban meters pattern-approved and 
laboratory-verified to comply with the requirements of NWI and trade measurement 
legislation.  Contemporary meters will continue to be used until the end of their life 
provided that they comply with the Department’s interim standards. 

 It is doubted that entitlement holders have any understanding of the implications of the 
implementation of National Metering Standards or the likely costs of the implementation 
of these standards. 

 A major investment program will be required to install new meters in water supply 
schemes and for unsupplemented use and to replace or upgrade non-compliant 
metering to comply with national standards by 2020. The estimated total cost for water 
supply schemes is $154M and unsupplemented use in excess of $24M over the ten year 
period. These costs will impose a significant burden on water entitlement holders.  The 
Commonwealth Government must consider providing resourcing to implement this 
ambitious program. 

 Provisions of Queensland Water legislation appear to be adequate to enforce metering 
and compliance with resource operations plans. 

 Full regulation of water interception activities including stock and domestic requirements 
to meet sustainable diversion targets in the Murray Darling Basin Plan would be 
expected to significantly increase the costs of the implementation of the metering 
program in the Queensland Murray Darling catchments.  The cost implications of this for 
a statewide program would be very significant.  The added cost would far outweigh the 
benefit that would be achieved by this proposal either within the Queensland Murray 
Darling or statewide. 

 
4.2. Is there sufficient publicly available water data / information to meet your water use and 

management needs? 
The Department of Environment and Resource Management publishes annual reports on 
water resource plans, provides web site data on water flows but has stepped back from the 
provision of a wider spread of information that was made available annually in Water 
Statistics Reports. The Department has also discontinued web information on water trading. 
Sufficient resourcing to provide ‘live’ information for the State is obviously an issue.  Water 
service providers such as SunWater also maintain web based systems for their customers. 
 
However, as the Bureau of Meteorology is now responsible for providing coordinated water 
data/information Australia wide it is understandable that the State Departments would not 
plan to continue systems that duplicate this role.  Until the first National Water Accounts are 
available in April next year backed up other proposed products such as national water 
resources assessments, real-time water reporting services and real-time water availability 
forecasts, there is a data and information deficiency in Queensland. 

 
5. Environmental Water 

5.1. Is the quality of scientific information used in determining Environmental Water 
Requirements adequate? If not, in which respects do you think it is inadequate and in what 
water systems? 
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It is not considered that there is sufficient scientific information for agencies to determine 
environmental water requirements for the purposes of developing water resource plans.  
Implementing the concept of an Environmental Water Manager whose task it is to manage 
water on a seasonal basis to achieve environmental outcomes is well beyond the capacity of 
any agency. 
 
QFF has supported the Queensland catchment by catchment approach to facilitate the 
assessment of environmental requirements in terms of the risk to river health, recognising 
that the environmental flow needs of a river system are impossible to determine exactly. 
Technical panels with appropriate environmental and other expertise are established for 
each plan area. In the preparation of each plan the determination of the risk for the river 
system involves consideration of water needed for existing and future development. A 
balance must be achieved in each plan between environmental values and industry and 
community needs for water. The water resource plans define environmental flow objectives 
and water allocation security objectives for water users. To achieve these objectives, the 
plans impose flow-based rules for supplemented and unsupplemented water which stipulate 
environmental flow releases from storages and restricting the take of water in different flow 
conditions (high and low flows). Monitoring is conducted to determine whether objectives 
are being met over the ten year term of the plan. This flow based approach is well suited to 
Queensland conditions. The quality of planning based on this approach is to be assessed with 
each 10 year review taking into account the best available science.  Overall, it is fully 
recognised that the quality of planning is heavily dependent on availability of information to 
assess environmental water risks and requirements.  The quality of information will improve 
with time and experience implementing water resource plans. 
 
The Murray Darling Basin planning process highlights the problems of the limitations of the 
quality of scientific information.  The Guide and supporting reports fail to justify how 
environmental water requirements have been derived. It is unclear how an environmental 
watering plan can be prepared without more explicit definition of environmental watering 
needs. 

 
5.2. Are the processes used to determine Environmental Watering Plans sufficiently open and 

transparent? 
Comments under Items 1.2 and 1.4 refers 
 

5.3. Are environmental water provisions identified in water plans being met and are adequate 
monitoring provisions in place to check that the desired environmental outcomes are being 
achieved? 
The core objective of the rules based approach adopted in Queensland water resource plans 
to address environmental outcomes. This approach applies rules for dam releases and 
restrictions on unsupplemented water access to ensure environmental flows will be achieved 
for varied flow conditions. In other words, the rules give highest priority to the achievement 
of environmental flows. Proof of that security in terms of delivery of actual flows has to be 
achieved through plan monitoring and reporting. Annual reporting is providing information 
on environmental flows achieved during the past seasons. However, the 10 year plan reviews 
should assess the achievement of environmental objectives taking into account the best 
available science. It is difficult to see how a greater level of security can be attached to this 
water without more definition about environmental assets and risks. In time, advanced 
research and experience with the implementation of the plans should provide the advice 
required to better specify environmental flow objectives and better define and apply the 
rules to achieve these objectives. It is important also to assess the benefits of achieving 
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greater security for instream flows for the environment in comparison with need to address 
other issues that may have a more important bearing on catchment health. 

 
5.4. Are properly resourced environmental water managers and holders with clear authority, 

responsibility and accountability in place? 
The management of environmental water is not conducted separately from the water 
planning function in Queensland. The water planning and management section of DERM 
conduct both functions at a statewide and regional level. QFF sees little justification for 
splitting this function. It is important that the water planning and management is fully 
integrated.  
 
In addition, as discussed above in item 4.1 it is doubtful that there is sufficient scientific 
information to guide an environmental manager to make decisions regarding seasonal 
environmental flow requirements.  The water resource planning system puts in place flow 
based requirements to meet environmental objectives.  Overlaying this approach with a day 
to day environmental flow management function is unlikely to achieve much particularly for 
systems which have significant unsupplemented management areas. 
 
It will be interesting to evaluate the role the Commonwealth Environmental Manager plays in 
the Queenslandd Murray Darling catchments where 75% of water use is flow based (ie not 
supplied from storages). 
 

5.5. Are adequate river and wetland health monitoring protocols in place to report on the 
ecological condition of systems and to trigger management responses? Are there good 
examples? 
Ecological monitoring and assessment for each water resource plan focuses on prioritized 
ecological assets. For example in the Fitzroy water resource plan currently under review 
assets such the Fitzroy golden perch, water holes and riffle sections of rivers were chosen 
because of the importance of flow management to sustain these assets.  Monitoring 
activities can then be defined and implemented to measure performance of these assets eg 
abundance of eggs, larvae and juvenile golden perch during flow and non flow events.  The 
current review of the Fitzroy plan is conducting detailed research into the critical flow 
requirements of a much wider range of selected indicator assets as part of the assessment of 
the effectiveness of the plan after 10 years. 

 
6. Addressing Over-allocation and Overuse 

6.1. Is overallocation or overuse being clearly identified and addressed in Australia? 
Planning for groundwater in many areas of this State is addressing issues of overallocation or 
overuse. The preparation of the water resource plans for groundwater areas to date has 
conducted sufficient analysis to indentify the problems and their causes. For example, the 
draft water resource plan amendment for the Pioneer catchment conducted sufficient 
analysis to indentify a salt water intrusion problem and proposed two alternatives to reduce 
the take of water and arrest salt water intrusion within defined areas of the plan. The 
Condamine Balonne water resource plan also identified problems and implemented 
measures to reduce water take.  Most coastal catchments have unallocated water and 
therefore don’t face problems. 
 
However, both options canvassed left entitlement holders in the areas affected by salt water 
intrusion to bear the full impact of addressing the problem through reductions in their 
entitlements under the proposed plan. Industry is seeking ways to lessen this burden on 
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affected irrigators but there is little scope in the water resource planning process to have 
adjustment measures investigated.  
 

6.2. Are the relationships between pathways for returning overallocated or overused systems to 
sustainable levels, such as buybacks, and the water needed for environmental assets clear? 
There are no buyback or similar financial support packages provided by the Qld Government 
to help water entitlement holders in overallocated catchments to adjust.  Measures are 
applied to help adjustment such as time to make defined transitions. 

 
7. Water entitlements 

7.1. Is further entitlement reform, including potentially unbundling and entitlements for new 
urban water sources, warranted? 
No comment 

 
7.2. Where water systems cross state boundaries, are differences in allocation polices beneficial 

or do they cause problems? 
Effective provisions are being put in place in resource operations plans such as for the Border 
Rivers that address differences in allocation policies.  This is important to allow for interstate 
trading agreements between operators in Queensland schemes and their counterparts in 
NSW before interstate trading can commence on a permanent or temporary basis for 
supplemented water. Regulators for both states must also have agreements for trading 
unsupplemented water.  This issue has involved some discussion as the NSW side is 
predominantly supplemented on the main rivers whereas in Queensland above Goondiwindi 
the river system is substantially unsupplemented. Interstate trading agreements must also 
address metering and collection of water use information. The other Queensland Murray 
Darling ROPs allow for amendment to give effect to any interstate agreement regarding the 
supply of water that may be signed after the commencement of the plan.  

 
7.3. How transparent are allocation policies to be applied in extreme scenarios – is it clear in 

advance how extreme drought will affect entitlements, for example? 
Critical water supply strategies are in place for each water supply scheme so it is clear in 
advance how a drought occurrence will be handled.  In practice in long running droughts 
effort has been made to help medium supply customers through these critical periods, eg 
allowing very reduced access for critical periods and relief from payment of fixed tariffs.  
Overall, however there are clear rules in each scheme for reduction and shut down of 
medium priority take during low flow periods.  In some schemes it may be a defined cut off 
in supply at a particular storage threshold or in others a requirement to hold high priority 
supply sufficient for up to two years.  It has been necessary in a number of schemes to opt 
for the supply cut off because inflows in extreme drought years have not been sufficient to 
meet high reliability needs. 
 

7.4. Has the process of unbundling water from land title, creating an exclusive and tradeable 
commodity, improved confidence in the water availability and water delivery? Has this 
confidence been affected by water planning arrangements? 

7.5. What actions can the government take to improve confidence in water entitlements? 
Water availability has been low in most areas due to drought so it is difficult to see any 
changes during this period.  Current announced allocation systems implemented in most 
areas do not encourage cross seasonal management of water use.  QFF would like to see 
more development of capacity share arrangements to replace seasonal announced allocation 
systems. It is understood that improvements will be necessary in water plan modeling and 
monitoring systems for many schemes to implement capacity share systems.    



National Water Initiative – 2011 Biennial Assessment of Progress in Implementation Discussion Paper QFF 07 3837 4747 10 

 

8. Water markets and trading 
8.1. What are the positive or negative impacts resulting from water trade? 

The establishment of trading markets is still at an early stage of development in key 
catchments.   

 
8.2. Is adequate information to support water trade available and accessible? 

At this stage there is little information available on water trading. 

 
8.3. What is your view of the complexity, time, and costs involved in trading water? 
8.4. Are there significant barriers to trade? If so, what are they? 

Markets in Queensland are localised based upon individual schemes or defined 
unsupplemented water management areas.  Measures implemented in catchment water 
resource plans to protect environmental flows and third parties significantly constrain the 
extent of water trading that can be specifically permitted or prohibited in the resource 
operations plans (ROP).  In addition, natural flow variations along the extensive lengths of 
unregulated streams in these catchments are not measured sufficiently to define rules for 
water trading that will meet the environmental and water security objectives of the water 
resource plans.  In these areas it is up to proponents to make a submission to the 
Department for approval to trade along unregulated streams. 
 

8.5. If you have participated in water markets directly or indirectly, have water markets been 
valuable to you, and why do you use them? You may wish to briefly describe your 
experiences. 

No comment 
 

8.6. Is there likely to be benefit in further developing water markets for different water 
products (eg recycled water) or in new market areas (eg outside the Murray Darling Basin)? 
The cost of recycled water is still a significant constraint to the increased use of recycled 
water and therefore to the development of a water market in this water product 

 
9. Pricing, Demand Management and Other Policy Initiatives 

The Queensland Government has instructed the Queensland Competition Authority (QCA) to 
advise on new prices for SunWater schemes to apply for a five year period from July 2011.  QCA 
is to investigate the recovery of the full annual costs of operating, maintaining and refurbishing 
schemes and a return on the value of scheme bulk water supply assets (ie dams and other 
headworks) and the value of any new works to be constructed over the next five years.  The 
Government is not seeking to recover the value of channel systems such as those in the 
Burdekin, Emerald and Bundaberg.  It is expected that irrigation prices will have to increase 
substantially to cover steep rises in electricity and other operational costs in recent years and 
forecast increases in these costs over the next five years.  The recovery of a full rate of return on 
headworks will further boost prices although the Government intends to phase these significant 
increases in over 15 years.  QCA is to assess the capacity to pay to determine how price increases 
are to be phased in for each scheme. 
   
QFF is opposed to the Government’s decision for the following reasons: 

 Schemes that will have to pay much higher prices to cover a rate of return on existing 
bulk water supply assets (i.e. dams and other headworks) are unlikely to agree to further 
investment, with the addition of a rate of return, to modernise and to address 
environmental issues.   
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 Capacity to pay investigations will not be given the time or funds necessary to 
adequately assess the differences between channel and river based schemes, between 
the range of agricultural products grown in each scheme and between growers.  
Variations in the market value of agricultural produce into the future will also have to be 
assessed.   

 There is no attention being given to the loss of proactive management skills at the 
scheme level and the demise of scheme advisory committees. The issue of local 
management needs to be addressed to drive for efficiencies in the implementation of 
price paths particularly in channel schemes. 

 There is no provision to restructure schemes (e.g. local management, variations in levels 
of service) that are unable or will be unable to pay the prices required to cover costs. 
Underperforming schemes face an uncertain future under this approach. 

 The approach to rate of return is not consistent with that adopted in southern states and 
is likely to result in water prices in SunWater schemes that are not competitive with 
southern schemes.  There are also State and Commonwealth Government investment 
programs which are helping southern schemes to modernise and be competitive. 

 Overall, this approach provides no encouragement for operators and customers to take a 
forward looking approach to plan and invest in scheme modernisation and 
environmental sustainability. 

 
10. Urban 

No comment. 

 


