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Foreword

The Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) is Australia’s largest state farmer organisation, and the only
recognised, consistent voice on issues affecting rural Victoria.
The VFF consists of an elected Board of Directors, a member representative Policy Council to set
policy and eight commodity groups representing dairy, grains, livestock, horticulture, chicken meat,
pigs, flowers and egg industries.
Farmers are elected by their peers to direct each of the commodity groups and are supported by
Melbourne-based staff.
Each VFF member is represented locally by one of the 230 VFF branches across the state and
through their commodity representatives at local, district, state and national levels. The VFF also
represents farmers’ views at many industry and government forums.
The agricultural sector in Victoria contributes 4.9 per cent to gross state product and in 2013-14 it
was valued at $11.8 billion. The food and fibre sector employs 191,700 people in rural and regional
communities of Victoria.
The majority of our horticulture and dairy industries are located in the southern part of the Murray
Darling Basin. Our members have a keen interest in how the Murray Darling Basin Plan is
implemented as it impacts on the economic viability of their farm businesses and the future of their
communities.

Peter Tuohey
President
Victorian Farmers Federation
Farrer House
Level 3, 24 Collins Street
Melbourne 3000
1300 882 833
www.vff.org.au

For enquiries about this submission please contact Rachel Astle, Senior Policy Adviser – Water on 03
9207 5522.
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Executive Summary
The VFF calls for a slow down on the implementation of the Murray Darling Basin Plan. We are
concerned about the commitment to recover the additional 450GL from efficiency measures when
the impacts and benefits of recovering the 2750GL (2,100GL water and 650GL supply measures) are
unclear and inconclusive.
It is too early to fully comprehend the complex social and economic impacts of the Basin Plan. Whilst
these impacts were modelled during the drafting of the Basin Plan the first report on actual impacts
is not due until 2017. However, the initial impact of water recovery for the Basin Plan has already
resulted in sharply increasing prices for temporary water, uncertainty about the future of irrigated
agriculture, closure of businesses and families moving away from regional towns.
Irrigators need time to adjust to having significantly less water for agriculture. Investing in more
efficient irrigation technology on farm and in delivery systems will help cushion the impact. However
with many of these programs and projects still in their early days the pain of water recovery is being
felt more acutely now.
Environmental water management is still in its infancy. More time is needed to collect information,
analyse impacts and make adaptive changes. Learning to use the 2750GL (equivalent) effectively is
important for demonstrating the public value of this investment in water recovery and the economic
and social trade-offs which the agricultural sector and regional communities are facing.
The VFF believes that the 650GL of supply measures is a valuable opportunity to understand what
can be achieved with environmental works and measures. This will also help address the constraints
in the system. The ability to deliver desired environmental outcomes in the Basin system with less
water will promote efficiency as well as reduce third party impacts from environmental flooding.
In summary, the VFF believes that the implementation of the Basin Plan should focus on recovering
and efficiently using the 2750GL (equivalent) which is required to bridge the gap. We support the
continued development of the 650GL of supply measures and constraints projects. However, we
recommend that consideration of the 450GL of water which could be recovered from efficiency
measures is delayed until 2024.
We believe this trajectory of implementation will enable more time for the environmental water
holders to learn to use the water they have and prove that the water is delivering environmental
benefits. It will also mean more time to understand the scope and scale of detrimental impacts on
the agricultural sector and supply chain.
We welcome the opportunity to provide a submission to the Select Committee on the MurrayDarling Basin Plan. In response to the Terms of Reference, the VFF makes the following
recommendations:
Recommendation 1
That consideration of the 450GL of water which could be recovered from efficiency measures is
delayed until 2024.
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Recommendation 2
That the proceeds from the CEWH selling temporary water are able to be spent on environmental
works and measures to further enhance the management of environmental water.
Recommendation 3
That unless clear defendable environmental outcomes linked to an environmental watering plan can
be achieved from carryover of allocation, any unused water must be made available for trade.
Recommendation 4
That all spills and pre-releases from storages are considered for use for environmental outcomes,
with environmental water holders’ allocation accounts altered accordingly.
Recommendation 5
That more stream flow gauges are installed on tributaries which feed rivers where environmental
water will be delivered.
Recommendation 6
That sufficient human resources are allocated in order for the constraints management work to be
comprehensively undertaken.
Recommendation 7
That the Commonwealth government takes clear responsibility for the third party impacts of
environmental flooding.
Recommendation 8
That constraints projects be considered alongside supply measures in recognition of the interdependent relationship.
Recommendation 9
That there is greater clarity, transparency and accountability for the funding responsibilities and
functions of the MDBA .
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Terms of Reference
(a) the implementation of the plan, including:
i.
its progress,
ii.
its costs, especially those related to further implementation,
iii.
its direct and indirect effects on agricultural industries, local businesses and
community wellbeing, and
iv.
any evidence of environmental changes to date;

The implementation of the Murray Darling Basin Plan is in its infancy. The social, economic and
environmental impacts of the Basin Plan are not yet clear. However what we do know is that the
threat of further water recovery has created uncertainty about the future of irrigated agriculture
and the viability of water dependent regional communities. The Basin Plan is a test of the complex
relationship between water, the agricultural supply chain and the social fabric of communities.

Economic, social and environmental impacts
Understanding the economic and social impacts
The VFF undertook a survey about the positive and negative impacts of the Basin Plan on farming
businesses, local communities and the local environment. We received 103 responses, two thirds of
whom are irrigators in the Goulburn-Murray Irrigation District.
More than 68% of farmers who responded to the question in the VFF survey believe that the Basin
Plan has had a negative or more negative than positive impact on their farm business. Farmers are
primarily concerned about the increased water prices and reduced water availability. The following
comments illustrate their concerns:
“The current price of temporary water is not sustainable. We are looking at a negative cash
flow year, all because of water. It would be an ok year if water was still under $100/ML”
“The price of temp water is now unviable for us to enter the market. We normally milk 750
cows year round and employ 8 staff, but we will drop down to around 500 cows and reduce
our staff to 4 if water doesn’t become feasible. Normally we would plant 150 acres of maize
and water all season, this year we are looking at planting 50 acres of maize and not watering
at all this spring/summer and saving out water for autumn.”
“We have state of the art watering system, but now don’t have enough permanent water
and temporary water is too expensive.”
“More and more land developed with less water in system. Prices too high pushing up cost
of production”
Over 75% of farmers who responded to the question in the VFF survey think that the Basin Plan has
had a negative or more negative than positive impact in their community. They identified people
moving away from the district, small businesses closing down and fewer local jobs as their key
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concerns with the social impacts of the Basin Plan. The following comments highlight the
relationship between water and the economic and social activities of regional communities:
“Taken far too much water out of our district. Many dairy farms have closed down. Families
have moved from the local community resulting in lower school children numbers.”
“With less businesses operating we can expect more people to move out of our area. This
then reduces student numbers at schools which creates less teaching positions, which leads
to less people in the area, which leads to the closure of other businesses and the dominoes
will continue to fall”
“Irrigated agriculture has been the main economic driver in our community for generations.
Without the water, future generations do not have that economic driver, and therefore are
leaving the community.”
More than half of farmers who responded to the question in the VFF survey believe that the Basin
Plan has had a negative or more negative than positive impact on their local environment. Nearly a
quarter more weren’t able to identify whether the impact was positive or negative. Farmers are
concerned about how environmental water is being used and whether it is delivering the
environmental benefits. The following comments demonstrate the uncertainty about environmental
impacts:
“Australia is a land of droughts and flooding rains. Therefore, native species of flora and
fauna have evolved to survive prolonged periods of dry. When in this survival mode they
may not look the best, but they flourish quickly when the rains come. What damage is being
done by flooding wetlands every year and not imitating these dry spells?”
“When the government sends down a large volume of water for an environmental flow we
can see dead fish a couple of days later.”
“Too soon to discern”
We acknowledge that this survey is not a comprehensive assessment of the impacts; however it has
highlighted more negative experiences than positive ones, across the economic, social and
environmental impacts.
There is a risk that the early years of adjusting to the Basin Plan will be the easy years. This is
recognised in the Guide to the Proposed Basin Plan:
…the economic impact of reduced water is likely to become progressively more pronounced
as less water is available for irrigation. A small reduction in current diversion limits would be
most likely to affect lower-value crop sectors only, whereas greater reductions in water
would also affect higher value agricultural production resulting in a larger economic
impact.”p.88
The water which was initially bought back by the Commonwealth was the low hanging fruit. The high
reliability attached to Victorian water products, through the State’s long term conservative water
allocation framework, made Victoria a prime target for Commonwealth government open tenders in
the early stages of the Basin Plan. Much of the water which was sold to the Commonwealth was
Page 6 of 15

previously traded on an annual basis by the entitlement holders. As a result of the non-discretionary
buybacks which have occurred, the volumes of water available in the temporary market have
dropped significantly. Farmers who were in a position to scale back their business and retire may
have taken this as an opportunity to pay down some debt.
The current generation of farmers are now living with the impact of those buybacks. For many this
means a greater exposure to the price fluctuations on the temporary water market. In the VFF
survey 46% of respondents answered yes to the question – Is your business dependent on accessing
temporary water every year?
The price of temporary water is a matter of supply and demand. The Commonwealth has bought
425GL of high reliability water entitlement from Victorian irrigators, significantly reducing the
supply. Demand for water is intrinsically linked to rainfall. The tables below show how the price of
temporary water has started to climb in the two major trading zones in Victoria in recent years.
Trading zone 1A Greater Goulburn
Season

Opening price

Closing price

Highest price

Month of
highest price

2015-16
2014-15
2013-14
2012-13
2011-12
2010-11

200
75
46
27
27
62.5

150
62
44
11
5

150
95
52
27
70

June
January
March
July
August

Trading zone 7 VIC Murray – Barmah to SA
Season

Opening price

Closing price

Highest price

Month of
highest price

2015-16
2014-15
2013-14
2012-13
2011-12
2010-11

200
85
40
25
26.5
70

140
57
45
10
10.5

140
92
54
26.5
75

June
January
March
July
August

During the millennium drought premium prices up to $1000 per mega litre were being paid by
horticulturalists with permanent plantings of vines and trees. In the wet years (2010 – 2012) the
prices were much lower. The decent rainfall and in-flows suppressed the demand for irrigation water
and enabled farmers to build up their allocations for future years through carryover. These factors
have masked the impact of the Basin Plan in the Southern Basin.
However the failure of the spring break in the 2014-15 season meant that irrigators started using
allocations earlier than normal and ate into their carryover to complete crops. In this situation the
price of temporary water climbed steeply and has remained high. The low allocations and dry
outlook for the 2015-16 season is reflected in the high opening price. The reduction in carryover
from the previous season, the dry outlook and the large volumes of water recovered for the
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environment are likely to combine to make the 2015-16 season a real test of the impact of the Basin
Plan.
The VFF believes there is also an opportunity to improve the accountability and efficiency of water
trading by creating a national water market. The Victorian Water Register is well established and
comprehensively tracks the trading of water into, out of and between Victorian water trading
districts. While the operation of the register is clear and tracks the number and movement of trades,
as well as making public an average price of the trades – the ‘selling’ component of water trading
lacks transparency. The development of a national water trading platform, similar to that of a stock
exchange, would provide improved fairness and transparency in the sale of different water products
across the Basin.
The first report on the actual social and economic impacts of the Basin Plan is not due until 2017.
The work to date has been based on models. However models rely on the information which is input
and the assumptions which underlie the design. A model is useful for understanding the potential
scope and scale of impact, and is most useful where there are limited parameters and where
responses can be predicted with some certainty. The interdependence of factors and the
unpredictability of responses means that modelling the impact of the Basin Plan is very complex.
A model is not useful in understanding what did occur. And what did occur can be markedly different
because all the inter-relationships cannot be captured in a model, nor can the unknown events be
included. This is particularly important to acknowledge when there is limited knowledge about the
inter-relationships or how they will change. For example – learning how to leverage the carryover
rules and the capacity this creates to last longer in a dry spell.
It also needs to be recognised that any further water recovery will now be undertaken in a changed
context i.e. it will be on top of water which has already been recovered, so we can expect that the
impacts will be compounded and magnified. As the Basin Plan bites further we can expect to see
further increases in the price of temporary water and more pressure on farming families. Thus it is
even more important to understand the existing level of impact so that future decisions can be more
fully informed.

Adjusting to the social and economic impacts
Creating a permanent man-made drought is different to living with the natural cycle of dry and wet
conditions. Making such a drastic change to the agricultural sector requires time for farmers to
adjust. Trying to change the farming practices which have developed over the last 150 years in 10
years of implementing a Basin Plan shows a lack of understanding of the scope and scale of the
social and economic adjustment which will be required.
Irrigators need time to assess the impact of water recovery on long term pricing trends. They have to
consider what factors constrain their decisions to buy temporary water at a particular price or a
particular point in the season. More time is then needed to change their business management
practices to avoid spikes in the price of temporary water and to leverage the necessary cash flow to
take advantage of prices. This is particularly the case for those who may have run down equity or
increased debt to survive the millennium drought.
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Off-farm modernisation projects to deliver water savings are still being rolled out. The Connections
Project in the Goulburn-Murray Irrigation District is under pressure to finish on time and on budget
to align with the Basin Plan implementation. This $2 billion project has completed the modernisation
of the backbone, but the more complex stage of reconnecting landowners to the modernised system
is still underway.
Farmers are still in the process of upgrading on-farm irrigation technology. Some are taking the
opportunity to access government programs where a proportion of water savings are given up.
Others are looking to restructure their finances so as to be able to fund it themselves and keep the
water savings. These decisions take time to make, time to enact, time to learn from and time to
improve.
At the moment we have an adjustment gap where the costs of having less water for agricultural
production are not being matched by the benefits of modernisation and improved efficiency.

Proving the environmental benefits
The VFF is also worried that the environmental outcomes have not yet been proven, yet there is still
a push on to recover more water. Expertise in managing environmental water is still being
developed. There is a big difference between the theory of having environmental water and working
through how the water can be delivered and when it needs to be delivered to generate positive
environmental outcomes. It will take time to understand the impact on birds, fishes, trees and
wetlands of different volumes of water being delivered at different times of the year. The
monitoring and evaluation regime for assessing environmental outcomes on different species is
complex. Developing a baseline and then taking account of changes to the environmental watering
plan will require further time for monitoring and assessment.
The Commonwealth Environmental Water Holder (CEWH) already holds significant volumes of water
for environmental use. This is sufficient water for the CEWH to be operating with until such time as
the benefits from their operation can be demonstrated. Seeking proof of environmental watering
outcomes was ranked as the second highest lobbying priority in the VFF survey.

More time is needed
The VFF is concerned that the pressure to deliver the Basin Plan on time and on budget, will be at
the expense of the future of agriculture. The timelines for introducing the Sustainable Diversion
Limits and the SDL Adjustment Mechanism appear to have been determined on the basis of the
expiry of existing water resource plans (p.248 Guide to the Proposed Basin Plan, MDBA 2010). There
does not seem to be any consideration of the real time needed to assess the scope and scale of the
detrimental social and economic impacts, for agricultural communities to adjust to a future with less
water, or for the environment to prove it can use the water effectively. Sticking to an artificial
administrative deadline when the evidence of the impacts is unclear, unavailable or inconclusive is
unacceptable.
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The VFF believes that the implementation of the Basin Plan should focus on recovering and
efficiently using the 2750GL (equivalent) which is required to bridge the gap. We recommend that
consideration of the 450GL of water which could be recovered from efficiency measures is delayed
until 2024. This will allow more time to understand the negative social and economic impacts on the
agricultural sector and supply chain and for the environmental water holders to prove the
environmental benefits.
Recommendation 1
That consideration of the 450GL of water which could be recovered from efficiency measures is
delayed until 2024.

Management of environmental water
Temporary trading
The CEWH is restricted in its ability to manage the environmental water portfolio. There are only two
scenarios under which environmental water can be traded. If the water is not required to meet
environmental objectives in a given year and carryover is available, then it must be carried over. If
carryover is not available then the water can be traded. In the Murray and Goulburn systems
entitlement holders are able to carryover 100% of entitlement; therefore it is unlikely that this
condition will ever be met in the Southern basin. The second situation where trading is allowed, is
when the proceeds from a sale can be used to buy water that improves the capacity to meet
environmental objectives. In effect this means that the proceeds can be used to buy water in
another catchment or at a different time.
The VFF thinks that providing more flexibility for the CEWH to trade on the temporary market will
provide it with a greater capacity to manage for better environmental outcomes. We acknowledge
that temporary trading by the CEWH needs to be related to the objectives of managing the
environmental water portfolio. However, the proceeds of these sales should not be restricted to the
purchasing of water in other catchments or at other times or the management of the portfolio. The
VFF sees value in the CEWH being able to use the proceeds to invest in environmental works and
measures which can enhance the environmental outcomes from environmental water. The ability to
invest in environmental works and measures is particularly critical now when the ability to
satisfactorily and cost effectively address the constraints in the river system is limited.
The VFF believes that unless there are clearly defendable environmental outcomes that can be
achieved from carryover of allocation, then any unused water should be made available for trade.
Supporting trading by the environmental water holders was ranked as the third highest lobbying
priority in the VFF survey.
Recommendation 2
That the proceeds from the CEWH selling temporary water are able to be spent on environmental
works and measures to further enhance the management of environmental water.
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Recommendation 3
That unless clear defendable environmental outcomes linked to an environmental watering plan can
be achieved from carryover of allocation, any unused water must be made available for trade.

Spills and pre-releases
The VFF is concerned that the CEWH is getting a free benefit from spills and pre-releases. A storage
spill occurs as a consequence of high in-flows. A decision to pre-release some water from a dam is
taken when high in-flows are expected. Currently spills and pre-releases are shared between all
entitlement holders. However water from a spill or pre-release provides a benefit for the
environment. The CEWH is, in effect, receiving ‘free’ water.
In a capped fully allocated system, a mechanism for accounting for this ‘free’ water needs to be
developed. One option would be to regulate a proportion of the volume which must be counted
against the environment. Alternatively in advance of a pre-release or when a spill is determined to
be imminent there could be a requirement for the resource manager to consult with the CEWH and
actively discuss the environmental benefits of taking the water. Ensuring that spills and pre-releases
are counted against the environment was identified as the top priority issue for the VFF to lobby on
in our recent survey.
Recommendation 4
That all spills and pre-releases from storages are considered for use for environmental outcomes,
with environmental water holders’ allocation accounts altered accordingly.
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Terms of Reference
(b) the effectiveness and appropriateness of the plan‘s Constraints Management Strategy,
including:
i.
ii.

the progress of identifying constraints and options to mitigate the identified risks, and
environmental water flows and river channel capacity;

Farmers are concerned about the risk of flooding from environmental water delivery.
“We have been told at a meeting that the government wants to send down a flood which
will be just under the 1993 flood around Shepparton. They have been surveying the levy
banks, which have not been maintained…”
Farmers who own or have long term leases on riparian land will be directly affected by
environmental flooding decisions. Environmental flooding of private land can erode soil, deposit
sediment, cause water logging and impede access to private land. The impact on agriculture includes
the inability to graze livestock on pastures until flood waters recede, damage to crops and fencing as
well as the time and cost of cleaning up debris.
The VFF acknowledges that work to understand and address these risks is being continued under the
Constraints Management Strategy. However we are worried that this complex and important work is
under resourced and being rushed in order to meet the SDL Adjustment Mechanism timelines.

Understanding the risks
Expertise in delivering environmental water is still being developed. There is a great deal of data to
be collected, assessed and understood about the volumes of water in tributaries and where the
water is likely to flow to on the floodplains before any decisions about delivering larger volumes of
environmental water should be taken.
We are concerned that there is insufficient real data being fed into the models. The capacity to
predict and manage floods is contingent on the available information. In Victoria there are not
enough stream flow gauges on tributaries which feed the main rivers like the Goulburn. In the
absence of this data the ability to predict the impact of the environmental flooding on private
landholders is constrained. Without knowledge about where the environmental water is expected to
flood then it is difficult to plan and put in place flood mitigation infrastructure or agree easements.
This means that the real impacts of an environmental watering event will not be known until it
happens, and when it happens, then farmers and other landholders will pay the price.
Farming communities want to feel confident about the work that has been undertaken to manage
the risks of environmental flooding. In order for this to happen, the modelled results need to be
shared with them so they can provide feedback and scrutiny of the work, as well as understand what
is being proposed. Local landholders have knowledge of how natural floods have affected their land,
this knowledge needs to be harvested to test the veracity of the modelled results.
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The concern of farmers about the risk of flooding from environmental watering should not be
dismissed lightly; it will affect their businesses and the social health of their communities. The
Commonwealth Government needs to proceed with caution, not haste given the significant impacts
it will have.
The National Water Initiative notes that the outcome of integrated management of environmental
water will be achieved by “…establishing and equipping accountable environmental water managers
with the necessary authority and resources to provide sufficient water at the right times and places
to achieve the environmental and other public benefit outcomes, including across State/Territory
boundaries where relevant” (Clause 78).
The VFF”s view is that the process for planning and managing environmental flooding should be
robust, evidence based and transparent, including:


Where there is insufficient data available to predict the impacts of environmental flooding
then more information needs to be collected before decisions are taken. Adequate staffing
resources and time also need to be provided for this work.



Landholders should be fully engaged in decisions about addressing third party impacts. Full
and timely information must be available to ensure landholders are aware of the potential
impacts which may occur to their property as a result of environmental flooding.

Recommendation 5
That more stream flow gauges are installed on tributaries which feed rivers where environmental
water will be delivered.
Recommendation 6
That sufficient human resources are allocated in order for the constraints management work to be
comprehensively undertaken.

Addressing the risks
The VFF notes that the deliberate decision to create environmental flooding is not the same as
natural flooding. Consequently, the flooding of private property caused by the delivery of
environmental water requires a different framework for considering the costs, benefits and
liabilities. It is not appropriate to apply the same expectations about liability and costs as would
apply when dealing with a natural flood.
The impact of environmental flooding is different depending on who the landholder is and what the
land is used for. Flooding a national park is very different to flooding prime agricultural land. So a
one size fits all approach to addressing risks is not appropriate, there needs to an open and informed
dialogue with affected landholders about the options.
Our members are also concerned about identifying who is responsible when things go wrong. When
environmental water is released it can take weeks to travel down the length of the river. Where
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there is a significant rainfall event during this time the liability for damage is unclear. In addition,
there has been discussion of ‘piggy-backing’ environmental watering on rainfall events. The liability
in this situation is also unclear, particularly where there is significant impact from tributary flows.
The VFF’s view is that environmental water holders are responsible for avoiding, minimising and
mitigating third party impacts of environmental flooding, including:


The level of government which is responsible for environmental watering, or a cost-sharing
arrangement where both the Commonwealth and Victorian Environmental Water Holders
hold water entitlements should be responsible for the capital and operational funding to
mitigate the third party impacts of environmental flooding.



Where easements or land acquisition are proposed to mitigate third party impacts then
appropriate compensation needs to be provided. The compensation needs to take into
account the damage caused to the land, the loss of value of the land, loss of access to areas
of contiguous land and loss of productivity.



Where there are unanticipated third party impacts from environmental flooding, due to a
rainfall event during the delivery of environmental water or where environmental water is
‘piggy-backed’ on a rainfall event, farmers can make a claim for compensation or damages
from the relevant level of government.

Recommendation 7
That the Commonwealth government takes clear responsibility for the third party impacts of
environmental flooding.

Constraints as supply measures
The VFF supports constraints projects being considered alongside supply measures. Supply measures
will deliver equivalent environmental outcomes with less water, through changes to operating rules
and the construction of water management structures like pumps and regulators. Requiring less
water to provide the same environmental benefit will mean the extent of the third party impacts of
delivering higher volumes of water will be reduced i.e. there will be less need to flood private
landholders or the extent of flooding will be reduced. Therefore the constraints that need to be
addressed will change depending on which supply measure projects are implemented or built.
Recommendation 8
That constraints projects be considered alongside supply measures in recognition of the interdependent relationship.
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Terms of Reference
(d)

any related matter.

Institutional reform
The VFF is concerned about the potential waste of effort and resources amidst the plethora of
agencies responsible for implementing the Basin Plan. To avoid this, there needs to be clear
articulation of what each agency does and how it coordinates with others. This is particularly a
concern where there are multiple levels of government involved in functions such as monitoring and
evaluation.
The VFF is keen to ensure that the Murray Darling Basin Authority (MDBA) which has the
responsibility of implementing the Basin Plan is undertaking their functions in a transparent and
accountable manner. The National Water Initiative notes that “the roles of water resources
management, standard setting and regulatory enforcement and service provision continue to be
separate institutionally” (Clause 74).
As well as implementing the Basin Plan the MDBA also has responsibilities for managing the
operation of the River Murray on behalf of the southern Basin states and delivering salinity
programs. This means the MDBA is undertaking a water resources management responsibility and
service provision roles.
The VFF is concerned about concentrating two key roles in one institution. The two roles are quite
distinct and have different resourcing requirements. The implementation of the Basin Plan will
require resourcing until the SDLs are achieved. In contrast the need to construct and operate River
Murray assets such as dams and weirs and manage salinity programs will be ongoing. The VFF is
concerned that it is not possible to see how the funding provided to the MDBA has been spent on
these different roles. The VFF would like to see more transparency and accountability for the
separate funding responsibilities and functional roles.
Recommendation 9
That there is greater clarity, transparency and accountability for the funding responsibilities and
functions of the MDBA.
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