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Meeting Opened 10.00am
1. OPENING AND INTRODUCTION FROM THE CHAIR
1.1.

Marie Piccone (Chair)

Introduction from Chair
The Chair welcomed everyone to the last meeting of this Committee.
In today’s meeting the Committee will review the feedback and commentary received
from the public consultation of the Katherine Water Allocation Plan (WAP).
A question was raised as to the disbandment of this Committee. The terms of
reference for this Committee was to draft the new Katherine WAP for the Minister to
consider for declaration. An explanation as to commencement of a new Committee is
discussed under agenda item 6.

1.2.

Apologies
Peter Marks
Shane Papworth
Alison King
Pru Ducey
Christine Long
Liza Schenkel

1.3.

ex Horticulturalist, Water Extraction Licence Holder
Power and Water Corporation
Aquatic Ecologist, CDU
Regional Administration Manager, DENR
Executive Director Water Resources, DENR
Community Engagement Officer, DENR

Confirmation of Agenda
There were no additions or changes requested to the Agenda.

1.4.

Focus of meeting
The focus of this meeting is to run through the concerns, queries, recommendations
and resolutions from the public submissions to the draft Katherine WAP, and to look
at the vision going forward.

2. MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING
The Minutes of Meeting 10 held in Katherine on 10 May 2019 were confirmed as a true
and accurate record.
Moved: Lis Clark

Seconded: Rick Fletcher
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2.1 Action Items from Meeting 10
Responsibility of Action
Pru Ducey

The Committee requested Minutes include slides of any
presentations as appendices, and that Action Items
arising from the meeting be listed at the end of the
Minutes.

Michelle Rodrigo
Tim Bond

WAC requested to see actual flows as at 1 November automatic gauging stations can provide this.
Background:
WAC was concerned the actual flows/levels are lower
than what the model is predicting. They wanted
clarification on what the lines on the graph were.
 ACTION: Tim Bond will request Des Yin Foo to do a
write up to members on present flows.
ACTION – Department to provide more information on
predicted and actual flows either Out of Session or at
Meeting 11. This information was presented at
meeting 11. Analysis of the graph shows that the model
is under-predicting at higher flows. At lower actual flow
rates, the estimation is closer to the actual level
Discussion Meeting 11:
• Committee questioned whether we have actual
usage figures for 2018-19.
 ACTION: Tim Bond to speak to Water Licensing
about adding actual usage column to the water use
table in the plan.
• Stakeholders would benefit from early advice around
predictive modelling for the future e.g. information
from 1 November 2019 to 1 May 2020 could be
used as a prediction for 2020-21 so they can make
decisions around business planning for the coming
season.
 ACTION: Tim Bond to follow up with Des Yin Foo on
the possibility of predictive modelling for the future
(400 days).
• The Committee recommends interim reporting each
year. As information comes to light, the department
should be reporting this to the community via the
website. Information needs to be given ASAP so that
stakeholders can made appropriate business
decisions.
• The draft Katherine WAP needs to have a
mechanism where guidelines are published stating
this is what we know so far, this is the prediction.
Guidelines could be published multiple times
throughout the year depending on the available
modelling. This will give transparency. Information

Status

Ongoing

Resolved –
information
provided after
meeting #10.
Will continue to
provide
information to
community as
part of annual
announced
allocation
processes.
Need to ensure
that information
is provided on
predicted vs
actual flows to
increase
understanding
and confidence in
models and
decision making.
Tables of water
use in the final
plan have been
updated.
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Responsibility of

Action

should be there and available as soon as the
department knows it.
• Table 8 on page 57 is difficult to understand. Need
something that gives an overall picture from a
scientific point of view that stakeholders can use as a
good communication tool.

Status

 ACTION – Table 8 on page 57 of the draft Katherine
WAP needs to be clarified, expanded and simplified
from the 2016-2019 WAP to give an overall picture.

Planners
Defence

 ACTION – An ongoing communication mechanism
needs to be developed so that stakeholders are
made aware of the situation with water and
allocations as and when it comes to light.
Standing Agenda item for Defence and DENR to provide Resolved
updates to Committee.
 ACTION – Leigh Gilligan will brief Laurie Curry
regarding request for Defence to provide water
usage information.
 ACTION – Department will liaise with Laurie Curry
regarding request for Defence to provide water
usage information.

Department

Committee

Update Meeting 11:
Letters to Defence have gone, no response has been
received. The department will continue to liaise with
Defence. Neal advised the Base Manager is now Natalie
Clark.
Keep the Committee updated during the Water Reform
process, and the work that is going to be done over the
next 6 months (SWR, Mining and Petroleum, Trade and
Unused Water Policies), 12 months and 18 months.
Keep a running list of issues/processes/areas of
uncertainty that are not going to be in the Plan, but
which the Controller of Water Resources needs to be
made aware of.

Update Meeting 11:
Anything out of today’s meeting is to be provided to
Alison. The list will then sit with Bridie or the Committee
will make a decision to provide the information to the
Minister or the new Committee.
Bridie Velik-Lord
Investigate what happens in other jurisdictions for stock
and domestic use and provide information at Meeting 9
for further discussion.
Looking at how other states have dealt with over
allocation.
Bridie Velik-Lord
Endeavour to provide some sort of correlation between
Tim Bond Christine reported extraction, rainfall and the duration of the wet
Long
season
Bridie Velik-Lord
Consider including percentiles in the graph for Figure 18
on page 41.

Resolved

Resolved

Complete

Resolved
Complete
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Responsibility of
Bridie Velik-Lord

WAC members
Tim Bond and
Alison King

Alison King

Marie Piccone,
Warren de With,
Alison King

2.2

Action

Consider adding a table showing reductions when flow
is <2 cumecs.
Information is in the Plan, but this information can be
included in a table. It will be at Wilden, which is at the
end of the Tindall, before the Oolloo. Remodelling will
be required to do this.
Email the Chair with feedback on Water Regulatory
Reform as soon as possible.
Consider looking at the Wilden hydrodynamic model.
Work within NESP project is looking at what flows
actually look like with different flows in the river, habitat
etc.
The consideration of capture and storage of water
(including dams) is beyond the scope of the plan and
therefore it should go onto Alison’s list for other
matters.
Subcommittee to be established to work on the
letter/representation to the Minister. Alison King,
Warren de With and Marie Piccone to work on the
action, highlighting the unknowns associated with the
plan. Letter to be provided to the Minister ideally before
the Minister sees the draft plan.

Status
Complete

Resolved
NEW – to be
considered
during
implementation
Complete

Resolved – letter
not considered
necessary

Correspondence received

No correspondence has been received.
3. KATHERINE WATER ALLOCATION PLAN – Public Submissions

(DENR)

Members were provided with an overview and summary of the public submissions as
part of the Report on Community Engagement Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer
Water Allocation Plan 2019 (Community Engagement report) at Appendix 1 and a
Presentation Appendix 2.
Page 10 of the Community Engagement report needs to be updated to include Rick
Fletcher as a Kalano Community Association representative.
Thirteen formal submissions were received. The key themes to come out of the public
consultation submissions were:
a) Process for determining the estimated sustainable yield under the draft plan.
b) Commitment to determine a more realistic and appropriate estimated sustainable
yield as soon as possible.
c) Commitment to implementation of the plan, including appropriate funding and
resources.
d) Plan length (length of time the plan is declared).
4. CONSULTATION REPORT

(DENR / All)

Members were provided with the department’s response to public submissions and the
proposed changes to the Water Allocation Plan in the Community Engagement report
(Appendix 1).
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The Committee discussed the four key themes:
a) Determination of the estimated sustainable yield (ESY).
Members questioned the departments view on the ESY.
There is not enough information on environmental and cultural water requirements
for the department to determine an accurate figure. The department is looking at
setting up a scientific and technical group to be able to provide this advice. The peer
review document talks about the work that’s happened to date so there is some
baseline data. The department believes it will take three years to complete the
review.
Question was raised as to why the ESY is not reduced proportionally to the reduction
of the pool (73 GL down to 53 GL). Applying this reduction as a percentage would
bring the ESY down to 27.56 GL (from 38 GL).
The department’s view is to leave the ESY as is (at 38 GL) as there is not enough
evidence to put another figure forward at this point. Trying to avoid unnecessary
angst around a different figure when the actual figure is unknown. The announced
allocation process, which is prominent in the Katherine WAP, is a backup to making
sure what is taken doesn’t breach the estimated environmental guidelines.
The adaptive management framework (page 66 of the Katherine WAP) is the key
mechanism going forward. It should be the first page as it tells the public what it is,
where we are up to and what we are going to do about it.
 The Committee recommends that the Adaptive Management Framework
information (page 66) is made more prominent.
Katherine Town Council’s position is to go the 70:30 flow, have no water trading, and
any unused water goes back into the pool.
A strong message needs to get out to the public stating that it is highly likely the ESY
will come down, that no new water will be given and that a commitment will be made
to seek scientifically supported evidence of what the long term sustainable yield will
be.
Members advised that stakeholders need quicker feedback in terms of tracking water
usage. Stakeholders need to see how it is tracking on a more regular basis. Got to put
timeframes on the adaptive management framework.
 ACTION – Tim Bond/Bridie Velik-Lord to provide data on how water usage is
tracking.
 AGREEMENT - The Committee did not reach consensus regarding the ESY.
The majority of members present recommend reducing the ESY proportionally
to a total of 27.56 GL, according to the following:
‘the ESY for the Katherine Water Allocation Plan 2019 be set at 27.56 GL, a figure
that is proportionate to the annual recharge to maximum extraction limit ratio from
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the previous plan, using the more reliable median recharge estimate, and updated
water accounting.’
The Committee recognises that this is unlikely to be the correct estimated
sustainable yield going forward, and the figure is highly likely to change again
for the next plan.
b) Commitment to determination of estimated sustainable yield
Comments from public submissions received were supportive of undertaking
activities to review the ESY. People were supportive of the recommendation that no
new water be granted until the ESY is reviewed. Estimated timeframe for this review
is three years.
The department notes those comments and is committed to undertaking those
activities as a matter of priority, with the establishment a scientific and technical
group to work specifically on determining non-consumptive water requirements, to
be established soon after the plan is declared.
Members asked for clarification on “soon after”. The department believes it could be
established within three months of declaration but will be determined by a number of
factors.
 ACTION – Bridie Velik-Lord to confirm a timeframe for the establishment of the
scientific and technical group.
 AGREEMENT - The Committee is comfortable with the department’s response
and supports activities to inform ESY as a matter of priority and the proposed
establishment of a scientific and technical group to work on determining the
non-consumptive water requirements for the system.
c) Commitment to implementation of the plan
Comments were also received regarding the implementation of the plan. The
department will develop an implementation plan within six months of the Katherine
WAP being declared, with a summary to be made available online. The scientific and
technical group will come together to help determine the non-consumptive water
requirements and therefore the ESY. The implementation plan and the activities
under it are likely things around those water requirements for the system and
ongoing communication with community.
 AGREEMENT - The Committee supports the development of the
implementation plan. There was strong agreement that adequate resources be
made available for the implementation of the plan and supported scientific and
technical groups are established and ongoing.
d) Timeframe for the plan
Comments received suggested the life of the plan of up to 10 years was too long
given the uncertainty around the ESY. Recommendations were put forward to reduce
the length of the plan to five years with a three-year review period.
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The department notes that there could be a recommendation for an alternative plan
declaration period. The plans are required to be reviewed within five years – five
years is seen as the minimum period a plan can be declared for.
 AGREEMENT - The Committee supported a proposal to declare the Katherine
WAP for up to five years (to 2024).
 AGREEMENT - The Committee recommends that the review of the plan
should commence by 2022 (three years) which would include the updated
non-consumptive water requirements and recommendation on an updated
ESY.
5. CONSULTATION REPORT – ADDITIONAL PROPOSED UPDATES

(DENR / All)

Members were provided with information on additional proposed updates to the draft
Katherine WAP (page 22 of the Community Engagement report (Appendix 1).
An update has been done on the water extraction licence figures as at 15 July 2019 (day
public consultation closed). It is this figure that will be used in the final plan. The
difference in figures is due to a portion of licence renewal outcomes – some not being
renewed, some licences subject to the management of unused water and clarification of
licence locations (within the correct water allocation plan area). Total water extraction
licences figure in the final plan is 36,664. There is still the recommendation that no new
water be issued until the new ESY is determined.
The amount returned may still change as not all licence renewals have been completed
and not all of the unused water entitlement decisions have been finalised.
Given the uncertainty associated with the ESY, there was concern that trading may
increase the use of water from the resource above sustainable levels.
 RESOLUTION - The Committee recommends that trade should be restricted to
existing water licence holders already subject to the Katherine WAP for the life
of the plan.
Lis Clark advised that Katherine Town Council is happy co-host any public meetings
relating to water management in the Katherine region, such as public discussions about
likely water availability and early communications about likely announced allocations.
The Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer recharge diagram (Figure 1, page 23 of the
Community Engagement report) will replace the summary statistics table from the draft
plan.
 ACTION – Update Figure 1 of the Community Engagement report to show median
amounts only – having mean and median on the diagram is too confusing.
The peer review findings (page 14 of the Community engagement report), recognises
water quality objectives as a potential gap. Water quality is an element that will be
considered through implementation. Climate change element is beyond the scope of this
plan but will also need to be considered. Update plan to acknowledge black water event
in Katherine. There is an opportunity to look at more connectivity between different
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environments/pool habitats and will need to be something to look at when setting
environmental flow requirements.
It is noted that, though Alison King is associated with the Northern Australian Resources
Environmental Hub, she was not involved in this review.
Discussions were held on Table 8 (page 57 of draft Katherine WAP) projected impacted
monthly flow will be what we see in the system.
 ACTION – Update Table 8 (page 57) to be updated to say ‘projected’ natural flow.
 The Committee recommends monthly feedback on the monitoring and
modelling of flows at Wilden (predicted flows vs actual flows) coupled with
actual consumptive usage.
 ACTION – Information regarding monitoring and modelling of flows (predicted and
natural flows) to be made available to the public, including water use and percentages
of compliance reporting by water extraction licence holders. This should be done on a
regular basis throughout the year.
RESOLUTION - In summary, the Committee:
 Reviewed the issues raised in the public submissions and provided advice on
appropriate responses.
 Endorses the Report on Community Engagement Katherine Tindall Limestone
Aquifer Water Allocation Plan 2019, including the items/updates discussed in
this meeting
 Notes the Peer Review from the Northern Australian Resources Environmental
Hub
 Endorses changes to the Katherine Water Allocation Plan, including the
items/updates discussed in this meeting:
 ESY – the department will provide the Committee’s recommendation to
the Minister. This will depend on the Ministers response to the
recommendation.
 Timeframe updates – five years down from 10 years with review at
three years.
 Announced allocation table – updated and circulated to the Committee
 Trade – include in the Community Engagement report, need to work
out if the department is receptive to having that kind of
recommendation.
 Adaptive Management Framework – making this more prominent and
looking at including the diagram. Includes a commitment to ongoing
monitoring and modelling feedback.
6. NEXT STEPS

(DENR / All)

The final Katherine WAP and Community Engagement report will be forwarded to the
Minister in early August with gazettal happening by 16 August in preparation for
declaration on 19 August. Onwards will be the activities around the implementation of
the plan.
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 ACTION – Tim Bond/Bridie Velik-Lord to resend updated announced allocation table
and adaptive management framework diagram to Members. Also forward the final
Katherine WAP and Community Engagement report to Members.
Other discussion:
The department has been advised that it is not possible to have more than one
committee advising on water allocation plans within a water control district. The water
control district with the addition of the Beetaloo Basin, the Roper River and the Daly
Catchment is big and complex. The department has taken on board feedback from the
Katherine, Oolloo and Mataranka water advisory committees in advocating for a more
integrated approach to management of the water resource.
Looking forward the department is proposing to have a Daly Water Control District with
an overarching water advisory committee that looks at providing advice on water
allocation plans at an integrated level between the various aquifers and surface water
systems.
Terms of Reference have not been created but the overarching Committee would be
responsible for overseeing the implementation of the existing Katherine and Oolloo
WAPs and work towards providing advice on a Daly Catchment WAP. The scientific and
technical groups will report to the overarching Committee and the department, and it is
proposed that an Aboriginal Reference Group be included as part of the Committee.
There was strong concern from the members of the existing Committee that having a
large overarching Committee will mean the Katherine River will be forgotten against the
bigger Daly area and that dissolving this Committee and forming a new one will loose any
momentum that has been made. There is concern that the Aboriginal Reference Group
will get bogged down in politics and that timeframes for resolutions will be doubled
under a larger committee. There is potential for governance slippage with a larger
Committee. Any new committee will need local representation.
The overarching Committee could have subcommittees to look at localised issues.
 ACTION – Tim Bond to organise a meeting of all water advisory committee Chairs to
discuss a options for future Committees, terms of reference, role and governance
framework.
 ACTION – Members to email their feedback to the Chair regarding their views on the
structure going forward and their concerns with an overarching water advisory
committee. The Chair can present these at the Chairs meeting.
7. WRAP UP

(Chair)

The Chair thanked all members for their huge commitment and passion brought to the
Committee. The Committee has put forward a number of resolutions over 11 meetings,
including the review of the ESY, a commitment to the health of the Katherine River and a
way forward which maintains that vision.
On behalf of the department Tim Bond thanked all members for the respectful manner in
which they participated in meetings, their time and effort over the years in participating
in the WAC, and thanked the Chair for her good stewardship of the Committee.
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Meeting closed: 3:15pm
Actions arising from Meeting 11
Responsibility of Action
Tim Bond / Bridie Contact Water Licensing about adding an actual
Velik-Lord
usage column for 2018-19 to the water usage table
in the final plan.

Status
NEW

Tim Bond

Follow up with Des Yin Foo on the possibility of
predictive modelling for the future (400 days)

NEW

Tim Bond / Bridie
Velik-Lord

Table 8 on page 57 of the draft Katherine WAP
needs to be clarified, expanded and simplified from
the 2016-2019 WAP to give an overall picture.

NEW

Tim Bond / Bridie
Velik-Lord

An ongoing communication mechanism needs to be
developed so that stakeholders are made aware of
the situation with water and allocations as and
when it comes to light.

NEW

Tim Bond / Bridie
Velik-Lord

Provide data on how water usage is tracking.

NEW

Bridie Velik-Lord

Confirm a timeframe for the establishment of the
scientific and technical group

NEW

Bridie Velik-Lord

Update Figure 1 of the Report on Community
Engagement Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer
Water Allocation Plan 2019 so it shows median
amounts only.

NEW

Bridie Velik-Lord

Update Table 8 (page 57) to say ‘projected’ natural
flow.

NEW

Tim Bond / Bridie
Velik-Lord

Information regarding monitoring and modelling of NEW
flows (predicted and natural flows) to be made
available to the public, including water use and
percentages of compliance reporting by water
extraction licence holders. This should be done on a
regular basis throughout the year.

Tim Bond / Bridie
Velik-Lord

Resend updated announced allocation table and
adaptive management framework diagram to
Members. Also forward the final Katherine WAP
and Community Engagement report.

NEW

Tim Bond

Organise a meeting of all water advisory committee
Chairs to discuss a new overarching Committee, its
terms of reference, role and governance
framework.

NEW

WAC members

Members to email their feedback to the Chair
regarding their views on the structure going
forward and their concerns with an overarching
water advisory committee.

NEW
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Decisions Meeting 11
Decision

Moved/Seconded

Status

The Minutes of Meeting 10 held in Katherine on
10 May 2019 were confirmed as a true and
accurate record

Carried

Reviewed the issues raised in the public
submissions and provided advice on appropriate
responses.

All agreed

Endorsed the Report on Community Engagement
Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer Water
Allocation Plan 2019, including the items/updates
discussed in this meeting.

All agreed

Noted the Peer Review from the Northern
Australian Resources Environmental Hub

All agreed

Endorsed changes to the Katherine Water
Allocation Plan, including the items/updates
discussed in this meeting

All agreed

List of issues/processes/areas of uncertainty to keep track of
Issues to keep track of
Keep a running list of issues/processes/areas of uncertainty that are not going to be in the
Plan, but which the Controller of Water Resources needs to be made aware of.
PFAS
- how the WAC can be engaged and how PFAS issues might be accounted for in the
WAP
- Water Quality – whether elements about water quality come into the Plan and how to
incorporate this into the Plan
- consistency between the Plan and Defence intents (pathway taken to treat water)
Mining
- Legacy issues
- Bring in currently exempted into Water Allocation Plan
- New mines (how to get water, WAC = trade)
Licence Applications and priorities
- If new water available, then need a better process for licences that have previously
been knocked back
No go zones should include recharge zones - DPIR
Water Reform
- Water licence term
- Water trading
o Whole of system
o Between WAP’s aquifers
Off Channel – flood plain harvesting
- Need to link land clearing applications and water extraction licence applications
Management of unused water entitlements
- Individual / company (Quintis) based, multiple
Water quality and riverbank remediation
- No discussions around how we manage this
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Recognition of Traditional Ownership
The Department of Environment and Natural Resources proudly acknowledges the
Northern Territory’s Aboriginal communities and their rich culture, and pays respect
to the Elders past, present and future.
We acknowledge Aboriginal peoples as the Traditional Owners and custodians of the
lands and waters on which we all rely.
We recognise the intrinsic connection of Traditional Owners to Country and value
their contribution to managing the lands, waters and landscapes. We support the
need for genuine and lasting partnerships with Traditional Owners to understand their
culture and connections to Country in the way we plan and manage for the water of
the Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer.
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Summary
•

The draft Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer Water Allocation Plan 2019-2029 was
released for public consultation over a six-week period from 3 June to 15 July 2019.

•

Public consultation was undertaken in accordance with the Communications and
Engagement Plan supporting the release of the draft Katherine Water Allocation Plan
2019-2029 for public comment (May 2019).

•

A total of thirteen formal submissions were received during the public consultation
period.

•

Common themes emerging from the public consultation included:
1. Comments on the process for determination of estimated sustainable yield.
2. Ensuring there is commitment to determine a more realistic and appropriate
estimated sustainable yield.
3. Support of the commitment to implementation of the plan, including allocating
appropriate funding and resources.
4. Comments on the timeframe for the plan (plan length).

•

Outcomes from the public consultation were discussed with the Katherine Water
Advisory Committee on 23 July 2019. The following recommendations were made:
TO BE INCLUDED FOLLOWING THE MEETING.
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1 Introduction
The Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer Water Allocation Plan 2019-2029 (DENR 2019b)
was developed during 2018 and 2019.
Stakeholders with interests or expertise in water or land in the Katherine region were
engaged through the Katherine Water Advisory Committee (WAC). The Katherine WAC is
a statutory body with a membership appointed by the Minister, and has a diverse
membership that covers a diversity of interests including horticulture, recreational fishing,
Aboriginal interests, environment, tourism, community interests, public water supply,
council, and other uses. Schedule 1 details the Katherine WAC membership and the
interest groups of members.
Key stakeholders including industry representative bodies, water extraction licence holders,
special interest groups, Northern Territory Government agencies and the general public
were invited to comment on the draft Katherine plan when it was released on 3 June 2019
for six weeks until 15 July 2019.
The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the consultation activities
undertaken, and describe how feedback received was considered and incorporated into the
Katherine Tindall Limestone Water Allocation Plan. The stakeholder and community
consultation report will be provided to the Minister for Environment and Natural Resources
and made publicly available.
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2 Consultation process
2.1

Katherine Water Advisory Committee

Expressions of interest were invited for the Katherine Water Advisory Committee in
October 2016. The Katherine WAC was established in November 2016, and the first
meeting of the WAC was held on 23 February 2017.
The Katherine WAC was established to provide advice and recommendations on the
implementation strategy for the Water Allocation Plan for the Tindall Limestone Aquifer,
Katherine (2016-2019) (NT Government 2016a), as well as provide ongoing opportunities
for community engagement in water resource management in the Katherine region. The
Katherine WAC was also established to provide advice and recommendations to the
Department of Environment and Natural Resources on the development of the a new plan
for the management of the Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer water resource, in
preparation for the expiry of the Water Allocation Plan Tindall Limestone Aquifer,
Katherine 2016 – 2019 (NT Government 2016b) in August 2019.
A total of 16 nominations for the Katherine WAC membership were received, with
12 members appointed in November 2016. An additional member was appointed in
December 2016, taking the total membership to 13. Schedule 1 details the Katherine WAC
membership.
The purpose of the Katherine WAC according to its Terms of Reference (Schedule 2) is
listed below.
The committee will:
•

Bring a diversity of skills, perspectives and opinions to bear on water management in
the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine, and in the Katherine River catchment more
broadly as is relevant to management of the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine.

•

Actively and openly participate in the development of the implementation strategy for
the water allocation plan for the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine.

•

Actively and openly participate in the development of a new water allocation plan for
the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine that will replace the current declared plan
when it expires in 2019.

•

Identify, discuss and make recommendations to the Department of Environment and
Natural Resources on matters regarding the assessment, management and use of
water from the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine.

•

Share information about the water allocation planning process and plan
implementation with the community and seek their values and interests, ensuring
these are communicated back to the Department of Environment and Natural
Resources.

•

Participate in the delivery of water management strategies for the Tindall Limestone
Aquifer, Katherine that are consistent with the requirements of the Water Act and, as
far as practicable, the National Water Initiative.
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•

Consider any other matters referred to it by the Minister or the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources.

•

The role of the committee is to identify issues, critically evaluate information and to
offer suggestions for implementation of the Plan that support the potential beneficial
uses and maximise opportunities for ecological sustainable development in the region.

Ten meetings of the Katherine WAC have been held:
•

Meeting 1: 23 February 2017, Conference Room, 32 Giles Street, Katherine

•

Meeting 2: 29 March 2017, Patterson Room, Katherine Research Station

•

Meeting 3: 23 May 2017, Patterson Room, Katherine Research Station

•

Meeting 4: 22 May 2018, Patterson Room, Katherine Research Station

•

Meeting 5: 13 June 2018, Conference Room, Katherine School of the Air

•

Meeting 6: 15 August 2018, Patterson Room, Katherine Research Station

•

Meeting 7: 11 September 2018, Patterson Room, Katherine Research Station

•

Meeting 8: 11 December 20218, Patterson Room, Katherine Research Station

•

Meeting 9: 21 February 2019, Patterson Room, Katherine Research Station

•

Meeting 10: 10 May 2019, Patterson Room, Katherine Research Station.

Meeting records are available from www.denr.nt.gov.au/katherinewaterplan.
Meetings 6 to 10 focused particularly on the development of the new Katherine water
allocation plan.

2.2

Public consultation

The draft Katherine Water Allocation Plan was released for public comment on
3 June 2019 for six weeks in accordance with the Communications and Engagement Plan
supporting the release of the draft Katherine Water Allocation Plan 2019-2029 for public
comment (May 2019). The public consultation period closed on 15 July 2019.
Activities associated with the release of the draft plan included:
•

Media releases (3 June 2019).

•

Public notice in Katherine Times (19 June 2019).

•

Facebook posts (3 June 2019 and 9 July 2019).

•

Calls for submission via advertisement on DENR ‘open for consultation page’
(www.denr.nt.gov.au/open-for-consultation ) and the Katherine Water Allocation Plan
webpage (www.denr.nt.gov.au/katherinewaterplan) (3 June 2019).

•

Email to Katherine WAC members (3 June 2019).

•

Email to Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer water extraction licence holders in the
plan area (6 June 2019).
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•

Letters from the Minister for Environment and Natural Resources to Members of the
Legislative Assembly (Hon Selena Uibo MLA, Member for Arnhem; Mr Scott
McConnell MLA, Member for Stuart; Mr Gary Higgins MLA, Member for Daly;
Ms Sandra Nelson MLA, Member for Katherine) (1 July 2019).

•

Memorandum from the Minister for Environment and Natural Resources to the
Minister for Primary Industry and Resources (1 July 2019).

•

Hard copies of draft plans were provided to the Katherine Library, the Katherine
Council office, Northern Land Council regional office in Katherine, Jawoyn head
office, Victoria Daly Shire Council office, and MLA offices in Katherine
(21 June 2019).

•

Meeting with the Department of Primary Industry and Resources at Berrimah Farm on
14 May 2019.

•

Meeting with the NT Farmers Water Subcommittee at Coolalinga on 25 May 2019.

•

Attendance at Barunga Festival (8 June 2019) at a shared stand with the Northern
Land Council.

•

Traditional owner engagement activities across Katherine and Oolloo water allocation
plan areas 9 July – 15 July 2019.

•

Briefing to full Northern Land Council – full council (at Nitmiluk on 27 June 2019).

•

Radio interviews on Country Hour (4 June 2019) and ABC local radio (21 June 2019).

•

Face-to-face meeting at the request of land owner representative (24 June 2019).

•

Teleconference meeting with CEO and President of the Amateur Fishing Association
of the Northern Territory on 9 July 2019 in Katherine and Darwin.

•

Additional stakeholders identified in Table 1 were emailed and invited to comment on
the draft plan (7 June 2019).

Outcomes of the public consultation are provided in Section 3.
Table 1. Additional stakeholders emailed and invited to comment on the draft Katherine plan

Stakeholders
Industry groups
and associations

Directly affected
• NT Farmers Association
• NT Cattlemen’s Association

Pastoral
properties (rural
stock and
domestic users)

•
•
•
•
•
•

Indirectly affected
• Minerals Council of Australia
• Regional Development Australia NT
• Australian Water Association (AWA)
• Australian Petroleum Production
and Exploration Association (APPEA)
members

Manbulloo
Scott Creek
Stapleton
Katherine Downs
Dixie
Florina
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Stakeholders
Aboriginal

Directly affected
• Jawoyn Association Aboriginal
Corporation
• Wardaman Aboriginal
Corporation
• Northern Land Council

Environmental
Interest groups

•
•

AFANT
Regional Development
Australia NT

Indirectly affected
• Aboriginal Areas Protection
Authority

•
•
•
•
•

Research
organisations
Local and regional •
councils
•
NT Government
•
Agencies
•
•
•
•
Commonwealth
agencies
Members of the
Legislative
Assembly

2.3

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
Victoria Daly Regional Council
Katherine Town Council
Department of Primary Industries •
and Resources
•
Department of Trade, Business
and Innovation
Power and Water Corporation
Department of Infrastructure,
Planning and Logistics
Department of Tourism and
Culture
Parks and Wildlife Commission
Department of Defence (RAAF
Base Tindal)
Member for Daly
Member for Katherine
Member for Arnhem
Member for Stuart

Environmental Defenders Office
Environment Centre NT
International Association of
Hydrogeologists
Local Government Association of
the NT
Drillers Qualification Advisory
Committee
Charles Darwin University (RIEL,
NESP)

Environment Protection Authority
Department of the Chief Minister

Peer review

As part of the consultation process, the Northern Australia Environmental Resources Hub
and the National Environmental Science Program (NESP) were engaged to provide a peer
review of the environmental components of the draft plan.
The Northern Australia Environmental Resources Hub’s scope of the work was to provide a
report to the Department including:
•

A review of the approach and outcomes associated with the protection of Katherine
River flows through the annual announced allocation process.

•

The provision of any information the NESP project may have that can support the
approach or any recommended adjustment to the approach in the draft water
allocation plan.
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•

Identify any gaps and opportunities for refinements in future reviews of the Katherine
Water Allocation Plan.

•

Advice on how to establish a more appropriate estimated sustainable yield for the
system during implementation of the plan.

•

Any key tasks the team identifies to inform the development of an implementation
plan should also be included in the summary report.

Given the expertise of the review team, the review focused primarily on the environmental
water requirements and the plan’s coverage of ecological issues. In some cases, the review
commented on the coverage of other objectives and content of the plan.
Findings of the review are provided in Section 3.
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3 Consultation findings
The consultation findings associated with the draft Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer
Water Allocation Plan 2019-2029 have been summarised in this section.
Section 3.1 provides a summary of Katherine Water Advisory Committee meetings, with
specific emphasis on the meetings associated with drafting the plan.
Section 3.2 focuses on the feedback received as part of the six-week public consultation
period from 3 June to 15 July 2019.

3.1

Katherine Water Advisory Committee

3.1.1

Committee meetings

The Katherine WAC met on ten occasions between February 2017 and May 2019.
A quorum was achieved for each meeting. Over the course of the meetings 80 actions were
identified by the Katherine WAC. In addition, nine formal recommendations and resolutions
were made.
Three Katherine WAC meetings were held between February 2017 and May 2017, with
activity in the following areas:
•

Knowledge development – hydrogeology and monitoring information.

•

Objectives and strategies, and development of familiarity of the Water Allocation Plan
- Tindall Limestone Aquifer (Katherine) 2016.

•

Issue-based information and discussions e.g. PFAS.

•

Allocation and water management discussions e.g. rural stock and domestic use.

•

Policy inputs such as to the Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve.

•

Key issue identification and discussions such as input into the hydraulic fracturing
enquiry.

There was a gap in activity from May 2017 to May 2018 due to resourcing constraints;
however, progress in policy and resource condition developments occurred during the time,
including:
•

Review of water licensing processes and arrangements.

•

PFAS developments.

•

Water Act reform processes commencing.

The Katherine WAC met in May 2018 with a renewed focus on:
•

Evaluation of the 2016-2019 Water Allocation Plan, prior to the expiry in
August 2019.

•

Preparation of a new plan, and guidance on options for an optimal approach to
preparing the new plan, including the type of plan to be developed.
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3.1.2

Informing the draft Katherine water allocation plan

Meetings 6-10 of the Katherine WAC, held between 16 August 2018 and 10 May 2019
focused primarily on the development of the Katherine Water Allocation Plan.
The following recommendations and resolutions were made by the Katherine WAC directly
associated with the development of the Katherine plan:
•

Recommendation: “The Committee unanimously agrees to a compressed/rapid WAP
process – declared for 10 years (by August 2019) with the facility for review during the 10
year period, and strongly endorses the long-term structural change towards an integrated
plan.” The integrated plan referred to in this recommendation is a whole of Daly Basin
surface and groundwater plan.

•

Decision: Katherine WAC members agreed to update draft vision statement with an
updated sentence in relation to Aboriginal culture, and include a sentence about the
holistic integrated system. This has informed the vision included in the water
allocation plan.

•

Decision: “Members agreed to have the water year described as 1 October to
30 September.” This water year description allows for the full wet season (recharge
period) and subsequent dry season (discharge period) being considered as a single
year for modelling analysis.

•

Decision: “Katherine WAC agreed to continue with looking at the Katherine River to set
environmental flow targets and to maintain a stepped approach of protected discharge to
surface waters.” This has resulted in setting flow targets for Katherine River at Wilden
gauging station rather than only looking further downstream in the Daly River as was
undertaken in the previous water allocation plan.

•

Resolution: “Katherine WAC recommends that no net increase in licensed entitlements
occurs in the Katherine (Tindall Limestone Aquifer) Water Allocation Plan area until a new
Estimated Sustainable Yield is determined based on new data and information. If water is
returned/recouped then it cannot be reallocated for consumptive use.” This resolution has
been reflected in the plan.

The recommendations, decisions and resolution identified by the Katherine Water Advisory
Committee have guided the development of the draft Katherine water plan.

3.2

Public consultation

The draft Katherine water plan was available for public comment between 3 June and
15 July 2019, in accordance with the activities detailed under the consultation process
described in Section 2. The following section details the findings from this consultation.
3.2.1

Public consultation responses

During the public consultation period, the following responses were received:
•

Formal responses: Thirteen formal written responses were submitted to the Water
Resources Division during the public consultation period. Submissions were received
from individuals, Darwin Game Fishing Club, Regional Development Australia NT,
Australian Marine Conservation Society / Environment Centre NT, Cross Pacific
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Investments, La Trobe University / Charles Darwin University, AFANT, NT Farmers,
Power and Water Corporation, Northern Land Council, AAPA and the Department of
Tourism, Sport and Culture (Parks, Wildlife and Heritage Division). All formal
submissions have been summarised and consolidated in Schedule 3.
•

Print media: There were two letters to the editor, one editorial and one public notice
appearing in the Katherine Times from members of the public during the consultation
period.

•

Radio: There were two radio interviews with AFANT representatives, and an
additional two interviews by Departmental officers.

•

Meetings and face-to-face briefings: At least thirteen meetings and face-to-face
briefings were held as part of the consultation. These varied from attendance at
festivals and informal discussions with individuals, through to formal briefings to
executive groups, in accordance with the consultation process described in Section 2.

•

Submissions received from internal Division groups: Three internal Water Resources
Division groups provided feedback on the draft plan.

•

Peer review: A Review of the Draft Katherine Tindall Limestone Water Allocation
Plan (Pusey et al. 2019) was received for consideration in finalising the plan.

3.2.2

Peer review findings

A peer review of the draft plan was provided by members of the Northern Australia
Environmental Resources Hub. The review focused primarily on the environmental water
requirements and the coverage of ecological objectives.
The following provides a summary of the major findings from the review, along with
recommendations for addressing the major findings from the Department:
•

‘The plan does not include any detail on what are the water quality objectives in the
plan. This is an important omission as problems with reduced water quality are known
to occur in the catchment and water quality parameters may be effective in
monitoring the outcomes of management policies and action.’

Department response: Agree that there is opportunity for improved consideration of water
quality objectives. This will be a focus of the work associated with non-consumptive water
requirements as part of plan implementation.
•

‘While the statement that results from Northern Australia Environmental Research
Hub are not yet available for use is partially correct, there is a substantial body of
ecological information provided by prior TRaCK and NERP research within the river
that is available but appears not to have been considered or included in the plan.’

Department response: While additional ecological information could be included as part of
finalisation of the plan, it would not result in any changes to flow recommendations as
there is a lack of quantification of environmental flow requirements.
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•

‘Although climate change is substantially beyond the scope of the plan, no mention is
made of the potential for climate change to impact on the ecology of northern
Australian rivers.’

Department response: Reference can be made to the potential for climate change to
impact on the ecology within the plan area; however, as indicated, this is outside of the
scope of the current plan.
•

‘It is acknowledged that the system is over allocated and that while the estimated
sustainable yield remains unchanged, no new licences to take will be issued. If the
system is over allocated, does this not put the plan outside of the Act?’

Department response: No. Based on previous legal advice, the plan is considered to comply
with the Water Act 1992.
•

Interference with a waterway refers ‘only to impacts of high flows (i.e. floods) and
seemingly refers to downstream impacts only. This section needs to refer to impacts
on connectivity such as changes in ability to access small streams for spawning.
Moreover, it needs to highlight impacts associated with loss of flow from perennial
streams during low flow periods.’

Department response: Section to be updated to recognise the potential impacts associated
with other changes to ecosystem function.
•

‘It is acknowledged here that the plan contains many safeguards to ensure that the
environmental values of the area covered by the plan are protected, particularly
scaling offtake capacity with prior recharge and the imposition of varying levels of
surety associated with licences. This is a highly commendable approach to ensuring
the environment is protected.’

Department response: Noted.
•

‘The plan considers each year in isolation. There is no real assessment of the
importance or potential impact of antecedence events or cumulative impacts
occurring over several successive years of similar hydro-climatic conditions.’

Department response: Multi-year planning, including the potential impact from conditions
over successive years should be considered as part of the determination of
non-consumptive water requirements during plan implementation.
•

The plan states that emergency powers to limit water take may be invoked in
accordance with the Water Act, but does not explicitly state what those powers may
achieve or when they might be invoked.

Department response: Additional information and/or examples of what the emergency
powers would entail can be provided in the plan, but as the powers apply to individual
bores they are unlikely to be relevant on the scale of the plan. This can be clarified in the
plan.
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•

The current plan does not consider low flow thresholds at which take would cease or
circumstances in which this might occur. ‘The plan needs some consideration of what
process is in place if flows at any one time fall below critical levels (i.e. complete
cessation of water abstraction?).’

Department response: A low flow threshold determination will be included as part of the
determination of non-consumptive water requirements. This information will then be used
to refine the annual announced allocation arrangements in a reviewed plan.
•

‘Our main concern is centred around timing of extraction. Under any scenario it
appears that the licensee could elect to extract a large proportion of their allocation in
a very short time.’ Water allocation is made on an annual basis and it is therefore up
to the user to decide when (i.e. in which month) it may be used. Timing of extraction
has been shown to potentially increase risk that fish populations are impacted
significantly. What mechanisms are in place to prevent or limit this behaviour?

Department response: Recommendations for seasonal extractions will be explored as part
of investigations into non-consumptive water requirements. In the interim, water extraction
licences currently include clauses that ensure licence holders do not extraction more than
30% of their water allocation in a single month.
•

‘The proposed rules under a dry or extremely dry scenario allow for sufficient take to
reduce river flows to very low levels (i.e. >95 percentile exceedance). There is little
discussion of how the system would respond.’

Department response: In the absence of defined non-consumptive water regimes for
locations in the plan area, it is not possible to determine how the system would respond.
There is opportunity to improve the general considerations of low flows, as highlighted in
the submission.
•

‘All comments about extraction levels are based on changes in discharge with respect
to exceedance levels. While this is potentially all that can be done (or at least most
expedient way to do it), there is no consideration of what this means at a hydraulic
level – what would be the change in habitat structure? Changes in connectivity?
Changes in conditions suitable for the growth of algae – would it proliferate for
example? What are the potential impacts on riparian vegetation?’

Department response: Noted. Broadening and quantifying the consideration of impacts on
more than just discharge will be a focus of the work associated with determining the
non-consumptive water requirements. There are opportunities to consider work that is
being undertaken as part of the NESP project, such as the mapping of the Wilden reach of
the Katherine River.
•

‘The plan is based entirely on considerations of gross changes in hydrology (e.g.
partitioning into different classes of wet, normal etc). While such recognition is
valuable, it fails to consider which such changes in hydrologic quantities mean for
factors such as habitat structure and availability, connectivity between different
reaches, water quality, proliferation in aquatic macrophytes or alga (both nuisance and
beneficial) etc.’

Department response: Noted. Consideration of other factors as highlighted will be a focus
of the work associated with determining the non-consumptive water requirements.
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•

‘We note that the assumption that maintenance of different proportion of the natural
flow regime is intended to protect the environment; however, we also note that this
assumption is reasonable but very much an untested hypothesis.’

Department response: Noted. Assumptions will need to be tested in order to increase
confidence in recommendations and will need to be incorporated into future environmental
monitoring.
•

Additional short-term, medium-term and long-term gaps and opportunities have been
identified which will form part of the considerations to inform plan implementation.

Department response: Noted.
3.2.3

Formal response outcomes

A summary of the thirteen formal submissions on the draft Katherine water plan are
provided in Schedule 3, along with proposed responses to each issue raised.
Four themes were prominent in the submissions:
•

Process for determination of estimated sustainable yield.

•

Ensuring there is commitment to determine a more realistic and appropriate estimated
sustainable yield

•

Commitment to implementation of the plan, including appropriate funding and
resources.

•

Timeframe for the plan (plan length).

The following section provides a summary of these themes, and a response from the
Department for finalisation of the plan.
3.2.3.1 Estimated sustainable yield determination
The estimated sustainable yield determination received a number of comments through
formal submissions, along with print media, and on radio and social media.
One respondent noted that the term ‘estimated sustainable yield’ should not be used in the
plan given the uncertainty in the figure. Alternative terms for consideration were provided:
“The use of the term ‘sustainable yield’ throughout the draft Plan is not
appropriate. The true ‘sustainable’ yield is not yet known as the necessary
ecological and cultural studies have not been completed, despite being
highlighted as an action in the previous Katherine Water Allocation Plan. Use of
‘maximum diversion limit’ or ‘agreed maximum diversion limit’ or another similar
term would be preferable.”
A number of submissions noted that the precautionary principle was not being adhered to
in establishing the estimated sustainable yield as part of the plan. They indicated that
a preferential approach would be to align with the NT Water Allocation Planning
Framework whereby 80% of the resource is reserved for non-consumptive water
requirements, and up to 20% of the resource therefore available for consumptive purposes.
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‘A major endeavour is required to quantify the sustainable yield while achieving the
objective to ‘meet the environmental water requirement of water dependent
ecosystems’. In the absence of a scientifically based sustainable yield, the plan should
progress toward the 80/20 rule in accord with NT Government policy.’
‘The draft plan sets 38,391ML/year as the ESY. However, this has been set as a
simple and seemingly arbitrary figure carried forward from the previous plan, and is
equal to the announced allocation from the previous plan. Therefore, it does not
represent consideration of environmental or cultural needs of the system, and is not
following the principles of the National Water Initiative – i.e. to consider and allocate
for environmental and cultural values prior to any consumptive water allocation.
The respondent contends that this proposed ESY is not precautionary, as defined by
the NT Water Allocation Planning Framework and was also not an agreed outcome
by all stakeholders through the Water Advisory Committee. The respondent also
contends that the proposed ESY may have unintended negative consequences both
to river health and water security in the future.’
In addition to the recommendation to set the estimated sustainable yield at 80% of the
resource, one respondent provided an alternative, compromised approach:
‘[Respondent] proposes that the ESY for the Katherine Water Allocation Plan 2019
be set at 27.56 GL, a figure that is proportionate to the annual recharge to
maximum extraction limit ratio from the previous plan, using the more reliable
median recharge estimate, and updated water accounting.
Given the recalculated recharge figures for the Water Allocation Plan (WAP) area
and the understanding that median recharge figures are the most reliable predictor
of future water availability; a reduced ESY is essential to apply at least a minor
level of precaution and to properly signal the likely over allocation in the system
(based upon the best available information). A failure to reduce the ESY would send
the wrong message to stakeholders and would increase the risks of environmental
damage that the plan is mandated to prevent.’
The approach proposed by the respondent above would align with the proportional split of
water between non-consumptive and consumptive used as per the existing water allocation
plan. The proportion is calculated based on the average recharge of 74 GL as identified in
the existing plan in 2009, and a 38.4 GL extraction limit. This equates to 52% of the
resource allocated for consumptive use and 48% allocated for non-consumptive use.
Another respondent suggested maintaining the average extraction limit from the existing
plan should be adopted, rather than the maximum extraction limit:
‘The estimated as 22.2 GL under the existing plan. This is the long‐term annual
extraction limit – equating to 30% of the average annual recharge of 74 GL. In the
2019‐29 Plan the ESY is 38.4 GL, which was the old maximum extraction limit and
the average annual recharge is now 53 GL. The long‐term average extraction limit
should be used as the ESY not the maximum extraction limit.’
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Department response:
The comments received through public consultation regarding the estimated sustainable
yield determination are similar to discussions that have taken place within water advisory
committee meetings.
In the absence of new information, the proposed estimated sustainable yield in the draft
plan was adopted from previous water allocation plans and the approaches underpinning
those determinations. The NT Water Allocation Planning Framework is an NT Government
policy which provides contingent allocation rules, which are particularly relevant in areas
where there is limited knowledge as to environmental and cultural water requirements. The
policy is less relevant in areas where water extraction licences have been issued.
For the Katherine water allocation plan, the important consideration in relation to
estimated sustainable yield is that the system is considered over allocated and there should
be no new water issued until the sustainable yield is refined.
The arrangements detailed in the draft water allocation plan provided for the protection of
between 87% and 70% of Katherine River flow, as predicted on 1 November at Wilden
gauging station.
To assist in clarification of the intent of the plan, the following wording is proposed:
‘A commonly understood definition of estimated sustainable yield is:
‘the amount of water that can be taken from the water resource to support declared
beneficial uses without compromising key cultural and environmental values, or
ecosystem functions or the productive base of the resource or declared water quality
standards, criteria or objectives.’
There is currently uncertainty in the estimated sustainable yield for the Katherine Tindall
Limestone Aquifer. In the interim, the estimated sustainable yield has been set at
38,391 ML in accordance with determinations established under previous Katherine
water allocation plans.’
3.2.3.2 Commitment to determination of estimated sustainable yield
Comments received on the draft plan were very supportive of undertaking activities to
review the estimated sustainable yield figure by undertaking activities to refine the
non-consumptive water requirements for the system:
‘A reassessment of the estimated sustainable yield within 3 years, and no new
licences granted during this period.’
‘Supportive of the proposal to prioritise estimated sustainable yield research and
until that is complete no new water allocation licences should be issued.’
‘Commitments to undertaking/completing the research (and other work) to inform a
new ESY need to be made more explicit and upfront in the plan. This should include
references to the 3-year timeline, as well as to any additional funding that may be
required.’
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‘Supportive of the notion in the Plan, that at present there is little scientific evidence
to establish the environmental or cultural water requirements for the Katherine
River. Also supportive of the urgent need for research to address key gaps in our
knowledge.’
The need for this work to be undertaken in the short-term is noted, and the requirement
for resourcing, in particular appropriate commitment of budget is recognised.
Department response:
The comments regarding the determination of a new estimated sustainable yield are noted.
The Department is committed to undertaking required activities to inform the estimated
sustainable yield determination as a matter or priority in implementing the water allocation
plan.
A scientific and technical group will be established to work specifically on determining the
non-consumptive water requirements under the plan. It is anticipated that this group will
be established soon after the water allocation plan is declared.
3.2.3.3 Commitment to implementation of the plan
One of the challenges associated with the development of the draft Katherine water plan
was that a number of implementation activities identified in the previous plan were not
completed. Comments received on the draft plan noted the importance of implementation
activities being committed to and delivered.
‘It should go without saying, but the implementation activities outlined in WAPs need
to be acted on and reported publicly.’
‘Development of a monitoring, evaluation, reporting and improvement (MERI)
program as indicated in the implementation plan will assist transparency.’
‘Resources need to be committed to monitoring and research to improve water
management and the plan in the future.’
‘The success of this plan or any water management will rely heavily on obtaining the
required information to justify any future changes. Monitoring and research needs
are clearly evident throughout the plan and include critical features such as
establishing the environmental and cultural water requirements, establishing median
annual groundwater discharge, validating the current flow model used for
Announced Allocations, and monitoring the ecological health of the system.
Commitment to resources should be made explicit in the Plan.’
‘Strongly endorse ongoing surface and groundwater monitoring to continue over plan
implementation. Regular interrogation of information to be undertaken and reported
through water monitoring reporting.’
‘Adequate resources will need to be made available to address the knowledge gaps
and appropriate allocation of funds over coming years is encouraged.’
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‘The respondent supports a systematic ecological monitoring program being
established as part of implementation of the plan.’
‘The respondent supports the development and implementation of a detailed
Monitoring, Evaluation, Reporting and Improvement (MERI) program.’
The importance of implementation is recognised, and a commitment is made in the draft
plan to develop a detailed implementation plan with internal and external stakeholders.
This implementation plan needs to identify responsibilities and commit funding to the
activities identified.
Department response:
An implementation plan will be developed within six months of plan declaration, with a
summary to be made available online.
The scientific and technical group will be critical to assisting in the development of the
implementation plan.
3.2.3.4 Timeframe for the plan
Submissions on the draft Katherine plan identified concern that the final plan could be in
place for up to ten years, with a review required within five years.
Respondents cautioned against setting the plan in place for ten years, given the
uncertainties in setting critical components such as the estimated sustainable yield.
Recommendations were received that the plan should be declared for four to five years,
with a review within three years.
‘The current duration of the plan should be reduced to five years to enable
determination of an agreed ESY and non-consumptive use figure.’
‘[Respondent] not supportive of the proposed 10-year term of this plan because it
relies upon significant assumptions and acknowledged uncertainty being used to
guide future management and decision-making.’
‘A three year review period for the plan should be provided – not a five year review.
The plan should not set out to be a ten year plan.’
‘Given the insufficient data currently available, we recommend the plan be reviewed
within three years.’
‘The term of the plan should be reduced from 10 years to 4 years, with a review
commencing in September 2022 (3 years).’
‘Identifying the plan as ‘2019-2029’ implies the current plan will be in place for the
full ten year duration.’
Department response:
The Committee could recommend an alternative plan declaration period. Under the Water
Act 1992, plans are required to be reviewed within five years. This is considered the
minimum period for a new water allocation plan.
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3.2.4

Additional proposed updates

In addition to the responses received as part of the draft plan consultation, the following
will be updated as part of finalisation of the plan:
•

A breakdown of groundwater and surface water licences (separated) will be included.

•

Water extraction licence figures will be updated to reflect current licensing
(accounting for licence renewals and return of unused water over recent months).
Figures included will be current as at 15 July 2019.

•

More clarity on Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve and how water is allocated to
eligible land owners will be included.

•

Clarification about the intent of ‘no new licences’ – refer to this as ‘no new water
entitlements’ given new licences could be issued through trade without granting ‘new
water entitlements’.

•

Some additional clarity on the transition in naming of groundwater management
zones to reflect the naming transition from zone 1 and 2 to groundwater discharge
protection areas will be provided.

•

Stronger language will be provided where possible – currently a number of
recommendations are passive and could be stronger.

•

The summary of guidance boxes throughout and at the end of the plan make for easy
reference and this will be maintained.

•

Recognition that the model underpinning the plan requires some updating as part of
plan implementation. This will assist in formulating a more representative estimated
sustainable yield.

•

In order to provide consistent interpretation of data between the existing plan and
the new plan, there are opportunities to clarify the hydrologic modelling and water
recharge as per Figure 1. This diagram will replace the summary statistics table from
the draft plan (table 2 in the draft).
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Figure 1. Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer recharge diagram.
There are also minor editorial changes that will be made to the plan during finalisation. The
minor editorial changes do not change the intent of the plan and therefore have not been
included in this report.
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Schedule 1. Katherine Water Advisory Committee membership
Member
Marie Piccone
Warren De With
Allister Andrews

Interest or expertise
Chair and horticulturalist
AFANT representative
Jawoyn Association
representative

Alison King
Michael Jerram
Rick Fletcher
Marie Allen
(alternate Samantha Sing)
Peter Rix

Aquatic ecologist
Tourism representative
Northern Land Council
Wardaman IPA
representative
TFS Corporation
representative
Horticulturalist and
community member
Power and Water
representative
Department of Defence
representative
Katherine Town Council
representative

Peter Marks
Shane Papworth
Neal Adamson
Steven Rose
(represented by alternate
Lis Clark)
Charmaine Roth
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Community member
(resigned)

Membership status
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Appointed 21 December 2016.
Appointed 21 December 2016.
Delegated representation to
proxies.
Appointed 21 December 2016.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Replaced by Tim Helder.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
Appointed 20 November 2016.
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Schedule 2. Katherine Water Advisory Committee Terms of
Reference
1. The Purpose of the Committee
The Katherine Water Advisory Committee has been formed by the Minister for
Environment and Natural Resources to improve the effective implementation of the
plan over its remaining lifetime. The Committee will discuss matters such as new
research, water resource investigations, monitoring programs, water trading and ‘use
it or lose it’ policies as well as general licence holder compliance issues. In addition,
the Committee will provide a point of contact and exchange for stakeholder concerns
and interests in the sustainable use and conservation of the Tindall Limestone Aquifer,
Katherine.
The Committee will also provide advice and recommendations on the development of
a new Plan for this water source, in preparation for its expiry in 2019.
2. Statutory Effect
Section 23 of the Water Act authorises the Minister to establish, and appoint the
members of, a Water Advisory Committee.
3. Terms of Reference
The committee will:
•

Bring a diversity of skills, perspectives and opinions to bear on water
management in the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine, and in the Katherine
River catchment more broadly as is relevant to management of the Tindall
Limestone Aquifer, Katherine.

•

Actively and openly participate in the development of the implementation
strategy for the water allocation plan for the Tindall Limestone Aquifer,
Katherine.

•

Actively and openly participate in the development of a new water allocation
plan for the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine that will replace the current
declared plan when it expires in 2019.

•

Identify, discuss and make recommendations to the Department of Environment
and Natural Resources on matters regarding the assessment, management and
use of water from the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine.

•

Share information about the water allocation planning process and plan
implementation with the community and seek their values and interests,
ensuring these are communicated back to the Department of Environment and
Natural Resources.

•

Participate in the delivery of water management strategies for the Tindall
Limestone Aquifer, Katherine that are consistent with the requirements of the
Water Act and, as far as practicable, the National Water Initiative.

•

Consider any other matters referred to it by the Minister or the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources.
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•

The role of the committee is to identify issues, critically evaluate information and
to offer suggestions for implementation of the Plan that support the potential
beneficial uses and maximise opportunities for ecological sustainable
development in the region.
4. Composition of the Committee

Members of the committee and chairperson are to be appointed by the Minister from
nominations received during the Expressions of Interest process. In addition to the
chairperson, the committee will have a minimum of ten members appointed by the
Minister.
The members selected by the Minister will ensure that a diversity of representation is
achieved and that all beneficial uses are represented as far as is practicable. Beneficial
uses include Agriculture, Aquaculture, Public Water Supply, Environment, Cultural,
Industry, Rural Stock and Domestic.
5. Nomination and appointment process
Nominations for the Katherine Water Advisory Committee will be sought through
advertisements in the NT News, the Katherine Times and the NT Rural Weekly. Key
stakeholders and organisations may also be invited to nominate a representative.
Nominations will be by Expression of Interest.
Expressions of interest will demonstrate the contribution that the nominee can make
to the committee, including but not limited to:
•

Their interest in the implementation of the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine
Water Allocation Plan and commitment to the sustainable growth of the
Territory economy.

•

Recognised experience and knowledge in appropriate areas pertaining to water
use and planning, regional development, pastoral enterprise, irrigated
agriculture, horticulture, mining, tourism, community interests, environmental
protection, water engineering and water management, Aboriginal enterprise and
Aboriginal cultural values.

•

Demonstrated ability to work with a diverse group of people with a range of
values, interests, backgrounds and expertise.

•

Ability to be representative of a stakeholder group and disseminate information
to constituents (if possible, nominees should provide a letter of support or other
evidence demonstrating that they are representative of a stakeholder group).

•

Outline any potential or perceived conflicts of interest.
6. Terms of Appointment

The membership of the committee will be for the period up until declaration of a new
Water Allocation Plan for the Tindall Limestone Aquifer, Katherine, following its
expiry in 2019.
Members who do not attend three consecutive meetings may have their membership
reviewed.
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Upon declaration of the new Plan, the committee may be retained to advise on its
implementation. Review of the Terms of Reference for the committee may be
undertaken at this stage.
7. Operating arrangements
•

Members shall declare conflicts of interest and inform the chairperson
immediately if a matter comes before the committee that may have a personal
financial or other substantial personal interest. Should the committee request it,
the member shall abstain from discussion about the affected matter.

•

Meetings will be held as often as necessary to conduct the business of the
committee. It is envisaged meetings will be held twice per year during
implementation phase of the Plan and that more frequent meetings may be
required during the development of the new Plan.

•

Members may nominate to the chairperson an alternate to attend meetings in
his/her place if he/she is unable to attend the whole or part of a meeting. The
alternate has the same participating rights as the member for the duration of the
meeting.

•

A quorum in respect of the committee shall comprise half the membership
including alternates.

•

Sitting fees as per the remuneration for statutory bodies schedule payable to
nongovernment appointees will apply.
8. Role of the Chairperson

•

The chairperson is the primary media spokesperson for the committee.

•

The chairperson will advise members of their roles and obligations as members
of the committee and will conduct meetings to foster effective consideration of
issues referred to or raised by the committee, and which represent the diversity
of views in the committee.

•

The chairperson will be responsible for settling meeting dates and agendas for
meetings.

•

The chairperson will ensure accurate reporting of the advice and
recommendations of the committee is provided to the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources.

•

In the event that the chairperson is not able to attend a meeting he/she shall
nominate an alternate chairperson, or if this is not possible, the committee shall
elect a chairperson from those members present for that meeting.
9. Role of Department of Environment and Natural Resources

•

The Water Resources Division of the Department of Environment and Natural
Resources will provide secretariat support to the Committee and will organise
meetings, prepare agendas and record minutes.

•

The Water Resources Division will provide staff and resources to equip the
committee with knowledge and information to assist the committee to develop
its advice and recommendations. The role of Water Resources Division Staff in
supporting the committee is to:
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o Provide a draft Implementation Strategy for consideration by the
Committee including Identifying gaps in knowledge and information and
ways of filling those gaps, including through enhanced monitoring
systems, and through seeking expertise outside of government.
o Provide relevant technical information and analysis and ensure that it is
presented in forms accessible to all members of the committee.
o Report on progress against Milestones of the Implementation Strategy.
o Provide information and document a process to develop a new Plan to
replace the current Plan upon its expiry in 2019.
o Assist in framing advice and recommendations from the committee.
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Schedule 3. Submission summary report – Draft Katherine
Tindall Limestone Aquifer Water Allocation Plan
2019 – 2029 release for public consultation
This schedule provides an abridged summary of comments received on the Draft
Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer Water Allocation Plan 2019-2029 that was
released for comment for a six week period from 3 June 2019 to 15 July 2019.
Thirteen formal written responses were submitted to the Water Resources Division
during the public consultation period. Submissions were received from individuals,
Darwin Game Fishing Club, Regional Development Australia NT, Australian Marine
Conservation Society / Environment Centre NT, Cross Pacific Investments, La Trobe
University / Charles Darwin University, AFANT, NT Farmers, Power and Water
Corporation, Northern Land Council, AAPA, and Department of Tourism, Sport and
Culture (Parks, Wildlife and Heritage Division).
The comments column of the schedule provides the feedback received, and the
recommendation / response column indicates if or how the comment has led to a
change in the plan. Comments are organised according to components of the plan,
with general comments or comments referring to the whole plan and general policy
feedback listed at the start of the schedule.
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Formal submission summary report – draft Katherine water allocation plan
Comment
1
General comments

Recommendation / Response

1b

The annual announced allocation process
provides a mechanism to manage
extraction based on seasonal climatic
variations.

1a

1c

1d

1e

1f

1g

Concern that there has not been any significant
data since 2007 to base the updated model
outputs detailed in the plan. There were many
tasks that were to be completed as part of the
previous plan that have not been referred to in
the drafting of the current proposed plan.
Flows in the Daly River have been the lowest in
living memory. One of the prime objectives of
the plans have not been met – “Protect low
flows in the Katherine River, in order to
maintain stream connectivity and contribute to
the provision of minimum environmental flows
in the Daly River”. If the licence holders take the
allocated water, there will be a dire effect on
the downstream waterways.
Most of the identified actions, objectives,
outcomes and strategies are non-specific. To
improve accountability and effectiveness of the
Plan these should be specific, measurable and
have implementation timeframes/ dates, with
clear allocation of responsibility for
implementation.
Many actions identified in the text and
summaries are prefaced by 'should', rather than
'will', which raises questions as to the likelihood
or commitment to implementation. Where
possible a clearer commitment to actions would
be desirable.
Potential risks from potential future petroleum/
hydraulic fracturing (fracking) developments are
seemingly not referenced.

Commonwealth water extraction (RAAF Tindal)
is likely to be substantive. While it is
understood that DENR currently has no
statutory or legal capacity to manage
Commonwealth Defence extraction, we suggest
that it is important that the Plan should
incorporate a true and accurate reflection of all
water usage within the planning area, and as
such Defence water extraction should be
recognised and accounted for in the water
balance accounting underpinning the Plan.
For completeness it would have been preferable
to include surface water flows from the upper
catchment within the planning area and current
draft plan. Respondent suggests this should be
considered for the next revision of the Plan.
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It has been recognised, including in water
advisory committee meetings, that there
were a number of activities that did not
occur during the life of the last plan.

Objectives, outcomes and strategies will be
refined as part of implementation of the
plan whereby accountabilities and costings
will be established. A progress report
against implementation activities will be
published.
A water allocation plan cannot ‘fetter’ the
Controller of Water Resources in
decision-making. Where possible, clearer
commitments to actions will be provided.
Hydraulic fracturing developments are not
proposed within the area of the Katherine
plan as it is not prospective for onshore
gas. The NTG has prepared a Code of
Practice for the onshore petroleum
industry to reduce the impact of these
activities on water resources.
This information is being sought. When
available, water use information will be
included in water allocation plans and the
water use account.

This is out of scope for this plan and will be
considered in future plans which may take
a broader catchment/integrated approach.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

1i

As for 1g.

1h

1j

1k

Considerable concerns about plan and its
significant potential impact on river and
receiving marine environments as well as
transparency and accountability concerns. The
Daly River system is one of the most important
ecological assets in the Northern Territory. It
supports a vibrant recreational fishing and
tourism industry and is critical to the health of
the receiving marine environment in Anson Bay,
Peron Islands and the Joseph Bonaparte Gulf.
Both commercial and recreational fisheries must
be protected from upstream impacts.
Support the inclusion of integrated accounting
methods where surface and aquifer water are
counted together as this is essential when
calculating environmental requirements. We
also support the updating of the rainfall model
that predicts inflows to the Katherine River.
Respondent recommends the following for
implementation and this feed into a 5 year
review:
• Public reporting - this will go some way to
address transparency and accountability
concerns.
• Identification of groundwater dependent
ecosystems.
• Identification of meaningful parameters to
assess to evaluate the health of
groundwater dependent ecosystems.
• A monitoring program for environmental
values.
• Unused water to be returned to the nonconsumptive pool rather than traded.
• Climate change needs to be acknowledged
in the plan’s risk assessment.
• A reassessment of the estimated sustainable
yield within 3 years, and no new licences
granted during this period.
• Integrated accounting of surface and aquifer
water together should be applied.
A chronically out of date Water Act is resulting
in a whole suite of minor and major perverse
impacts on effective planning:
• Major impact is the overriding power of the
Water Controller which makes a WAP a
guiding tool rather than a planning tool,
because a WAP cannot limit the
decision-making power of this individual.
• Minor impact is extremely unhelpful legal
definitions, for example of 'ESY' or 'cultural',
which bear no relationship to widely agreed
public definitions and add unnecessary
confusion to already complex documents.
Proposed action - comprehensively review the
Water Act so that it is a current and benchmark
tool for managing our precious water resources.

Noted. Achieving the objectives of this
plan will contribute towards meeting this
outcome.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3

Outside the scope of this plan. Agreed that
a water allocation plan cannot fetter the
decision-making of the Controller of Water
Resources. Comments to be provided into
water regulatory reform process.
A comprehensive review of the Act is
unlikely to progress reforms in the
timeframes needed.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

1m

Noted. Expand ‘SWR’ throughout plan to
‘Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve’ where
possible.

1l

1n

1o

1p

No justification is given, either in the plans or in
policy, of key decisions that can have
considerable impact on planning outcomes. An
example of this is the decision to use the
statistical median in some instances, and the
mean in others. Not explaining and formalising
the process for making these determinations
could result in very significant inconsistencies
between plans over time, without good reason.
Proposed action - develop a Water Act
supported by a suite of policies which provide a
stable and transparent platform for effective
water planning.
The acronym for Strategic Aboriginal Water
Reserve is SAWR. Why this has been
abbreviated to SWR is unclear. Given that the
purpose of this policy is to provide a benefit to a
specific group of water users the word
'Aboriginal' seems to be key. Dropping this word
from the acronym is confusing and potentially
misleading.
Proposed action - use consistent and clear
language, avoid acronyms where possible,
where acronyms are used they should be
correct.
The risk assessments in the plans are highly
subjective.
Proposed action - risk mitigation is the most
important function of planning, more time
should be committed to ensuring that the risk
assessment is comprehensive and has
stakeholder/public endorsement and support.
The clarity of WAPs as a communication tool for
a range of audiences has been an issue
consistently raised over the last 10 years. The
table titled Katherine and Oolloo Water
Allocation Plans - comparison appears to be a
good starting point for a document, which
would allow planning to be a more community
orientated and inclusive process. Water
Resources has a role in fostering water
stewardship and the first step is making
information about water management more
accessible.
Proposed action - development of a 'snapshot'
of each WAP to make key components of the
plan accessible to a wider audience.
The performance of the NT economy will
become more and more important into the
future. Land use will simply need to be made
more and more productive to cover NT’s costs
to operate. Livestock and more importantly
agriculture/horticulture have a major part to
contribute towards this. Respondent does not
believe the plan considered these enough in a
general sense.
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Outside the scope of this plan. Comments
to be provided into water regulatory
reform process.

The Department’s risk assessment
methodology has been used to frame the
risk assessments in the plan and this is
applied consistently across all water
allocation plans under development.
Proposed action supported and a
‘snapshot’ to be developed and provided
online. The Key Points in the front of water
allocation plans under development is
designed to also assist in this regard. The
Department intends to produce
comparison documents where possible in
future water allocation plans.

The Water Act 1992 requires a plan to
guide the sustainable management of the
water resource. It is out of scope for a plan
to advocate for economic development but
it can inform the economic development
actions of government and business.
Similarly, decisions around improving water
use efficiency which also is a driver of
improved productivity are made by
businesses.
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Comment
1q

Although dryland farming will be more greatly
tested and tried as the cost to develop irrigated
options is very high and water generally not
guaranteed, we must encourage irrigation
options to support the dryland, as it will be
needed to achieve the scales required.

1r

Acknowledge and support the following
elements and significant advancements in the
draft plan:
• Incorporating groundwater and surface
water considerations into the Plan.
• That no new licences will be issued for this
plan.
• Refinement and clarity of values and
objectives of the Katherine Tindall system.
• That groundwater and surface water
quantity and quality monitoring will be
undertaken throughout the course of the
Plan.
• Continuation of a protective buffer for
groundwater input to the Katherine River
(Groundwater Discharge Protection Zone).

1s

Considering the high likelihood that the system
is currently significantly over allocated it is
recommend that:
• The proposed ESY and non-consumptive
use pool be, at the very least, more heavily
scrutinised, with the potential future risks to
the environment (see below) and water
security being clearly presented to all
stakeholders.

1t

•

The current duration of the plan should be
reduced to five years to enable
determination of an agreed ESY and nonconsumptive use figure.

•

Options for addressing the over allocation
be implemented as soon as possible.

Calls to advocate for true representation and
consultation by licence holders in the water
allocation planning process - there needs to be a
number of irrigators and or other licence holders
on each committee to reflect the economic
stakeholders in the water planning process for
each WAC. At present the irrigators are the
chair and a retired mango grower.

Recommendation / Response

Dryland farming in the Katherine region
has been very successful in the past.
All licensees in the plan area have the
opportunity to trade water where a water
allocation plan is declared. New entrants
can ‘trade in’ water from existing licensees,
providing there is no net increase in
licensed entitlements and trading
guidelines established in the plan are met.
Nil.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

There will be opportunities to nominate for
future water advisory committees.
Appointments are at the Minister’s
discretion.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

1v

This report (three parts) by Jacobs is
publicly available. Depending on site
characteristics, scale and crop type MAR
may be a viable option in fully allocated
systems. The cost per megalitre of water
under the King River managed aquifer
recharge scenario was not considered
viable in the study.

1u

1w

1x

1y

Major differences in how the two draft plans
(Katherine and Oolloo) present information. The
way that the water resource is explained in the
Oolloo plan is much more understandable and
diagrammatic than that in the Katherine Tindal
draft plan. An example of this is the schematic
representation on page 69 of the Oolloo draft
plan. Simple to understand and effective in its
message.
The draft plan makes no mention of finding
ways to increase the water available to industry
and the community. Respondent is aware of a
study commissioned by the department in 2018
to look at options such as Managed Aquifer
Recharge by capturing a small amount of the
Wet season flow using a weir on the King River
and pumping to recharge points to replenish the
Tindall aquifer. This type of option needs to be
mentioned in the plan as a possible option for
the future.
The current uncertainty resulting from
piecemeal legislative changes, policy reviews
and new policy developments, large gaps in
science and monitoring data and the rigorous
implementation of regulations that give no
consideration to agronomic or market factors, is
leading to widespread distrust and uncertainty
that will result in business failure or potential
investment going to other states or countries. If
the purpose of licensing water is to support
sustainable economic activity it logically follows
that licence conditions, licence assessment
processes and licence review processes should
consider economic factors - at present, they do
not.
Concern about the unjustified Estimated
Sustainable Yield (ESY) figure and the ongoing
and unexplained departure from the
Department’s employment of the Precautionary
Principle in accordance with the NT Water
Allocation Planning Framework. Furthermore,
respondent not supportive of the proposed
10-year term of this plan because it relies upon
significant assumptions and acknowledged
uncertainty being used to guide future
management and decision-making.
Respondent strongly endorses the adoption of
an integrated approach to the water resources
in the plan; encompassing the management of
all water from the Tindall Limestone Aquifer
within the plan area, including the water in the
groundwater system, and the groundwater
discharge to surface water systems.
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A diagram representing the aquifer
recharge will be included in the final plan.

Outside the scope of this plan. Comment
to be provided into water regulatory
reform process.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Refer 1g.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

1aa

Update objective table according to
comment.

1z

1ab

1ac
1ad

1ae

How do we know this plan is a success or
failure? What are the Key Performance
Indicators and the weighting of those
indicators?
• Culture, Environment, Mining (and others),
& Agriculture should be considered equally.
Mining (and others), and Agriculture, the
main commercial operators, clearly being a
source of funds to enhance culture and
environmental aspects. It is about
management of a good strategy rather than
regulate the commercial operators to do
either nothing or not enough for industries
to flourish.
• The DENR personnel need to be driven to
see this succeed. Respondent thinks there
are too many negative influences in DENR
and this needs to be curtailed by the powers
that be.
Success will be when we see logistical assets
being built in NT and exports of agricultural
commodities out of the Port of Darwin. Without
these we are not competitive and never will be.
Agriculture industries are now having a go.
Support them please.
In Table 5 of this plan, the respondent
recommends an additional strategy be included
under Objective 2 as follows: “Cultural site
monitoring and reporting continued over plan
implementation, under the guidance/direction
of the Aboriginal Reference Group” (this is in
line with the strategy for ecosystem monitoring
under Objective 1).
Environmental and cultural non-consumptive
flows, although linked, are not the same and
should be delineated as separate uses. This is
recognised in the plan, but this intent would be
strengthened by amending the legislation.
Furthermore, the current definition of ‘cultural’
as a consumptive use within the Act is
inadequate, outdated and misleading. The
definition should be changed, with Aboriginal
culture identified as a separate use to the
current use, which could be better classified as
‘recreation and amenity’.
Move the glossary and abbreviation list to the
front of the plan and avoid abbreviations where
possible.
Include a mechanism in the plan by which
community members can raise issues or
concerns, including about water flow or quality
which may be impacted by water extraction
licences.
It is essential that downstream impacts beyond
the plan area are included in mapping and
flow-setting.

Nil.

Outside the scope of this plan. Comment
to be provided into water regulatory
reform process.

Departmental style manual recommends
placement at the end of the document.
Abbreviations are avoided where possible
Include a note at the beginning of the plan
including information on contacting Water
Resources Division.
Review of the non-consumptive water
requirements will need to consider
downstream values and impacts influenced
by management of the Tindall Limestone
aquifer.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

1ag

This will be part of implementation of the
plan and considered when developing the
environmental monitoring program.

1af

1ah

1ai

2

2a

2b

2c

The respondent notes that the draft plan
recognises the importance of Aboriginal cultural
values and their association with water,
implementing measures to ensure that
Aboriginal cultural values are protected by their
water requirements. If required, the respondent
would welcome the opportunity work with the
DENR to identify sacred sites and consider the
protection these sites require.
The respondent holds concerns with over
allocation of the aquifer by almost 4,000 ML per
year. Over extraction and pollution caused by
developments and properties within the water
allocation area may affect cave microclimates
and other groundwater dependent ecosystems
along with cultural values and tourism and
recreational areas.
The respondent supports the plans intent of not
issuing new water extraction licences until the
system is no longer over allocated, returned
water contributes to non-consumptive water
requirements along with the 'Management of
Unused Licensed Water Entitlements' policy.
The respondent would like to remain engaged
with the plan's implementation and review
including work on ecological and cultural values
monitoring and assessment and the MERI
program.

Estimated sustainable yield determination
The aquifer is over allocated. Given that the
estimated sustainable yield has been carried
forward from the 2016-2019 plan rather than
based upon science, the stated over allocation is
highly likely to be a substantial understatement
of the over allocation should an ecologically
based sustainable yield be applied. An
ecologically based sustainable yield has not
been quantified.
The sustainable yield adopted in the plan far
exceeds the 80/20 rule of the NT government
Water Allocation Framework and there is a gap
in scientific research that can be used as a basis
for the alternative allocation. There has been a
failure to apply the precautionary principle that
is reflected in the 80/20 rule. Water flow
information for the Katherine River is applied,
however, the ecological consequence of these
flow regimes has not been quantified.
A major endeavour is required to quantify the
sustainable yield while achieving the objective
to ‘meet the environmental water requirement
of water dependent ecosystems’. In the absence
of a scientifically based sustainable yield, the
plan should progress toward the 80/20 rule in
accord with NT Government policy.
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This will be part of the implementation of
the plan

Nil.

The will be an opportunity to nominate for
a water advisory committee overseeing the
implementation of the plan. The offer will
be considered when developing the
environmental monitoring program.
Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

2e

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

2d

2f

2g

2h

The proposed plan has a median recharge
volume of 53GL (down from the 74GL in the
existing plan). The draft plan also states that the
licences issued allows for some 40GL plus 2GL
for stock. This equates to an allocation, during a
median year, of 79%. The allocation to the
environment is 21%, the government guidelines
states that 80% should be allocated to the
environment if limited data exists.
Respondent notes that we have been avoiding a
calamity because those who have the right have
not been using it - according to the figures in
the plan only 38% of the 79% allocated had
been used in recent years.
It seems obvious that the most basic principle of
leaving enough water for the environment
MUST be adhered to.
The current allocation should be reduced to a
maximum 20% during a median year. All
decisions must be either based on science or the
default government guideline(s) followed.
The estimated as 22.2GL under the existing
plan. This is the long‐term annual extraction
limit – equating to 30% of the average annual
recharge of 74GL. In the 2019‐29 Plan the ESY
is 38.4GL, which was the old maximum
extraction limit and the average annual recharge
is now 53GL. The long‐term average extraction
limit should be used as the ESY not the
maximum extraction limit
Respondent suggests the use of the term
‘sustainable yield’ throughout the draft Plan is
not appropriate. The true ‘sustainable’ yield is
not yet known as the necessary ecological and
cultural studies have not been completed,
despite being highlighted as an action in the
previous Katherine Water Allocation Plan. Use
of ‘maximum diversion limit’ or ‘agreed
maximum diversion limit’ or another similar term
would be preferable.
A simple rollover or continued application of the
same ‘sustainable yield’ from the previous
Water Allocation Plan (38,391 ML/year) is
understandable in the absence of a definitive
number based on comprehensive
ecological/cultural water needs assessments,
though not ideal and should not potentially
misleadingly be termed a ‘sustainable yield’.
Determination of the actual environmental and
cultural water requirements is an essential body
of knowledge needed for proper planning, and
should be afforded the highest priority with
resources allocated accordingly.
More explicit references to over allocation are
required throughout plan. The plan also needs
to express strong caution about the current
proposed estimated sustainable yield of 38GL
being the final ESY in the plan.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Update plan accordingly.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

2j

Include recommendation for community
and stakeholder consultation and
engagement on the implications for
stakeholders of the plan.

2i

2k

2l

2m

Supportive of the proposal to prioritise
estimated sustainable yield research and until
that is complete no new water allocation
licences should be issued.
Community and stakeholder consultation should
be clearly described within the plan as this will
be critical to explain how dry years affects river
flows and how the plan will deal with these
issues.
Respondent reasonably confident that the
numbers for sustainable yields and recharge
rates will change over time with more objective
data. This data should be all that changes the
numbers and not directives from politicians
running with the political breeze of the moment
- the data must never be manipulated as I am
sure it has been in the past.
The draft plan sets 38,391 ML/year as the ESY.
However, this has been set as a simple and
seemingly arbitrary figure carried forward from
the previous plan, and is equal to the announced
allocation from the previous plan. Therefore, it
does not represent consideration of
environmental or cultural needs of the system,
and is not following the principles of the
National Water Initiative – i.e. to consider and
allocate for environmental and cultural values
prior to any consumptive water allocation.
Respondent contends that this proposed ESY is
not precautionary, as defined by the NT Water
Allocation Framework and was also not an
agreed outcome by all stakeholders through the
Water Advisory Committee. Respondent also
contends that the proposed ESY may have
unintended negative consequences both to river
health and water security in the future.
The proposed ESY in the draft plan represents a
significant departure from the precautionary
approach adopted in the NT Water Allocation
Planning Framewrok. The proposed plan
allocates 72% of all available water to
consumptive use/ESY (38,391 ML/yr), and
therefore allocates only 28% of the available
water source for environmental and cultural
water needs.
The current departure away from the “80:20
rule” in this plan is a major concern and
demonstrates that the aquifer is currently
significantly overallocated. Whilst the
respondent understands the need to consider
existing licence holders and commitments, and
that the current ‘water use’ is below that
licensed; it is however highly likely that even
when more evidence does become available to
set environmental and cultural water
requirements for the Katherine River, the
system will still be over allocated.
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Nil.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

2o

Opportunity to update plan to improve
description of the ecological risk of low
flows.

2n

2p

Supportive of the notion in the Plan, that at
present there is little scientific evidence to
establish the environmental or cultural water
requirements for the Katherine River. Also
supportive of the urgent need for research to
address key gaps in our knowledge. We do
know how important dry season flows are to the
integrity and health of the river; and therefore a
precautionary approach is needed to protect
these flows. Indeed, the NT Water Allocation
Planning Framework uses this exact principle.
The proposed draft ESY for the plan places the
ecological integrity of the Katherine River at
risk.
The low-flow dry season period in tropical
savannah rivers is particularly vulnerable to
changes in water levels and consequently to the
ecological health of the river system. Major
research outputs will soon be released which
will confirm critical flow-ecology relationships
with both dry and wet season flows in Daly
River system.
Whilst the Katherine River is generally in good
ecological health, there are indicators of
ecological stress. For example, the fish
community took at least six years to recover
from the impact of the 2012 blackwater and fish
kill event (King unpub data). Furthermore, while
the system may appear to be in reasonable
ecological health now, this could also be
because the impact of full water use has not
been realised.
The inclusion of Environmental and Cultural
uses within the beneficial uses has created a
great deal of confusion and the department has
not been successful in explaining the system to
other stakeholders. The estimated sustainable
yield (ESY) is calculated after the amount of
water for non-consumptive uses of the
environment and cultural has been reserved but
the environment and cultural uses are also now
in the consumptive pool and need to be
identified there as well. This confusion on
apparent double dipping or the implication of
very nominal amounts of water for the
environment and cultural uses has led to
misinterpretation and emotional outbursts in
local press.

Nil.

Provide additional clarify on the ESY and
Beneficial Use categories, and the
allocation of water to each. Explain that
there a consumptive cultural beneficial
uses as well as non-consumptive beneficial
uses and that the Water Act requires an
allocation to the environment beneficial
use in a plan.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

2r

Update principal objectives accordingly.

2q

The proposed ESY of 38.4GL is not supported;
is problematic, and best replaced by a lower
number that incorporates a greater caution for
environmental requirements and is more suited
to avoiding imminent pressure for the release of
recouped water for a plan that does not
presently employ standard environmental
precaution. Respondent proposes that the ESY
for the Katherine Water Allocation Plan 2019
be set at 27.56GL, a figure that is proportionate
to the annual recharge to maximum extraction
limit ratio from the previous plan, using the
more reliable median recharge estimate, and
updated water accounting.
Given the recalculated recharge figures for the
Water Allocation Plan (WAP) area and the
understanding that median recharge figures are
the most reliable predictor of future water
availability; a reduced ESY is essential to apply
at least a minor level of precaution and to
properly signal the likely over allocation in the
system (based upon the best available
information). A failure to reduce the ESY would
send the wrong message to stakeholders and
would increase the risks of environmental
damage that the plan is mandated to prevent.
The proposed ESY of 27.56GL / year will
convey a more appropriate indication of
proportional water use to all stakeholders.
Furthermore, it is important to note that a 52%
consumptive allocation is still likely to be above
the eventually understood environmental and
cultural requirements, necessitating further
reductions in the future. Applying a
proportionate, reduced ESY over the next 4
years would be a prudent action and one that is
more likely to avoid pressure to issue new
licences or to make an unsustainable allocation
to the SWR, once any underused water is
recovered and incorporated into the water
balance.
Establishing an ESY figure that will protect
environmental and cultural requirements based
on information provided by directly relevant
research should be listed as a Principal
Objective of the new plan. This principle should
be listed on page 9 and added to Table 5, along
with the appropriate strategies to achieve this,
as well as KPI’s to measure success. The key
importance of having either an informed or
precautionary ESY should be elevated, and
clearly communicated to all stakeholders. The
centrality of this need to the future effective
and mature management of the water resource
must rank as a Principle Objective of the plan,
and the completion of this objective should lead
to a new plan being developed.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

2t

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

2s

2u

2v

Commitments to undertaking/completing the
research (and other work) to inform a new ESY
need to be made more explicit and upfront in
the plan. This should include references to the
3-year timeline, as well as to any additional
funding that may be required. This research was
an aim identified four years ago and was a
stated key action of the previous (2016-2019)
plan yet remains incomplete. The status quo is
not satisfactory, and this must be effectively
communicated to all stakeholders via
appropriate prioritisation.
When developing the allocation plan the best
available science must be central to all decision
making processes. It appears that thorough
research into the maximum sustainable yield
from the aquifer has not been completed. In the
absence of this data the precautionary principle
must be strictly adhered to in order to avoid the
deterioration of such an important ecological
asset.
Omission of climate change from the plan is a
major oversight and the significant known and
unknown risks associated with climate change
further supports the absolute need for
application of the precautionary principle.
In this case the 80:20 rule (80% allocation to
environment, 20% for consumptive uses) as laid
out in the NT water allocation planning
framework would be pertinent. However, the
plan risks 70% of water being made available for
consumptive uses under a ‘use it or lose it
model’. Further, the plans simple application of
previous allocations as a proxy for Estimated
Sustainable Yield is far from best practice.
As we have seen in recent years rainfall and
aquifer recharge rates have been highly variable
with extended periods of well below average
rainfall. This variability highlights the need for
the precautionary principle to be applied and for
the plan to be short term until the necessary
science has been completed.
The respondent notes the acknowledgement in
the plan that “there is insufficient information
directly applicable for determination of
environmental and cultural water requirements
in the plan area”. The respondent strongly
support activities to better define these
requirements, as well as the establishment of
ecological and cultural values monitoring
programs, and urge that resources be allocated
for this work to begin as soon as possible and be
completed within two years.

Improve visibility of the commitment to
undertake and complete research in the
plan.
Timeframe considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Nil.
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Comment
2w

3

3a

3b

3c

3d

3e

The respondent supports outcomes from the
ecological and cultural values monitoring and
assessment being used to inform a
non-consumptive water requirement report for
use in the review of the plan including to refine
the estimated sustainable yield.

Water allocation to consumptive uses

Strongly support the recommendation that no
new water being granted from the Katherine
Tindall Limestone Aquifer until the
non-consumptive water requirements are
known.
Respondent strongly endorses that new
allocations (licences) should not occur (be issued
by the Water Controller) until the nonconsumptive environmental and cultural water
requirements are established and documented
and the ESY figure is updated in future
refinements of the plan (new plan).
Throughout the draft Plan there are repeated
statements to the effect that existing licence
entitlements will not be impacted by the new
water allocation plan. However the draft Plan
also states that the Katherine Tindall
groundwater system over allocated, and yet
average reported water use is still low at around
30% (or 12,000ML/p.a.) of the total licensed
volume. So it is unclear why the Plan does take
this opportunity to address the issue
now? There is seemingly an opportunity to act
decisively now, with minimal ‘pain’ for licensed
water users. If DENR does not have the ability
through the Plan to modify the volume of water
granted under existing extraction licences, then
it should explain why not. Regardless, the Plan
could and should still clearly and definitively
commit to reducing through the appropriate
mechanism (e.g. rigorous application of the
‘Management of Unused Water Policy’ or
similar) as its highest priority.
The Tindall Limestone Aquifer is a critical part of
this broader ecosystem and any over allocation
of water extraction will have adverse affects
well beyond the immediate vicinity of the
aquifer.
Respondent concerned over allocation has been
stated yet lacking in the same sentence is the
considerable under usage of allocation.
Respondent hopes allocating water to those
who are unlikely to use it never becomes a
strategy. Those who do not use their licences to
a satisfactory basis should lose them and the
allocation reissued to another capable applicant
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Recommendation / Response
Nil.

Nil.

Nil.

Plan will explain the relationship between a
water allocation plan and a water
extraction licence including the role of the
Management of Unused Licensed Water
Entitlements Policy and renewal of water
extraction licences in section 8.4 of the
plan.

Nil.

Nil.
Underuse of water is managed through
compliance with licence conditions in
accordance with relevant NTG policy.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

3g

Nil.
No proposed change to plan. Strategic
Aboriginal Water Reserves will be
managed according to NTG policy. There is
no proposal to restrict the trade of SWR to
certain beneficial uses.

3f

3h

3i

Environment and Aboriginal cultural issues have
a massive bearing on the plan and over restrict
agricultural activities. Respondent believes this
is not balanced in the current form; however,
I do not wish to see either the environment or
Aboriginal cultures compromised. Respondent
believes local aboriginal communities certainly
need to be beneficiaries but the mechanism for
them to trade water back to farmers, I suspect
will be very difficult and may deliver nothing to
them at the local level, and/or the water may
not get used at all.
Respondent thinks the SWR should be linked
more or solely to mining rather than agriculture.
Particularly for when the water trading market
develops. Respondent can imagine a severe
disparity between what miners can afford to pay
for water against farmers, or even plantation
operators. Currently in the Murray Darling
schemes the almond producers can afford to
pay more the twice what annual crop farmers
can pay, and this is causing problems.
There is concern on how the annual announced
allocation determinations will impact on
perennial and annual horticulture crops in the
Katherine Tindall area. The allowable impact of
consumptive use for dry and very dry years
appears to be much less than the current water
usage of 15,947ML for 2017/18 (p40). This will
cause damage to perennial crops and market
damage to annual crop producers if
implemented as shown on p54-57 and have a
detrimental impact on the overall economic
output of these businesses.
The announced allocations impacts directly on
the outcome of the NT Management of Unused
Licensed Water Entitlements Policy. Dry and
very dry years are the year when growers are
most likely to use the 70% or 90% of their water
extraction licence as defined in the policy but
this will not be allowed under the annual
announced allocations framework as the
growers will only be able to use a percentage of
their entitlement under medium and high
security licences respectively. This will result in
growers then losing water under the unused
water policy. This is unsustainable for any
irrigation enterprise. It is directly contrary to
good agricultural practices that would have
irrigators maintaining a buffer for those dry
years when irrigation demand is highest. This
policy is aimed at achieving the objective of the
best use of the water resource but seems to be
structured and implemented to achieve the
opposite.

Nil.

Nil.
In dry and very dry years, all users (along
with the environment) will be impacted by
lack of water.

Nil.
No proposed change to plan. The annual
announced allocation process works on an
annual timeframe. The management of
licences in an ongoing activity. The process
to return unused water does not occur
annually for each licence.
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Comment
3j

3k

3l

4

4a

4b

Recommendation / Response

The previous water allocation plan for the
Tindall Aquifer dictates during "dry years" 20
per cent of annual discharge from the aquifer is
available for extraction under water licences,
with the remaining 80 per cent set aside for
environmental flows. However, under
conditions in the allocation plan, flows in the
Katherine River currently allow 30 per cent of
annual discharge to be extracted and 70 per
cent left for environmental flows (5.2.1.3).
Preserving the environmental flows within the
Katherine, Daly and Roper Rivers is the
fundamental test applied to the detailed
modelling that is undertaken when assessing all
water licence applications. We are unaware of
any new data that supports increasing the
current allocation by 200%
In the absence of adequate data reference
should be made to the table in the existing plan
which states that flows up to 1 cumecs @
Katherine Bridge should have an extraction limit
of 11,128ML (15% of the aquifer), not the
proposed 30% (22,200ML) @ +1.01 cumecs
The respondent supports the Annual
Announced Allocation process being
implemented according to the plan, ensuring
non-consumptive water requirements are met.
The respondent supports non-consumptive
water requirements (including cultural water
requirements) being considered in any future
licensing decisions and water extraction from
surface water and groundwater within the plan
area being managed at sustainable levels.

The existing water allocation plan
considered flow modelling at Katherine
Railway Bride and Low Level and
determine a scale of allowable extraction
between 13% and 30% of modelled natural
flows. The draft plan considers flow
modelling at Wilden gauging station and
retains the arrangement of allowing
between 13% and 30% of modelled natural
flows to be impacted by extraction. Under
a dry scenario under the draft plan, 80% of
the modelled natural flow is to be
preserved, with extraction able to impact
flows by up to 20%.

Strongly support further work on identifying
GDEs and developing a comprehensive
monitoring plan that will assess parameters of
the ecosystems or key plant or animal
populations that will provide an assessment of
ecosystem health and act as triggers to guide
management.
Development of a monitoring, evaluation,
reporting and improvement (MERI) program as
indicated in the implementation plan will assist
transparency. Transparency would be further
enhanced by providing annual public reporting,
for example: progress on quantifying the
sustainable yield; advances with identifying and
mapping GDEs; and progress on developing a
monitoring program for these GDEs.
Respondent suggests a robust annual public
reporting system will significantly assist
confidence in the plan and demonstrate that an
adaptive management approach is indeed being
applied.

Nil.

Monitoring and reporting
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Nil.

Nil.

Nil.
Annual reporting is a recommendation in
Table 10.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

4d

Nil.
This refers to an action in the 2009 plan.
The annual reports were not published.
The new plan proposes annual reports are
published, in Table 10.

4c

4e

4f

The plan provides no guidance on monitoring
protocols or direct ecosystem or population
parameters that could or should be monitored
and that would act as triggers to guide decision
making. However the plan does rely heavily
upon the surrogate measure of late dry season
flows in the Katherine River at Wilden Gauging
Station. The relationship between late dry
season flow and ecosystem response is intuitive,
but not quantified. There is ongoing work such
as that being undertaken by the Northern
Australia Environmental Resources Hub that
may partially fill these gaps.
Appendix 2 Monitoring Plan item 5
“Identification of specific environmental water
requirements that maintain ecological processes
in the Katherine and Daly Rivers.” – Annual
report to be written.
The only report the respondent could find on
the government’s web portal recommends that
less that:
“…Agricultural water extraction allowed from
the Daly River and aquifers providing spring
input must be managed so that the cumulative
impact on flows is < 8% when streamflow reach
the following thresholds at the stated
locations…”
The annual reports compiled as part of plan
monitoring be made public so an assessment
can be made by stakeholders.
Groundwater dependent ecosystems have not
been comprehensively identified throughout the
plan area. The spatial arrangement of bores and
proximity of water extraction points to GDEs is
highly relevant to the maintenance of these
ecosystems. The identification of the
groundwater discharge protection area is an
illustration of this concept. As the
understanding of GDEs is advanced in the plan
area, the respondent suggests guidance be
developed as to the proximity of extraction
bores to GDEs.
Resources need to be committed to monitoring
and research to improve water management and
the plan in the future.
The success of this plan or any water
management will rely heavily on obtaining the
required information to justify any future
changes. Monitoring and research needs are
clearly evident throughout the plan and include
critical features such as establishing the
environmental and cultural water requirements,
establishing median annual groundwater
discharge, validating the current flow model
used for Announced Allocations, and monitoring
the ecological health of the system.
Commitment to resources should be made
explicit in the Plan.

A critical component of early stages of plan
implementation will be to develop the
monitoring protocols and parameters that
should be monitored. This will be
developed in conjunction with internal and
external experts. Table 10 has an action to
establish an environmental monitoring
program

Nil.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

4h

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

4g

4i

4j

4k

4l
4m

Respondent repeats its call for more monitoring
and science based decision making in water
planning. Environmental water requirements for
the very dry, dry average and wet years are
presumably determined by the precautionary
principle because the statement on page 69
states that the “environmental water
requirements have not yet been determined for
the plan area”. Growers are right to ask, “what is
the minimum flow required at the Wilden to
maintain basic river health?” “How does this
relate to the 87%, 80% and 70% currently being
proposed?”
The plan should clearly support the monitoring
and review of Annual Announced Allocations
(AAA) to ensure that the stated flow objectives
are being met and are calibrated with actual
water use and observations. A defined action
should be to update the model to incorporate
trends (e.g. successive dry years) and to
evaluate potential impacts on aquifer storage
levels and/or discharge over the medium-term.
Additionally, it should be noted in the plan that
the environmental needs research will also
inform the future flow rates that need to be
preserved through AAA’s.
Respondent strongly endorses ongoing surface
and groundwater monitoring to continue over
plan implementation. Regular interrogation of
information to be undertaken and reported
through water monitoring reporting.
The research needs during plan implementation
should be elevated and better communicated
within the plan. Needs include; establishing
environmental and cultural requirements including environmental river flow
requirements, as well as validating the model
that informs Annual Announced Allocations by
comparing observed November flow rates and
actual water usage.
Adequate resources will need to be made
available to address the knowledge gaps and
appropriate allocation of funds over coming
years is encouraged.
The respondent supports a systematic
ecological monitoring program being established
as part of implementation of the plan.
The respondent supports the development and
implementation of a detailed Monitoring,
Evaluation, Reporting and Improvement (MERI)
program.
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Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Update plan according and consider under
implementation of the plan.

Nil.

Nil.
Nil.
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Comment
5
Adaptive management

Recommendation / Response

5b

Nil.
The adaptive management framework will
be developed along with reviewing the
ESY, with input from internal and external
stakeholders.

5a

There is little evidence of increasing knowledge
over time above and beyond that provided
through monitoring and modelling. While
monitoring and modelling are important there is
no excuse for not investing in science to
underpin decision-making. We must see steady
improvements in knowledge, tools and
resources to assist us in effectively managing
the steadily increasing pressure on our limited
water resources.
Respondent notes the 2016-2019 Katherine
Tindall WAP states that "Further details of
strategies and performance indicators will be
developed in an Implementation Plan".
However, no evidence of an implementation
plan or any public reporting against the KPls.
Respondent notes that this is the third
Katherine Tindall WAP and we still have no
confidence in the ESY which is the keystone to
the whole planning process. Is this adaptive
planning?
The highest level of evidence that the basic
tenets of an 'adaptive management framework'
and application of the 'precautionary principle'
are not working is that increasing numbers of
planning areas appear to be in some form of
crisis. At worst this is over extraction (in the
case of the Howard and Berry Springs aquifers),
in other cases it is over allocation (in the case of
Katherine Tindall and the northern zone of
Oolloo). This pattern has appeared rapidly and
despite the NT being at an early stage of
development. Planning is not giving us increased
water security, and concern about water
security is deadly to economic development.
Various comments regarding planning.
Implementation activities outlined in WAPs
need to be acted on and reported publicly.
Katherine Tindall draft plan makes the
statement that "an adaptive management
framework cannot be fully constructed" (p66)
because of a number of uncertainties. The
Oolloo draft plan has a full adaptive
management framework on pages 90-95 with a
similar list of uncertainties. The whole point of
an adaptive management plan is to collect data
around the uncertainties and to improve the
monitoring and modelling that will get the plan
closer to the best management plan possible.
There is no need for exact figures to be put in
place to design and implement an adaptive
management framework. That should be
outcome, not a prerequisite. The framework
from the Oolloo plan would be suitable with
very minor adaptions.

This a comment on the implementation of
the 2009 plan. Commitment to
undertaking activities in this space is
considered under section 3.2.3.
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Comment
6
Water quality
6a

Respondent raised some issues with the
references to water being of appropriate quality
– is this out of the control of water resources
division and therefore the plan?

6b

Nitrate and pesticide contamination should be
revised (section 4.5.2):
Monitoring shows that nitrate is elevated in
many areas of the Tindall aquifer and while
levels are below drinking water quality
guidelines, and lower than in other agricultural
areas, they are very likely to originate from
anthropogenic sources are not natural. There is
contamination with pesticides and herbicides,
for example atrazine contamination is low level,
but widespread in the aquifer and there are
other pesticides present locally as well.
Pesticides can be detected in the river in the dry
season.
Update the sentence: ‘contamination of the
water resource from nitrates and pesticides is
not currently occurring in the plan area’ to be in
line with the monitoring findings.
PFAS is not an emerging threat but a full
contamination of groundwater. The source is
clearly the RAAF Base and the contamination
plume moves along the flow gradient from the
base to the river. Other sources also exist and
there is more diffuse contamination as well.
Respondent finds the wording a little too soft
here.
The fact that unconfined recharge areas are
close to the surface in the Katherine region
make the aquifer very vulnerable to
contamination (as in the case of PFAS, and
pesticides). Perhaps this should be mentioned
somewhere.
Impact of PFAS/ PFOA on beneficial uses Known impacts of the PFAS/ PFOA chemicals,
and the resultant severe constraint on the
beneficial uses (drinking water and horticulture)
in recent years get minimal reference in the
draft Plan. The impacts to beneficial uses and
values, the likely severity and duration of these
impacts and the resultant constraints on
extracted water usage should be highlighted and
better articulated.

6c

6d

6e
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Recommendation / Response
In future quality, quantity and timing of
flows will need to be considered in
determining non-consumptive water
requirements. This will be a component of
the implementation of the plan.
Plan to be updated accordingly.

Plan to be updated accordingly.

Plan to be updated accordingly.

Plan to be updated accordingly.
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Comment
7
Model refinement

Recommendation / Response

7b

Provide additional information in the plan.

7a

7c

Supportive of activities that lead to improved
models, such as refining the rainfall model for
prediction of inflows to the Katherine River.
Another refinement would be an emphasis on a
run of dry years, given the scenario is likely to
maximise stress on both consumers and the
natural environment; and is more likely given
the occurrence of extreme events under the
influence of a changing climate Efforts to
understand and include the combined effects of
surface and groundwater flows is also
supported.
The data comparing actual to modelled must be
presented. Due to the exceptional sustained low
levels of the Daly River it seems likely that
environmental flow(s) provisions are inadequate.
If there is insufficient data available, then the
adoption of the precautionary principal should
be applied. Provide the data for stakeholders to
view of modelled and actual data for the past
plan period, 2009‐19 so an assessment of the
current modelling values can be done.
Proposed changes to the method of calculating
recharge with median and mean rainfall options
(p35) simply creates more confusion and
uncertainty for business investment and
planning. The Tindall Water plan needs to work
towards the more definitive recharge
information provided in the Oolloo Dolostone
Aquifer Draft Water Allocation Plan (p43 Oolloo
WAP) with water balance information per zone.

Will be considered as part of determining
non-consumptive water requirements
through implementation.

Proposal to include diagram to describe
recharge in the system.
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8
Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve
8a

The respondent welcomes the establishment of
a Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve in this
plan. However, given that the system is
substantially over-allocated and the Strategic
Aboriginal Water Reserve has a ‘notional
allocation’ only, the respondent is greatly
concerned the reserve will remain nothing more
than a hypothetical concept unless this issue is
urgently addressed. A principal objective of the
Katherine plan is to “Provide access to water
resources to support local Aboriginal economic
development”. To meet this objective, the
respondent recommends the following are put
in place:
• A plan implemented to fill the Strategic
Aboriginal Water Reserve allocation
through the return of unused water, in line
with the Management of Unused Licensed
Water Entitlements Policy.
• Trading of entitlements (except for trading
into or out of the Strategic Aboriginal Water
Reserve) be suspended until the Strategic
Aboriginal Water Reserve allocation can be
met.
• After the Strategic Aboriginal Water
Reserve allocation is met, trading by nonStrategic Aboriginal Water Reserve licenceholders be limited to those who have gained
water savings through efficiencies. ‘Water
speculation’ by licence-holders who have
held onto unused water should not be
permitted, and this restriction should be
stated clearly in both the plan and the
trading policy currently in development. To
allow trading as a means of water
profiteering would be unacceptable.
• Water allocated to the Strategic Aboriginal
Water Reserve include a majority assigned
as high security; if low security water is
recovered first and allocated to the
Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve, a
proportion is converted to high security.
This is particularly important in the
Katherine system, where the range of
announced allocations is highly variable.
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Recommendation / Response
There is an existing policy, the NT
Government’s Strategic Aboriginal Water
Reserves Policy Framework
(October 2017). The plan establishes a
Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve based
on the ESY recommended in the plan and
the relevant Policy Framework.
Implementation of the policy and
Management of Unused Licensed Water
Entitlements Policy will determine when
and how the Strategic Aboriginal Water
Reserve will be provisioned. Restrictions
on trade are not considered viable options
for provisioning the Strategic Aboriginal
Water Reserve. Trade into the Strategic
Aboriginal Water Reserve is not
contemplated by the policy.
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Comment
8b

Some elements relating to the SAWR are
unclear and may require clarification in the plan:
• It is possible that the SAWR allocation may
not be fixed – for example, if pending native
title claims are settled, the allocation could
potentially increase.
• It is unclear whether water can be traded
into a SAWR. It may be that Traditional
Owners wish to do this, especially when
there is no water available within the
SAWR.

Recommendation / Response

Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve is
determined at the time the plan is declared.
If the Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve
conformation changes, it will be reflected
when the plan is reviewed.
Trade into the Strategic Aboriginal Water
Reserve is not contemplated by the policy.
The plan will be updated to reduce
confusion regarding the availability of the
Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve.

• SAWR allocations have not been included in
the ‘available water’ figure (p50) or in the
total beneficial use figure in Table 7. This is
confusing and could give readers the
impression that once the over-allocation of
3,772ML is returned to the system, water
will be available for licence entitlements.
We recommend that totals including SAWR
allocations be included so it is clear what is
actually available.

8c

9

9a

9b

9c

The Aboriginal Reference Group should be
actively involved in the development and
implementation of defining the environmental
and cultural water requirements, with
Traditional Owners and/or Indigenous ranger
groups engaged by the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources on a feefor-service basis to assist with collection of data,
ongoing monitoring, and compliance activities.

Options and opportunities for this will be
explored through implementation.

There are multiple references to trade in the
plan. There is potential to reduce the current
over allocation by retrieving water form unused
water entitlements and adding to the nonconsumptive pool in the first instance and
Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve next. A clear
statement to this effect in the water allocation
plan would accord with section 7 of the NT
Government Policy on ‘management of unused
licensed water entitlements.’
Water trading, otherwise known as” water
banking”, should be discouraged as it effectively
locks up water that may be used by others to
benefit the community.
Trading of water should be explicitly prohibited
from this water management plan. The principal
of “use it or lose it” should be adopted.
To prevent disappointment, as well as any
further reliance upon the use of potentially
unsustainable and unreliable water, there should
be no trading allowed of low or medium security
water until a new ESY, justified by directly
relevant research (or otherwise the
Precautionary Principle) is established in a new
plan.

The Management of Unused Licensed
Water Entitlements Policy describes this
process. A summary could be included in
section 8.6 of the plan.

Trade

An unused licensed water entitlements
process has recently been applied in the
plan area to return some unused water.
The results of this process and the licence
renewal process addresses the issue of
water banking.
Restricting trade of lower security water
may not reduce the risk to the resource.
There is no clear justification for these
trading guidelines. It is proposed not to
change the trading guidelines in this plan.

Page 51 of 60

Report on Community Engagement Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer Water Allocation Plan 2019

Comment
9d

10

The plan refers to the establishment of
Groundwater Discharge Protection Areas
(GDPA). It is unclear what additional measures
are or will be in place for GDPAs, including how
trading rules affect GDPAs differently from the
wider water allocation area. It is also unclear
how new GDPAs may be established, including
what the requirements are for their
establishment.

Aboriginal reference group

10a

The respondent strongly supports the
recommendations to establish an Aboriginal
Reference Group (ARG) and for an ongoing role
for a Water Advisory Committee. The Aboriginal
Reference Group should be set up as soon as
possible and the respondent makes the
following recommendations:
• The group be given a meaningful role,
including having their advice and
recommendations considered by the Water
Controller prior to making decisions.
• The role of the group not be restricted to
cultural matters and the Strategic Aboriginal
Water Reserve (as indicated in the plan), but
broadened to include provision of advice on
water and land management. This will help
to ensure the integration of traditional
scientific knowledge in decision-making and
management.
• The establishment of an ARG be legislated
within the Water Act. This would avoid the
pattern seen historically of groups being
established and disbanded according to the
current government, and the subsequent
loss of ‘corporate knowledge’ and expertise
this entails.
• Decisions regarding the makeup of the ARG,
the area encompassed, and the group’s
structure be led by Traditional Owners.
• Representatives from the ARG be included
on the Water Advisory Committee (as was
the case with the earlier Daly River
Aboriginal Reference Group).

11

Timeframe of plan

11a

11b

Given the existing gaps in knowledge and
attempts being made to fill these gaps, the plan
should be for five rather than ten years. This will
encourage efforts to attend to these gaps and
incorporate the new knowledge in a timely
fashion.
A three-year review period for the plan should
be provided – not a five-year review. The plan
should not set out to be a ten-year plan. The
key points of the plan should include reference
to reviewing the ESY within three years.
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Recommendation / Response

Additional clarity to be provided in the
plan.

Recommendations to be addressed as part
of ARG development.
Comment regarding the Water Act 1992 to
be provided as part of water reform
process.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.
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Comment

Recommendation / Response

11d

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

11c

11e

12

12a

13

13a

14

14a

The term of the plan should be reduced from 10
years to 4 years, with a review commencing in
September 2022 (3 years). This proposal is to
allow time to undertake the required research to
determine the environmental and cultural water
needs and to justify, with evidence, an informed
median Estimated Sustainable ESY Yield figure
for consumptive purposes. Should this not
occur, then a default to the 80/20 rule in line
with the NT Water Allocation Planning
Framework should be implemented from 2023.
Given the insufficient data currently available,
the respondent recommends the plan be
reviewed within three years.
Identifying the plan as ‘2019-2029’ implies the
current plan will be in place for the full ten year
duration. Given the issues discussed above, the
respondent suggests a flexible approach with
the plan changed as needed and as further
information becomes available.

Climate change

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

Comments considered under section 3.2.3.

The failure to acknowledge the uncertainties of
climate change are a serious omission in the
plan. While there is a great uncertainty as to the
specific outcomes of climate change in the
Katherine Region, global evidence clearly
indicates more extreme events, be they floods
or droughts. At a minimum, the impact of
climate change should be included in the risk
assessment.

Plan to include climate change in risk
assessment.

The risk assessment is based upon a principle
that financial impact carries more weight than
environmental or cultural values as evident in
the definition of consequence whereby a high
impact on environmental and/or cultural values
is classes as of moderate consequence while a
high financial impact is classed as of major
consequence.

The risk assessment uses the Department’s
framework with aligns with the Australian
Standard for risk assessment. Financial,
environmental and cultural values carry
equal weight.

Importance of groundwater to public water
supply – The draft Plan contains references to
public water supply, particularly where it is
explicitly referenced and supported as
Objective 3, and this recognition is
appreciated. However we note that within the
‘Values’ (Section 3.2) various community
benefits are listed but there is no mention of the
value of the resource for public drinking water
supply. We suggest the critical importance of
groundwater to Katherine’s drinking water
supply (now and into the future) should be
briefly described and acknowledged in this
Section.

Values section to be updated accordingly.

Risk assessment

Public water supply
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Comment
15 Water advisory committees
15a

The plan appears to refer to three different
water advisory committees for the water
allocation area, including the existing Katherine
Water Advisory Committee established to assist
with preparation of the plan. An outline of
committee representatives and roles would be
helpful for differentiating between each
committee and understanding their intended
purpose.
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Recommendation / Response
Additional clarification to be provided in
plan.
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Glossary
Term

Meaning

the Act

Northern Territory Water Act 1992

Allocation

A specific volume of water allocated to water access entitlements
for a specific beneficial use in a given season, defined according to
rules established in the relevant water allocation plan.

Annual Announced
Allocation

A portion of a licence entitlement volume that can be taken in a
year, announced annually on 1 May. Applied in systems where the
volume of water that can sustainability be taken from the aquifer
varies from year to year.

Annual extraction
limit

The amount of water allowed to be taken in a particular year as
stated in the period of entitlement table on a water extraction
licence

Beneficial use

The uses of water specified in section 4(3) of the Water Act 1992.
Beneficial uses include: agriculture, aquaculture, public water
supply, environment, cultural, industry, rural stock and domestic
uses, mining activity and petroleum activity. The Administrator
declares beneficial uses for a water control district under section
22A of the Water Act 1992.

Climate

Generalised weather conditions of a region or place.

Confined aquifer

An aquifer bounded above and below by impermeable beds, or by
beds of distinctly lower permeability than that of the aquifer itself
and the upper water surface is the bottom of the upper confining
bed.

Consumptive
beneficial use

Water that is taken or diverted from a waterway or groundwater to
enable beneficial uses. It is part of the estimated sustainable yield.

Consumptive water

The volume of water from the estimated sustainable yield set in the
relevant water allocation plan that is available for allocation to
consumptive beneficial uses from a water resource after the water
needed non-consumptive uses have been met.

Cultural water
requirement

A combination of water quantity, quality and availability for
protection of key cultural values including Aboriginal, aesthetic and
recreation.

Cumec

A cubic metre per second, a unit of measurement used to describe
flow in surface water systems; one cumec is equal to one thousand
litres per second.

Department

At plan commencement, the Department of Environment and
Natural Resources, the agency responsible for administration of the
Water Act 1992.

Entitlement

The specific volume of water licensed under section 45 (surface
water) or section 60 (groundwater) of the Water Act 1992 to take
or use water for given period, from a specific water resource and
location, according to the terms and conditions of the licence.

Environmental water
requirement

A combination of water quantity, quality and availability for
protection of key environmental values including an ecosystem's
structure, function and dependent species.
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Term

Meaning

Estimated
Sustainable Yield

The estimated sustainable yield is the amount of water that can be
allocated from the water resource to support declared beneficial
uses without compromising key cultural and environmental values,
or ecosystem functions or the productive base of the resource or
declared water quality standards, criteria or objectives.

Extraction limit

The entitlement for the current period multiplied by the announced
allocation percentage

Hydraulic Fracturing

The underground gas and oil extraction process involving the
injection of fluids at high pressure into a geological formation to
induce fractures that conduct hydrocarbons for extraction.

Mean

The mean obtained by adding several quantities together and
dividing the sum by the number of quantities. It is the same as
average.

Median

The middle number in a series of numbers. The median is a value
where 50% are higher and 50% are lower values.

Minister

Northern Territory Government Minister responsible for the Water
Act 1992 under the Administrative Arrangements Order.

Percentile

A percentile is a measure used in statistics indicating the value
below which a given percentage of observations in a group of
observations falls.

Maximum water
entitlement

The maximum annual volume of water licensed under section 45
(to use or take water from a waterway) or section 60 (to take water
from a bore) of the NT Water Act for the term of the licence, from
a specific water resource and location, according to the terms and
conditions of the licence.

Nominal allocation

A small amount of water (usually 20 ML/yr) allocated to beneficial
uses to meet the requirement for an allocation to each declared
beneficial use in a water allocation plan under the Act.

Notional allocation

An amount of water allocated to the strategic Aboriginal water
reserve (currently a subclass of other beneficial uses) that may not
be provisioned depending on the level of existing water
entitlements at the time a water allocation plan is declared.

Non-consumptive
beneficial use

water allocated from the estimated sustainable yield to the
environment beneficial use

Non-consumptive
pool

The volume of water required to meet the water requirements of
key environmental and cultural values, ecosystem function,
maintain the productive base of the resource and maintain water
quality.

Objectives

Something you plan to do to achieve an outcome. Eg Objective: to
allocate water to beneficial uses. Outcome: water is managed
sustainably.

Outcomes

The way things turn out (the consequence of meeting your
objective or taking an action or completing a strategy).

the plan

This water allocation plan
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Term

Meaning

Reliability

A percentage number representing how many years the total
volume of licence entitlements would have been available in full if
all entitlements were extracted at their maximum entitlement
under the same aquifer recharge and river flow conditions that
have been observed over the last 30 years.

Unconfined aquifer

An aquifer that isn't confined beneath relatively impermeable rocks

Security Level

Represents the order in which Annual Announced Allocations are
applied to licence holders, e.g. in years when a less than 100%
announced allocation is required, Low Security licence allocations
are reduced first, then medium security licences and finally high
security licences, as is required to meet objectives for minimum
change in river flow.

Strategic Aboriginal
Water Reserve

The Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve (SWR) is a Northern
Territory Government policy to allocate water in a water allocation
plan for Aboriginal social and economic benefit proportional to the
area of land with access to the water resource. It is a subclass of
other beneficial uses.

Strategies

A plan which is devised to achieve a particular outcome

Wet season

The period from October to April when more than 95% of annual
rainfall occurs

Water Entitlement

The specific volume of water licensed under section 45 (surface
water) or section 60 (ground water) of the NT Water Act 1992 to
take or use water for given period, from a specific water resource
and location, according to the terms and conditions of the licence.

Weather

The state of the atmosphere with respect to wind, temperature,
cloudiness, humidity, pressure, moisture, etc.
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Abbreviations
Acronym

Description

AAA

Annual Announced Allocations

AHD

Australian Height Datum

BoM

Bureau of Meteorology

Cth

Commonwealth of Australia

WCD

Water Control District

ESY

Estimated Sustainable Yield

GDPA

Groundwater Discharge Protection Area

mAHD

Elevation in metres relative to the Australian Height Datum

NESP

National Environmental Science Program

NLC

Northern Land Council

NT

Northern Territory

NTG

Northern Territory Government

NWI

National Water Initiative

PFAS

Perfluorinated and polyfluorinated alkyl substances

SWR

Strategic Aboriginal Water Reserve

WAP

Water Allocation Plan

WCD

Water Control District
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Appendix 2

Katherine Water
Advisory Committee
Committee Meeting #11
23 July 2019
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Opening
Minutes and Actions
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1

12/08/2019

Plan for the day

www.nt.gov.au

Structure and objectives from today
Structure for the day
•

Work through public submissions (key themes, then other submissions).

•

Review, discuss and resolve findings in community engagement report
(including peer review).

•

Next steps.

•

Wrap up and opportunity for feedback.
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Structure and objectives from today
Objectives for the day
1. The committee reviews the issues raised in public submissions and provides
advice on an appropriate response to these issues.
2. The committee reviews and endorses the Report on Community
Engagement.
3. The committee notes the Review of the Draft Katherine Tindall Limestone
Water Allocation Plan by the Northern Australia Environmental Resources
Hub.
4. The committee discusses and endorses proposed changes to the draft water
allocation plan.

www.nt.gov.au

Public submissions on
the draft plan
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Report on Community Engagement
Summary
• Public consultation undertaken in accordance with the Communications and
Engagement Plan.
• 13 formal submissions were received during the public consultation period.
• Common themes emerging from the public consultation included:
1. Comments on the process for determination of estimated sustainable
yield.
2. Ensuring there is commitment to determine a more realistic and
appropriate estimated sustainable yield.
3. Support of the commitment to implementation of the plan, including
allocating appropriate funding and resources.
4. Comments on the timeframe for the plan (plan length).
• Work through these themes first, then other comments

www.nt.gov.au

Report on Community Engagement
Common themes – work through in word document
1. Comments on the process for determination of estimated sustainable
yield (20min).
2. Ensuring there is commitment to determine a more realistic and
appropriate estimated sustainable yield (10min).
3. Support of the commitment to implementation of the plan, including
allocating appropriate funding and resources (10min).
4. Comments on the timeframe for the plan (plan length) (10min).
15 MINUTE BREAK
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15 minute break
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Report on Community Engagement
Work through in word document
• Additional updates – licence figures and replacement map (20min).
• Peer review findings – discuss findings summarised in word document
(25min).
• Plan for after lunch – outstanding comments for discussion from Committee.
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Recharge diagram
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Lunch (45min)
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Report on Community Engagement
Work through in word document
• Schedule 3 – additional areas for discussion and resolution (45min).
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15 minute break
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Next steps
Next steps and timelines
• Report on Community Engagement Katherine Tindall Limestone Aquifer
Water Allocation Plan 2019 – finalise, incorporating feedback from today
• Update Water Allocation Plan accordingly
• Final plan to go through internal processes over the next two weeks
• Final plan and engagement report to Minister early August
• Gazettal prior to current plan expiring on 19 August
• Implementation!
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Meeting wrap up
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Thank you
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