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MURRAY VALLEY PRIVATE DIVERTERS 

 PUBLIC SUBMISSION  11.5.2026 

PRICES FOR WATER NSW 

REGIONAL AND RURAL BULK WATER FROM 1ST JULY 2026 

water@ipart.nsw.gov.au 

Murray Valley Private Diverters (MVPD) represents irrigation and stock and domestic interests 
for private pumpers, trusts and other smaller water delivery organisations in the Southern 
Riverina of NSW. MVPD irrigation members primarily have General Security water 
entitlements. 

MVPD made a public submission in December 2024 for proposed Water NSW and WAMC 
water pricing determinations for period 2025 to 2030.  MVPD also made a public submission 
1.12.2025. 

In previous IPART determinations and in 2025, MVPD encouraged a new approach that is 
focussed on Back to Basics – Delivery of water to drive cost efficiencies. This has not 
happened and red and green tape have increased, as has the pursuit of broader Government 
political or environmental goals, increasingly reflected in water management decisions and 
associated costs. 

At this point in time 2026, the words encourage recognition of impacts is insufficient to convey 
the social and economic damage from current water policy settings affecting the Murray 
Valley. Poorly and remotely designed policies are causing substantial policy failures, major 
cost increases and driving social and economic conditions well beyond capacity to pay. 

IPART requires a complete big picture view to understand the failings and what can be done to 
address these issues. A major failing relates to how the NSW Government functions itself, the 
lack of real and genuine engagement, refusal to work with local stakeholders on sensible 
solutions. Instead, the NSW Government agencies, particularly NSW DCCEEW, develop 
policies without understanding basic issues, then require Water NSW to implement. This is 
then accompanied by an overreliance on external consultancies to further develop programs 
and projects. This results in ever broadening inefficiencies, cost increases and an inability for 
the customers to be able to influence costs reductions, prevent mistakes or participate in 
development of policy improvements. 

The dominance of environmental decisions, including on issues such as Climate Change, 
Murray Darling Basin Plan, Central Murray Floodplain Plans and a host of other interagency 
decisions, all point to increased costs being applied to a shrinking pool of remaining farmers. 

There are numerous examples of NSW Department of Climate Change, Energy, Environment 
and Water (DCCEEW) policies and implementation decisions that are impractical, and should 
be considered unacceptable under a ‘Full Cost Recovery Model’. 

mailto:water@ipart.nsw.gov.au
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• Environmental policies dominate decisions, incurring increased costs in decisions. 
• Government departments no longer have sufficient levels of long- term expertise to 

understand relevance, practicalities or  consequences of policies that are being 
implemented.  

• Government oversight of projects appears inadequate and too often is accompanied by 
insufficient project expertise to design, manage and review project expenditure, as they roll 
out. 

o Centralisation of decisions and reluctance by Government agencies to work 
collaboratively with localised stakeholders who are more familiar with landscapes, 
river management, how rivers and creek function and importantly, how project 
options could be better designed, is not valued by NSW Government and its 
agencies. Repeated requests to Government agencies to develop more appropriate 
collaboratively ways forward remain ignored. 

o Project failures and budgetary over-runs appear to be an accepted position of 
Government, to the detriment of local regions, the agricultural sector and 
representative organisations.  

• The internal functions of Government are not effective to manage policies well. Internal 
silos, communications,  limited understanding of issues, inappropriate levels of planning 
to ensure risk avoidance and when this is accompanied by inexperience personnel, there is 
fundamental failure within interagency functions and outcomes. Failures are not reflected 
back to Government but are borne by customers. 

• Federal Government and Murray Darling Basin Authority (MDBA) decisions also lead to 
inefficiencies. Decisions are made in isolation of stakeholder knowledge and invariably are 
based on inadequate information and incorrect assumptions. 

o In the Murray Valley, stakeholders have repeatedly documented issues to the MDBA 
since 2010. This includes identifying issues of concern with the original Water Act 
2007 and Murray Darling Basin Plan subsequent assumptions. 

o By 2026, these assumptions are now a recognised reality, but the costs incurred 
even within Government itself is still accepted, whereas the financial impacts are 
on regional communities, the farming sector is reflected in ‘full cost recovery 
pricing” 

o The failures directly affect the same regions that are bearing the brunt of ‘user pays’ 
• In 2026, consultation remains meaningless other than for the pure purpose of internal or 

intergovernmental reporting 
• The roles and attitude of agencies remains unacceptable, even if particularly relevant 

under the term Full Cost Recovery.   
o Offers of co-design pathways with stakeholders are not accepted 
o Agencies outsource to external consultancies on the basis that each party can 

avoid responsibility for policy implementation failures and/or budgetary failures 
o There is a complete loss of faith in how costs are incurred, limited if any 

transparency, no capacity for customer to influence expenditure but yet such costs 
are reflected in Full Cost Recovery 
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MVPD appreciates IPART’s recognition that rural customers, cannot continue to pay price 
increases sought by Water NSW or WAMC.  Proposed pricing increases as proposed in 2026 
however, are not still not affordable.  

In 2026, the social and economic impacts in the Murray Valley are even more profound than at 
the commencement of this original IPART review determination period. The examples of NSW 
Government political and interagency failures continue to grow.  

Recommendation:  

• IPART make recommendations to the NSW Government to initiate a full review of 
factors associated with ‘Full Cost Recovery’, to drive efficiency gains and reduce 
budgetary expenditure.  

• This should be inclusive of Water NSW, NSW DCCEEW and the Murray Darling 
Basin Authority (MDBA) 

• IPART review notes Water NSW intentions to work with NSW Government on its 
roles and functions, but to do so in isolation of NSW DCCEEW role in policy and 
subsequent impacts on pricing, will not achieve the result for improvements in 
Government policy and efficiencies, that customers require 

• Any review of Water NSW and NSW DCCEEW roles and opportunity to address 
concerns and increase cost efficiencies, should also be inclusive of local valley 
stakeholders. Each valley has its own cost scenario and issues of concern and this 
should be reflected in any opportunities for review 

• There is sufficient evidence of the need for closer working relationships between 
NSW Government and stakeholders representing customers. Relationship that 
can influence real change, where local knowledge is valued and incorporated and 
solutions pathways are incorporated into Government decisions. 

 

 

CUSTOMERS CAPACITY TO PAY 

Cumulative policy changes by the Federal and NSW Governments continue to undermine 
capacity for rural customers with Murray Valley General Security entitlements to maintain 
sustainable businesses and capacity to pay water prices. 

The NSW Murray Valley has borne the brunt of the true impacts of successive changes in 
Government water policy, including increased protections for the environment and water 
recovery under the Murray Darling Basin Plan. Water security is further compromised by 
annual allocations that take the precautionary approach to worst case inflows scenarios, 
amending policies to recognise Climate Change modelling and a water market which has 
become uncompetitive for General Security (GS) users, particularly for family farm- based 
businesses. 
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 Prior to the Murray Darling Basin Plan, the environment’s share of water in the Basin 
was 58% 

 As a result of cumulative Federal and NSW Government policies, the environment’s 
share of inflows in the Basin is 72%. This includes Held Environmental Water 
(HEW), Planned Environmental Water (PEW), conveyance & passing flows 

 (2012) The Murray Darling Basin Plan and NSW Government determined that of the 
2750GL Basin Plan water recovery target of 2750GL, 2289GL was to come from the 
Southern Basin  

o SDL Adjustment Mechanism – projects were mostly being applied in NSW 
Murray Valley to deliver an additional 2000GL (3 yr avg) to South Australia 

 (2023) Federal Government announced additional 450GL – but again targeted the 
Southern Basin with particular emphasis on the Murray Valley  

 Federal Government, MDBA and NSW Government water recovery objectives mean 
that the NSW Murray Valley is wearing the lions share of water recovery and its delivery 
risks 

 Federal, State Government and MDBA cumulative policy changes, continue to further 
erode water availability and water affordability, for NSW Murray General Security 
entitlement holders 

 Changes in Murray River management, inclusive of the term ‘constraints relaxation’ 
(overbank flows) will increase flooding risks that Governments have determined is not 
compensable, nor are risk management prevention policies, being incorporated into 
BOC or MINCO, or Water NSW or NSW DCCEEW, management decisions  

 The environment now has the major share of the major water storages of Hume and 
Dartmouth Dam in the Southern Basin, this is inclusive of entitlements held and 
additional policies that prioritise the environment. 

o The focus of environmental flow delivery is proposed to be primarily in Spring 
(previously this volume of water was used to grow food and thus delivery of 
flows was spread more uniformly throughout the regulated system of the Murray 
and Edward River systems in the Murray Valley 

o The proposed concentration of environmental water to Spring period, increases 
regional flood risks, but also means, less flows in regional and local smaller 
rivers and creek system, with dire impacts on water quality, stock and domestic 
supplies and capacity to receive irrigation water orders as the swiss cheese 
concept takes full effect.  

o MVPD members are at peak risk of these risks 
 

It is important for IPART to understand the scale of water purchases, where they are being 
concentrated and why do environmental entitlements not match quoted public figures. 

The MDBA created a formula for a ‘yield factor’, this would determine what volumes of 
entitlement would have to be acquired to meet the (2012) Murray Darling Basin Plan water 
recovery objective of 2570GL.  
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When Governments purchased an entitlement (eg 1 entitlement, MDBA’s yield factor 
requirement has a greater social and economic impact; Government purchases of water 
entitlement then means the following; for example, to gain 1 entitlement (eg General Security) 
a purchase of 1.5 or 1.7 entitlements is required. Purchases of entitlement therefore was not a 
match 1 for 1. There has been no recognition or public acknowledgement that this is the case 
so reporting of water entitlements purchases is not only incorrect, but also misrepresented in 
any social and economic analysis. This adds the already acknowledged inaccuracies of social 
and economic reports. 

This reality means that much larger volumes of entitlement have to be recovered in order to 
meet Basin Plan (2012) water recovery target of 2750GL. This combined with cumulative rule 
changes, continue to undermine the reliability of Murray Valley GS entitlements which means 
even less capacity for customers to pay under ‘full cost recovery’. 

 In 2023, documented environmental entitlements were 4623GL (Government water 
recovery programs) 

 In 2025, documented environmental entitlements were approximately 4800GL  
 In 2026, water recovery programs for the environment continue with the 2023, Federal 

Water for Rivers Legislation which confirmed further water acquisition of 450GL and 
removal of social and economic risks protections  

 In December 2026, the Murray Darling Basin Plan reconciliation is to be finalised and 
this will determine whether further additional water recovery will occur associated with 
the SDL Adjustments Mechanism, eg the gap difference between total project scores 
and MDBA scoring requirements. At this point the gap is assessed within the range of 
320 and 350GL. (this is in addition to the 450GL) 

 Water security in the Murray Valley is also subject to decisions on Indigenous water 
recovery, including volumes or how it will be used and/or prioritised in water 
management decisions in the Murray Valley. 

In the Murray Valley, Living Murray and SDL projects continue to experience major mistakes 
and costings failures. There is no accountability by Governments and without full transparency 
of project finances, MVPD and the Murray Valley customer base remains concerned that 
additional costs within Government agencies, are influence pricing proposals put forward by 
Water NSW and WAMC. 

Murray Valley Stakeholder groups, including MVPD, have these same repeated requests for full 
accountability and transparency to apply to Government agencies and the MDBA, without 
success. Such requests have also called for transparency in funding arrangements between 
Federal and NSW Government which also remains a major cause for concern. 

MVPD has sufficient evidence where costs to NSW DCCEEW and WATER NSW could be 
minimised and where public policy could be improved, to ensure sustainability of government 
investment, cost efficiencies and reduce financial impacts to customers. 

• Repeated request to work more collaboratively with Government are not acted upon. 
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• Stakeholder consultation remains a ‘tick the box’ exercise with no demonstrable uptake 
of issues or solutions 

• Interagency internal problems continue to plague and prevent efficiencies within 
Government.  

• The frequencies of NSW DCCEEW applying unrealistic policies to Water NSW to 
implement in its operational and management decisions, is not sustainable to 
agencies or outcomes, but leads to increased and unsustainable costs to customers. 

• Rotating staff positions and lack of internal expertise creates decision pathways, that 
increasingly rely on use of external consultants, who themselves do not have the 
necessary internal expertise to understand localised issues, nor do they engage in 
necessary levels of consultation with local stakeholders to formulate decisions. 

• Project development and implementation is consistently accompanied by budgetary 
failures and cost over-runs, tend to be developed by departmental staff without the 
necessary skills base and/or are remotely managed by similar staff challenges. 

• Options to work collaboratively with local stakeholders in design, management and 
implementation are ignored 

• There is no accountability for department failures 

Examples: (details can be supplied) 

 Living Murray – Perricoota/Koondrook project  
 Basin Plan SDLAM projects  
 Basin Plan Constraints Management Strategy 
 Barmah Choke bypass options 
 Yanco Creek modernisation 
 NSW Murray Valley Floodplain Management Plan – funded by the Federal Government, 

designed by NSW DCCEEW but to be implemented by Water NSW.  
o A plan designed to prioritise environmental priorities, 
o has set criteria and rules for licensing that undermine economic of farming 

businesses, increase risks, compliance costs.  
o NSW DCCEEW imposes costs to Water NSW which are then passed to 

customers (customer has no say in plan design, efficiencies or plan realities) 
o Policy set by NSW DCCEEW, also imposed major costs on farmers within 

designated areas who will now be required to engage the services of an engineer 
to assess whether there works are within new rules. Those impacted by the 
higher degree for compliance will have major costs imposed, with assessments 
to date indicate in excess of $30,000 to $40,000  per enterprise. 

o Retrospective licensing conditions for property access or internal roads, 
irrigation infrastructure and/or conditions associated with existing flood levees 
are unacceptable 
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PRICING – 2026 DETERMINATION 

MVPD does not support Water NSW pricing proposals as proposed by Water NSW. MVPD 
appreciates IPART’s recognition of some issues, but current proposals, still remain 
unaffordable for customers. 

• For the Murray Valley, the reduction in water availability and affordability, should result 
in IPART’s recognition that capacity to pay should be limited to CPI increases only.  

• MVPD does not support 10% increases plus CPI. 
• All requests in previous submissions and correspondence to this determination period 

and in previous determinations, should be reviewed and acted upon 
• Requests for full transparency of internal costs of the MDBA should be made publicly 

available 
• The role of policy setting by NSW DCCEEW and the role of implementation by 

WATERNSW should be revised, to reprioritise and give Water NSW increased capacity 
to set water policy relating to water management. (as opposed to purely DCCEEW)  

• Federal Government funding provided to the NSW Government to implement Federal 
Government policies should be fully transparent and made available to stakeholders 
affected by decisions 

• The concept of ‘full cost recovery’ requires a full review to ensure transparency, 
efficiencies, fairness and equity between beneficiaries and cost efficiencies by can be 
achieved 

• The decline in reliability and availability of water associated with  Murray Valley General 
Security entitlements must be investigated, be made transparent and identified 
solutions worked up with regional stakeholders, should be implemented  

 

In 2026, IPART’s draft review includes draft recommendations (page 21) 

 

IPART Recommendation 1: NSW Government initiate a long-term sustainability review of 
operational model, regulatory framework and funding arrangements remain fit for purpose 

Response:  

• MVPD agrees but this should encompass all other issues that customers continue to 
raise including costs transfers and parameters under current provisions of Full Cost 
Recovery 

IPART Recommendation 2: Water NSW consider initiating a working group with NSW Treasury 
and NSW DCCEEW that would develop a program logic (linking activities, costs and 
outcomes). 

Response: MVPD agrees this is a matter of urgency, however inclusive should be stakeholder 
involvement in various stages to ensure better understanding within agencies of the problems, 
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Currently MVPD has little confidence that interagency understanding is sufficient to 
understand and work through solution options. Stakeholders advice from various valleys 
(encompassing different water access availability) should be part of developing awareness of 
issues and solutions 

IPART Recommendation 3: Water NSW develop a more transparent attribution of costs for its 
interactions with Government to help identify costs shares with Government/customers 

Response: MVPD agrees with principles but does not believe this is sufficient, this 
recommendation does not account for NSW DCCEEW’s as the policy maker & Water NSW 
being required to simply implement policy without capacity to amend policy to make more 
efficient 

IPART Recommendation 4; Water NSW consider merits of undertaking greater benchmarking 
of its costs against other utilities 

Response: MVPD is concerned that benchmarking against other utilities is not addressing the 
real problems of the disconnect between NSW DCCEEW and WATER NSW inability to drive 
efficiencies and solutions within their cost base 

DRAFT DECISIONS 

1. MVPD does not support the 3 - year pricing period proposed  
a. Issues raised previously and again this submission have not been resolved 
b. A review of regulatory and decisions framework associated with NSW Government 

agencies of DCCEEW and Water NSW should be prioritised, worked through with 
stakeholders.  

c. A two year window of pricing is considered appropriate until such a review is 
completed and further consultation on decisions can occur 
 

2. To set Water NSW total operating expenditure allowance for 2026 determination 
period at $213.6 million (table 4.2) 

Response:  

• MVPD does not agree with proposals until Full Cost Recovery investigations are 
initiated to identify current interagency and within agency efficiencies and full 
transparency between Federal and State Government funding programs 

• MVPD supports pricing increases that reflect CPI  
 

3. To set the efficient level of Water SW’s historical capital expenditure from 2020-2021 
to 2025-2026 at $360.7 million  

Response: 

• MVPD requires a full review of cost shares relating to capital expenditure to address 
social and economic impacts of Federal Government or State Government political 
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policies that prioritise environmental policies that undermine the customers capacity 
to pay 

• MVPD requires a full analysis of beneficiaries and that Governments share increases to 
reflect broader public benefits of water infrastructure  
 

4. To allow $322.4 million of forecast capital expenditure in the regulatory asset base for 
the 2026 determination period 

Response: 

• Federal and NSW Government policies continue to reduce reliability and availability of 
NSW Murray Valley General Security entitlements. In part, these policies are designed 
to meet political imperatives, in full knowledge that customers capacity to pay is 
continually being reduced. 

• Capital expenditure (forecast) must only be associated with increased cost shares 
being attributed to Federal and NSW Governments  

• Capital expenditure (forecast) must be limited to CPI increases 
 

5. To maintain a building block approach for Water NSW’s Murray Darling Basin 
Authority’s costs 

Response:  

• Repeated requests over successive IPART determinations have resulted in responses 

(a) IPART can’t review MDBA charges  

(b) ACCC’s does not have a role in reviewing MDBA charges.  

MVPD is concerned therefore the MDBA remains free from an oversight body to review its 
costings and to ensure increased transparency 

• IPART to require a full and transparent review of MDBA charges as previous requested of 
multiple IPART submissions 
 

6. To a) set MDBA cost for the 2026 determination period at $75.3 million and b) allow 
$58.9 million of capital expenditure for MDBA costs in regulatory and asset base for 
the 2026 determination period 

Response: 

• Repeated calls for transparency in costings remain unanswered 
• MDBA in its development of the Murray Darling Basin Plan made a deliberate decision 

to apportion the majority of social and economic impacts to NSW Murray Valley both in 
‘real’ water recovery and its delivery.  

• To apply capital costs to the Murray Valley without applying a greater share to the 
beneficiaries of the Basin Plan – eg South Australia, or amending cost shares to ensure 
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higher costs be apportioned to Federal or NSW Government, who derive political 
benefits derived from an ever increasing emphasis on environmental outcomes as 
opposed to food production, then this proposal is not acceptable 
 

7. (NA to Murray Valley) 
 

8. Notional revenue  
 

• Issues of concern remain unresolved 

 

9 (not applicable to MVPD members not an IIO) 

10  - 19 Costings  

• MVPD is concerns on costings, consultation and interagency decisions and associated 
costs remain unresolved 

 

20 Revision of economic consideration that underpin cost sharing arrangements 

Full cost recovery requires a comprehensive review to re-assess current costs to identify and 
re-allocate costs shares. 

• Increased focus on environmental priorities, 
• Political imperatives driving changes to water management 
• Cumulative rule changes in the Murray Valley 
• Impacts of climate change modelling on water availability 
• Impacts of the Murray Darling Basin Plan and other combined water recovery programs 

that have concentrated impacts on NSW Murray Valley 
• all issues 21. IPART Recommendation 21. To adopt a 2 – step approach to allocating 

costs between Water NSW’s customers and the NSW Government on behalf of other 
users 

21 Forward Looking cost approach 

• a) MVPD does not support scenarios for pricing to reflect forward-looking costs. Many 
such costs could be avoided if previous submission request had been noted and 
implemented by NSW Government agencies. The issues still remain unresolved, 
project cost failures are real, but processes and projects failures should not be passed 
onto customers.  This is reflective of both WAMC and Water NSW requirements and 
costs with NSW DCCEEW policies 

• b) MVPD has documented and has additional information which clearly can 
demonstrate how costs of process or project could be improved. The term ‘avoidable’ 
costs is real but remains not rectified 

• MVPD wishes to engage directly with IPART on this issue 
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22. (NA) 

23 (NA) 

24. Cost share for MDBA joint programs 

• MVPD requires full disclosure and transparency of MDBA programs 
• MVPD is concerned that non irrigation beneficiaries are not being reflected in water 

pricing 
• MVPD is concerned that additional flow benefits to South Australia are not being 

reflected in pricing  

25 (NA) 

26 retain current price CAP 

• MVPD supports retention of current price cap approach 

27. Forecasting 

• MVPD is concerned that forecast of water entitlements, water availability and water 
usage volumes has and continues to undergo major changes in the Murray Valley, 
primarily driven by NSW and Federal Government policies and decisions associated 
with the Murray Darling Basin Plan 

• Cumulative rule changes also continue to undermine water availability to NSW Murray 
General Security entitlement holders. 

• The combined effect and further finalisation of the Basin Plan will make any forecasting 
of revenue returns for Water NSW challenging and unlikely to reflect reality associated 
with forecast earnings 

28(NA) 

28 Valley based pricing 

• MVPD supports retention of valley -based approach to setting Water NSW’s rural bulk 
water servicing charges 

• A move away from valley based approach may risk capacity for customers to advise 
IPART or have impacts of Government policy changes on water availability reflected in 
future decisions 

29 (NA) 

30  Pricing structures 

• MVPD supports IPART proposal to maintain 2 part price structures (fixed/Variable) 

31 (NA) 

32 &33  Bulk Water Charges 

• MVPD is concern that price for bulk water charges is inconsistent with water availability 
in NSW Murray Valley 

34 see previous concerns with MDBA charges  
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35 (NA) 

36 (NA) 

37 – 38 MVPD to respond on further examination of issues and requests for information 

39 (NA) 

40 (NA) 

41 MVPD does not support pass through costs until a full review as previously discussed 

43 MVPD does not support demand volatility adjustment mechanism (DVAM) at all 

44-45 MVPD requires further evidence and resolution to issues raised 

 

Allocation of cost shares for Water SW’s rural operations 

• A full review is required to identify causes for the reduction in reliability of NSW Murray 
Valley General Security entitlements.  

• This would mean until a complete review must occur that encompasses all cost/share 
issues. 

• Governments to increase their share of costs to account for already identifiable public 
benefits and retain cost increases to within CPI. 

• For this determination period, without such a review, a 50/50 cost share should be applied 
that recognises rule changes that reduce benefits to Murray Valley General Security 
entitlement holders but benefit external water users, eg recreation, tourism or other 
beneficiaries.  

Pricing determination period 

• MVPD does not support a 3 year pricing determination period and that current period of 4 
year should be retained to provide stability in understanding costs to farming businesses 

Avoided Costs 

• The NSW Government, its agencies NSW DCCEEW and WATER NSW have still not 
resolved or reacted to previous requests to address issues raised by stakeholders 
(customer representatives) 

• To effectively address ‘avoided costs’, stakeholder consultation must be based on a full 
review of how NSW DCCEEW and MDBA policies are driving up costs and cost transfers 
to customers 

Avoided Costs – Public Consultation 

The concept of public consultation remains a farce and a threat to good Government policy 
and efficiencies of Government. 
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NSW Government agencies and the MDBA see its customer base as ‘an issue to deal with’ 
while still pursuing their objectives. Public consultation there is designed to minimise 
exposure to issues, (highlighted further in consultation methods that require a pre-booked 
appointment by individuals on a singular basis).  

Farming is a difficult and remote employment operation. Government agencies have misused 
public consultation to move away from informative public consultation meetings to individual 
pre booked meetings. 

Departments claim this is because public meetings are not effective. In reality the move away 
from public meetings is designed to limit broader understanding of issues or risks by the 
customer based. 

Many customers of Water NSW are impacted by DCCEEW policies as well as Water NSW 
implementation policies and pricing. Most individuals rely on their elected representatives to 
explain issues or make information known to them (in addition to any correspondence 
received directly from Government agencies) 

As part of community consultation, submission responses by stakeholder groups representing 
hundreds of people, can be treated as one response, so are equivalent in numbers to 
formatted responses by external advocacy groups usually located outside of the valley in 
which the customers live and work. Such auto generated or generic responses too often are 
counted equally to the total number, thus diminishing the importance of customer responses. 

• Community Consultation is costing customers and agencies excess expenditure 
• Direct and meaningful consultation can reduce waste, government inefficiencies and 

deliver quicker outcomes and project sustainability and reduce government expenditure 
• Murray Darling Basin Plan SDLAM projects continue to create major costs to the NSW 

Government and MDBA but there remains no accountability, no transparency and no 
capacity for customer representatives to implement cost effective changes 

 

True-ups 

• MVPD does not support proposal for a revenue cap as proposed by Water NSW 
• Costs should be limited to CPI until there is a full recognition of policy changes of 

Government(s) that are impacting prices and inability for customers to pay 
• Without demonstrated changes by NSW Government and its agencies to full transparency, 

co-design and collaborative approach to project development, evidence of NSW internal 
or interagency efficiencies and genuine consultation, all other claims for cost increases 
should be on hold  

• MVPD supports a full review of the role of external consultancies in Government policy and 
project development 

• MVPD supports full disclosure of consultants, declarations of conflicts of interests and 
repeat awarding of contracts (including prior concerns on previous projects) 
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Agency decisions impacting capacity to pay 

• Water NSW considers water order demands, based on forecasting usage & therefore 
potential revenue 

• IPART’s view to continue the 20 year basis as a forecast option is supported 
• NSW DCCEEW policies and Water NSW requirements to implement DCCEEW policies are 

impacting reliability for NSW Murray GS entitlements (existing & future). This is a major 
impediment to public policy as one agency with experience in water management (Water 
NSW) has their own responsibilities superseded by another agency (DCCEEW) who has 
limited experience in water management but shapes the policies 

• Water NSW, DCCEEW and the NSW Government have not demonstrated evidence to 
rectify policies or address the risks 

• Water NSW, NSW DCCEEW have given over their State responsibilities for water 
management in the Murray Valley to the MDBA. 

o MDBA set policies for the Murray River Valley 
o DCCEEW set further additional environmental policies and conditions 
o Water NSW implements decisions of both  
o Stakeholders (customers) in the Murray Valley are excluded from participation in 

policy making or participation prior to MINCO or BOC decisions 
 

• There is insufficient confidence in climate modelling and/or BOM forecasts. At present the 
cyclical nature of seasons remains in keeping with many historical farming records, thus a 
reliance on historical seasonal events/years should still be the baseline for 20 year 
forecasting. 
 

Important issues relating to Water NSW’s rural pricing structures 

• MVPD does not support Water NSW concept for regional pricing 
• There needs to be full transparency in costs attributed under principle of ‘user pays’, 

together with capacity of customers to have a more collaborative approach to explore 
efficiencies where possible  

• MVPD supports continue application of pricing with existing variable and fixed charge 
proportions. 

• MVPD is concerned any changes to pricing ratios with a high concentration on fix charges 
will make water for General Security uneconomic 

• Retaining a Statewide approach to manage administrative overheads helps cost to be 
absorbed across the entire sector (as opposed to Water NSW preferred position of regional 
pricing). This gives more opportunity for stability in Water NSW revenue streams 

Feasibilities of Pricing Structures 

• Government policy decisions continue to undermine irrigated agriculture in the NSW 
Murray Valley 
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• It is important for Governments and their agencies to review the social and economic 
impacts of these changes and identify pathways forward to rectify the damage already 
incurred and prevent further impacts. 

• Murray Darling Basin Authority social and economic analysis has been inadequate,  and 
proposed assessment as part of the 2026 Basin Plan review, is only taking a helicopter high 
level view and thus a dilution or understating of regional impacts. The MDBA have 
specifically identified, they will not be undertaking regionally based assessments , even 
knowing that the Basin Plan has had disproportional impacts on the Murray Valley 

• IPART is also encouraged to recognise that impacts in the Murray Valley should not viewed 
through the lens of major corporations such as Murray Irrigation Limited (MIL) as additional 
risks apply to water reliability outside of MIL operations. MIL has  some flexibility in its 
management of water, or can have partnership opportunities with delivery of operational or 
environmental water with Government. MVPD members do not, thus at times announced 
allocations for private diverters can be different from those announced by MIL due to its 
own internal management of water 

• MVPD members (direct river pumpers) are at increased risk also because of Government 
policy changes for river operations. Raising and lowering the Murray River in the manner 
the MDBA and Water NSW has done of recent years has had dire consequences for some 
members who are unable to receive their water orders, yet still have to pay the fees.   

• MVPD recommends no changes to pricing structures until a full review of cost sharing 
arrangements, recognition of how Government policies are undermining GS reliability and 
strategies are implemented to address such risks 

MDBA Costs and Efficiencies 

• MDBA pass through charges are not acceptable in their current form. Concerns have been 
raised over different determinations without change 

• It is not appropriate that the MDBA can set fees without an oversight body to ensure 
transparency and credibility on charges passed through IPART determinations.  

• MDBA pass through charges place the biggest risk onto the Murray Valley and despite 
repeated requests for Governments, IPART and/or ACCC to implement pricing oversight 
arrangements, nothing has happened 

• MVPD notes IPART’s previous responses that it does not have the authority to address 
these ongoing concerns. MVPD encourages IPART to make recommendations to the NSW 
Government to rectify this continued failure to ensure that MDBA pass through charges are 
justified, are transparent and that every effort to ensure cost efficiencies has been taken.  

• MDBA does not provide adequate information to give confidence that cost shifting within 
MDBA does not occur. Without transparency within MDBA internal arrangements for 
allocation of costs, there are risks for inefficiencies or areas of Basin Plan or broader public 
interest policies costs being apportioned to Murray Valley General Security irrigators. Such 
risks also include a lack of transparency how costs are incurred within  or between the 
MDBA or NSW DCCEEW, or Water NSW 
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• MVPD points to concerns with any pricing review, that its important to also assess WAMC 
charges. There is a lack of clarity on interlapping and potential cost implications between 
organisations and/or any external Government funding received. 

• MVPD is aware of substantial failings in DCCEW and WAMC processes resulting in 
significant cost increases and corresponding budgetary failures.  

• There are strong concerns on DCCEEW and WAMC reliance on external consultants, the 
designed projects and the inability for local stakeholders to engage with consultants and or 
achieve efficiencies in WAMC development and implementation of projects. 

• MVPD can provide specific examples to IPART, where internal workings of agencies lead to 
costly delays, mistakes and reduction in efficiencies. This includes SDLAM projects 

 

Assessments of customer capacity to pay 

• MVPD draws IPART’s attention to its submission lodged in December 2024 and in 
December 2025  

• General Security entitlements holder’s capacity to pay has been further weakened by NSW 
Government policies on; 

• Climate change modelling  
• Forecast scenarios of inflows to NSW Murray Storages 
• Changes to Snowy Hydro licenses 
• Murray Darling Basin Plan 
• Constraints Relaxation Strategies, overbank flows, and flow targets to South Australia’s 

Coorong, Lower Lakes & Murray Mouth (extra 2000GL 3yr avg) 
• Acceptance that Northern Basin does not have to contribute flows to meet South 

Australia’s minimum entitlement flows of 1850GL 
• Acceptance that NSW Murrumbidgee River does not have to contribute flows to meet 

South Australia’s minimum entitlement flow of 1850GL 
• NSW Government supports the Federal Water Act 2007 objectives to ‘remove impediments 

to water moving to its ‘highest value use’ and is accepting of MDBA’s proposal to enable 
further water to delivered downstream of known system constraints to service new 
irrigation horticulture schemes 

o Additional costs of investigations are assumed to be included in MDBA and State 
charges 

o Investigations of Barmah Choke bypass are assumed to be included in MDBA and 
State charges 

o Use of external consultancies should be investigated to make public identified 
failures 

o There is insufficient transparency of Government collusion with the MDBA to 
facilitate additional flows downstream of the Millewa and Barmah chokes 
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• Constraints Relaxation policies (overbank flows) are identified in current legal case as 
directly impacting Murray General Security entitlements allocations and water availability 

o NSW Government did not challenge claims by the MDBA and Commonwealth 
Environmental Water Holder’s original claims over system losses of 20% (Hume 
Dam to Murray Mouth when delivering environmental flows 

o Current court case, MDBA has admitted losses range between 36% to 41% or higher 
o Inability to correctly apportion losses are directly impacting reliability of NSW 

Murray General Security entitlements. 
 

• Constraints Relaxation Policies (overbank flows & increases to frequency of minor flooding 
identified as 77,000 ML/day below Yarrawonga in the mid Murray region) 

o MDBA Basin Plan aims to increase flood frequencies to 1 in 3 years 
o Current modelling continues to be based on operating the Mid Murray (below 

Yarrawonga Weir) at 77,000 ml/day (which is the figure used to define Minor floods) 
o Historical and existing Murray River rules operate the Murray River in this same 

location at 15,000 ML/day 
o The Basin Plan will result in not just ‘more frequent minor floods’, but will vastly 

increase the frequency and duration of major floods  
o NSW Government and the MDBA are not taking any demonstrated or documented 

steps to manage flood risks 
o Murray Valley General Security entitlements holders impacted by elevated flood 

frequencies and events to date, have increased business and economic risks, 
further reducing their capacity to pay charges from MDBA, WAMC and Water NSW 
 

• Reduced water reliability also has direct impact on drought management and 
preparedness. 

• Capacity to pay for some MVPD members is also severely damaged by  MDBA, Water NSW 
or WAMC management of SDLAM Projects, which have far reaching consequences with 
budgetary blow outs and in some cases, involve decisions that prevent customers from 
accessing their water orders, including stock and domestic and or Basic Landholder Rights 
(BLR) supplies.. MVPD can provide further information relating to specific examples  

• District users of water face continuing higher prices for water, less reliability, low or zero 
annual allocations of water, and cost shifting of Governments under user pays principles or 
full cost recovery 

• Water pricing and availability is one component of pricing pressures Murray Valley farmers 
are facing. Input costs of farming are rising, cropping margins are reduced and capacity to 
access additional water (if allocations are low), is often too costly to make commercially 
viable  

• Murray Valley stakeholders continue to raise such concerns and in relation to Murray 
Darling Basin Plan impacts have done so since 2010, without change. 
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Groundwater Pricing 

MVPD does not support any increase in pricing for groundwater in 016 zone in the Murray 
Valley. Further discussions are required directly with IPART re pricing changes for 
groundwater in Murray Valley 016 zone.  

• MVPD refers to concerns highlighted to IPART to page 9 of the attached MVPD December 
2024 submission 

• IPART is encouraged to recognise the actual cost involved of pumping of groundwater is 
borne soley by the water user (eg farmer). Such costs of operations are already at high 
levels putting usage into unviable territory for a number of cropping systems  

• Water NSW proposals for fees note a range of costs parameters including Groundwater 
Planning, data collection, license and water take management, surface water modelling, 
drainage modelling, regional planning and strategies to name a few. 

• Groundwater pricing delivered by DCCEEW, NRAR and Water NSW however is not 
accompanied by sufficient transparency and an evidentiary basis for price rises beyond 
CPI 

• The NSW Murray Valley (surface and bores) participated in Southern Basin Metering project 
which means that most meters currently are owned and operated remotely by Government 
agencies. On-site visits therefore are significantly reduced and information is provided into 
departments through telemetry based systems. 

• MVPD is concerned there has been no effective or evidentiary consultation on groundwater 
charges in the Murray Valley. 

• This includes MDBA pass through charges where there is no transparency to identify what 
role/actions the MDBA take in groundwater management, other than influencing policies 
and collating reporting.  

• It also is unclear if the MDBA rely on NSW Government sources for information on 
groundwater, in which case without full transparency, there is a high risk that pass through 
charges are being applied inequitably or there is a risk of costings attributed when there is 
no justification. 

Recommendation: there be no increase in 016 ground water charges,  further discussion 
on groundwater charges is required with MVPD and customers 

 

Closing remarks: 

Murray Valley Private Diverters encourages IPART to recognise General Security customers in 
the Murray Valley have already reached tipping point. The situation has become dire and is 
beyond their capacity to pay. Continued price increases proposed by Water NSW, WAMC, 
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MDBA are unacceptable and Government agencies have not demonstrated necessary internal 
efficiencies, to limit cost shifting on to customers. 

IPART should include in their consideration of pricing claims by NSW WAMC and Water NSW, 
the costs association with internal agency policies, associated costs and/or project failures 
that accompany such policies and how such costs, could be avoided. 

A move away from Water NSW’s traditional role is also contributing to higher costs being 
imposed on Water NSW customers. DCCEEW drive environmental policies, WAMC projects 
and relationships in implementation by Water NSW, are riddled with impracticalities, often 
contain assumption errors, typically have major project budget over-runs and high external 
consultancies costs – many of which could be avoided.  

This combined with NSW Government and MDBA’s focus on environmental priorities that are 
not developed with social and economic considerations, are not sustainable.  

This submission has raised many points of concern, but these are a reflection on how 
Government agencies view their customers. This is a major concern. Consultation with 
stakeholders remains ineffective, without meaningful changes. Options for improved cost 
management can be significantly improved by working collaboratively with local stakeholders, 
particularly in the Murray Valley because of its unique tri state management arrangements and 
intergenerational local knowledge of river systems. 

Requests for direct and continued dialogue with Water NSW, NSW DCCEEW and WAMC for 
various aspects of water management and/or project design and implementation still has not 
been achieved. Representative Stakeholder Groups, offering solutions too often are ignored. 

A recent example includes Murray Regional Strategy Group (MRSG) solutions Road Map 
pathway for delivering environmental flows. This was met with a response by NSW 
Government representatives….. “we have cherry picked what we want”. In this case only 
solutions offered by Murray Irrigation were accepted and funded, but no other solutions, even 
ones that did not require funding, was accepted by the NSW Government agencies. This is 
despite years of background preparation, positive consultation with NSW Agencies and the 
MDBA. Impacts policy decisions can be profound, but practical ideas are not given pathways 
forward. 

NSW Government still has not enabled effective dialogue between customers and NSW 
decisions makers, including prior to or post MINCO or BOC meetings.  

Surface and groundwater users are  subject to substantial price risks without necessary 
transparency or justifications by NSW Agencies and the MDBA 

The continued application of the principle of Full Cost Recovery should be rejected by IPART.  
IPART’s decision on pricing should reflect the concerns of customers and stakeholders who 
continue to express the same concerns without evidence of change. 

This applies to Federal and State Government agencies and the MDBA. 
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