
Date : 22/08/2017 6:46:30 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "Brian Clancy (brian.clancy@dpi.nsw.gov.au)" , "Tracey Brownbill" 
Subject : Border Rivers Consultation summary - Queensland
Attachment : DVIA agenda 3 August 2017.docx;meeting-minutes-DVIA-20170523 v2.doc;BRA Summary consultation proposals 2-8-
17.docx;image001.png;image002.png;
Hi Brian and Tracey
Hope all is well and weather is starting to warm up for those south of the border.

My apologies Brian for the delay in sending the meeting minutes and outcomes to you from the recent Border Rivers Alluvium meetings
earlier.  These are not for wide circulation as they are a raw record of the conversations held – therefore not draft or final outcomes/policies. 
The discussions held with stakeholders and feedback received will obviously guide our policy and plan outcomes.   I have provided them to
ensure you and Tracey are aware of the conversations we have had with the Border Rivers Alluvium stakeholders (represented by the DVIA)
and may assist you if/when you head up this way for your own consultation.

There are two sets of meeting minutes – one from May 2017 (when you attended Brian) and the other from the 3 August 2017.  I have also
attached a summary of Qld BRA proposed policy outcomes that we had discussed during previous consultation sessions. I circulated these to
the DVIA on the 3 August.  These are obviously not yet updated for the proposed outcomes that we discussed on the 3 August.

Let me know if you have any questions or would be interested in discussing further.

Cheers
Jason

Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Na tura l  Re s ource s  Offi ce r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s  a nd Mi ne s
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M 
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au
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Stakeholder meeting - Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association 
Border Rivers Alluvium Water Plan 

Thursday 3rd August 2017 

10am-1pm 

Texas Golf Club 

AGENDA 

  
 

 Agenda Item Presenter 

 
1. Recap of previous meeting outcomes Jason Chavasse 

 

2. Zones and trade envelopes 

• Outline of proposed zones for BRA (based on previous 

stakeholder discussions and further DNRM examination of the 

system).   

• Discussion on proposed trade envelope volumes  

• Discussion on proposed trade rules 

o Where water can move 

o What is included in the envelope (SWA, Perm, NSW) 

Paul Hausler, Jason 

Chavasse 

 3.          Announced Allocations 
Paul Hausler, Jason 

Chavasse 

 

4.  Interstate trade 

• What has happened in this space? 

• Draft Water Plan proposal  

Jason Chavasse, Paul 

Hausler 

 5.          Other matters (as required)  Jason Chavasse 

 

6. Next steps 

• Draft Water Plan expected timeframes 

• Further consultation for draft plan  

Jason Chavasse 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers Water Plan Consultation – Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Summary of proposed policy and consultation outcomes  

 

Since the release of the Statement of Proposals for the Queensland Border Rivers Water Plan review 

in July 2016, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines has engaged with the 

Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association (DVIA).  The DVIA has represented entitlement holders for 

alluvial groundwater matters upstream of Keetah Bridge.  To date, the department has held 4 

consultation sessions to work through a number of matters, the outcomes of which are detailed in 

the table below.  Further consultation is occurring in relation to management zones and trade of 

water entitlements between these zones. 

The proposals outlined in the table below have been discussed in meetings between the DVIA 

stakeholder advisory group and the department and will be used to guide the outcomes in the draft 

Water Plan. Given the Water Plan is the Ministers Plan, changes to the proposals detailed below 

could occur between consultation and the draft Water Plan.   

The draft Water Plan is scheduled to be released for public consultation in January/February 2018.  

This is an important stage where entitlement holders and members of the community can provide 

further formal input on the proposed outcomes of the draft Water Plan for the Border Rivers.   

Commencement of the Qld Border Rivers and Moonie Water Plan is expected on 1 July 2019.   

Issue Proposal Explanation 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        2 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        3 

 

Trading of Water Allocations 1. Water trading will be 
implemented in the Border 
Rivers Alluvium 

2. Permanent and seasonal trade 
of water allocations will be 
assessed to make sure they do 
not have significant impact on 
the SWL of other entitlement 
holders. 

3. Zones will be established to 
help manage the movement of 
traded water and to prevent 
‘hotspots’ or the accumulation 
of entitlements in an area.   

4. Groundwater will be able to be 
traded within the zones, 
subject to separation 
distances; and between zones 
depending on the rules and 
available space within the 
‘water envelope’.   

5. Envelopes will include 
permanent and seasonal 
trades.   

6. Points of extraction (bores) will 
be specifically identified as a 
geographic set of coordinates 
on the water allocation.   

7. An option for alternative 
assessment of impact 
assessment is also proposed. 

Extraction of groundwater does 
have an impact on neighbouring 
bores.  Consequently there will be 
an assessment methodology used 
to assess points of impact on other 
entitlement holders.  This is also 
consistent with the NSW approach 
in trade of water allocations. 
 
A provision for an alternative 
assessment of impact will be 
included in the management rules.   
Under these provisions, the 
entitlement holder will be able to 
undertake an alternative 
assessment to the satisfaction of 
the chief executive (where the 
assessment undertaken by the 
chief executive) does not permit 
the trade).   
 
To accommodate the separation 
distance assessment, specific 
points will be placed on the water 
allocation.  The points will be 
informed by the current 
entitlement bore locations.  These 
locations will be used in the 
assessment to determine impacts 
to neighbouring entitlements.  
There will be an opportunity with 
the release of the draft Water Plan 
for an entitlement holder to 
further check the accuracy of these 
locations.   
 
Trade zones and the ‘water 
envelopes’ will be the subject of 
further discussion with the DVIA on 
the 3 August 2017.     
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        4 
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Date : 4/08/2017 2:07:01 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : , (admin@brff.com.au)" 
Subject : Border Rivers Meeting - Texas
Attachment : BRA Summary consultation proposals 2-8-17.docx;image001.png;image003.png;
Hi
Thanks for yours and others attendance at the meeting yesterday to work through the last of the matters for the Border Rivers Alluvium, the
meeting I believe was successful with good outcomes in terms of trade zones and envelopes.  As discussed we will look a bit further at the
announced entitlement process however there is no escaping the fact that we need to manage an entitlement level of 14,421 ML into a 8,085
ML long-term management limit.
 
I thought some more stakeholders may have attended so I’m happy for others who could not attend to give me a call and talk through the
matters from yesterday if they would like to do so. I hope the summary document I put together summarises the outcomes we have discussed
over the past 5 meetings.
 
I have attached the document to this email for your reference and sending to others should they want to know the general details. 
 

 I also had  state that he was not aware that the meeting was on, so I’m not sure whether some emails bounced back,
whether some email addresses are out of date or whether they just missed the email notification  – it may be worth checking in with
entitlement holders whether they have provided you with the correct email address, but I’ll leave that one for you.
 
If you have any further questions please give me a call.
 
Cheers
Jason
 
 

Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Na tura l  Re s ource s  Offi ce r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s  a nd Mi ne s
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M 
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers Water Plan Consultation – Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Summary of proposed policy and consultation outcomes  

 

Since the release of the Statement of Proposals for the Queensland Border Rivers Water Plan review 

in July 2016, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines has engaged with the 

Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association (DVIA).  The DVIA has represented entitlement holders for 

alluvial groundwater matters upstream of Keetah Bridge.  To date, the department has held 4 

consultation sessions to work through a number of matters, the outcomes of which are detailed in 

the table below.  Further consultation is occurring in relation to management zones and trade of 

water entitlements between these zones. 

The proposals outlined in the table below have been discussed in meetings between the DVIA 

stakeholder advisory group and the department and will be used to guide the outcomes in the draft 

Water Plan. Given the Water Plan is the Ministers Plan, changes to the proposals detailed below 

could occur between consultation and the draft Water Plan.   

The draft Water Plan is scheduled to be released for public consultation in January/February 2018.  

This is an important stage where entitlement holders and members of the community can provide 

further formal input on the proposed outcomes of the draft Water Plan for the Border Rivers.   

Commencement of the Qld Border Rivers and Moonie Water Plan is expected on 1 July 2019.   

Issue Proposal Explanation 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        2 

 
20-308 File A Page 9 of 493

s.73 Irrelevant information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        3 

 

Trading of Water Allocations 1. Water trading will be 
implemented in the Border 
Rivers Alluvium 

2. Permanent and seasonal trade 
of water allocations will be 
assessed to make sure they do 
not have significant impact on 
the SWL of other entitlement 
holders. 

3. Zones will be established to 
help manage the movement of 
traded water and to prevent 
‘hotspots’ or the accumulation 
of entitlements in an area.   

4. Groundwater will be able to be 
traded within the zones, 
subject to separation 
distances; and between zones 
depending on the rules and 
available space within the 
‘water envelope’.   

5. Envelopes will include 
permanent and seasonal 
trades.   

6. Points of extraction (bores) will 
be specifically identified as a 
geographic set of coordinates 
on the water allocation.   

7. An option for alternative 
assessment of impact 
assessment is also proposed. 

Extraction of groundwater does 
have an impact on neighbouring 
bores.  Consequently there will be 
an assessment methodology used 
to assess points of impact on other 
entitlement holders.  This is also 
consistent with the NSW approach 
in trade of water allocations. 
 
A provision for an alternative 
assessment of impact will be 
included in the management rules.   
Under these provisions, the 
entitlement holder will be able to 
undertake an alternative 
assessment to the satisfaction of 
the chief executive (where the 
assessment undertaken by the 
chief executive) does not permit 
the trade).   
 
To accommodate the separation 
distance assessment, specific 
points will be placed on the water 
allocation.  The points will be 
informed by the current 
entitlement bore locations.  These 
locations will be used in the 
assessment to determine impacts 
to neighbouring entitlements.  
There will be an opportunity with 
the release of the draft Water Plan 
for an entitlement holder to 
further check the accuracy of these 
locations.   
 
Trade zones and the ‘water 
envelopes’ will be the subject of 
further discussion with the DVIA on 
the 3 August 2017.     
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        4 
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Date : 10/12/2018 3:01:52 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : BRA drawdown acceptable impact
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;
Hi Coby
I had a chat with Adrian and he thinks it is a prudent measure to have a percentage of the available head as well as the 3m.
 
So I would suggest we have the acceptable drawdown is the lesser of 10% of the available head of the aquifer or 3 metres.  The 10% is an
accepted threshold. 
 
This provide flexibility in approach and the 10% will allow for flexibility as water levels decline (sorry…if water levels decline)
 
In terms of our procedure:
-          we will have to use the monitoring bores to establish the available head (unless there are water levels for individual bores (doubtful))
-          we should use the average or median winter water level at the monitoring bore to establish available head (this will allow for aquifer

recovery – we may need to be mindful of long term average versus perhaps last 10 years)
 
Any thoughts?
 
Cheers
Jason
 

Jason Chavasse
A/Di re ctor
Ba s i n Pl a nni ng a nd Impl e me nta ti on
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M 
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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Date : 15/08/2017 2:40:16 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "HEMPSEED Ainslee" 
Subject : BRA Summary consultation proposals 2-8-17
Attachment : BRA Summary consultation proposals 2-8-17.docx;
Hi Ainslee
As discussed, here are the summary of proposals for Border Rivers groundwater.
 
Cheers
Jason
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers Water Plan Consultation – Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Summary of proposed policy and consultation outcomes  

 

Since the release of the Statement of Proposals for the Queensland Border Rivers Water Plan review 

in July 2016, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines has engaged with the 

Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association (DVIA).  The DVIA has represented entitlement holders for 

alluvial groundwater matters upstream of Keetah Bridge.  To date, the department has held 4 

consultation sessions to work through a number of matters, the outcomes of which are detailed in 

the table below.  Further consultation is occurring in relation to management zones and trade of 

water entitlements between these zones. 

The proposals outlined in the table below have been discussed in meetings between the DVIA 

stakeholder advisory group and the department and will be used to guide the outcomes in the draft 

Water Plan. Given the Water Plan is the Ministers Plan, changes to the proposals detailed below 

could occur between consultation and the draft Water Plan.   

The draft Water Plan is scheduled to be released for public consultation in January/February 2018.  

This is an important stage where entitlement holders and members of the community can provide 

further formal input on the proposed outcomes of the draft Water Plan for the Border Rivers.   

Commencement of the Qld Border Rivers and Moonie Water Plan is expected on 1 July 2019.   

Issue Proposal Explanation 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        2 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        3 

 

Trading of Water Allocations 1. Water trading will be 
implemented in the Border 
Rivers Alluvium 

2. Permanent and seasonal trade 
of water allocations will be 
assessed to make sure they do 
not have significant impact on 
the SWL of other entitlement 
holders. 

3. Zones will be established to 
help manage the movement of 
traded water and to prevent 
‘hotspots’ or the accumulation 
of entitlements in an area.   

4. Groundwater will be able to be 
traded within the zones, 
subject to separation 
distances; and between zones 
depending on the rules and 
available space within the 
‘water envelope’.   

5. Envelopes will include 
permanent and seasonal 
trades.   

6. Points of extraction (bores) will 
be specifically identified as a 
geographic set of coordinates 
on the water allocation.   

7. An option for alternative 
assessment of impact 
assessment is also proposed. 

Extraction of groundwater does 
have an impact on neighbouring 
bores.  Consequently there will be 
an assessment methodology used 
to assess points of impact on other 
entitlement holders.  This is also 
consistent with the NSW approach 
in trade of water allocations. 
 
A provision for an alternative 
assessment of impact will be 
included in the management rules.   
Under these provisions, the 
entitlement holder will be able to 
undertake an alternative 
assessment to the satisfaction of 
the chief executive (where the 
assessment undertaken by the 
chief executive) does not permit 
the trade).   
 
To accommodate the separation 
distance assessment, specific 
points will be placed on the water 
allocation.  The points will be 
informed by the current 
entitlement bore locations.  These 
locations will be used in the 
assessment to determine impacts 
to neighbouring entitlements.  
There will be an opportunity with 
the release of the draft Water Plan 
for an entitlement holder to 
further check the accuracy of these 
locations.   
 
Trade zones and the ‘water 
envelopes’ will be the subject of 
further discussion with the DVIA on 
the 3 August 2017.     
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 3 AUGUST 2017        4 
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Date : 24/10/2018 2:02:15 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "WELLER Jim" 
Subject : BRA Summary proposed policy October 2018
Attachment : BRA Summary proposed policy October 2018.docx;
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers Water Plan Consultation – Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Summary of proposed policy outcomes  

 

Messaging 

Since the release of the Statement of Proposals for the Queensland Border Rivers Water Plan review 

in July 2016, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy has engaged with 

the Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association (DVIA).  The DVIA has represented entitlement holders 

for alluvial groundwater matters upstream of Keetah Bridge.  To date, the department has held at 

least 8 consultation sessions to work through a number of matters. 

The recommended proposals outlined in the table below have been discussed in many previous 

consultation meetings between the DVIA stakeholder advisory group and the department and have 

been amended as necessary on consideration of draft water plan submissions.    

It is important to be aware that the draft Border Rivers Moonie Water Plan is the Ministers draft 

Water Plan and it will not be final until the Minister signs approves the Water Plan.   

 

There is an existing expectation that the department will return to finalise the consultation. Not 

following through with this ongoing commitment to engage is likely to be viewed by stakeholders 

that the department has something to hide between draft and final water plans.   

Undertaking further consultation could pose a risk (to process and timeframes) from certain 

individuals who are opposed to the changes as an opportunity to re-litigate the water plan provisions 

or make further representations on the matter that their submissions have not been appropriately 

considered 

However, there is an equal if not larger risk relating to ongoing relationships with stakeholders and 

potential for the DVIA to make representations to the Minister that the department has not 

adequately consulted, considered their submissions or closed the consultation loop.   
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        2 

 

Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) – 
Permanent and Seasonal water 
trade 
 
Water Plan 
- section 15 
- schedule 6 

 

Changes to draft include: 

• Zone envelope volumes 
will be increased to 
address concerns about 
the perceived inflation of 
water asset values and to 
allow for readjustment of 
entitlement.   

High risk 
- Many submitters expressed 

concern over the zone and 
envelopes being too 
restrictive. 

- Ian Campbell and Dan Ostwald 
have requested 
representations to the 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        3 

 

Water Management Protocol 
- Dealing Rules 

• Section 134-148 
- Impact Assessment 

• Chapter 11  
 

1. Zones 
2. Trade envelopes 
3. Impact assessment 
 
Water trading will be implemented 
in the Border Rivers Alluvium 
 
Permanent and seasonal trade of 
water allocations will be third party 
impact assessed to make sure they 
do not have significant impact on 
the SWL of other entitlement 
holders. 
 
Zones (5) will be established to 
help manage the movement of 
traded water and to prevent 
‘hotspots’ or the accumulation of 
entitlements in an area.   
 
Groundwater will be able to be 
traded within the zones, subject to 
separation distances; and between 
zones depending on the rules and 
available space within the ‘water 
envelope’.   
 
Envelopes will include permanent 
and seasonal trades.   
 
Points of extraction (bores) will be 
specifically identified as a 
geographic set of coordinates on 
the water allocation.   
 

• Zone envelop volumes are 
no longer conservatively 
performance based.   

• Consideration of approved 
points of extraction over 
the whole BRA (deep) – 
includes NSW.   

• Impact threshold will be 
consistent with NSW – will 
be either 5-10% of 
available head or 
maximum 3m drawdown.   

• Assessment of impacts 
over 180 day pumping 
season rather than 10 year 
period.   

• SWA rule change to allow 
for up to a 100ML 
assignment without 
impact assessment. 
Greater than 100ML will 
require impact 
assessment. 

Minister and department 
opposing trade. 

- General support for trade of 
water allocations providing 
there is stringent third party 
impact protections in place 
and consistency with NSW.   

 
- Risk of not consulting may 

have an equally concerning 
outcome for departmental 
relationships and DVIA 
approaching Minister on lack 
of completed consultation.   
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        4 
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Date : 22/08/2018 10:36:03 AM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "HEMPSEED Ainslee" 
Subject : BRM draft Plan update to DVIA 20-8-18
Attachment : BRM draft Plan update to DVIA 20-8-18.docx;
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
        1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Plan Consultation –  
Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Update – August 2018  

 

• Clear support for third party impact assessment during water trades. 

• Interest in a simple assessment process for temporary trades. 

• Concerns regarding the number of proposed trading zones. 
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Date : 21/08/2018 3:09:44 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To :  (admin@brff.com.au)" 
BCc : "BROWNHALLS Peter" , "RITCHIE John" 
Subject : BRM draft Plan update to DVIA
Attachment : BRM draft Plan update to DVIA 20-8-18.docx;image001.png;image003.png;
HI
Please find attached a summary of outcomes from the consultation and submissions on the draft Border and Moonie plans for the DVIA
meeting.
 
I will attend to talk to these matters along with other departmental representatives.
 
Please give me a call if you have any questions.
 
Kind regards
Jason
 
 

Jason Chavasse
A/Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
        1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Plan Consultation –  
Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Update – August 2018  

 

• Clear support for third party impact assessment during water trades. 

• Interest in a simple assessment process for temporary trades. 

• Concerns regarding the number of proposed trading zones. 

 

20-308 File A Page 26 of 493

s.73 Irrelevant information

s.73 Irrelevant information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



Date : 18/09/2017 3:08:44 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : (admin@brff.com.au)" 
Subject : DVIA consultation - DNRM groundwater planning proposals
Attachment : BRA Summary consultation proposals 6-9-17.docx;image001.png;image003.png;
Hi 
As discussed, I have attached the summary of proposals handed out at the last meeting.
 
These are current as at 6 September but do not include any discussions or outcomes held at this meeting.
 
Cheers
Jason
 

Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Na tura l  Re s ource s  Offi ce r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s  a nd Mi ne s
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers Water Plan Consultation – Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Summary of proposed policy and consultation outcomes  

 

Since the release of the Statement of Proposals for the Queensland Border Rivers Water Plan review 

in July 2016, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines has engaged with the 

Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association (DVIA).  The DVIA has represented entitlement holders for 

alluvial groundwater matters upstream of Keetah Bridge.  To date, the department has held 5 

consultation sessions to work through a number of matters, the outcomes of which are detailed in 

the table below. 

The proposals outlined in the table below have been discussed in meetings between the DVIA 

stakeholder advisory group and the department and will be used to guide the outcomes in the draft 

Water Plan. Given the Water Plan is the Ministers Plan, changes to the proposals detailed below 

could occur between consultation and the draft Water Plan.   

The draft Water Plan is scheduled to be released for public consultation in January/February 2018.  

This is an important stage where entitlement holders and members of the community can provide 

further formal input on the proposed outcomes of the draft Water Plan for the Border Rivers.   

Commencement of the Qld Border Rivers and Moonie Water Plan is expected on 1 July 2019.   
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        2 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        3 

 

Trading of Water Allocations 1. Water trading will be 
implemented in the Border 
Rivers Alluvium 

2. Permanent and seasonal trade 
of water allocations will be 
assessed to make sure they do 
not have significant impact on 

Extraction of groundwater does 
have an impact on neighbouring 
bores.  Consequently there will be 
an assessment methodology used 
to assess points of impact on other 
entitlement holders.  This is also 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        4 

 

the SWL of other entitlement 
holders. 

3. Zones will be established to 
help manage the movement of 
traded water and to prevent 
‘hotspots’ or the accumulation 
of entitlements in an area.   

4. Groundwater will be able to be 
traded within the zones, 
subject to separation 
distances; and between zones 
depending on the rules and 
available space within the 
‘water envelope’.   

5. Envelopes will include 
permanent and seasonal 
trades.   

6. Points of extraction (bores) will 
be specifically identified as a 
geographic set of coordinates 
on the water allocation.   

7. An option for alternative 
assessment of impact 
assessment is also proposed. 

consistent with the NSW approach 
in trade of water allocations. 
 
A provision for an alternative 
assessment of impact will be 
included in the management rules.   
Under these provisions, the 
entitlement holder will be able to 
undertake an alternative 
assessment to the satisfaction of 
the chief executive (where the 
assessment undertaken by the 
chief executive does not permit the 
trade).   
 
To accommodate the separation 
distance assessment, specific 
points will be placed on the water 
allocation.  The points will be 
informed by the current 
entitlement bore locations.  These 
locations will be used in the 
assessment to determine impacts 
to neighbouring entitlements.  
There will be an opportunity with 
the release of the draft Water Plan 
for an entitlement holder to 
further check the accuracy of these 
locations.   
 

QLD trade zones and trade 
envelopes 

Trade zones and the ‘water 
envelopes’ were discussed at the 
stakeholder meeting on the 3 
August.  The following zones and 
envelopes were proposed: 
Zone 1 and 2 boundary 
• Commencement of the semi-

confining layer 
• Upstream the resource is 

unconfined (no deep or 
shallow)  

Zone 2 and 3 boundary 
• Further confining of alluvium 

(showing more confined 
response) 

• Alluvium narrows 
• Proposed as option by DVIA 
Zone 3 and 4 boundary 
• Management decision - zone 

three contains TWS  
• Zone extent shows similar 

drawdown influences and 
effects 

Zone 4 – No trade envelope due to 
entitlement holder concerns on 
current level of entitlement and 
performance of bores.  
 
Agreed trade envelope volumes 
were discussed at the stakeholder 
meeting on the 3 August and 
adjusted to a suitable volume 
based on feedback. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        5 

 

• Recognise existing sub-area 
boundary as a hydrological 
division 

• Proposed as option by DVIA 
Zone 4 and 5 boundary 
• Management decision – large 

existing entitlement in Zone 4 
• DVIA recognise area as having 

noticeable neighbour pumping 
effects 

• Split allows for future 
management options 

• Model outcomes support 
boundary  

 
Trade envelope proposed volumes 
Zone 1 – 50% envelope (448 ML) 
Zone 2 – 50% envelope (665 ML) 
Zone 3 – 20% envelope (199 ML) 
Zone 4 – 0% (0 ML) 
Zone 5 – 20% envelope (274 ML) 
 

 

20-308 File A Page 32 of 493

s.73 Irrelevant information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



Date : 6/12/2016 5:21:15 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "BROWNHALLS Peter" 
Subject : DVIA talking notes - any comments drop on my desk if easier
Attachment : DVIA 8.1 agenda.docx;image001.png;image003.png;
 
 

Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Na tura l  Re s ource s  Offi ce r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s  a nd Mi ne s
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M 
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au
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Border Rivers Water Plan 
 
Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association Stakeholder Meeting 
8 December, 2016 

Attendees: Jason Chavasse; Paul Hausler 
 

 Discussion Items  

 

1. Summary of submission received through the Statement of Proposals 

i. Summary 

ii. Specific issues raised 

 

2. Principles of Trade and Water Allocations 

a. Unless the BRA model states otherwise, the current managed sub-areas stay as 

they are 

b. Within the current planning timeframe (2019), interstate trade is not proposed 

however wherever possible, rules will be designed to be consistent with NSW.  

Interstate trade will likely occur through the IGA which at this stage is not 

proposed to be amended – resources, time and political will.   

c. Initially (for 2019 timeframe) trade will only be made available in the Border Rivers 

Alluvium (deep resource) based on the following reasoning: 

i. Submission feedback 

ii. Low yield and access to resource for a reliable supply in DRA 

iii. Not converting to a tradeable WA 

d. Looking to manage third party impacts of the trade of water to an acceptable and 

manageable level – sub-area or point to point (discussion). 

e. We need to be mindful that flexible water accounting doesn’t undermine a trade 

framework.  i.e. flexible accounting to provide for seasonal management and trade 

to provide for long-term business expansion and viability.   

f. The performance/value of a Water Allocation will be protected through the 

specification of the Water Allocation and Water Sharing Rules. 
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Date : 15/02/2018 5:47:38 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "HAUSLER Paul" , "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : FW: Check of drawdown equation 
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;
FYI
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: JAMIESON Michael 
Sent: Thursday, 8 February 2018 7:56 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Check of drawdown equation
 
Hi Jason
The formula you have is based on the Cooper and Jacob linear approximation of the Theis well function. It is a standard method used for estimating aquifer hydraulic parameters from pump tests, and for estimating
drawdown at a distance from a pumping well.
 
I have checked the algebra and confirm that the form of the equation you are proposing to use in your plans is consistent with the equation published by Cooper and Jacob in their 1946 publication.
 
Jacob Cooper, as for the Theis equation, assumes that the aquifer is confined and non-leaky, infinite in extent, and uniform thickness. We know that some of these conditions are not satisfied, but even so the Cooper
Jacob approximation is generally used by hydrogeologists as a way of estimating drawdown to a level of confidence that is acceptable for many applications, such as defining set-back distances for new bores, and it is
appropriate for use in your situation in the Border rivers.
 
However, the Cooper and Jacob linear approximation is only valid in situations where the Theis well function is approximately linear (the Theis function is an exponential function). There is a simple test used to figure out
when this happens, as explained on this web page http://www.aqtesolv.com/cooper-jacob.htm#Cooper_Jacob_Equation
 
This is the test: u = (r2S)/(4Tt) =< 0.01, as recommended in Kruseman and de Ridder, 1994;
Driscoll, 1986, is another reference, and it recommends u =< 0.05.
These references can be seen on the web site I linked above
 
Which reference you use depends on how critical your drawdown prediction is. I would suggest that the Driscoll referenced u-test is appropriate in your situation (u =< 0.05).  
 
If we use the test: u =< 0.05, we get that the formula you have is valid only for the Border Rivers at distances from the pumping well less than 3,820 metres.
 
To show what happens when you apply your formula at distances greater than 3820 metres, I applied your formula (based on Cooper Jacob) to some examples, and then used Theis to predict the drawdown. I graphed this
also, below.

L/s 1 5 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 150 200
Q (m3/day) 86.4 432 864 1728 2592 3456 4320 5184 6048 6912 7776 8640 12960 17280
ML/yr 31.536 157.68 315.36 630.72 946.08 1261.44 1576.8 1892.16 2207.52 2522.88 2838.24 3153.6 4730.4 6307.2

Jacob Cooper
approximation minimum set back distance (metres) 0 2.1 162.4 1442.8 2988 4300.1 5349.7 6188.3 6866.6 7423.6 7887.9 8280.2 9578.1 10301.4
Theis equation predicted drawdown (metres) 3.003 2.996 3.003 3.007 3.033 3.087 3.165 3.261 3.372 3.494 3.623 3.759 4.495 5.280

error on 3m target drawdown limit
(metres) 0.003 -0.004 0.003 0.007 0.033 0.087 0.165 0.261 0.372 0.494 0.623 0.759 1.495 2.280
error on 3m target drawdown limit (%) 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.2 1.1 2.9 5.5 8.7 12.4 16.5 20.8 25.3 49.8 76

 

 
for Q < about 1000ML/yr, your formula under predicts drawdown by 1.1% or less. This is also in the range of where the u – test also suggests the formula is OK (set back is 2988 metres, which is less than the u-test result of
3820m)
However, for Q > about 1000ML/yr, your formula is under predicting drawdown by an increasing amount:3% error @ 1260ML; 25% error @ 3150ML; 76% error @ 6300ML.
 
However, maybe there are other limits in your plan that mean no licence can ever be granted more than 1000ML?
 
If there is the prospect of licences with greater than 1000ML, then you should consider using the Theis equation rather than the Jacob Cooper approximation.
 
Give me a call if you would like to discuss,
 
Regards
Michael
 
 
Michael Jamieson
Principal Policy Officer | Strategic Water Programs
Natural Resources, Mines and Energy
Telephone: 3137 4244
Email: michael.jamieson@dnrme.qld.gov.au
Website http://www.dnrm.qld.gov.au
 
Department Natural Resources, Mines and Energy
PO Box 15216, City East Queensland 4002
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Term Explanation
DistMin DistMin is the minimum separation distance in meters between a proposed point of take

and any point of take associated with another water entitlement.
T T is the transmissivity for the Border Rivers Alluvium in m2/day. The transmissivity used

is 200 m2/day.
t t is the pumping duration in days to be used for the assessment which is as follows—

·         for a water allocation—3650 days;
·         for a seasonal water assignment—250 days; and

 
S S is the assumed storage coefficient for the aquifer of 0.01
s s is the acceptable drawdown in metres. The acceptable drawdown impact is 3 metres or

less.
Q Q is the pumping rate in m3/day for the proposed water allocation or seasonal water

assignment  which is as follows—
·         for a water allocation VolML/365 days;
·         for a seasonal water assignment— VolML//250 days.

VolML VolML is volume permitted to be taken in a year in megalitres which is as follows—
·         for a water allocation with water allocation group BRA01 or BRA02

—‘volumetric limit’;
·         for a water allocation with water allocation group BRA03—‘nominal volume’
·         for a seasonal water assignment—‘maximum volume to be taken’

 

 
 
 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 8 February 2018 12:49 PM
To: JAMIESON Michael <Michael.Jamieson@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Check of drawdown equation
 
Hi Michael
Could you please assist me in verifying the rearrangement of the Thiess/Cooper Jacob equation to solve for radius of drawdown? I’m not a formula guru and I would like to have some further check on its validity.
 
This is going in our Water Plans and I would like a peer review to ensure we have the formula arranged correctly.
 
Let me know if you need more information or would like to discuss.
 
Thanks
Jason
 

101                  Calculating of minimum separation distance
(1)        For each groundwater subarea the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take on the water allocation or point of take condition on the water licence using the following formula—

(2)        Error! Reference source not found. details parameters for calculating the minimum separation distance.
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Date : 22/02/2018 11:45:03 AM
From : "JAMIESON Michael" 
To : "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : FW: Theis eqn spreadsheet
 
 
From: JAMIESON Michael 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 February 2018 1:51 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Theis eqn spreadsheet
 
Hi Jason
I was just talking to rom OGIA. They use software called MLU for leaky aquifers. They use it to predict drawdown in the Hutton
from CSG activities. It is easier and cheaper than running their model for a lot of applications. It is cheap to buy also. A review of the software is
here http://www.microfem.com/products/GroundwaterJournal_MLU_Review.pdf
I am discussing with Keith how I might use this to come up with set back distances for the GAB aquifers – this should give us smaller set backs
that are more realistic given the aquifers are leaky.
Thought you might like to know.
Regards
Michael
 
From: JAMIESON Michael 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:14 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Theis eqn spreadsheet
 
Hi Jason
I should have told you how this works.
You enter parameters into the yellow boxes.
You can calculate 3 sets of drawdown at once, for 3 different S values, S1, S2, S3. Most of the time you just want to have an answer for a single S
value, so then just use S1.
u and drawdown are calculated at the distances you enter into the radius row into the yellow boxes.
To find the distance at which drawdown equals a given vale, say 5m, requires a bit of trial and error with this spreadsheet. You can graph
drawdown vs radius to help you do this.
So this spreadsheet isn’t perfect for finding separation distance for a defined drawdown. There is probably better software for doing this out
there.
However you really only need to do this once, for a given set of parameters, at a given Q, and then you have the number for future reference.
This is what we did for the GABORA protocol and for the GAB ROP tables.
Regards
Michael
 
From: JAMIESON Michael 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:05 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Theis eqn spreadsheet
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Date : 15/02/2018 5:47:38 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "HAUSLER Paul" , "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : FW: Check of drawdown equation 
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;
FYI
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: JAMIESON Michael 
Sent: Thursday, 8 February 2018 7:56 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Check of drawdown equation
 
Hi Jason
The formula you have is based on the Cooper and Jacob linear approximation of the Theis well function. It is a standard method used for estimating aquifer hydraulic parameters from pump tests, and for estimating
drawdown at a distance from a pumping well.
 
I have checked the algebra and confirm that the form of the equation you are proposing to use in your plans is consistent with the equation published by Cooper and Jacob in their 1946 publication.
 
Jacob Cooper, as for the Theis equation, assumes that the aquifer is confined and non-leaky, infinite in extent, and uniform thickness. We know that some of these conditions are not satisfied, but even so the Cooper
Jacob approximation is generally used by hydrogeologists as a way of estimating drawdown to a level of confidence that is acceptable for many applications, such as defining set-back distances for new bores, and it is
appropriate for use in your situation in the Border rivers.
 
However, the Cooper and Jacob linear approximation is only valid in situations where the Theis well function is approximately linear (the Theis function is an exponential function). There is a simple test used to figure out
when this happens, as explained on this web page http://www.aqtesolv.com/cooper-jacob.htm#Cooper_Jacob_Equation
 
This is the test: u = (r2S)/(4Tt) =< 0.01, as recommended in Kruseman and de Ridder, 1994;
Driscoll, 1986, is another reference, and it recommends u =< 0.05.
These references can be seen on the web site I linked above
 
Which reference you use depends on how critical your drawdown prediction is. I would suggest that the Driscoll referenced u-test is appropriate in your situation (u =< 0.05).  
 
If we use the test: u =< 0.05, we get that the formula you have is valid only for the Border Rivers at distances from the pumping well less than 3,820 metres.
 
To show what happens when you apply your formula at distances greater than 3820 metres, I applied your formula (based on Cooper Jacob) to some examples, and then used Theis to predict the drawdown. I graphed this
also, below.

L/s 1 5 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 150 200
Q (m3/day) 86.4 432 864 1728 2592 3456 4320 5184 6048 6912 7776 8640 12960 17280
ML/yr 31.536 157.68 315.36 630.72 946.08 1261.44 1576.8 1892.16 2207.52 2522.88 2838.24 3153.6 4730.4 6307.2

Jacob Cooper
approximation minimum set back distance (metres) 0 2.1 162.4 1442.8 2988 4300.1 5349.7 6188.3 6866.6 7423.6 7887.9 8280.2 9578.1 10301.4
Theis equation predicted drawdown (metres) 3.003 2.996 3.003 3.007 3.033 3.087 3.165 3.261 3.372 3.494 3.623 3.759 4.495 5.280

error on 3m target drawdown limit
(metres) 0.003 -0.004 0.003 0.007 0.033 0.087 0.165 0.261 0.372 0.494 0.623 0.759 1.495 2.280
error on 3m target drawdown limit (%) 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.2 1.1 2.9 5.5 8.7 12.4 16.5 20.8 25.3 49.8 76

 

 
for Q < about 1000ML/yr, your formula under predicts drawdown by 1.1% or less. This is also in the range of where the u – test also suggests the formula is OK (set back is 2988 metres, which is less than the u-test result of
3820m)
However, for Q > about 1000ML/yr, your formula is under predicting drawdown by an increasing amount:3% error @ 1260ML; 25% error @ 3150ML; 76% error @ 6300ML.
 
However, maybe there are other limits in your plan that mean no licence can ever be granted more than 1000ML?
 
If there is the prospect of licences with greater than 1000ML, then you should consider using the Theis equation rather than the Jacob Cooper approximation.
 
Give me a call if you would like to discuss,
 
Regards
Michael
 
 
Michael Jamieson
Principal Policy Officer | Strategic Water Programs
Natural Resources, Mines and Energy
Telephone: 3137 4244
Email: michael.jamieson@dnrme.qld.gov.au
Website http://www.dnrm.qld.gov.au
 
Department Natural Resources, Mines and Energy
PO Box 15216, City East Queensland 4002
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Term Explanation
DistMin DistMin is the minimum separation distance in meters between a proposed point of take

and any point of take associated with another water entitlement.
T T is the transmissivity for the Border Rivers Alluvium in m2/day. The transmissivity used

is 200 m2/day.
t t is the pumping duration in days to be used for the assessment which is as follows—

·         for a water allocation—3650 days;
·         for a seasonal water assignment—250 days; and

 
S S is the assumed storage coefficient for the aquifer of 0.01
s s is the acceptable drawdown in metres. The acceptable drawdown impact is 3 metres or

less.
Q Q is the pumping rate in m3/day for the proposed water allocation or seasonal water

assignment  which is as follows—
·         for a water allocation VolML/365 days;
·         for a seasonal water assignment— VolML//250 days.

VolML VolML is volume permitted to be taken in a year in megalitres which is as follows—
·         for a water allocation with water allocation group BRA01 or BRA02

—‘volumetric limit’;
·         for a water allocation with water allocation group BRA03—‘nominal volume’
·         for a seasonal water assignment—‘maximum volume to be taken’

 

 
 
 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 8 February 2018 12:49 PM
To: JAMIESON Michael <Michael.Jamieson@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Check of drawdown equation
 
Hi Michael
Could you please assist me in verifying the rearrangement of the Thiess/Cooper Jacob equation to solve for radius of drawdown? I’m not a formula guru and I would like to have some further check on its validity.
 
This is going in our Water Plans and I would like a peer review to ensure we have the formula arranged correctly.
 
Let me know if you need more information or would like to discuss.
 
Thanks
Jason
 

101                  Calculating of minimum separation distance
(1)        For each groundwater subarea the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take on the water allocation or point of take condition on the water licence using the following formula—

(2)        Error! Reference source not found. details parameters for calculating the minimum separation distance.
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Date : 1/03/2018 5:14:19 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
Subject : FW: DVIA consultation - DNRM groundwater planning proposals
Attachment : BRA Summary consultation proposals 6-9-17.pdf;BRA Trade zone envelopes and performance 20-9-17.pdf;Border
Rivers Alluvium Trade Zones.JPG;image001.jpg;image003.jpg;image004.png;image005.png;image007.png;
 
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Wednesday, 20 September 2017 4:51 PM
To: admin@brff.com.au>
Subject: RE: DVIA consultation - DNRM groundwater planning proposals
 
Hi 
I have added my amendments to the minuted text below in red writing with the intent of clarifying to ensure no misunderstanding.
 
I also thought it best I include information I committed to supplying (as outlined in the minutes) that being:

·         The summary document of consultation proposals (as circulated at the meeting) - there may be some matters in there that
stakeholders do not agree on however these have been worked through various consultations and will remain as the basis for plan
development. 

·         A map of the zones as proposed to be put in the draft Water Plan; and
·         A table that details the zone trade volumes (envelopes) that are proposed to go into the Water Management Protocol. 

In terms of the commitment to provide some more information from the model regarding the 70% trade zone envelope volume, I have tabled
below the outcomes of the modelled scenario:
 

 Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 5
 Volumetric

Limit (ML)
Nominal

Volume (ML)
Volumetric
Limit (ML)

Nominal
Volume (ML)

Volumetric
Limit (ML)

Nominal
Volume (ML)

Current
entitlement 1684 896 2500 1330 2575 1370

Performance* - 97% - 100% - 91%
70% extra
volume 1179 627 1750 931 1803 959

Total
entitlement 2863 1523 4250 2261 4378 2329

Performance* - 87% - 80% - 69%
* Performance is the mean annual diversion/demand.

 
The draft Water Plan will reflect the previously agreed envelope volumes (as detailed in the attached table).  All entitlement holders are
encouraged to submit on the draft plan if they disagree with aspects of the Water Plan and Water Management Protocol. 
 
If you could circulate the attached and contained information that would be appreciated.
 
If anyone has questions, I will be more than happy to discuss over the phone or via email. 
 
Kind regards
Jason
 
 

Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Na tura l  Re s ource s  Offi ce r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s  a nd Mi ne s
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au
 

 
 
From: [mailto:admin@brff.com.au] 
Sent: Monday, 18 September 2017 3:55 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: DVIA consultation - DNRM groundwater planning proposals
 
Jason, 20-308 File A Page 45 of 493
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Below are my dot points, if you can edit them in case I have my notes/information incorrect that would be appreciated. (the ones highlighted in
yellow are the ones I really have no idea about)
 

·         We have had five meetings with representatives of the DVIA regarding the Border Rivers Alluvium and the Dumaresq River
Alluvium. 

·         Consultation has involved policy proposals being put to the committee for their comment and feedback at each meeting with some
changes occurring along the way.

·         Once the draft plan has been released for public consultation and submissions received, if there are any outstanding matters the
department cannot resolve, the department may send the matters to a specifically convened referral panel who will provide advice
and recommendations on the approach to take to the matter. 

·         There are two proposed options to management of announced allocations.  As a start all entitlement holders will be subject to a
fluctuating announced allocation based on the previous year/s use.  This would mean that if use exceeds the management volume
limit of 8085 ML in any year, the volume that exceeded the 8085 ML limit will need to be recovered in order to manage the take
in the following year (resulting in a reduced announced allocation). 

·         If the profile of use continues in the BRA as it has done for the past 17 years of metered data with the 8085 ML management limit,
there would only be 2 years where announced allocations would be below 100%. 

·         The second option is for an entitlement holder who requires greater certainty over access to water to lock in their AA at ~53%,
once locked in you would be managed at 53% for the 10 year period.  You would not be subject to changing AA limitations. 

·         The shallow Dumaresq River Alluvium will continue to be managed separately

·         Anyone wanting to trade shallow water will only be permitted to undertake temporary seasonal water assignment and will also
need to be metered

 
Trade Zones

·         The Zones will be in the Water Plan and will be unlikely to change in the 10 year plan life

has real concerns on the zones there are too many zones I can see that these zones are going to make water
expensive in some zones and worth near zero in other zones. These are destined to have major impacts and he would like
to see more modelling

·         Do we want One zone for the whole of Qld and then review that on 10 years’ time?
·         Is it the zones or is it the amount of water being allowed to trade?20-308 File A Page 46 of 493
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This association would like a one pager that explains this clearer and then we can circulate that amongst everyone and
make sure that everyone is on the same page and then let you know  - Jason agreed to supply this information to the
association for review for the groundwater members

·         Double the envelope in each zone but have half for permanent and half for temporary

It was agreed that there has to be more flexibility

·         Jason - so you are thinking of X % of the envelope is for seasonable trade only?
·         The zones were tested in the model and that has supported the location and volumes of the water in the zones.
·         Once the water plan is in place review may not happen for another ten years as this is the statutory timeframe, unless the

Minister agrees it is necessary. However within the 10 year timeframe, the operational rules in the Water Management
Protocol (e.g. water sharing rules; trade envelope volumes; and trade rules) are able to be reviewed and amended if
necessary. 

·         It is important to note that there will be a draft plan for public consultation and submissions for further information to be
provided to the department through the planning process – likely draft Water Plan in Jan/Feb 2018. 

Association: we need to have something in these plans coming up that state we ARE allowed to review and change if it does
not work for us.
Once we have the one pager from Jason we can look at what we need flexibility with and what we need to have changed.

If a Zone envelope is 1000 ML and someone trades 200 ML out then there is a gap of 200 ML in that zone that can be traded back
in.
Jason agreed to speak with the modeller regarding putting more water into the zones (extra 70%) except 3 and 4; and provide a
clearer picture of the volumetric limits in the current proposed envelopes  - advise the DVIA of these outcomes. 

 
 
 

Executive Assistant
Border Rivers Food & Fibre
PO Box 507 GDI Qld 4390
(: 07 4671 3888
M: 
M: 
W: www.brff.com.au
Skype: office.brff
 
We would like to welcome our new Associate Members for 2017. We encourage all members to support the local
businesses that support BRFF
 

 
 
 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason [mailto:Jason.Chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au] 
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 3:13 PM
To:  <admin@brff.com.au>
Subject: RE: DVIA consultation - DNRM groundwater planning proposals
 
Thanks that would be very much appreciated. 
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Natural Resources Officer
Water Services – Groundwater20-308 File A Page 47 of 493
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Toowoomba
 
From: [mailto:admin@brff.com.au] 
Sent: Monday, 18 September 2017 3:12 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: DVIA consultation - DNRM groundwater planning proposals
 
Thanks Jason,
 
Once I have typed the points out could I send it to you in case in needs editing as I am not familiar with the groundwater issues in the
Dumaresq as I have not been to any of the meetings since you guys started to meet with the members?
 

Executive Assistant
Border Rivers Food & Fibre
PO Box 507 GDI Qld 4390
(: 07 4671 3888
M:
M:
W: www.brff.com.au
Skype: office.brff
 
We would like to welcome our new Associate Members for 2017. We encourage all members to support the local
businesses that support BRFF
 

 
 
 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason [mailto:Jason.Chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au] 
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 3:09 PM
To: <admin@brff.com.au>
Subject: DVIA consultation - DNRM groundwater planning proposals
 
Hi
As discussed, I have attached the summary of proposals handed out at the last meeting.
 
These are current as at 6 September but do not include any discussions or outcomes held at this meeting.
 
Cheers
Jason
 

Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Na tura l  Re s ource s  Offi ce r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s  a nd Mi ne s
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M 0429 626 437
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrm.qld.gov.au
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------------------------------
The information in this email together with any attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. There is no waiver of any confidentiality/privilege by your inadvertent receipt of this material. 
Any form of review, disclosure, modification, distribution and/or publication of this email message is prohibited, unless as a necessary part of
Departmental business.
If you have received this message in error, you are asked to inform the sender as quickly as possible and delete this message and any copies of
this message from your computer and/or your computer system network.
------------------------------
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers Water Plan Consultation – Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Summary of proposed policy and consultation outcomes  

 

Since the release of the Statement of Proposals for the Queensland Border Rivers Water Plan review 

in July 2016, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines has engaged with the 

Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association (DVIA).  The DVIA has represented entitlement holders for 

alluvial groundwater matters upstream of Keetah Bridge.  To date, the department has held 6 

consultation sessions to work through a number of matters, the outcomes of which are detailed in 

the table below. 

The proposals outlined in the table below have been discussed in meetings between the DVIA 

stakeholder advisory group and the department and will be used to guide the outcomes in the draft 

Water Plan. Given the Water Plan is the Ministers Plan, changes to the proposals detailed below 

could occur between consultation and the draft Water Plan.   

The draft Water Plan is scheduled to be released for public consultation in January/February 2018.  

This is an important stage where entitlement holders and members of the community can provide 

further formal input on the proposed outcomes of the draft Water Plan for the Border Rivers.   

Commencement of the Qld Border Rivers and Moonie Water Plan is expected on 1 July 2019.   

Issue Proposal Explanation 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        2 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        3 

 

Trading of Water Allocations 1. Water trading will be 
implemented in the Border 
Rivers Alluvium 

2. Permanent and seasonal trade 
of water allocations will be 

Extraction of groundwater does 
have an impact on neighbouring 
bores.  Consequently there will be 
an assessment methodology used 
to assess points of impact on other 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        4 

 

assessed to make sure they do 
not have significant impact on 
the standing water level (SWL) 
of other entitlement holders. 

3. Zones will be established to 
help manage the movement of 
traded water and to prevent 
‘hotspots’ or the accumulation 
of entitlements in an area.   

4. Groundwater will be able to be 
traded within the zones, 
subject to separation rules; and 
between zones subject to 
separation rules and available 
space within the ‘water 
envelope’.   

5. Envelopes will include 
permanent and seasonal 
trades.   

6. Points of extraction (bores) will 
be specifically identified as a 
geographic set of coordinates 
on the water allocation.   

7. An option for alternative 
assessment of impact 
assessment is also proposed. 

entitlement holders.  This is also 
consistent with the NSW approach 
in trade of water allocations. 
 
A provision for an alternative 
assessment of impact will be 
included in the management rules.   
Under these provisions, the 
entitlement holder will be able to 
undertake an alternative 
assessment to the satisfaction of 
the chief executive (where the 
assessment undertaken by the 
chief executive does not permit the 
trade).   
 
To accommodate the separation 
distance assessment, specific 
points will be placed on the water 
allocation.  The points will be 
informed by the current 
entitlement bore locations.  These 
locations will be used in the 
assessment rules to determine 
impacts to neighbouring 
entitlements.   
 
There will be an opportunity with 
the release of the draft Water Plan 
for an entitlement holder to 
further check the accuracy of these 
proposed bore locations.   
 

QLD trade zones and trade 
envelopes 

Trade zones and the ‘water 
envelopes’ were discussed at the 
stakeholder meeting on the 3 
August and 6 September.  The 
following zones and envelopes are 
proposed: 
Zone 1 and 2 boundary 
• Commencement of the semi-

confining layer 
• Upstream the resource is 

unconfined (no deep or 
shallow)  

Zone 2 and 3 boundary 
• Further confining of alluvium 

(showing more confined 
response) 

• Alluvium narrows 
• Proposed as option by DVIA 
Zone 3 and 4 boundary 

Zone 4 – No trade envelope due to 
entitlement holder concerns on 
current level of entitlement and 
performance of bores.  
 
Agreed trade envelope volumes 
were discussed at the stakeholder 
meeting on the 3 August and 
adjusted to a suitable volume 
based on feedback. 
 
Further feedback was provided by 
some stakeholders on envelope 
volumes at the meeting on 6 
September 2017.  Based on this 
feedback and some further 
modelling work the proposed 
envelopes are as detailed in the 
attached table.   
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017        5 

 

• Management decision - zone 
three contains TWS  

• Zone extent shows similar 
drawdown influences and 
effects 

• Recognise existing sub-area 
boundary as a hydrological 
division 

• Proposed as option by DVIA 
Zone 4 and 5 boundary 
• Management decision – large 

existing entitlement in Zone 4 
• DVIA recognise area as having 

noticeable neighbour pumping 
effects 

• Split allows for future 
management options 

• Model outcomes support 
boundary  

 
Trade envelope volumes and 
performance are outlined in the 
attached table.   
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND MINES  
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES AS AT 6 SEPTEMBER 2017 
 

 
Border Rivers Alluvium – Proposed Trade Zone Envelopes and Performance 

   Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4 Zone 5 

 
 

  Volumetric 
Limit (ML) 

Nominal 
Volume 

(ML) 

Volumetric 
Limit (ML) 

Nominal 
Volume 

(ML) 

Volumetric 
Limit (ML) 

Nominal 
Volume 

(ML) 

Volumetric 
Limit (ML) 

Nominal 
Volume 

(ML) 

Volumetric 
Limit (ML) 

Nominal 
Volume 

(ML) 

 Current 
entitlement 

1684 896 2500 1330 1872 996 5290 2814 2575 1370 

Performance*   97%  100%  94%  56%  91% 

 Extra 20% 
envelope 

337 179 500 266 374 199 1058 563 515 274 

Total entitlement 
(incl. 20% extra) 

2021 1075 3000 1596 2247 1195 6347 3377 3090 1644 

Performance*   94%  95% 
 
 

90%  47%  87% 

 Extra 50% 
envelope 

842 448 1250 665 936 498 2645 1407 1288 685 

Total entitlement 
(incl. 50% extra) 

2526 1344 3750 1995 2808 1494 7934 4221 3863 2055 

Performance*  89%  85%  89%  38%  76% 

* Performance is the mean annual diversion/demand.   
   For example a zone group with a 90% performance achieves, on average, 90% of the demand nominal volume each year. 
 
_______ - Proposed trade zone envelope volumes (Note - Zone 4 has current entitlement only – i.e. no extra trade volume envelope). 
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Date : 26/07/2017 1:19:51 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "MOLONEY Shane" 
Subject : Hydro equation assistance
Attachment : Report Border Rivers Pump Drawdown Estimate Methodology.docx;
Hi Shane
Not sure what your maths equations are like but can you see if you can do a bit of a double check on the re-arranging of these equations to solve for radius of
drawdown. These re-arranging come from the Theis and Cooper Jacob equations or variations thereof.  The aim being to re-arrange to allow for an assessment of the
radius of impact on another entitlement holder.

The paper is a quick assessment that I asked Melissa to do as to whether current SWANs that occur in the BRA GMA would still be permitted on commencement of
the water plan/protocol rules for point to point impact assessment in the border alluvium.  Although this paper is not the one that will inform the final decision, the
analytical equations are the ones proposed to be used - we will need to confirm the aquifer parameters that we decide to use - outcome of model conceptualisation.

Just wanted to have a double check and I'm not a mathematician or even half one!

Also Meeting for DVIA is next Thursday at the Texas Golf Club 10am to 1pm, hope you can make it.

Thanks
Jason
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Seasonal water assignment – assessment 
of historical transactions 
Pump drawdown estimates  

 

 

18 July 2017 

Author: Melissa McLean 

Prepared for: Jason Chavasse 

 

 

 

 

Report Number: BWP-17-1001 

Revision: Draft 

 

 

 

WRP Activities (Gen 2) – Groundwater Team 

DNRM Basin Water Planning, Toowoomba 
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1 
 

1 Introduction 
This report proposes a numerical model to estimate the performance of historical seasonal water 

assignments in the Border Rivers Alluvium groundwater management area (under the proposed 

trade assessment framework) on existing entitlement holders. 

This report documents the method used to estimate the distance existing pump drawdown on 

neighbouring entitlements. 

The reason for the assessment is to propose a set of hydraulic parameters that permit the historical 

seasonal water assignments to continue under the proposed amendments to water sharing rules in 

the Border Rivers Alluvium groundwater management area. 

 

2 Method 
A Microsoft Excel data model was developed to estimate the pump drawdown between 

neighbouring entitlements. The following datasets and parameters were used to develop the 

estimates.  

 

2.1 Management ZonesModel assessment areas 
•  

The management of the Border Rivers Alluvium will occur through 6 proposed zones, these 

management and trade zones are located based on geological and aquifer characteristics and 

for future management of entitlements.   

•  

For the purposes of assessing the impacts of trades on existing entitlements, two different 

analytical models will be used depending on whether the conditions of the aquifer are confined 

or unconfined. 

At the draft stage, it is proposed that trades within Zones 1 and 2 will be assessed using an 

unconfined model (Lohman’s equation) with Zones 3-5 being assessed via a confined model 

(Theiss equation). The boundary of subarea 2/3 is proposed to be the divide where the change 

of assessment occurs (approximately Longitude 151.28).   

• Two (2) management zones are proposed for the assessment of trades 

• Sub-area 1 – East of Texas (Longitude 151.07) 

• Sub-area 2 – West of Texas (Longitude 151.07) 

Formatted: Normal, Indent: Left:  0.4",  No bullets or

numbering

Formatted: Normal, Indent: Left:  0.25",  No bullets or

numbering
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2 
 

 

Figure 2.1. There are two (2) management zones proposed for the assessment of proposed water licence transfers (trades) 

2.2 Datasets 
• Water Management Systems Report General Search Licence to Take Water 

• Water Management System Report General Search Seasonal Water Assignments 

• Goondiwindi Office Water Account metered works 

• Groundwater database registered water bore location (unvalidated) 

• Border Rivers Alluvium Model Calibrated Aquifer Hydraulic Properties (Layer 3) 

 

2.3 Hydraulic Properties 
Reference:  

DSITI, 2017. Border Rivers Alluvium Hydraulic Model – Layer 3, Queensland Government, 

Unpublished. 

Description Item Unit Sub-area 1 Sub-area 2 

Condition - - Unconfined Confined 

Drawdown s m 0.5 32 

Transmissivity T m2d-1 500 500 

Specific yield S Percent 0.08 0.0088 

Time t d 100 100 

 

Commented [CJ1]: This should be the same as confined 

Commented [CJ2]: This needs to be 3m as we are 
proposing to match NSW 
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3 
 

2.4 Pump Drawdown Equations 

2.4.1 Confined aquifer 
Equation reference:  

Lohman, SW 1972. Groundwater Hydraulics: Geological Survey Professional Paper 708, United States 

Geological Survey, Washington, p. 19.   

𝑟2=

2.25𝑇𝑡

𝑙𝑜𝑔10
−1(

𝑇
2.3𝑄 4𝜋𝑠⁄

)

𝑆
  

 

2.4.2 Unconfined aquifer 
Equation reference: 

Lohman, SW 1972. Groundwater Hydraulics: Geological Survey Professional Paper 708, United States 

Geological Survey, Washington, p. 56.   

𝑟2 =
2.25𝑇𝑡

𝑆 𝑙𝑜𝑔10
−1[4𝜋𝑇𝑠 2.30𝑄⁄ ]
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4 
 

2.5 Results of the assessment 
The purpose of the analysis was to compare the performance of historical seasonal water 

assignments under the proposed pump drawdown estimate method. 

The results of the analysis in Table 2.1 show that under the numerical data model all historical 

seasonal water assignments would pass the proposed method. 

 

Table 2.1. All historical seasonal water assignments pass the proposed pump drawdown model parameters 

Item Client Name Sub-area Auth  
Licence 
Volume 

Seasonal  
Volume 

Total 
Drawdown 

Distance (km) 
Result     

1 1 300 150 1.118 Pass 

2 1 400 190 1.217 Pass 

3 1 450 200 1.376 Pass 

4 2 350 200 0.747 Pass 

 

3 Conclusion and further work 
A numerical model to estimate the performance of historical seasonal water assignments under a 

proposed trade assessment framework was developed. 

The results of the analysis show that all of the historical seasonal water assignments would be 

permitted under the numerical model proposed in this report.  

Further work is required to validate the location of existing metered water bores to develop a full 

scale trade assessment analysis. 

 

4 Dataset 

Copy of 

General_Search Border Rivers Alluvium Licences 17Jul17.xls 
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Date : 26/09/2018 2:15:08 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : PRP Groundwater Water Plan and Other Policy BRM
Attachment : PRP Groundwater Water Plan and Other Policy BRM.docx;
My comments etc
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1 
 

Groundwater Water Plan and Other Policy 

Version history 

Status Version no. Date Changed by Nature of amendment 

Works
hop 

Versio
n 

1 20 Sept 
2018 

Coby Pymble-Ward; 
Jason Chavasse 

Version for policy workshop 

Development history 

Title Details 

Plan area Border Rivers and Moonie 

Policy type Position statements 

Prepared by Cate Hoye; Leigh Hansen; Cathy Willis; Paul Hausler; Jason Chavasse; Coby Pymble-Ward  

Title Groundwater Water Plan and Other Policy  

Reviewed by Coby Pymble-Ward; Jason Chavasse 

Group/region Toowoomba, Brisbane 

Location Na 

File no Na  

Review trigger Policy workshop endorsement 
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2 
 

Context 
This paper addresses water plan and other policy in response to 2 submissions on the draft Border 

Rivers and Moonie water plan and water management protocol.  

The policy review group requested at the policy workshop of 24 September 2018 that the following 

issues be noted by the PRP as these matters were raised by 

stakeholders who 

requested delegations with the Minister and met with the ED Water Policy.  

  

Important Note 

The submissions received from will not result in the department 

significantly changing direction on the preferred policy approach.  The approach is outlined below in 

the policy position section and was based on the draft provisions and consideration of all 

submissions received on this matter.    

The draft Border Rivers and Moonie water plan and water management protocol includes provisions 

to undertake several changes, however those listed below were of concern to the 2 submitters: 

- Convert groundwater licences in the Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) to water allocations 

specifying a: 

o volumetric limit equal to the nominal entitlement of the converting licence 

o nominal volume equal to 53% of the nominal entitlement of the converting licence 

reflecting the agreed share of the resource with NSW 

o water allocation security objective of 50% representing the probability of annual 

announced entitlements equalling the nominal volume or greater (WASO 2.0). 

o environmental flow objectives for productive base and baseflow equal to the 10th 

and 90th percentiles water levels respectively. 

- Provide for a purpose of ‘any’ or ‘urban’ 

- In conversion of water licences to water allocations, the decision was made to treat all water 

licences (with the exception of town water) equitably.  There is no special case for larger 

users, historical use or purpose of use.   

- Provide for five trading zones within the QLD BRA (deep) and zone envelopes of between 

120-150% of existing entitlement (100% only in zone 4). 

- Announced entitlement rules to manage use in the deep to the agreed share of the resource 

(53%) and the SDL over 10 years, with a variable (0-100%) and fixed (53%) announcement 

group. 

- Permanent trade rules that: 

o Permit a change of location that is for a replacement bore 

o Assess a change of location and amalgamation of two WAs such that zone envelopes 

are not exceeded and drawdown impacts are not unacceptable. 

o Prohibit a trade that is outside the BRA (deep) or would resulting zone envelopes 

being exceeded. 

- Temporary trade (seasonal assignment) rules that approve SWAs that are: 

Commented [CJ1]: Let’s trim this to the matters raised as 
concern only 

Commented [CJ2]: Remove – not an issue with these two 
submitters 
 

Commented [CJ3]: Remove – not an issue with these two 
submitters 
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3 
 

o For the remainder of the water year; 

o Is within the BRA (deep) 

o Does not result in zone envelopes being exceeded 

o Does not drawdown impacts that are unacceptable. 

Matters raised by submitters but not considered in the Water Plan or associated documents 

• An embargo on any new bores due to potential increase in extraction 

 

Policy Position 
In response to all submissions received on the Border Rivers Alluvium, the following items have been 

confirmed or amended in response to PRP or policy workshop endorsement: 

-1. Confirmed specification of ‘any’ entitlements with a nominal volume of 53% nominal 

entitlement reflecting the agreed share of the resource with NSW (PRP 24/7) 

-2. Confirmed specification of only two purposes (i.e. no stock intensive purpose) and not 

providing high security entitlements to some entitlements holders (i.e. all entitlements 

treated equally) (PRP 24/7) 

-3. Allow for volumes up to 100ML to be seasonally assigned without assessment (Policy 

Workshop 24/9) 

-4. Retain impact assessment rules that are consistent in principle with NSW, noting that 

drawdown threshold in draft WMP will be amended  (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

-5. Retain proposed 5 trading zones but adopt envelopes that are 200-250% existing 

entitlement to provide for users to return to pre-conversion access (noting that EFOs will 

change) (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

-6. Amend announced entitlement rules to provide for an announcement floor of 50% and 

remove fixed announcement group (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

-7. Retain provisions providing for interstate trade subject to interstate agreement (i.e. do not 

provide for interstate trading through current plans) (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

-8. Retain provisions providing for permitted trade that is for a replacement bore that is within 

10m (i.e. in line with replacement bore definition in Water Reg), do not increase to 50m  

(Policy Workshop 24/9) 

-9. Confirmed  not to further limit drilling of new bores in the BRA (deep) providing they 

meet point 4 (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

- 
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Table 1 Border Rivers and Moonie 

Submissions Background/issues Options/Proposed action Policy Group/PRP 

1. Trading (BRA deep)  

• I am strongly opposed to trade of both permanent and 

temporary water, as I have significant concern this will lead to 

growth in the water take from the aquifer. I believe that trade 

and protecting the aquifer are diametrically opposed. This could 

have a detrimental effect on existing water users (110). 

• I consider [the proposed approach for trade] is valid in achieving 

the objective of allowing trade to occur without compromising 

the aquifer by dramatically lowering water tables in particular 

areas below the alluvium where current extractions are 

significant (111). 

• We support the ability to trade water allocations provided there 

are sufficient mechanisms in the WRP to protect existing users 

from third party impacts (131). 

• We support the ability to trade water allocations, but there is 

significant concern about lack of protection to existing water 

users from third party impacts. Some members would prefer no 

trade at all to protect from potential impacts of trade and 

movement of water extraction across the aquifer. Trades should 

not impact on existing users. Sufficient protections need to be 

built into the water plan to protect existing users to the greatest 

degree possible.  

While we are accepting of trading in principle, we don’t want it 

to come at any cost or be unconstrained. (151; 152; 153).  

• Support temporary and permanent trade within the aquifer 

based on the following premise: all permanent trades and large 

temporary trades are subject to stringent impact assessment 

which takes into account relevant bore positions, volumetric take 

and any other relevant information on the NSW side of the 

aquifer. Our support or otherwise (for temporary and permanent 

trade) will be largely determined based on this assessment 

systems as it must allow the greatest possible protection for 

existing users and allow trade accordingly (158).  

• Due to the infancy of the GW model we would advocate a very 

conservative approach to permanent trading. Once committed 

they are difficult to reverse if the initial modelling process 

inaccurate and a neighbouring bore has been compromised. This 

assumption can easily be revised upward at a future 10 year 

review if proven (160). 

• There should be provision for all types of trade and the 

development of new holes, providing there is a sound 

methodology for the assessment of reasonable third party 

impacts, as the basis for approval. This allows water to be 

shifted. 

Issue background 

• The draft Border Rivers and Moonie water management 
protocol provides for the permanent and temporary 
trading of proposed water allocations in the Border Rivers 
Alluvium (deep). 

• Dealing rules contained in the plans provide for trading 
anywhere within the sub-unit, including between zones, 
subject to zone envelopes and assessment of potential 
drawdown impacts. 

•  

• Envelopes and impact management are dealt separately 
in the table. 

• Submissions received from stakeholders regarding trading 
in general (i.e. not zones, envelopes or impact 
management) indicate: 

o Opposition to  trade (permanent or temporary) 
due to concern it will lead to growth in take and 
impacts on existing users (2 submissions) 

o Support for trade provided adequate 
protections/no impact on existing users (8 
submissions) 

o Trade rules should be developed through 
independent modelling (1 submissions) 

o Trading should be of the volumetric limit not 
nominal volume (1 submissions) 

o Trading should start out conservatively and ramp 
up later after review (1 submissions) 

• While largely supportive of trade, Sstakeholders in the 
BRA (deep) have overwhelming submitted opposition the 
proposed trade assessment model based on 5 zones and 
envelopes, coupled with third party drawdown impact 
assessment.  

• Stakeholders submit that trade assessment should be 
based on a single zone (as in NSW) and more robust third 
party impact assessment that considers cumulative (i.e. 
the impact of all bores and trades on a single user) 
impacts including those in NSW. 

• Despite concerns about the trading framework, only 2 
submissions ere received 
opposing the trade of groundwater in principle. These two 
submissions indicate concern that trade will lead to 
growth in take and adverse effects on the aquifer and 
water users.  

• Overwhelmingly entitlement holders want trade however 
they want to be assured that: 

Policy team proposed  
Continue to provide for tradingRetain 
trading provisions for the in the BRA 
(deep) 
 
Note that trade in the Border Rivers 
Alluvium (deep) is to be manage 
through: 

- Five zones and maximum zone 
volumes (initial zone volumes 
are proposed to be of sufficient 
size to allow some opportunity 
for stakeholders to achieve pre-
conversion access through 
trade when use is managed to 
53% and address concerns 
about inflated water prices) 

- Third party drawdown impact 
assessment consistent with 
approach implemented in NSW 
that will seek to consider 
nearest neighbour and 
cumulative impacts  

 
Note concerns about trading the BRA – 
see policy discussion number 5. 
 
 

Policy Group 
Endorsed – have noted by PRP 
in context of Campbell and 
Ostwald correspondence 
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Rules around trade should be developed with good independent 

modelling and have some flexibility in the case the expected 

scenario does not eventuate (162).  

• Most [large entitlement holders/large developed users] are 

against trade and against the unretarded development of new 

bores. Trade will not increase value of the aquifer to the 

community or Australia but more likely make existing 

infrastructure redundant and inflict financial pressure on existing 

users. Trade must be restricted to shelter hotspots but also to 

minimise acceleration of usage and therefore damage to existing 

business (121) 

• Seasonal trading of a reduced nominal volume would be unviable 
considering establishment cost and infrastructure, reducing 
income by 47%. Perm and temp trade should be of the 
volumetric quantity shown on the water allocation (167) 

Submitters 

o There will be no adverse impacts on existing 
entitlements through drawdown including 
the NSW entitlement extractions; 

o That there are mechanisms in place to protect 
users and the resource; 

o That there is simple seasonal/temporary trade 
mechanisms 

 

Issues and Risks 

• While use is likely to increase as under/un-used 

entitlement is bought by productive users, utilisation is 

already increasing in the BRA (deep). Use in the deep will 

be managed to 53% of entitlement over ten years.  

• While use is at current levels, no announcements will be 

required manage take to the agreed share (i.e. users will 

have an announcement of 100%, with productive users 

being offset by those not taking). As use increases, 

announcements will be required to manage take. Should 

all users try to take their full entitlement, an annual 

announcement of 53 per cent would result. 

• The increase in utilisation of entitlement will occur 
whether trade is present or not through: 

o Land and water are currently being sold resulting 
in utilisation of previously sleepy water; 

o Increases in existing entitlement extraction 
through the pumping of water into storages.   

2. Announced entitlements (BRA deep)  
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3. Replacement Bores (BRA deep)  

• The Draft Plan limits the sinking of replacement bores to within 10 

metres of existing bores. We submit that this is impractical and that 

50 metres is a sensible distance that will allow good separation 

between failed and replacement holes (110; 151; 153) 

• The draft Water Plan limits replacement bores to within 10 meters of 

existing bores.  We agree that this is impractical and support the 

recommendation of 50 meters as more appropriate to allow 

sufficient separation between failed and replacement bores (131) 

• Replacement bores should be within 50 metres from the existing 

bores (152) 

• The draft currently states that replacement bores can only be 

completed within 10m of their current position. We would suggest 

that this is physically inappropriate and would suggest extending this 

out to 50m (158) 

 

Issue Background 

Stakeholders in the BRA (deep) have requested that provisions 
in the draft plan WMP providing for a permitted water 
allocation change change of location ((location/point of take) 
that is for a replacement bore. within 10m of the bore being 
replaced be amended to allow for a distance up to 50m. 
   
Provisions in the draft WMP provide that a change of location 
on a water allocation is permitted where the bore is a 
replacement bore within 10 metres of the bore being 
replaced. These provisions were worded to align with the 
definition of replacement bore under the Water Regulation 
and the broader planning framework. 
 
State Development Assessment Provisions state thats bores 
can be replaced for operational need without a development 

Proposed approach 
Retain current WMP provisions 
providing for a permitted change for a 
replacement bore within 10m of the 
bore being replaced. 

Policy Group 
Endorsed – have noted by PRP 
in context of Campbell and 
Ostwald correspondence 
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Submitters 

permit providing they are no further than 10m form from the 
original bore. Although this distance can sometimes be too 
close it is a provision that has been in legislation for a number 
of years and is accepted and know by drillers and 
stakeholders. 
 
The replacement bore provisions 
are intended to provide some operational flexibility to 
the landholder and does not prevent them drilling 
further away – 
subject to assessment of impacts on 
neighbouring bores. 
 
 
A change to increase the replacement 
bore distance in the BRA would just likely cause confusion 
among drillers and stakeholders and could make compliance 
difficult.  It would also require a change to the Water 
Regulation and SDAP.   

4. New bores (BRA deep)  

• I am in favour of a complete embargo on the drilling of new bores.  

New bores would only lead to further extractions from the aquifer 

(growth). Current yield of existing bores is regulating the annual 

water take (110). 

• I think there has been large gaps in the process so far in drafting the 

Border rivers Plan. The Dumaresq Valley Irrigators association does 

not represent the interests of those businesses that have large 

entitlements and large developments that are already reliant on the 

sustainability of the aquifer. Most of us that are in this category are 

against trade and against the unretarded development of new bores. 

These stake holders are regularly overlooked in invitations to DVIA 

meetings and our opinions overlooked when we are invited  (121) 

Submitters 

Issue Background 

This issue is expressed by tTwo entitlement holders located in 
Zone 4 and Zone 5 have requested 
rules to limit the drilling of new bores in the BRA (deep).  Both 
stakeholders are concerned with any change in the use of 
water across the system and do not want to see any 
additional or sleepy water activated. 
 
The Under the draft plan, the development of water 
infrastructure will not be limited to those who already have 
entitlement and bores.  
 
 but be allowed to occur within the management limit, both 
the shared interstate resource and the SDL.  ThereDespite 
concerns, there will not be ‘unretarded’ growth in fact it will 
beas this will be managed through: 

• AEs managed managing use to the ‘shared limit’ and 
SDL 

• controlled trade via zone envelopes 

• location of bores managed by third party impact 
protection rules 

Proposed approach 
Continue with the current draft to the 
extent that the above proposals amend 
the plan.   
 
There will be no blanket embargo 
onDo not limit the drilling of new bores 
in the BRA (deep) noting that growth 
will be managed through AEs and trade 
assessment (envelopes and drawdown 
assessment)however they will be 
managed to limit third party impacts.   

Policy Group 
Endorsed – have noted by PRP 
in context of Campbell and 
Ostwald correspondence 
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Approval 

Date of Policy Workshop: 

 

 

Reference workshopPolicy workshop recommendations: 

Endorsed – have noted by PRP in context of orrespondance. 

 

Rationale: 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Date of Policy Reference Panel consideration: 

 

 

Reference Panel recommendation: 

 

 

Rationale: 

 

 

 

 

Panel Chair Signature: 

 

Date: 
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Date : 20/02/2018 1:42:01 PM
From : "HAUSLER Paul" 
To : "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : RE: 102 Calculating of drawdown impact
Attachment : image001.png;image002.jpg;
 
 

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Tuesday, 20 February 2018 1:39 PM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: 102 Calculating of drawdown impact
 
102     Calculating of drawdown impact

(1)   (?) the chief executive must keep a register of the points of take stated on issued entitlements (?).

(2)   For each proposed point of take stated on the application, the potential drawdown impact on another registered point of take must be calculated
using the Theis equation as follows—

 
 

Coby Pymble-Ward
Policy Officer
Water Policy | Water Planning (South West and Science)
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: (07) 3137 4263 
E: Coby.PymbleWard@dnrm.qld.gov.au
A: Level 5, 1 William Street, Brisbane QLD 4000 | PO Box 15216 CITY EAST
Brisbane QLD 4002
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o   Consistent entitlement impact separation rules
o   WMP statement on trade by agreement with NSW.

o   Impact management cross-over and compatibility between Qld and NSW?
o   Future management of DRA and BRA as one – matching NSW (perhaps not a topic for this meeting as there are a few

complexities to Qld to manage first)
 
Regards,
Paul Hausler
Water Policy South Region, Department Natural Resources and Mines
Telephone: 3181 5163 Facsimile: 3181 5173 Email: paul.hausler@dnrm.qld.gov.au
Level 5, 1 William Street
PO Box 15216, City East, Queensland 4002
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Date : 16/02/2018 1:20:09 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : RE: Separation distance calculation formula
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;image004.png;
Just leave as Mr Wu in the table…then  it’s all together…
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 12:45 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Could have the distance/Wu chart attached as WMP appendix rather than the Wu equation
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 12:34 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Fixed a mistake in the well function equation
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:20 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi,
 
Possible provisions if we wanted to include the equation rather than just say Theis. Required a change in focus from ‘min separation distance’
to ‘potential drawdown impact’.
 
Cheers
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:10 AM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Thanks Paul – I agree with all your statements – unlikely, relative for equity and not a precise instrument due to assumed values of aquifer
properties. 
 
Yes let’s use for both Condamine and Border
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: HAUSLER Paul 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 8:42 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Dear Jason,
 
If you’d prefer to use Theis, let’s change.
 
My view is that the chance of us being tested on the formula or significantly under predicting distance isn’t a major drama because:

·         largest entitlement is 1660 ML (and we only have 3 over 1000 ML) (all but one current entitlement trigger <3% difference)
·         amalgamation could produce large entitlements, however limited to 5300 ML zone envelope max, differences >25%, but this would be

highly(?) unlikely
·         the primary goal of the formula is protecting equity (not so much identifying 3m drawdown as a particular business viability issue)
·         the impact management approach is one of best fit rather than as a precise instrument.

 
If you’re happy to change to Theis for both BRM and CB I’m happy with that. I’d prefer it if we could take a consistent approach across all
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alluviums.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:47 PM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi Paul and Coby
After speaking with Michael J on the separation distance formula, we should use the Theis equations in the Border Rivers drawdown
estimation to ensure we adequately assess the drawdown and do not underestimate impacts based on the fact that the Cooper Jacob is an
estimation of Theis – that is it works for a range of values but outside of that can result in significant over and under estimations.  The same
parameters can remain for input to the formula.
 
For greater than 1000ML error starts to creep in whereby drawdown is greater than 3m (Not particularly significant but the fact that if someone
really wanted to test our methodology – could happen BRA – we could be pulled up on the fact that the formula is not appropriate).  It may not
be likely to occur with total volumes above 1000ML but our trade envelopes certainly allow for it to occur.  I think safer to use Theis and
additionally there are plenty of online spreadsheets and programs that do the calculations – making life easier for us and for clients if they
want to work out separations distances. 
 
So there are a couple of questions we need to look at:
-          Do you want to put the formula in the WMP  - can use GAB Gen 1, explanatory notes example. 
-          Alternatively we don’t necessarily need the formula in there – just state the Theis equation is used to calculate drawdown
-          Perhaps we should use this in both CB and Border. 
 
102     Calculating of minimum separation distance

(1)   For each groundwater sub-area the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take stated on the water allocation or point
of take condition on the water licence using the Theis equation. 

 

Cheers

J

 
Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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Date : 16/02/2018 1:19:09 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "PYMBLEWARD Coby" , "HAUSLER Paul" 
Subject : RE: Separation distance calculation formula
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;image003.png;
Thanks Coby – I know we have discussed and waxed and waned on 103 (a) provision and its necessity – I think we should remove it, as it does
not add value and we will assess internally.
 
Will also need to update SWA period to the 10 years as previously discussed, it will look a bit funny though for BRA.
 
Also I just thought we need to make sure we had:
Transmissivity values for Dalrymple and Oakey reflected in protocol to be 300 and 500 for Cunningham – could you add them in as such please
 
thanksJ
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 12:34 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Fixed a mistake in the well function equation
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:20 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi,
 
Possible provisions if we wanted to include the equation rather than just say Theis. Required a change in focus from ‘min separation distance’
to ‘potential drawdown impact’.
 
Cheers
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:10 AM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Thanks Paul – I agree with all your statements – unlikely, relative for equity and not a precise instrument due to assumed values of aquifer
properties. 
 
Yes let’s use for both Condamine and Border
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: HAUSLER Paul 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 8:42 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Dear Jason,
 
If you’d prefer to use Theis, let’s change.
 
My view is that the chance of us being tested on the formula or significantly under predicting distance isn’t a major drama because:

·         largest entitlement is 1660 ML (and we only have 3 over 1000 ML) (all but one current entitlement trigger <3% difference)
·         amalgamation could produce large entitlements, however limited to 5300 ML zone envelope max, differences >25%, but this would be

highly(?) unlikely
·         the primary goal of the formula is protecting equity (not so much identifying 3m drawdown as a particular business viability issue)
·         the impact management approach is one of best fit rather than as a precise instrument.

 
20-308 File A Page 77 of 493

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



If you’re happy to change to Theis for both BRM and CB I’m happy with that. I’d prefer it if we could take a consistent approach across all
alluviums.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:47 PM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi Paul and Coby
After speaking with Michael J on the separation distance formula, we should use the Theis equations in the Border Rivers drawdown
estimation to ensure we adequately assess the drawdown and do not underestimate impacts based on the fact that the Cooper Jacob is an
estimation of Theis – that is it works for a range of values but outside of that can result in significant over and under estimations.  The same
parameters can remain for input to the formula.
 
For greater than 1000ML error starts to creep in whereby drawdown is greater than 3m (Not particularly significant but the fact that if someone
really wanted to test our methodology – could happen BRA – we could be pulled up on the fact that the formula is not appropriate).  It may not
be likely to occur with total volumes above 1000ML but our trade envelopes certainly allow for it to occur.  I think safer to use Theis and
additionally there are plenty of online spreadsheets and programs that do the calculations – making life easier for us and for clients if they
want to work out separations distances. 
 
So there are a couple of questions we need to look at:
-          Do you want to put the formula in the WMP  - can use GAB Gen 1, explanatory notes example. 
-          Alternatively we don’t necessarily need the formula in there – just state the Theis equation is used to calculate drawdown
-          Perhaps we should use this in both CB and Border. 
 
102     Calculating of minimum separation distance

(1)   For each groundwater sub-area the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take stated on the water allocation or point
of take condition on the water licence using the Theis equation. 

 

Cheers

J

 
Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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Date : 16/02/2018 12:26:10 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "HAUSLER Paul" , "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : RE: Separation distance calculation formula
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;image003.png;
I think it would be necessary to avoid having people undermine the fact they could assess via seasonal to avoid a permanent restriction.
 
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: HAUSLER Paul 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 12:15 PM
To: PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Looks ok to me.
 
Jason – are happy with changing SWA duration to the same as permanent? I think we need to.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:20 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi,
 
Possible provisions if we wanted to include the equation rather than just say Theis. Required a change in focus from ‘min separation distance’
to ‘potential drawdown impact’.
 
Cheers
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:10 AM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Thanks Paul – I agree with all your statements – unlikely, relative for equity and not a precise instrument due to assumed values of aquifer
properties. 
 
Yes let’s use for both Condamine and Border
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: HAUSLER Paul 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 8:42 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Dear Jason,
 
If you’d prefer to use Theis, let’s change.
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My view is that the chance of us being tested on the formula or significantly under predicting distance isn’t a major drama because:
·         largest entitlement is 1660 ML (and we only have 3 over 1000 ML) (all but one current entitlement trigger <3% difference)
·         amalgamation could produce large entitlements, however limited to 5300 ML zone envelope max, differences >25%, but this would be

highly(?) unlikely
·         the primary goal of the formula is protecting equity (not so much identifying 3m drawdown as a particular business viability issue)
·         the impact management approach is one of best fit rather than as a precise instrument.

 
If you’re happy to change to Theis for both BRM and CB I’m happy with that. I’d prefer it if we could take a consistent approach across all
alluviums.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:47 PM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi Paul and Coby
After speaking with Michael J on the separation distance formula, we should use the Theis equations in the Border Rivers drawdown
estimation to ensure we adequately assess the drawdown and do not underestimate impacts based on the fact that the Cooper Jacob is an
estimation of Theis – that is it works for a range of values but outside of that can result in significant over and under estimations.  The same
parameters can remain for input to the formula.
 
For greater than 1000ML error starts to creep in whereby drawdown is greater than 3m (Not particularly significant but the fact that if someone
really wanted to test our methodology – could happen BRA – we could be pulled up on the fact that the formula is not appropriate).  It may not
be likely to occur with total volumes above 1000ML but our trade envelopes certainly allow for it to occur.  I think safer to use Theis and
additionally there are plenty of online spreadsheets and programs that do the calculations – making life easier for us and for clients if they
want to work out separations distances. 
 
So there are a couple of questions we need to look at:
-          Do you want to put the formula in the WMP  - can use GAB Gen 1, explanatory notes example. 
-          Alternatively we don’t necessarily need the formula in there – just state the Theis equation is used to calculate drawdown
-          Perhaps we should use this in both CB and Border. 
 
102     Calculating of minimum separation distance

(1)   For each groundwater sub-area the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take stated on the water allocation or point
of take condition on the water licence using the Theis equation. 

 

Cheers

J

 
Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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Date : 16/02/2018 12:15:09 PM
From : "HAUSLER Paul" 
To : "PYMBLEWARD Coby" , "CHAVASSE Jason" 
Subject : RE: Separation distance calculation formula
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;image004.png;
Looks ok to me.
 
Jason – are happy with changing SWA duration to the same as permanent? I think we need to.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:20 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi,
 
Possible provisions if we wanted to include the equation rather than just say Theis. Required a change in focus from ‘min separation distance’
to ‘potential drawdown impact’.
 
Cheers
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:10 AM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Thanks Paul – I agree with all your statements – unlikely, relative for equity and not a precise instrument due to assumed values of aquifer
properties. 
 
Yes let’s use for both Condamine and Border
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: HAUSLER Paul 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 8:42 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Dear Jason,
 
If you’d prefer to use Theis, let’s change.
 
My view is that the chance of us being tested on the formula or significantly under predicting distance isn’t a major drama because:

·        largest entitlement is 1660 ML (and we only have 3 over 1000 ML) (all but one current entitlement trigger <3% difference)
·        amalgamation could produce large entitlements, however limited to 5300 ML zone envelope max, differences >25%, but this would be

highly(?) unlikely
·        the primary goal of the formula is protecting equity (not so much identifying 3m drawdown as a particular business viability issue)
·        the impact management approach is one of best fit rather than as a precise instrument.

 
If you’re happy to change to Theis for both BRM and CB I’m happy with that. I’d prefer it if we could take a consistent approach across all
alluviums.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler
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Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:47 PM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi Paul and Coby
After speaking with Michael J on the separation distance formula, we should use the Theis equations in the Border Rivers drawdown
estimation to ensure we adequately assess the drawdown and do not underestimate impacts based on the fact that the Cooper Jacob is an
estimation of Theis – that is it works for a range of values but outside of that can result in significant over and under estimations.  The same
parameters can remain for input to the formula.
 
For greater than 1000ML error starts to creep in whereby drawdown is greater than 3m (Not particularly significant but the fact that if someone
really wanted to test our methodology – could happen BRA – we could be pulled up on the fact that the formula is not appropriate).  It may not
be likely to occur with total volumes above 1000ML but our trade envelopes certainly allow for it to occur.  I think safer to use Theis and
additionally there are plenty of online spreadsheets and programs that do the calculations – making life easier for us and for clients if they
want to work out separations distances. 
 
So there are a couple of questions we need to look at:
-        Do you want to put the formula in the WMP  - can use GAB Gen 1, explanatory notes example. 
-        Alternatively we don’t necessarily need the formula in there – just state the Theis equation is used to calculate drawdown
-        Perhaps we should use this in both CB and Border. 
 
102     Calculating of minimum separation distance

(1)   For each groundwater sub-area the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take stated on the water allocation or point
of take condition on the water licence using the Theis equation. 

 

Cheers

J

 
Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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Date : 16/02/2018 11:10:06 AM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "HAUSLER Paul" , "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : RE: Separation distance calculation formula
Attachment : image001.png;image003.png;image004.png;
Thanks Paul – I agree with all your statements – unlikely, relative for equity and not a precise instrument due to assumed values of aquifer
properties. 
 
Yes let’s use for both Condamine and Border
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: HAUSLER Paul 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 8:42 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Dear Jason,
 
If you’d prefer to use Theis, let’s change.
 
My view is that the chance of us being tested on the formula or significantly under predicting distance isn’t a major drama because:

·         largest entitlement is 1660 ML (and we only have 3 over 1000 ML) (all but one current entitlement trigger <3% difference)
·         amalgamation could produce large entitlements, however limited to 5300 ML zone envelope max, differences >25%, but this would be

highly(?) unlikely
·         the primary goal of the formula is protecting equity (not so much identifying 3m drawdown as a particular business viability issue)
·         the impact management approach is one of best fit rather than as a precise instrument.

 
If you’re happy to change to Theis for both BRM and CB I’m happy with that. I’d prefer it if we could take a consistent approach across all
alluviums.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:47 PM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi Paul and Coby
After speaking with Michael J on the separation distance formula, we should use the Theis equations in the Border Rivers drawdown
estimation to ensure we adequately assess the drawdown and do not underestimate impacts based on the fact that the Cooper Jacob is an
estimation of Theis – that is it works for a range of values but outside of that can result in significant over and under estimations.  The same
parameters can remain for input to the formula.
 
For greater than 1000ML error starts to creep in whereby drawdown is greater than 3m (Not particularly significant but the fact that if someone
really wanted to test our methodology – could happen BRA – we could be pulled up on the fact that the formula is not appropriate).  It may not
be likely to occur with total volumes above 1000ML but our trade envelopes certainly allow for it to occur.  I think safer to use Theis and
additionally there are plenty of online spreadsheets and programs that do the calculations – making life easier for us and for clients if they
want to work out separations distances. 
 
So there are a couple of questions we need to look at:
-          Do you want to put the formula in the WMP  - can use GAB Gen 1, explanatory notes example. 
-          Alternatively we don’t necessarily need the formula in there – just state the Theis equation is used to calculate drawdown
-          Perhaps we should use this in both CB and Border. 
 
102     Calculating of minimum separation distance

(1)   For each groundwater sub-area the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take stated on the water allocation or point
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of take condition on the water licence using the Theis equation. 

 

Cheers

J

 
Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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Date : 16/02/2018 8:42:10 AM
From : "HAUSLER Paul" 
To : "CHAVASSE Jason" , "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : RE: Separation distance calculation formula
Attachment : image003.png;image004.png;image002.png;
Dear Jason,
 
If you’d prefer to use Theis, let’s change.
 
My view is that the chance of us being tested on the formula or significantly under predicting distance isn’t a major drama because:

·        largest entitlement is 1660 ML (and we only have 3 over 1000 ML) (all but one current entitlement trigger <3% difference)
·        amalgamation could produce large entitlements, however limited to 5300 ML zone envelope max, differences >25%, but this would be

highly(?) unlikely
·        the primary goal of the formula is protecting equity (not so much identifying 3m drawdown as a particular business viability issue)
·        the impact management approach is one of best fit rather than as a precise instrument.

 
If you’re happy to change to Theis for both BRM and CB I’m happy with that. I’d prefer it if we could take a consistent approach across all
alluviums.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:47 PM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi Paul and Coby
After speaking with Michael J on the separation distance formula, we should use the Theis equations in the Border Rivers drawdown
estimation to ensure we adequately assess the drawdown and do not underestimate impacts based on the fact that the Cooper Jacob is an
estimation of Theis – that is it works for a range of values but outside of that can result in significant over and under estimations.  The same
parameters can remain for input to the formula.
 
For greater than 1000ML error starts to creep in whereby drawdown is greater than 3m (Not particularly significant but the fact that if someone
really wanted to test our methodology – could happen BRA – we could be pulled up on the fact that the formula is not appropriate).  It may not
be likely to occur with total volumes above 1000ML but our trade envelopes certainly allow for it to occur.  I think safer to use Theis and
additionally there are plenty of online spreadsheets and programs that do the calculations – making life easier for us and for clients if they
want to work out separations distances. 
 
So there are a couple of questions we need to look at:
-        Do you want to put the formula in the WMP  - can use GAB Gen 1, explanatory notes example. 
-        Alternatively we don’t necessarily need the formula in there – just state the Theis equation is used to calculate drawdown
-        Perhaps we should use this in both CB and Border. 
 
102     Calculating of minimum separation distance

(1)   For each groundwater sub-area the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take stated on the water allocation or point
of take condition on the water licence using the Theis equation. 

 

Cheers

J

 
Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au20-308 File A Page 85 of 493
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Date : 16/02/2018 3:25:12 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : RE: Separation distance calculation formula
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;image003.png;
yep
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 1:31 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Sure thing, still 500 for CCA correct?
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 1:19 PM
To: PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Thanks Coby – I know we have discussed and waxed and waned on 103 (a) provision and its necessity – I think we should remove it, as it does
not add value and we will assess internally.
 
Will also need to update SWA period to the 10 years as previously discussed, it will look a bit funny though for BRA.
 
Also I just thought we need to make sure we had:
Transmissivity values for Dalrymple and Oakey reflected in protocol to be 300 and 500 for Cunningham – could you add them in as such please
 
thanksJ
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 12:34 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Fixed a mistake in the well function equation
 
From: PYMBLEWARD Coby 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:20 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi,
 
Possible provisions if we wanted to include the equation rather than just say Theis. Required a change in focus from ‘min separation distance’
to ‘potential drawdown impact’.
 
Cheers
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 11:10 AM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Thanks Paul – I agree with all your statements – unlikely, relative for equity and not a precise instrument due to assumed values of aquifer
properties. 
 
Yes let’s use for both Condamine and Border
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
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Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: HAUSLER Paul 
Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 8:42 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Dear Jason,
 
If you’d prefer to use Theis, let’s change.
 
My view is that the chance of us being tested on the formula or significantly under predicting distance isn’t a major drama because:

·         largest entitlement is 1660 ML (and we only have 3 over 1000 ML) (all but one current entitlement trigger <3% difference)
·         amalgamation could produce large entitlements, however limited to 5300 ML zone envelope max, differences >25%, but this would be

highly(?) unlikely
·         the primary goal of the formula is protecting equity (not so much identifying 3m drawdown as a particular business viability issue)
·         the impact management approach is one of best fit rather than as a precise instrument.

 
If you’re happy to change to Theis for both BRM and CB I’m happy with that. I’d prefer it if we could take a consistent approach across all
alluviums.
 
Regards,

Paul Hausler

Water Policy | Southwest and Science
Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy

P: 07 3181 5163 
E: paul.hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au
A: 1 William St, Brisbane Qld 4000 | PO Box 15216, City East Qld 4002
W: www.dnrm.qld.gov.au

 
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Thursday, 15 February 2018 5:47 PM
To: HAUSLER Paul <Paul.Hausler@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; PYMBLEWARD Coby <Coby.Pymbleward@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Separation distance calculation formula
 
Hi Paul and Coby
After speaking with Michael J on the separation distance formula, we should use the Theis equations in the Border Rivers drawdown
estimation to ensure we adequately assess the drawdown and do not underestimate impacts based on the fact that the Cooper Jacob is an
estimation of Theis – that is it works for a range of values but outside of that can result in significant over and under estimations.  The same
parameters can remain for input to the formula.
 
For greater than 1000ML error starts to creep in whereby drawdown is greater than 3m (Not particularly significant but the fact that if someone
really wanted to test our methodology – could happen BRA – we could be pulled up on the fact that the formula is not appropriate).  It may not
be likely to occur with total volumes above 1000ML but our trade envelopes certainly allow for it to occur.  I think safer to use Theis and
additionally there are plenty of online spreadsheets and programs that do the calculations – making life easier for us and for clients if they
want to work out separations distances. 
 
So there are a couple of questions we need to look at:
-          Do you want to put the formula in the WMP  - can use GAB Gen 1, explanatory notes example. 
-          Alternatively we don’t necessarily need the formula in there – just state the Theis equation is used to calculate drawdown
-          Perhaps we should use this in both CB and Border. 
 
102     Calculating of minimum separation distance

(1)   For each groundwater sub-area the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take stated on the water allocation or point
of take condition on the water licence using the Theis equation. 

 

Cheers

J

 
Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
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P 07 4529  1233 M
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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Date : 9/02/2018 11:37:25 AM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : 
Cc : "girraweenfarm@bigpond.com" 
Subject : RE: Agenda items Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association 
Attachment : BRA Summary consultation proposals updated 1-2-18.docx;image001.jpg;image003.png;image004.png;image005.jpg;
Hi 
I believe Peter will be in contact with you regarding attendance at the meeting.
 
Please find an updated summary of consultation proposals (I have just provided some clarification of the proposed release period of the draft
Water Plan).  If you had planned to discuss at the meeting in my absence could you please reference this version instead of the one I sent
yesterday.
 
Thankyou
Jason
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: mailto:admin@brff.com.au] 
Sent: Friday, 9 February 2018 9:17 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Agenda items Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association
 
Thanks Jason,
 
Is Peter Brownhalls still attending ?
 

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT
BORDER RIVERS FOOD & FIBRE
Phone

07 46713888

Email / Skype admin@brff.com.au

Twitter @brff1

Facebook @brff4390

Website www.brff.com.a u

PO Box 507, Goondiwindi, QLD 4390
 
P  Please consider your environmental responsibility before printing this email.
 
If you have received this  transmiss ion in error please noti fy us  immediately by return e-mai l  and delete a l l  copies .
If this  e-mai l  or any attachments  have been sent to you in error, that error does  not consti tute waiver of any
confidentia l i ty, privi lege or copyright in respect of information in the e-mai l  or attachments .
 
We would like to welcome our new Associate Members for this year. We strongly encourage all members to support
the local businesses that support BRFF.
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From: CHAVASSE Jason [mailto:Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au] 
Sent: 8 February, 2018 5:37 PM
To: admin@brff.com.au>; BROWNHALLS Peter <Peter.Brownhalls@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Cc: girraweenfarm@bigpond.com
Subject: RE: Agenda items Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association
 
Hi
Unfortunately, I have other commitments for the 27 and 28 February and will be unable to attend the meeting.
 
In terms of groundwater proposals, there has been no significant changes to the proposals (minor tweaking) since tabled at the last meeting in
Texas on or about the 6 September last year.
 
The department will, as part of the release of the draft Water Plan for the Border Moonie catchments, be holding both public and stakeholder
consultation meetings to discuss the matters outlined in the draft plan.  This will obviously involve a meeting with DVIA to discuss
groundwater and surface water matters.  When we have some firmer dates for these meetings Peter and I will discuss with BRFF and DVIA. 
 
Key groundwater matters are attached in the document that I have also previously circulated.
 
I will giv a call and discuss with him before the meeting.
 
Cheers
Jason
 

Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 M
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
 

 
 
From mailto:admin@brff.com.au] 
Sent: Thursday, 8 February 2018 3:50 PM
To: BROWNHALLS Peter <Peter.Brownhalls@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Agenda items Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association
 
Peter and Jason,
 
27th  February – Texas Golf Club, 1.30PM
 
Below are the points that will be discussed at the upcoming DVIA meeting that relate to Qld
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·         Qld Groundwater update

·         Qld unsupplemented continuous accounting proposal

·         Ramifications of the Northern Review disallowance motion

·         Compliance NSW & QLD
 
Can you please send through your correct job title/s so I can update my system
 
Cheers
 

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT
BORDER RIVERS FOOD & FIBRE
Phone

07 46713888

Email / Skype admin@brff.com.au

Twitter @brff1

Facebook @brff4390

Website www.brff.com.a u

PO Box 507, Goondiwindi, QLD 4390
 
P  Please consider your environmental responsibility before printing this email.
 
If you have received this  transmiss ion in error please noti fy us  immediately by return e-mai l  and delete a l l  copies .
If this  e-mai l  or any attachments  have been sent to you in error, that error does  not consti tute waiver of any
confidentia l i ty, privi lege or copyright in respect of information in the e-mai l  or attachments .
 
We would like to welcome our new Associate Members for this year. We strongly encourage all members to support
the local businesses that support BRFF.
 

 
 
 
 
------------------------------
The information in this email together with any attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. There is no waiver of any confidentiality/privilege by your inadvertent receipt of this material. 
Any form of review, disclosure, modification, distribution and/or publication of this email message is prohibited, unless as a necessary part of
Departmental business.
If you have received this message in error, you are asked to inform the sender as quickly as possible and delete this message and any copies of
this message from your computer and/or your computer system network.
------------------------------
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES UPDATED 1 FEBRUARY 2018 
       1 

 

Queensland draft Border Rivers Water Plan Consultation – Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Summary of proposed policy and consultation outcomes  

 

Since the release of the Statement of Proposals for the Queensland Border Rivers Water Plan review 

in July 2016, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy has engaged with 

the Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association (DVIA).  The DVIA has represented entitlement holders 

for alluvial groundwater matters upstream of Keetah Bridge.  To date, the department has held 6 

consultation sessions to work through a number of matters, the outcomes of which are detailed in 

the table below. 

The proposals outlined in the table below have been discussed in meetings between the DVIA 

stakeholder advisory group and the department and have been used to guide the outcomes in the 

draft Water Plan. Given the Water Plan is the Ministers Plan, changes to the proposals detailed 

below could occur between consultation and the draft Water Plan.   

The draft Water Plan is anticipated to be released for public consultation around March/April 2018 

(these dates are indicative only and are subject to the Ministers decision to release - so this may 

change).  This is an important stage where entitlement holders and members of the community 

can provide further formal input on the proposed outcomes of the draft Border Moonie Water 

Plan.   

Commencement of the Qld Border Rivers and Moonie Water Plan is expected on 1 July 2019.   

Issue Proposal Explanation 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES UPDATED 1 FEBRUARY 2018 
       2 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES UPDATED 1 FEBRUARY 2018 
       3 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES UPDATED 1 FEBRUARY 2018 
       4 

 

account limit will be equal to the 
volumetric limit of the water 
allocation.     
 

Trading of Water Allocations 1. Water trading will be 
implemented in the Border 
Rivers Alluvium 

2. Permanent and seasonal trade 
of water allocations will be 
assessed to make sure they do 
not have significant impact on 
the SWL of other entitlement 
holders. 

3. Zones will be established to 
help manage the movement of 
traded water and to prevent 
‘hotspots’ or the accumulation 
of entitlements in an area.   

4. Groundwater will be able to be 
traded within the zones, 
subject to separation 
distances; and between zones 
depending on the rules and 
available space within the 
‘water envelope’.   

5. Envelopes will include 
permanent and seasonal 
trades.   

6. Points of extraction (bores) will 
be specifically identified as a 
geographic set of coordinates 
on the water allocation.   

7. An option for alternative 
assessment of impact 
assessment is also proposed. 

Extraction of groundwater does 
have an impact on neighbouring 
bores.  Consequently there will be 
an assessment methodology used 
to assess points of impact on other 
entitlement holders.  This is also 
consistent with the NSW approach 
in trade of water allocations. 
 
To accommodate the separation 
distance assessment, specific 
points will be placed on the water 
allocation.  The points will be 
informed by the current 
entitlement bore locations.  These 
locations will be used in the 
assessment to determine impacts 
to neighbouring entitlements.  
There will be an opportunity with 
the release of the draft Water Plan 
for an entitlement holder to 
further check the accuracy of these 
locations.   
 
 

QLD trade zones and trade 
envelopes 

Trade zones and the ‘water 
envelopes’ were discussed at the 
stakeholder meeting on the 3 
August 17.  The following zones 
and envelopes were proposed: 
Zone 1 and 2 boundary 
• Commencement of the semi-

confining layer 
• Upstream the resource is 

unconfined (no deep or 
shallow)  

Zone 2 and 3 boundary 
• Further confining of alluvium 

(showing more confined 
response) 

• Alluvium narrows 
• Proposed as option by DVIA 

Zone 4 – No trade envelope due to 
entitlement holder concerns on 
current level of entitlement and 
performance of bores.  
 
Agreed trade envelope volumes 
were discussed at the stakeholder 
meeting on the 3 August 17 and 
adjusted to a suitable volume 
based on feedback. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES UPDATED 1 FEBRUARY 2018 
       5 

 

Zone 3 and 4 boundary 
• Management decision - zone 

three contains TWS  
• Zone extent shows similar 

drawdown influences and 
effects 

• Recognise existing sub-area 
boundary as a hydrological 
division 

• Proposed as option by DVIA 
Zone 4 and 5 boundary 
• Management decision – large 

existing entitlement in Zone 4 
• DVIA recognise area as having 

noticeable neighbour pumping 
effects 

• Split allows for future 
management options 

• Model outcomes support 
boundary  

 
Trade envelope proposed volumes 
Zone 1 – 50% envelope (448 ML) 
Zone 2 – 50% envelope (665 ML) 
Zone 3 – 20% envelope (199 ML) 
Zone 4 – 0% (0 ML) 
Zone 5 – 50% envelope (685 ML) 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSULTATION OUTCOMES UPDATED 1 FEBRUARY 2018 
       6 
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Date : 21/08/2019 5:11:58 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To :  
Subject : RE: DVIA report
Attachment : BRA WMP Information Sheet 21-8-19.pdf;image001.jpg;
Hi
Hot off the press a refined copy of the discussion points from Texas.
 
Cheers
Jason
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services, Toowoomba
 
From: admin@brff.com.au> 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 August 2019 3:45 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason
Subject: DVIA report
 
Jason,
 
Can you send me a copy of your report that you read from at the Texas meeting
 
Thank you
 

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT
BORDER RIVERS FOOD & FIBRE
Phone

07 46713888

Email / Skype admin@brff.com.au

Twitter @brff1

Facebook @brff4390

Website www.brff.com.a u

PO Box 507, Goondiwindi, QLD 4390
 
P  Please consider your environmental responsibility before printing this email.
 
If you have received this  transmiss ion in error please noti fy us  immediately by return e-mai l  and delete a l l  copies .
If this  e-mai l  or any attachments  have been sent to you in error, that error does  not consti tute waiver of any
confidentia l i ty, privi lege or copyright in respect of information in the e-mai l  or attachments .
 
We would like to welcome our new Associate Members for this year.
 
We strongly encourage all members to support the local businesses that support BRFF.
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Border Rivers Alluvium (deep and shallow) Information Sheet 

(Water Plan (Border Rivers and Moonie) 2019 and Water Management Protocol 2019) 

General Information 

 Metering of all entitlements to take groundwater is required by December 2025  

 Water licences in the deep alluvial resource have been converted to water allocations 

 Enabling provisions for interstate trade of groundwater in the BRA (deep), once agreement 

and administrative arrangements have been finalised between the States.   

 Note the Border Rivers Alluvium (BRA) Sustainable Diversion Limit (SDL) area encompasses: 

o BRA (deep) 

o BRA (shallow) – also known as the Dumaresq River Alluvium 

o Macintyre River Alluvium 

o Macintyre Brook Alluvium 

 The Water Management Protocol contains the operational rules and is abbreviated to WMP. 

Water Sharing Rules (WMP section 140) 

 Water allocations are located in specific zones (Zones 1 to 5); 

 A water allocation (WA) can have a zone location without a GPS point/s however, 

 Before water is allowed to be extracted under the water allocation, the WA must state a 

point of take (GPS co-ordinate) or multiple points of take. 

Announced Allocation (WMP sections 141-144) 

 All water allocations are subject to an announced allocation. 

 For the purpose of ‘Urban’, the announced allocation is always 100%. 

 Water allocations with a purpose of ‘Any’ will have an announced allocation for the start of 

every water year that: 

o Can’t be reduced during the water year; 

o Will not be greater than 100% or less than 50%; 

 Announced allocation is determined through two accounting mechanisms: 

o Sustainable Diversion Limit (over a rolling 10 year period); and 

o ‘Share’ of the resource with NSW (over a rolling 10 year period); 

o The lesser of the above announced allocations will be used; 

 Meter readings are required at the end of March each year to enable a forecast and 

communication of announced allocation for the approaching water year.   

Water allocation dealing rules (WMP sections 146-157) 

Permitted dealings 

 Change of purpose of the water allocation from Urban to Any; 

 Subdivide the water allocation providing the characteristics are the same as previous; 

 Replace a water bore within 10 metres of the previous bore; 

Prohibited dealings 

 Change of purpose from Any to Urban;  

 Trade groundwater outside of the sub-area (e.g. Alluvium to Border Fractured Rock); 

 Trade groundwater to another sub-unit (e.g. Deep to Shallow); 

 Trade groundwater that would cause the maximum zone volume to be exceeded; 

20-308 File A Page 99 of 493

Release

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



Border Rivers Alluvium (deep and shallow) Information Sheet      

 2 

Assessed dealings 

 Change the location from where water is to be taken under a water allocation and includes 

changes to the: 

o Zone (e.g. moving a water allocation from Zone 4 to 1); 

o Point of Take (e.g. drill another bore or add an existing bore not previously listed on 

the water allocation); 

 Trade of a water allocation to amalgamate with another water allocation (e.g. purchase all or 

part of another water allocation and relocate to an existing property with a water allocation); 

 In assessing the water allocation dealing the following two criteria must be assessed: 

o will the additional volume of traded water fit within the maximum zone volume;  and 

o whether the additional water or new location will have unacceptable impacts on 

neighbouring water allocation ‘points of take’, including those in NSW;  

Seasonal Water Assignment (BRA deep) (WMP sections 158-159) 

 Must only be for the remainder of the water year (1 July to 30 June); and  

 Not be traded to another sub-area and/or sub-unit; and 

 Not exceed the maximum zone volumes; and 

 Not be for a volume greater than that remaining for the allocation being seasonally assigned; 

and 

 Be approved if less than 100 ML; and 

 Be approved if the total volume is less than 200 ML in any consecutive 3 year period; or 

 Assessed whether the additional groundwater will have unacceptable impacts on 

neighbouring water allocation (points of take), including those in NSW. 

Seasonal Water Assignment (BRA shallow) (WMP section 163-164) 

 Must only be for the remainder of the water year (1 July to 30 June); and  

 Not be traded to another sub-area and/or sub-unit; and 

 Not be for a volume greater than that remaining for the water licence being seasonally 

assigned; and  

 Not exceed the permitted maximum of 100 ML; and 

 Are not restricted to zones – i.e. traded across the entire BRA (shallow). 

Impact Assessment Criteria (WMP sections 165-168) 

 Provides the assessment tool to manage point to point impacts (QLD and NSW); 

 Uses the Theis equation to perform the assessment; 

 The parameters and values used in the assessment are tabled in the WMP; 

 Assesses the impacts of the cumulative take of water under a water allocation on other 

‘points of take’ listed on a water allocation.   

 

Please note – this information sheet is designed to provide a general overview of the rules relating to 

the QLD Border Rivers Alluvium.  For the actual provisions and rules please reference the Water Plan 

(Border Rivers and Moonie) 2019 and Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management Protocol 2019.  

https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/catchments-planning/water-

plan-areas/border-rivers-moonie    
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Date : 30/08/2018 6:03:16 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To :  
Subject : RE: Groundwater trade assessment process
Thanks 
 
Jason Chavasse
A/ Manager
Water Services
Toowoomba
 
From:
Sent: Friday, 24 August 2018 12:43 PM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Fwd: Groundwater trade assessment process
 
FYI 
 

 

From:
Sent: Friday, August 24, 2018 9:00:13 AM
Subject: Groundwater trade assessment process
 
 
 
From <admin@brff.com.au> 
Sent: Friday, 24 August 2018 7:43 AM
Subject: Groundwater trade assessment process
 
Hello all,
 
Please see response from Sue Hamilton that equested

requested information on the NSW groundwater assessment process for applications for new production bores and groundwater
trades in lieu of the info sheet being prepared for the Water Resource Plan consultation that is not yet available for public distribution. Below
is an overview of our process. DoIW is able to present this to groundwater licence holders in more detail enabling discussion on specific issues
during the consultation process. 

NSW undertakes an individual assessment for each application and the detail of this assessment is linked to the perceived level of risk from
the change in groundwater pumping that could result. For example the temporary trade of groundwater allocation is considered a lower risk
than the permanent trade of groundwater shares. Consequently the level of assessment for a permanent trade is more detailed. 

The assessment considers impacts on
high priority groundwater dependent ecosystems (listed in the WSP), 
nearby surface water sources, 
neighbouring water supply bores (including stock, domestic and other production bores) and 
the groundwater source itself.

For the groundwater sources of the Border Rivers alluvium the drawdown impact assessment criteria is the same for all applications but the
time frame over which the impact is assessed varies. For example, a temporary trade assessment compares the criteria against the predicted
impact after one irrigation season however for a permanent trade, or application for a new bore, the assessment criteria is compared to the
predicted impact after 10 years.

For permanent trades or applications for new production bores, the cumulative impact of all authorised extraction in the vicinity of the
application is considered and this cumulative test is applied to all production bores in the area. However for temporary trades a much simpler
assessment is undertaken and only the cumulative pumping associated with the applicants bore is included in the assessment.

As a result of the assessment, conditions may be placed on one or more of the applicants bores to limit the volume of water that can be
pumped to ensure the impacts are being managed to acceptable levels. Given the debundling of the water from the land in NSW, the volume
of the trade is not generally restricted however conditions on the nominated works approvals may be applied to mitigate against unacceptable
impacts.

All assessments are undertaken for the specific application and the conditions of the groundwater system in that vicinity. Therefore conditions
that place bore extraction limits on bores in areas where there is already significant pumping pressures may be more restrictive than
apparently similar areas where there is little groundwater extraction. 

Trading is permitted within each of the four groundwater sources of the NSW Border Rivers alluvium but not between these groundwater
sources. 
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I hope this info is sufficient to aid discussions at your meeting tomorrow.
regards
Sue
--
Sue Hamilton | Principal Hydrogeologist
Water Assessments 
Department of Industry | Lands & Water
209 Cobra St | PO Box 717 | Dubbo NSW 2830
T:  +61 2 6841 7421 | F:  +61 2 6884 0096 | M: 
E:   sue.hamilton@industry.nsw.gov.au
W:  www.industry.nsw.gov.au/water 
 

This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete it and
notify the sender. Views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender, and are not necessarily the views of their organisation.
 
 
 
You're receiving this message because you're a member of the DVIA NSW group from Border Rivers Food & Fibre Inc.. To take part in this
conversation, reply all to this message.
 
View group files   |   Leave group   |   Learn more about Office 365 Groups
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Date : 28/05/2018 4:29:38 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To 
Cc : "BROWNHALLS Peter" ,  , "HAUSLER Paul" , "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : RE: Groundwater
Attachment : Drawdown Impact Scenarios BRA 28-5-18.docx;
Hi
I have put together some of the information requested below, primarily at this stage to provide some information on points 1,2,3,4 (see
attached document). 
 
As for point 5 – I should have a map of entitlement locations to you tomorrow for reference points, it will not have the impact circles on it as it
would be hard to see anything – but the map does have a scale at which you can measure off the relevant distance for each scenario in the
table to suit your requirements.
 
Point 6 – as for cumulative impact, we are looking at various options with a view to discussing with you in the near future.
 
Point 7 – our methodology for dealing with hotspots is management of use and trade through the proposed zones in the current draft Water
Plan.  The number of zones and their effect (immediate or future) is dependent on the departments resource management policy and
informed by draft water plan submission feedback. 
 
Point 8 – this seems like a reasonable proposition (given low volume trade separation distances) but we would need to have feedback through
the submission process.
 
As discussed, it is most critical that you make a submission on the draft Water Plan and other documents highlighting your areas of concern
(i.e. like the list below) rather than  trying to have everything resolved. 
 
We will likely meet with you again after the close of submissions to work through the proposals once they have been received, analysed and
options developed. 
 
If you have any questions please give me a call.
 
Kind regards
Jason
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: CHAVASSE Jason 
Sent: Monday, 21 May 2018 11:29 AM
To:
Cc: BROWNHALLS Peter <Peter.Brownhalls@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; girraweenfarm@bigpond.com
Subject: RE: Groundwater
 
Hi
Thanks for the email. 
 
Unfortunately, we will not be in a position to meet again with the DVIA and irrigators prior to the close of submissions on 1 June 2018
 however, we will work towards getting some revised information to you via email prior to this date.
 
It is important that even if we do send you some revisions (based on the options below) that you put the information below into a submission
to ensure that it is appropriately considered in the formal submission process.
 
Please give me a call if you have any questions.
 
Kind regards
Jason
 
Jason Chavasse
Principal Project Manager
Water Services – Groundwater
Toowoomba
 
From: 
Sent: Sunday, 20 May 2018 9:17 AM
To: CHAVASSE Jason <Jason.Chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au>
Cc: BROWNHALLS Peter <Peter.Brownhalls@dnrme.qld.gov.au>; girraweenfarm@bigpond.com
Subject: FW: Groundwater
 
Gentlemen,
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Prior to our next meeting we ask QDNRME to provide some more information to DVIA on the potential 3rd  Party Impact Assessment process
with the approach considered you allow for one zone. The response is to be circulated via email before the meeting.

1.       We need a range of scenarios to be modelled and presented back to us to give a better idea of how the process will work and
potential outcomes for different parameters.

2.       Rate of take to reflect seasonal concentration of extraction, average rate over 6 months (180 days) instead of 12.
3.       Drawdown impacts range of 2m, 2.5m and 3m.
4.       Size of traded parcels  100ML 250ML and 500ML
5.       The NSW bores need to be included in the reference Map.
6.       We need to understand how the cumulative impact could be assessed. Effect of combined volume being assessed as opposed

to only the trade volume.
7.       Also, we need to know how QDNRME would manage ‘hot spots’ in the Impact Assessment process. Is it possible to utilise

different parameters for different areas? Can you use the hot spot identification you showed in the slides at the beginning of
your presentation on the 16th May?

8.       Is it possible for the period of this plan to have one off temporary trades of less than 50ML to be exempt of impact assessment
to facilitate fast approval?

 
 

ill have to circulate so reply to  him please. I will be away.
 
Thanks
 

Secretary
Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association
Mob no.
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Drawdown Impact Scenarios  - Border Rivers Alluvium (deep)        

          

Parameter values used - DVIA proposals            

Transmissivity = 200m2/d Volumes - 100, 250, 500 ML         

Storativity = 0.001 Drawdown thresholds - 2 metres; 2.5 metres; 3 metres      

  Pump Rate - 180 days         

               

           

          

Trade volumes 100ML 250ML  500ML    

Pump duration 180 days 365 days* 180 days 365 days* 180 days 365 days*    

Drawdown trigger threshold (metres)                

2.0 metres 100m 5m 1480m 1200m 3800m 6500m 
   

2.5 metres 30m 0m 950m 400m 3000m 4100m 
   

3.0 metres 10m 0m 600m 160m 2400m 2580m 
   

* As per the current draft Water Plan proposal and as presented at meeting in Texas on 16/5/18 (constant pump rate of 365 days per year for a period of 10 years)  

          

The outputs of this table are the minimum separation distance (metres) 
that an extraction bore must be to its nearest volumetric entitlement 
(excluding extraction bores listed on the same entitlement).        
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Date : 15/02/2018 5:47:19 PM
From : "CHAVASSE Jason" 
To : "HAUSLER Paul" , "PYMBLEWARD Coby" 
Subject : Separation distance calculation formula
Attachment : image001.png;image002.png;
Hi Paul and Coby
After speaking with Michael J on the separation distance formula, we should use the Theis equations in the Border Rivers drawdown
estimation to ensure we adequately assess the drawdown and do not underestimate impacts based on the fact that the Cooper Jacob is an
estimation of Theis – that is it works for a range of values but outside of that can result in significant over and under estimations.  The same
parameters can remain for input to the formula.
 
For greater than 1000ML error starts to creep in whereby drawdown is greater than 3m (Not particularly significant but the fact that if someone
really wanted to test our methodology – could happen BRA – we could be pulled up on the fact that the formula is not appropriate).  It may not
be likely to occur with total volumes above 1000ML but our trade envelopes certainly allow for it to occur.  I think safer to use Theis and
additionally there are plenty of online spreadsheets and programs that do the calculations – making life easier for us and for clients if they
want to work out separations distances. 
 
So there are a couple of questions we need to look at:
-          Do you want to put the formula in the WMP  - can use GAB Gen 1, explanatory notes example. 
-          Alternatively we don’t necessarily need the formula in there – just state the Theis equation is used to calculate drawdown
-          Perhaps we should use this in both CB and Border. 
 
102     Calculating of minimum separation distance

(1)   For each groundwater sub-area the minimum separation distance must be calculated for each point of take stated on the water allocation or point
of take condition on the water licence using the Theis equation. 

 

Cheers

J

 
Jason Chavasse
Pri nci pa l  Proje ct Ma na ge r
Water Services I Service Delivery I South Region
De pa rtme nt of Na tura l  Re s ource s , Mi ne s  a nd
Ene rgy
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4529  1233 
203 Tor Stre e t, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
PO Box 318, Toowoomba  Ql d 4350
Emai l : jason.chavasse@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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2004 Water Plan (Border Rivers ) 2003

2008 Resource Operations Plan 

2009 BRA Groundwater Management Area water sharing rules and seasonal 
water assignment rules

2013 Water plan expiry postponed to June 2019

2013 Amendment of BRAGMA- water sharing rules and seasonal water 
assignment rules

2014 Water plan amendment to include groundwater management

2016 Statement of proposals - water plan review commenced

2018 Draft water plan, management protocol (WMP) & entitlement notice 
(WEN)– Now

2019 Final water plan accredited by C’wlth
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Water Plan (Border Rivers) 2003 Draft Water Plan (Border Rivers and Moonie) 
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Draft Water Plan (Border Rivers and Moonie) 
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Water licence Water allocation

Term

Set expiry date

Expire in 2111

Enduring

Don’t expire
Can’t be resumed/repealed/diminished 
without compensation (land 
resumptions)

Specs

Nominal entitlement & conditions

Annual volume is the nominal
entitlement

Volumetric limit, share characteristics & 
conditions

Annual volume is the volumetric limit
Nominal volume represents its share 
of a resource within a plan area
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Water licence Water allocation

Asset

Wet/dry block

Water changes/changes the 
value of land.

Encumbered asset
The asset listed in the Water 
Allocation Register (WAR) similar to 
the Land Titles Registrar. 
Can be mortgaged and leased, with 
interests and encumbrances being  
recorded in the WAR. 

Security

Management rules

Represents an authorisation to 
take a volume but do not 
represent likelihood of access 
beyond that available at the 
time of issue or implied by 
management rules.

Legislated security objectives

Underpinned by water allocation 
security objectives (WASO) that:

legally binding 
set benchmark access levels 
ensure management decisions do 
not diminish access
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Water licence Water allocation

Trade

Transfers/relocations

Can be transferred 
(bought and sold) 
through sale of land 
May be temporarily 
traded to other land 
holders, subject to 
relocation (trade) 
rules under water 
management protocol 

Fully tradable (freedom of movement)

As a separate title to land, can be freely traded 
to other users
Subject to change of location rules under water 
management protocol - can be prohibited, 
permitted or assessed (for the impacts) 
Zone location limits trade in order to protect 
other users, and established based on:

similarities in hydrological characteristics
level of connectivity between locations of 
water take and groundwater resources
water usage patterns
potential for local-scale impacts with intense 
groundwater take 
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The difference between VL and actual 
access depends on yield, performance 
at the point and management rules 
(water sharing, yearly announcements). 

In combination with WASOs, provides 
security of water access under WA 
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Hydraulic connectivity -
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THANKS!!
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        1 
 

Queensland draft Border Rivers Water Plan Consultation – Border Rivers Alluvium  
 
Summary of proposed policy outcomes  

 

Messaging 

Since the release of the Statement of Proposals for the Queensland Border Rivers Water Plan review 
in July 2016, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy has engaged with 
the Dumaresq Valley Irrigators Association (DVIA).  The DVIA has represented entitlement holders 
for alluvial groundwater matters upstream of Keetah Bridge.  To date, the department has held at 
least 8 consultation sessions to work through a number of matters. 

The recommended proposals outlined in the table below have been discussed in many previous 
consultation meetings between the DVIA stakeholder advisory group and the department and have 
been amended as necessary on consideration of draft water plan submissions.    

It is important to be aware that the draft Border Rivers Moonie Water Plan is the Ministers draft 
Water Plan and it will not be final until the Minister signs approves the Water Plan.   

 

There is an existing expectation that the department will return to finalise the consultation. Not 
following through with this ongoing commitment to engage is likely to be viewed by stakeholders 
that the department has something to hide between draft and final water plans.   

Undertaking further consultation could pose a risk (to process and timeframes) from certain 
individuals who are opposed to the changes as an opportunity to re-litigate the water plan provisions 
or make further representations on the matter that their submissions have not been appropriately 
considered 

However, there is an equal if not larger risk relating to ongoing relationships with stakeholders and 
potential for the DVIA to make representations to the Minister that the department has not 
adequately consulted, considered their submissions or closed the consultation loop.  
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        2 
 

 

Draft Water Plan provisions Endorsed policy position Messaging Risk/s to WP process 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        3 
 

Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) – 
Permanent and Seasonal water 
trade 
 
Water Plan 

Changes to draft include: 
Zone envelope volumes 
will be increased to 
address concerns about 
the perceived inflation of 

 High risk 
- Many submitters expressed 

concern over the zone and 
envelopes being too 
restrictive. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        4 
 

- section 15 
- schedule 6 

 
Water Management Protocol 
- Dealing Rules 

Section 134-148 
- Impact Assessment 

Chapter 11  
 

1. Zones 
2. Trade envelopes 
3. Impact assessment 
 
Water trading will be implemented 
in the Border Rivers Alluvium 
 
Permanent and seasonal trade of 
water allocations will be third party 
impact assessed to make sure they 
do not have significant impact on 
the SWL of other entitlement 
holders. 
 
Zones (5) will be established to 
help manage the movement of 
traded water and to prevent 
‘hotspots’ or the accumulation of 
entitlements in an area.   
 
Groundwater will be able to be 
traded within the zones, subject to 
separation distances; and between 
zones depending on the rules and 
available space within the ‘water 
envelope’.   

water asset values and to 
allow for readjustment of 
entitlement.   
Zone envelop volumes are 
no longer conservatively 
performance based.   
Consideration of approved 
points of extraction over 
the whole BRA (deep) – 
includes NSW.   
Impact threshold will be 
consistent with NSW – will 
be either 5-10% of 
available head or 
maximum 3m drawdown.   
Assessment of impacts 
over 180 day pumping 
season rather than 10 year 
period.   
SWA rule change to allow 
for up to a 100ML 
assignment without 
impact assessment. 
Greater than 100ML will 
require impact 
assessment. 

-
have requested 
representations to the 
Minister and department 
opposing trade. 

- General support for trade of 
water allocations providing 
there is stringent third party 
impact protections in place 
and consistency with NSW.   

 
- Risk of not consulting may 

have an equally concerning 
outcome for departmental 
relationships and DVIA 
approaching Minister on lack 
of completed consultation.   
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, MINES AND ENERGY 
BORDER RIVERS ALLUVIUM        5 
 

 
Envelopes will include permanent 
and seasonal trades.   
 
Points of extraction (bores) will be 
specifically identified as a 
geographic set of coordinates on 
the water allocation.   
 
Interstate trade between QLD and 
NSW.   
 
Water Plan 
- Section 89 
 
Water Management Protocol 
- Section 10 & 11 
 
The Qld Water Plan will be to allow 
for the future trade of 
groundwater.  Provisions contained 
in the Water Plan and Water 
Management Protocol are 
designed to allow for this to occur 
with appropriate interstate 
agreements in place.   
 

No change to draft 
 

 Moderate risk 
- Submission want interstate 

trade to occur 
- DVIA have always had this on 

their agenda and should be 
satisfied that it can be 
facilitated in at least some 
form (e.g. temporary)  
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Feedback on draft Water Management Protocol (Groundwater) 
 

WMP Section number Comments 
   
MM 10 (3) (a) DELETE (a) – changed during the water year 
MM 12 (2)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REPLACE 12 (2) (a) representative groundwater level with – must determine an assessment site to represent 
each zone in each subarea. The assessment site mentioned in Table X must: 

• represent the long term condition and trend of the subarea 
 
Table X 
 
REPLACE 12 (2) (b) preceding two winter water levels with -  must determine a reference groundwater level 
for each assessment site to represent: 

• the stable saturated thickness of the subarea 
 
stable means the groundwater elevation measured, as far as practicable, during the autumn period 
saturated means the estimated distance available pumping draw down 
 

  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
  •  
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1 
 

Groundwater Water Plan and Other Policy 
Version history 

Status Version no. Date Changed by Nature of amendment 

Works
hop 

Versio
n 

1 20 Sept 
2018 

Coby Pymble-Ward; 
Jason Chavasse 

Version for policy workshop 

Development history 
Title Details 

Plan area Border Rivers and Moonie 

Policy type Position statements 

Prepared by Cate Hoye; Leigh Hansen; Cathy Willis; Paul Hausler; Jason Chavasse; Coby Pymble-Ward  

Title Groundwater Water Plan and Other Policy  

Reviewed by Coby Pymble-Ward; Jason Chavase 

Group/region Toowoomba, Brisbane 

Location Na 

File no Na  

Review trigger Policy workshop endorsement 
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2 
 

Context 
This paper addresses water plan and other policy in response to submissions on the draft Border 
Rivers and Moonie water plan and water management protocol.  

Background 
Submissions the following issues have been raised by stakeholders on the Border Rivers and Moonie 
water plan and supporting documents. 

Consideration and endorsement of policy team recommendations sought from the policy reference 
group together with indication whether or not to refer these issues to the PRP for consideration and 
sign off.  

Issues considered in this papers include: 

1. Shared management of the Border Rivers Alluvium 
2. BRA (deep) Trading  
3. BRA (deep) SWA  
4. BRA (deep) Impact Management 
5. BRA (deep) Zones and Envelopes 
6. BRA Interstate Trading 
7. Replacement Bores 
8. BRA (deep) New bores  
9. S&D reticulated area limitation  
10. BRA (deep) Storage of GW  
11. BRA (shallow) SWA  
12. Consideration of trigger bores in impact assessment (CB issue) 
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4 
 

 

Table 1 Border Rivers and Moonie 
Submissions Background/issues Options/Proposed action Policy Group/PRP 
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5 
 

2. Trading (BRA deep)  
I am strongly opposed to trade of both permanent and 
temporary water, as I have significant concern this will lead to 
growth in the water take from the aquifer. I believe that trade 
and protecting the aquifer are diametrically opposed. This could 
have a detrimental effect on existing water users. (110) 
I consider [the proposed approach for trade] is valid in achieving 
the objective of allowing trade to occur without compromising 
the aquifer by dramatically lowering water tables in particular 
areas below the alluvium where current extractions are 
significant (111) 
We support the ability to trade water allocations provided there 
are sufficient mechanisms in the WRP to protect existing users 
from third party impacts (131) 
We support the ability to trade water allocations, but there is 
significant concern about lack of protection to existing water 
users from third party impacts. Some members would prefer no 
trade at all to protect from potential impacts of trade and 
movement of water extraction across the aquifer. Trades should 
not impact on existing users. Sufficient protections need to be 
built into the water plan to protect existing users to the greatest 
degree possible.  
While we are accepting of trading in principle, we don’t want it 
to come at any cost or be unconstrained. (151; 152; 153)  
Support temporary and permanent trade within the aquifer 
based on the following premise: all permanent trades and large 
temporary trades are subject to stringent impact assessment 
which takes into account relevant bore positions, volumetric take 
and any other relevant information on the NSW side of the 
aquifer. Our support or otherwise (for temporary and permanent 
trade) will be largely determined based on this assessment 
systems as it must allow the greatest possible protection for 
existing users and allow trade accordingly (158).  
Due to the infancy of the GW model we would advocate a very 
conservative approach to permanent trading. Once committed 
they are difficult to reverse if the initial modelling process 
inaccurate and a neighbouring bore has been compromised. This 
assumption can easily be revised upward at a future 10 year 
review if proven (160) 
There should be provision for all types of trade and the 
development of new holes, providing there is a sound 
methodology for the assessment of reasonable third party 

Issue background 
The draft Border Rivers and Moonie water 
management protocol provides for the permanent 
and temporary trading of proposed water allocations 
in the Border Rivers Alluvium (deep). 
Dealing rules contained in the plans provide for 
trading anywhere within the sub-unit, including 
between zones, subject to zone envelopes and 
assessment of potential drawdown impacts. 
Envelopes and impact management are dealt 
separately in the table. 
Submissions received from stakeholders regarding 
trading in general (i.e. not zones, envelopes or impact 
management) indicate: 

o Oppose trade (permanent or temporary) due 
to concern it will lead to growth in take and 
impacts on existing users (2) 

o Support for trade provided adequate 
protections/no impact on existing users (8) 

o Trade rules should be developed through 
independent modelling (1) 

o Trading should be of the volumetric limit not 
nominal volume (1) 

o Trading should start out conservatively and 
ramp up later after review (1) 

Stakeholders in the BRA (deep) have overwhelming 
submitted opposition the proposed trade assessment 
model based on 5 zones and envelopes, coupled with 
third party impact assessment.  
Stakeholders submit that trade assessment should be 
based on a single zone and more robust third party 
impact assessment that considers cumulative (i.e. the 
impact of all bores and trades on a single user) 
impacts including those in NSW. 
Despite concerns about the trading framework, only 2 
submissions were received opposing the trade of 
groundwater in principle. These two submissions 
indicate concern that trade will lead to growth in take 
and adverse effects on the aquifer and water users.  
Overwhelmingly entitlement holders want trade 
however they want to be assured that: 

o There will be no adverse impacts on existing 
entitlements through SWL drawdown 
including the NSW entitlement extractions; 

Policy team proposed  
Continue to provide for trading in the 
BRA  
 
Note concerns about trading the BRA – 
see policy discussion number 5. 
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impacts, as the basis for approval. This allows water to be 
shifted. 
Rules around trade should be developed with good independent 
modelling and have some flexibility in the case the expected 
scenario does not eventuate (162) – possibly more. 
Most [large entitlement holders/large developed users] are 
against trade and against the unretarded development of new 
bores. Trade will not increase value of the aquifer to the 
community or Australia but more likely make existing 
infrastructure redundant and inflict financial pressure on existing 
users. Trade must be restricted to shelter hotspots but also to 
minimise acceleration of usage and therefore damage to existing 
business (121) 
Seasonal trading of a reduced nominal volume would be unviable 
considering establishment cost and infrastructure, reducing 
income by 47%. Perm and temp trade should be of the 
volumetric quantity shown on the water allocation (167) 

Submitters 

o That there are mechanisms in place to protect 
users and the resource; 

o That there is simple seasonal/temporary trade 
mechanisms 

 
Issues and Risks 

While use is likely to increase as un/underused 
entitlement is bought by productive users, utilisation 
is already increasing in the BRA (deep). Use in the 
deep will be managed to 53% of entitlement over ten 
years.  
While use is at current levels, no announcements will 
be required manage take (i.e. users will have an 
announcement of 100%, with productive users being 
offset by those not taking). As use increases, 
announcements will be required to manage take. 
Should all users try to take their full entitlement, an 
annual announcement of 53 per cent would result. 
The increase in utilisation of entitlement will occur 
whether trade is present or not through: 

o Land and water are currently being sold 
resulting in utilisation of previously sleepy 
water; 

o Increases in existing entitlement extraction 
through the pumping of water into storages.   

3. SWA (BRA deep)  

Seasonal Water Assignments within a Water Year are not subjected 
to same degree of assessment ie use of different parameters in Third 
Party Assessment Formula  as those required when an application for 
a Permanent Trade is being evaluated. Supportive of less stringent 
assessment of SWAs (111) 
There needs to be a fast approvals process for small, low impact 
temporary trades particularly when these trades are time critical for 
crop management (131) 
We require clarification of the time required to do a complete impact 
assessment to better understand the impact on small temporary 
trades (151). 
SWA - there should be a fast approval process for small, low impact 
SWA as long it doesn't impact existing users (152) 
special consideration should be given to a fast approval process for 
small, low impact SWA. This would require a specific set of rules built 
in to prevent abuse and impacts on existing users. This could be 
resolved with clarification of the time required to do a complete 
impact assessment (153) 
Support temporary and permanent trade within the aquifer based on 
the following premises: All permanent trades and large temporary 
trades (>50ML) are subject to stringent 3rd party Impact Assessment 
Process, which should take into account relevant bore positions, 
volumetric take and any other relevant information on the NSW side 
of the aquifer as well. Our support or otherwise will be largely 

Issue background 
The Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management 
Protocol (WMP) provides for Seasonal Water Assignment in 
the Border Rivers Alluvium Deep resource to be subject to the 
same assessment process as that of permanent trades.  As 
such, all SWA’s will be subject to impact assessment under 
Chapter 11 of the WMP.  
 
Submissions received on the WMP have requested that the 
process for assessing and completing a Seasonal Water 
Assignment (SWA) be less stringent than that of a permanent 
trade. The submissions include general statements requesting 
less onerous assessment and different parameters.   
 
This would allow for quick turnaround for those who may 
need the water quickly. Currently a SWA is approved within 
approx. 5 business days, however this varies between offices 
depending on workloads. There is a wish to ensure small 
amounts of water quickly, however no awareness of how long 
the assessment process takes.  
 
Another submission states that we need a more conservative 
approach to our assessment and that the 3m drawdown figure 
is too large. However this figure has been adopted for 
consistency with the NSW impact assessment approach which 

Proposed Project Team options 
 
Option 1 (preferred) - Allow for a 
volume of up to 100ML to be seasonally 
assigned with no impact assessment.   
 
Impacts of a trade of 100 ML would 
require a 10 metre separation to 
nearest neighbours bore (3m 
threshold).  This distance is conservative 
enough not to interfere with any 
neighbouring bores.   
 
SWA of 100ML or greater would require 
impact assessment to ensure 
neighbouring bores are not impacted. 
 
This SWA rule would continue to 
provide for an expedited SWA to meet 
entitlement holder expectations and be 
able to meet COAG transaction service 
standards of 5 business days.  
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determined based on this assessment system as it must allow the 
greatest possible protection for exiting users and allow trade 
accordingly.  
Suggest that singular temporary trades of <50ML for emergency crop 
finalisation could be viewed as a fast track application and not be 
held to the same rigorous 3rd Party impact assessment. This would 
need its own specific rules though to ensure that the system is not 
used inappropriately (158) 
Temporary Trading: 
- We feel the current 3 m drawdown assumption placed into the 

third party impact equation is not conservative enough to 
protect existing rights of current users. 

- Given the seasonal nature of usage, from our experience, a 300 
Ml trade approved by the 3m assumption at the minimum 400m 
separation would adversely impact adjacent bores. 

- We would suggest an assumption which permits a trade of 150 
Ml at the minimum separation distance of 400m to be a more 
appropriate assumption to protect existing groundwater users. 

- This assumption could be relaxed at a future 10 year review if the 
model is compliant with reality (160). 

Temporary trade approval process should be streamlined to be 
timely (take less than a fortnight) and that smaller transfers are 
possibly exempt from 3-party assessment process (162). 

 
Submitters 

states a maximum of 3m or 5% of available head above target 
aquifer.   
 
The challenge with the 5% of available head means that we 
need to know each bores available head before we can assess 
an impact.  This is an onerous approach and therefore 
adopting a single threshold figure is the preferred approach.  
The key being that it is as consistent with the NSW approach 
as possible.   
 
One of the entitlement holders – Daryl Cleeve has discussed in 
consultation sessions about reducing the drawdown threshold 
to see what being more conservative look like.  The following 
scenarios were presented based on the following parameters - 
T-200; S-0.001; t-180 days; Pumping (Q) 100 ML 

3 metre threshold - ~10 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 
2.5 metre threshold - ~30 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 
2 metres - ~100 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 

 
Legislative context 
Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management Protocol 
 
Issues and risks 

That if no assessment is done, third party impacts cannot 
be tracked and predicted.  
Resourcing is reduced to undertake the bulk of SWA’s if 
under 100ML volume is not assessed.   
Would still need to undertake a cumulative assessment of 
individual volumes if entitlement holders start 
accumulating water.   
 

 

Option 2 – Move forward with the 
current proposal in the draft water 
management protocol.   

4. Impact management (BRA deep)  
The long term sustainability of the aquifer is in the best interests 
of not only Groundwater Users that access the resource, but also 
the community at large. Therefore any assessment of trade 
volume must take into account the performance of the aquifer 
and any the volume of current extractions in the general vicinity 
of the proposed  ‘point of take’ of the traded volume.  
The Draft Plan proposes a set of Rules that include Zones and 
Trade Envelopes with the assessment process to also include a 
Third Party Impact Assessment. I consider this approach is valid 
in achieving the objective of allowing trade to occur without 
compromising the aquifer by dramatically lowering water tables 
in particular areas below the alluvium where current extractions 
are significant (111) 
It is a feature that third part impact of trade looks at bore levels 
but probably the most significant third- party impact of trade is in 
the acceleration of growth in extraction and therefore the 
erosion in annual announcement (121). 

Issue background 
The Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management 
Protocol (WMP) states that permanent trade of groundwater 
in the Border Rivers Alluvium Deep resource will be subject to 
impact assessment under Chapter 11 of the WMP.  
 
Submissions received on the WMP have requested that the 
process for assessing and completing a Seasonal Water 
Assignment (SWA) be less stringent than that of a permanent 
trade. This is dealt with in section 3.    
 
Overwhelmingly entitlement holders want trade however 
they want to be assured that: 

There will be no adverse impacts on existing 
entitlements through SWL drawdown including the 
NSW entitlement extractions; 
That assessment consider existing entitlement and 
not just traded water 

Proposed Option 
1. Retain proposed drawdown 

threshold that is consistent with 
NSW. 

2. Consider merits/risk of 
exempting small permanent 
trades (<100ML) from impact 
assessment. 

3. The process will consider 
nearest neighbour and 
cumulative volume impact – see 
note below. 

4. The current threshold for 
impact assessment will either 
be 2.5 or 3 metres in keeping 
consistency with NSW which is 
about 5-10% of the available 
head in these deep bores. 

Available Head above target 
aquifer – 45m 
 
45*0.05=2.25m 
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We support the ability to trade Water Allocations in BRA 
provided there are sufficient mechanisms in the WRP to protect 
existing users from any third party impacts of trade (131). 
Section 156 Determination of unacceptable impact, states that: 
any of the potential drawdown impacts determined in section 
155 are greater than three (3) metres at any registered point of 
take, other than the point(s) currently stated on the entitlement 
being dealt with, the application would result in an unacceptable 
impact. We request that Section 156 be amended so an 
unacceptable impact would result from a drawdown impact of 
greater than one (1) metre, rather than three (3) metres. 
We request that you liaise with your NSW counterparts to ensure 
that the requested one (1) metre Section 156 maximum 
drawdown applies intra-state and inter-state. That is, a 
development in NSW should not result in a drawdown impact at 
a Queensland point of take exceeding one (1) metre, and vice 
versa. (139) 
There are significant concerns about lack of protection to existing 
water-users from the third-party impacts of permanent trade. 
Sufficient protections need to be built into the WRP to protect 
existing users to the greatest degree possible. 
This trade assessment process must include detailed 
consideration of both state’s trading activity to ascertain 
proximity of works and volumes of extraction. The assessment 
should have regard for the existing entitlement attached to any 
works not just the trade volume (151). 
We have concerns on protection to existing bores from third-
party impacts of permanent trade  
This trade assessment process must include detailed 
consideration of both state’s trading activity to ascertain 
proximity of works and volumes of extraction. The assessment 
should have regard for the existing entitlement attached to any 
works not just the trade volume (152). 
DVIA supports ability to trade but there are significant concerns 
about lack of protection to existing water-users from the third-
party impacts of permanent trade. Some DVIA members would 
prefer no trade at all to protect from potential impacts of trade 
and movement of water extraction across the aquifer. Trades 
should not impact on existing users. Sufficient protections need 
to be built into the WRP to protect existing users to the greatest 
degree possible, while still enabling development of the 
resource. 
This trade assessment process must include detailed 
consideration of both state’s trading activity to ascertain 
proximity of works and volumes of extraction. The assessment 
should have regard for the existing entitlement attached to any 
works not just the trade volume (153). 
Support temporary and permanent trade within the aquifer 
based on the following premises: All permanent trades and large 
temporary trades (>50ML) are subject to stringent 3rd party 
Impact Assessment Process, which should take into account 

That there are mechanisms in place to protect users 
and the resource; 
That there is simple seasonal/temporary trade 
mechanisms 

 
Several submissions consider that a more conservative 
approach to our assessment is required and that the 3m 
drawdown figure is too large. One submitter’s requests that 
drawdowns be limited to 1 metre while another considers 
that permanent trades should be ‘very conservative’ and 
revised up later if need be. However, the 3m drawdown figure 
has been adopted for consistency with the NSW impact 
assessment approach which states a maximum of 3m or 5% of 
available head above target aquifer.   
 
The challenge with the 5% of available head means that we 
need to know each bores available head before we can assess 
an impact.  This is an onerous approach and therefore 
adopting a single threshold figure is the preferred approach.  
The key being that it is as consistent with the NSW approach 
as possible.   
 
One of the entitlement holder has discussed in consultation 
sessions about reducing the drawdown threshold to see what 
being more conservative look like.  The following scenarios 
were presented based on the following parameters - T-200; S-
0.001; t-180 days; Pumping (Q) 100 ML 

3 metre threshold - ~10 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 
2.5 metre threshold - ~30 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 
2 metres - ~100 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 

 
The WMP can be amended to make changes to the thresholds 
if concerns arise around trade and impact assessment. 
 
Legislative context 
Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management Protocol 
 
Issues and risks 

The stakeholders want a very conservative approach to 
impact assessment but they also want consistency with 
NSW. 
We will need to ensure that the approach is consistent 
and if possible to address concerns over impact threshold 
(which NSW currently utilise).  The NSW approach has 
been used for some time so their flexibility in change is 
dependant on NSW willingness for change.   

5. This impact threshold will 
minimise the impact on third 
parties while facilitating trade.   

6. QLD and NSW will work 
together to ensure assessment 
of trade will consider bores on 
both sides of the border 
alluvium and that any proposed 
changes to this methodology 
are consistent across border as 
far as possible.   

 
 
Note – the exact  impact assessment 
methodology is yet to be finalised 
including: 

Cumulative impacts versus 
impact on nearest neighbour 
only - however it is important 
to note that cumulative impact, 
would be significantly more 
onerous to implement. 
Working with NSW to ensure: 

o  a consistent approach 
to assess  extraction 
points in each state 

o agreed consistent 
parameters used in the 
assessment  

 

 0m GL 

SW 25

TS 70

T 90

20-308 File A Page 161 of 493

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



9 
 

relevant bore positions, volumetric take and any other relevant 
information on the NSW side of the aquifer as well. Our support 
or otherwise will be largely determined based on this assessment 
system as it must allow the greatest possible protection for 
exiting users and allow trade accordingly. 
Our support or otherwise (for temporary and permanent trade) 
will be largely determined based on this assessment system as it 
must allow the greatest possible protection for exiting users and 
allow trade accordingly (158) 
Given our preference for the Third Party Impact Model to 
oversee a one zone approach to the Dumaresq Groundwater 
Resource we would contend the following. Permanent Trading: 
- Due to the infancy of the groundwater model we would 

advocate a very conservative approach to permanent 
trading. Once committed they are difficult to reverse if the 
initial modelling proves inaccurate and a neighbouring bore 
has been compromised. This assumption can easily be 
revised upward at a future 10 year review if proven. 

- We would advocate that a more conservative drawdown 
assumption be used to assess permanent trades. We would 
put forward a drawdown assumption half that for temporary 
trades. 

- By being very conservative on permanent trades does not 
preclude the purchaser from entering the temporary market 
to obtain additional water under less stringent 3rd party 
impact assumptions. 

- Any temporary trade applied under the above point should 
be assessed including the initial permanent trade to avoid 
the possibility of cumulative 3rd party impacts (160) 

There should be provision of all types of trade and new holes, 
given there is a sound method for assessing reasonable 3-party 
impacts, as basis for approval (162) 
Would hope drawdown would be considered with bore in NSW 
and QLD when trades are done (176) 

Submitters 

5. Zones and envelopes (BRA deep)  
Council agrees with DVIA regarding the proposed zones 
contained in the draft water plan. The proposal of 5 zones is too 
complex and restrictive, the submission is to adopt a single zone 
will simplify trade and align with nsw (131) 
We submit that this is one of the key factors in the support or 
otherwise of the draft plan. We are not in favour of five zones, as 
contained in the current draft plan, as this is too complex and 
restrictive. We submit that a single zone is preferred, to simplify 
trade and align with NSW, provided a strong third party impact 
assessment process is provided (151; 153) 
Free trade and one zone for the planning area to mirror NSW 
approach. Trade and adoption of one zone is also important tool 

Issue Background 

Water licences in the Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) 
are proposed for conversion to water allocations the 
ability to trade within the proposed sub-unit.  
Five trading zones have been proposed for the Border 
Rivers Alluvium, as outlined in schedule 6 of the water 
plan.
Table 7 of the water management protocol defined 
‘maximum zone volumes’ or envelopes for each zone. 
These envelopes, together with drawdown 
assessments under Chapter 11, are the principal 

Preferred option 
In response to this the submissions, the 
department proposes to: 

Retain 5 zones to allow for 
‘hotspot’ entitlement and 
resource management; and 
Adopt envelope volumes 2.5 
times the current volumetric 
limit in a zone to address 
concerns about perceived 
and/or potential risk of 
artificially inflated trade and 
allow users to recover sufficient 
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when adopting the principal of equitable access to the resource, 
rather than favouring history of use, as trade allows those with 
high current use to have the option to purchase more water if a 
reduced AWD at some point in the future means their operation 
is restricted (162)  
I think having zones in QLD will over complicate interstate 
trading with NSW (176). 
In favour of trade zones and trade envelopes. The draft plan 
proposes a set of rules that include zones and trade envelopes… I 
consider this approach is valid in achieving the objective of 
allowing trade to occur without compromising the aquifer (111). 
We support the ability to trade water allocations, however, we 
have concerns on protection to our existing bores from third 
party impacts of trade. We do not want the current five zone 
plan. We would like one zone. A single zone is preferred to 
simplify trade and align with NSW, provided a strong third party 
impact assessment process is include to protect from 
unreasonable impacts of trade (152) 
We do not support the five zone model and believe that there 
should be a single zone which is more aligned with the NSW 
water trade position (158) 
WE are opposed to the proposed five zone model for the 
following reasons: 

- There is nothing accomplished by having zones which cannot be 
achieved through suitable third party impact rules already 
proposed in the draft 

- artificially created zones are a restriction to free and open trade 
which has the potential to create inequalities in the water 
market 

- To date the mechanism which has seen extraction levels and 
overall growth remaining relative stable has been the higher 
pumping activity=higher drawdown=lower bore yield principle 
(160) 

- QLD authorities need to liaise with their NSW counterpart and 
decide on zones. Zones on each side of the border should be the 
same. Definitively not different zones. Probably one zone only in 
each state (167). 

Submitters 

mechanisms for managing impacts of groundwater 
trading.

Stakeholders in the Border Rivers Alluvium have submitted 
the following points in regard to the proposed trading zones: 

In favour of proposed 5 zone model (1 submission) 
A single zone should be adopted for the QLD BRA, as 
in NSW (9 submissions) 
Zones should be decided by NSW and QLD together (1 
submission) 
Proposed zones are too complex, will create 
inequality and will inhibit trading (including future 
interstate trading) (6 submissions) 
Zones are redundant if there is a robust third party 
impact assessment process (4 submissions) 

Zone boundaries in the BRA were defined based on the 
following considerations:

1. Presence/absence of confining layer separating the 
deep and shallow aquifers

2. Narrowing/constriction of alluvium
3. Volume of entitlement
4. Input from water users
5. Model results showing localised hotspots 

 
Zone envelope volumes were originally defined based 
on consideration of performance and water levels for 
modelling of individual zones demand increased by 
20%, 50% and 70% and stakeholder feedback. 
One of the key concerns is that the zones will create 
inequity due to constrained volumes and this will 
artificially inflate prices for water in some zones.   
In exercising a precautionary approach, the zones are 
proposed to remain. Zones and envelopes are the 
principal mechanism available under the protocol for 
addressing resource issues  such as ‘hotspots’ in the 
BRA (deep) i.e. if water levels decline, envelopes can 
be reduced to stop additional water moving into a 
zone. 
This is separate to third party assessment which is 
purely designed to minimise drawdown impacts and 
will not prevent movement of water generally into 
areas of the alluvium – e.g. all water moving from the 
bottom of the system to the top. 
Interestingly in recent meeting (DVIA meeting 24 
August 2018) discussion was held with the Chair of 
the DVIA and some members whom asked for some 
pseudo zones that could sit in the background and be 
used when necessary.  This approach does just that.   
While drawdown impact assessments are intended to 
limit impacts on existing users individual bores, zones 
and envelopes are intended to limit impacts on the 

water to continue previous 
extraction 
Note that the WMP can be 
amended to increase or 
decrease envelopes as needed, 
therefore initial envelopes may 
be specified that effectively 
negate the existence of 
separate zones until required. 
Note that Zone 4 contains 
several stakeholders who are 
concerned about trade and 
impacts including Ostwald and 
Whyalla feedlot.  An option 
here would be that this trade 
envelope be purely limited to 2 
times which equates to 10,500 
ML, still a significant potential 
volume.   
Note that EFOs will change with 
the remodelling of the trade 
envelopes in each zone. 
However, this is purely about 
providing a marker for how we 
are meeting productive base in 
the context of the Basin Plan 
requirements.  In the 
productive base of the resource 
will be more realistically 
managed through the shared 
extraction limit – 8.1GL.   

 
 
Option 2 – continue with the current 
approach of the zones with limited 
volume envelopes despite stakeholder 
concerns.   
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overall resource,  mitigating the formation of 
‘hotspots’ and allowing for use to be moved away 
from overallocated zones.  
To address stakeholder concerns regarding zones, 
initial envelopes are proposed that would allow all 
users to recover entitlement to allow use of pre-
conversion volumes under proposed announced 
entitlement rules. 
The following table outlines the proposed zone and 
envelop approach: 

 Zone 
1 

Zone 
2 

Zone 
3 

Zone 4 Zone 
5 

Number of 
entitlements 

2 6 6 6 5 

Current 
entitlement 
volume (ML) 

1684 2500 2372 5290 2575 

Envelope 
Volume (ML) 

4210 6250 5930 13225 
or 
10580 

6438 

Additional 
Permitted 
Volume (ML) 

2526 3750 3558 7935 
or 
5290 

3863 

 

Legislative context 

Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management Protocol 
 

Risks and issues 

If the department was only to specify a single zone, it 
could allow for the formation of extraction ‘hotspots’ 
in productive parts of the alluvium. 
The absence of zones in the NSW BRA means that 
NSW entitlement is free to accumulate, subject to 
NSW assessment provisions, despite the existence of 
envelopes on the QLD side seeking to potentially limit 
the growth of entitlement in a particular area/s. 
The water sharing plan for the NSW Border Rivers 
Alluvium does not specify management zones for the 
shared resource. Instead, trades are managed solely 
via case by case drawdown assessment and setback 
distances. NSW has indicated that they do not intend 
on implementing zones the NSW BRA. 
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7. Interstate trading (BRA deep)  
Support creation of tradable groundwater allocations between 
states. This is consistent with other initiatives, such as Boonoo 
Boonoo and Bookacarrara that SDRC has supported, and also with 
the proposal by Toowoomba City Council to bring water from NSW 
into Qld (57) 
Interstate trading should be introduced for existing groundwater 
users. 
A licence holder with bores across river licenced in the same name be 
able to trade water between bores in this unique situation with a 
common aquifer (167) 

 
Submitters 

Issue Background 

The intent is to facilitate interstate trade of groundwater, 
however there are some obstacles at the moment including a 
lack of rules and differently managed and specified 
entitlements.  Until this is resolved the ability to trade may be 
limited to temporary (seasonal) trade that can be facilitated at 
a local level and through a potential agreement that sits 
outside the Intergovernmental Agreement. 
 
At present the draft WP and WMP facilitate the development 
of groundwater trade but there are no explicit provisions.   
 
Legislative context 
Section 20 (c) of the draft Water Plan 

Proposed approach 
Retain existing WP and WMP provisions 
regarding interstate trade   
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Section 10 and 11 of the draft WMP 
 
Risks 

Does not meet one of the key entitlement holder 
concerns that has been on their agenda since the 
commencement of the consultation on the statement 
of Intent in 2016. 
May be seen by stakeholders that there is a lack of 
commitment to interstate trade 

 
8. Replacement Bores (BRA deep)  

The Draft Plan limits the sinking of replacement bores to within 10 
metres of existing bores. We submit that this is impractical and that 
50 metres is a sensible distance that will allow good separation 
between failed and replacement holes (110; 151; 153) 
The draft Water Plan limits replacement bores to within 10 meters of 
existing bores.  We agree that this is impractical and support the 
recommendation of 50 meters as more appropriate to allow 
sufficient separation between failed and replacement bores (131) 
Replacement bores should be within 50 metres from the existing 
bores (152) 
The draft currently states that replacement bores can only be 
completed within 10m of their current position. We would suggest 
that this is physically inappropriate and would suggest extending this 
out to 50m (158) 

 
 
Submitters 

Issue Background 

Stakeholders in the BRA (deep) have requested that provisions 
in the draft plan providing for a permitted change of location 
(point of take) that is for a replacement bore within 10m of 
the bore being replaced be amended to allow for a distance 
up to 50m. 
   
Provisions in the draft WMP provide that a change of location 
on a water allocation is permitted where the bore is a 
replacement bore within 10 metres of the bore being 
replaced. These provisions were worded to align with the 
definition of replacement bore under the Water Regulation 
and the broader planning framework. 
 
State Development Assessment Provisions states bores can be 
replaced for operational need without a development permit 
providing they are no further than 10m form the original bore. 
Although this distance can sometimes be too close it is a 
provision that has been in legislation for a number of years 
and is accepted and know by drillers and stakeholders. 
 
The provision just allows for some operational flexibility by 
the landholder however it does not prevent them drilling 
further away – they will just need an assessment first to 
prevent impacts on neighbours entitlement bores. 
 
 
A change to make this a different distance in the BRA would 
just cause confusion among drillers and stakeholders and 
could make compliance difficult.  It would also require a 
change to the Water Regulation and SDAP.   

Proposed approach 
Retain current provision providing for a 
permitted change for a replacement 
bore within 10m of the bore being 
replaced. 

 

9. New bores (BRA deep)  
I am in favour of a complete embargo on the drilling of new bores.  
New bores would only lead to further extractions from the aquifer 
(growth). Current yield of existing bores is regulating the annual 
water take (110) 
I think there has been large gaps in the process so far in drafting the 
Border rivers Plan. The Dumaresq Valley Irrigators association does 
not represent the interests of those businesses that have large 
entitlements and large developments that are already reliant on the 
sustainability of the aquifer. Most of us that are in this category are 
against trade and against the unretarded development of new bores. 

Issue Background 

This issue is expressed by two entitlement holders located in 
Zone 4 and Zone 5.  Both are concerned with any change in 
the use of water across the system and do not want to see any 
additional or sleepy water activated. 
 
The development of water infrastructure will not be limited to 
those who already have entitlement and bores but be allowed 
to occur within the management limit, both the shared 

Proposed approach 
Continue with the current draft to the 
extent that the above proposals amend 
the plan.   
 
There will be no blanket embargo on 
the drilling of new bores however they 
will be managed to limit third party 
impacts.   
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These stake holders are regularly overlooked in invitations to DVIA 
meetings and our opinions overlooked when we are invited  (121) 

Submitters 

interstate resource and the SDL.  There will not be 
‘unretarded’ growth in fact it will be: 

managed to the ‘shared limit’ and SDL 
controlled trade via zone envelopes 
location of bores managed by third party impact 
protection rules 
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Approval 
Date of Policy Workshop: 
 

 

Reference workshop recommendations: 
 

 

Rationale: 
 
 
 

 

  

 
 
 

Date of Policy Reference Panel consideration: 
 

 

Reference Panel recommendation: 
 

 

Rationale: 
 
 
 

 

Panel Chair Signature: 
 
Date: 
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Groundwater Water Plan and Other Policy 
Border Rivers and Moonie 

VVersion history 
Status Version no. Date Changed by Nature of amendment 

Works
hop 

Versio
n 

1 20 Sept 
2018 

Coby Pymble-Ward; 
Jason Chavasse 

Version for policy workshop 

PRP 
Versio

n 

2 25 Sept 
2018 

Coby Pymble-Ward; 
Jason Chavasse 

Incorporated policy workshop comments 
for PRP consideration 

Development history 
Title Details 

Plan area Border Rivers and Moonie 

Policy type Position statements 

Prepared by Cate Hoye; Leigh Hansen; Cathy Willis; Paul Hausler; Jason Chavasse; Coby Pymble-Ward  

Title Groundwater Water Plan and Other Policy  

Reviewed by Coby Pymble-Ward; Jason Chavasse 

Group/region Toowoomba, Brisbane 

Location Na 

File no Na  

Review trigger Policy workshop endorsement 
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CContext 
This paper addresses water plan and other policy in response to 2 submissions on the draft Border 
Rivers and Moonie water plan and water management protocol.  

The policy review group requested at the policy workshop of 24 September 2018 that the following 
issues be noted by the PRP as these matters were raised by stakeholders

 who requested delegations with the 
Minister and met with the ED Water Policy.  

Important Note 
The submissions received from will not result in the department 
significantly changing direction on the preferred policy approach.  The approach is outlined below in 
the policy position section and was based on the draft provisions and consideration of all 
submissions received on this matter.     

Background 
The draft Border Rivers and Moonie water plan and water management protocol includes provisions 
to undertake several changes, however those listed below were of concern to the 2 submitters: 

- Convert groundwater licences in the Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) to water allocations 
specifying a: 

o volumetric limit equal to the nominal entitlement of the converting licence 
o nominal volume equal to 53% of the nominal entitlement of the converting licence 

reflecting the agreed share of the resource with NSW 
o water allocation security objective of 50% representing the probability of annual 

announced entitlements equalling the nominal volume or greater over the 
simulation period (WASO 2.0) 

o equal treatment for all licences (with the exception of town water) in conversion -  
no special treatment for larger users, historical use or purpose of use.   

- Provide for five trading zones within the QLD BRA (deep) and maximum zone volumes of 
between 120-150% of existing entitlement (100% only in zone 4) to manage interzone trade. 

- Announced entitlement rules to manage use in the deep to the agreed share of the resource 
(53% of entitlement) and the SDL over 10 years, with a variable (0-100%) and fixed (53%) 
announcement group. 

- Permanent trade rules that: 
o Permit a change of location that is for a replacement bore 
o Assess a change of location and amalgamation of two WAs such that maximum zone 

volumes are not exceeded and drawdown impacts are not unacceptable (>3m). 
o Prohibit a trade that is outside the BRA (deep) or would resulting maximum zone 

volumes being exceeded. 
- Temporary trade (seasonal assignment) rules that approve SWAs that are: 

o For the remainder of the water year; 
o Is within the BRA (deep) 
o Does not result in maximum zone volumes being exceeded 
o Does not result in unacceptable drawdown impacts (>3m). 
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Matters raised by submitters but not considered in the Water Plan or associated documents 
An embargo on any new bores due to potential increase in extraction 

PPolicy Position 
In response to all submissions received on the Border Rivers Alluvium, the following items have been 
confirmed or amended in response to PRP or policy workshop endorsement: 

1. Confirmed specification of ‘any’ entitlements with a nominal volume of 53% nominal 
entitlement reflecting the agreed share of the resource with NSW (PRP 24/7) 

2. Confirmed specification of only two purposes (i.e. no stock intensive purpose) and not 
providing high security entitlements to some entitlements holders (i.e. all entitlements 
treated equally) (PRP 24/7) 

3. Allow for volumes up to 100ML to be seasonally assigned without impact assessment (Policy 
Workshop 24/9) 

4. Retain impact assessment rules that are consistent in principle with NSW, noting that 
drawdown threshold in draft WMP will be amended  (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

5. Retain proposed 5 trading zones but adopt envelopes that are 200-250% existing 
entitlement to provide for users to return to pre-conversion access (noting that EFOs will 
change) (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

6. Amend announced entitlement rules to provide for an announcement floor of 50% and 
remove fixed 53% announcement group (noting that this could result in use marginally (1-
300ML over ten years) exceeding the agreed share with NSW in some years) (Policy 
Workshop 24/9) 

7. Retain provisions providing for interstate trade subject to interstate agreement (i.e. do not 
provide for interstate trading through current plans) (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

8. Retain provisions providing for permitted trade that is for a replacement bore that is within 
10m (i.e. in line with replacement bore definition in Water Regulation) -  do not increase 
distance to 50m  (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

9. Confirmed  not to further limits on drilling of new bores in the BRA (deep) providing they 
meet impact assessment rules (Policy Workshop 24/9) 

10. Confirmed - do not prohibit storage of groundwater  (Policy Workshop 24/9) 
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Table 1 Border Rivers and Moonie 
Submissions Background/issues Options/Proposed action Policy Group/PRP 

1. Trading (BRA deep)  
I am strongly opposed to trade of both permanent and 
temporary water, as I have significant concern this will lead to 
growth in the water take from the aquifer. I believe that trade 
and protecting the aquifer are diametrically opposed. This could 
have a detrimental effect on existing water users (110). 
I consider [the proposed approach for trade] is valid in achieving 
the objective of allowing trade to occur without compromising 
the aquifer by dramatically lowering water tables in particular 
areas below the alluvium where current extractions are 
significant (111). 
We support the ability to trade water allocations provided there 
are sufficient mechanisms in the WRP to protect existing users 
from third party impacts (131). 
We support the ability to trade water allocations, but there is 
significant concern about lack of protection to existing water 
users from third party impacts. Some members would prefer no 
trade at all to protect from potential impacts of trade and 
movement of water extraction across the aquifer. Trades should 
not impact on existing users. Sufficient protections need to be 
built into the water plan to protect existing users to the greatest 
degree possible.  
While we are accepting of trading in principle, we don’t want it 
to come at any cost or be unconstrained. (151; 152; 153).  
Support temporary and permanent trade within the aquifer 
based on the following premise: all permanent trades and large 
temporary trades are subject to stringent impact assessment 
which takes into account relevant bore positions, volumetric take 
and any other relevant information on the NSW side of the 
aquifer. Our support or otherwise (for temporary and permanent 
trade) will be largely determined based on this assessment 
systems as it must allow the greatest possible protection for 
existing users and allow trade accordingly (158).  
Due to the infancy of the GW model we would advocate a very 
conservative approach to permanent trading. Once committed 
they are difficult to reverse if the initial modelling process 
inaccurate and a neighbouring bore has been compromised. This 
assumption can easily be revised upward at a future 10 year 
review if proven (160). 
There should be provision for all types of trade and the 
development of new holes, providing there is a sound 
methodology for the assessment of reasonable third party 
impacts, as the basis for approval. This allows water to be 
shifted. 

Issue background 
The draft Border Rivers and Moonie water management 
protocol provides for the permanent and temporary 
trading of proposed water allocations in the Border Rivers 
Alluvium (deep). 
Dealing rules contained in the plans provide for trading 
anywhere within the sub-unit, including between zones, 
subject to zone envelopes and assessment of potential 
drawdown impacts. 
Submissions received from stakeholders regarding trading 
in general (i.e. not zones, envelopes or impact 
management) indicate: 

o Opposition to trade (permanent or temporary) 
due to concern it will lead to growth in take and 
impacts on existing users (2 submissions) 

o Support for trade provided adequate 
protections/no impact on existing users (8 
submissions) 

o Trade rules should be developed through 
independent modelling (1 submissions) 

o Trading should be of the volumetric limit not 
nominal volume (1 submissions) 

o Trading should start out conservatively and ramp 
up later after review (1 submissions) 

While largely supportive of trade, stakeholders in the BRA 
(deep) have overwhelming submitted opposition the 
proposed trade assessment model based on 5 zones and 
envelopes, coupled with third party drawdown impact 
assessment.  
Stakeholders submit that trade assessment should be 
based on a single zone (as in NSW) and more robust third 
party impact assessment that considers cumulative (i.e. 
the impact of all bores and trades on a single user) 
impacts including those in NSW. 
Despite concerns about the trading framework, only 2 
submissions (Campbell and Ostwald) were received 
opposing the trade of groundwater in principle. These two 
submissions indicate concern that trade will lead to 
growth in take and adverse effects on the aquifer and 
water users.  
Overwhelmingly entitlement holders want trade however 
they want to be assured that: 

o There will be no adverse impacts on existing 
entitlements through drawdown including the 
NSW entitlement extractions; 

o That there are mechanisms in place to protect 
users and the resource; 

Policy team proposed  
Retain trading provisions for the BRA 
(deep) 
 
Note that trade in the Border Rivers 
Alluvium (deep) is to be manage 
through: 

- Five zones with maximum zone 
volumes (initial zone volumes 
are proposed to be 2-2.5x 
entitlement to address 
concerns about inflated water 
prices and allow some 
opportunity for stakeholders to 
recover pre-conversion access 
through trade once use is 
managed to 53%) 

- Third party drawdown impact 
assessment consistent with 
approach implemented in NSW 
that will seek to consider 
nearest neighbour and 
cumulative impacts  

 
 
 

Policy Group 
Endorsed – have noted by PRP 
in context of Campbell and 
Ostwald correspondence 
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Rules around trade should be developed with good independent 
modelling and have some flexibility in the case the expected 
scenario does not eventuate (162).  
Most [large entitlement holders/large developed users] are 
against trade and against the unretarded development of new 
bores. Trade will not increase value of the aquifer to the 
community or Australia but more likely make existing 
infrastructure redundant and inflict financial pressure on existing 
users. Trade must be restricted to shelter hotspots but also to 
minimise acceleration of usage and therefore damage to existing 
business (121) 
Seasonal trading of a reduced nominal volume would be unviable 
considering establishment cost and infrastructure, reducing 
income by 47%. Perm and temp trade should be of the 
volumetric quantity shown on the water allocation (167) 

Submitters 

o That there is simple seasonal/temporary trade 
mechanisms 

 
Issues and Risks 

While use is likely to increase as under/un-used 
entitlement is bought by productive users, utilisation is 
already increasing in the BRA (deep). Use in the deep will 
be managed to 53% of entitlement over ten years.  
While use is at current levels, no announcements will be 
required manage take to the agreed share (i.e. users will 
have an announcement of 100%, with productive users 
being offset by those not taking). As use increases, 
announcements will be required to manage take. Should 
all users try to take their full entitlement, an annual 
announcement of 53 per cent would result. 
The increase in utilisation of entitlement will occur 
whether trade is present or not through: 

o Land and water are currently being sold resulting 
in utilisation of previously sleepy water; 

o Increases in existing entitlement extraction 
through the pumping of water into storages.   
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3. Replacement Bores (BRA deep)  
The Draft Plan limits the sinking of replacement bores to within 10 
metres of existing bores. We submit that this is impractical and that 
50 metres is a sensible distance that will allow good separation 
between failed and replacement holes (110; 151; 153) 
The draft Water Plan limits replacement bores to within 10 meters of 
existing bores.  We agree that this is impractical and support the 
recommendation of 50 meters as more appropriate to allow 
sufficient separation between failed and replacement bores (131) 
Replacement bores should be within 50 metres from the existing 
bores (152) 
The draft currently states that replacement bores can only be 
completed within 10m of their current position. We would suggest 
that this is physically inappropriate and would suggest extending this 
out to 50m (158) 

 
 

Issue Background 

Stakeholders in the BRA (deep) have requested that provisions 
in the draft WMP providing for a permitted water allocation 
change (location/point of take) that is for a replacement bore.  
   
Provisions in the draft WMP provide that a change of location 
on a water allocation is permitted where the bore is a 
replacement bore within 10 metres of the bore being 
replaced. These provisions were worded to align with the 
definition of replacement bore under the Water Regulation 
and the broader planning framework. 
 
State Development Assessment Provisions state that bores 
can be replaced for operational need without a development 
permit providing they are no further than 10m from the 
original bore. Although this distance can sometimes be too 
close it is a provision that has been in legislation for a number 
of years and is accepted and know by drillers and 
stakeholders. 
 
The replacement bore provisions are intended to provide 
some operational flexibility to the landholder and does not 
prevent them drilling further away – subject to assessment of 
impacts on neighbouring bores. 
 
A change to increase the replacement bore distance in the 
BRA would just likely cause confusion among drillers and 
stakeholders and could make compliance difficult.  It would 
also require a change to the Water Regulation and SDAP.   

Proposed approach 
Retain current WMP provisions 
providing for a permitted change for a 
replacement bore within 10m of the 
bore being replaced. 

Policy Group 
Endorsed – have noted by PRP 
in context of Campbell and 
Ostwald correspondence 

4. New bores (BRA deep)  
I am in favour of a complete embargo on the drilling of new bores.  
New bores would only lead to further extractions from the aquifer 

Issue Background Proposed approach Policy Group 

20-308 File A Page 176 of 493

s.73 Irrelevant information

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



8 
 

(growth). Current yield of existing bores is regulating the annual 
water take (110). 
I think there has been large gaps in the process so far in drafting the 
Border rivers Plan. The Dumaresq Valley Irrigators association does 
not represent the interests of those businesses that have large 
entitlements and large developments that are already reliant on the 
sustainability of the aquifer. Most of us that are in this category are 
against trade and against the unretarded development of new bores. 
These stake holders are regularly overlooked in invitations to DVIA 
meetings and our opinions overlooked when we are invited  (121) 

Submitters 

Two entitlement holders located in Zone 4 and Zone 5 
 have requested rules to limit the 

drilling of new bores in the BRA (deep).  Both stakeholders are 
concerned with any change in the use of water across the 
system and do not want to see any additional or sleepy water 
activated. 
 
Under the draft plan, the development of water infrastructure 
will not be limited to those who already have entitlement and 
bores.  
 
Despite concerns, there will not be ‘unretarded’ growth as this 
will be managed through: 

AEs managing use to the ‘shared limit’ and SDL 
controlled trade via zone envelopes 
location of bores managed by third party impact 
protection rules 

Do not limit the drilling of new bores in 
the BRA (deep) noting that growth will 
be managed through AEs and trade 
assessment (envelopes and drawdown 
assessment)  

Endorsed – have noted by PRP 
in context of Campbell and 
Ostwald correspondence 
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AApproval 
Policy Group decisions 

Table 1 Policy Group Consideration () 

Attendees: Audrey Van Beusichem, John Ritchie, Steve Goudie, Diana Wood, Dainishi Latimer, Sueanne 
Williams, Coby Pymble-Ward, Jason Chavasse, , Kydlie Pedofsky, Peter Brownhalls, , Paul Hausler 
Apologies:  
Decision 

Have noted by PRP in context of Campbell and Ostwald representations to department.
 

PRP decisions 

Table 2 PRP Consideration (2 October 2018) 

Attendees: David Wiskar (Chair), Audrey Van Beuscihem, Ian Gordon, Jim Weller, Peter Brownhalls, Jason 
Chavasse, Coby Pymble-Ward, Kyle Pedofsky 
Apologies: John Ritchie, Steve Goudie, Paul Sanders 
Decision 

Noted
 

 

 

 

Executive Director name David Wiskar (Chair of PRP) 

Executive Director signature  

Date  
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Area Issue Group & 
Subject 

Submissions Submitter WEN or 
WP Issue 

Details Proposed Response Referral 
Panel 

WP 
change 

Nobby Basalts  

 Deep/Shallow 
 
 

 

Agrees with proposed designation of 
deep and shallow (07_Shepherd) 
Wants opportunity to drill deeper (16) 
Noted and may require further advice 
(87) 
Leave the 75m and 50m drilling zones 
in place as it’s has protected the 
resource thus far (104) 

07_Shepherd
; 16_Holmes; 
87_QFF; 
104_RSREnte
rprises 

WEN,WP Through the WP and WEN, a formal distinction between 
licences originally authorised to take from the deep and 
shallow aquifers is being reinstated.  
For licences with works access both aquifers, or where there 
is doubt regarding the depth of access, the entitlements are 
specified as deep licences. 

Retain proposed 
designation for deep and 
shallow 

No Yes 
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No 
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Border Rivers and Moonie 
Possible Referral Panel 
Area Issue Group & 

Subject 
Submissions Submitter WEN or WP 

change? 
Details Proposed Response Referral 

Panel 
WP 
change 

Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) 
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Area Issue Group & 
Subject 

Submissions Submitter WEN or WP 
change? 

Details Proposed Response Referral 
Panel 

WP 
change 

Conversions/Purpose Provide new WA ‘purpose’ for stock intensive 
Provide stock intensive WAs with higher 
priority/increased security than any (or other 
alternative for providing security/priority)  

139_Bennett Both (WEN 
and WP 
schedule 8) 

Whyalla Beef holds two ‘stock intensive’ entitlements, 
77221H and 71856, with nominal entitlement of 1500ML 
and 1660ML respectively located in proposed zone 4, 
downstream of 21km NW and 12km W of Texas.
Under proposed arrangements, these entitlements would 
be converted to water allocations with volumetric limits 
equal to the nominal entitlements, and nominal volumes 
of 798 and 883.1 ML respectively.
These entitlements would be part of a water allocation 
group containing all non-TWS entitlements and would be 
subject to annual announcements managing total use to 
8.1GL.
Meter readings indicate average use under these 
entitlements of around 5% (max. 10%) and 48% (max. 
60%) respectively (latest figures required).  
Estimation of potential announcements indicate that for 
current levels of use in the sub-unit, announced 
entitlements would remain at 100 percent. Were total 
use in the alluvium increase by 50%, announcements of 
50% (assuming a 50% minimum was selected) would be 
fairly common (12 out of 36 years modelled).
This suggests that the conversion would have minimal 
impact on the ability of the feedlot to continue existing 
operations, with even minimum announced allocations 
providing for Whyalla’s average use.

No change Yes Yes 

 
Other (WP, WMP) 
Area Issue Group & Subject Submissions Submitter WEN or WP 

change? 
Details Proposed Response Referral 

Panel 
WP 
change 
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WP/existing works restriction More consultation on implementation of 
existing works provisions in BRA and BRFF 

QFF        

Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) 
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Area Issue Group & Subject Submissions Submitter WEN or WP 
change? 

Details Proposed Response Referral 
Panel 

WP 
change 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Trading Support trading of WAs with impact 
assessment 
Some in DVIA would prefer no trade if 
impacts cannot be managed 
Provide for all types of trade and new bores 
given impact management 
Trading rules must be developed by 
independent modelling and have flexibility 
for the unexpected
Many large entitlement holders in BRA are 
against trading but overlooked in 
consultation/not represented by DVIA 
Trade will result in growth in extraction and 
erosion of annual announcement, won’t 
increase value of aquifer and will make 
existing infrastructure unviable and inflict 
financial pressure on users 
Viability of existing businesses needs to be 
modelled against the rules 
Trades need to be restricted to shelter 
hotspots and minimise acceleration of usage 
that would damage existing business 

Opposed to all trade as it will increase take 
and impact aquifer and users 
Seasonal trading of the NV unviable when 
considering establishment cost and 
infrastructure, reducing income by 47%. Perm 
and temp trade should be of the volumetric 
limit 

WMP    No No 
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Trading/Impact management Support trading with sufficient protection 
from third party impacts 
Trades should not impact existing users 
Impact assessment must consider both states
trading activity and works, extraction 
volumes 
Impact assessment must consider existing 
entitlement not just trade volume 
Concerned about lack of protection for 
existing users from the third party impacts – 
need protections in WP to provide greatest 
possible protection while still allowing 
development of resource 
Urgently liaise with NSW 
1metre drawdown limit 
Whyalla only) 
Support impact managemen
Wants consideration performance of aquifer 
and volume of current extractions in impact 
management 
Impact assessment good, but need to 
consider growth in take due to trade and 
erosion of annual announcement 

All perm and large temp trades (>50ML) 
subset to stringent impact management 
considering relevant bore positions, 
volumetric take and any other relevant info 
on the NSW side also (support or otherwise 
dependent on whether assessment system 
provides greatest possible protection for 
existing users and allows trade accordingly) 

More conservative drawdown assumption for 
a permanent trade, half that provided for 
temporary trades. Consider total volume to 
avoid cumulative impacts. Once committed 
and bore impacts cannot be undone. Revise 
at 10 year review 
Wants NSW bores to be considered in impact 
management (

 

WMP    No No 
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Area Issue Group & Subject Submissions Submitter WEN or WP 
change? 

Details Proposed Response Referral 
Panel 

WP 
change 

Trading/Zones and envelopes Don’t want five zones (too complex, 
restrictive) 
Want one zone (simple and aligned with 
NSW) provided strong third party impact 
management 
One zone will facilitate interstate trading 
Support zones and envelopes
Zones unnecessary with third party impacts, 
restrict free and open trade, create 
inequalities 
Need to liaise with NSW and decide on zones, 
should be same on both sides, probably one 
zone only 
More than one zone will complicate 
interstate trading  

WP 
Schedule 6 
(zone 
boundaries) 

Schedule 6 of the draft water plan provides 
for 5 underground water zones for the 
Border Rivers Alluvium sub-area.
These zones will be specified on water 
allocations in the Border Rivers alluvium 
and form the basis for trading, with 
maximum zone volumes for each zone 
limiting the entitlement volume that can be 
moved into an area.
Stakeholders have indicated they want both 
high level of security and the freedom to 
trade.
The five zones were defined based on the 
following:

o Presence of confining layer
o Narrowing of alluvium
o Volume of entitlement
o Input from stakeholders

The NSW Border Rivers alluvium is not 
divided into management zones. Subject to 
third party impact assessment, trade in the 
NSW alluvium is unconstrained.

       

1. Retain 5 zones and 
existing envelopes 

2. Retain 5 zones and 
provide envelopes equal 
to 200% entitlement 

3. Provide 3 zones 
(confined, semiconfined 
and unconfined 
sections) with 
envelopes equal to 
200% entitlement 

Yes 
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Area Issue Group & Subject Submissions Submitter WEN or WP 
change? 

Details Proposed Response Referral 
Panel 

WP 
change 

Trading/Temporary Fast approvals for small, low impact 
temporary trades 
Less assessment/use different parameters fo
temp trade assessment 
Fast approval where not impacting anyone 
Special consideration for small, low impact 
SWA with specific rules to prevent abuse and 
impacts on users (could be resolved with 
clarification of time required to do a 
complete impact assessment)
Singular temporary trades of <50ML for fast 
track application and not held to same 
rigorous impact management although would 
need on specific rule to ensure system is not 
used inappropriately 
Temporary trades must consider any initial 
permanent trade to avoid cumulative impact 
(review submission to clarify). 3m drawdown 
not conservative enough to protect existing 
users. Suggest assumption that permits 
150ML at 400m. Reconsider/relax at 10 
years)
DVIA want timely assessment of SWA 

Temporary trade streamlined, taking less 
than FN for assessment (smaller transfers 
exempt from assessment

WMP    No No 

20-308 File A Page 201 of 493

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



24 
 

Other/ new bores 1 Propose embargo on new bores as current 
bore yield is regulating annual take and new 
bores will result in growth in take 

Many large entitlement holders in BRA 
against unretarded development of new 
bores but overlooked in consultation 

Provide for the development of new hols, 
providing there is a sound method for 
assessing reasonable third party impacts 

     No No 
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Border Rivers (Deep) Alluvium 
DVIA were open to conversion to water allocations in the deep resource where appropriate zones and 
point to point assessments could be provided.  
DVIA expressed concern regarding the long term security of water allocations beyond the ten year life 
of the Water Plan and regarding risk assignment.  The department needs to provide further detail 
regarding the status of compensation beyond the ten years – more for information only rather than 
any decision to convert to WA.   
 

2 Location of a WA: Zone and Points of Take 
Previous decisions 
At the policy workshop held on 31 Jan 2017 a decision was made to provide for an Administrative Plan 
as location on water allocations where groundwater trading was proposed.  
 
At a subsequent meeting on 24 March 2017 it was noted that significant limitations existing regarding 
use of an AP as location whilst multiple point locations would be still further restrictive and the 
resourcing required for production of the significant number of APs required would be prohibitive. At 
this meeting a decision was made to provide for a zone based approach to groundwater 
trading/impact management for the Border Rivers (and for UCA (Tribs) should users be receptive to 
conversion to water allocations with this approach). 
 
Concerns about the ability for a zone based approach to allow for the level of impact assessment 
expected by water users led to a further workshop held on the 18 May where the pros and cons of a 
point based approach were considered. At this meeting, it was decided to include specific point of 
take locations as “place” or condition attributes for water allocations. This would provide users the 
option for a zone and point of take coordinate as location on water allocations. 
 
Consultation Outcomes 

Recommendation 
Note proposal for point of take location on water 
allocations in the UCA(Tribs) and BRA (Deep) 
 
Note proposal to source initial location of take data 
from National Compliance Framework assessment. 
 
Note proposal to nominate a source parcel 
centroid for entitlements without metered or 
installed work on licence source parcel drawdown 
impacts would not occur. 
 
Note proposal for mailout to 279 entitlement 
holders at release of draft WEN seeking 
confirmation/provision of point of take locations. 
Decision 
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Subsequent to the stakeholder meetings, Jason has had discussions with the committee 
representatives of Oakey, Dalrymple and Cunningham and all have expressed their support for a point 
based impact assessment methodology.   
 
They were all talked through the pros and cons of this approach including the higher level of 
restriction on locating a new bore compared to SDAP rules as they stand now. Paul from the 
Cunningham Irrigators has asked for some worked examples of what the outcomes might look like 
with different volumes of water, drawdown levels and pumping time periods.   
 
Braden from Oakey did express some concerns that it restricted operational work (eg replacement 
bores) and asked for us to consider an approach of a distance to allow for some operational flexibility 
in drilling a replacement bore.  Also where the proposed trade does not meet the impact separation 
rules for there to be a mechanism to discuss with affected neighbour (agreement) to allow the trade 
to occur.  I pointed out that there is unlikely to have the latter of these two options in a WA world due 
to specific WMP and WA rules.   
 
Proposal 
It is proposed to provide water allocations in the UCA Tribs and the BRA (Deep) with a zone and point 
of take coordinate location element to allow potential drawdown impacts of water allocation 
relocations to be assessed via a distance-drawdown impact assessment (impact management of 
groundwater trades is discussed in items 7, 8 and 9) The zone element will inform dealings to manage 
zone level impacts. 
 
It is not proposed to assign a volumetric component to each point of take coordinate but rather it is 
assumed that the entire volumetric limit may be taken at each point of take.  
 
Initial point of take locations will be sourced from the National Compliance Framework or through 
metering audits which have been conducted in the Dalrymple, Oakey and Cunningham Alluviums.. For 
entitlements without metered or works it is proposed that an existing works location or source parcel 
centroids be nominated where this does not result in unacceptable drawdown at existing metered 
works. Although feedback from stakeholders suggests that it is unlikely for no works to exist as it was 
a requirement of the original granting of a licence that water supply was proven through one or 
multiple bores. 
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It is proposed that letters be sent to entitlement holders pre or post release of the draft Water 
Entitlement Notice outlining their assumed points or take and seeking that they provide or confirm 
points of take for inclusion on their allocation This will require a total of 279 letters for 25 entitlement 
holders in the Border Rivers (Deep), 86 in Oakey Creek Alluvium, 81 in Dalrymple Alluvium and 87 in 
Cunningham Alluvium. 
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 Groundwater Trading and Impact Management  
7 Proposal for permanent trading of groundwater in the BRA and UCA(Tribs) 

Background/Previous Decisions 
Refer to item 1 for background regarding inclusion of zone/point of take coordinate location on water 
allocation.  
 
Proposal 
Groundwater trading in the UCA(Tribs) and BRA (Deep) is proposed to be managed via a two tier 
approach comprising: 

Recommendation 
Manage groundwater trading via a zone and 
cumulative distance-drawdown approach in 
the Oakey Creek, Dalrymple, Cunningham and 
Border Rivers (Deep) alluviums. 
Allow for zone envelopes to be informed by 
groundwater model scenarios where available 
and user information.  
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- Zones with volumetric envelopes to manage regional drawdown and mitigate emergence of 
‘hotspots’ and 

- Cumulative distance-drawdown assessment to manage potential for drawdown interference 
at existing works. 

 
Trading zones and volumetric envelopes 
Zone boundaries are to be based on factors including resource characteristics and potential for 
impacts as indicated by the groundwater model, density of existing take, local monitoring network 
and user preferences.  
Volumetric envelopes will be established based on user feedback and results of model scenarios and 
will determine whether a trading is permitted into a zone from another zone.  
A trade into a zone with a zero (or negative envelope) will be prohibited. Trades will be permitted out 
of a no trade envelope without right to return (or until the envelope becomes positive where a 
negative envelope is identified). 
A trade into a zone with a positive envelope will be made an assessed change to be approved where 
the volume to be traded can be accommodated in the envelope and subject to a distance-drawdown 
assessment.  
Zones will be established in the Water Plan while zone envelopes and distance-volume requirements 
would be established in the Water Management Protocol. 
 
Distance-drawdown assessment 
Currently, licence relocations in the Central Condamine, Oakey Creek, Dalrymple Creek alluvium GMA 
subject to a distance-drawdown assessment. Trades in these areas are approved only where a 
drawdown at the nearest metered works is within acceptable limits (0.5 metres in the UCAand 0.3m 
in Oakey and Dalrymple).  
 
It is proposed that all dealings that are a change of location be made assessable, subject to distance-
drawdown criteria and only approved where drawdown impacts on existing third party nominated 
points of take are shown to be within acceptable limits. 
 
In the Border Rivers alluvium is proposed that the distance-drawdown assessment will take into 
account all nominated works in the system, including NSW water supply works approvals. Discussions 

Note proposals for prohibited and assessed 
trades between zones subject to volumetric 
envelopes. 
Note proposal to use NSW distance drawdown 
methodology in the BRA (Deep) subject to 
discussions with NSW DPI. 
Note proposal to consider NSW Water Supply 
Works Locations in BRA (Deep) distance 
drawdown assessments subject to discussions 
with NSW DPI. 

 
Decision 
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with NSW are proposed to facilitate sharing of point of take locations and the use of the NSW 
methodology for point to point impact assessment to ensure consistency.  
 
It is proposed that a distance-volume table be provided as criteria for assessed changes in the  water 
management protocol indicating the required setback required for nominated volumetric limits for 
individual zones or, where hydraulic characteristics support, each the entire groundwater unit. 
 
New works to take underground water 
Inclusion of new works on an allocation following publication of the water entitlement notice (subject 
to any decision of the WEN referral panel) will constitute a change of location and will be subject to a 
distance-drawdown assessment. Inclusion of a new point of take on a water allocation will only be 
approved where the impact on existing nominated points of take is shown to be within acceptable 
limits. 
 
Replacement works 
Replacement works will be subject to the code for self-assessable development of replacement bores 
or a version of to allow for operational flexibility in the drilling of a replacement bore.  The current 
code allows for replacement works to be constructed within 10 metres however this needs amending 
at least in these systems as it is too close – the distance needs to be practical but not be so large it 
impacts other entitlement holders (e.g. max 50 metres).  
 
Consultation Outcomes 
Oakey Creek Alluvium 
GW team met with Oakey Committee on 10 May 2017 to outline the zone approach and provide 
indicative zone maps (refer to Oakey Creek zone maps). Oakey Creek committee indicated concerns 
with moving to water allocations if point to point impact management could not be facilitated, 
preferring to remain as relocatable water licences.  
Users indicated openness to moving to a hybrid point to point/zone approach with current sub-areas 
being used as zones.  
Subsequent discussions (31 May) have outlined the preferred approach to be p2p with current sub 
areas to be maintained as the zones.   
Further discussions with users regarding a zone/p2p approach, potential volumetric envelopes and 
suitability of current acceptable drawdown limit are proposed. 
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Dalrymple Creek Alluvium 
GW team met with Dalrymple Alluvium Committee on 11 May 2017 to outline the zone approach and 
provide indicative zone maps (refer to Dalrymple Alluvium zone maps). Committee members were 
open to the zone approach while expressing some concern about individual impacts and resolved to 
take the proposal to the broader group and further develop preferred zones/envelopes. Subsequent 
discussions with committee a preference for a hybrid point to point/zone approach.  
GW team will meet again with the Committee on 12 June 2017 to achieve further clarity regarding 
committee desires for zones boundaries and volumetric envelopes. 
 
Cunningham Alluvium 
GW team met with Cunningham Irrigators on 13 May 2017 to outline the zone approach and provide 
indicative zone maps (refer to Cunningham zone maps). Committee members were open to the zone 
approach while expressing some concern about individual impacts and resolved to take the proposal 
to the broader group and further develop preferred zones/envelopes. Subsequent discussions 
indicated concern regarding drawdown impacts and a preference for a hybrid point to point/zone 
approach.  
Committee indicated a desire for two zones, comprising Warwick to Sandy Creek (Leslie Dam inflow) 
and another from Sandy Creek to the boundary of the CAA (refer to Cunningham zone map version 2). 
GW team will meet again with the Committee on 12 June 2017 to achieve further clarity regarding 
committee desires for zones boundaries and volumetric envelopes. 
 
Border Rivers (Deep) 
GW team met with DVIA on 23 May 2017 to outline zone and hybrid p2p/zone approach. At this 
meeting indicative zone maps were provided (refer to BRA zone maps versions 1 and 2). 
  
DVIA expressed a preference for the hybrid P2P/zone and provided some nominal zones for 
consideration based on user preferences, understanding of the system and ensuring simplicity for 
NSW to align their approach in future (refer to BRA zone map version 3). DVIA also sought that any 
P2P assessment included consideration of points of take in both states.  
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The Committee indicated a preference for zones 2 and 1b to be zero envelope zones although were of 
the opinion that envelope volumes (and any indication of zone boundaries due to hydrogeological 
characteristics) should ultimately be informed by the groundwater model.  
 
Zone envelopes should also partition the envelope volume or have separate envelope volumes for 
permanent versus seasonal trade.  This makes allowance for interstate seasonal trade by owners both 
sides and provides seasonal opportunity where envelops for permanent are locked down.   
 
GW team will meet with a broader group of users (including NSW users) on late June/early July 2017 
to discuss zones, envelopes and distance-drawdown assessment and progress in discussions with 
NSW about aligning approaches. 
 
 

8 Proposal for temporary trading of groundwater in the in the  BRA and UCA (Tribs) 
Previous Decisions 
At the Policy Workshop on 31 January 2017 it was decided to provide SWA flexibility for the Border 
Rivers (Shallow) with limited volumes. 
 
No previous decision has been made regarding temporary trading in other areas. 
 
Proposal 
Within systems being converted to water allocations (Oakey, Dalrymple and Cunningham Alluviums 
and BRA (Deep)) it is proposed to provide for seasonal water assignments of up to 100 ML subject to 
the volumetric envelopes of each zone. This is constant with arrangements currently in place in parts 
of the UCATribs (although represents an increased ability to SWA in others). 
 
Within these areas SWAs greater than 100ML will be provided for subject to the volumetric envelope 
and a distance-drawdown assessment as per permanent trades. This caters for a history of SWAs up 
to 280 ML while ensuring impacts are managed. 
 
Within the Dumaresq Valley Alluvium (BRA Shallow) it is proposed to provide for seasonal water 
assignments of up to 100ML.  This reflects community expectations that some level of trade be 
provided for in this resource, with the aim to achieve full tradability in the next plan.  

Recommendation 
Provide SWAs up to 100ML for Oakey, 
Dalrymple, Cunningham and BRA (Deep) 
alluviums subject to zone volumetric 
envelopes. 
Provide SWAs greater than 100ML for Oakey, 
Dalrymple, Cunningham and BRA (Deep) 
alluviums subject to zone volumetric envelopes 
and distance drawdown assessments. 
Provide for SWAs up to 100ML in the BRA 
(Shallow) 

Note consideration regarding combined or 
separate envelope for temporary trading. 

Decision 
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Following establishment of zone envelopes, users will be consulted regarding whether a separate 
envelope be established within the zone envelope for SWAs or whether permanent and temporary 
trades will sit within the same pool.  
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GW015 Seasonal Water Assignment – UCA Tribs, BRA Deep and Shallow 

Recommendation 

Point to point assessment of all SWAs in Oakey, Dalrymple, Cunningham alluviums and Border 
Rivers (Deep) alluvium - no cap on SWAs. 
Allow SWA in Dumaresq River Alluvium (shallow) with 100ML cap 
Zone envelopes are to include SWAs (i.e. no separate envelope/reserved SWA volume). 

Summary 

Within systems being converted to water allocations (Oakey, Dalrymple and Cunningham Alluviums 
and Border Rivers (Deep) Alluvium) it is proposed to provide for seasonal water assignments of up to 
100 ML subject to the volumetric envelopes of each zone. 

Within these areas SWAs greater than 100ML will be provided for subject to the volumetric 
envelope and a distance-drawdown assessment as per permanent trades. This caters for a history of 
SWAs up to 280 ML while ensuring impacts are managed. 

Within zone envelopes, consideration is to be given whether SWAs are to form a separate segment 
or be part of the entire envelope with permanent trades. 

Within the Dumaresq Valley Alluvium (BRA Shallow) it is proposed to provide for seasonal water 
assignments of up to 100ML.  This reflects community expectations that some level of trade be 
provided for in this resource, with the aim to achieve full tradability in the next plan. 

Reviewed by 

Jim Weller, Jason Douglas, Steve Goudie, Lee Horsford, Michael Jamieson, Jason Chavasse, Peter 
Brownhalls, Adrian McKay, Paul Hausler, Diana Wood, Audrey Van Beusichem and John Ritchie. 

Rationale 

BRA (Shallow) to be metered and considered low risk. 
Point to point (and envelope) assessment of all SWAs to overcome multiple <100ML SWAs 
circumventing impact assessment. 

Supporting Documents 

GW Policy Paper 1 June 2017 

Previous Consideration and Decisions 

Nil. 
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Meeting minutes
DVIA draft WP consultation 
Details

Subject Border Rivers Water Plan

Chair Steve Gouldie aka Steve Goutie

Meeting type Consultation

Date and location Thurs, 3 May 2018 at Texas golf club

Timing 10:00 am to 2:00 pm

Attendance

Name Position/representation

Number (non-department staff) 19

Jason Chavasse, Paul Hausler, Coby 
Pymble-ward DNRME

Steve Gouldie, Peter Brownhalls, Shane 
Moloney DNRME

Style Definition: Body Text
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Texas Golf Club • 3/05/2018 Page 2 of 5

Discussion points

Item # Discussion

1 A welcome and broad water planning process overview given by Steve Gouldie.

Key points were:

Planning timeframe

Established groundwater management areas and groundwater subareas

Key changes

o Revised outcomes and objectives

o New measures

o UAW for aboriginal and community purposes

o New water sharing and trading rules

Description of measures

Technical reports feeding into process

Key Basin Plan accreditation tests

Description new process aboriginal engagement

Northern Basin Review update (disallowed and Qld supports science)

Description of new water planning documents (WP/WMP/WEN).

Questions and discussion:

Get on with it.

2 Discussion on water trading:

5 zones.

Zone envelopes to regulate both permanent and seasonal trades.

Volumetric allowances set to (+50%, +50%, +20%, +0%, +50%). 

Impact assessment for all location changes other than exempt bores.

Questions and discussion:

Water trading zones and envelopes are too restrictive.

Why aren’t there zones in NSW? How will the Qld zones provide 
security if there is free movement within NSW? Ans. – Good question. Qld and NSW 
planning timeframes don’t align. There is a need to provide for regulatory levers that 
may be needed in the future (particularly if converting to water allocations).

It’s not acceptable to have mismatched planning between Qld and 
NSW if the water plan is going to be locked in place

Paul/Jason – Zone envelopes can be set to the desired level with complete 
independence from the zone boundaries. Free trade could effectively be provided
throughout the system by making all zone envelopes equal to 14 000 ML.

Discussion seemed to gravitate to combining envelopes for zones 1 and 2, and zones 
4 and 5.

– Understand that zones are not limiting; volumes are. Can we have 
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Texas Golf Club • 3/05/2018 Page 3 of 5

more generous volumes? Ans. – Yep.

Once envelopes fill, we won’t be able to move anymore water in, trade can only be 
within the zone. Shouldn’t temporary trade/seasonal assignment be ok on an annual 
basis i.e. outside the envelope? Discussion of partitioning envelopes if full.

Is interstate trade allowed even if the envelope fills – its not affecting the zone. Ans. –
yes interstate trade would operate independently of zone envelopes.

Will interstate trade be done before the plans? Ans. – the plan/protocol provides for
interstate trade where there is agreement between states, this can be on case by 
case basis or, preferably, for the entire resource. It is unlikely an agreement will be 
formulated before the release of the final plans.

– the zones and envelopes are over the top, especially without 
agreement with NSW. Need to take smaller steps with awareness. Bigger zones and 
envelopes if the modelling shows small impacts.

Make the zones, envelopes less conservative, allow for users to recover so no one 
has stranded development when use goes to 8 GLs

Need to find the balance between full development and sustainability.

Need to include NSW in impact assessment. 

Is there any provision for the reassessment of zone envelopes? Ans. - Yes, the 
envelopes are in the protocol, which is an adaptive instrument.
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Texas Golf Club • 3/05/2018 Page 5 of 5

Actions arising

Item Description

Zones and envelope volumes

Provide three alternatives for discussion—

50% all zones

100% all zones

100% for combined zones (1/2 and 4/5)

Prepare some commentary regarding performance.

Announced allocations

Provide examples of 

Different rolling averages

Early reductions when use exceeds share over a 
number of years.
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Meeting minutes
DVIA draft WP consultation 
Details

Subject Border Rivers Water Plan

Chair Steve Gouldie

Meeting type Consultation

Date and location Thurs, 3 May 2018 at Texas golf club

Timing 10:00 am to 2:00 pm

Attendance

Name Position/representation

Number (non-department staff) 23

Jason Chavasse, Paul Hausler, Coby 
Pymble-ward DNRME

Steve Gouldie, Shane Moloney DNRME
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Texas meeting • 16/05/2018 Page 2 of 4

Discussion points

Item # Discussion

1 Discussion on water trading and zones:

New work completed on trading zones for discussion (see request from meeting on 3 
May 2018).

Zone envelope scenarios modelled to show performance of entitlements against 
additional zone volumes. More trade freedom.

Additional volumetric allowances tested for each zone (50%, 70% and 100% in 
addition to existing volumes).

Questions and discussion:

– are you taking water from elsewhere when modelling greater zone 
volumes? Ans. – No, the individual zones volumes are simply increased.

– So you’re actually modelling greater than 8 GL being taken. Ans. –
Yes.

– So you’re actually showing us a case that’s even worse than the 
worst case. Ans. – Yep.

– This isn’t ok. Don’t present results that are wrong. It’s ridiculous that 
you would show us results that aren’t even accurate. Ans. – It’s difficult to model 
trading scenarios because there are a million permutations. It’s important to keep in 
mind that the model is a comparative tool. We represent zone trade like this, and it is 
a bit conservative, because it saves trying to anticipate hundreds of potential 
scenarios.

– Well I think you shouldn’t come out and show us results until you 
have the numbers right. Ans. – Fair point, however, had we modelled trade water 
being removed from one zone and added to the next, the change in results would be 
in the low single digit per cents.

Why are we even talking zones when the impact management will 
protect us? – Ans. – These things are a suite; zones for system wide management 
and impact management for localised effects.

– I don’t think we should even be talking about zones until after we’ve 
discussed the impact management. Ans. – Ok, do we want to move onto impact 
management then?

Stakeholders wanted to see scenarios for all possible trade situations.

Suggestion that trades should be modelled/assessed as they occur.

Stakeholders questioned why zones would be necessary if impact management was 
provided for, question why zones would be necessary. Ans.- drawdown assessments 
are about individual impacts, zones are about the resource. Without zones it would 
be possible to approve trades based on third party impacts while still having 
potentially too much take in an area for the resource.

Stakeholders argue that we should start with the third party impacts only.

Stakeholders argue that only one zone is necessary, as is the case on the NSW side.

Stakeholders want all assessments, zones and impact management, to take into 
account NSW works/take.

2 Impact management

Point to point testing of impacts
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Texas meeting • 16/05/2018 Page 3 of 4

10 year pumping period and 3 metre draw down threshold

Aligns with NSW

Explanation of formulae

Assessment tool for trades provides a level playing field

Questions and discussion:

Does this apply to seasonal water assignments? Ans. – Yes. It applies to both to 
eliminate any perverse outcomes such as repeat SWAs being able to impact water 
users where a permanent trade would not be approved.

Why is the a seasonal water assignment tested over 10 years when they are only for 
1 season? Ans. – The impact method is a tool for ensuring all trades are assessed on 
a level playing field. The 10 years is only a pumping parameter use in the formula.

Stakeholders suggest that with permanent trades should be treated conservatively,
temporary less so.

Darryl – But during the season we take water at a higher rate. Doesn’t that mean the 
drawdown impacts would actually be much greater than 3 metres? Ans. – Yep, but 
we need to keep remembering that this is a method for ensuring all trades are 
assessed fairly/equally.

Tim Ramsey – We should recommend a pumping period and a draw down impact 
that suits us.

Darryl – Can we use 180 days instead? What does everyone think? Ans. –
Absolutely, we’re not wedded to the particulars. It’s important to note though, that if 
we change the period and drawdown, the set-back distances may not change. 
Internally, we’ve compared the 10 year, 3 metre method to the 100 day, 0.5 metre 
method used elsewhere and they don’t result in significantly different distances.

Paul – It’s worth noting that we didn’t select 10 years and 3 metres for any reason 
other than ensuring consistency with the NSW process.

Jason – Description of alternative volume and drawdown depth graphics.

Tim Ramsey – We’ll have a discussion within ourselves to decide where we stand on 
the pumping duration and drawdown. Ans. – When you’re thinking about those 
parameters you should also keep in mind the sort of set-back distances you see as 
appropriate; where do you want to be on security vs flexibility. As mentioned earlier, 
the set-back distances can be similar for a range of different durations and 
drawdowns.

Stakeholders argue that impact management should consider cumulative impact of 
all surrounding bores not just the additional impact of a single trade.

Ed Hickson – The method should be kept simple. However, other stakeholders 
thought that the method wasn’t detailed enough, and noted that the department was 
looking for an ‘acceptable’ rather than a ‘best’ approach.

Stakeholders asked whether neighbours could agree to a level of impact, forego their 
protection.

Users want to protect what existing users have currently.

Users asked whether there could different drawdown limits for different areas.

4
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Texas meeting • 16/05/2018 Page 4 of 4

Actions arising

Item Description

Provide information for consideration during 
preparation of a DVIA submission.

In future, provide information prior to 
meeting.

Copy of power-point presentation

Copy of water sharing rule spreadsheet

Documents
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Meeting minutes
Border Rivers Alluvium Groundwater Management Area 
Details

Subject Border Rivers Water Plan

Chair

Meeting type Consultation

Date and location Tues, 23 May 2017 at Texas Golf Club

Timing 10:00 to 16:30

Present

Name Position/representation

Jason Chavasse, Peter Brownhalls, Coby 
Pymble-ward DNRM

Apologies

Name Position/representation
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DVIA • 23/05/2017 Page 2 of 8

Items

Item # Discussion

1 Introductions made. Identified that this was the fourth meeting. Noted that the last meeting 
raised some challenging issues which would seek to be addressed at this meeting. Noted 
that draft plans were to be finalised by the end of the year.

At the last meeting, the SDL and shared resource (i.e. 8.1GL) was raised. Jason stated that 
QLD were holding to the policy of managing to 8.1GL

Also raised was the status of the Groundwater Mode. It was identified that Peter would speak 
to this topic including when, expectations and where the model is up to. 

3 Shallow A question was asked regarding where the shallow came in. It was answered that ‘shallow’ 
entitlements were those identified on the auth as being in the Dumaresq Valley Alluvium.

sked if the department’s position re the Deep/Shallow was consistent with 
surface water – i.e. is it consistent with reaches? Peter responded that the answer was yes 
and no, that they were managed separately for accounting but as a full resource. In QLD the 
shallow sits atop the deep, separated in parts by the aquitard. These two systems would be 
treated separately with the 8.1 applying only to the deep.

Jason stated that submissions were received regarding managing the resources separately 
and to current entitlement.

Someone asked whether the shallow entitlements would be tradable to which the answer 
was no, shallow licences would remain attached to land.  

sked whether the separate management of the shallow had been discussed 
with NSW i.e. that NSW would be managing to 8.1 whilst QLD was effectively managing to 
8.1GL plus the shallow volume, taking the total up to about 11 GL.

Jason responded that no, these discussions had not been had with NSW to which 
responded that will combe back onto us later. Peter responded that this was a good question 
and a policy issue which needed to be resolved.

Someone asked whether NSW could be given additional volume to make up the difference 
given the entitlement volume in Queensland was greater than that in NSW. 

Peter indicated that at this stage we were proceeding with how the systems had been 
managed historically. At this stage, the volumes have been locked in to the Basin Plan. 

Jason indicated that Queensland’s position for the shallow was that they would remain as 
licences with no ability to trade (either perm or temp). This reflects the submissions received 
that trade needed to be provided as an adjustment if the shallow entitlements were to be cut 
– we are not cutting therefore no trade. 

noted that not permitting temp/perm trade was going back to the dark ages, 
asked wasn’t that the point of the Basin Plan? Recognised that nothing was changing for the 
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DVIA • 23/05/2017 Page 3 of 8

shallow but thought trade was a key part of the Basin Plan.

Peter noted that any trade needed to be underwritten by having a good understanding of the 
system – that by our estimates there was less than 1000ML use in the shallow. However, the 
system wasn’t metered which would be required for a high level of understanding. Meters are 
required then an understanding can be obtained.

Someone asked what in what timeframe would we see trade in the shallow? Would the 
department amend the plan? The response was unsure.

Jason indicated that to get sufficient information to introduce trade the department would 
meter the resource which would provide an understanding of the yield, etc. That the 
introduction of trade in the shallow resource within the 10 year life of the plan was unlikely. 

Jason said the key points for the shallow resource were that it would be managed separately 
from the deep, would be metered and would remain as licences.

4 Trading Jason indicated that, as previously discussed, licences in the deep resource would be 
converted to Water Allocations.

Regarding specification, the current nominal entitlement would be the volumetric limit, the 
nominal volume would be the entitlements share of the 8.1GL.

Jason noted that the aim of the water allocation was to facilitate trade. 

Within Queensland, we would be looking at allowing to allow for permanent trade.

NSW have a different framework within which take can be controlled via a works approval.

QLD’s framework allows a location on the WA which could be a zone or a works location 
(GPS)

A zone location would allow for freer trade. Within a zone take could be relocated without the 
need for departmental assessment. Each zone would have a volumetric ‘envelope’ which 
could constrain the volume able to be traded into a zone.

An alternative would be similar to that currently in place in the CCA (and in NSW) whereby a 
point to point drawdown assessment would be undertaken prior to a trade being approved. 
This option would also include zones and envelopes although would allow for larger zones.

Someone suggested that the zone approach seemed complex – suggested that assessment 
was what the department is there for. 

Jason advised that originally, Was were set up to be as free as possible.

Someone asked the group to imagine if you wanted to do a trade but had to go through all 
the layers of assessment.

An example of zone process was run through. Point to point explained re the drawdown at a 
point in the cone of depression with trades outside the area of influence being approved.

Someone asked whether rule would apply to impact on works owned by the person applying 
for the trade to which the answer was no, only to those owned by other users.

Jason indicated that with Was, the protocol would say if rule was exceeded the trade would 
be prohibited.

Question from e moving of water between multiple titles prior to sale and potential 
impact– answer buyer beware.

Someone asked whether the outcomes of trade would change throughout the system. Jason 
indicated that we would be talking to NSW about how they apply their point to point 
throughout the system.

Someone asked whether we could just indicate that for every 100ML traded the additional 
distance needed to be from a bore would be X metres. Couldn’t the vols and separation 
distances just be written into the plan?

Someone asked what if someone not using their entitlement/works gave permission to 
someone to impact them?
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DVIA • 23/05/2017 Page 4 of 8

Jason advised that the department would be asking users for a list of the works they wanted 
to use and be noted on the WA. If a user hasn’t got a bore drilled and hasn’t indicated a point 
for inclusion on their WA, even if on a lot previously allowed through their licence, it would 
require assessment.

Someone asked whether they would be notified of trades into their area to which the answer 
was no.

noted that the process shouldn’t be thought of as a restriction but rather as a 
protection.

Someone asked whether there was a need to have zones if there is a point to point 
assessment. Answered that the zones were about outlining areas where a level of allowable 
extraction could be noted to prevent regional hotspots.

Someone asked whether there were shallow bores in the unconfined section to which the 
answer was yes.

Someone asked whether there were any hotspots the department were worried about. Is it a 
hotspot or potential hotspot? It was indicated that there was something happening 
downstream of Texas that warranted consideration. 

Someone asked whether the point to point assessment would rule out trades into hotspots to 
which the answer was not necessarily, that it may be a good idea to prevent movement of 
water into an area that a point to point assessment would permit due to it not impacting any 
neighbouring bores.

It was indicated that the model could provide a regional understanding but wouldn’t provide 
point to point assessment.

Jason said that while we could have zones, NSW currently has a single zone and would be 
able to move anywhere subject to its point to point assessment.

Someone noted that if we went to zones and all water was sold up to the envelope – no one 
else would be able to trade, that the process would be first in first serve leading to a race.

Someone asked whether the department had any concept of what the envelope volumes 
should be to which the answer was that it would be based on discussion with the users.

indicated that he thought the envelope should be informed by the model. It was 
affirmed that yes, when the model was finished it could support the nomination of envelope
volumes.

Jason advised that the zones would be located in the water plan, a high level document 
requiring ministerial approval whilst the envelopes and rules are located in the water 
management protocol which can be amended more easily.

Someone suggested that zones and envelopes etc were pointless unless NSW also 
implemented a similar process.

Peter suggested that this was a good discussion and that the core of considerations was 
whether users wanted a high level of protection or flexibility. Asked whether users wanted an 
ability to trade from one end of the system to the other with only a point to point assessment 
and then to accept any outcome.

Someone suggested that despite drawdown interference discussed around Beebo, users can 
trade freely within NSW and no significant impacts have been experienced.  

Someone suggested that it was a commercial reality that yield drops when everyone is 
taking. That users just want to maintain the access they currently have.

Referencing zone map version 1 If you trade another 400ML into 2b you would impact us 
and we would have to pay more to get our water.

Someone suggested that zoning was a good idea and that the more zones the more easily 
we can control impacts.

Someone suggested that the monitoring bore in zone 1b was no good through being affected 
by pumping. Shane Moloney indicated that this bore now had a logger and therefore 
pumping effects could be removed. 

Someone suggested that demand upstream affected water levels downstream – when 
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DVIA • 23/05/2017 Page 5 of 8

demand dropped water levels recovered downstream. 

Someone asked whether a dollar value had been attributed to a drop in water level due to 
pumping.

Someone asked whether any science had informed the zones – if it was up to us we would 
say to leave it all alone. We need to understand how the water flows.

Considerations in defining example zones outlined – water levels, constrictions, density of 
entitlement, monitoring bore locations.

Someone asked whether there would be an upper limits for trades into each zone – yes, the 
envelope would define this. 

Someone suggested that there needs to be enough people in each zone to allow trading. 
Concern where the number would sit?

Someone asked whether this would apply to seasonal trades also – answer that potentially 
100ML SWA would be permitted but that any higher would be assessed the same as a 
permanent trade and that the envelope would potentially apply to both. 

Someone asked how the zone/envelope system would operate with regard to sleeper 
licences – sleeper licences would be considered active within the envelope.

Someone asked whether temporary trades would be considered when a sleeper was not 
active – suggested that this could be considered given seasonal review of temp trades – if 
sleeper activates, SWA could no longer be permitted.

Someone asked whether the department would be able to adequately manage this process –
at the end of the day users just want a simple process. Jason suggested that process was 
simple, 2 tier seasonal 100 ML permitted and greater assessed. 

Someone suggested that the zone system would impact on the value of the WA – if zone full 
and no further trade permitted, value of WA would be less. 

Someone suggested that if the envelope is all the system can handle then if doesn’t matter. If 
assessed, that’s the volume that can be taken and it guarantees that you can pump your 
volume. 

Someone suggested that the method was about protecting your zone and the one below. 

Someone suggested that there needs to be a mechanism to prevent a race to buy up a zone. 
That everyone should be able to put in applications at the same time before the system starts 
up..

Someone suggested that the zones were no different to an announced entitlement.

User indicated that they just wanted to grow their business like everyone else was able to 
years ago, didn’t want to be disadvantaged because they were a late starter. Someone 
answered that there is never going to be a right system for everyone. 

Someone commented that the more trading there is the more likely that the system cap 
would be reached. 

Someone commented that it would be a good result for the environment but a worse for 
everyone else. That despite being managed to 8.1 they would be reduced again if this was 
found to not be sustainable. 

Jason advised that any change affecting a WA was compensable.

asked whether the protection of WAs extended beyond a plan timeframe to 
which it was agreed there was a level of confusion around the wording of compensation 
clause. 

Someone indicated that noone would sink a bore to buy in 100ML, any assessment would 
primarily apply to existing works.

Group indicated they would need to know the envelopes first before they provided a 
complete position on the approach and that the model should provide an answer re 
envelopes. Peter suggested that logical zone boundaries could be established and the model 
could be used to test.

Question about whether it would be better to allow trade into your zone or into the zone 
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DVIA • 23/05/2017 Page 6 of 8

upstream – where does impact sit. 

Question about what the impact of sleepers activating would be – would everyone get 
reduced. 

Someone noted that if you were in a no trade zone – you couldn’t trade unless you buy an 
existing entitlement within the zone. 

Someone suggested that zones would limit growth – someone responded that everything 
already limits growth.

Noted that people with licences want to maintain status quo – those without would want more 
trade.

Statement that groundwater is an asset we need to protect.

Someone stated that we need to talk to all users about the zones/envelopes – not just those 
in committee who cannot talk for all in each zone. 

ndicated that he was for the zone/p2p hybrid approach. 

Highlighted that allocations and works locations required from day 1, whether active or 
sleeper. 

Jason advised that we have data on use and that every area has drawdown, that the model 
would be able to turn on sleepers and see impact, consider water levels and use and if 
impacts allocate a smaller envelope. 

Noted that conversions were to be based on entitlement rather than history of use and that a 
hotspot today would be a hotspot later. Trading would ideally result in the spreading out of 
entitlement. 

Again highlighted importance that sleepers nominate a point of take be else an assessment 
would be required before a point of take could be established, which could potentially be 
refused.

Someone noted that the system could end up so restrictive that you would have to buy a 
block to get access to water. 

Someone asked what is the current level of sleeper entitlement? Noted that there are a 
couple. Noted most people are only using around 20 per cent of entitlement. Noted that in 
recent years QLD use has been at around 6GL out of 14.5 and that even with being 
managed to 8.1 there was still room. 

Noted that there was concern in subarea 2 with big entitlements. Less concern in subarea 1 
about big extraction.

 expressed desire to be in a no trade in zone, suggested Campbell 
would be the same. 

suggested that moving take up the system would affect them more than in zones. 
Someone suggested that any take of water out of the system would impact you over time. 

Users in the bottom section (d/s of Beebo?) indicated they would want a high level of 
protection. 

Group suggested QLD needed to talk to NSW about drawdown, include NSW bores in p2p. 
Also QLD needed to come back to group with envelopes. 

ndicated he was happy with status quo and was about protecting what he already had. 
Suggested the zones be simplified and work be done on envelopes. Indicated he would 
rather a negative envelope around Beebo and suggested Ian Campbell would be of the same 
opinion. 

Someone advised that from Texas to the end of the system there was only 5 users (using?) 
holding around 12 entitlements.
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9. DVIA 
discussion

Discussion held between DVIA representatives without DNRM present. Outcomes as follows.

Agreement that users in the shallow should be metered. Temporary trading should be 
permitted in the shallow aquifer with an aim to allow permanent trading after 14 years.
Temporary trades should be to a maximum of 100ML with no location constraints.

Group indicated they preferred a hybrid zone P2P trading system. Group would like rate of 
take to be taken into account to allow greater volume to be traded if taken at a lower rate. 
That when applying for a trade users could put in a rate of take, could department limit the 
size of works? Different rates would apply to summer or winter croppers. Noted that this 
would be difficult for department to regulate. Suggested that department could potentially 
take into account any different profile of use in assessing P2P (i.e. if different to 100 days as 
currently used). 

Regarding zones, group noted that this was still early days. Department still needed to 
consult all people within the zones. Group suggested three zones comprising (refer to 
version 2 presented at meeting) zones 1C and D combined or 1D by itself as well as a single 
zone upstream and downstream. Rationale for zones was like mindedness of users within 
the zones, greater pressure further down river. Allows flexibility in envelope, easier for NSW 
to align with. Possibility for middle zone to extend further upstream beyond TWS. 

Noted that temporary trading would not need to be as conservative and could be reviewed 
year to year.
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DVIA • 23/05/2017 Page 8 of 8

Group indicated they would prefer a five year rolling average.

Group sought clarification regarding status of the model. Peter advised that the model would 
be good for regional rather than local assessment. The construction and calibration of the 
model was complete, would now need to be peer reviewed and ok’d with NSW modellers. A 
draft model report was being prepared for the end of June with endorsement sought for 
September. This would provide sufficient time for reality checking of proposals for the water 
plan etc.

ndicated that the envelopes should be informed by the model which hopefully would 
preclude the need for any zero envelopes. The model rather than the group should 
determine envelope volumes. Peter agreed that the model should be able to provide these 
outcomes, that it would just require some inputs first such as the nominal zones etc.

Someone asked whether it wouldn’t be better to bring water in from outside a zone rather 
than buy and activate a sleeper volume from within the zone. Response was that it would 
increase take in the long run as the sleeper needs to be assume as active.

Question about whether we could get rid of the zones and just rely on the model for 
assessing trades.

Question about when the draft plan was due and when consultation would end – final 
consultation around August with draft plan at end of year.

Group requested that department come back at another date and include NSW. 

Jason indicated that we would talk to NSW in the meantime.

User indicated that any point to point assessment must include both QLD and NSW bores. 
Need to provide adequate separation. Both states need to talk around the point to point 
assessment.

Jason indicated that we would seek to meet with NSW around late June/early July.

Group indicated importance of ensuring both NSW and QLD irrigators are at the next 
meeting.

Group want reading materials to be provided before the next meeting.
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Jim Weller, Jason Douglas, Steve Goudie, Lee Horsford, Michael Jamieson, Jason Chavasse, Peter Brownhalls, Adrian McKay and Paul Hausler on phone
 

John Ritchie, Audrey Van Beusichem and Di Wood- mid item 1 

 

20-308 File A Page 456 of 493

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



20-308 File A Page 457 of 493

s.73 Irrelevant information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



2 What is level of assessment work? (this was an action item I 
think; determine) 
All entitlement will have a point- provided for in the WEN 
even if no current works/meter. 

o Most entitlement holders in Borders Rivers have a 
bore- might only be a few without. 

Location would be a zone with coordinates (map?) 
o Group suggested coordinates in the WEN wouldn’t 

be meaningful for water users to check and submit 
on. Agreed that sending water users a lot map with 
coordinate-location illustrated would be an 
appropriate method. 

Provide provisions to allow if bores exist but we are 
unaware. This discussion sought a way to allow for later 
amendments to works locations missed or incorrectly 
detailed. Can this be done after plan has commenced 
without impacting traders? 
10 metre replacement bore rule- look into making the rule a 
bit different (in the change rules- permitted change). 20 
Meters replacement bore seems reasonable (though various 
options from 10-50m were discussed). 
 

Noted  Potential tasks: 
Determine the level of work 
involved in undertaking impacts 
assessments. 
Workshop on replacement bore 
distance and linkages (identify 
NCF/validation requirements re 
accuracy/error on location) 
Prepare schedule of works locations 
to map/audit. 

o Identify entitlements that 
need centroid location for 
each system. 

Prepare lot map with coordinate 
location and works locations for 
each licence holder. 
Investigate provisions for correcting 
locations after commencement. 
Identify level of replacement bores 
(resources to produce WEN and 
what will this change mean for 
future work?) – team to come back 
to policy workshop on resourcing 
issues 
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7 Trading in BRA and UCA (Tribs) 
Cunningham would likely need more zones as there are a 
number of small alluviums independent of each other- not 
well connected 
Put zones in and use model to test impacts- time involved in 
forming up test scenarios 
Start off conservatively and use WMP to open up as more 
data comes in 
Take on board where stakeholders want zone boundaries 
but department needs to be more conservative with 
boundaries to better manage resource – sustainable 
Require DISITI to test  envelopes- only require a few 
scenarios 
Communication to stakeholder- improvement/adjust on 
current situation 

Decision- where there is a hotspot 
provide for trading to trade out and 
elsewhere provide for some flexibility to 
maintain similar current distribution. 
 
Conservative approach to start with and 
we are going to have zones determined 
by team and test envelopes in the model  
 
Test envelopes using GW model. If 
unavailable start envelopes at 10% of NE 
 
WMP need to include detail about 
assessment process for assessing trade 
(standard) and include a table about 
simple assessment and a long form 
process (like old S130). 
 
For Border Rivers model conservative 
zones with future management with 
NSW in mind (engage with NSW 
technical officers and Adrian regarding 
placement of zones). What is the 
timeframe on this?Border Rivers- See 
Coby notes 
 
Allow application for permanent trade if 
envelope full, assess based on vol of 
permanent water in envelope and 
approve pending SWA conclusion. 

Team to investigate/determine  zones 
and test envelopes if possible. If not 
possible we take a conservative 
approach I.e 10%. 
 
Team to contact Leon and prioritise 
testing envelopes in the model ahead of 
other work. 
 
Validate works in each zone spatially. 
  
Prepare distance and drawdown table 
for permitted changes. 
 
Discuss with Leon status of model runs – 
issues with source-GW model etc 
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8 Temporary trading in within BRA and UCA Tribs 
Discussion about SWA into NSW and zones for interstate 
trade? 
All SWA is individual and subject to the rules 
Current rules limits max signed in- rule can be for application 
SWA should be used to finish crop off but has been used a 
lot to manage compliance. 
Metering the shallow- compliance situation 
Question whether a 100ML SWA could be taken multiple 
times by same user within the rules and whether we can 
limit to 1 SWA, influence the total vol resulting from a SWA 
Suggestion to assess all SWAs (p2p), no vol limit? 

Decision to allow SWA in BRA shallow 
with 100 ML cap 
 
Envelopes to include SWAs (i.e. no 
separate envelope) 
 
Point to point impact assessment for all 
SWAs in Oakey, Dalrymple, Cunningham 
and BRA (deep) 
 
 

Potential tasks: 
Action- More detailed SWA rules 
need to be prepared – think about 
what the volume is assigned too 
(current thinking is all point to point 
applies- everything is assessed). 
Consistency across areas vs specific 
rules for each area. 
Assess and report on likely 
compliance issues in the Dumaresq 
River Alluvium and elsewhere rules 
make using SWA to manage 
compliance an issue. 
Consider whether a mechanism for 
assessing SWAs is available. 
Assess existing SWA rules 

 

 

9 Interstate trade in the BRA (Deep) 
Allow for trade by allowing avenue similar to SWSurface 
Water- outside the plan. The frameworks don’t align and 
can’t do impact management.  
NSW need to agree- where the take of water determines 
what rules apply. 
MDBA seek few limitations on interstate trade where 
provided for. 
If traded to NSW, WA would remain in QLD taking up part of 
the envelope – issue to consider. 

Allow interstate trade to occur through 
similar process currently done for 
Surface Water  
 
Understood to be temporary from NSW 
to QLD, permanent from Q to N. 
 
Include NSW in zones and envelopes 
assuming future adoption of zones. 
 
 

Actions- need to talk to NSW about 
zones, envelopes and the quantities of 
water that can move backwards and 
forward. 
 
If talks with NSW don’t happen we will 
set our provisions as practical as possible 
based on inclusion of NSW take.  
 
 

 

Formatted: Font: Bold, Not Strikethrough
Formatted: Indent: Left:  0.25",  No bullets or
numbering
Formatted: Strikethrough

Commented [HP1]: Going forward though, SWA is for 
any purpose. 

Formatted: Font: Bold
Formatted: Normal,  No bullets or numbering
Formatted: Font: 9 pt, Bold

Commented [HP2]: What does this mean? 

20-308 File A Page 460 of 493

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



20-308 File A Page 461 of 493

s.73 Irrelevant information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



20-308 File A Page 462 of 493

s.73 Irrelevant information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



Policy Workshop 1 – 1pm to 4pm – 22 June 2018 – Room 9.02 1WS

Attendees – John Ritchie, Dainishi Latimer, Audrey Van Beusichem, Steve Goudie, Diana Wood, Susannah Rodda (Notes), Sueanne Williams, Sophie Rolls, Lee 
Horsford, , Coby Pymble-Ward, Paul Hausler, Peter Brownhalls, Jason Chavasse, Orren Farrington
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Groundwater Team – 1:40pm – 3:20pm (Coby Pymble-Ward, Paul Hausler, Jason Chavase)
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12.Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) - Conversions/Purpose
Recommendation: no change
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NOTES
Whyalla Beef holds two ‘stock intensive’ entitlements, 77221H and 71856, with nominal entitlement of 1500ML and 1660ML respectively located in proposed 
zone 4, downstream of 21km NW and 12km W of Texas.
Under proposed arrangements, these entitlements would be converted to water allocations with volumetric limits equal to the nominal entitlements, and 
nominal volumes of 798 and 883.1 ML respectively.
These entitlements would be part of a water allocation group containing all non-TWS entitlements and would be subject to annual announcements managing 
total use to 8.1GL.
Meter readings indicate average use under these entitlements of around 5% (max. 10%) and 48% (max. 60%) respectively (latest figures required).  
Estimation of potential announcements indicate that for current levels of use in the sub-unit, announced entitlements would remain at 100 percent. Were total 
use in the alluvium increase by 50%, announcements of 50% (assuming a 50% minimum was selected) would be fairly common (12 out of 36 years 
modelled).
This suggests that the conversion would have minimal impact on the ability of the feedlot to continue existing operations, with even minimum announced 
allocations providing for Whyalla’s average use.

DECISIONS ACTIONS
Recommendation endorsed by Policy Workshop as listed in paper 
presented
Issue to go to Referral Panel.

Nil
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ADDITIONAL ACTIONS:
Need to work on an agenda for PRP
Discuss and agree on approach / format for PRP papers

Meeting closed 4pm.

Approval

Director, Water Planning South West Audrey van Beusichem
Signature
Date
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Policy Workshop 4B – 1:00pm – 3:00pm – 12 September 2018 – Room 1WS 5.15

Attendees –Audrey van Beusichem, John Ritchie, Steve Goudie, Diana Wood, Dainishi Latimer, Sueanne Williams, Coby Pymble-Ward, Jason Chavasse, Orren Farrington, Kylie Pedofsky, Peter Brownhalls, Jacqueline Lee, Rachael Cox, Wade Rogers, 
Paul Hausler
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2. Trading (BRA deep)  
I am strongly opposed to trade of both permanent and 
temporary water, as I have significant concern this will lead to 
growth in the water take from the aquifer. I believe that trade 
and protecting the aquifer are diametrically opposed. This could 
have a detrimental effect on existing water users. (110) 
I consider [the proposed approach for trade] is valid in achieving 
the objective of allowing trade to occur without compromising 
the aquifer by dramatically lowering water tables in particular 
areas below the alluvium where current extractions are 
significant (111) 
We support the ability to trade water allocations provided there 
are sufficient mechanisms in the WRP to protect existing users 
from third party impacts (131) 
We support the ability to trade water allocations, but there is 
significant concern about lack of protection to existing water 
users from third party impacts. Some members would prefer no 
trade at all to protect from potential impacts of trade and 
movement of water extraction across the aquifer. Trades should 
not impact on existing users. Sufficient protections need to be 
built into the water plan to protect existing users to the greatest 
degree possible.  
While we are accepting of trading in principle, we don’t want it 
to come at any cost or be unconstrained. (151; 152; 153)  

Support temporary and permanent trade within the aquifer 
based on the following premise: all permanent trades and large 
temporary trades are subject to stringent impact assessment 

Issue background 
The draft Border Rivers and Moonie water 
management protocol provides for the permanent 
and temporary trading of proposed water allocations 
in the Border Rivers Alluvium (deep). 
Dealing rules contained in the plans provide for 
trading anywhere within the sub-unit, including 
between zones, subject to zone envelopes and 
assessment of potential drawdown impacts. 
Envelopes and impact management are dealt 
separately in the table. 
Submissions received from stakeholders regarding 
trading in general (i.e. not zones, envelopes or impact 
management) indicate: 

o Oppose trade (permanent or temporary) due 
to concern it will lead to growth in take and 
impacts on existing users (2) 

o Support for trade provided adequate 
protections/no impact on existing users (8) 

o Trade rules should be developed through 
independent modelling (1) 

o Trading should be of the volumetric limit not 
nominal volume (1) 

o Trading should start out conservatively and 
ramp up later after review (1) 

Stakeholders in the BRA (deep) have overwhelming 
submitted opposition the proposed trade assessment 
model based on 5 zones and envelopes, coupled with 
third party impact assessment.  

Policy team proposed  
Continue to provide for trading in the 
BRA  
 
Note concerns about trading the BRA – 
see policy discussion number 5. 
 

Endorsed – Campbell issue to 
go to PRP. 
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which takes into account relevant bore positions, volumetric take 
and any other relevant information on the NSW side of the 
aquifer. Our support or otherwise (for temporary and permanent 
trade) will be largely determined based on this assessment 
systems as it must allow the greatest possible protection for 
existing users and allow trade accordingly (158).  
Due to the infancy of the GW model we would advocate a very 
conservative approach to permanent trading. Once committed 
they are difficult to reverse if the initial modelling process 
inaccurate and a neighbouring bore has been compromised. This 
assumption can easily be revised upward at a future 10 year 
review if proven (160) 
There should be provision for all types of trade and the 
development of new holes, providing there is a sound 
methodology for the assessment of reasonable third party 
impacts, as the basis for approval. This allows water to be 
shifted. 
Rules around trade should be developed with good independent 
modelling and have some flexibility in the case the expected 
scenario does not eventuate (162) – possibly more. 

Most [large entitlement holders/large developed users] are 
against trade and against the unretarded development of new 
bores. Trade will not increase value of the aquifer to the 
community or Australia but more likely make existing 
infrastructure redundant and inflict financial pressure on existing 
users. Trade must be restricted to shelter hotspots but also to 
minimise acceleration of usage and therefore damage to existing 
business (121) 
Seasonal trading of a reduced nominal volume would be unviable 
considering establishment cost and infrastructure, reducing 
income by 47%. Perm and temp trade should be of the 
volumetric quantity shown on the water allocation (167) 

Submitters 

Stakeholders submit that trade assessment should be 
based on a single zone and more robust third party 
impact assessment that considers cumulative (i.e. the 
impact of all bores and trades on a single user) 
impacts including those in NSW. 
Despite concerns about the trading framework, only 2 
submissions were received opposing the trade of 
groundwater in principle. These two submissions 
indicate concern that trade will lead to growth in take 
and adverse effects on the aquifer and water users.  
Overwhelmingly entitlement holders want trade 
however they want to be assured that: 

o There will be no adverse impacts on existing 
entitlements through SWL drawdown 
including the NSW entitlement extractions; 

o That there are mechanisms in place to protect 
users and the resource; 

o That there is simple seasonal/temporary trade 
mechanisms 

 
Issues and Risks 

While use is likely to increase as un/underused 
entitlement is bought by productive users, utilisation 
is already increasing in the BRA (deep). Use in the 
deep will be managed to 53% of entitlement over ten 
years.  
While use is at current levels, no announcements will 
be required manage take (i.e. users will have an 
announcement of 100%, with productive users being 
offset by those not taking). As use increases, 
announcements will be required to manage take. 
Should all users try to take their full entitlement, an 
annual announcement of 53 per cent would result. 
The increase in utilisation of entitlement will occur 
whether trade is present or not through: 

o Land and water are currently being sold 
resulting in utilisation of previously sleepy 
water; 

o Increases in existing entitlement extraction 
through the pumping of water into storages.   

3. SWA (BRA deep)  

Seasonal Water Assignments within a Water Year are not subjected 
to same degree of assessment ie use of different parameters in Third 
Party Assessment Formula  as those required when an application for 
a Permanent Trade is being evaluated. Supportive of less stringent 
assessment of SWAs (111) 
There needs to be a fast approvals process for small, low impact 
temporary trades particularly when these trades are time critical for 
crop management (131) 
We require clarification of the time required to do a complete impact 
assessment to better understand the impact on small temporary 
trades (151). 

Issue background 
The Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management 
Protocol (WMP) provides for Seasonal Water Assignment in 
the Border Rivers Alluvium Deep resource to be subject to the 
same assessment process as that of permanent trades.  As 
such, all SWA’s will be subject to impact assessment under 
Chapter 11 of the WMP.  
 
Submissions received on the WMP have requested that the 
process for assessing and completing a Seasonal Water 
Assignment (SWA) be less stringent than that of a permanent 
trade. The submissions include general statements requesting 
less onerous assessment and different parameters.   

Proposed Project Team options 
 
Option 1 (preferred) - Allow for a 
volume of up to 100ML to be seasonally 
assigned with no impact assessment.   
 
Impacts of a trade of 100 ML would 
require a 10 metre separation to 
nearest neighbours bore (3m 
threshold).  This distance is conservative 
enough not to interfere with any 
neighbouring bores.   
 

Option 1 endorsed – not to go 
to PRP 
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SWA - there should be a fast approval process for small, low impact 
SWA as long it doesn't impact existing users (152) 
special consideration should be given to a fast approval process for 
small, low impact SWA. This would require a specific set of rules built 
in to prevent abuse and impacts on existing users. This could be 
resolved with clarification of the time required to do a complete 
impact assessment (153) 
Support temporary and permanent trade within the aquifer based on 
the following premises: All permanent trades and large temporary 
trades (>50ML) are subject to stringent 3rd party Impact Assessment 
Process, which should take into account relevant bore positions, 
volumetric take and any other relevant information on the NSW side 
of the aquifer as well. Our support or otherwise will be largely 
determined based on this assessment system as it must allow the 
greatest possible protection for exiting users and allow trade 
accordingly.  
Suggest that singular temporary trades of <50ML for emergency crop 
finalisation could be viewed as a fast track application and not be 
held to the same rigorous 3rd Party impact assessment. This would 
need its own specific rules though to ensure that the system is not 
used inappropriately (158) 

Temporary Trading: 
- We feel the current 3 m drawdown assumption placed into the 

third party impact equation is not conservative enough to 
protect existing rights of current users. 

- Given the seasonal nature of usage, from our experience, a 300 
Ml trade approved by the 3m assumption at the minimum 400m 
separation would adversely impact adjacent bores. 

- We would suggest an assumption which permits a trade of 150 
Ml at the minimum separation distance of 400m to be a more 
appropriate assumption to protect existing groundwater users. 

- This assumption could be relaxed at a future 10 year review if the 
model is compliant with reality (160). 

Temporary trade approval process should be streamlined to be 
timely (take less than a fortnight) and that smaller transfers are 
possibly exempt from 3-party assessment process (162). 

 
Submitters 

 
This would allow for quick turnaround for those who may 
need the water quickly. Currently a SWA is approved within 
approx. 5 business days, however this varies between offices 
depending on workloads. There is a wish to ensure small 
amounts of water quickly, however no awareness of how long 
the assessment process takes.  
 
Another submission states that we need a more conservative 
approach to our assessment and that the 3m drawdown figure 
is too large. However this figure has been adopted for 
consistency with the NSW impact assessment approach which 
states a maximum of 3m or 5% of available head above target 
aquifer.   
 
The challenge with the 5% of available head means that we 
need to know each bores available head before we can assess 
an impact.  This is an onerous approach and therefore 
adopting a single threshold figure is the preferred approach.  
The key being that it is as consistent with the NSW approach 
as possible.   
 
One of the entitlement holders – Daryl Cleeve has discussed in 
consultation sessions about reducing the drawdown threshold 
to see what being more conservative look like.  The following 
scenarios were presented based on the following parameters - 
T-200; S-0.001; t-180 days; Pumping (Q) 100 ML 

3 metre threshold - ~10 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 
2.5 metre threshold - ~30 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 
2 metres - ~100 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 

 
Legislative context 
Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management Protocol 
 
Issues and risks 

That if no assessment is done, third party impacts cannot 
be tracked and predicted.  
Resourcing is reduced to undertake the bulk of SWA’s if 
under 100ML volume is not assessed.   
Would still need to undertake a cumulative assessment of 
individual volumes if entitlement holders start 
accumulating water.   
 

 

SWA of 100ML or greater would require 
impact assessment to ensure 
neighbouring bores are not impacted. 
 
This SWA rule would continue to 
provide for an expedited SWA to meet 
entitlement holder expectations and be 
able to meet COAG transaction service 
standards of 5 business days.  
 
 
Option 2 – Move forward with the 
current proposal in the draft water 
management protocol.   

4. Impact management (permanent trade) 
The long term sustainability of the aquifer is in the best interests 
of not only Groundwater Users that access the resource, but also 
the community at large. Therefore any assessment of trade 
volume must take into account the performance of the aquifer 
and any the volume of current extractions in the general vicinity 
of the proposed  ‘point of take’ of the traded volume.  
The Draft Plan proposes a set of Rules that include Zones and 
Trade Envelopes with the assessment process to also include a 

Issue background 
The Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management 
Protocol (WMP) states that permanent trade of groundwater 
in the Border Rivers Alluvium Deep resource will be subject to 
impact assessment under Chapter 11 of the WMP.  
 
Submissions received on the WMP have requested that the 
process for assessing and completing a Seasonal Water 

Proposed Option 
1. Retain proposed drawdown 

threshold that is consistent with 
NSW. 

2. Consider merits/risk of 
exempting small permanent 
trades (<100ML) from impact 
assessment. 

Policy workshop:  
1. Endorsed. 
2. Noted 
3. Cumulative impact 

endorsed  
4. Will work towards 

aligning with NSW 
framework 
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Third Party Impact Assessment. I consider this approach is valid 
in achieving the objective of allowing trade to occur without 
compromising the aquifer by dramatically lowering water tables 
in particular areas below the alluvium where current extractions 
are significant (111) 

It is a feature that third part impact of trade looks at bore levels 
but probably the most significant third- party impact of trade is in 
the acceleration of growth in extraction and therefore the 
erosion in annual announcement (121). 
We support the ability to trade Water Allocations in BRA 
provided there are sufficient mechanisms in the WRP to protect 
existing users from any third party impacts of trade (131). 
Section 156 Determination of unacceptable impact, states that: 
any of the potential drawdown impacts determined in section 
155 are greater than three (3) metres at any registered point of 
take, other than the point(s) currently stated on the entitlement 
being dealt with, the application would result in an unacceptable 
impact. We request that Section 156 be amended so an 
unacceptable impact would result from a drawdown impact of 
greater than one (1) metre, rather than three (3) metres. 
We request that you liaise with your NSW counterparts to ensure 
that the requested one (1) metre Section 156 maximum 
drawdown applies intra-state and inter-state. That is, a 
development in NSW should not result in a drawdown impact at 
a Queensland point of take exceeding one (1) metre, and vice 
versa. (139) 

There are significant concerns about lack of protection to existing 
water-users from the third-party impacts of permanent trade. 
Sufficient protections need to be built into the WRP to protect 
existing users to the greatest degree possible. 
This trade assessment process must include detailed 
consideration of both state’s trading activity to ascertain 
proximity of works and volumes of extraction. The assessment 
should have regard for the existing entitlement attached to any 
works not just the trade volume (151). 

We have concerns on protection to existing bores from third-
party impacts of permanent trade  
This trade assessment process must include detailed 
consideration of both state’s trading activity to ascertain 
proximity of works and volumes of extraction. The assessment 
should have regard for the existing entitlement attached to any 
works not just the trade volume (152). 

DVIA supports ability to trade but there are significant concerns 
about lack of protection to existing water-users from the third-
party impacts of permanent trade. Some DVIA members would 
prefer no trade at all to protect from potential impacts of trade 
and movement of water extraction across the aquifer. Trades 
should not impact on existing users. Sufficient protections need 
to be built into the WRP to protect existing users to the greatest 

Assignment (SWA) be less stringent than that of a permanent 
trade. This is dealt with in section 3.    
 
Overwhelmingly entitlement holders want trade however 
they want to be assured that: 

There will be no adverse impacts on existing 
entitlements through SWL drawdown including the 
NSW entitlement extractions; 
That assessment consider existing entitlement and 
not just traded water 
That there are mechanisms in place to protect users 
and the resource; 
That there is simple seasonal/temporary trade 
mechanisms 

 
Several submissions consider that a more conservative 
approach to our assessment is required and that the 3m 
drawdown figure is too large. One submitter’s requests that 
drawdowns be limited to 1 metre while another considers 
that permanent trades should be ‘very conservative’ and 
revised up later if need be. However, the 3m drawdown figure 
has been adopted for consistency with the NSW impact 
assessment approach which states a maximum of 3m or 5% of 
available head above target aquifer.   
 
The challenge with the 5% of available head means that we 
need to know each bores available head before we can assess 
an impact.  This is an onerous approach and therefore 
adopting a single threshold figure is the preferred approach.  
The key being that it is as consistent with the NSW approach 
as possible.   
 
One of the entitlement holder has discussed in consultation 
sessions about reducing the drawdown threshold to see what 
being more conservative look like.  The following scenarios 
were presented based on the following parameters - T-200; S-
0.001; t-180 days; Pumping (Q) 100 ML 

3 metre threshold - ~10 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 
2.5 metre threshold - ~30 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 
2 metres - ~100 metre separation to nearest 
neighbour 

 
The WMP can be amended to make changes to the thresholds 
if concerns arise around trade and impact assessment. 
 
Legislative context 
Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management Protocol 
 
Issues and risks 

The stakeholders want a very conservative approach to 
impact assessment but they also want consistency with 
NSW. 
We will need to ensure that the approach is consistent 
and if possible to address concerns over impact threshold 

3. The process will consider 
nearest neighbour and 
cumulative volume impact – see 
note below. 

4. The current threshold for 
impact assessment will either 
be 2.5 or 3 metres in keeping 
consistency with NSW which is 
about 5-10% of the available 
head in these deep bores. 

5. This impact threshold will 
minimise the impact on third 
parties while facilitating trade.   

6. QLD and NSW will work 
together to ensure assessment 
of trade will consider bores on 
both sides of the border 
alluvium and that any proposed 
changes to this methodology 
are consistent across border as 
far as possible.   

 
 
Note – the exact  impact assessment 
methodology is yet to be finalised 
including: 

Cumulative impacts versus 
impact on nearest neighbour 
only - however it is important 
to note that cumulative impact, 
would be significantly more 
onerous to implement. 
Working with NSW to ensure: 

o  a consistent approach 
to assess  extraction 
points in each state 

o agreed consistent 
parameters used in the 
assessment  

 

5. Noted 
6. Noted 

 
Not to go to PRP 
 
Available Head above target 
aquifer – 45m 
 
45*0.05=2.25m 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 0m GL 

SW 25

TS 70

T 90
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degree possible, while still enabling development of the 
resource. 
This trade assessment process must include detailed 
consideration of both state’s trading activity to ascertain 
proximity of works and volumes of extraction. The assessment 
should have regard for the existing entitlement attached to any 
works not just the trade volume (153). 

Support temporary and permanent trade within the aquifer 
based on the following premises: All permanent trades and large 
temporary trades (>50ML) are subject to stringent 3rd party 
Impact Assessment Process, which should take into account 
relevant bore positions, volumetric take and any other relevant 
information on the NSW side of the aquifer as well. Our support 
or otherwise will be largely determined based on this assessment 
system as it must allow the greatest possible protection for 
exiting users and allow trade accordingly. 
Our support or otherwise (for temporary and permanent trade) 
will be largely determined based on this assessment system as it 
must allow the greatest possible protection for exiting users and 
allow trade accordingly (158) 

Given our preference for the Third Party Impact Model to 
oversee a one zone approach to the Dumaresq Groundwater 
Resource we would contend the following. Permanent Trading: 
- Due to the infancy of the groundwater model we would 

advocate a very conservative approach to permanent 
trading. Once committed they are difficult to reverse if the 
initial modelling proves inaccurate and a neighbouring bore 
has been compromised. This assumption can easily be 
revised upward at a future 10 year review if proven. 

- We would advocate that a more conservative drawdown 
assumption be used to assess permanent trades. We would 
put forward a drawdown assumption half that for temporary 
trades. 

- By being very conservative on permanent trades does not 
preclude the purchaser from entering the temporary market 
to obtain additional water under less stringent 3rd party 
impact assumptions. 

- Any temporary trade applied under the above point should 
be assessed including the initial permanent trade to avoid 
the possibility of cumulative 3rd party impacts (160) 

There should be provision of all types of trade and new holes, 
given there is a sound method for assessing reasonable 3-party 
impacts, as basis for approval (162) 
Would hope drawdown would be considered with bore in NSW 
and QLD when trades are done (176) 

Submitters 

(which NSW currently utilise).  The NSW approach has 
been used for some time so their flexibility in change is 
dependant on NSW willingness for change.   

5. Zones and envelopes (BRA deep)  
Council agrees with DVIA regarding the proposed zones 
contained in the draft water plan. The proposal of 5 zones is too 

Issue Background Preferred option Endorse Option 1 
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complex and restrictive, the submission is to adopt a single zone 
will simplify trade and align with nsw (131) 
We submit that this is one of the key factors in the support or 
otherwise of the draft plan. We are not in favour of five zones, as 
contained in the current draft plan, as this is too complex and 
restrictive. We submit that a single zone is preferred, to simplify 
trade and align with NSW, provided a strong third party impact 
assessment process is provided (151; 153) 
Free trade and one zone for the planning area to mirror NSW 
approach. Trade and adoption of one zone is also important tool 
when adopting the principal of equitable access to the resource, 
rather than favouring history of use, as trade allows those with 
high current use to have the option to purchase more water if a 
reduced AWD at some point in the future means their operation 
is restricted (162)  
I think having zones in QLD will over complicate interstate 
trading with NSW (176). 
In favour of trade zones and trade envelopes. The draft plan 
proposes a set of rules that include zones and trade envelopes… I 
consider this approach is valid in achieving the objective of 
allowing trade to occur without compromising the aquifer (111). 
We support the ability to trade water allocations, however, we 
have concerns on protection to our existing bores from third 
party impacts of trade. We do not want the current five zone 
plan. We would like one zone. A single zone is preferred to 
simplify trade and align with NSW, provided a strong third party 
impact assessment process is include to protect from 
unreasonable impacts of trade (152) 
We do not support the five zone model and believe that there 
should be a single zone which is more aligned with the NSW 
water trade position (158) 
WE are opposed to the proposed five zone model for the 
following reasons: 

- There is nothing accomplished by having zones which cannot be 
achieved through suitable third party impact rules already 
proposed in the draft 

- artificially created zones are a restriction to free and open trade 
which has the potential to create inequalities in the water 
market 

- To date the mechanism which has seen extraction levels and 
overall growth remaining relative stable has been the higher 
pumping activity=higher drawdown=lower bore yield principle 
(160) 

- QLD authorities need to liaise with their NSW counterpart and 
decide on zones. Zones on each side of the border should be the 
same. Definitively not different zones. Probably one zone only in 
each state (167). 

Submitters 

Water licences in the Border Rivers Alluvium (deep) 
are proposed for conversion to water allocations the 
ability to trade within the proposed sub-unit.  
Five trading zones have been proposed for the Border 
Rivers Alluvium, as outlined in schedule 6 of the water 
plan.
Table 7 of the water management protocol defined 
‘maximum zone volumes’ or envelopes for each zone. 
These envelopes, together with drawdown 
assessments under Chapter 11, are the principal 
mechanisms for managing impacts of groundwater 
trading.

Stakeholders in the Border Rivers Alluvium have submitted 
the following points in regard to the proposed trading zones: 

1. In favour of proposed 5 zone model (1 submission) 
2. A single zone should be adopted for the QLD BRA, as 

in NSW (9 submissions) 
3. Zones should be decided by NSW and QLD together (1 

submission) 
4. Proposed zones are too complex, will create 

inequality and will inhibit trading (including future 
interstate trading) (6 submissions) 

5. Zones are redundant if there is a robust third party 
impact assessment process (4 submissions) 

Zone boundaries in the BRA were defined based on the 
following considerations:

1. Presence/absence of confining layer separating the 
deep and shallow aquifers

2. Narrowing/constriction of alluvium
3. Volume of entitlement
4. Input from water users
5. Model results showing localised hotspots 

 
Zone envelope volumes were originally defined based 
on consideration of performance and water levels for 
modelling of individual zones demand increased by 
20%, 50% and 70% and stakeholder feedback. 
One of the key concerns is that the zones will create 
inequity due to constrained volumes and this will 
artificially inflate prices for water in some zones.   
In exercising a precautionary approach, the zones are 
proposed to remain. Zones and envelopes are the 
principal mechanism available under the protocol for 
addressing resource issues  such as ‘hotspots’ in the 
BRA (deep) i.e. if water levels decline, envelopes can 
be reduced to stop additional water moving into a 
zone. 
This is separate to third party assessment which is 
purely designed to minimise drawdown impacts and 
will not prevent movement of water generally into 
areas of the alluvium – e.g. all water moving from the 
bottom of the system to the top. 

In response to this the submissions, the 
department proposes to: 

Retain 5 zones to allow for 
‘hotspot’ entitlement and 
resource management; and 
Adopt envelope volumes 2.5 
times the current volumetric 
limit in a zone to address 
concerns about perceived 
and/or potential risk of 
artificially inflated trade and 
allow users to recover sufficient 
water to continue previous 
extraction 
Note that the WMP can be 
amended to increase or 
decrease envelopes as needed, 
therefore initial envelopes may 
be specified that effectively 
negate the existence of 
separate zones until required. 
Note that Zone 4 contains 
several stakeholders who are 
concerned about trade and 
impacts including Ostwald and 
Whyalla feedlot.  An option 
here would be that this trade 
envelope be purely limited to 2 
times which equates to 10,500 
ML, still a significant potential 
volume.   
Note that EFOs will change with 
the remodelling of the trade 
envelopes in each zone. 
However, this is purely about 
providing a marker for how we 
are meeting productive base in 
the context of the Basin Plan 
requirements.  In the 
productive base of the resource 
will be more realistically 
managed through the shared 
extraction limit – 8.1GL.   

 
 
Option 2 – continue with the current 
approach of the zones with limited 
volume envelopes despite stakeholder 
concerns.   

20-308 File A Page 487 of 493

sch4p4( 6) Personal information

Pub
lish

ed
 on

 R
DMW D

isc
los

ure
 Lo

g 

RTI A
ct 

20
09



Interestingly in recent meeting (DVIA meeting 24 
August 2018) discussion was held with the Chair of 
the DVIA and some members whom asked for some 
pseudo zones that could sit in the background and be 
used when necessary.  This approach does just that.   
While drawdown impact assessments are intended to 
limit impacts on existing users individual bores, zones 
and envelopes are intended to limit impacts on the 
overall resource,  mitigating the formation of 
‘hotspots’ and allowing for use to be moved away 
from overallocated zones.  
To address stakeholder concerns regarding zones, 
initial envelopes are proposed that would allow all 
users to recover entitlement to allow use of pre-
conversion volumes under proposed announced 
entitlement rules. 
The following table outlines the proposed zone and 
envelop approach: 

 Zone 
1 

Zone 
2 

Zone 
3 

Zone 4 Zone 
5 

Number of 
entitlements 

2 6 6 6 5 

Current 
entitlement 
volume (ML) 

1684 2500 2372 5290 2575 

Envelope 
Volume (ML) 

4210 6250 5930 13225 
or 
10580 

6438 

Additional 
Permitted 
Volume (ML) 

2526 3750 3558 7935 
or 
5290 

3863 

 

Legislative context 

Draft Border Rivers and Moonie Water Management Protocol 
 

Risks and issues 

If the department was only to specify a single zone, it 
could allow for the formation of extraction ‘hotspots’ 
in productive parts of the alluvium. 
The absence of zones in the NSW BRA means that 
NSW entitlement is free to accumulate, subject to 
NSW assessment provisions, despite the existence of 
envelopes on the QLD side seeking to potentially limit 
the growth of entitlement in a particular area/s. 
The water sharing plan for the NSW Border Rivers 
Alluvium does not specify management zones for the 
shared resource. Instead, trades are managed solely 
via case by case drawdown assessment and setback 
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distances. NSW has indicated that they do not intend 
on implementing zones the NSW BRA. 
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8. Replacement Bores (BRA deep)  
The Draft Plan limits the sinking of replacement bores to within 10 
metres of existing bores. We submit that this is impractical and that 
50 metres is a sensible distance that will allow good separation 
between failed and replacement holes (110; 151; 153) 
The draft Water Plan limits replacement bores to within 10 meters of 
existing bores.  We agree that this is impractical and support the 
recommendation of 50 meters as more appropriate to allow 
sufficient separation between failed and replacement bores (131) 
Replacement bores should be within 50 metres from the existing 
bores (152) 
The draft currently states that replacement bores can only be 
completed within 10m of their current position. We would suggest 
that this is physically inappropriate and would suggest extending this 
out to 50m (158) 

 
 
Submitters 

Issue Background 

Stakeholders in the BRA (deep) have requested that provisions 
in the draft plan providing for a permitted change of location 
(point of take) that is for a replacement bore within 10m of 
the bore being replaced be amended to allow for a distance 
up to 50m. 
   
Provisions in the draft WMP provide that a change of location 
on a water allocation is permitted where the bore is a 
replacement bore within 10 metres of the bore being 
replaced. These provisions were worded to align with the 
definition of replacement bore under the Water Regulation 
and the broader planning framework. 
 
State Development Assessment Provisions states bores can be 
replaced for operational need without a development permit 
providing they are no further than 10m form the original bore. 
Although this distance can sometimes be too close it is a 
provision that has been in legislation for a number of years 
and is accepted and know by drillers and stakeholders. 
 
The provision just allows for some operational flexibility by 
the landholder however it does not prevent them drilling 
further away – they will just need an assessment first to 
prevent impacts on neighbours entitlement bores. 
 
 
A change to make this a different distance in the BRA would 
just cause confusion among drillers and stakeholders and 
could make compliance difficult.  It would also require a 
change to the Water Regulation and SDAP.   

Proposed approach 
Retain current provision providing for a 
permitted change for a replacement 
bore within 10m of the bore being 
replaced. 

Endorsed – to PRP for noting 

9. New bores (BRA deep)  
I am in favour of a complete embargo on the drilling of new bores.  
New bores would only lead to further extractions from the aquifer 
(growth). Current yield of existing bores is regulating the annual 
water take (110) 

Issue Background 

This issue is expressed by two entitlement holders located in 
Zone 4 and Zone 5.  Both are concerned with any change in 

Proposed approach 
Continue with the current draft to the 
extent that the above proposals amend 
the plan.   
 

Endorsed – not to PRP 
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I think there has been large gaps in the process so far in drafting the 
Border rivers Plan. The Dumaresq Valley Irrigators association does 
not represent the interests of those businesses that have large 
entitlements and large developments that are already reliant on the 
sustainability of the aquifer. Most of us that are in this category are 
against trade and against the unretarded development of new bores. 
These stake holders are regularly overlooked in invitations to DVIA 
meetings and our opinions overlooked when we are invited  (121) 

Submitters 

the use of water across the system and do not want to see any 
additional or sleepy water activated. 
 
The development of water infrastructure will not be limited to 
those who already have entitlement and bores but be allowed 
to occur within the management limit, both the shared 
interstate resource and the SDL.  There will not be 
‘unretarded’ growth in fact it will be: 

managed to the ‘shared limit’ and SDL 
controlled trade via zone envelopes 
location of bores managed by third party impact 
protection rules 

There will be no blanket embargo on 
the drilling of new bores however they 
will be managed to limit third party 
impacts.   
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ADDITIONAL ACTIONS:

Meeting closed 5:00pm.

Approval

Director, Water Planning South West Audrey van Beusichem
Signature
Date
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