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Overview of submissions received on the 

Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper 
August 2020 

 

Introduction 

 

The Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper was open for public comment from the 24th April to 

the 26th June 2020. Forty-nine (49) submissions were received, two of which were made in 

confidence. Additionally, four submissions received in relation to the Regulatory Impact Statement – 

Water Management Regulations, 2009 contained comments that have been considered as part of the 

submission process for the Position Paper. A list of the submissions received is included below. Each 

submission, other than those marked confidential has also been published on the Department’s 

website under Rural Water Use Strategy. 

The purpose of this Submission Overview Report is to provide an overview of the comments 

received in submissions. 

 

List of submissions received 

1. Local Government Association of Tasmania 

2. A. Morgan 

3. D. Bricknell 

4. S. Kelcoyne-Lawrence 

5. Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture 

6. AK Consultants 

7. D. Tucker 

8. Department of Justice 

9. Huon Aquaculture 

10. Wine Tasmania 

11. Clarence Licensed Anglers Club 

12. Trout Guides and Lodges Tasmania 

13. Tasmanian Planning Commission 

14. Anglers Alliance Tasmania 

15. Australian Freshwater Sciences Society 

16. C. Crawford 
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17. CONFIDENTIAL 

18. Cradle Coast Authority 

19. Dairy Tas 

20. Derwent Catchment Project 

21. Derwent Estuary Program 

22. Environmental Defenders Office 

23. Forico 

24. Fruit Growers Tasmania 

25. H. Preston 

26. L. Taylor 

27. Macquarie Settlement Pipeline Partnership 

28. North East Bioregional Network 

29. NRM North 

30. NRM South 

31. Oysters Tasmania 

32. Ringarooma Water Users Group 

33. River Basin Management Society 

34. Tasman Peninsula Marine Protection 

35. Tasmanian Alliance for Marine Protection 

36. Tasmanian Independent Science Council 

37. Tasmanian Irrigation 

38. TasWater 

39. T. Baily 

40. Winneleah Irrigation Scheme 

41. Department of Premier and Cabinet 

42. Hydro Tasmania 

43. Poppy Growers Tasmania 

44. A. Archer 

45. Tasmania Farmers and Graziers Association 

46. L. Turner 

47. Tasmanian Conservation Trust 

48. Glamorgan Spring Bay Council (Natural Resource Management Committee) 
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49. CONFIDENTIAL 

Comments received in relation to the Regulatory Impact Statement Water Management 

Regulations (2019) that were included in consideration in the RWUS process: 
 

1a. TasWater 

2a. R. Nesbit 

3a. Tasmanian Public and Environmental Health Network 

4a. T. Morris 
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Detailed Overview of Submissions 

*  Where scope has been indicated with both a ✓ and an *, this indicates that the issues raised are in scope to a limited extent only, due to the extent of 

relevant responsibilities under the Water Management Act 1999. 

Themes 

discussed by 

more than 20 

submitters 

Issues raised 
In-

scope? 

Scope/ 

Inclusiveness 

A large portion of submitters felt that the scope of the Position Paper should be more inclusive and descriptive of all fresh water 

demands and values in catchments. In relation to this, there was a strong emphasis on including all commercial water dependent 

sectors in development of the Strategy, including processing, tourism, hydro-electricity (large-scale as well as small private systems), 

services, agriculture, aquaculture, forestry, mining, urban water, essential water for public water supply and domestic use and 

firefighting; environmental, recreation, cultural and social water values. 

A number of submitters also felt that the scope of the Position Paper was overly focussed on irrigation water uses within the rural 

water use sector. 

✓* 

 

Climate Change There was a consistent message that the water management framework needs to be underpinned with principles for adaptation and 

resilience in a changing climate. 

Some submitters highlighted the need to consider climate change effects on both yield and quality of our freshwater resources, as 

well as on the health of our waterways. 

One submitter recommended amending the WMA to require consideration of climate change in all statutory decision-making. 

Hydro Tasmania provided information about its current climate research program and suggested options for further research and 

collaboration that may be of strategic benefit to water resource management in Tasmania.  

✓ 

 

Water Quality Many submitters were of the view that water flow issues were well considered in the Position Paper, however water quality and river 

health issues need further consideration. 

The need for managing for water quality outcomes at a catchment scale was highlighted by some submitters, particularly taking into 

account downstream uses and their water quality requirements (e.g. urban water supplies, estuarine environments and aquaculture). 

✓*  
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Some submitters highlighted that clean, low-cost-of-treatment freshwater resources are a competitive advantage for many water-

dependent industries including agriculture, as well as minimising costs of urban water supply. Some submitters thought that without 

new actions to better monitor, report on and manage water quality, these advantages will be diminished with time. Some felt that 

water quality had already been diminished in parts of the State. 

Some submitters advocated for greater integration of the relationship between water flow and water quality in the management of 

Tasmania’s waterways, in particular, through the implementation of the State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997 (SPWQM), and 

the setting of Water Quality Objectives. One submission also called for greater integration of the Water Management Act 1999 

(WMA) and the SPWQM. 

Some submitters highlighted the need to ensure that water conveyance via waterways does not degrade water quality.  

River Health A number of submissions highlighted the importance of understanding the health of our waterways from the perspective of 

commercial sectors such as agriculture, aquaculture, tourism and Brand Tasmania as well as more intrinsic environmental, social and 

cultural values. 

Many submitters commended DPIPWE’s River Health Monitoring Program and supported continuation of the program. However, 

they also requested public reporting on the program be made available. In this context, there was a push to enhance the proposal 

around the River Health Monitoring Program – not only to continue to monitor, but to report and review the program regularly and 

to make this information publicly available. 

Hydro Tasmania made a recommendation to establish a data sharing framework for river health monitoring information, similar to 

the one that exists for hydrological monitoring information. This would aim to centralise the State’s water quality and ecological 

health data to make it more easily available for a range of uses, including for developers and decision makers. 

Some submitters queried what the framework for action is, should changes in river health condition be detected. 

✓* 

 

Water 

Allocation 

Policy 

A number of ideas and issues relevant to water allocation policy were raised through submissions. These can largely be grouped into 

those relating to strategic allocation of water resources; adaptive management and the changing climate; and water allocation policy 

more generally. 

Strategic Allocation of Water Resources – a number of submitters thought that greater strategic oversight of water allocation policy 

across commercial sectors and non-commercial values could be beneficial. This included for example how Hydro Tasmania’s rights in 

respect of water operate; the priority that is given to allocating water for urban water supplies; and how water flows for the 

environment are protected or allocated. A number of stakeholders suggested that economic analysis of water value across sectors 

✓ 
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and values should be undertaken to better inform future allocation. Some stakeholders thought that a strategic oversight role for 

water allocation that operates alongside any strategic oversight functions for land use change or developments could be of benefit. 

Adaptive management and the changing climate – a number of submitters were concerned about how Tasmania’s water allocation 

framework would manage changes in water resources with time as a result of climate change. Some advocated for early planning 

through the water allocation framework to ensure that competing demands can be managed. 

General Water Allocation Policy – a number of issues were raised in relation to water allocation policy more generally. These 

included: 

• Sleeper licences – some submitters felt that water that has been made available for consumptive uses should be put to use 

rather than being held and not used; others were concerned that the security of water allocations may be reduced should 

water allocations of sleeper licences become used in the future. 

• Investors in water allocations – some submitters were concerned that a water licence can be held without the licensee having 

to own land. This was seen by some to be a risk as they felt that individuals or companies may invest in water allocations and 

potentially drive up the price of water by limiting supply in a trading market. 

• Allocation of low-reliability water (i.e. providing access to high flows) – submitters were generally supportive of increasing 

access to water during high flows. Some said this should only be considered within an e-flows framework, together with 

monitoring and reporting, to ensure that intermediate and high flows were still available to service important processes and 

values such as wetlands, riparian zones and migratory fish. 

• Seasonal vs Annual water allocations – Many submitters were not in favour of a shift from seasonal water allocations to 

annual water allocations. Some were concerned that the shift would lead to poor environmental outcomes, others were 

concerned that the shift would lead to erosion of licence holders’ water allocation reliability/security. One submitter who 

was neither for nor against the change cautioned that any change should only be done after consideration on a catchment by 

catchment basis. 

• Limits on daily take – one submitter stated that their members would like more flexibility in how maximum daily limits are 

applied to licences, to better reflect the variability in crop water requirements, weather and climate conditions. Calculating 

the limits in seasonal months rather than on daily limits was suggested as a better option.  

• Allocation Limits – a number of submitters queried how limits to allocation of water were decided (including questions 

relating to the policy, the method, the data and the tools). At least four submissions were concerned that some rivers in the 

State have been “over-allocated”. There was a clear need expressed that greater information and transparency around 

allocation policy is required.  

• Enhancing transparency of water allocation decisions was also raised by some. 
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• Accountability and reporting frameworks – some submitters felt that strong water allocation policy will be underpinned by 

proposed changes to water accountability and reporting frameworks. 

• Water security for existing uses – a number of submissions also highlighted that any change to Tasmania’s Water Allocation 

Policy should not erode the security of existing water entitlements. 

Water Use and 

Conveyance 

Accountability 

There was strong support for requiring greater accountability of water use and water conveyance. Water use measurement and 

reporting was seen by some to be the most significant gap in current understanding of water resources in Tasmania. Many submitters 

advocated for requiring risk-based metering of surface water use.  

There were a range of reasons why greater measurement of water use was advocated, including the use of the data for managing 

environmental, regulatory and planning outcomes. One submitter advocated for ‘smart metering’ in cases where water users may 

take water from a number of water sources through one meter. 

Some submitters also requested that water use information be publicly reported. 

One submitter was concerned about requiring metering of all water takes without a sound rationale and felt that focussing on water 

use accountability has the potential to take local and individual decision making away from the farmer and add cost. 

Better understanding of water conveyance including loss factors and reporting of water quality of conveyed water was highlighted by 

some submitters. 

✓ 

 

Regulatory 

compliance and 

enforcement 

A number of submissions included views on compliance and enforcement within the water management framework.  

A number of submissions advocated for co-regulatory approaches to compliance and enforcement (e.g. the use of incentives and a 

mix of market, social and self-regulation processes). A number of submissions queried the adequacy of resourcing of regulatory 

compliance and enforcement. 

A few submissions highlighted the role that Regional Water Management Officers have played historically in Tasmania as experienced 

field staff with local knowledge, working in catchments with farmers to manage flows. These submitters viewed that the model of 

service delivery has changed in recent years, with the perception that these roles had become, in their view, more office based and 

less available to participate in co-regulatory style, catchment specific arrangements. 

One submission suggested that the Department should develop dispute resolution mechanisms to better manage conflicts relating to 

river flow or water quality issues that may be reported from time to time. 

✓ 
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Themes 

discussed by 10 

to 19 

submitters 

 

 

Environmental 

water 

requirements 

A number of submitters considered that there is inadequate knowledge of environmental water requirements across many 

catchments in Tasmania. Specifically, submitters were concerned that flow-studies have not been undertaken for some catchments, or 

where they have been undertaken, they are potentially out of date in terms of either data or methods. 

Some submitters questioned whether environmental flows are being provided and suggested that there should be performance 

measurement and reporting of environmental water. 

One submitter suggested that formalising environmental water rights through an environmental water reserve or allocation type 

system should be investigated.  

✓ 

 

Conservation of 

Freshwater 

Ecosystem 

Values (CFEV) 

Some submitters queried how the Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem Values (CFEV) database is being used and maintained to 

support environmental, regulatory and planning outcomes. Submitters stated that CFEV is the authoritative information source for 

freshwater values and its maintenance should be included in the proposal under Goal 4 “Administrative Efficiency” to update existing 

information management systems and databases. 

✓ 

 

Groundwater 

science and 

management 

A number of submissions advocated for investment in science-based groundwater risk assessment and management systems. 

Submitters referred to the significant reliance on groundwater for productive uses and farming systems in some parts of the State; the 

potential and unquantified contributions that groundwater makes to surface water flows as well as groundwater dependent 

ecosystems; the potential for climate change to increase demand for groundwater resources. 

Some submissions suggested that a review should be undertaken of whether there should be greater licencing (or formal allocation 

mechanisms) of groundwater. 

 

✓ 

 

Surface water 

modelling 

There was broad support from a range of stakeholders to improve surface water modelling. The importance of surface water 

modelling for underpinning Tasmania’s water allocation policy framework was highlighted, including ensuring that the potential effects 

of climate change over the medium to longer term can be factored-in in a strategic and ongoing way. 

Developing a surface water modelling framework which included climate change, regular updates and reporting; and partnering with 

others such as Hydro Tasmania or science organisations such as the Bureau of Meteorology was advocated for.  

✓ 
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One stakeholder suggested that the Strategy should include an independent review of surface water modelling and allocation 

methodologies. 

Additionally, one stakeholder recommended enhancing modelling capability to understand catchment specific dynamic loss rates to 

provide greater certainty for water managers and irrigators with regard to water conveyance. This is relevant to a concern from a 

number of other stakeholders about conveyance water accountability. 

Hydrological 

monitoring 

Some submissions urged a comprehensive review of hydrological monitoring networks considering both water flow and water quality 

(and including climatic information such as rainfall, surface water and groundwater). 

Two submissions supported proposals for further improving coordination and data sharing between water entities, including looking 

at the cost-sharing framework. 

The multiple beneficiaries of hydrological information were highlighted, in particular, that this information supports both operational 

and strategic decision making by rural water users across a diverse range of sectors and scales. 

✓ 

 

Water markets There was general support from submitters for enhancing water markets but many were concerned about the potential for 

‘investors’ to enter the market or hold a water licence.  

One submission noted the currently informal nature of many trades in water in Tasmania and the potential for this to have an adverse 

impact on how water is valued and the efficiency of water use. 

One submission noted that the lack of uptake in water trading may be to do with limited understanding of how to do it and that the 

Department should provide simple, clear information on how trading can work. It was also noted that structural factors may make it 

difficult for some irrigation scheme participants to trade their irrigation rights and that further investigation of this may be required. 

Some submitters considered that information on trades, i.e. location, volume and value should be publicly available and would better 

support the development of a water trading market in Tasmania. 

✓ 

 

Water 

Management 

Fees 

A number of submitters questioned whether water resource management was adequately resourced in Tasmania to achieve the 

objectives of the WMA. Some submitters suggested that review of the pricing structure for water should be investigated and should 

look at for example, the value that is placed on water and what incentives this provides for efficient use of water; as well as 

distribution of the costs of management to the beneficiaries of access to water resources; as well as ensuring there is adequate 

resourcing of actions under the Strategy. 

✓ 

 



10 

 

There was also concern that changes to the water management framework and regulatory settings might increase costs to business, 

either indirectly, for example through additional administration, or directly through increased charges such as water management 

fees. 

Local 

involvement in 

water 

management 

There was significant support for enhancing opportunities for collaborative water management, and community involvement in water 

management more generally. A number of submitters emphasised that these arrangements should allow for a broad base of local 

people to be involved rather than just one interest group. Some submissions suggested that there is a case for formalising 

arrangements and ensuring that there is adequate support, clear responsibilities, and dispute resolution mechanisms in place. 

A few submissions stated that Department staff need to participate directly in co-regulatory style, catchment specific arrangements. 

✓ 

 

Increasing 

transparency of 

water 

information, 

reporting and 

decisions 

There was broad support for the proposals to modernise the Department’s water information management systems with a strong 

driver being increasing the accessibility of information on water resources and water allocation for the public, as well as enhancing 

opportunity for collaborative/ integrated data-sharing and useability. 

Some submitters strongly supported increasing transparency of decisions by more clearly communicating decision-making 

frameworks, models and assumptions. 

A number of submissions called for more regular review and public reporting on water management programs, including for example, 

the effectiveness of water management plans in meeting their objectives, and the state of river health. 

Some submitters thought that there was diminishing public confidence in water resource management and that increasing 

transparency and public reporting could help to address this trend. 

✓ 

 

Water 

management 

planning 

A number of submitters highlighted that the WMA provides a strong basis for water management planning that is scientifically robust 

and can provide certainty to water users and the environment. One submitter suggested that this could be strengthened by creating 

statutory requirements for taking account of future climate change predictions in the development of a WMP (including in relation to 

water allocation and adaptive management, and the assignment of risk for decline in water resource availability); and requiring that 

emerging consumptive uses of water be subject to WMPs. 

Key issues raised by some submitters in relation to water management planning included: 

• That review of water management plans is not progressing in a timely manner and that this presents risks to these water 

resources. 

✓ 
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• Some submissions suggested that Water Management Plans should be developed for all catchments irrespective of the 

complexity of water allocation, social or environmental management issues and urged against using Water Management 

Statements due to a perceived lack of mandatory consultation or scientific rigour. 

Some submitters also advocated for a renewed focus on setting water quality and environmental objectives in water management 

plans, facilitated by the setting of Water Quality Objectives under the State Policy on Water Quality Management, 1997. 

One submitter suggested that the legislative basis for water management planning should be simplified with a view to supporting 

better implementation of the Plans, including allowing for collaboration in plan implementation. 

Nine submissions raised specific concerns relating to water management planning in the Swan – Apsley Rivers catchment. 

Issues in 

relation to dams 

A number of issues were raised in relation to dams. 

Small to medium sized dams –  

• A number of submissions discussed the proposal to review the application of the ANCOLD guidelines to very low risk dams. 

Some were supportive of the proposal as they consider the guidelines to be overly onerous when applied to small dams in 

the agricultural sector. Others consider that the ANCOLD guidelines should continue to apply to all dams as they consider 

the guidelines to be fit for purpose and scaleable to dam size and risk level. 

• One submission recommended the development of clearly documented guidelines for small to medium sized dams regarding 

the provision of environmental flows, fish passage and protection of aquatic environmental values as a matter of priority in 

order to improve hydrological and ecological outcomes. 

• A couple of submissions advocated for a stop to further development of in-stream dams. 

• Some advocated for greater consideration of the cumulative impacts of ‘catchment dams’ within catchments and potential 

legislative change to require licensing of these types of dams when the storage size is above some agreed threshold. 

‘Catchment dams’ are generally small dams that collect dispersed surface water and are therefore exempt from requiring a 

licenced water allocation under the WMA. 

The effect of downstream land use developments on consequence category ratings of dams – this issue was raised by a number of 

submitters. Two submitters highlighted that the development of the Tasmanian Planning Policies under the Land Use Planning and 

Approvals Amendment (Tasmanian Planning Policies and Miscellaneous Amendments) Act 2018 may provide an opportunity to better 

address this issue. 

Levees – two submitters called for the regulation of construction of dams and levees to be separated under the WMA. 

✓* 
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Appeal rights – one submitter recommended that legislative amendments of the WMA should consider third party appeal rights (i.e. 

appeal rights that allow the raising of more than simply procedural grounds of appeal) in relation to dam approvals. 

Crown land leases –one submission stated that they had received feedback from members about uncertainty of building dams and 

other infrastructure on Crown Land due to leases being allowable for a maximum of 5 years. Crown Land issues are not within 

scope. 

Red tape reduction – one submitter suggested that there is further streamlining of dam application requirements and processes that 

could further reduce the administrative burden on applicants, referring to ‘multiple layers of approvals needed from various agencies’. 

Water recycling 

and reuse 

In-principle, a significant number of submitters from a wide range of interest groups were very supportive of water recycling and 

reuse.  

Some submissions called for greater public investment in water reuse schemes, accounting for both regulatory economic settings, as 

well as environmental harm and public health economic settings; as well as the potential benefits that may arise from both Class B and  

high-quality recycled water. 

One submission highlighted the need to ensure that potential water quality outcomes from water reuse are properly regulated. 

✓* 

 

Themes 

discussed by 

less than 10 

submitters 

 

 

palawa/ 

Tasmanian 

Aboriginal 

involvement in 

water 

management 

A number of submitters noted the commitment to ensure indigenous engagement in water planning and stated that they look 

forward to seeing more specifics on how this will be achieved. 
✓ 

 

Catchment 

management 

and cumulative 

A number of submissions raised issues relating more broadly to catchment management and cumulative impacts to freshwater as well 

as greater integration of the management of water flow and water quality. A few examples are: fencing of waterways to exclude 

stock; re-establishing riparian buffers or removing weeds such as willows; limiting nutrient run-off; setting land-clearing limits; the 

effects of irrigation on salinity; and river restoration after flood damage. These are clearly very important issues for the sustainable 
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impacts to 

freshwater 

development of Tasmania and are relevant to a range of government agency, local government, non-government and landowner 

responsibilities. These issues are noted, however they are not within the scope of the Rural Water Use Strategy.  

On-farm 

irrigation 

management 

A number of submissions recommended initiatives to improve irrigation outcomes such as improving irrigators’ understanding of soils 

and appropriate water management at the paddock scale; benchmarking irrigation effectiveness and efficiency to maximise the value 

of irrigation; and matching future increases in irrigation infrastructure development with investment in on-farm research, training and 

extension to improve water use efficiency and minimise impacts on soil and water quality. 

As above, these issues are of significant importance for the sustainable development of Tasmania’s agricultural sector, however, they 

are not within the scope of the Rural Water Use Strategy.  

 

Aquaculture Some submitters recommended more explicit inclusion of aquaculture (such as salmon and oysters) within the scope of the Rural 

Water Use Strategy. The value of these industries to the Tasmanian economy was highlighted.  

Specific comments relating to aquaculture included the following:  

• The need to consider estuarine environments and dependent industries, such as oysters in water management decisions that 

could potentially affect them. 

• Concerns about the freshwater requirements of both land-based and marine-based salmon growing operations and potential 

effects on the environment. 

• Concerns about nutrient inputs to streams arising from non-consumptive freshwater use in hatcheries. 

• Requests that the surety levels attached to water allocations for use in hatcheries be reconsidered to provide higher water 

security to these operations. 

✓* 

 

Irrigation 

infrastructure 

development 

and 

management of 

irrigation 

schemes 

There was general support for continued irrigation infrastructure development, though some raised concerns relating to catchment 

management and irrigation practices, efficiency and externalities as discussed in sections above. 

Key points raised in relation to irrigation infrastructure development and irrigation scheme management included: 

• That irrigation infrastructure development has provided high-security water access that is underpinning investment in 

Tasmanian agriculture, including in high-value crops. 

• That NWI principles for public investment in irrigation schemes continue to be applied; 

• That greater irrigator involvement and models of self-management of publicly owned irrigation schemes are better provided 

for under the legislative framework, including safeguards to ensure ongoing sustainability of scheme infrastructure and 

management arrangements; 

✓ 
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• That the legislation continues to allow for irrigator driven development of irrigation infrastructure that are not publicly 

funded and consideration is given to how non-financial support of these projects by government may be able to be provided, 

e.g. through approvals and assessment processes; 

• That public investment in irrigation infrastructure development continues to assess opportunities, in partnership with farmers 

and farmer groups, including in traditional irrigation areas where there is evidence of increasing water scarcity; 

Hydro 

Tasmania/ 

Battery of the 

Nation 

Hydro Tasmania were supportive of the proposal to codify and consolidate the Corporation’s statutory water rights and obligations 

into one legislative location, noting that while the current legislative framework provides certainty and confidence, codification could 

make the Corporation's water management rights and obligations more transparent to the public and other water users.   

One submitter stated that there is a need to provide greater transparency and oversight to Hydro Tasmania’s powers to transfer 

water to consumptive use, and that any such transfer should be subject to the ordinary processes of the WMA. The submitter 

recommended an independent review of Hydro Tasmania’s role in water management with the aim of identifying: Hydro Tasmania’s 

legal rights and obligations with respect to water management; whether those rights and obligations are consistent with the NWI and 

objectives of the WMA; and what legislative reform may be required to ensure any barriers to the implementation of NWI 

commitments and objectives of the WMA presented by Hydro Tasmania’s water rights and obligations are removed. 

Some submitters were supportive of the proposed Battery of the Nation project but also considered that water allocation and 

management arrangements may require review to strike a balance between competing interests in water. Some submitters suggested 

that consideration should be given to multiple potential uses for Battery of the Nation water infrastructure, such as water supply for 

consumptive purposes such as irrigation. 

One submitter noted concerns that the current model of allocation imposes greater water costs on all Tasmanians, and advocated for 

the creation of an independent third party to distribute water allocation in the State on a need’s basis as a more ‘cost-effective 

model’. 

✓ 

AgriVision 2050 A few stakeholders questioned whether the AgriVision 2050 target can be sustainably achieved based on Tasmania’s water resources 

and arable land, including under the effects of a changing climate. The AgriVision 2050 Policy is out of scope.  
 

NWI 

performance 

and refresh 

A few submitters suggested that there should be more explicit acknowledgment of learnings from the NWI along with a commitment 

that proposed changes to water resource management will be in line with the NWI. ✓ 

*  Where scope has been indicated with both a ✓ and an *, this indicates that the issues raised are in scope to a limited extent only, due to the extent of 

relevant responsibilities under the Water Management Act 1999. 


