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Senator GALLACHER asked:
Senator PATRICK: Can you please provide the committee with a detailed explanation of how
we got from 20; what modelling took place between there, if any; and any decisions that were
taken that got us between the 20 and the four, and the other points within?
Mr Binning: I'm happy to take that on notice.

Answer:
If the Northern Basin amendment were adopted, modelling anticipates that it would result in
7 GL/y less inflow to Menindee Lakes and 4 GL/y less flow to South Australia, compared to the
2012 option. These numbers are based on the comparison between the 390 GL scenario (2012
Basin Plan settings) and the ‘320 GL + toolkit’ scenario. That is, the difference in flows is the
combined result of two changes: 70 GL less recovery and the introduction of a set of ‘toolkit
measures’.
The toolkit measures are essential for the achievement of the relatively small change in
downstream flows. The measures will provide improved water management practices in the
Northern Basin (such as the coordinated use and protection of environmental water) that will
largely mitigate any reduction in downstream flows resulting from the 70 GL reduction in
Northern Basin recovery. Furthermore, these measures will improve the social, economic and
environmental outcomes of the Basin Plan.
Some of the model scenarios completed by Murray-Darling Basin Authority (MDBA)
represented the toolkit measures. Other scenarios included no toolkit measures, or sometimes
only a partial representation. These decisions were not accidental — each scenario was
carefully designed to answer a specific question posed by the Authority as part of their
decision-making process. Interpreting the model results therefore requires appropriate use of
the available model results. The appropriate comparison of the 2012 and 2017 Basin Plan
settings is made by comparing the 390 GL (2012 Basin Plan settings; model 971) to the ‘320 GL
+ toolkit’ scenario (model 1117).

Question Number: 158 (continued)
Draft MDBA reports from the 8th and 22nd of November 2016 contained initial estimates made
prior to the completion of the 320 GL + toolkit scenario. The first estimate (20 GL/y to SA) did
not include the benefits provided by the toolkit; the second set of numbers (5 to 10 GL/y to SA)
included an estimate of the toolkit benefits, but the modelling process was still going through
its final quality assurance process.
A number of other estimates that have been reported in the media (including by the Australia
Institute) relate to earlier scenarios and options considered by the Authority. These
comparisons do not reflect the 2012 or 2017 proposed Basin Plan settings — both scenarios
were completed as part of the Northern Basin Review to inform the Authority’s decisionmaking process. The list of whole-of-Northern Basin model scenarios completed by MDBA for
the review is given in the table below.
The final numbers (7 and 4 GL/y to Menindee and SA respectively) were included in the
addendum to modelling results published in November 2017. Figure 1 below shows a chart
from a report released by the Australia Institute annotated by the MDBA while Figure 2 shows,
in a similar format, how the MDBA would describe the refinement of estimates of downstream
impacts over time.

Figure 1 Chart from Australia Institute report "Northern Disclosure” annotated by the MDBA
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Figure 2 MDBA chart of progression in estimates of Northern Basin Review downstream impacts

3

