Using ‘champions’ of TCC to promote the system to other farmers needs to be considered
carefully, with effective communication likely to
be achieved by engaging irrigators who share
a common background to other farmers, and
have had an experience with TCC that other
farmers can identify with.

Assessment of irrigators' response
to Total Channel Control and
Channel Automation in the
Central Goulburn irrigation area, Victoria

Future implementation of Total Channel Control

While the questionnaire results indicate a majority of irrigators reported positive experiences
with TCC and CA, a sizeable minority reported
negative experiences – indicating that there is
not a uniform view about the technology and its
farm impacts, and the relationship and communication process between G-MW and irrigators.
Also, although CA represented far less change
for irrigators than TCC, a similarly sizeable
A copy of the full report is available from the
minority of irrigators reported negative perspecWater for Rivers website at
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© December 2006
beyond changes due to TCC.
For further information about the study reported
in this summary report please contact:
A positive relationship between G-MW and
Race,toA.the
Curtis,
J. Birckhead,
M. Boyd,
P. Cooke,
irrigators D.
is central
success
of water
Dr Digby
Race, S. McDonald & R.
reform in the CG district. This study has foundSample
Senior Research Fellow
that an open and trusted approach to commuInstitute for Land, Water and Society,
nication needs to accompany the installation of
Charles Sturt University,
TCC and CA, if the negative impacts are to be
POand
BoxSociety
789, Albury,
Institute
for
Land,
Water
- NSW 2640.
anticipated and reduced, and enduring benefits
Tel:
(02)
6051
9940
are to accrue – for irrigators and G-MW.
Charles Sturt University,
Email: drace@csu.edu.au
PO
Box
789,
The key findings from this study can assist
tar-Albury, NSW. 2640
Acknowledgments
get extension and other support to the irrigators
in most need, and aid in predicting the impact
We would like to thank Mr Denis Santamaria
on farmers in other areas where it is proposed
(Water for Rivers) and Mr Geoff Enever (Goulthat TCC be installed.
burn-Murray Water) for their considerable assistance in undertaking this study. We would
Before installing TCC in other areas, the irrigaalso like to sincerely thank the 84 interviewees,
tors interviewed suggested there should be
who so willingly gave their time and thoughts
greater investment in:
on which much of this study is based. While
• remedial communication with CG2 irrigators
individuals are not identified to preserve anoto resolve outstanding issues;
nymity, they include the irrigators in the CG2
• in-depth analysis of how and where TCC
and CG3&4 areas, and staff at G-MW, Rubicon,
will be most effective (eg. consider whether
DSE, DPI and the Goulburn Broken Catchment
small and inactive water licence-holders
Management Authority.
warrant TCC);
• upgrading and/or maintaining channel inDisclaimer
frastructure (including spurs) to a operating
The views expressed in this report are solely the
standard to allow TCC to be effective;
authors, and do not necessarily reflect the views
• personal consultation with individual irrigators – prior to and during the introduction of
of Charles Sturt University, Water for Rivers or
TCC;
any other individual or organisation consulted
• support to manage the impacts of change
during the study.
(eg. provide more evidence of TCC’s operation and accuracy) and compensation for
errors in operation;
• whole farm planning to ensure TCC is
viewed in a whole-farm context;
• gradual and staged introduction of TCC,
so deficiencies can be rectified and shared
learning can occur; and
• development of a ‘water banking’ system
which allows irrigators to move water savings in the current season to future years.
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experiences with TCC during the interviews than indicated by the results of the
questionnaire (completed by them at the conclusion of the interview). However, the
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Background

questionnaire results indicate more irrigators in the CG2 area reported positive
experiences with TCC than those who had negative experiences [Figure ES1].
Figure 1: Perceptions held by CG2 irrigators (n=29)
Positive
Negative

The combination of both technologies (a and
b) is termed Total Channel Control (TCC) and
was anticipated to provide a range of benefits
to irrigators, G-MW and water savings for the
environment. The CG2 area was selected for
the pilot project and initially comprised of 51
licensed irrigators when TCC was installed in
2002. In the larger area of CG3&4, with about
420 licensed irrigators, only the automated
channel regulators – termed Channel Automation (CA), were installed in 2005. This option
was chosen for the trial project to provide a
comparison with the TCC option.
G-MW and irrigators in the CG2 area are
arguably at the ‘coal face’ of water reform,
with there being limited experience or precedence to guide how water reform should be
implemented within the CG irrigation area. In
a sense, TCC is both a symbolic and practical
expression of an approach by the Australian
and Victorian governments to water reform,
and G-MW has carriage of some unwelcome
changes. G-MW and farmers involved in TCC
deserve to be given greater public acknowledgment for their work in delivering water
reform, especially during the difficult climatic
period currently faced by the community in the
CG area.
The introduction of TCC represented a dramatic change to the supply management and
delivery of water for irrigation in CG2 – an area
that had seen little change in this process in
the previous 50 years. A further complication
was that this change was implemented during
an extended period of below average rainfall.
In 2006, Water for Rivers contracted a research
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Figure 2: Perceptions held by CG3&4 irrigators (n=31)
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Future implementation of Total Channel Control
While the questionnaire results indicate a majority of irrigators reported positive
experiences with TCC and CA, a sizeable minority reported negative experiences –
indicating that is not a uniform view about the technology and its farm impacts, and
the relationship and communication process between G-MW and irrigators. Also,

