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1.  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 AgriSA welcomes the opportunity to comment on the proposed raw water tariffs for the 2027/28 
to 2029/30 medium-term period. AgriSA represents provincial agricultural organisations, 
commodity organisations and corporate members throughout South Africa, including water 
users in every water management area addressed by the proposals. 

1.2 AgriSA supports the constitutional and statutory objective of sustainable, equitable and 
financially viable water resource management. The agricultural sector accepts that lawful water 
use carries a fair payment responsibility and does not seek to avoid properly calculated charges 
for services and functions that are efficiently performed. 

1.3 That commitment is reciprocal. Charges must be lawful, transparent, affordable, directly 
related to the relevant water use, supported by efficient expenditure and accompanied by 
measurable water-resource management outcomes. Water users cannot reasonably be 
required to fund escalating institutional costs while water quality, infrastructure performance, 
billing accuracy, pollution enforcement and security of supply deteriorate. 

1.4 AgriSA's central concern is that several proposed increases materially exceed inflation. Unless 
properly assessed and phased, the cumulative tariff path may contribute to contraction in 
irrigated production, job losses, reduced investment, increased food-production costs, food-
price inflation and the erosion of export competitiveness. Some effects may emerge only after 
planting, financing or investment decisions have already been made and may be difficult to 
reverse. 

 

2.  LEGAL AND POLICY FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Sections 56 and 57 of the National Water Act 36 of 1998 provide the statutory framework for raw 
water use charges. The pricing strategy may fund the direct and related costs of water resource 
management, water resource development and the use of waterworks, and may advance 
equitable and efficient allocation. Charges imposed within a water management area or 
nationally must be made in accordance with the pricing strategy. 
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2.2 Section 59 requires a direct relationship between a charge and the water use concerned. 
Section 56 permits equitable differentiation by geographic area, category of use and user, 
including by reference to socio-economic circumstances, water quality and assurance of 
supply. These are substantive considerations, not merely matters of presentation. 

2.3 The National Water Act does not impose a general CPI ceiling. An above-inflation increase may 
therefore be lawful where it is demonstrably required by the prescribed methodology and 
verified allowable costs. The power is nevertheless constrained by the Act, the Revised Pricing 
Strategy for Raw Water Use Charges 2024, the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act 3 of 2000 
and the constitutional principle of legality. A material increase must be rationally connected to 
an authorised purpose, based on accurate information, procedurally fair and responsive to 
relevant considerations, including affordability and socio-economic impact. 

2.4 The 2024 Pricing Strategy requires transparency, accountability, cost-effective and efficient 
service provision, equity and affordability. Its movement towards full cost recovery and the 
removal of agricultural caps do not independently justify any particular increase. The above-
inflation component must be separately explained by identified costs, functions and outputs. 

2.5 The National Water Resource Strategy 3 establishes three interrelated strategic objectives: 
water must support development and the elimination of poverty and inequality; contribute to 
the economy and job creation; and be protected, used, developed, conserved, managed and 
controlled in an equitable and sustainable manner. Raw water tariff decisions must advance all 
three objectives together. Financial sustainability of institutions cannot be pursued in a manner 
that undermines production, employment, food security, resource protection or the viability of 
lawful users. 

 

3.  NATIONAL OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED INCREASES 

3.1 The proposals show materially different cumulative increases between water management 
areas. The comparison below reflects the approved 2026/27 agriculture abstraction charge and 
the proposed 2029/30 phase-in charge. 

 

Table 1: Agriculture abstraction tariffs by water management area 

Catchment 
management agency 

Water management 
area 

2026/27 
c/m³ 

2029/30 
c/m³ 

Cumulative 
increase 

Pongola-Mzimkhulu Pongola / uMzimkhulu 2.64 2.97 12.3% 

Limpopo-Olifants Olifants 3.72 4.35 16.9% 

Breede-Olifants 
Berg-Olifants / Breede-
Gouritz 

3.22 / 3.44 4.10 / 4.38 27.3% 

Mzimvubu-Tsitsikamma Mzimvubu / Tsitsikamma 3.52 4.60 30.7% 

Inkomati-Usuthu Inkomati / Usuthu 2.71 3.75 38.4% 

Vaal-Orange Orange 1.15 1.75 52.2% 
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3.2 The cumulative increases range from 12.3% to 52.2%, equivalent to approximately 4.0% to 
15.0% a year on a compounded basis. Several increases are therefore capable of exceeding CPI 
materially. DWS should publish the inflation benchmark used for each year and separately 
motivate every component above that benchmark. 

3.3 The percentage increase alone is insufficient. For each charge DWS should disclose the present 
and proposed rand-per-unit amount, registered billable volume, cost base, collection 
assumption, allocation between sectors, annual impact on representative farms and 
cumulative impact of all water-related charges over the three-year period. 

3.4 A new charge must be identified as such and not described merely as a percentage increase. 
The statutory basis, unit, affected water use, funded function, liable user categories and 
safeguards against double charging must be disclosed before finalisation. 

 

4. AGRICULTURE AS AN ASSET IN THE WATER VALUE CHAIN 

4.1 Agriculture is frequently described only as the country's largest water-use sector. That 
description is incomplete and risks portraying productive water use as an expensive or wasteful 
liability. Agricultural water users convert raw water into food, fibre, employment, export 
earnings, tax revenue, rural investment and functioning local economies. They are an 
indispensable productive component of the water value chain. This is not a marginal claim: 
agriculture and agro-processing account for between 13.6% and 15.4% of the South African 
economy, the sector employs approximately 955,000 people, equivalent to around 10% of 
national employment, and total agricultural output has more than doubled since 1994, with 
average sector growth well above that of the rest of the economy over the past two decades. 

4.2 South Africa remains broadly food secure at national level and is a significant agricultural 
exporter, even though serious household food insecurity persists. National food availability is 
not automatic. It rests on domestic productive capacity, functional irrigation systems, reliable 
water of appropriate quality, access to finance and the continued viability of commercial and 
emerging producers. Water pricing that reduces domestic output may increase exposure to 
volatile imports, exchange-rate movements and international supply shocks. 

4.3 Agricultural water use must therefore be assessed by its productive and social return, not by 
volume alone. Irrigation supports much of the country's high-value horticultural production and 
enables stable yields, crop quality, export compliance and year-round employment in water-
scarce regions. A tariff that appears small in cents per cubic metre can have a substantial 
cumulative effect when applied to large registered volumes together with infrastructure, 
electricity, labour, fertiliser, fuel, finance and compliance costs. 

4.4 Agricultural water users also maintain and operate extensive conveyance systems, measure 
and schedule water, invest in drip and micro-irrigation, soil-moisture monitoring, fertigation, 
precision application, conservation agriculture and improved cultivar and crop choices. Many 
water user associations undertake functions that support scheme reliability, loss reduction, 
alien vegetation control, catchment stewardship and local governance. 

4.5 AgriSA recognises that efficiency is not uniform and that continuous improvement remains 
necessary. The correct policy response is to measure and reward verified water-use efficiency, 
facilitate investment and share data and technology. It is not to presume that the sector as a 
whole is inefficient while almost half of treated municipal water remains non-revenue water. 
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4.6 Farmers are environmental stewards because the long-term productive value of land depends 
upon healthy soils, functioning rivers, wetlands, aquifers and reliable water quality. The sector 
accepts responsibility for lawful abstraction, efficient application, prevention of pollution and 
compliance with licence conditions. DWS should treat organised agriculture as an 
implementation partner in catchment monitoring, early-warning systems, alien vegetation 
management, rehabilitation and pollution reporting. 

 

5.  WATER QUALITY AND THE VALUE RECEIVED FOR TARIFFS 

5.1 Water quality is central to the value of the resource for which users are charged. Poor-quality 
irrigation water can reduce yields, damage soils, increase treatment and monitoring costs, 
compromise food safety and cause the rejection of produce in domestic and export markets. 
These consequences fall on farmers even where the pollution originates upstream and outside 
agriculture. 

5.2 The latest DWS regulatory assessments demonstrate systemic risks across the broader water 
value chain. The 2025 Green Drop assessment recorded an increase in wastewater systems 
classified as critical from 39% or 334 systems in 2022 to 47% or 396 systems in 2025. Systems 
rated excellent or good declined from 14% to 8%. This indicates a growing risk of inadequately 
treated or untreated effluent entering rivers, groundwater and the environment. 

5.3 The 2025 Blue Drop progress assessment recorded a marginal improvement in drinking-water 
risk, with low-risk systems increasing from 60.2% to 61.9% and critical-risk systems declining 
from 9.9% to 7.9%. The improvement is welcome but does not remove the underlying concern. 
The earlier full 2023 Blue Drop assessment found 277 of 958 water supply systems in a critical 
state and poor or bad microbiological compliance in 46% of systems. 

5.4 The 2025 No Drop progress assessment recorded national non-revenue water of approximately 
47.3%, virtually unchanged from 47.4% in the 2023 full assessment. The persistence of losses, 
metering failures, illegal connections and billing weaknesses at this scale is directly relevant to 
tariff fairness. Efficient and compliant agricultural users should not be treated as the default 
source of additional revenue while material inefficiencies elsewhere in the water value chain 
remain unaddressed. 

5.5 The Drop programmes primarily assess municipal water services, while raw water tariffs fund 
water resource management and infrastructure functions. The programmes are nevertheless 
relevant because failing wastewater treatment works contaminate raw water resources, water 
losses increase pressure on bulk supply systems, and weak municipal governance transfers 
costs and risks downstream. DWS should expressly show how raw-water tariff revenue will 
improve monitoring, compliance, enforcement, pollution response and achievement of 
Resource Quality Objectives. 

5.6 The NWRS-3 objective that water be protected and sustainably managed requires effective 
implementation of the Reserve, resource classification, Resource Quality Objectives, source-
directed controls, compliance monitoring and enforcement. Where these functions are 
included in the water resource management charge, users are entitled to measurable 
performance information for the relevant catchment. 
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6. MUNICIPAL AND OTHER UPSTREAM POLLUTION AS A GENERAL GOVERNANCE CHALLENGE 

6.1 Municipalities and mines are not raised as a single-project objection or as the sole source of 
deteriorating water quality. It illustrates a wider governance challenge experienced across 
catchments: lawful downstream agricultural users may pay escalating charges while bearing 
the operational and market consequences of pollution caused by non-compliant mines, 
abandoned mines, acid mine drainage, failing municipal wastewater works, industrial 
discharges, landfill leachate and other upstream sources. 

6.2 Where pollution increases treatment, monitoring, soil-management or food-safety costs for 
agriculture, the polluter-pays principle must be applied effectively. Those costs should not be 
socialised through general abstraction charges imposed on compliant users. Waste-discharge 
and mitigation charges, directives, licence enforcement, rehabilitation security and recovery of 
remediation costs should be used against the responsible polluter. 

6.3 Cumulative impacts are particularly important. A proposed mine, industrial activity or 
municipal discharge may appear manageable in isolation but become material when combined 
with existing salinity, nutrient, pathogen, heavy-metal and sediment loads and reduced dilution 
during low-flow periods. Tariff and catchment planning must therefore integrate water-quality 
trends, authorised discharges, planned developments, climate risk and downstream 
agricultural requirements. 

6.4 DWS should publish catchment-specific water-quality accounts alongside tariff proposals, 
identifying priority pollutants, non-compliant dischargers, enforcement action, remediation 
expenditure, Resource Quality Objective performance and the proportion of costs recovered 
from polluters. Agriculture should not be charged more for resource protection without being 
shown how the underlying pollution risks will be reduced. 

 

7.  AFFORDABILITY AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT 

  

Current sector realities 

7.1 The proposed tariff increases arrive at a difficult point in the production cycle. BFAP's 2026 
Baseline records that field crop and horticulture margins are already being eroded by a declining 
price cycle combined with sharply higher input costs, with perishable products further 
constrained by continuing operational delays at the Port of Cape Town. On the most recent data 
available to AgriSA, maize producer prices fell 22% year-on-year while input costs rose 19%, 
and soybean producer prices fell 23% year-on-year while input costs rose 45%. Grain SA's own 
assessment, cited in AgriSA's August 2026 briefing on rising input costs, is that at current grain 
prices, production is not profitable once full input costs are considered. 

7.2 These pressures are cumulative, not isolated. Eskom tariffs have risen by more than 1,500% 
since 2000 against roughly 180% cumulative CPI inflation over the same period, with a further 
8.76% increase applied for FY2027. Local fertiliser prices in June 2026 were 57% above June 
2025 levels, with urea up 91% year-on-year, in a sector that imports over 80% of its fertiliser raw 
materials. Diesel reached a record R31.18 per litre in May 2026. Financing costs have also 
moved against producers: after 150 basis points of relief between September 2024 and 
November 2025, the Reserve Bank's Monetary Policy Committee raised the repo rate again on 
28 May 2026 and held it through July 2026 on a split vote citing inflation risk. Any raw water tariff 
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increase must be assessed as one further line in this same cumulative cost environment, not in 
isolation. 

7.3 The medium-term outlook is more encouraging, but conditional rather than assured. BFAP's 
Baseline projects that producer prices for most agricultural commodities will, in line with long-
term trends, rise more slowly than general inflation over the coming decade - a dynamic that 
supports food-price inflation and food security nationally, but that also means producers have 
limited scope to pass rising regulated costs, including water tariffs, through to the prices they 
receive. Real growth in agricultural GDP remains a realistic prospect, but BFAP identifies this as 
dependent on improved animal disease management, normalisation of global input markets, 
continued technological efficiency gains and improvement in port operations - none of which is 
guaranteed on the timeline of this tariff proposal. Agricultural export performance illustrates 
both the opportunity and the exposure: South African agricultural exports reached a record 
$15.1 billion in 2025, the seventh consecutive year of growth, with the trade surplus widening to 
$7.3 billion. That growth is significantly underwritten by irrigation - BFAP research indicates that 
roughly a third of the country's farming income is directly dependent on irrigation - meaning the 
raw water tariff is a structural input into export performance and not a marginal cost line. 

  

Illustrative catchment-level impact 

7.4 AgriSA's own value-chain modelling, using industry cost-guide baselines and holding gross 
income and non-water costs constant, illustrates how the proposed tariff path is expected to 
affect representative producers in three water-dependent industries. For an Oranjerivier raisin 
producer under VOCMA's proposed Orange WMA glide path, the water cost per hectare is 
modelled to rise from R2,689 in 2026/27 to R4,090 by 2029/30. For wine grape producers under 
BOCMA's proposed tariffs, the industry-average margin loss by 2029/30 is modelled at 
approximately 1.1% but ranges as high as 5.5% in the Klein Karoo district, where the 2025 water 
cost base is already substantially higher than elsewhere in the catchment. For irrigated sugar 
cane producers in the Pongola-Mtamvuna WMA under PUCMA's proposed tariffs, the impact 
diverges sharply by farm profile: efficient, balanced-area farms are modelled to lose 
approximately 2.2% of net margin by 2029/30, while marginal, unbalanced-area farms, which 
operate on materially thinner margins to begin with, are modelled to lose approximately 32.8%. 

7.5 These examples are illustrative, not exhaustive, and are not put forward as a substitute for 
DWS's own affordability assessment. They are included to demonstrate two points relevant to 
that assessment: first, that a single catchment-level percentage increase can translate into 
materially different farm-level outcomes depending on account structure, cost base and farm 
profile; and second, that even single-digit percentage margin impacts are material for farm 
businesses already operating in the lower-price, higher-input-cost environment described 
above, and can be severe for marginal producers operating close to breakeven. 

 

Affordability assessment requirements 

7.6 The materials available to AgriSA do not disclose a completed Socio-Economic Impact 
Assessment System assessment, affordability study or equivalent economic assessment for 
the proposed increases, notwithstanding the cost and margin pressures set out above. DWS has 
previously indicated that a socio-economic impact tool was being developed to mitigate 
unintended consequences, including food-price inflation. DWS should confirm the status of 
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that tool, publish the methodology and demonstrate how it was applied, if at all, to these 
proposals. 

7.7 At minimum, the assessment should model representative farms by crop, region, scale, 
irrigation technology and drought sensitivity; combine abstraction, infrastructure, waste, 
research and electricity-related costs; and test impacts on profitability, employment, 
transformation, food production, consumer prices, exports and investment. It should include 
cumulative and distributional impacts of the kind illustrated in paragraph 7.4 above, not only the 
average national effect. 

7.8 AgriSA specifically requests DWS to explain how it will monitor food-inflation impacts 
associated with the proposed tariffs. The monitoring framework should identify affected food 
categories, baseline prices, pass-through assumptions, production volumes, planted area, 
employment, farm exits and import substitution, with responsibilities allocated between DWS, 
the Department of Agriculture, National Treasury, Statistics South Africa and the Competition 
Commission where appropriate. 

7.9 Monitoring after implementation is insufficient unless linked to a correction mechanism. DWS 
should publish trigger indicators and thresholds for review and provide for an in-period tariff 
adjustment, rebate, slower phase-in or temporary relief where evidence shows material 
contraction, job losses, food-price inflation, reduced production or another serious intended or 
unintended consequence. A three-year tariff should not become irrevocable despite evidence 
of harm, particularly given the margin-erosion patterns already visible in the catchment-level 
modelling above. 

 

8.  SECURITY AND QUALITY OF WATER AVAILABILITY 

8.1 A raw water tariff should reflect not only nominal entitlement or registered volume but the 
quality, reliability and assurance of the water actually available to the user. Section 56 expressly 
recognises assurance of supply and water quality as relevant bases for differentiation. The 2024 
Pricing Strategy likewise differentiates infrastructure costs according to assurance of supply. 

8.2 Agricultural users generally have a lower assurance of supply than strategic, municipal and 
industrial users and are often curtailed first or more severely during drought and system stress. 
They may nevertheless remain liable on registered volumes and continue carrying fixed 
production, employment and financing costs. Tariff design should not price lower-security 
agricultural water as if it were equivalent to high-assurance supply. 

8.3 DWS should introduce a transparent security-of-supply adjustment that reflects the applicable 
assurance class, historic delivery performance, restrictions, conveyance losses attributable to 
the supplier and whether the delivered water meets the quality required for the authorised use. 
The calculation and data should be published for every scheme and WMA. 

8.4 Where restrictions or failures materially reduce water made available, charges should be 
adjusted promptly and automatically rather than requiring individual users to pursue prolonged 
disputes. Multi-year tariffs should include a drought and system-failure adjustment formula, 
with safeguards to preserve the financial viability of essential infrastructure. 

8.5 Conversely, verified investment by users that improves scheme efficiency, metering, storage, 
reuse, catchment condition or demand management should be recognised through incentives, 
rebates or co-funding. Tariff design should encourage productive efficiency and stewardship 
rather than merely recover cost. 
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9.  AGRICULTURAL PARTICIPATION IN POLICY AND GOVERNANCE 

9.1 Organised agriculture should be included as a standing policy and governance partner in raw 
water tariff determination. Consultation after budgets and methodologies have effectively been 
settled is insufficient. Agricultural organisations, water user associations and commodity 
bodies possess operational data on crop water requirements, scheme losses, seasonal 
demand, restrictions, billing, water quality, employment and the practical consequences of 
tariff changes. 

9.2 Early participation will improve the accuracy of registered-volume assumptions, identify double 
charging, distinguish public-interest and user-specific functions, test affordability and develop 
workable phase-in arrangements. It will also strengthen trust, payment compliance and shared 
accountability. 

9.3 AgriSA proposes a permanent national agricultural raw water tariff forum, supported by WMA-
level technical structures. The forum should engage before draft budgets are approved, receive 
full cost and performance information under appropriate confidentiality arrangements, 
commission or review socio-economic assessments, and monitor implementation and 
unintended consequences. 

9.4 Agricultural representation should also be strengthened in catchment management agency 
governance, catchment management strategy processes, water allocation planning, drought 
operating committees, pollution-response structures and the development of Resource Quality 
Objectives. Participation must be meaningful, geographically representative and sufficiently 
early to influence the decision. 

9.5 This partnership should operate on reciprocal commitments. Agriculture will promote lawful 
use, accurate measurement, payment of fair charges, efficiency and stewardship. DWS and 
water management institutions must provide accurate accounts, transparent tariffs, efficient 
expenditure, reliable supply, pollution enforcement, accessible data and reasons for decisions. 

 

10.  PUBLIC-INTEREST FUNCTIONS AND INSTITUTIONAL EFFICIENCY 

10.1 Functions serving society generally should be transparently funded from the fiscus. Resource 
protection, national monitoring, institutional development, ecological restoration and 
enforcement against pollution cannot fairly be loaded disproportionately onto compliant 
agricultural abstractors merely because they are identifiable and billable. 

10.2 For each CMA, DWS should disclose the total budget, the public-interest percentage and rand 
amount, the amount requested from and allocated by the fiscus, any shortfall and the 
agricultural share of the user-funded balance. A Treasury shortfall should not automatically 
become an above-inflation user charge without an affordability assessment and consideration 
of alternatives. 

10.3 Before approving increased charges, DWS should require evidence of efficient expenditure, 
realistic staffing, procurement discipline, accurate billing, debt collection, action against illegal 
use and measurable performance against funded functions. Tariffs should not compensate for 
avoidable institutional inefficiency or non-collection from other users. This is not a hypothetical 
risk. BOCMA's own tariff proposal discloses a 16.0% increase in its water resource management 
budget and a 21.5% increase in compensation costs, alongside a 2025/26 collection rate of only 
64%, and none of the infrastructure-charge proposals AgriSA reviewed for this submission were 
accompanied by project-specific budgets, raising a concern that budgets are being increased 
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annually by a fixed percentage rather than built up from a zero base. DWS should require each 
agency to demonstrate collection performance and expenditure discipline of this kind before 
any further increase is approved on that agency's catchment. 

 

11.  AGRISA RECOMMENDATIONS 

11.1 Publish the complete legal, financial and technical record for each proposed charge, including 
the statutory basis, Pricing Strategy formula, allowable cost base, registered volumes, 
collection assumptions, sector allocations, public-interest funding and required Treasury 
concurrence or approval. 

11.2 Identify every increase above CPI and publish a separate motivation quantifying the verified cost 
drivers and measurable service outputs that justify the excess. Retain an inflation-linked 
safeguard where the excess cannot be demonstrated. 

11.3 Complete and publish a socio-economic and affordability assessment before final 
determination, covering cumulative water and energy charges and their effects on 
representative farms, production, employment, transformation, food prices, exports and 
investment. 

11.4 Publish a food-inflation monitoring framework, institutional responsibilities, review thresholds 
and a mechanism for in-period adjustment, rebate, slower phase-in or temporary relief when 
material adverse effects are detected. 

11.5 Apply a transparent security-of-supply and water-quality adjustment to agricultural tariffs, with 
automatic corrections for material restrictions, non-delivery, supplier-attributable losses or 
water that is unfit for the authorised use. 

11.6 Publish catchment-specific water-quality accounts and expenditure plans linked to Resource 
Quality Objectives, Drop-report risks, priority pollutants, compliance and enforcement action 
and recovery of costs from polluters. 

11.7 Ensure that the polluter-pays principle is applied so that the costs of mining, municipal, 
industrial and other pollution are not transferred to compliant agricultural abstractors through 
general charges. 

11.8 Independently verify registered volumes and sector allocations with affected water users before 
using them as tariff denominators, and provide accessible correction and dispute mechanisms. 

11.9 Prevent double charging by clearly separating water resource management, infrastructure, 
waste-discharge, water-research and scheme-level charges on proposals and accounts. 

11.10 Establish a permanent national agricultural raw water tariff forum and WMA-level technical 
structures to participate from the budget-development stage through implementation and 
review. 

11.11 Recognise verified agricultural water-use efficiency and environmental stewardship through 
incentives, rebates, co-funding and participation in monitoring and catchment rehabilitation. 

11.12 Provide targeted protection and a workable phase-in for resource-poor and emerging farmers 
and ensure that tariff design supports, rather than frustrates, transformation and entry into 
irrigated production. 

11.13 Report annually to stakeholders on tariff revenue, expenditure, service outputs, water quality, 
assurance of supply, restrictions, billing performance, food-price indicators and corrective 
measures. 
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12.  CONCLUSION 

12.1 AgriSA confirms the agricultural sector's commitment to lawful water use, efficient application, 
environmental stewardship and fair payment for properly calculated and efficiently delivered 
water-resource functions. 

12.2 That commitment should not be mistaken for acceptance of unexplained above-inflation 
increases. South African agricultural water users are a strategic national asset within the water 
value chain. They convert scarce water into food security, jobs, exports, rural stability and 
environmental management. They should be engaged as partners in policy and governance, not 
treated principally as a costly and wasteful liability or a convenient source of revenue. BFAP's 
own foresight work identifies weak governance and institutional capacity as a cross-cutting 
driver that shapes the trajectory of every other factor influencing the sector's future to 2050. The 
institutional performance concerns raised in this submission, including collection rates, budget 
transparency and registered-volume accuracy, are accordingly not a peripheral complaint but 
bear directly on whether the sector can realise the productive and export outcomes described 
above. 

12.3 The latest Blue, Green and No Drop findings show that the most serious inefficiencies and 
water-quality risks are systemic. Sustainable financing must therefore be accompanied by 
efficient institutions, effective pollution enforcement, measurable improvements and fair 
allocation of costs across the value chain. 

12.4 AgriSA remains willing to engage constructively with DWS, National Treasury, catchment 
management agencies and other stakeholders to develop tariffs that are financially sustainable, 
legally defensible, affordable and responsive to food security, employment, transformation, 
water quality and security of supply. 
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APPENDIX A: SOURCES 

National Water Act 36 of 1998, particularly sections 56, 57 and 59. 
Department of Water and Sanitation, Revised Pricing Strategy for Raw Water Use Charges 2024, 
Government Gazette 52350 of 20 March 2025. 
Department of Water and Sanitation, National Water Resource Strategy 3. 
Department of Water and Sanitation, 2025 Green Drop Report, 2025 Blue Drop Progress Report and 
2025 No Drop Progress Report, published 31 March 2026. 
Department of Water and Sanitation, 2023 Full Blue Drop Report and 2023 Full No Drop Report. 
Department of Agriculture, RSA Food Security Bulletins and official agricultural trade information. 

Promotion of Administrative Justice Act 3 of 2000 and the constitutional principle of legality. 

BFAP (Bureau for Food and Agricultural Policy), Baseline 2026 — Exploring agriculture's future to 2050: 
reconciling an export strategy with greater food security. 
AgriSA, National Water Stakeholder Consultation presentation, August 2026 (2026/27 raw water tariff 
proposals and rising input costs briefing). 
Raisins SA Kostegids 2026; VOCMA Water Resource Management Charges Tariff Proposal, July 2026. 
Vinpro Cost Guide 2026/2027; BOCMA Tariff Proposal MTEF 2027-2030. 
South African Cane Growers' Association Cost and Margin Report (R7831, irrigated areas, 2024 season); 
PUCMA Written Proposal for the CMA's Proposed Tariffs for the 2027/28 Financial Year. 
 


