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Question 1: 

The WACF uses the term 'Water Reporting Entity' and it's assumed that 

this is in the process of being changed to 'Water Report Entity'. 

 

The purpose of defining a Water Report Entity appears to be that there 

is a need to specify when a GPWAR should be produced. 

 

The preamble to this question states that 'general purpose water 

accounting reports are required to be prepared for a water entity' 

based on the needs of users for information. The basis for this 

requirement is possible to find but the trail is difficult to follow: 

the statement of obligation is in the Water Accounting Framework, under 

the definition of a Water Reporting Entity, page 17, items 12-16. It 

would be useful if this train of logic was more explicitly defined in 

the standards. 

 

Using the current definition it is possible that a Water Report Entity 

may be wholly contained within another Report Entity or may overlap 

with another. A requirement to produce a GPWAR for both such WREs could 

be wasteful or confusing. 

 

Question 2: 

The definition includes the term 'to meet the information needs common 

to users who are unable to command the preparation of water accounting 

reports tailored to satisfy their information needs.' If the GPWAR only 

meets the needs common to these users that could, strictly speaking, be 

a restricted subset of needs. That could be what is intended - that is 

the intersecting subset of needs. But perhaps it is intended to mean 

the inclusive envelope of needs of these users. 

 

Question 3: 

It is a reasonable starting point as long as it includes the concept of 

'reasonable to expect the existence of users' - since potential users 

might not explicitly request such reports, and may not initially 

understand the advantages to them of the information. 

 

The concept of users should include a definition of 'the environment' 

as a user. Even from a solely human-centric viewpoint, responsible 

custody of environmental assets may have implications for humans which 

cannot yet be measured. From a non-humancentric viewpoint it can be 

argued that we have custodial responsibility for such assets, even 

though they may not be actively used at a point in time. 

 

The 'information needs of users' are described as needs to make and 

evaluate decisions about allocation of water resources, and needs to 

evaluate the accountability of managers. However, information needs may 

go beyond this - there may be requirements which are not related to 

allocation of water or to its management. It would also be beneficial 

to include an indication that a GPWAR may be required in order to 

understand water assets and their interconnection. This type of 

information is available in GPWAR and several stakeholders have 

commented on its usefulness. For example, when considering whether a 

water asset might be contaminated by some process, stakeholders need to 

know the interactions between water assets, their physical location 



etc. Would it be possible to include: 'Making and evaluating decisions 

about the integrity of water assets and water flows'. This kind of use 

is distinct from decisions about the use of the resource - it's more to 

do with making decisions about other processes - for example when 

preparing an environmental impact assessment. 

 

Question 4: 

Accounting practice will continue to seem difficult and arbitrary for 

many users. The treatment of different types of liability for example, 

in the Statement of Changes in Assets and Liabilities will probably not 

be intuitively obvious. However, it's considered that the advantage of 

rigour and a standardised approach is important despite these 

difficulties. 

 

Question 5: 

No comment on the accrual basis of accounting directly, although we 

have comments on offsetting. 

 

Offsetting not permitted 

Para 21 indicates that offsetting of items is not permitted. This may 

be difficult to avoid and may result in important information being 

omitted from the a GPWAR. An example would be the flow of water from 

surface water to groundwater which is normally estimated from a 

numerical model. This often produces a net result because it is based 

on available watercourse gauges and catchment characteristics. Such 

offsetting would not be possible to avoid. 

 

Question 6: 

There could be instances where errors are discovered after a report is 

issued, but the information could not reasonably have been known during 

the reporting period. However, if the prior period information is not 

adjusted at the time of the immediately subsequent report, this could 

create a misleading result or a result which is difficult to interpret. 

It might be better to permit the restatement of assets and liabilities 

at the start of the reporting period with an explanation, rather than 

to track the error through the various reporting periods. 

 

Question 7: 

If an error occurred before the earliest report period in a report but 

still impacts the opening balance, there needs to be some explanation 

given. This seems to be covered in para 130 and 131 but it is a little 

unclear. 

 

Question 8: 

Please refer to answer to Q7 above. 

 

Question 9: 

The Contextual Statement should also provide information on conditions 

which have had an impact on a resource, whether or not the resource is 

being actively managed. It should also include factors which may have 

an impact on a resource in the future. 

 

Question 10: 

Stakeholders have commented on the high utility value of the Context 

Statements. To allow comparison over time and between sub-accounts it 

would appear that a common framework with comparable items would be 

useful. In particular the patterns of land use, and aspects such as 



density of population add meaning to the description. It would be 

useful to have a requirement that reports  are readily comparable with 

context statements in previous reports for the same region although it 

is difficult to express this objectively. 

 

Question 11: 

55a(i) involves providing details of externally-imposed requirements on 

water managers; there may be instances where this information is 

regarded as confidential when a private company is under contract. 

However, information might be available under Freedom of Information 

provisions - some degree of argument and elapsed time may be needed to 

gain this information. 

 

Question 12: 

Please consider the answer in question to Q11 above 

 

Question 13: 

Section 55 b) ii) allows a reporting body to sign off the 

Accountability Statement - in particular that there has been compliance 

with externally imposed requirements, in relation to managing the 

entity; in the case where the reporting body is separate from the 

managing body, the standards indicate that this signoff can be based on 

information provided by the water managers. This could leave a loophole 

as information provided may not be adequate. It is unclear where the 

reponsibility lies for making sure that the information is adequate. 

The guidance supplied in IG44 is very helpful here and recommends a 

certification process put in place by the reporting authority which 

would help to assign responsibility to the sub-managers. Possibly it 

still needs to be made clear in the standard that the reporting 

authority is responsible for ensuring that management of the resources 

is correctly reported. 

 

Question 14: 

It would also be helpful to require that terms used in representing the 

classifications and sub-classifications are standardised against the 

Australian Water Information Dictionary. 

 

Question 15: 

Please refer to question 14 above 

 

Question 16: 

No comment 

 

Question 17: 

No comment 

 

Question 18: 

The standards could usefully clarify that it should not be necessary to 

explicitly quantify future benefits and also not necessary that future 

benefits have been specified or recognised in a plan or projection. 

There may be a number of assets which have probable future benefits and 

which stakeholders would therefore require to be included in the 

account. 

 

Question 19: 

Para 71 gives non-extractable groundwater as an example of something 

which may not be regarded as an asset because it is non-extractable. 



This may be a misleading example because non-extractable groundwater 

could be regarded as an environmental asset, or could act as dead 

storage - such as a saline lens forcing better quality water to be 

nearer the surface. 

 

Question 20: 

No comment 

 

Question 21: 

No comment 

 

Question 22: 

There are occasions where rights can be predicted and/or have an impact 

for more than 12 months in the future. It would be beneficial to 

specify that if these details are known, they should be disclosed 

 

Question 23: 

No comment 

 

Question 24: 

No comment 

 

Question 25: 

No comment 

 

Question 26: 

No comment 

 

Question 27: 

No comment 

 

Question 28: 

No comment 

 

Question 29: 

As for Q22. Disclosure of known commitments past the future 12 months 

may be beneficial, and it could be misleading to omit them 

 

Question 30: 

Please refer to question 29 and 22 

 

Question 31: 

Please refer to question 29 and 22 

 

Question 32: 

No comment 

 

Question 33: 

No comment 

 

Question 34: 

No comment 

 

Question 35: 

No comment 

 

Question 36: 



No comment 

 

Question 37: 

No comment 

 

Question 38: 

No comment 

 

Question 39: 

No comment 

 

Question 40: 

No comment 

 

Question 41: 

Currently, A Group Water Report Entity is defined as a cluster of Water 

Report Entities for which a Group Water Accounting Report is required 

to be produced under some directive. However, group water accounts may 

be needed in some circumstances whether or not there is a requirement 

to produce a report. It would be preferable to apply the same rules for 

presenting the reports in all these circumstances. 

 

Question 42: 

No comment 

 

Question 43: 

Definition of the term 'quantification approach' is lacking. It would 

be possible to produce a high level quantification approach which would 

give some information but not enough information to enable consistency 

of quantification from one reporting period to another. 

 

Question 44: 

No comment 

 

Question 45: 

Definition of 'type of right or claim to water' in para 155 of the 

standards is not clear; there is some information in the basis for 

conclusions - possibly this definition should be in the standards? The 

definition of 'origins and destinations' of trades is also unclear. 

 

Question 46: 

It would seem reasonable that para 158 (environmental benefits) and 159 

(social and cultural benefits) would be similar since there may be 

rules and special provisions for social and cultural benefits as well 

as for environmental benefits. Para 159 is very vague. 

 

Question 47: 

If it is possible to produce a segment report, it would appear that it 

would be equally possible to define the segment as a water report 

entity in its own right and therefore to produce a GPWAR for it. It is 

difficult to be specific about when a segment report should be 

produced. An advantage might be that it is possible to produce a useful 

segment report with less effort than a full GPWAR, but this is not 

clear. 

 

Question 48: 

Please refer to question 47 



 

Question 49: 

It is unclear from the standard when adjustments are expected to be 

made 

 

Question 50: 

Please refer to question 49 

 

Question 51: 

Please refer to question 49 

 

Question 52: 

Implemention Guidance 

It is very useful to have a high level of detail in the illustrative 

examples - this is much appreciated 

 

IG Page 15 Decision tree 

We applied this decision tree for a specific example of a reservoir 

which is currently not useable because of claims of contamination but 

which may contain useable water after processing or other actions. We 

regard this as a contingent water asset, however the decision tree 

indicates that it should be an asset. However, the concept of the 

decision tree is useful. 

 

IG Page 32 etc - Water Accounting Statements The various statements 

include line items which do not have reference numbers. There is no 

requirement in the standards for reference numbers . Since the 

standards indicate that notes for items should be provided - with 

details of quality, quantification approach etc. - it would be more 

appropriate to show an example with numbered lines since this would 

make the provision of notes feasible.  It's appreciated that it would 

be difficult to provide examples which are underpinned by a Chart of 

Accounts, and we understand that it is not appropriate to include such 

a Chart in the standards. 

 

 

 

Question 53: 

Please refer to question 52 

 

Question 54: 

Yes, the model reports are useful in illustrating the standards 

 

 


