
While we are in the process of rolling out our accounts we are still very much in a 

trial phase in terms of deciding on the best structure and accounting methods for 

our users.  

  

One of our main concerns is (still) the fact that usage is not shown as a water asset 

decrease the way it is currently being accounted. While we agree technically the 

accounting is correct (reducing the water liability and reducing the asset), it's 

becoming obvious that trying to explain why extractions are not shown (in the 

SCWAWL) to potential users of this document will be difficult in the least. Its very 

confusing and will never be something that can be explained in a few sentences 

(especially for people with no financial background). 

  

As such we are contemplating a different presentation for the Lachlan whereby the 

usage data will be brought into the SCWAWL. The accounting for usage 

would basically consist of two components shown below. It could also be argued 

that this is what actually happen in reality (i.e there are two processes occurring). 

  

1) A physical transaction (split up by licence category) that represents the removal of 

the water from the river (decrease in water asset) 

2) A non physical transaction that reduces the account liability by the usage volume 

(likely a combined total to save duplicating all the detail). This represents the water 

officer actually deducting the water from the licence holders account in our database 

and would be presented as a decrease in water liability. 

  

The attached statement demonstrates roughly how it will look. We would also be 

trying to make clearer differentiation between the non-physical and physical 

components both in presentation of the statements and the accompanying text.  

  

We wanted to run this past you guys to see if you had any comments. Do you see 

any problems with this approach? Are there any issues with the standards etc. From 

my perspective it isn't that far different from the way we are getting storage releases 

into our accounts for the document you have just reviewed. While I'm not a fan 

of typing the same number four times in order to show it, I think the longer term 

benefit in terms of user acceptance for our work is probably worth it. 

  

The other thing that starts to be raised with this type of presentation is potential for 

the SCWAWL and SPWF to be reworked into one statement that shows all the 

information required. I will save that one for another day but note the SPWF for the 

Lachlan will basically be a total duplicate of the first page of the attached SCWAWL. 

  

Regards, 

  

Mark 

 


