
Just a quick one regarding the standards (more out of curiosity so take your time 

in response).  

  

As you know I am currently working on the NOW water accounts and within these 

we are including some groundwater components. The allocation systems/liability for 

groundwater were not included in the accounting (due to resource constraints and 

the intent to produce GPWAR's for groundwater in its own right). As such the 

statement of water assets and liabilities & changes in water assets and water 

liabilities for groundwater is a 100% repeat of information that occurs on the 

statement of physical flows.  

  

On the back of this, its occurred to me that there is a likelihood this would be the 

case if we attempted a GPWAR for some of our catchments such as those where 

there is little data available or the unregulated catchments, where the liability is 

effectively created and cancelled in real-time as the event occurs. 

  

With the standards is there scope to state upfront that the statement of water assets 

and liabilities & changes in water assets and water liabilities have not been 

produced, as it was only logical (due to feasibility/data limitations/or the fact there 

literally are no liabilities) to account the physical components of the system?  

  

Or under the standard does it have to be included even if it is always going to be an 

exact copy of the physical flows? If so, I think this may be one example where the 

standard is over complicating what should be a simple accounting exercise, and 

maybe confusing to the user as to what the report is trying to show with all these 

statements (i.e. producing three pages when it can be said in one). Having said that 

however, an argument to include all may be for consistency and that over time its 

hoped understanding the format of reporting would become second nature to water 

people.  

  

I would interpret the standard to imply that the three statements would be 

compulsory but am wondering if it was considered during the process that there may 

be situations as above that may benefit significantly from a simplified 'lite' version of 

the standard. (i.e implementing the standard for areas where only a physical balance 

is appropriate). Or perhaps one statement which combines the three somehow. 

  

This question could also be considered general feedback (as such I've CC'd Sean) 

  

I am on leave as of next week until the 14th of January so enjoy the break and will 

see you in the new year. 

  

Regards, 

  

Mark 

 


