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Question 1: 

The definition fills a need, but the name is not intuitive. The water 

entity makes sense. The report that a water entity lodges also makes 

sense. Shouldn\'t the report be called the water entity report? I think 

there is no need for water report entity as a term. It should be more 

simply referred to as water entity. And yes, the water entity can have 

reports written about it. 

 

Question 2: 

Yes, I see that it fits the financial analogy. It makes sense. 

 

Question 3: 

I don\'t understand the contention. I think that all entities dealing 

with water could prepare general purpose water accounting reports, but 

the resulting mess of reports would be difficult to understand. I\'m 

not convinced that a stand-alone GPWAR is a useful thing to have/read. 

I think the usefulness will come about in time - e.g. comparing two 

utilities, comparing two or more NWA regions, comparing the same entity 

over time. In time, society will come to see the usefulness of the NWA 

product and seek to expand the application to industry. Or not. Depends 

how they are received. And that cannot be argued with. it is what it 

is. 

 

Question 4: 

No, Para 5(b) should not say \"evaluating the accountability of 

managers\", but should say \"evaluating the management of\".  

We are evaluating the accountability of a process, not of people. 

 

Question 5: 

It\'s rigid and clumsy but it is a fundamental structure, so we seem 

stuck with it. I have had to apply work-around solutions in my role as 

Sub-Account manager to deal with the accrual basis of accounting. This 

is most obviously an issue with the vexed issue of carryover. It\'s 

getting people to think in unfamiliar ways. The basis works, I get 

that. It will take some time to achieve buy-in, if at all. This is the 

biggest risk of the method, I think. Traditionally hydrology people 

don\'t think this way. 

 

Question 6: 

Yes. It\'s open-ended (how reasonable is \"reasonable\"?), but that\'s 

the principles based domain you\'ve built. 

 

Question 7: 

I think that\'s fair enough on both preparers and users. 

 

Question 8: 

I don\'t understand the wording. The legal-ese nature of the document, 

in general, is not required. Rather it serves to make the document less 

accessible than it could otherwise have been with some thoughtful and 

skilful writing. The target audience is forced to work quite hard. Is 

this what we want? 

 

Question 9: 



This question is ~70-odd words in length. It actually makes this job 

more difficult that it needs to be. Why not make it easy? 

The Contextual statement guidelines are fair. 

 

 

Question 10: 

Other objectives of the entity. E.g. does it have a profit motive? Is 

it a public good? What is it\'s reason for being? 

 

Question 11: 

yes, though all it does is say \"the managers did their best\", which I 

think was never in doubt in the first place.  

 

Question 12: 

No. It\'s impossible to pin anyone as personally responsible for 

anything. It\'s arguably not fair, either. I\'m not sure what this 

statement gains. 

 

Question 13: 

As above - useful information cannot be signed by preparers. It\'s only 

fair to ask preparers to sign for something as meaningless as: \"we did 

our best\". The accountability statement gains nothing and disillusions 

more people than it convinces. 

 

Question 14: 

At it\'s most basic, yes. 

 

Question 15: 

Again, the language is deliberately vague. How relevant is \"relevant\" 

in para60? Of course though, that\'s the principles-based system that 

you have built. It\'s like a teflon-coated approach that can never be 

criticized but similarly requires subjective judgements to be made 

every single time it is applied. Consequently it\'s difficult to 

implement. 

No further sub-classifications required. 

 

Question 16: 

Yes, now that I\'ve worked with the terminology for years. It will take 

some selling/ explanation in the industry. 

 

Question 17: 

Yes, again, open-ended. How probable is \"probable\"? This standard is 

an exercise in judgement calls. 

I see that as a good thing, but it could be argued as a point of 

uncertainty and doubt. 

 

 


