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Executive summary

Background

The South Australian Government has committed to reform
integrated water management (IWM) governance arrange-
ments. To deliver on this commitment, SA Water is working
with the Department for Environment and Water (DEW) and
other stakeholders to develop a 50-year water strategy for
Greater Adelaide through the Resilient Water Futures (RWF)
project.

Watertrust Australia convened an independent process with
key stakeholders from across the water sector to begin to ex-
plore future IWMgovernanceoptions forGreaterAdelaide. This
was done by developing a shared understanding of stake-
holders’ perspectives of barriers and opportunities related to
existing and future IWM governance arrangements.

Our work included a preliminary review of IWMgovernance re-
form across Australia, targeted surveys (20) and interviews
(15) with a diverse set of stakeholders, and convening an Ex-
ecutive Forum, involving 44 executives and senior managers
from 30 stakeholder organisations.

This report summarises key insights from our work and aims
to provide a foundation for future work by SA Water, DEW, key
stakeholders andWatertrust Australia.

Photo of Adelaide Hills creek by Stephen Mabbs on unsplash.com

Integrated water management governance for Greater Adelaide Page 3



Executive summary

Key findings

Our survey and interviews suggested that there is overwhelm-
ing support for IWM governance reform for Greater Adelaide,
with progress towards IWM constrained by: (1) an uncoor-
dinated approach to IWM decision-making; (2) insufficient
funding and resources; and (3) a legislative framework and
associated regulation that does not encourage IWM.

However, the survey and interviewsalso suggested that build-
ing on this broad support for reform and transforming it into
effective change is complicated by the lack of agreement
among stakeholders on a common definition of IWM, priorities
for implementation and the most effective future IWM gov-
ernance model. In addition, stakeholders appeared to have
varying levels of ambition for reform of existing governance
arrangements.

Experience elsewhere in Australia suggests that a shared un-
derstanding of key outcomes, a shared ambition for reform,
and well-aligned institutional and organisational leadership
are critical to the effective design and delivery of IWM out-
comes.

Given this background, we designed the Executive Forum to
focus on finding common ground across those areas where

the survey and interviews had revealed a diversity, and some-
times, conflicting perspectives. Participants worked through
a series of activities to explore the level of agreement on key
issues associated with IWM for Greater Adelaide.

The forum revealed agreement among stakeholders on:

• IWM outcomes related to drinking water and wastewater
services, economic growth, healthy ecosystems, improved
liveability and cultural values

• a set of attributes of ‘good governance’
• the need for more detailed analysis of the value of reform
and various governance options

• the need for ongoing and broader engagement with stake-
holders.

The forum also established a shared, high-level of ambition
for reform, with participants agreeing that multiple changes
are likely to be required over time. Some of these changes will
be limited and easy to implement, while others will be more
complicatedandwill require considerable further analysis and
agreement. Critical to the success of reform will be that new
governance arrangements are designed to deliver the desired
outcomes and that there is ‘buy-in’ from stakeholders into the
reform process.
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Executive summary

Next steps

Participants of the Executive Forum identified four focus areas
for stakeholders to continue explore together:

1. Continuing to develop specific desired outcomes of IWM
2. Developing agreed principles for IWM governance
3. Building the case for reform, and
4. Exploring and assessing governance options.

Insights from stakeholders and interstate and international
experience suggest that critical to the success of the reform
will be the maintenance of an authorising environment to
avoid a policy-deadlock. i.e. no decision being made due to
competing interests.

As an initial next step we recommend that a charter for a de-
cision about future IWM governance arrangements for Greater
Adelaidebeco-developedwith stakeholders. Adecisionchar-
ter articulates the scope of the decision and the process by
which a decision will be made, including responsibilities, in-
puts and stakeholder involvement. It ensures a shared under-
standing among stakeholders on the decision-making pro-
cess and helps to build and maintain an authorising environ-
ment for the decision that needs to bemade.

Photo of River Torrens by Vlad Kutepov on unsplash.com
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Background
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The ‘push’ for IWM governance reform

The National Water Initiative and South Australian Water for
GoodPlan (Government of SouthAustralia, 2010)drove signif-
icant water reform across South Australia. Reforms improved
the efficiency and performance of the water sector in de-
livering clean, reliable and affordable water and wastewater
services (Productivity Commission, 2021).

The Australian water sector faces significant challenges over
coming decades due to population growth and climate
change (Productivity Commission, 2020). For Greater Ade-
laide, this includes having sufficient water to meet increasing
demands in the context of likely climate change impacts,
including a decline in water availability and an increase in ex-
treme climatic events like droughts and floods. Community
expectations have also changed and the water sector now
needs to address a more diverse set of societal values under-
pinned by water (Productivity Commission, 2021).

The water sector in Greater Adelaide recognises that IWM
offers an opportunity to address these challenges but that
currentgovernancearrangementsarea limiting factor. For ex-
ample, the South Australian Government’s Stormwater Expert
Panel is considering the implications of governance short-
comings for stormwater management, an issue also explored
by the Goyder Institute for Water Research (e.g. Myers et al.,
2022).

In 2022, the South Australian Government released the Ur-
ban Water Directions Statement as a first step towards IWM
(Government of South Australia, 2022). It proposed a range
of actions through collaboration with local government, the
planning sector, community organisations and the private
sector. The Government subsequently committed to:

“Ensure government structures are addressed to enable gov-
ernment, councils and other agencies and authorities to deliver
true integratedwatermanagement (IWM)and stop treating re-
cycled, stormwater andmains water in isolation”.

SA Water is working with stakeholders to deliver this commit-
ment through thedevelopmentanddelivery of RWF, a50-year
water strategy for Greater Adelaide. TheRWFproject has iden-
tified that an enabling governance environment is required
for the delivery of effective IWM for Greater Adelaide, with SA
Water and DEW leading the exploration of future governance
arrangements. TheOECDdefinesanenablinggovernanceen-
vironment as:

“The range of political, institutional and administrative rules,
practices and processes (formal and informal) through which
decisions are taken and implemented, stakeholders can artic-
ulate their interests and have their concerns considered, and
decisionmakers are held accountable for water management”
(OECD, 2015).
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Insights from the national reform journey

Any future IWM governance arrangements for Greater Ade-
laide will need to be specific to the local context, with consid-
eration of the historical and existing arrangements and ma-
jor impediments to achieving the desired outcomes (as per
advice in OECD, 2015). Nevertheless, experiences of recent
reforms of IWM governance arrangements from other juris-
dictions can provide important insights for Greater Adelaide,
particularly given the early stages of the reform process.

A high-level review of experiences of IWM governance re-
form from across Australia (see Skinner and Satur, 2020 and
ProductivityCommission, 2020) identified the followingkey in-
sights.

Specific outcomes sought from IWM need to be agreed
among stakeholders

• Agreement is required to determine the elements of gov-
ernance to be addressed and the most appropriate gover-
nance model for achieving the desired outcomes. i.e. gov-
ernance is a means to an end.

• Outcomes should be specific and quantified where possi-
ble to ensure that they have clear intent, are meaningful to
stakeholders and drive the delivery of the desired outcomes.

There needs to be an enabling environment of institutional
and organisational leadership

• IWM and its governance is highly complex with many in-
terrelated layers (e.g. legislation, roles and responsibilities,
regulation, financing).

• Given the complexity, IWM must engage with multiple
stakeholders to successfully deliver the desired outcomes,
which requires capacity, capability, commitment to change,
and leadership across all stakeholders.

• An ongoing authorising environment is required and must
enable a genuine process of engagement with key stake-
holders that allows for their consequential influence over
outcomes. This helps build support for change from key
stakeholders and helps avoid key stakeholders ‘walking
away’.
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An independent approach and contribution

About Watertrust Australia

Watertrust is an independent, not-for-profit organisation,
with a mission to improve water and catchment policy and
decision-making in Australia. We focus on people and pro-
cess, not advocacy for predetermined outcomes.

Aims

Preliminary discussions with stakeholders involved in water
management across Greater Adelaide highlighted the com-
plexity of existing governance arrangements. They also re-
vealed the multiple, and sometimes competing, stakeholder
interests that would need to be considered to develop and
implement the enabling governance environment required for
the effective delivery of IWM for Greater Adelaide.

Watertrust Australia agreed to convene an independent pro-
cess with key stakeholders from the water sector to begin to
explore future IWM governance options for Greater Adelaide.
This initial work aimed to develop a shared understanding of
stakeholders’ perspectives of barriers and opportunities re-
lated to existing and future IWM governance arrangements
and their concerns, needs and aspirations.

Approach

Over the last twomonths, Watertrust has:

• undertaken a high-level analysis of the experiences of IWM
governance reform across Australia, including an interview
with an national water utility leader involved in IWM imple-
mentation

• surveyed a broad range of stakeholders, with 20 surveys
completed by respondents in leadership positions at SA
state government agencies, water utilities, local govern-
ments and industry organisations

• interviewed leaders from 15 SA state government agencies,
water utilities, local governmentsand industryorganisations

• independently convened an Executive Forum, involving 44
sector leaders from across 30 organisations in Greater Ade-
laide.

This report provides a summary of our findings from this work.
The report is presented in four parts: this background, findings
from our surveys and interviews, findings from the Executive
Forum, and our conclusion and recommended next steps.
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Findings - survey &
interviews
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What we heard - survey & interviews

Organisations across the sector are good at
delivering against their legislated roles

Across the survey and interviews, stakeholders acknowledged
that (see Figure 1 for survey responses):

• Current water management arrangements deliver safe and
affordable drinking water and wastewater services effi-
ciently and effectively, supported by prior legislative reform
and current regulation.

• Successful delivery of services against health and environ-
mental regulation is driven by clear roles and responsibili-
ties, stable arrangements and personnel, informal and for-
mal coordination forums, and trust across key organisations.

• Effective delivery of improved water management and on-
ground outcomes at local scales through expertise in water
allocation planning, flood management, stormwater man-
agement & harvesting and coastal protection.

• Long-standing relationships across the sector and ap-
proaches support collaborative work across organisations
that have delivered outcomes with mutual benefits (e.g.
Managed Aquifer Recharge User Group, Stormwater Man-
agement Plans).

Figure 1: Stakeholder rating of statements in relation to existing
water management (source: Watertrust survey)
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What we heard - survey & interviews

Existing challenges will limit progress to IWM

Challenges to watermanagement were identified through our
survey (Figure 2) and interviews:

• Climate change, which will reduce water availability and
have broad impacts through extreme events

• Population growth and urban development, which will in-
crease water supply and wastewater service needs and is
further complicated through a level of disconnection be-
tween the planning and water sectors

• Aging infrastructure and funding limitations, with the latter
constraining investment, capacity, innovation and change

• Existing legislation and regulation, which limit organisations’
capacity to meet changing community expectations

• DEW’s capacity and capability constraints resulting from
budget cuts, which limit effective policy leadership and co-
ordination for addressing system-wide challenges

• Many stakeholders, silos and conflicting incentives, which
make it difficult to resolve trade-offs or coordinate invest-
ments to maximise benefits across boundaries

• Mismatches between water allocation and stormwater re-
sponsibilities and catchment and council boundaries, which
make it difficult to make whole of catchment decisions.

Figure 2: Stakeholder ranking of existing water management
challenges, from greatest to least (source: Watertrust survey)
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What we heard - survey & interviews

There is overwhelming support for IWM

IWM is seenasanessentialmechanismfordelivering improved
outcomes and better processes, including:

• improved decision-making and increased efficiency and ef-
fectiveness of investments at the regional level

• improvements to individual organisations’ abilities to deliver
functions in a more effective and efficient manner

• amechanism to provide increased and sustainable funding
• asharedvision, stakeholder ‘buy-in’ and improveddecision-
making for achieving it

• improved trust, collaboration, coordination and innovation
amongst stakeholders

• increased efficiency of decision-making
• increased transparency of decision-making and roles and
responsibilities.

The majority indicated that the scale of benefits is large but
it was also suggested that the benefits are currently hypo-
thetical. Some stakeholders identified risks arising from IWM,
including stranded assets and ‘unwieldy’, inflexible gover-
nance arrangements that could constrain outcome delivery.

“Better integration is necessary - if boundaries limit our
thought processes, then we will have limited solutions and
outcomes.”

Figure 3: Governance - levers to outcomes (source: Watertrust)
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What we heard - survey & interviews

Stakeholders saw IWM as enabling a range of
outcomes, but there was not a shared common set
of outcomes

Collectively, stakeholders saw IWM as enabling the sector to
be able to respond more effectively to a range of commu-
nity expectations, including addressing challenges associ-
atedwith population growthandclimate changeandcreating
a more liveable city. Stakeholders believed IWM could help
deliver:

• broad water security and resilience, with increased diversi-
fication of sources, including greater uptake of alternative
sources

• safe and reliable drinking water
• improved liveability andamenity includinggreening, cooling
and associated health and well-being of the community

• restoration and protection of water-dependent ecosystems
and biodiversity

• coastal protection (improved water quality) and floodmiti-
gation

• secure, reliable and affordablewater supplies for agriculture
and industry.

However, stakeholders tended to focus on the outcomes that
related to their roles and responsibilities. e.g. stormwater
management, urbangreening orwater security. Therewasnot
a sharedviewacross the stakeholders regarding thesetof out-
comes sought from IWM.

Figure 4: Outcomes identified by stakeholders (source: Wa-
tertrust survey and interviews)
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What we heard - survey & interviews

Current governance arrangements rated poorly for
enabling IWM

Overwhelmingly, those we interviewed and surveyed consid-
ered existing governance arrangements inadequate for en-
abling IWM. Existing arrangements were described as ‘piece-
meal’, ‘fragmented’, ‘absent’ and ‘loose’. As a result, impor-
tant decisions are not being made explicitly, transparently or
in a timely fashion, resulting in no ‘voice’ for stakeholders and
limited accountability for decisions.

Stakeholders interviewed identified the lack of coordinated
decision-making as a primary challenge resulting in:

• no clear decision-making processes for system-wide deci-
sions or trade-offs

• no organisation leading/coordinating/overseeing a strate-
gic, whole-of-system approach

• unclear roles and responsibilities for IWM.

Survey respondents and some of those we interviewed also
identified a lack of funding and financing as another major
challenge, including:

• no processes for systemwide financing and investment de-
cisions to assess options and agree on who and how to pay

for investments, resulting in inefficiencies and poor prioriti-
sation

• assessment of investments being limited to direct costs and
benefits without consideration of broader public costs and
benefits, resulting in options often not ‘stacking up’ and
under-investment

• smaller providers not being able to compete with SA Water
prices and discouraging alternative water sources.

Stakeholders we interviewed characterised the current leg-
islative framework as an overarching limiting factor with:

• theWater Industry Act not enabling the consideration of the
full benefits of investments, andpricingdecisionsbeing lim-
ited to financial returns and efficiency

• the Landscape Act and components of Local Government
Act not encouraging integrated catchment management
or collaboration/investment across catchment or council
boundaries.

“The biggest issue is the lack of clarity within SA about roles
and responsibilities across the numerous organisations with
segmented and siloed responsibilities forwatermanagement,
and as a follow on, funding. I don’t think any of us are capable
of meeting community expectations while this is the case.”
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What we heard - survey & interviews

Attributes of good governance arrangements for
IWM

Stakeholders identified that any new IWM governance ar-
rangements should:

• support the delivery of desired, long-term IWM outcomes
with appropriate regulation

• encompass awhole-of-systemapproach tomanagingwa-
ter

• provide for effective resolution of difficult trade-offs across
outcomes, interventions, catchment and council bound-
aries

• delineate clear roles and responsibilities for all stakeholders
and organisations

• have sufficient and sustainable sources of funding
• allow for effective, independent, long-term, evidence-
informed decision-making, decoupled from the ‘hydro-
illogical’ pressures of election cycles

• deliver the transparency and allocation of decision-making
power required to build trust and respect among stakehold-
ers.

A successful governance model must engage
stakeholders across the decision cycle

Stakeholders emphasised the importance of an IWM gover-
nancemodel capable of genuinely involving stakeholders in:

• identifying and defining long-term and short-term goals
and outcomes

• providing relevant expertise and local knowledge
• resolving trade-offs across outcomes and boundaries.

An effective governance model must institutionalise pro-
cesses that allow for:

• regular opportunities for stakeholders to have meaningful
input through agreed approaches

• transparent decision-making
• broad representation of both government and non govern-
ment stakeholders and customers

• decision-makers being able to ‘tap into’ stakeholder and in-
dependent knowledge, values and views.
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What we heard - survey & interviews

There are different levels of ambition for reform

The interviews and survey revealed different levels of ambition
for IWM governance reform among stakeholders:

• While most stakeholders indicated that a major overhaul
of governance was required to achieve desired outcomes,
some stakeholders believed less extensive change was
needed. Governance options proposed varied from ‘tweak-
ing’ to ‘overhauling’.

• Most governance options identified related to structural
changes, with one central authority often identified as an
option. However, little detail or clarity was provided on any
options.

• Where ambition for change was limited, this appeared to be
driven by limited capacity to address whole-of-system ob-
jectives.

• Some stakeholders identified the need for transition plan-
ning to bridge long-term ambition and existing arrange-
ments, funding and capacity.

• Anumber of stakeholders cited the importanceof clearly ar-
ticulating the benefits of IWM governance reform to create
‘buy-in’ across the sector.

Some governance options were suggested but none
had broad support

Some potential IWM governance reform options included:

• Structural (not in priority order)
– an independent, government or representative authority
with responsibility for whole-of-system IWM decisions

– an independent authority that sets, monitors and reports
on the performance of stakeholders against IWM targets

– an independent advisory group to advise the Minister on
investment decisions for achieving IWM outcomes

– Greater Adelaide-wide, issue-based or geographically
focused stakeholder forums for consultative/ collabora-
tive IWM decision-making.

• Process (not in priority order)
– clarification of IWM roles and responsibilities
– redefinition of IWM roles and responsibilities through leg-
islative change

– an overarching, long-term IWM strategy that clearly ar-
ticulates goals, targets and responsibilities

– an overarching IWM governance framework to monitor
and report on progress and ensure accountability.
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Conclusions from the survey & interviews

Stakeholders’ insights through the surveyand interviewscom-
bined with lessons learnt elsewhere in Australia suggest that
achieving governance reform for Greater Adelaide to enable
IWM requires some important agreements among stakehold-
ers.

An agreed set of clearly specified IWM outcomes

Agreeing on IWM outcomes among stakeholders will provide
the foundational context for identifying and prioritising gover-
nance reforms. Oneway to progress this would be to indepen-
dently convene stakeholder forums to identify and develop a
set of agreed IWM outcomes.

An agreed level of ambition for reform among stakeholders
and sufficient leadership, capacity and capability across
stakeholders to deliver it

Agreeing on a level of reform ambition is critical for enabling
any further reform. Testing the level of ambition among stake-
holders for reform of IWM governance is a valuable step to

avoid conflict or misunderstandings thatmight arise from dif-
ferent expectations and goals. In parallel, work should be
undertaken to identify stakeholder leaders alongside capac-
ity and strengths and gaps across stakeholder organisations
and groups.

An established authorising environment

An agreed process for stakeholders to have meaningful input
into the exploration of future governancearrangementswould
assist in establishing the authorising environment for the de-
sign and implementation of future reforms and in doing so
avoid policy-deadlocks.

The three critical issues identified through insights from the
survey and interviews and national reform journey formed the
basis for our design of the Executive Forum.
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Findings - Executive Forum
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What we heard - Executive Forum

Forum participants agreed that outcomes sought
from IWM should encompass the range of benefits
that water provides

The high-level outcomes identified from the survey and inter-
views resonated with forum participants. Participants agreed
that that outcomes sought from IWM should encompass the
range of societal benefits that water provides: safe, secure,
affordable drinking water and wastewater services, water en-
abling growth, healthy ecosystems, liveable cities (including
protection from flooding) and water for culture.

Participants also identified a set of enabling outcomes. These
included: an educated community, integrated governance
and management, and science and knowledge to enable in-
formed decisions about trade-offs to bemade.

Figure 5 outlines the high-level, intermediate and enabling
outcomes identified by forum participants.

There is value in continuing to collaboratively refine
IWM outcomes

While participants were able to identify some tangible inter-
mediate outcomes at the forum, it was acknowledged that
further work and engagement is required. For example, in-
termediate outcomes associated with water for culture were
highlighted as being important, but requiring further work and
leadership from First Nations representatives.

The forum also revealed the need to continue to collabora-
tively developa set of specific, intermediate outcomes to sup-
port these high-level outcomes. The intermediate outcomes
should be tangible, implementable over shorter timeframes
and include clearly identified shorter-term benefits. This work
should systematically unpack a set of key outcomes and show
what would specifically be required over the near- and long-
term to plan and implement actions to deliver them.

Specific and clearly articulated actions with timeframes, ac-
countability and budgets would enable stakeholders to agree
on thescopeandpurposeof IWM inGreaterAdelaideand iden-
tify and evaluate appropriate governance options.
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Figure 5: Outcomes framework collated from the outputs of the Executive Forum
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Attributes of future IWM governance

There is good agreement on the attributes of IWM
governance, which can be used to develop
principles for assessing future IWM governance
options

Forum participants agreed with the attributes of ‘good gov-
ernance’ identified in the survey and interviews. Participants
also identified additional attributes, with a particular focus on
engagement and culture. The attributes of ‘good governance’
identified are outlined in Figure 7.

The ‘good governance’ attributes identified provide a useful
basis to develop a consolidated set of principles for future
IWM governance reform. We recommend the governance at-
tributes agreed at the forumbe reviewed alongside best prac-
tice principles (e.g. theOECDprinciples forwater governance)
to create a tailored and specific set of principles that can be
used to identify, assess and compare governance options for
IWM for Greater Adelaide.

Figure 6: Workshop activities during the Executive Forum
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Figure 7: Attributes of ‘good governance’ identified in interviews and during the workshop
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Shared ambition, but more work required

There is a shared high-level of ambition for
governance reform

The forum revealed that to make the changes required to de-
liver IWM outcomes, significant and complicated governance
reform is required, which was supported by the participants.
There was broad agreement on the need to consider and ex-
plore more ambitious levels of reform such as those that in-
clude major structural changes, such as the creation of a
leading IWM Authority, and associated legislative changes.

Further work is required to agree on a particular
governance model

While forum participants broadly agreed ambitious reform is
required, therewasnoagreementat the forumon thepreferred
governance model. This is not surprising given that the forum
was one of the first opportunities for stakeholders to consider,
discuss and contribute to explore these complex issues.

Forum participants had the opportunity to explore a range of
models. Key findings from the dialogues on potential models

were thata rangeof reformswill be required todeliver effective
IWM governance. These range from relatively simple changes
and improvements through to more complex legislative and
structural changes. Participants generally agreed that:

• A leading IWM Authority should be seriously considered be-
cause of its potential to drive significant change. However,
participants acknowledged the complexity and challenges
of establishing a new organisation.

• Stakeholder forums would provide an important vehicle to
ensureengagementacrossawide rangeof stakeholdersand
would be relatively easy to establish. Participants acknowl-
edged that appropriate resourcing to ensure continuity of
forums over time would be critical.

• Co-designing an overarching IWM governance delivery
strategy would be a foundational activity that requires in-
volvement of a wide range of stakeholders.

• An annual conference and developing an overarching gov-
ernance framework were less likely to be effective in driving
the necessary change.
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Co-design and ongoing engagement

More work is required to co-design next steps

Participants agreed that the forum provided a valuable be-
ginning to a long reform ‘journey’. For many, the forum was
the first time that they have had an opportunity to provide in-
put and come together to consider the complex issues related
to IWM governance for Greater Adelaide. It was evident that
further work is required in order to co-design and agree a set
of pragmatic next steps to maintain momentum. This could
include the preparation of a draft plan for a co-development
process andbuild the foundations for a longer reform ‘journey’.

Focus areas for future work

Forum participants identified several areas of potential work
for progressing IWM governance reform. These include those
identifiedaboveaswell as the followingadditional areasof fo-
cus:

1. Continuing to develop and refine high-level and interme-
diate outcomes of IWM

2. Develop a consolidated set of principles to underpin the
reform journey that can be used as a guide for assessing
governance options

3. Build a business case for reform that articulates its value
and importance and use this to seek Cabinet support

4. Engage the community in better understanding water’s
value, IWM principles and the importance of governance
reform

5. Further explore governance options, including assessing
local (e.g. Stormwater Management Authority, Water for
Good, Office of Water Security), interstate, national (e.g.
National Water Initiative/Commission) and international
models to provide insights for future arrangements.

There is a desire to continue reform together

Forum participants noted the critical importance of stake-
holders remaining involved in the reform ‘journey’. A stake-
holder engagement plan should be co-developed to create
widely-shared authorising environment for reform.

Participants identified additional stakeholders (e.g. First Na-
tions, Primary Producers SA, SACOME, general public) who
should be included in the process and highlighted the impor-
tance of local government involvement. The need for “hard
conversations” was also identified, in particular those related
to the trade-offs involved in deciding among different gover-
nancemodels.
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Figure 8: Discussion and dialogue at the Executive Forum
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Conclusion & next steps
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Conclusion & next steps

There is broad agreement on the critical importance of IWM
to support Greater Adelaide’s societal values into the future.
Interstate and international experience demonstrates that re-
formof IWMgovernance is complex. Multiple important values
compete for a finite resource; there are many, sometimes
competing, stakeholders; the interrelated elements of gover-
nance (e.g. legislation, regulation, roles and responsibilities,
financing) need to be integrated; and risks resulting from re-
form (e.g. stranded assets) need to be carefully managed.

Watertrust initiated an independent process to develop a
shared understanding of the different perspectives of stake-
holders regarding IWM governance arrangements and lay the
foundations for future reform. The engagement with stake-
holders through the survey, interviews and forum revealed:

• broad agreement on the need for IWM governance reform
• a shared understanding of the broad definition of IWM
• a high level of ambition for IWM governance reform
• several future governance options that warrant further
analysis and investigation.

The Executive Forum identified that stakeholders have a
strong desire to continue the reform journey together across
four main areas:

1. Continuing to refine desired IWM outcomes
2. Developing agreed IWM governance principles
3. Building the case for governance reform, and
4. Exploring and assessing governance options.

Stakeholders insights and national experience confirms that
an authorising environment for governance reformwill be crit-
ical to avoid policy-deadlocks. i.e. no decision being made
due to competing interests. Work on complex watermanage-
ment issues undertakenbyWatertrust’s international collabo-
rator, Compass Resource Management, across North America
has shown that policy deadlocks can be avoided by develop-
ing an agreed and transparent decision-making process.

As an initial next stepwe recommend that a charter for a deci-
sion about future IWM governance arrangements for Greater
Adelaide be co-developed with stakeholders. A decision
charter is a plan for making a decision and in this case could
incorporate the identified focus areas of work. It articulates
the scope of the decision and the process by which it will be
made, including the inputs, roles and responsibilities, resource
requirements and timing. A decision charter ensures a shared
understanding among stakeholders on the decision-making
process and helps build andmaintain an authorising environ-
ment for the decision that needs to bemade.
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