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Introduction & 
summary

What we heard across the three sector workshops



Introduction

In March 2024, Watertrust Australia convened three sector-specific workshops to explore potential integrated water management (IWM) 
governance arrangements for Greater Adelaide with stakeholders. The workshops built on previous work of Watertrust, the Department for 
Environment and Water (DEW) and SA Water with stakeholders, including a survey, interviews and an executive forum. 

The primary purpose of the sector workshops was to provide stakeholders with an opportunity to discuss and explore, and ultimately provide 
input on, potential alternative institutional and funding arrangements. The workshops aimed to include as many stakeholders as possible and 
included representatives of:

• Local Government

• Regional bodies and stakeholders, and

• State agencies.

The outputs of the workshops will inform future investigations into possible institutional and funding arrangements.

This report summarises what we heard across the three workshops.

Exploring possible institutional and funding arrangements for IWM in Greater Adelaide
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Business as usual +
• This arrangement reflects current 

arrangements with some 
adjustments to processes and 
coordination.

• Roles and responsibilities largely 
remain unchanged.

• Funding arrangements remain 
largely unchanged.

• This arrangement includes 
establishing an ‘Office’ within 
DEW to oversee the delivery of 
reform activities.

Exploring potential institutional arrangements
Four high-level institutional arrangements were provided to workshop participants to explore their merits 
and to identify variations or alternatives

Coordination
• This arrangement focuses on 

improved coordination across 
stakeholders and includes the 
establishment of forum/s. 

• This arrangement reflects some of 
the Victorian arrangements.

Statutory Authority
• This arrangement creates a new 

Authority or Authorities with 
its/their own staff and resources.

• The Authority or Authorities are  
responsible for all IWM planning.

Centralisation
• Under this arrangement all assets, 

services and functions from 
existing institutions are 
transferred to one body or bodies.

• All functions and funding is 
centralised.

Greater 
Adelaide 
Forum

Sub-regional 
Forums

OR
Greater 

Adelaide 
Authority

Sub-regional 
Authorities

OR
Greater 

Adelaide 
body

Sub-regional 
bodies

OR
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Summary

1. Significant reform of institutional and funding arrangements is required
A ‘business as usual’ (BAU) approach will likely not address existing and future challenges, with substantial change required. This 
indicates that stakeholders are seeking an ambitious level of reform, with any new arrangements needing to address the current 
governance challenges and limitations.

2. There are no ‘silver bullet’ arrangements
Each of the high-level arrangements provided as a basis for discussions had significant benefits and disbenefits.

3. New arrangements must deliver the desired IWM outcomes
Arrangements seen as not being able to achieve the broad IWM outcomes were not supported, including those that would add to 
bureaucracy with no substantial progress. Specifically, arrangements focused on improved coordination and communication alone 
would require additional resources to manage, with no guarantee of achieving the desired outcomes.

4. Statutory Authority and centralised arrangements were considered most likely to deliver IWM outcomes effectively
However, both were also considered to have the most significant risks of increased bureaucracy, monopolisation, decreased 
collaboration and a loss of connection to local communities and their values. In addition, they will be difficult to implement due to the 
extent of reform required and potentially limited widespread political support. 

Seven themes emerged from across the three workshops
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Summary

5. Variations and hybrids warrant further investigation
None of the four arrangements assessed during the workshops were considered ideal. Drawing on the best elements of those assessed, 
several variations and hybrids were identified, including incorporating elements of the coordination arrangements into the Statutory 
Authority and centralised arrangements.

6. Other elements of the existing governance arrangements must also be addressed
Inadequate funding, financing, and regulation that doesn’t allow for consideration of the full benefits of IWM must be addressed 
alongside any new institutional arrangements to achieve the desired outcomes. Collaboration should also be a key element of any future 
arrangements.

7. Transitional arrangements may be required
Given the significant existing and emerging challenges, improved governance arrangements are urgently required. However, any 
substantial change to governance arrangements will require complex reform. Transitional arrangements may be required to address the 
urgency and provide a ‘stepping stone’ to new arrangements. 
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Next steps

The workshops outputs are now being used to:

• inform the refinement of the governance design and assessment criteria, and

• develop a set of updated institutional arrangements, reflecting the feedback provided by stakeholders, including hybrids 
and variations of the original four conceptual arrangements.

The refined institutional and funding arrangements will then be assessed as basis for additional stakeholder input, including 
through a potential discussion paper(s) and second executive forum in May/June 2024.
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Local Government

Summary of what we heard at the Local Government workshop



Key messages
• The BAU + arrangements would be unlikely to drive the required change and deliver the desired IWM outcomes

• The coordination arrangements would improve collaboration and cooperation, but on their own are unlikely to deliver long-term 
outcomes due to a lack of clear decision-making authority. It would also:

• be highly bureaucratic and require resources to establish and maintain 
• need to operate at multiple levels. e.g. a whole of Greater Adelaide forum supported by catchment or regional forums and 

issues focused groups

• The Statutory Authority arrangements could improve transparency, accountability and integration, but could also add to 
bureaucracy by adding another ‘layer’ to agency's responsibilities. To ensure its success, it would:

• rely on developing robust, enforceable IWM plans
• need to be integrated with existing legislation and consideration of roles and responsibilities, which may require changes to 

existing functions to avoid duplication

• The centralised arrangements have the potential to deliver the IWM outcomes sought, creating a clear authorising environment 
and cost recovery model. Its establishment would be challenged by the: 

• substantial reform of legislation, roles and responsibilities and resulting political resistance 
• complicated and costly transfer of assets
• resulting monopoly, which is not aligned with the current WIA

• Participants emphasised the need for urgency to address the emerging challenges, with interim arrangements providing the 
opportunity to address this and facilitate the transition to new arrangements
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Business as usual +
Benefits identified:

• Organisations can keep doing what they do well

• Nimble and agile

• Less bureaucratic than other options

• Low impact/easy to implement/less change management 
required

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Will not:

o Implement the existing reform actions

o Deliver the desired long-term IWM outcomes

o Integrate stormwater and wastewater or overcome the 
siloed approach to stormwater

o Address the inequities across Local Government 
regarding access to capability and resources 

o Deliver on community aspirations or expectations e.g. use 
of recycled water

o Address current underfunding e.g. Stormwater 
Management Authority

o Address the challenges of appropriately resourcing assets, 
asset deficiency and future upgrade demands

o Help tackle long-term growth pressures

o Deliver on the government election commitment

Success will require:

• DEW being appropriately resourced, with more than just state 
appropriation required
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Coordination
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Benefits identified:
• Right people ‘around the table’ making decisions together
• Allows peer-to-peer interactions on specific topics
• Maintains the elements of the system that are working well
• Relatively simple to set-up – limited legislative, regulatory and 

policy changes required
• Proven model from other jurisdictions
• May assist with advocacy

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:
• Highly bureaucratic – many parties, resulting in additional 

complexity for minor increased value, resulting in reputational 
damage i.e. could be more ‘feel good’ than ‘do good’

• Limited power to ensure the best IWM outcomes are achieved 
where they are most needed

• Local politics may override the ‘best’ IWM decisions

• No mandated participation
• No clear pathway if consensus is not reached
• Underfunding of certain elements of water management is 

likely to make it difficult to reach consensus e.g. stormwater 
management plans struggle with funding and consensus

• May be difficult to obtain additional funding

Success will require:
• Additional legislative changes to achieve the desired outcomes
• Clearly defined roles and responsibilities that are cognisant of 

different decision-making frameworks for different 
organisations

• A clear role for the regulator
• Implementation at different scales: the sub-regional scale to 

allow for local or catchment-based decisions and to constrain 
discussions; and the state/regional scale to consider cross-
catchment decisions



Statutory Authority
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Benefits identified:

• Centralised policy decisions 

• Clear responsibilities for implementation

• Greatly improved stormwater management through 
integration

• Potential improvement in equitable service standards for 
stormwater management

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Adds another layer of bureaucracy and governance, 
including the management and coordination of many 
existing organisations

• May not have access to all the information it requires for 
decisions

• Downward pressure on councils to deliver the required 
capital projects across stormwater, water distribution and 
other water assets, with insufficient funding to deliver 
them

• Levies won't be well received

Success will require:

• Implemented at regional scale – large enough to be 
meaningful

• Merging/removing some of the existing bodies



Centralisation
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Benefits identified:

• Integrated functions

• Clear roles and responsibilities

• Will enable better decision-making
• Force integration of sources

• Decisions made based on full costs and benefits

• More independent from government

• Better utilisation of infrastructure

• Possibly more efficient

• Achieve economies of scale

• Clear line of sight between billpayers and service providers

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• May not deliver on IWM outcomes

• Could be a huge cost

• Limits the ability to have different scaled approaches

• Decisions may not reflect community values

• May lose local knowledge

• Lack of responsiveness and agility

• Seen as a new tax

• Could stifle innovation

Success will require:

• Transfer of assets

• Implementation at the sub-regional scale or centralised 
governance with regional businesses



Other arrangements & input
The workshop identified two potential alternative 
arrangements
Hybrid arrangement 1

Water distribution is centralised and stormwater management 
is statutorily regulated. A separate funding body is created by 
government, with a percentage of the profits from the water 
distribution business used to fund both stormwater and water 
distribution initiatives.

Hybrid arrangement 2

The management of assets is determined by geographic scale: 
a large entity has responsibility for large-scale assets and 
regional entities for smaller assets, possibly at a catchment 
scale. This could be similar to Victoria’s formal arrangement, 
i.e. the 60 ha rule. Funding is provided by users/beneficiaries 
(i.e. utility charge) and embedded within a statutory authority 
so that funding is separate from government funding.

Participants also provided some general input
• One of the key limitations to IWM in Greater Adelaide is 

that there is a misalignment in the formal objectives – 
councils have urban amenity and greening as core 
objectives, while for water utilities they are water security 
and affordability

• Existing institutions are set up around traditional values of 
health, wellbeing and safety with a transition to new values 
around resilience, climate change, and environment, as well 
as maintaining the traditional values

• Need to ensure the community sees value in the change to 
governance arrangements

• An enabling corporate culture and structure will be needed 
to prioritise the new arrangements 

• Changes to governance arrangements must be done 
alongside investment in innovation and education
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Regional bodies & 
stakeholders

Summary of what we heard at regional bodies and stakeholders' 
workshop



Key messages

• BAU + arrangements do not go far enough

• The coordination arrangements are more likely to be supported and could be implemented relatively easily but do not:
• require anyone to do anything differently
• provide additional funding
• have a clear final decision maker and accountability

• The Statutory Authority arrangements could improve coordination and integration of sources and solutions, but 
potentially adds more layer of bureaucracy

• The centralised arrangements could provide the option of building something from the ground up that has ‘teeth’; 
however, it will be highly complex to establish and if not done well could lose connection with local experience and 
community input and values

What we heard – Greater Adelaide IWM Governance Sector Workshops Page 17



Business as usual +

Benefits identified:

• Continued focus on doing 

• Progress overdue water legislation changes

• ‘Light touch’ – more likely to be supported

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Does not go far enough – not making sufficient progress under current arrangements

• It won’t address the existing gaps, role challenges or funding barriers to IWM

• Would not overcome existing barriers related to recognising the true value or benefits of IWM

• Insufficient funding – DEW would need additional resources

• Could feel like direction to some regional authorities and could compromise collaboration
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Coordination
Benefits identified:

• Encourages collaboration and integration

• Good for connecting and getting people together

• Would help build trust among stakeholders

• Can be implemented relatively easily

• Enables gradual change – could part of the process 
to move toward more significant reform

• More likely to be supported

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Not enough change – does not create a 
requirement to do things differently to progress 
IWM

• No final decision maker and no clear accountability

• No new funding mechanism

• Minimises capacity to leverage additional funding

• Can be changed with a change of government

• May develop great plans but with no action

Success will require:

• An overarching body 

• An associated increase in resourcing 

• Implementation at the Greater Adelaide scale with 
an ability to focus on the local scale

• Having the right people at the table
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Statutory Authority
Benefits identified:

• A single entity aligning all government policies and stakeholder 
interests

• Greater coordination of information and planning for available 
water sources

• Consideration of all water sources

• Will ensure it is everyone's job to drive IWM

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Over bureaucratic – another organisation that might slow down 
decision-making and progress towards IWM

• Possible duplication of effort and conflict with other stakeholders

• Potential marginalisation of existing organisations

• More expensive than current arrangements

• Ongoing sustainable funding would be difficult to achieve

Success will require:

• Centralised decision-making powers

• Clear delineation of responsibilities – how much 
authority/decision-making powers it has vs existing organisations 

• Skills-based Board

• Implementation at regional and sub-regional scales

• Sustainable and clear financing and funding arrangements 

• Significant political will

• Consideration of how landscapes are managed with water
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Centralisation
Benefits identified:

• Ability to consider the costs and benefits across the whole 
water cycle

• Provide equity across stakeholders in a holistic manner

• Ability to address upstream and downstream issues

• Would provide consistency and centralisation of authority

• Provides the opportunity to build something from the 
‘ground up’

• Can get things done

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Loss of trust and connection with the community

• The need to return revenue to the government would limit 
the ability to achieve IWM outcomes

• No checks and balances on a monopoly

• Would create a power imbalance among stakeholders

• Highly complex to implement – requires unpicking existing 
arrangements and legislation

• Operation challenges would arise with risks of unintended 
consequences

Success will require:

• Potentially a new entity

• A state-wide approach with the ability to ‘tap into’ local 
knowledge and values

• Some form of consultative group/s

• Ensuring consumer’s needs are considered

• Unpicking existing arrangements and legislation, with 
statutory objects and principles of enabling legislation to 
establish a common goal for accountability
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State agencies

Summary of what we heard at the state agencies workshop



Key messages
• BAU + and coordination arrangements may not result in a ‘step change’, address current challenges or improve decision-

making, with limited progress towards IWM. Alternatively, coordination arrangements could be paired with other 
arrangements to progress IWM. 

• For coordination arrangements to be successful, it would require funding from the government, a clear role and purpose 
of forums/groups and a tiered structure with different levels of responsibilities

• The Statutory Authority arrangements could improve transparency of decision-making, but could also:
• increase bureaucracy
• de-link entities that own and operate the assets, resulting in inefficiencies

• Further work is required to understand the role and relationship of the Statutory Authority with other entities (e.g. 
Stormwater Management Authority and Landscape Boards) and plans 

• The centralised arrangements could improve the integration of services. It also would enable clear cost recovery and 
create an authorising environment. However, there are significant risks with this model including:

• creating monopoly/ies with no clear oversight
• significant costs and difficulties in transferring assets
• a risk of losing local input and context for solutions

• A regional stormwater authority was also identified as an alternative hybrid arrangement
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Coordination

Benefits identified:

• Greater opportunity for integration, collaboration, and information 
sharing

• Level of acceptance and ease of implementation is likely to be high

• Many lessons from the Victorian IWM program that can be used

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Unclear if the arrangement will help address current challenges and 
achieve IWM outcomes, particularly large-scale/whole-of-system 
outcomes

• May not support effective decision-making i.e. it may be difficult to 
make complicated, trade-off decisions

• Challenges associated with assigning responsibility and funding e.g. 
funding to deliver infrastructure

• Overlaps with current responsibilities and activities of Landscape 
Boards

• A risk that forums become about information sharing only, with no 
action

• Likely to be resource-intensive

Success will require:

• Forum chair and champion roles to be held by senior leaders to 
drive participation 

• Dedicated oversight and secretarial roles to be established 

• Government funding provided to establish new arrangements and 
ongoing roles, which may require a legislative basis

• A tiered structure be adopted to balance the need for decision-
making and the ability to regularly convene a forum. e.g. forums at 
the Chief Executive level, supported by working groups at the officer 
level

• Implementation at the sub-regional scale to allow for catchment-
based decisions
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Statutory Authority
Benefits identified:

• Transparency and accountability, including how decisions are 
made

• Will ensure that all stakeholders are brought together

• Includes legal powers, making IWM activities enforceable

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Will add a layer of bureaucracy that could be unwieldy 

• Could risk de-linking entities that own and operate assets, 
resulting in inefficiencies

• Will place additional pressure on the preparation of regional 
IWM plans

• Will be difficult to integrate with existing legislation

• Will take time for legislation to come into effect

• May be unclear on who regulatory agencies need to deal with

Success will require:

• Additional resources

• Parliamentary support

• Implementation at a geographic scale consistent with what it is 
going to do –  potentially a state-wide approach with regional 
components. 

• A bottom-up approach in the first instance – where 
stakeholders come together first on what the issues are

• Clarity on whether it will replace existing entities such as the 
Stormwater Management Authority

• Clarity on whether IWM plans would be addition to or replace 
existing plans (stormwater management plans, water 
allocation plans, landscape plans)
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Centralisation
Benefits identified:

• Everything in one place, facilitating integration 

• Provides a clear authorising environment and roles and 
responsibilities

• Clear cost recovery model and funding for waterways and 
drainage

• May help delay investments into other potable water supply 
infrastructure options through better integration of sources

• Could broaden the benefits to the community, environment etc

• Still allows for regional centralised options with larger service 
providers (i.e not everything needs to be centralised)

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

• Large organisations may be less nimble and more siloed

• Risks associated with a monopoly, which is at odds with the 
current Water Industry Act

• May lose an understanding of local issues and  context

• Politically challenging to deliver – potentially subject to the risk 
of change if delivered over multiple election cycles

Success will require:

• Rigorous oversight to be built in

• Clear model for cost recovery and economic regulation

• Other enablers such as IWM oversight, forums to facilitate 
collaboration and mechanisms to ensure that there is the 
diversity of opinions considered in decision-making

• Implementation at the Greater Adelaide scale, with a separate, 
tailored approach for the rest of the state

• Adequate engagement with stakeholders and customers

• Clear transition stages towards full implementation

• A robust method to assess the costs of assets and negotiate 
and transition assets in an equitable manner

What we heard – Greater Adelaide IWM Governance Sector Workshops Page 26



Other arrangements

Summary

• Integrated stormwater model 

• Regional subsidiaries for stormwater and potentially 
wastewater

• Skills-based Board

• Would reduce the amount of negotiation or collaboration 
to progress IWM and in doing so provide benefits for 
integrated stormwater management

Roles

• SA Water continue to provide mains drinking water but not 
all sources of drinking water (split would need to be 
defined)

• Small drinking water suppliers exempt, i.e. not included in 
central authority

• Expand remit of SA Water to enable effective partnerships 
(greening & cooling)

Powers conferred by

• Local Government Act

• Water Industry Act

• Water retail code for small and large retailers

The workshop identified a regional stormwater entity as a hybrid arrangement
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Appendix A – 
Participants



Local Government workshop participants

(add list)

Name Organisation Name Organisation

David Bailey Adelaide Plains Council Bruce Newmann City of Salisbury

Gary Lyons Alexandrina Council David Pezzanti City of Salisbury

Shane Broadbent City of Charles Sturt Andrew Comas City of Victor Harbor

Erryn Busby City of Holdfast Bay Andrew King City of West Torrens

Glynn Ricketts City of Marion Michelle Kennedy City of West Torrens

Chris Haskas City of Mitcham Andrew Aitken Eastern Region Alliance Water

Karen Wehterall City of Mitcham Kieran Chappell Light Regional Council

Nina Keath City of Onkaparinga Clinton Jury Local Government Association of SA

Ynys Onsman City of Onkaparinga
Nathan Petrus Local Government Association of SA

Greg Pattinson City of Playford Helen Edmonds Mt Barker District Council

Craig Hughes City of Port Adelaide Enfield
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State government agencies workshop participants

Name Organisation Name Organisation
Hannah Ellyard Department for Environment and Water Brett Steiner Department for Trade and Investment – 

Planning and Land-use Services

Martin Allen Department for Environment and Water Cathryn Saunders Department for Trade and Investment – 
Planning and Land-use Services

Naomi Struve Department for Energy and Mining / Office of 
the Technical Regulator

Lissa Arcoverde Essential Services Commission of South 
Australia

David Cunliffe SA Health Laura McDonald Essential Services Commission of South 
Australia

Karen Bennink SA Health Ashley Kingsborough SA Water

Martin Sharp Department of Treasury & Finance Madeleine Greenlee SA Water

Shaun Thomas Environmental Protection Authority Mellissa Bradley SA Water
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Regional bodies and stakeholders workshop participants

(add list)

Name Organisation Name Organisation
Martin Stokes Green Adelaide Leonie Boothby Regional Development Australia, Barossa Gawler 

Light Adelaide Plains

Tammy Partridge Green Adelaide Zac McCrindle Regional Development Australia, Barossa Gawler 
Light Adelaide Plains

Michael Garrod Hills & Fleurieu Landscape Board Liam Golding Urban Development Institute

Wendy Telfer Hills & Fleurieu Landscape Board Mark Pivovaroff Urban Development Institute

Amy Lee Murraylands & Riverland Landscape Board Charlotte Nitschke Conservation Council SA

Tom Mowbray Murraylands & Riverland Landscape Board Anne Jensen Conservation Council SA

John Peet Northern & Yorke Landscape Region Shanti Ditter Stormwater Management Authority

Rebecca Howard Northern & Yorke Landscape Region Belinda Skilton Stormwater Management Authority

Davide Gaglio Resilient East Rebecca Tooher South Australian Council of Social Service
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Appendix B – Workshop 
activity outputs



Local Government – Business as usual +
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Local Government – Coordination
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Local Government – Statutory Authority
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Local Government – Centralised
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Regional bodies and stakeholders – Business as usual +
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Regional bodies and stakeholders – Coordination
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Regional bodies and stakeholders – Statutory Authority

What we heard – Greater Adelaide IWM Governance Sector Workshops Page 39



Regional bodies and stakeholders - Centralised
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Stage agencies – Coordination
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Stage agencies – Statutory Authority
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Stage agencies – Centralised
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