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Introduction

Exploring possible institutional and funding arrangements for IWM in Greater Adelaide

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.
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Exploring potential institutional arrangements

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

4 A

@

Business as usual +

e This arrangement reflects current
arrangements with some
adjustments to processes and
coordination.

e Roles and responsibilities largely
remain unchanged.

e Funding arrangements remain
largely unchanged.

e This arrangement includes

DEW to oversee the delivery of
reform activities.

establishing an ‘Office’ within

4 A

d

Coordination

e This arrangement focuses on
improved coordination across
stakeholders and includes the
establishment of forum/s.

e This arrangement reflects some of
the Victorian arrangements.

Sub-regional Greater
Adelaide

Forums
Forum

4 A

of

Statutory Authority

e This arrangement creates a new
Authority or Authorities with
its/their own staff and resources.

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

Sub-regional Greater
Authorities Adelaide
Authority

\_ /

\_ /

-

\_

centralised.
. Greater
Sub—reglonal Adelaide
bodies
body

Centralisation

Under this arrangement all assets,
services and functions from
existing institutions are
transferred to one body or bodies.
All functions and funding is

/
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Summary

Seven themes emerged from across the three workshops

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.
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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

Refined institutional and funding arrangements

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
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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
e complicated and costly transfer of assets
* resulting monopoly, which is not aligned with the current WIA

e 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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l imely e OScn.
Business as usual + SN

Benefits identified: O Address the inequities across Local Government

regarding access to capability and resources
* Organisations can keep doing what they do well & & P y

O Deliver on community aspirations or expectations e.g. use

* Nimble and agile of recycled water

*  Less bureaucratic than other options O Address current underfunding e.g. Stormwater

e Low impact/easy to implement/less change management Management Authority

required O Address the challenges of appropriately resourcing assets,

asset deficiency and future upgrade demands

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified: 0 Help tackle long-term growth pressures

e Will not: O Deliver on the government election commitment

O Implement the existing reform actions

0 Deliver the desired long-term IWM outcomes Success will require:
O Integrate stormwater and wastewater or overcome the * DEW being appropriately resourced, with more than just state
siloed approach to stormwater appropriation required
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Coordination a0

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
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Statutory Authority

Benefits identified:
e Centralised policy decisions
e Clear responsibilities for implementation

e Greatly improved stormwater management through
integration

e Potential improvement in equitable service standards for
stormwater management

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

e 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

What we heard — Greater Adelaide IWM Governance Sector Workshops

a3
<€
RGP
Ce(‘\*f de‘:ﬁ\c; Le
» Cv V.
" 200 c\???\(\,{\e We//les Wont
ons oo, ECigyq o 2
(Eﬁ"? sm( R 0170 m +
a0 ony, S of
\e\'“e“‘ ol 9g
. O
\“\‘) s

Page 13



Centralisation

Benefits identified:

* Integrated functions

e Clear roles and responsibilities

* Will enable better decision-making
e  Force integration of sources
* Decisions made based on full costs and benefits
*  More independent from government

* Better utilisation of infrastructure

e 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
e Limits the ability to have different scaled approaches

* Decisions may not reflect community values
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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
e 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
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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:
e require anyone to do anything differently
e provide additional funding
* have a clear final decision maker and accountability

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

e 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
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Business as usual +

o o ope 0/fg Q/l/?g
Benefits identified: ans 90, e g
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* Continued focus on doing 6/7%"”747@,:9’/% Yitje,
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* Progress overdue water legislation changes Ctuay ;"N g, 100 15, S
. . the Qras. O
* ‘Light touch’ — more likely to be supported s oo O wig,
/4

Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

* Does not go far enough — not making sufficient progress under current arrangements

* |t 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
e Insufficient funding — DEW would need additional resources

e Could feel like direction to some regional authorities and could compromise collaboration
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Coordination

Benefits identified:

* Encourages collaboration and integration

e Good for connecting and getting people together
e Would help build trust among stakeholders

e (Can be implemented relatively easily

e 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
WM

* 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:
e An overarching body
* An associated increase in resourcing

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

e Having the right people at the table
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Page 19



Statutory Authority

Benefits identified: Success will require:

* Asingle entity aligning all government policies and stakeholder
interests

Centralised decision-making powers

e (lear delineation of responsibilities — how much
* Greater coordination of information and planning for available authority/decision-making powers it has vs existing organisations

water sources
e Skills-based Board

* Consideration of all water sources . : :
* Implementation at regional and sub-regional scales

* Will ensure it is everyone's job to drive IWM ) ) ) )
e Sustainable and clear financing and funding arrangements

* Significant political will
Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified: , , .
e Consideration of how landscapes are managed with water

* Qver bureaucratic — another organisation that might slow down
decision-making and progress towards IWM

* Possible duplication of effort and conflict with other stakeholders complexty +tu becgligdstatew.

* Potential marginalisation of existing organisations “;eé,::ee;nig:‘;“ ";’Z;Z,;j Cs;s;, :mgf,,

* More expensive than current arrangements ma enf:;{:;:: :av;t afeajé'A:ZZ‘anZ;/[Zg’:

* Ongoing sustainable funding would be difficult to achieve V E?‘“‘:::\‘g:rfdg COO"”"ZZ:S"G e
a‘:\::\aonsm'\\'\w Ohme, Yithin
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Centralisation

set Overal)
Benefits identified: * Would create a power imbalance among stakeholders targets and
. : : . : : I - goals wj
* Ability to consider the costs and benefits across the whole ¢ Highly complex to implement — requires unpicking existing leai Mf"th
water cycle arrangements and legislation Jislative
teet
* Provide equity across stakeholders in a holistic manner e Operation challenges would arise with risks of unintended h
. . consequences
e Ability to address upstream and downstream issues s
e
* Would provide consistency and centralisation of authority é\gd\“z:w@“z(e
_ _ _ _ Success will require: et o o e
* Provides the opportunity to build something from the e® -\“a“%“\v\%‘gea o
‘eround up’ e Potentially a new entity v%:’&af\‘agcﬁ“\@e .
O e e o
e (Can get things done e A state-wide approach with the ability to ‘tap into’ local 9&\&\\\“@:2;\6‘;‘%1\3\&»
knowledge and values w0y
e Some form of consultative group/s
Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified: group/
_ _ _ e Ensuring consumer’s needs are considered
* Loss of trust and connection with the community £ trust
_ .. * Unpicking existing arrangements and legislation, with Loss © ounity
* The need to return revenue to the government would limit  s¢atytory objects and principles of enabling legislation to  with o™ <
the ability to achieve IWM outcomes establish a common goal for accountability “e;t\cﬂ o
ne
* No checks and balances on a monopoly Czc:‘mmun'\ﬂes
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State agencies

Summary of what we heard at the state agencies workshop
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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.

e 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

e 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:

e creating monopoly/ies with no clear oversight
* significant costs and difficulties in transferring assets
e arisk of losing local input and context for solutions

* Aregional stormwater authority was also identified as an alternative hybrid arrangement
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Benefits identified: * Arisk that forums become about information sharing only, with no
) ) i ) ] ) action
e Greater opportunity for integration, collaboration, and information
sharing e Likely to be resource-intensive

* Level of acceptance and ease of implementation is likely to be high
* Many lessons from the Victorian IWM program that can be used Success will require:

e Forum chair and champion roles to be held by senior leaders to

. . . e, ) o drive participation
Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified:

) ) * Dedicated oversight and secretarial roles to be established
* Unclear if the arrangement will help address current challenges and

achieve IWM outcomes, particularly large-scale/whole-of-system ¢ Government funding provided to establish new arrangements and

outcomes ongoing roles, which may require a legislative basis
* May not support effective decision-making i.e. it may be difficult to ¢ A tiered structure be adopted to balance the need for decision-
make complicated, trade-off decisions making and the ability to regularly convene a forum. e.g. forums at
the Chief Executive level, supported by working groups at the officer

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

level

* Implementation at the sub-regional scale to allow for catchment-

e Overlaps with current responsibilities and activities of Landscape based decisions

Boards

What we heard — Greater Adelaide IWM Governance Sector Workshops Page 24



Statutory Authority WIS ey,

Benefits identified: Success will require:

* Transparency and accountability, including how decisions are ¢ Additional resources Uncy,
made

e Parliamentary support

* Will ensure that all stakeholders are brought together ) ) ) ) o

* Implementation at a geographic scale consistent with what it is

* Includes legal powers, making IWM activities enforceable going to do — potentially a state-wide approach with regional
components.
) ) . .. ) . e A bottom-up approach in the first instance — where
Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified: stakeholders come together first on what the issues are
* Will add a layer of bureaucracy that could be unwieldy  Clarity on whether it will replace existing entities such as the

* Could risk de-linking entities that own and operate assets, Stormwater Management Authority

resulting in inefficiencies e Clarity on whether IWM plans would be addition to or replace

. . -, , , existing plans (stormwater management plans, water
}/\\ll\;lllﬂp:)?gﬁsaddltlonal pressure on the preparation of regional allocation plans, landscape plans)

e Will be difficult to integrate with existing legislation
* Will take time for legislation to come into effect Coulq risk ¢,

. . (=] 7
* May be unclear on who regulatory agencies need to deal with that acy, CNtities
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* Everything in one place, facilitating integration

* Provides a clear authorising environment and roles and
responsibilities

Politically challenging to deliver — potentially subject to the ris!
of change if delivered over multiple election cycles
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e C(lear cost recovery model and funding for waterways and
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drainage e Clear model for cost recovery and economic regulation augy. Yater ¢, Pliong
* May help delay investments into other potable water supply ~ « Other enablers such as IWM oversight, forums to facilitate ecisie,,
infrastructure options through better integration of sources collaboration and mechanisms to ensure that there is the
. . . diversity of opinions considered in decision-makin
* Could broaden the benefits to the community, environment etc Y P &
. Still all : ional tralised opti h . * Implementation at the Greater Adelaide scale, with a separate,
" allows for reglonal centralised options WIth farger service tailored approach for the rest of the state
providers (i.e not everything needs to be centralised)
* Adequate engagement with stakeholders and customers tf““/dma & mo
1an ne . Fi
Risks, disbenefits and limitations identified: e Clear transition stages towards full implementation Offset som ”::3" to
hallep, th
e Large organisations may be less nimble and more siloed * Arobust method to assess the costs of assets and negotiate /E,,QE?ZS Fon
_ ) ) o _ and transition assets in an equitable manner Mty
* Risks associated with a monopoly, which is at odds with the
current Water Industry Act
* May lose an understanding of local issues and context
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Other arrangements

The workshop identified a regional stormwater entity as a hybrid arrangement

Summary e Small drinking water suppliers exempt, i.e. not included in

central authority
e Integrated stormwater model

* Expand remit of SA Water to enable effective partnerships

e Regional subsidiaries for stormwater and potentially (greening & cooling)

wastewater

e Skills-based Board

. . Powers conferred b
* Would reduce the amount of negotiation or collaboration 4

to progress IWM and in doing so provide benefits for e Local Government Act

integrated stormwater management
g g e Water Industry Act

e Water retail code for small and large retailers

Roles

e SA Water continue to provide mains drinking water but not
all sources of drinking water (split would need to be
defined)
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Local Government workshop participants

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

Hannah Ellyard

Martin Allen

Naomi Struve

David Cunliffe

Karen Bennink

Martin Sharp

Shaun Thomas

Department for Environment and Water

Department for Environment and Water

Department for Energy and Mining / Office of

the Technical Regulator

SA Health

SA Health

Department of Treasury & Finance

Environmental Protection Authority

Brett Steiner

Cathryn Saunders

Lissa Arcoverde

Laura McDonald

Ashley Kingsborough

Madeleine Greenlee

Mellissa Bradley

Department for Trade and Investment —
Planning and Land-use Services

Department for Trade and Investment —
Planning and Land-use Services

Essential Services Commission of South
Australia

Essential Services Commission of South
Australia

SA Water

SA Water

SA Water
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Regional bodies and stakeholders workshop participants

Martin Stokes

Tammy Partridge

Michael Garrod
Wendy Telfer
Amy Lee

Tom Mowbray
John Peet
Rebecca Howard

Davide Gaglio

Green Adelaide

Green Adelaide

Hills & Fleurieu Landscape Board

Hills & Fleurieu Landscape Board
Murraylands & Riverland Landscape Board
Murraylands & Riverland Landscape Board
Northern & Yorke Landscape Region
Northern & Yorke Landscape Region

Resilient East

Leonie Boothby

Zac McCrindle

Liam Golding
Mark Pivovaroff

Charlotte Nitschke
Anne Jensen
Shanti Ditter

Belinda Skilton

Rebecca Tooher

Regional Development Australia, Barossa Gawler

Light Adelaide Plains

Regional Development Australia, Barossa Gawler

Light Adelaide Plains

Urban Development Institute
Urban Development Institute
Conservation Council SA
Conservation Council SA
Stormwater Management Authority
Stormwater Management Authority

South Australian Council of Social Service
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Local Government — Business as usual +

Workshop comments

Additional comments (post-workshop)
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:;',:;S::; community what BAU ey o council councils Strictureto ao«:«r"\ and cost Burden
P - stormwater good faith that
term outcomes  SXPectations will look il : fieabsion have free integration can fll over on coastal
i will remain directions ride. aquickly councils
like
appropriate Adziaide Plains CC
How difficult resourcing easy runs 6 few spetic
angement will be critical option 5"‘;:22:_::?;?“ straightfarward
wiould be ( of DEW) membersilocal politics,
equired to establish it? 3010 do anything
innovative fikely to
need legistative reform
Ik e State Water SB : define Need to identify mare risk
T bl body needs to the best use “where the gaps are based funding
What would | change ‘ have an open eg. DEWpaiicy &
2 - B imegretes " for each ek arrangement
ibout this arrangement? SOTMEer reCyCied mind SA Water I con't just be state P
e locked nto Sl g
current state. location kel
Need to.be st

Scale and
scope is
unclear
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Local Government — Coordination

Group Workshop comments Additional comments (post-workshop)
Allows peer 3 - I may assistwith Limited Provides 1 works well, Flewbility - = 2
L Holdon o evatay - 59 for wlation improved patentisl ta Vo I pRG coordinaten wil
st Prav, Reg iming - open around the taoie
PeEt model fram elements ot Fed gout suppont i il Ieverege voices i i it
l“m;;cﬁ: other Indusiry that ™ Shaieriass that :MF::;::' EHETING In relesian 10 aodress dl;cus:;;n: = ivp) onmieTich
on k: wio can all gres. t bppoALATSE e jon' across
topics Jurisdictions are.working upon for ImEr woing uncares everyone in syt pristictiens.
ential for Additional
SO IS fittle benefit Could be Limited powers pl‘l’:(lEaSEd Who are ROt o fund
ey option 3+ : = Additional PRl Difficult to Paody fundes works may not L
Limited eogmonsices:  Over whatls band-aid more feel Limited Hirtihat: (oo i anxiety the forum stemanns weuda Align with the moreofa
i i e
owers for intle value. currently in solution ood than ower _ , petween e e community or
P incressed nlacey gd d B included '""::W il cansensus entitles members e e amn;’myé challenge
BritEieeiey gt o goo eded el
i A Risk that facal
optan 3+ Bepinasional= winar paliics trume
additohal cost set happens it imegraed
for litthe wvalue. expectations, consensus objecives If ihere's
increased ot met fnot lsn't reachad? no carror or stick
DuresucTacy e1c binding) for implementing
them
R complex-y Eanytoceas-  COMplex -large [ —— Easy to create B o g
- copy wnet nas #of parties. ) a forum, SMPs and thelr vt ok
elssanere - bt involved is ¥ kb difficult to difficulties for
difficrn asking for meriegemant reach il
£ lan limited beriefic
scheve bensfts Issuesfeantlict i ar Eriies
3 To achieve many of
) g least itk Wheee doss
adapt Clear role  cognizant of amount of Impravements to Rrice reculesing
f for Azt deczan Pl WML wrould Tikely ‘“'ﬁfivmo
2 © making framewoiks egisiative need more =
regulators or cifierart e ke stakehaide?
orgenisatons change w achveve
considered 10 be Urban cnabenges me Sub- 1 regionai sul Cﬁ"’“’"’ e Could try
s bl aeser for regioral = need 1o il Jigd
and pen urhan Ona regiona capacity 1o
option and hence e i gl s ! Lenseape catchment
would work better talk across Bcard
caupes diffiesity in car Seale
equallyat all Ster processes (g boundary carchmenss.

scales

slanning]
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Local Government — Statutory Authority

Workshop comments

Additional comments (post-workshop)

Centralised while difficult 1o make Stormwater

e ang Sewer Az

Relatively Having a Statuary

At which

? {if relevant? e,

cale wo

eglonal

like landscape
boards (which
started as
catchment
management
boardsl)

be meaningful and be

cognizant of poifics

/

-+ perceptions ata local

level g some nills

counchs might not ke to

b hought of a5
metropoiitan

i policy decisions i would greatly east Ist step. Aﬂr‘;g;:(;’f;?
Commeon and clear service ooty (%0 £ree) < benefit from more fuding \mprove equntable
= i e be passiie
approach responsibilities. i o bemg)uegrade:j required for service standards
for e to SMA in the stormwater
impiementation el authoirty model space.
V N A Smturcry Autnarty woulkd
Stat Authorities can
More Unclear what . o 5 % place downward prassure on
Whi e poues iy | Lroalnel o el | smeeih | fojes borthe o mae t
vhat e they would have,  © a"r:;;:";v e Band-aid Gt et decission making el pediewed = P
arrangem nother and how they £l solution st i Stakeholders nesd 1o concerns of ErBuboN and oUer water
\bout this arrar government would implement oGS Jenadictionsl/guograpecal heve a real seat at the controlling govs ‘acsets £oult De probiematic
abi t g Fese space bourdares 1able not [ust & due to lack of robust funding
e reference group mechomsms
2 &
Potential Potential to have & Tocthless tgers...
legislation e e rslunon o
difficult to additional LG ability ta manags Dowers Ve he EEnGiEemenE
overhead / other assets fle il pracucal abiy 1o hetween paries
change if P Coste for water Oeploy those powers potentally
k] cost for become excessive wahoul dlienating compiex / messy
not working limited value could bs at sxpenss stakeholders
of ather things}
ba
+
Adds andther layer ef . Wia funds wotk - will
govemance - we are llkely 1o Chalsioe degiing. Potential thee be cross-
Management become & subsickary which with the egos, . sibsidation betieen
/ coordination S EA RS T i patch protection perception Gigansations /
OV US AN Than over thal and other regions - can be
of a huge councisecied e ol behaviours we of metro cositive and negatve
nbatat annony RIS i {tee recent madia o0
A : v bias ehitins
organisations [ECpnN Jonyess.
Would the body
f this
A Merge some of Ifthis body have funding to
What would | ¢ i einting provided full etlssmntin
about this ar bodies / tedinerfog ol parties or would it
regulators 1o required works, it only direct other
Ciaate U eh might be possible e o
Probably regional Regional but meke the
regionsarge enough 10

What we heard — Greater Adelaide IWM Governance Sector Workshops

Page 35



Local Government — Centralised

Group Workshop comments Additional comments (post workshop)
Possibly more
can maks Grestest ootan Mast likety to Moch el the ority oBan that Better asset edficient and Single
will help uu\;::::! o  benerdecmon of being an be wvery clear s b pma i management improwe sconomes arganisation
integrate alare al when look at ety most ndependent who is e party ‘o IWE pvapecive ;‘“’ = when of .‘m?- = responslble.
full CB and a1 independent of of okt & . resporsibia a5 wihout eoding. ncrzions. ore merticulany for Support
functions Dirpework ; SR s responsible aoposeda layerk o ow volus made across 8 wiaTee isTiouuan priarisation
~ . scale il net. i sty whoie aetamre Busingss.
wnai 3 5
amangen
8| o Best option
‘One organisation e ntal
will enatile help use aniihe | Lockpuihe: S Welerk o e fores: wil get the some services s Centsal
Ci annking water respongiie for Irasgrauen of -
better decision lowest cost cansideat elecincal i d"g i Vibers el T pictabla #conomies of are a cost and clear perepactve - 1 seurce of
standard. 1s
meking water- fit for netwark. As it oteigntbetween  Gareier s ECHM WY& this may be R absolute source INTAMMAtion.
approsch approach f SRR Bill payers snd arsd lagie for cheaper water able to better of responsibility
purpose anexample. postible S A [ Tar communities offsat
adapiable Wit oo Secome ey 18158 8 vy, WAbeses
P it s e friiie Polricelly i 2 el i g savapairtay e
10 varying scalabiity s i e communisy [ frauight et ek s s weare iy a
council sy cn el il = azrown ¥ e o ey e oty aterbeyoe oy M9 DC ADOUE
FHERETEN Sk requAsnENT ertnge fnences: RS M. niew sparoeces gz e e wling 0ty :
standards s=mpe cwen Wkl ki il 58 raes anda
____..'"".ﬂ"__ w':-wmy» Doutine may o
Py
romge  bteene  mee o | | [y [ Cro
councils wEh vister arice : 5
quection mark - o0 big without e Important that lacal Ceptipdrmiyy 4o » - oot i bo nle | EEMEnTRCE: ook s
don't know i this clear guard ittt community is knowledge 15 ik Dy i) L S T Rt i
would be more or rales- scope FSenSA e not worse off and nhuance of ol attar a ShitLin foothall My p "Gﬁgl’?""‘ ol resarm in M2 it gmentihrs
ok platedh 6055 e recemtelechon;  SHERET
less cost effacuve c1eep contine detail respanskAny, M i e
!
alorsy neatee an vary zia thame SB Needs big changs Local and Frii— aset enenn
role of randy & tesk ts enblish dcherat i) . taarg - Poential pusn
Wosmein Changemiege e ~is there stEte RN exemswmite  back rom COuncd
oovmmmn e paloyasann  ODISMHTE polfical | S2vemiens i) o ? oa
oty el secome? support? jred S s
S TRQuin o esecn water business.
where they exist
mare work needed HNeed to think scak up needto P I The ceanrat oty
10 csnguish azou how a clear ‘T wacing Il cloning avdd inchuds eyl would resd o heve
IpenEbiTes hat sarge entity mangmes for A ndngRrease | pabcp dayou it sercing e wah
Testwih LG and Tades sechbumess  reto e Pyt caie 1p expertied enael focsizec arpanizstions
thase that 5z R funciions el e EE— colutions Lledoins such na ‘el pavermmers
contial g whe waukd be cerivol 1o
sarmaster CWMS. BlEing the wetenaay
ngan cirhens sessiance
slamants ot ht
Cosdix oz
g it Viouid resd 1o
P o could vk at eny [ —
L, el scale f ersity acaLss MM
i o mesponsivie set neess i be
nesio Uremssies Lp locabsed and
krger agprogristety place baced.
e
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Regional bodies and stakeholders — Business as usual +

Additional comments (post workshop)

Group Workshop comments
v Need 10 st0p Light
Doesn't kicking overdue Could touch. so
upset the viater legislation focus on e i
apple cart reform down the doing : ?
el to 'take'
Dogsnt go far Not Ml o meking DEW would riot be | Tes! that me gaps 1n
enough - don't o b able fo effectively ~ f0lés and responsinimies Disagree with the “not enough funding” comment
have seal at table enough Profsl coordinate without Adiuadig fedio. because focuses only on the "cost” end of the
Atleast need 10 do 2 headvway under sufficient new Rl value proposition. What's brokes is the whole:
coordination funding current resources being pitaa value mechanisi - we can't ariclate what
model artangements Invested S e Benefits we ars all delivering of need to defiver,
this modet ‘we cantaniculate what the value of defivering
these benefits is (n $ and/or narrative terms), we
«can't articulate who the beneficisries area. and
even f we could TIinkage
between hensfits/bensficiaries and costs, Think
of the Port Philip Bay example: everyone (sort-of)
"Coordination” egfeedmrbe_i.w;wfnhmgen discharges to the
couild fee! like ‘bay, everyane agreed (sart-of| who would be
Fire oyt best-placed to pay those costs (anyone (sort-of)
= proposing to do a thing that resultsd in nitrogen
some jegional discherges). so the value loop was closed.
statutory
authorities.

Perhaps some level
of Ministerial
direction required
o give the
coordination
function some
authority:

As it's "BAL"
current scale/
regional
arrangements
waould remain

or sub regional
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Regional bodies and stakeholders — Coordination

Workshop comments

Additional comments (post workshop)

Prowdes @ for :
May have 9o Takes suy 1k this ptions coukd i 2
ns;:mm ol connecting bzt ey Collaboration - Trust hu!lt a
i e and gettng mirr;’r:um processio conversations good thing -
n Thisis A
from partiss pamerowmes  PEORIGRO MO e Implementmore | happen - focus drive
Torva i significant refarm .
CRERtcomes collaboration
Cossnicene Minimises Niba end up
ermic oo No mechansm
s ety Frisied il with great o 0nve scran.
et race ek i bk Hite plans it No final decislon
e ey additinsl oty SGsion 0 actions. maker or
funding. o Wit 0g0forT ‘Independent
! i able 1o enforce
oSty Lower N new funding 10 0 ground acton afer & recommended
S eline o bl nutizer of yoars of werk Eedors
accoumaniny s ehange likelihood of F
ol sit things to & achieving e
great deal oulcomes? ke ‘:";?"'“‘5
Biggestrisk s mRIsli that s kbt this fasis like & half
T ) A cictng o 1 e ww;m"b we cant be
wo change but consimers nat 100 dlssmissive as we
mplemenamon changethatls  createsmore  wastng mecharsems SckTnndgE e st bt
tequirsd S ot laly 15 prowice Sl s mor elikley o be
i oA Ma Ll able 1o be delivered
compared to others
Can be. e
implementad “’m::!’“" howe captive is
refatively anyone to a structure
auicidy. enange much with change of
government
o e pai
et e oo have right Strang leadership
Wha togetto the Pkl people at would be
i PG e change. the table required. e.q
about
independent
Chalr
" " — Support o greater
v 30t Woukd need o fr—
h il b e Nesd both it Adelaide Farum.
sl L g bady big picture 32 nees to stiech Bigger picture
gior Coomem  Gmvemivi ond he oy et less staff time
wodkanesito n s peopie e
gy pesly 10 drll down. requirement than

sub-regional
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Regional bodies and stakeholders — Statutory Authority

authorities

Group Workshop comments Additional comments (post workshop)
Ies wauid nescl & = .
g e Loaking at all single entity oieonae rester coordi ‘u[.:n of
| Infarmation an
day job o water sculce; aligning f” of govemance i e
this dve | -useds muc SNPOIY oo, suslablewstorsources
as possible and interests i Pyt
projected growih
demand « patential
recycled water supply
Possible
inwroand funding and How much Govemance
conflict - need how itis authority it has / heavy - another
k Fole d -maki organisation
<l nrln,;:; oles u:ied ;ndt ecﬁ\:\:’r;:ismg oy
o wWho Tunds 1 expensive
respansibiities individual

= ; Might slow us Oy focired on Corster
tental for vt - ntegrates. e
i Sl el o ncroas vt bt ¥ b g
i i " addressing ot now v e
need to get = stmns ane wiscomes
5 issues - over i e s e
uy In for all landscapes. tomms e s 25 s,
beuacratic e s
Ongoing budge Would  compleay -
wotildl be the significant e Imaframea setup
e e and political ol ot
i Izgslanon would il oS meRlGaton of
be relanvely sasy will (less than responsiblites.

Legislative weight
to direct other
authorities

i supported centralised)
Do e need a DPC Criical
Board would Action Group'to be making
require N¥hntagons crical decisione, backed
appropriats trunk vs local by Cabnet to keep moving
c dant R mfras:l;:lure us :n:»‘.::u:r::m\; :r.uk
a ment - Skills-based 4 2l
practics govemance,
operationel and sirategic
framework
fvmed stateice
NEs A A Centralised Could streambine
N one catenmen (eg, Both scales ecEan making it
BRI sfe g o = planning + decision
waould thi aress (Auelains]; Also . powers? Budget mk‘“gg‘c ks
egio i B Integration directing capacity? IBEDONHENEEE =

Tmeliness
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Regional bodies and stakeholders - Centralised

Group Workshop comments Additional comments (post workshop)
chance o buld would give o Can look at
dontsesa s ok I give Sivilar setoverall consistency Gain equity - B AR et wan

lotor m.."' Nu i cansister targets and allows 10 asoress i )

5 e Bt or one and costs across the v
benefits- see <k group- less benefits to goals with centraiaetion upstream it i 1t might get
alotofrisks accoun thori legislative SOMATI-IIY things done

authority of authority Issues Az & whaie cycle using a
teeth common frame:
address ‘Subsichanmy 1s iost =
et o Loss of trust NBeh ighar, poNcy oar) i oca! comrnty. Rizks of unimendes e e el e
nge tem imaacs o checks  gonomoly wrong \raighe.- ! s
el fot enviranment an with community i ur;n:!;;:%j;-m consequences -do. S s
= o in c . p
biggerplayer etk i and 10' communties e i co ety an
Inhe power Tisks m_"‘d--m"“ connection 10 balances by a centralised e hardet 1o ksep i ‘demands to match
i r communitles - VACK of neacs AL svalisbie suppy
Imbalance govemmanm pabie localised scele
ey :
T Seeledeiey gmmiohove | takes esls:!u pawer
2 i 5 oAy 1 nultion imoalance
Cepenrs”| | Boksiema. | |GG . i Sl fmation Wieter stakeneiders il
St servses wil ivers sponsip baggags vy ater and othat BttesE WA T ”‘:;:"““P‘ wiguid remave Tre heve unintended
o by for all things ofwoikine " skehoigiers o we manage P democratc input such
e lendszapes, e oty We curmenily nave 83 emvranmental
blodrersay, trom slscied damage from
- conmunives #1e. iy Siomater outfats:
et o b i e
et ez
S e et
sy (e = afardabily s 54 Ve
Somury qureuke  Twsecion st e must prosice
gowem e ‘cutiomel Gt e,
it
Conmasting abliny 1o biing Political will Really significant leg’ W
P other things In = change across muitple -
e and test those Bipartisan ACIS. In &0 era where v esetriny
i St witheut fear of agreement/ BIRarmsanshIp Is rare - e auhariy.
s al Statutory exittng resgoeiiiey for
= — r coiETeRE palitics has changed to v
llober i the point where M‘Wmﬂ
wholesate change i
very difficull
pntany needta ) Han o e e Rl consultative aved o include S o
ke i how wauld: DewsdiiemEst | machanin fr el retprisictor e faintiag
athes tran o i S uoleds 1 b hagse groups would engagement with inton wodll
osampes A v pimies | necdobesesnioge Mkl e s Grzaahen
ey consumers be orrmcmtet T e nestiohave| N iyl
aierties s considered e S catchment ity ozl ot
vl focus Dttcal wil ceiery
o Lm0 e ey
XM oe Scale would Bycdefnitionthis s whihconmnes cenes
A ARG have 10 go central (statewideT. et autrarty Wi
At which scale would thi ‘Water thent el b would anly vark il
r nede 10 be vith some 5ot of """mm
“Ipoked scrass Greater reglonal connection ouy ke s fus
the Siate Adelaide. Tepresenation e
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Stage agencies — Coordination

Workshop feedback

Additional comments (post workshop)

geod for Limited dovers in FrAgen of tan genutnely
improvin s 3pace - seakeholders 1o make « Benefits of ok of
e peing. it OPPOMUNIES ourtdocktons on water! ; colloborstin -
at ar L information i NS b ascustions and A lessons lesmt
piorizaten on our * more inegrate
this arrangemen flow between s o i Scrmmalaridrakiogs, think about all of the i o d from Wic
o the parties ki waterway mansgement pans accross e consideration an since 2017
Ike about this £paciic b that -flows, calturel fows. e e prioritisation af
arrangement) i betibiimtptatnpi imagrmed way whet we deliver
g iiddiz Ly within sach rgion
feels abi ton e v
close 10 BAU gt nal clesr how. ,E”“""’, st chasenge wes be Can bs i 15
able to 3 larger scale eddioenal tunding
andimay not this would - : srouna anytring
negotiste e of & found 1o deiiver
RIS e I sl il ictstaTure? vis oiiadrins
Mhat are the flaws wit nge the outcomes B
What a e flaws wit step change outcomes Conchee WA resconaininyio 0
this arrangement? (what | axsmssed bl ) pramizac?
don't yout rsaciuon mata.
5 very resource ots of overiop B P ok
arrangement) ntensive for wieh whot LB thers than thay o e o g e
very litde should be may ot ageee- rer e e sea e
o gettng acton
besette ! miay be e
risk it becomes Risk of just significant Ca!lnwbomuon fsan
Are there any risks o an information being an info- e “.‘;::’:w
Aoacibie i terds haring for i :
possible unintended i foran sharpgdonn SR doss potcnangs our
L rather than if ot done currentge
e action well organiser madel, and therefore
arrange dossn't address.
<current challenges
reasanably e FE Ma:
How difficult/ complex nen e th Seaibai et Uered aoroacn i Nat sure where Neta Meeds careful e et et
Wit ihsiementh theeatening- mponant £ 10 Pign ‘wshend v resporible “;5‘;""::“: ace need a good chair the resources significant step construction 1o avoid . \gu i
t easier 1o get Eiffcut 12 comene. if ereries a8 yoevad | ozl ity o working groups wald come fro chenge, not e b FEHURE R EICE R W DO A
arrange thiough 10 10w 0 decision 5 se=a ik ey are s Yerieng undermneath and to mpiment - o 100 difficult 1o i SHLSE S0 ey e
king pose: “secssion rouDS UppOTLNg at perceived as 10 acreve TIOUGN Exsting
What w d g fonums that funding and legisiative basis Eyileciant
1at wi d ':“:ﬂ"iw-":”_:mw‘\ car level 10 Cetve oo for funding li Ineffectual for the means since there is nothing
1o estal ecrion theeugh detal amawnt of resourcing that prevents stakshelders.
) theyd require falsing Issuss they consider
rmight palicy, legisiatve,
reguiatcry &tz reform
ey me=diay Thongs tecuned 1 o s el
e om0 4 Senior level chairs Pair it with other 5:]((;55w(\\ﬂm?eulre
Crampinrs - senor indiing and ciear
Bliontitchanas o the working IR By D of the 1o1ums 1o reforms - this opuon ‘Hm"g‘m piast
e thet funneks up to tunding ares the 38t up and encourage sould be saen ar an a5 o secrewriot!
t about this SOMEONe 1o Make "":::;;grijm"' anendance and ‘enabler' 10 ather organising
A decisions e drive change gevemance models ;g

of cormtzmens

thiough ieadership

under consideration

At whic

scale would this
work? e.g

relevan

regional or sub

Sun-teglonal scave s key
to sl for estchment
based deciions - Le.
aniy X ameumt o weter

Wil agch cachen
o 13 best sz and

baceres s

mote manageavie
diszuscion
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Stage agencies — Statutory Authority

scale might be 2
better scale

regional
components

Group Workshop feedback Additional comments (post-workshop)
Gavemnance is ensures all Mo
clearer as to
Transﬂia[;enzy [y s(akenﬂders enforceabliity legal
tabilit are made! o e than farums. powers
accountability projects are brought and BAU
prioritised together
unillkely to be time for Another layer of Seems 1o need
implemened fegislation Depends Requires bureaucracy, adanional
without clear separated from rasouTces without
repson. might R on size of ‘additional aiiog o ey
requie @ bﬂ;‘fﬁ_f"- Titoefect authority resources of Infrastructure ddi';g L)
up approach first o | bureucracy’
Need associated Are there lessons
e SRR el o from exsang SHIA
iy somcd! 4 / LB that could
W s and remote knowing who 1o thet actually own i pehaiharon
Gecizicn ere sound end from other deal with for andl operaie the il
iis arrangement? suzported by snities o requlatory E‘:ﬂlmﬂl\m‘qln ldEu’Qﬂ
Imoiscrening WM agencles .
izl g agencies
Would be bottom up first agree re Loy Funding
difficult for - stakeholders comment frameworks fo and
existing without come together about bottom e
additional first on what up approach ‘quainy of shecopiaric staffing
resources issues are first i issues
Chilenging to A iEL Nesd o resave I
Ry Case would legislation - m::;w:,m
i need to be needs Kopdiisdid
legislation and made 1o gov Parliament's Stomwater
o lame for need SUDEorE Aborey a4
responsibilities PP Teciiei?
What would | change/ a
about this arrangement?
not sure on this Needs to i
but currently cover all State HPEEOpUEIE
thinking regional All state but could have scale depends

on what itis
going to do
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Stage agencies — Centralised

Group

Workshop feedback

Additional comments (post-workshop)

Detes bortmart
cvering i e would
jhge o A water susply provids clear
snoula make abiliy to st oo g
megiston pis v i
eosier @ detwer s nnagison madel
. . Vosnarn
Polrtically = :::f‘:;:_':;“ °:n::";nwm serass mutine Unclear how the risk thet it might trespass
{ & o s
<hallenging b Do et e iRt on cunertrights of asset
What are the fla Lol Including IWM feyenablersofgooa | fekseneige economic Sk i e
arangeme hat | don't like ght sam M requiation for o
oversight. some IWM Collabojaton to *9 : that have made:
about this arrangemant) caliaboration be fair and equiabie this made! silberantial Mvestments
iney may wizh 1o have
safeguarded)
- S
oo i
o sacir oy i
i, g g, e it
e piresiy i
needto targer Ay
i , 2 ore sometmes less =
e asibl Tl ciccor [ wansiton of it W VST LT
fed i f [t monopoly s s and May still not Saiadive 2o
e corearkisnest o a | == roevons R schowe o
[ e ax L Soamy it ave ahweys been y ane o1
to implement . ST enefits if new o, making the decains
sewet organisation s
siloed due to
size/complexity
need o
idenufy what need o tackie -
e me£5C0A 28 oot na brance
e assets are i e
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