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Background 
 
On the 9th May 2012, the Independent Competition and Regulatory Commission released its 
Draft Report - Secondary Water Use Inquiry and Secondary Water Use Inquiry – Cost 
Analysis Papers, for public comment. The Draft Report covers the findings of the 
Commissions inquiry into secondary water use in the ACT, in response to a reference 
received from the Treasurer. 
 
The Commission was issued with terms of reference by the Treasurer on 21 September 2011 
to undertake an inquiry into and assessment of secondary water uses in the ACT. The inquiry 
is to be undertaken pursuant to sections 15(1) and 16 of the Independent Competition and 
Regulatory Commission Act 1997. 
 
In addition to calling for an inquiry into and an assessment of secondary water uses, the terms 
of reference contain the following specific requirements:  
 
1)  The Commission is to report on the following matters:  

a)  opportunities for a commercial market in grey water in both commercial and 
domestic applications and in new construction and retro-fits  

b)  the ACT Government’s urban waterways, stormwater harvesting programs and 
associated built wetlands  

2)  The Commission is to include consideration of:  
a) the economic, environmental and social costs and benefits of the matters set 

out in 1(a) and  
(b) with and without the Basin Plan, to the extent possible given that the Basin 

Plan is under development.  
 
The Draft Report and the supporting Secondary Water Use Inquiry – Cost Analysis compile a 
considerable body of analysis in respect to an extremely important and complex economic, 
environmental and social policy issue – the role of secondary water use in the context of the 
recent augmentation of the Canberra potable water supply system. 
 
While the Draft Report demonstrates a carefully considered and well presented framework 
and analysis, the complexity of secondary water sources and their inter-dependent catchment, 
urban development, urban waterways, open space, surface water/groundwater mix, and 



micro-climate components, inevitably results in a number of shortcomings and limitations, 
bearing on the Draft conclusions and recommendations. 
 
This submission seeks to identify some of these ‘shortcomings and limitations’, as part of the 
process of ensuring rigour in the scope and detail of analysis, to be used in guiding important 
ACT economic, environmental and social policy reforms. 
 
Chapter 2. Inquiry framework 
 
The key issues identified in the framework comprise: 

a) Assessment of the value of the use of secondary water to the community 
(economically, environmentally, socially); 

b) A view that for the foreseeable future, secondary water use will take place against a 
background of continued use of the existing primary system; 

c) Not identified in this material but evident in much of the analysis, an attempt to bring 
a holistic understanding to this analysis, albeit with some serious omissions and 
limitations; 

d) Using a ‘bucket’ analogy, identification of the basic options underpinning water 
supply and demand management as: 
• Increasing inflow to the bucket (water trading Tantangara water release); 
• Increasing the size of the bucket (enlargement of Cotter Dam); 
• Reducing the demand for water (improved efficiency in use, conservation, 

restriction policies); 
• Providing alternatives to the primary bucket as the source of water (recycling, 

stormwater harvesting). 
 
Much of this material is sound, and helpful in guiding the reader through some complex and 
detailed analysis. 
 
The most important limitation of this approach is its primary focus on water supply – just one  
component of a complex array of interdependent climate, catchment, urban land use and 
amenity, rainfall interception – storage & drainage processes, landscape, habitat & terrestrial 
& aquatic biota. 
 
There is one further key element played out throughout the Draft Report and its analysis – the 
conflicting ‘financial balancing exigencies’ of Treasury which underlie the Terms of 
Reference, and the Commissions’ ‘competition custodianship’ responsibility. It is apparent 
that through the careful development of an economic analysis framework, the Commission 
has sought to use the power of the economic analysis as the determinant of policy positions. 
The difficulty inherent in this approach is the ambiguity between ‘financial’ and ‘economic’ 
basis of the analysis. 
 
Section 2.3 Secondary water options 



 
The Draft Report adopts a position that secondary water sources represent a minor 
contribution relative to the primary potable water source, and therefore is of limited relevance 
in respect to the deferral of future headworks.  
 
While this proposition is true in the short to medium term, ultimately the growth in demand 
will exceed the capacity of the primary water source, necessitating the adoption of ‘the 
alternatives to the primary bucket as the source of water’. The Prime Minister’s Scientific 
Council Working Group on Water for Cities (2007) noted that the volume of stormwater and 
wastewater discharged from households is typically equivalent to 60% to 70% of their water 
supply consumption, presenting opportunities to capture a significant proportion of water 
needs at a low cost relative to the significant infrastructure investment and energy based 
centralised water supply systems. 
 
Paradoxically, a number of Australian cities experienced significant local urban flooding 
during the 1999 to 2009 drought period, a period during which there was virtual cessation of 
inflow to headworks reservoirs. 
 
Prior to 1999, the proportion of household use of water for irrigation of Canberra’s residential 
gardens was of the order of 50% to 55% of total consumption. Over the period of the drought, 
many of Canberra’s households adapted their gardening and water management practices 
(recycling grey water & harvesting rainwater) in order to maintain their amenity and leisure 
values. viz: a ‘significant ‘actual’ reduction in water demand (50 – 60 kL/capital/yr)’ is tied 
in part to the availability of a relative small ‘apparent’ supply (7 kL/capita/yr) of secondary 
water. The costing of the ‘rainwater harvesting for irrigation’ is based on the 7 kL/capita/yr 
value! 
 
A survey of community water practices, undertaken by the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(ABS) (Environmental issues: People’s views and Practices, March 2007) indicated that 42% 
of respondents identified ‘saving water’ as their reason for installing water tanks, while just 
12% of respondents identified ‘saving cost’ as their reason for installing water tanks. 
 
The 2010 ABS data indicated 49% of households in South Australia and 15% of households 
in the ACT had installed rainwater tanks, and that 38% of households in South Australia and  
31% of households in the ACT had installed greywater systems. viz: in response to the 
‘assessment of the value of the use of secondary water to the community’ issue identified by 
the Commission in the Assessment framework, the community is responding overwhelmingly 
to ‘conservation’ rather than ‘cost saving’ in respect to adoption of secondary water use 
options. 
 
2.4 Valuing secondary water options 
 
The 4th paragraph of page 9 of the Draft Report puts the view that each kilolitre of secondary 
water used is simply an extra kilolitre of water overflow from headworks reservoirs to the 



river system. This viewpoint highlights a misunderstanding evident throughout the Draft 
Report. The research undertaken by the CRC for Freshwater Ecology on the significant 
impairment of the bio-diversity of urban waterways, identified the frequent discharge of 
urban stormwater at levels some 10 to 15 times that of ‘pre-urban land use’, and the reduction 
in base or groundwater flows, as the major factors depleting the plants and animals present in 
downstream waterways. 
 
The significant change in stormwater discharge patterns is the result of the significant 
impervious areas introduced by urban development (rooves and paving), and the highly 
efficient drainage system, collecting and transporting stormwater out of the urban area over 
20 to 60 mins periods, as compared to the 1 to 3 days for the pre-urbanised catchment. 
The impervious areas and compacted urban soils result in a significant reduction in 
groundwater recharge, while the stormwater drains act as agricultural drains, depleting the 
groundwater storage. 
 
An ‘urban design and management’ range of more sustainable practices (termed Water 
Sensitive Urban Design) were developed in the period 1998 – 2000 in order to ameliorate 
these impacts. The practices include the use of pervious rather than impervious paving, the 
restoration of local rainwater detention features (rills, vegetated channels, floodplains) where 
possible, and the use of rainwater tanks and ‘extended detention ponds or wetlands’, to 
temporarily detain runoff and promote groundwater infiltration. The application of 
groundwater recharge bores provide a means of restoring the groundwater recharge rates in 
urban areas where many of the natural recharge infiltration areas have been lost. The use of 
some of these features (rainwater tanks and ponds/wetlands) is secondary to the primary 
purpose of WSUD strategies. 
 
More recently, the ‘Investigation into the state of Lake Burley Griffin and Catchment: Water 
Quality Assessment. Ian Lawrence March 2012’ for the Office of the Commissioner for 
Sustainability and the Environment, and a parallel scientific review Lake Tuggeranong Water 
Quality Assessment & Management Implications. Ian Lawrence May 2012. Report for 
Southern ACT Catchment Group, have identified the sustained high energy stormwater 
discharges to urban lakes, during dry periods (drought) with decline in base (groundwater) 
inflows, as the major trigger of Blue Green algal blooms. 
 
Conversely, the Environmental Flow Guidelines have focussed on the impact of highly 
regulated streamflow in many of the nations inland rivers, in causing loss in waterway and 
floodplain bio-diversity. The focus in this case is the management of releases from reservoirs 
to mimic in part, a more natural pattern of streamflow perturbations. 
 
 
Chapter 3. ACT water context and recent history 
 



The Chapter outlines the onset of an extended dry period 1999 to 2009, that saw a 37% 
reduction in annual rainfall, and an 88% reduction in annual catchment yields, leading to a 
decline in reservoir storage down to 31% of capacity by 2007. 
  
The Chapter also outlines the water supply security response, in respect to the release of the 
ACT Government Think water act water (TWAW) long term water resource strategy (a range 
of measures and targets to reduce per capita primary water demand and increase secondary 
water supply) in 2004, and the adoption of the ACTEW primary water supply augmentation 
programs (the Cotter Dam enlargement, the Cotter to Googong transfer project, and the 
Murrumbidgee to Googong transfer project). The Chapter notes the return to a reservoir full 
situation over the period 2010 to 2012. 
 
The Draft Report notes that on completion of the Cotter Dam enlargement later this year 
(assuming that it is filled!) and the completion of the Murrumbidgee to Googong transfer 
Project, a significant level of water supply security will be assured for some time. It is against 
this background that it is appropriate to reassess the level of primary water security, and the 
role of secondary water supply. 
 
This is all useful background material, in explaining the appropriateness and purpose of a 
review of the water supply strategy at this time. 
 
Section 3.3.1 Secondary water options: Public options 
 
The Section outlines three ACTEW secondary water options, including: 

• the North Canberra Water Reuse Scheme; 
• the LMWQCC Effluent Reuse Scheme, and 
• the Southwell Park scheme. 

 
Following the adoption of the TWAW targets of 1.5 GL/yr replacement of primary water 
supply by 2010, and 3 GL/yr by 2015, a Canberra Integrated Waterways Project was 
announced. The Draft Report outlines the sequence of actions in respect to the development 
of stormwater based secondary water supply options. 
 
In 2007, the ACT Government commissioned CSIRO to undertake a first stage feasibility 
study to identify stormwater harvesting options with the potential to meet the 3 GL/yr target 
by 2015. The CSIRO Report (Canberra Integrated Waterways 20009) provided the basis for 
the development of three pilot stormwater reticulation networks: 

• the Inner North pilot project 
• the Stage 1 Weston Ck pilot project, and 
• the Tuggeranong pilot project; 

having an estimated collective yield of 0.95 GL/yr. 
 



In 20011,the Environment & Sustainable Development Directorate commissioned AECOM 
to prepare a non-potable water master plan for the use of non-potable water across Canberra – 
primarily for irrigation purposes (AECOM2011). This report proposed a mix of initiatives 
(including recycled wastewater) to provide 13.7 GL/yr by 2035, at an estimated present cost 
of $726 m. 
 
Other secondary water initiatives identified in the Draft Report are: 

• upgrading of the Point Hut  Pond water infrastructure; 
• expansion of the Lake Burley Griffin abstraction for irrigation. 

 
Section 3.2.2 Secondary water supply options: Private secondary water initiatives 
 
This Section outlines the household greywater and rainwater tank initiatives associated with 
TWAW and WSUD General Code, and associated Government subsidies. 
 
Section 3.3 Institutional and regulation arrangements 
 
This Section outlines the range of Government agencies having water supply and regulation 
related responsibilities. 
 
Chapter 4. ACT water security outlook in 2012: Sections 4.2 & 4.3 
 
The Sections outline the ACTEW and the Commission modelling of water supply and 
demand for the period 2012 to 2056, in terms of the risk of exceeding the 5% security 
probability, for each of the four Permanent Water Control Measures Stages. 
The Commission Modelling, based on the ABS medium population growth series, estimated 
exceedance of the 5% security probability, for the Stage 1 PWCM, in 2045. 
 
There are several limitations in these Modelling scenarios: 

• their failure to incorporate significant changes in ‘environmental flow’ and ‘WSUD’ 
measures and targets, that will be required as we move into a ‘Climate Change’ 
world; 

• their failure to incorporate the impact of the ultimate decision on development of the 
Sydney - Wilton – Goulburn - Canberra VFT; 

and their implications on water available for water supply, and on water demand. 
 
The commencement of the VFT will immediately trigger major growth in the Sydney – 
Goulburn – Canberra corridor, with significant impact on the demand for water. The old 
‘ACT water versus NSW water’ separation will no longer prevail in the light of national 
water trading and VFT agreements, resulting in significant growth in demand on ACT 
primary water sources. It is expected that the Lake George – Bungendore aquifer will be 
adopted as the central water storage for bulk water transfer from Googong and the 
Shoalhaven, supplying the Goulburn – Canberra section of the VFT growth corridor. The 



NSW decision on a preferred second airport site at Wilton appears to now clear the way for a 
decision to proceed with this project. 
 
Water security will again be the pressing constraint in respect to growth in the 2020s rather 
than 2045, requiring the adoption of a mix of water source and demand management 
measures. 
 
Section 4.4 Role of public secondary water schemes in relation to the assessment of ACT 
water security. 
 
This Section incorporates an analysis of secondary water use ‘deferral of headworks 
augmentation’ requirements, based on three stormwater harvesting projects – the Inner North 
pilot project, the Weston Ck pilot project and the Tuggeranong pilot projects outlined in 
Section 3.2.1, together with the Lake Ginninderra project – representing a total primary water 
replacement of 4.1 GL/yr. The analysis indicated a deferment of just 4 years, well into the 
future based on the modelling in Section 4.3, with minor economic benefit in terms of the 
deferred capital expenditure. However, this analysis is based on the ‘apparent’ rather than the 
‘actual’ saving in primary water source demand, and on augmentation in 2045 rather than the 
2020s. 
 
The Section suggests that stormwater discharge levels will reflect the decline in primary 
water catchment yields during extended dry periods. This is clearly not correct. The extent of 
impervious surfaces across urban results in significant discharge for even light rainfall across 
urban areas, whereas in the case of forested or rural catchments, precipitation infiltrates into 
soils which are moisture deficient as a result of evaporation and reduced rainfall levels. As 
noted previously, urban flooding was common across a number of south eastern Australian 
cities during the drought. This is one of the features that enhances the value of stormwater 
source supplies for irrigation during extended dry periods. 
 
In view of the probability of a much more rapid growth in water demand than forecast by the 
modelling, the Draft recommendation 4.1 that “the ACT Government should not undertake 
further secondary water investment now” cannot be supported. 
 
The recommendation regarding the need for “the development of a more appropriate model 
with stronger modelling of climate change should be a priority” is, however, supported. 
 
Chapter 5. Public secondary water options 
 
This Chapter provides an analysis of the economic, environmental and social costs and 
benefits of the ACT’s water initiatives including the consideration of additional secondary 
water options, in respect to: 

• the cost to the ACT community; 
• the contribution of the option to water security; 



• other economic, environmental and social costs and benefits. 
 
Section 5.2 Cost-effectiveness analysis 
 
There appears to be a number of shortcomings and limitations in the cost analysis, affecting 
the cost analysis conclusions. 
 
a) Financial rather than economic analysis: 

• The Draft Report treats the capital investment in existing ACTEW initiatives as a 
‘sunk’ cost and excludes this cost from the cost analysis. Clearly, this is not the cost to 
the community or economy, but rather a ‘financial outlay implication’ for Treasury! 

• An economic analysis has a strong focus on the impact of ‘price to the consumer’ of a 
service, on their productivity, competitiveness and income generation. It also takes 
into account externalities. For example, the estimate of the economic value of Lake 
Burley Griffin to the Canberra community was estimated at $37 million/yr, as a result 
of direct benefits associated with sports based fees and hire of equipment, and the 
indirect benefits of accommodation, restaurants and other venue income associated 
with the 30,000 interstate visitor days/yr attracted by the Lake sporting events. 

• There is no analysis included for the economic costs of impacts on lake recreational & 
water use values as a result of stormwater pollution. The impact of Blue Green algae 
triggered by urban stormwater, is estimated at $32 m/yr in the case of Lake Burley 
Griffin. 

 
b) ‘Secondary water supply’ as a minor component of WSUD measures: 

• While the costing of the Urban Waterways pilot stormwater project appropriately 
excludes the cost of construction of ponds/wetlands, it allocates the full cost of pipes 
and operation against water supply. A proportion of these components are required as 
part of the WSUD stormwater runoff detention and groundwater recharge 
requirements. The groundwater abstraction bores, and augmentation of pump and pipe 
size, are required to meet the water supply summer demands, and are a legitimate 
charge against the ‘water supply cost’ estimate. This factor would be of the order of 
0.5 – 0.7 times the joint ‘WSUD + water supply’ pipeline & pumping cost. viz: 60% - 
80% of the ‘levelised cost estimates in the Working Paper. 

 
c) Stormwater option based on a single project: 

• There are a number of existing lake & pond abstraction projects, having levelised cost 
values of $0.2/kL, not acknowledged in the levelised cost comparisons. 

• The CSIRO Report identified some 30 potential stormwater harvesting sites, with 
varying levels of water yield, security and cost of development. The source sites were 
matched with 100 water Demand locations, and ‘levelised costing’ was undertaken for 
each of the source sites, and for ‘grouping’ of supply/demand clusters. The analysis 
indicated a wide range of ‘levelised cost’ values, ranging from $0.5/kL up to $6/kL. 
Small, distributed systems do not generate the ‘economies of scale’ enjoyed by large 



centralised systems. Hence, as the cumulative metropolitan yield requirement from 
stormwater sources is increased, the less efficient individual or cluster sources are 
invoked, resulting in an increasing average ‘levelised cost’ with increasing cumulative 
yield. There is no acknowledgement of this range in levelised costs for stormwater 
source options. 

 
d) Inclusion of inappropriate wastewater recycling projects: 

• The ‘Southwell Park Sewer Mining facility’ costs are irrelevant, for all the reasons 
identified in the Cost Analysis Working Paper, and should be deleted from the 
comparison. ACTEW have undertaken studies on a range of local sewer mining 
options. This data should be available to the Commissioner’s Office. 

• The ‘Lower Molonglo Water Quality Control Centre Effluent Reuse Scheme’ costs 
are based on operation (pumping costs) only. The exclusion of ‘treatment costs’ from 
the cost of water supply is supported. However, there is no acknowledgement of the 
capital value of the rising main and associated debt recovery in this case. While the 
pipeline was originally constructed to supply gas to the Treatment Centre (ultimately, 
not required), there remains a capital debt against the Treatment Plant which should 
be transferred to the cost of water supply, as the only use of this infrastructure. 

 
Sections 5.3 & 5.4 Broader economic, environment and social considerations 
 
Again, there appears to be a number of shortcomings and limitations in the analysis, as 
follows: 

• A significant augmentation in environmental flow will be required into the future, as 
reduced streamflow and elevated temperatures increase the stress on aquatic biota. 

• A significant increase in groundwater recharge will be required to limit the 
level/frequency of Blue Green algal blooms in urban lakes – ameliorate the impacts 
on lake recreational and water use values. The impact of Blue Green algae triggered 
by urban stormwater is estimated at $32 m/yr in the case of Lake Burley Griffin. 

• Greenhouse gas/energy costs: The primary water supply requires huge lift & 
significant pipe friction losses, given length of transmission mains. For example, the 
Murrumbidgee River to Burra/Googong Reservoir to Stromlo involves a head loss of 
over 600 metres, while the Cotter Dam to Stromlo transfer involves a head loss of 250 
m. This compares to a typical head loss of 15 to 30 m for the stormwater source 
options. 

• The maintenance of landscape values during extended dry periods is critical, not only 
in respect to their amenity value, but in terms of micro-climate benefits (temperatures 
3 to 5 0C lower than for paved/dry grass areas), and minimising the risk of generating 
super cell storms over the metropolitan area. The maintenance of well hydrated 
drainage corridors – wetland zones will be a key element limiting urban temperature 
increases. 

 



In Section 5.4, the Draft Report identifies the primary water source as the only source 
capable of meeting demands of the entire ACT community. In the longer term, or shorter 
term in a VFT future, this is in fact not correct. Only a mix of water sources in association 
with demand management – an integrated, adaptive system, rather than a hierarchical – single 
source system, will sustain a secure water supply and economically strong community. 
 
The ‘environmental assessments’ indicate a misunderstanding of the impact of urban 
stormwater on urban waterway biodiversity and water vales. As noted earlier, the research 
undertaken by the CRC for Freshwater Ecology on the significant impairment of the bio-
diversity of urban waterways, identified the frequent discharge of urban stormwater at levels 
some 10 to 15 times that of ‘pre-urban land use’, and the reduction in base or groundwater 
flows, as the major factors depleting the plants and animals present in downstream 
waterways. 
 
An ‘urban design and management’ range of more sustainable practices (termed Water 
Sensitive Urban Design) were developed in the period 1998 – 2000 in order to ameliorate 
these impacts. The practices include the use of pervious rather than impervious paving, the 
restoration of local rainwater detention features (rills, vegetated channels, floodplains) where 
possible, and the use of rainwater tanks and ‘extended detention ponds or wetlands’, to 
temporarily detain runoff and promote groundwater infiltration. 
 
The ‘Investigation into the state of Lake Burley Griffin and Catchment: Water Quality 
Assessment. Ian Lawrence March 2012’ for the Office of the Commissioner for Sustainability 
and the Environment, and a parallel scientific review Lake Tuggeranong Water Quality 
Assessment & Management Implications. Ian Lawrence May 2012. Highlighted the impact of 
sustained high energy stormwater discharges to urban lakes, during dry periods (drought) 
with decline in base (groundwater) inflows, as the major trigger of Blue Green algal blooms. 
 
The current Draft finding 5.1 is not supported, without some qualifications regarding the 
ultimate requirement for a mixed source based water supply, the uncertainty around timing of 
this situation arising, and the revision of primary water/secondary water cost comparisons. 
 
Chapter 6. Private secondary water investment decisions 
 
Again, there appears to be a number of shortcomings and limitations in the cost analysis, as 
follows: 

• Rainwater tank replacement period of 20 yrs and pump replacement period of 5 yrs 
appear over conservative, in the light of much longer economic life of these 
components. (30 yrs and 10 yrs respectively). The ‘replacement cost’ of $1207 every 
5 years for the plumbed option is also queried, as is the $5000 cost of connection to 
toilets. 

• It is appropriate to include the ‘non-plumbed’ option, as many rainwater tanks have 
been installed on the basis of ‘garden watering’ rather than connection into the house. 
However, the inclusion of ‘irrigation system’ costs is questioned, given that this 



component is common to all ’water source’ options. It does not appear to have been 
included in the ‘potable water source’ costing! 

• Similarly, as noted previously, the cost of garden reticulation is common to all water 
sources, and therefore should not be included in the costing of greywater supply. 

• In the case of application of greywater for garden watering, many Canberrans have 
purchased recycled tanks, and incorporated simple home fabricated lint and sand 
filters, at a capital cost of $200, yielding a levelised cost of less than $1.00/kL.  

• Many of the commercial greywater systems are designed to treat water to a quality 
suitable for toilet flushing. A ‘fit for purpose’ treatment system for garden watering 
via a dripper system has a much lower treatment requirement than recycling for toilet 
flushing. 

• viz: costing based on Grey Water Gator 240 Litre systems results in a serious bias in 
the costing of the lower range of greywater devices. 

 
The Draft recommendation 6.1 regarding the review of rebates and subsidies, is supported. 
 
The Draft recommendation 6.2 regarding the accreditation of greywater treatment systems is 
supported, subject to the addition of “and the provision of principles guiding DIY 
homeowners in the fabrication of treatment systems”. 
 
The Draft recommendation 6.3 calls for a review of the WSUD General Code planning 
requirements, including the merit of the Code’s mandatory water efficiency requirements. 
This Submission has included concerns regarding the apparent misunderstanding regarding 
the secondary nature of water supply development in respect to the wider environmental 
focus of the WSUD measures. In view of the advances in our understanding of the 
interrelation between stormwater discharges and biodiversity and water use value impacts on 
downstream waterways, a review of the adequacy for the current Code is certainly 
appropriate. The Draft recommendation is supported on this basis. 
 
The Draft recommendation 6.4 calls for the retention of the mandatory water efficiency 
obligations, and appropriate funding of TAMSD maintenance and operational 
responsibilities. These recommendations are supported. 
 
The Draft recommendation 6.5 calls for the establishment of an approval process for private 
sector secondary water schemes. This recommendation is supported. 
 
The Draft recommendation 6.6 calls for the development of a clearly defined third party 
water infrastructure access regime. This recommendation is supported. 
 
Chapter 7. Remaining matters arising from the terms of reference 
 
Section 7.1 deals with the implications of the Basin Plan for ACT secondary water use. 



The ‘retrieval of groundwater recharged from harvested stormwater’ as distinct to naturally 
groundwater recharge, raises a question regarding the Basin Plan groundwater abstraction 
limit. However, I expect that this will be raised at a later date as a national issue. Meanwhile, 
the 7.5 GL limit provides ample leeway for the operation of the stormwater option 
development. 
 
Section 7.2 explores some of the perceived risks issues associated with stormwater 
harvesting, and a view put by ACTEW that security should be considered in the same context 
of potable water supply. 
 
The point has been made previously in this Submission, that unlike the potable water 
catchments, significant stormwater discharge was sustained from the urban catchments 
during the 1999 to 2009 drought. viz: there is much less uncertainty regarding stormwater 
discharge than the potable water catchment yield. 
 
Secondly, in the case of secondary water supply, the approach is one of ‘fit for purpose’ in 
respect to both quality of supply and security of supply. In an extreme ‘dry’ situation, a 
sportsground manager may decide that it is cheaper to avoid a high cost supply in order to 
maintain turf, and to replace the lost turf following a return to normal or wet rainfall 
conditions. This is different to potable water supply, where total failure of supply is just not 
an option. 
 
During wet periods, when stormwater supply demand is reduced, there is an opportunity to 
‘top-up’ the groundwater storage systems, in much the same way as potable water reservoir 
storages are replenished. 
 
The Draft recommendation 7.1 regarding the licensing of the utility provider under the utility 
Act is supported. 
 
The Draft recommendation 7.2 regarding the monitoring of the CIUWMP trial, subject to the 
addition of a reference to Section 7.2 monitoring measures, is supported. 
 
The Draft Recommendation 7.3 regarding limiting the CIUWMP is not supported in its 
current form. I would support a recommendation that requires a review of the future role-out 
of the CIUWMP in the light of the monitoring assessment identified in Recommendation 7.2. 
 
Chapter 8. Adaptive and integrated urban water supply and demand planning 
framework 
 
Section 8.4 A new framework for the ACT, explores ways of addressing the current 
fragmentation of water supply decisions across Government and ACTEW. The Section sets 
out an example of a new adaptive and integrated water supply and demand planning 
framework, based on the broad principles discussed above, which would ensure more 
effective ACT water investments in the future. 



To improve decision-making, the framework discussed in Chapter 8 requires clear delineation 
of the roles and responsibilities between the various entities involved. In the ACT, the key 
entities are the ACT Government and the directorate responsible for providing water policy 
advice, the Environment and Sustainable Development Directorate (ESDD), ACTEW and the 
Commission. 
 
Pertinent to our understanding of adaptive multi-functional systems, I have attached a 
diagram illustrating the historical evolution of socio-political exigencies – service delivery 
paradigm nexus, presented to the Academy of Science in 2010. (Professor Rebekah Brown. 
Building Water Sensitive Cities. February 2010) 
 
Concern is expressed regarding the proposal that the ‘integrated urban waterways stormwater 
supply program be placed within ACTEW. As noted throughout this Submission, stormwater 
harvesting is a secondary benefit associated with a WSUD range of urban catchment 
management measures. The design and management of the measures is interdependent with 
decision on land use and development guidelines & controls, and with resident aspirations 
within the urban catchments – functions which relate not only to water supply, but landscape 
and open space amenity, environment conservation, recreational amenity – areas beyond the 
primary ACTEW’s function and skills area. 
 
There are also potential conflicts inherent in placing the stormwater supply within ACTEW: 

• potential conflict between the ‘centralised system & control’ paradigm dominant 
across ACTEW and the ‘distributed and inter-active/open’ paradigm underpinning a 
‘Government – commerce – community partnership’ in secondary water supply 
development; 

• potential conflict between a community aspiration for retention of a strong ‘demand 
management – conservation’ focused management regime versus an ‘available water 
– revenue generation’ focus of a commercial water retailer; 

• potential conflict between a commercial ‘water and energy tariffs’ based revenue 
operation versus a ‘diverse range of property valuation and service fees’ based 
distributed water system. 

 
TWAW was an initiative that adopted a strategic and multi-objective approach to future 
water management across the ACT. It brought an open and holistic approach to balancing the 
diverse expectations and resource and environmental realities across the ACT. 
 
The difficulty for ESDD, as it was during the TWAW development, is the imbalance between 
the considerable technical and political resources available to ACTEW, and the limited 
resources within and bureaucratic constraints environment of ESDD. 
 
The framework developed in the Draft Report goes some way towards addressing the 
clarification of planning and responsibilities across agencies, and a process that provides for 



systematic input to policy development. There is a need for further development and testing of 
these structures, function & responsibility allocations, and planning and decision processes. 
 
 
 
Ian Lawrence 
12th June 2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 


