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twice disallowed by State Parliament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users In 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of 31,058 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning ctiarges. This is irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water Is vital to all communities and most economic activity in WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges Imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
tnanaoement' nncludino planning) are opposed. Anv attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but falls to recognise the value self-supply water 
users In agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Aoolication Assessment Fee' could Ijip 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the oartlcular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department If the quote Is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water Is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services In the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database end is either $38.80 annually or $116 for Ave years In advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee is opnosed. 

4- A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (uauallv 10 years) could be required: this would re- m 
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water g 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished 3 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as § 
an initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber =• 
stamping' process are unacceptable. 11 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could o 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a *§ 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. ST 
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twice disallowed by State Parliament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost Implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an \rr\gstsr iisiiig i—s^oA^^-v^ iav ^7^:crrja\^ 
same $1,669 In water resource management and planning charges. This is Irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Oovemment should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charcea Imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
manaoemenf (Including olannlna) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users In WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
menagement charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water 
users In agriculture add to the economy, especially In regional WA. Again, irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Aoalicatlon Assessment Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote Is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water Is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Agein, irretional end unfair. 
The Department must improve its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee 16 opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at and of licence duration fusually 10 veara) could be required: this would re­
present the Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the seme transparent fee process as 
an Initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,066 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process are unacceptable. 

5. An Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could 
seek conciliation and arbitration sen/ices of the Department of Water and the Department apply a 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. 

Yours sincerely 
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1.670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of B small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,689, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 55.000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,869 In water resource management and planning charges. This is irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following In relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1 Water is vital to all communities and most economic activity in WA. The State Govemment should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges Imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
manaoement' (including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users In WA. The simplistic revenue raising formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water fbr the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water 
users In agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Asseaament Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department If the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water Is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair. 
The Department must Improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be reouired which reflects cost recovery pf 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
In advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and la either $36.60 annually or $116 for Ave years in advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 vearsl could be required: this would re­
present the "Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water m 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished 8 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as = 
an Initial applicatran. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber § 
stamping' process are unacceptable. ^• 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a <» 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. c 
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twice disallowed by State Parliament because the associated fee structure was Irretional and unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1.670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an Irrigator using 55.000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 In water resource management and planning charged. This is Irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following In relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (Including Planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water fbr the environment, but falls to recognise the value self-supply water 
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
reouired which reflecta the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
In advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee Is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be required: this would re- rn 
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water o 
Allocation Plan identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished g 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as 3 
an Initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 5' 
stamping' process are unacceptable. 7] 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': In the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could ^ 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a £_ 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. ^ 
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>jww i->nrmiii«>ni utfcauBB tne associaiea tee structure was irrational and unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users In 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annuel water resource management 
and planning charges of $1.670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 56.000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 In water resource management and planning charges. This Is irrational end unfair. 

We submit the following In relation to services relevant to self-supply water users; 

1. Water Is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (including Planning) are opposed. Anv attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally fiawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally end equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water 
users In agriculture add to the economy, especially In regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water Is sought, an 'AooUcation Assessment Fee' could be 
rfloulrad which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost reccverv of 
administration of a llcenslno database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and Is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee ia opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be required: this would re­
present the "Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water ^ 
Allocation Plan identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished o 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as o 
an Initial applicatton. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 3 
stamping' process are unacceptable. ^ 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee', in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could ^ 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water end the Department apply a (Q 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. E 

Yours sincerely ° 
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twice disallowed by State Parliament because the associated fee structure was Irrational and unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users In 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similarly flawed but the cost Implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 In water resource management and planning charges. This Is Irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water Is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges Imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (Including planning) are opposed. Anv attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users In WA. The simplistic revenue raising formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water 
users In agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, irrational and unfair, 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA 1$ proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irratlonel and unfair. 
The Department must Improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be reouired which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
In advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years In advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be reouired: this would re- m 
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water Q 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished g 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as | 
an initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber o 
stamping' process are unacceptable. ^ 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': In the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could ^ 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a c 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. S> 
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twice disallowed by State Parliament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users In 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost Implications to us are Ave times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1.670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an Irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 In water resource management and planning charges. This Is irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following In relation to services relevant to self-supply water users; 

1. Water is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (including planning) are opposed. Anv attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water fbr the environment, but fails to recognise the velue self-supply water 
users In agriculture add to the economy, especially In regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water Is sought, an "Aopllcatton Assessment Fee' could be 
reouired which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be reouired which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a llcenslno database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fise is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years In advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be required: this would re- m 
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water Q 
Allocation Plan identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished g 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as ^ 
an initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 5-
stamping' process are unacceptable. 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could ^ 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a c 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. % 
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twice disallowed by State Parliament because the associated fee structure was Irrational and unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,360. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning charges. This Is Irrational and unfair. 

We submit tfie following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water Is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from Stete and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charoea Imposed on water licence holders for water resource 
management' (Including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally fiawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water 
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam pr 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services In the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence tee Is an established benchmark for 
adminlstraflon of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be reouir^i;): this would re- m 
present the 'Water Licence Fee" (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water © 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished = 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as § 
an Initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a "rubber 5-
stamping' process are unacceptable. ^ 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water usens, the water users could ™ 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a c 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. m 

Yours sincerely ^ ^ ^ < f ^ ; | 
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De&f ^̂ 9̂ *̂ *̂ '® Potato growers. 

f̂ Qj-er»t(y I attended a teleconference with the Farmers federation, FruH West, Manjinnup and 
PerTit)̂ '̂ "" '̂ ndownera. to achieve a coordinated plan for horticulture regarding the second draft report, 
»l„qU)ry into water resource management and planning charges". 

The reP^'* requested by treasury for consideration by state cabinet. This extraordinary report 
appear© to be based on a philosophy of coat recovery and user pay principals. Unlike the previous 
I jljgiation that failed which was after grower's money of $5.8 million. This report is suggesting $29.2 
million P®'' attached letter. 

Therefore our group is requesting ail of our growers in horticulture to place your name and address at 
the top attached letter, sign it and post it so it will arrive in Perth before the deadline of 20" of 
Decernb '̂'-

Our aroup w'" submitting individual detailed submission to the ERA, attending a series of meetings 
with political'®acJers and the public service. 

Please do*̂ '* ®®timate this report, we all need to work together to achieve legislation that is 
acceptable to the growers of Western Australia. 

m o 
o 

Regards, | 
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users In 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 55.000 megalitres ere charged the 
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning charges. This is inational and unfair. 

We submit the following In relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water Is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges Imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users In WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across alt water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but falls to recognise the value self-supply water 
users in agriculture add to the economy, espedatly in regional WA. Again, irrational and unfelr. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water Is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Deoartmant of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore end water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair. 
The Department must Improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services In the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and Is either $36 60 annually or S116 for five years In advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee Is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 vears^ could be required: this would re­
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water rn 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished g 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as 3 

3 
o' 
73 

an initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process are unacceptable. 
An 'Arbitration Fee': In the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and (he Departmenl apply a ro 
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reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. 
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laa nitiinjimi ano Unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
egrtculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similarty flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 In water resource management and planning charges. This is Irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following In relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water Is vital to all communities and most economic activity in WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource menagement and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (Including planning) are ooooaad. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users In WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Oovernment should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the velue self-supply water 
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, irrational end unfair. 

2. Where an altocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Aopllcation Assessment Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote Is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water Is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, In^ational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and Is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher coat than a Drivers licence fee la opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 veers) could be required: this would re­
present the "Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water m 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished o 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as g 
an Initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 3 
stamping' process are unacceptable. 5' 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee": in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could 73 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a ^ 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. c_ 
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twice disallowed by State Parilament because the associated fee structure was Irrational and unfair. 

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users In 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669. yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an Irrigator using 55.000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 In water resource management and planning charges. This is irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water is vital to all communities and most economic activity in WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxea we pay. Specific charges Impp^ed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across ell water 
resources end use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water fbr the environment, but falls to recognise the velue self-supply water 
users In agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bpre and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service end fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water Is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3- Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be reouired which reflecta cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
In advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years In advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be required: this would re- m 
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water o 
Allocation Plan identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished g 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as 3 
an Initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 5' 
stamping' process are unacceptable. 7} 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could ^ 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a c 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. ^ 
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times se 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of Si ,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between S2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and art irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning charges, This is irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water is vital to all communities end most economic activity In WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but falls to recognise the value self-supply water 
users In agriculture add to the economy, especially In regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bora and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department If the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance. 
A 'Water Licence F^e' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee Is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be required: this would re­
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished 
resource, a reassessment could be required end be subject to the same transparent fee process as 
an Initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process are unacceptable. 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a 
reasonable charge lo recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. 

Yours sincerely 
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similarly flawed but the cost implications to ua are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 330 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning charges. This is irrational and unfair. 

We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water is vital to all communities and most economic activity in WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
manaqemenf (including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot he applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water 
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water Is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
required which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource; with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for sen/ices, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice fbr 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance. rn 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee is opposed. g 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be required: this would re- = 
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water 3 
Allocation Plan identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished n' 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as ^ 
an initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber to 
stamping' process are unacceptable. |-

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could g: 
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a 3 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. > 
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost Implications to us are five times as 
greaL The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,869, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an Irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the 
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning charges. This Is Inrational and unfair. 

We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water Is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges Imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource 
management' (Including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising "formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water 
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially In regional WA. Again, irrational and unfair 

2. Whore an allocation of or entitlement to water Is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
required which rgflacte the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore an^l yyatflf resource; with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
sen/Ice and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department If the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair 
The Department must Improve its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services In the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Llcfinr.e Fee' could he required which reflects cost rafinv^ry gf 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and Is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance 
A 'Weter Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers llcantift fee is ooDosed. 

^- A 'Licence ^ ^ w a l Fee' at end Of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be reouired: this would m-
present the Water Licence Fee' (anatogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water IT 
Allocation Plan Identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished o 
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as o 
an initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 3 
stamping' process are unacceptable. n' 

5. An 'Arbltrgtign Fee'; In the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could ^ 
seek conciliation and arbitration sen/tees of the Department of Water and the Department apply a <Q 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. E 
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in 
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as 
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management 
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees Of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber 
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The 
ERA gives examples Of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of 
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megelltres are charged the 
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning charges. This Is in-atlonal and unfair. 

We submit the following In relation to services relevant to self-supply water users: 

1. Water Is vital to all communities and most economic activity In WA. The State Govemment should 
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and 
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on water licence holdara for 'water resource 
management' (including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management 
and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water 
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource 
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water 
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource 
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water 
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair. 

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be 
reouired which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particular dam or 
bore and water resource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of 
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department if the quote is 
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide specific 
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a cnjde $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair. 
The Department must improve its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for 
commercial services in the private sector. 

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of 
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years 
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is en established benchmark for 
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years In advance. 
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee Is opposed. 

4. A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration (usually 10 years) could be reouired: this would re-
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water n 
Allocation Plan identified a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished § 
resource, a reassessment could bs required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as o 
an initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubber i . 
stamping' process are unacceptable. ^ ' 

5. An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could ^ 
seek conciliation and arbitration sen/Ices of the Department of Water and the Department apply a (o 
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration. " 
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