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twice disallowed by State Parllament bacause the associated foe structure was irrational and unfalr.

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfalr to self-supply water users In
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is simllarly flawed but the ¢ost implications to us are five timas as
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource meanagement
and planning charges of $1,870 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,058 for what Is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ process. Applying for a new licence for 8 dam or bore wlll cost between $2,101 and $3.350. The
ERA glves examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water belng subject to an annual charge of
$1,668, yet a large winery using 360 megalltres and an irrigator using 65,000 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 te sarvices relevant to self-supply waler users:

1.

Water I3 vital to all communitias and most economic activity in WA. The State Government should
fund water resource management and planning from the consolldated fund derived from State and

Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges Imposed on water licence holders for ‘water resource
management’ (Including pianning) 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 ralsing ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equltably across all water
resources and use raglons. 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
ugers In agriculture add to the aconomy, especially in reglonal WA, Again, Irratlonal and unfalr.

Where an allocation of or entitiement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' coul
required whij acts the complexj epartment o ssessment for articular or
bore and water resource; with the applicant to recalve a quote for assessment related to hours of

service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Departmeant 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. Agaln, irrational and unfair.
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commaercial services In the private sector.

Upon allocation of water, a Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of
adminjstration 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 ig an established benchmark for
administration of a licensing database and is either $38.80 annually or $116 for five years in advance.
A ‘Water Licence Fee’ at a higher n a Drivers |l @ is opposed.

A Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence duration {ususlly 10 years) could be required; this would re-
present the ‘Water Licence Fea' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocation Plan identifiad a particular water resource was over-allacated because of diminished
résource, a reasseasment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as
an Initlal application. The ERA propased Licence Renewal faes of $1,056 for what is usually a ‘rubber
stamplng’ process are unacceptable.

An ‘Arbltration Fee'; in the rara event a dispute arlses between water users, the water users could
seek conciliation and arbltration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to racover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration.

Yours sincerely

[,(f. Cebhey s
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twica disallowed by State Parliament because the asgoclatad fee structure was Irrationat and unfalr.

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report |8 gimilarly flawed but the ¢ost 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 licance, 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 megalitras and an Irflgaior usiig 55 000 magalthss @y obaged' dhe
same $1.669 In water resource management and planning charges. This is lrrational and unfair,

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

1. Water is vital to all communlities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and
Commonweaith taxes we pay. Specific charges Imposed on water licence holders for ‘water resource
management’ (including glanning) are apposed, Any attempt to apply water resource management
and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed bacause of diversity between water
resource reglons, uges and users In WA, The simplistic revenue raising ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applled rationally and equitably across all water
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government ghould 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, irratlonal and unfalr.

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be

d whigh reflects the ¢ lexity of D ment of Wa 5868 t for the particular dam or
org 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 senlor officer of the Department if the quote I
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water Is not able to provide spacific
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,360. Agein, Irretional and unfair.
The Department must improve its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commerclal gerviceas in the private sector.

3. Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' coyld be reguired which refi cogt recov
adminlatration of a licensging datebage. 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 banchmark for
administration of a licensing database and is elther $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance.
A ‘Water Licance Fee’ al a higher cost than a Drivers licenca fea id o ed.

4. A'Llcence Renewal Fea’ at anjd of icance duration {usually 10 vear Id be requirad: this would re-
present tha ‘Water Licence Fee' (analogous o the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocation Plan identifled a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished
resource, a reassessment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee procass as
an Initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Ranewal feas of $1,066 for what is vsually a ‘rubbar
stamping’ process are unacceptable.

5. An ‘Arbitration Fee'; in the rare svent a dispute arises between water users, the water users could
seek conclliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Departmant apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration.

38 UG Eandlyy- Qitmel

Yours sincerely
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfalr to self-supply water users in
agriculture, Now the ERA Draft Repcrt is similarly flawed but the cost implicatlons to us are five times as
great. The Draft Repart proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renews! fees of $1,058 for what is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ process. Applying for a new licenca for a dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The
ERA givas examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water belng subject to an annual charge of
$1,889, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalltres are charged the
same $1,869 In waler resource management and planning charges. Thig is irrational and unfair,

Wa submit the following in relatlon 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 rasource managemant and planning from the consolldated fund derived from State and
Commonwaealth taxes we pay. Specific charges impoged on water licence holders for 'water fegourca
management’ (including planning) are opposed, Any aitempt to apply water resource management
and planning charges Ig likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity hetween water
resource reglons, uses and ueers in WA. The simplistic revenue ralsing ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water
resources and use regions. Tha ERA says the State Government shouid cover the water resource
managemant charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water
users In agricullure add to the economy, especlally in reglonal WA. Again, irrational and unfair.
Where an allocation of or entitiement to water is sought, an 'Applicalion Assessment Fee' could be

j hich refl complexity of ment of Wa sement for th icular dam or
bore and water rasource: with the applicant to receive a quote for assessmant related to hours of
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Dapartment if the quate is
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Waler Is not able 1o provide specific
quotations for services, 20 the ERA s proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Agaln, irrational and unfalr.
The Department must Improve Ils operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commercial services in the private sector,
Upon allocation of water, a ‘Water Lic ea’ could be reguijred which refl recovery of
adminlstration of a licensing database, The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 ysars
In gdvance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fea I$ an established benchmark for
administration of a licensing database and la either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance.

! icence Feg' higher cost th ivers ficence fgs is opposed.

A ‘Ligence Ronewsl Fae' at end of licence dyration (usually 10 vearg) could ba raguired: this would re-
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licenca). If a relevant Water
Allocation Plan Identified a partlcular water resource was over-allocated because of dimlnished
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.
An ‘Arbitration Fee'; in the rare event 2 dispule arises between water users, the water users could
seek concilialion and arbltration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer’s time for conciliation and arbitration.

Yours sincerely

Hblutls
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twice disallowed by State Parllament because the agsociated fee structure was Irational and unfair,

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-aupply 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 rasource management
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what ig usually a ‘rubber
stamping' process. Applying for a8 new licence for a dam or bore will cost betwaen $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 magalitres are charged the
same $1,889 In water resource management and planning charges. This is irratlanal 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 regource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and

Commonwaealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on w licence hot or 'watar resource
management’ (including planning) are opposad. Any attempt to apply water resource management

and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of divergity betwean water
resource reglons, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue ralging ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot he applied ratlonally and equitably across all water
resources and use reglons. 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
usars in agriculture add to the economy, especially in reglonal WA. Agaln, irrational and unfair.

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water Is sought, an ‘Application Agsessment Fae’ could ba

ired which ¢ the complexi Dapartm ater asse { for the jcular da
bore and water rasourca; with the applicant to receive a quote for agsessment ralated to hours of

service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senlor officer of the Department if the quote is
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Dapariment of Water is not abfe to provide specific
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Agaln, Irrational and unfair.
The Department must improva its operations to provide guotations that are normal practice for
commerclal services in the private sector.

3. Upon allocation of water, a ‘W jcence Feg’ @ raqulre ich reflects cover
adminlgtration of a licenging database. Thea licence holder could opt to pay elther 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 $38.80 annually or $118 for flve yaars in advance.

A ‘Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee Is oppoged.
4, A'Li Renewsal! Feg' d of licenc jgn (ususli ears) coul required; this would re-

present the ‘Water Licence Fee' {analogous to the renewal of a Drivars 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 Initlgl application. The ERA proposed Licance Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a ‘rubbar
stamping’ process are unacceptable.

5. An 'Arbitration Fee'; In the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could
seek conclllation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for congiliation and arbitration. '

Yourg4incerely
’t"
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The previous flawed attempt at ¢ost 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 flve 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 2 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 megalitras 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
sama $1,669 In water resourca management and planning charges. This 1s irrational and unfair.

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

1.

Water g vital to all communities and most aconomic actlvity in WA, The State Government should
fund water resource managsment and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and

Commonwaalth taxes we pay. Specific ch s impo! water licen olders for ‘water regource
management’ {including planning) are gpposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management

and planning charges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water
resource reglons, uses and uaers in WA. The simplistic revenue raising ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applled rationally and equitably across all water
resources and usge reglons. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource
management charges of water for tha environmant, but fails to recagnise the value self-supply water
users In agriculture add to the economy, especlally In regional WA. Again, irrational and unfair.
Where an aliocation of or entitlemant to water I8 sought, an ‘Application Asseagment Fee' ¢ould be
requlred which refigcts the complexity of Department of Water agsessment for the particylar dam or
bore and water resource; with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related to hours of
sarvice and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senlor 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 ¢rude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair.
The Depariment must improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normat practice for
commercial services in the private sector.

Upon allocatlon of water, a ‘W icence Fae' could be required which ¢ ts cos ver
administration of a licensing databasa. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years

in advance (analogous to a drivers licance). The Drivers licenca fae i3 an established benchmark for
adminliatration of a licensing database and !s efther $36.60 annually or $118 for five years in advance.
A 'Water Licence Fea' at a high t than a Drivers liconce feg is oppose

A ‘Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licance duration {(usually 10 years) could ba required; this would re-
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocation Plan identified @ particular water resource was over-aliocated 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 Licenca Renewal feas aof $1,056 for what is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ process are unacceptable.

An ‘Arbitration Feg'; in the rare event a dispute arises between watar users, the water users could
seek concillation and arbitration services of tha Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer’s time for conclliation and arbitration,

Yours sincerely

s
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twice disallowed by State Parllament because the assoclated fee structure was Irratlonal and unfalr.

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users In
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is simliarly 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 $1,870 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber
stamping’ process. Applying for a new licence for 8 dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalltres of water being subjact 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 snd planning charges. This Is Irrational and unfalr.

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

1.

Water I3 vital to all communlities and most economic activity In WA. The State Government should
fund water resource management and plenning from the consolidated fund derived from State and

Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges Im water licence hol for ‘water resour
management’ (In¢lyding planning) are opposged, Any attempt to apply water resource management

and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed bacause of diversity between water
resource regions, uses and users In WA, The simplistic revenue raising ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA propoges cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water
resources and use reglons. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water rasource
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognlise the value self-supply water
users In agriculture add to the economy, aspecially in regional WA. Agaln, irrational and unfair.

Where an allocation of or entitiement to water is sought, an 'Applicati sessment Fee' Id be
ir ich refiects the complexj apartment of Water ent for the partj dam or
bore and water resource; with the applicant to recelve a quote for assessment ralated to hours of

service and fea per hour, and be able to appeal ta a senior officer of the Department if the quote s
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Departmeant of Water is not able to provide specific
quotatlons for services, 5o the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Agaln, Irratlonal and unfalr.
The Department must iImprove Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commercial services In the private sector.

Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licance Fee' could be required which reflects ¢ost recovery of
administration of a licensing database. The llcance holder could opt to pay elther annually or 10 years
In advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established benchmark for
adminlatration of a licensing databesé and is either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years In advance.

! Licence Fee' at a_higher an a Drlvers licence fae ig opposed.
A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licence dyration (ususally 10 years) could be requirad; this would re-
present the ‘Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocation Plan Identlfied 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 Inltlal application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal faes of $1,056 for what Is usually a 'rubber
stamping’ process are unacceptable.
An ‘Arbitration Fee’; In the rare event a dispute arlses between water users, the water users could
seek conciliation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
teasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration.

Yours sincerely

Pra. clec

010Z 2@ 91 Ayioyiny uonenBay s1wouody



Fax from

: 948100824

e ws memma) STInWYY YYEa

twice disallowed by State Parllament because the assoclated fee sti'uctd}'e; 'vJas irrational and unfalr.

The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfalr to seif-supply water users In
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Ia 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 ls usually a ‘rubber
stamping' process. Applying for 8 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 belng subject to an annual charge of
$1.669, yet a large winery using 360 megalltres and an Irrigator using 55,000 megelitres are charged the
same $1,669 In water resource management and planning charges. This Is irrational and unfalr.

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

1. Water ig vital to all communitles and most aconomic activity In WA. The State Government should
fund water resource management and planning from the ¢onsolidated fund derlved from State and
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges impos water lican olders for ‘water r
management’ (including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management
and planning charges Ig likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity beiween water
resource reglons, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising 'formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applled rationally and equitably across all water
resources and use reglons. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource
management charges of water for the anvironment, but fails to recognise the value self-supply water
users In agriculture add to the economy, especlally In regional WA. Again, irratlonal and unfair.

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an ‘Application Assessment Fee' ¢ould be
requi hich refl e complexity of Depa of Water sement fl @ parti dam or

bore and water resource; with the applicant to receive a quote for asaessment related to hours of
gervice and fae per hour, and be able to appeal to a senlor officer of the Department if the quote is
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water Is not able to provide spacific
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfalr,
The Department must improve Its operations to provide quatations that are normal practice for
commaercial services in tha private sector.

3. Upon allocation of water, a ‘W icance Fee' could be reauired which r & cost r f
administration of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay elther annually or 10 years

in advance (analogous to a drivers llcence). Tha Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for
administration of a licensing database and is elther $36.60 annually or $118 for five years in advance.
A ‘'Wa Ilcence Fee' at a higher han a Driv ence 186 i osed,

4. ALl Renewsal Fae' at end of {icence durati ally 10 could b uired; this would re-
prasent the "‘Watar Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licance). If a relevant Water
Allocation Plan identifled 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 Initlal 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 usars, the water users could
seek concillation and arbitration servicea of the Department of Water and the Depantment apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conclliation and arbitration,

VIT AL
/e

Yours sincerely S .
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twice disallowed by State Parllament because the assoclated fee structure was irrational and unfair.

The pravious flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture, Now the ERA Draft Report Is similarly flawed but tha 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
stampling’ 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 belng subjact to an annual charge of
$1.,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalltres 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.

Wae submit the followIng in refatlon to services relevant to self-supply water users:

1.

Water Is vital to all communitles and most economic activity In WA, The State Government should
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derlved from Stete and

Commonwaealth taxes we pay. Specific charges Im n water licence hol for ‘water regource
management’ (Inciuding planning) are opposged, Any attempt to apply water resource management

and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity batween water
resource reglons, uses and userg in WA, The simplistic ravenue raising ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applled rationally and equitably across all water
resources and use ragions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the valus self-supply water
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially in reglonal WA, Agaln, irrational and unfair.
Where an allocation of or entitiement to water is sought, an ‘Application Assessment Feg’ could be
requlred whi cts the complexi artment of Water ent for th icular dam or
bore and water resource; with the applicant to recelve 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 far gervices, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Agaln, Irrational and unfalr. .

The Department must Improve Its operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commaerclal services In the private sector.

Upon allocation of water, a Water Licence Fee' could be reguired which reflects cost recovery of
adminigtration of a licenging database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years

in advance (analogous to a drivars licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established banchmark for
administration of a licensing database and i3 either $36.60 annually or $116 for five years in advance.
A 'Water LI Fee' at a higher n a Drivers licence fas j osed.

A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of ligence dyration (usually 10 years) could be required; thls would re-
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocation Plan ldentlifled 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 Initlal application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a ‘rubber
stamplng’ process are unacceptable.

An ‘Arbltration Fee'; in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could
saek conciliation and arbltratlon services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbltration.

Yours sincerely ~,.\/ M 1 TR’ ‘
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&th o f December 2010

Dedrl All Vegstable and Potato growers,

Raa%fggoln a{g‘:‘zg:',::‘ :r;ek;.'conf;rence with the Farmers federation, Fruit West, Manjimup and
Pam , o achisve a coordinated plan for horti ! i
« nqulfy Into water resource management and planning é:ii:l;?’fegammg the second craft report

The repsc:atr; v;:sb :ztitéested by'treasury for consideration by state cabinet. This extraordinary report
,egis,:;ion o pasec :vrl;iihpw;ossgzgr ;:Oc;\?::’ ;er::‘overy and user pay principals. Unlike thergrev?ous
egislat T atached etier oney of $5.8 million. This report is suggesting $29.2

Therefore our group is requesting all of our growers in horticuit
ing i ' ure to place your
the top of the attached letter, sign it and post it so it will arrive in Pertf?befocye thenggledﬁr?g ;dzdégs; .

December-

Our grouP will be submitting individual detailed submissi i i i
Our % o leaders and tho public sarvice Ission to the .ERA. attgndmg a series of meetings

Please don't under estimate this report, we all need to w ' i islati ;
B able to the growers of Wester Australia, érk together to achieve legislation that is

Regards,
Jim Turley

. ABN 17 106 823 538

103 Outram Stroet Weat Parth Wastern Austraila 8006 +@1 R QAQs ~n-
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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 simllarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five timas as
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management
and planning charges of $1,870 for each licence, and ranewal fees of $1,058 for what is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ procass. Applying for a new licence for a dam or bore wlll cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The
ERA givas examples of a small winery using t1 megalltres of water being subject to an annual charge of
$1.669, yet a large winery using 360 megallitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalitres ere charged the
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning charges. This is irrational and unfalr.

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 shouid
fund water regource management and planning from the conaolldated fund derived from State and

Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposad on water licence holders for ‘water resource
lanning) are o . Any attempt to apply water resource management

and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water
resource reglons, uses and users in WA, The simplistic revenue ralsing 'formula‘ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water
resourcas and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource
management charges of water for the environment, but fallg to recognise the value self-supply water
ugers in agriculture add to the economy, espacially in ragional WA, Again, irrational and unfalr.
Where an allocatlon of or entittement 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 rasource; with the applicant to receive a quote for assessment related o hours of
service and fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senlor officer of the Department if the quote is
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Departmant of Waler Is not able to provide spacific
quotations for services, so the ERA Is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Agaln, Irrational and unfair.
The Department must improve its operations to provide guotations that are normal practice for
commerclal services In the private sector,

Upon allocatlon of water, & Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflacts cost recovery of
a_d_mm_vg_{r_a_{m_lggnﬂng_dmgpg_g, The licence holder could opt to pay sither annually or 10 years
in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an established banchmark for
administration of a licensing database and is elther $38.60 annually or $1186 for flve years in advance.

A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher h i icapce fee is opposed.
A 'Licence Renewal Fee' at end of licenca duration (ugually 10 years) could be required; this would re-

present the ‘Water Licence Fes' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocstlon Plan Ildentified 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 whal Is usually a ‘'rubber
stampling’ process are unacceptable.

An ‘Arbltration Fee'; In the rare avent a dispute arises belween waler users, the water usars could
seek conclllation and arbitration gervices of the Department of Water and the Departmant apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for concillation and arbltration.

Yours sincerely

At

CH. L /ESTeorT @R - 20/0.
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery wag particularly unfalr to seif-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 managemsant
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and ranewal fees of $1,066 for what is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ procass. Applying for a new licence for 2 dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The
ERA gives examples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water belng subject to an annual charge of
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an Irrigator using 55,000 megalltres 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 aelf-supply water users:

1.

Water I3 vital to all communities and most economic activity in WA. The State Government should
fund water regource management and planning from the consolidatad fund derlved from State and
Commonwaaith taxes we pay. Spegific charges imposed on water licence holders for ‘water respyrce
managemanqt’ (Including plaaning) are ogposad, Any attempt to apply water resource management

and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water
resource reglons, uges and users In WA. The simgplietic revenue raising ‘formula’ tor water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rationally and equitably across all water
resources and usa reglons. 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 unfalr.

Whoere an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Agplication Assessment Fee' could be
reguire Ich reflects the complexity of Depart t of Water asgessment for the particylar dam o
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 {o a senlor officer of the Depariment {f the quote is
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Departmant of Water is not able to provide specific
quotations for services, so the ERA {8 proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, Irrational and unfair,
The Department must improve itg operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commerciat services in the private sactor.

Upon sllocatlon of water, a ‘W Licance Fea’ could he required which reflects cost reggvery of
adminisiration of & licenging databage. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years
in advanca (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an astabligshed benchmark for
administration of a licensing database and I8 either 336.60 annually or $1186 for five years in advance.
A 'Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licaqce fee (s osed.

A ‘Licen enewel Fee' af end of licence duration {usually 10 vesarg) could be required; this would re-
present the ‘Water Licence Fee’ (anelogous 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 reassassment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee procaess as
an Initial application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ process are unacceptable.

An ‘Arbltration Fee’; in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could
seek concillation and arbitration services of the Depariment of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer’s time for conclllation and arbitration.

o j@&’/‘.
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfalr to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report I3 similarly flawed but the cost implications to us are flve limes as
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management
and planning charges of $1,870 for each licance, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what Is usually a ‘rubber
stemping’ process. Applying for a8 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 managemsnt and planning charges. This is irratlonal and unfair.

Wa submit the following in relation to services relevant to seff-supply water users:

1.

Water is vital to all communities and most aconomic activity in WA. The State Govermnment should
fund water resource management and planning from the consolldated fund derlved from State and

Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specift rges im n water licence holidarg for ‘water resource
management’ (including planning) areé opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource management

and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed bacause of divargity between water
resource reglons, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue ralsing ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applled rationally and equitably across alt water
resources and use reglons. The ERA says the State Governmant should cover the water resource
management charges of water for the environment, but falls to recognise the value self-supply water
users In agricuiture add to the economy, especilally in reglonal WA. Agaln, Irrational and unfair.
Whaere an allocatlon of or entittement to water is sought, an ‘Application Asgesgment Fee' could be
ire gcls 90X JoF assessment for the particular dam g
bore and water resource; with the applicant to recelve 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 1s not able to provide specific
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfsir.
The Department must improva its operatlons to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commerclal services in the private sector.
Upon allocatlon of water, a ‘W Licenc ‘could b irad whi ecta co: over:
adminlstration of a llcenging database, The licance holder could opt to pay elther annually or 10 years
in advance (analogous to a drivers licance). The Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for
administration of a licensing databasa and is either $36.60 annually or $118 for five years In advance.
A ‘Wa jcence Fag' higher than a Drlvers licence fge is oppased.
A 'Ll enewal ' at end of licence durati sually 1 rs) coul ulred; this would re-
present the ‘Water Licence Fae’ (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocation Plan identifled 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 inltial application. The ERA proposed Licenca Renewal fees of $1.056 for what is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ process are unacceptable.
An ‘Arbitration Fee'; in the rare event a dlspute arises between water users, the water users could
seek conclllation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conclliation and arbitration.

Yours sincerely

%&‘f D (RECTOR
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfalr to self-supply water users in
agriculture, Now the ERA Dreft Report Is simllarly flawed but the cost implications to us are five times as
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water ugers pay annual water resource management
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal fees of $1,066 for what Is usually a ‘rubber
stamping' process. Applying for a new licence for & dam or bore will cost between $2,101 and $3,350. The
ERA gives axamples of a small winery using 11 megalitres of water belng subject o an annual charge of
$1,669, yat a large winery using 360 meagalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the
same $1,669 in water resource management and ptanning chargeg. This is irrational and unfair.

Wae submit the foliowing in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users:

1.

Water is vital to all communities and mast econamic actlivity in WA, The State Government shouid

fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Speclfic charges imposed on water licence halders for ‘water cgsour
mananement’ (including planning) are gppaged, Any attempt to apply water resource management
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of divarsity between water

resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenus raising formula’ for water resource
managemant charges the ERA proposas cannot be applied ratianslly and equitably acrogs all water
resources and use reglong. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water resource
management charges of water for the environment, but falis {0 recognise the value self-supply water
users In agriculture add to the economy, espgcially in reglonai WA. Again, irrational and unfair.

Whers an aflocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Asgessment Fea' could be
required which refl the lexity of Depariment of Water assessmenti for the partic dam

bore and waler resogrce; with the applicant to raceive 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 specilfic
quotations for services, so the ERA I$ proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Agaln, irrational and unfair.
The Department must improve its operations to provide quotations that are narmal practice for
commerclal servicas in the private sector.

Upon allocation of water, a ‘Water Licen (-1:3 d b ulrad which reflect t re ry o
administration of a licensing database. The licance holdar coutd opt to pay elther annually or 10 years
in advance (analogoua lo a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee Is an established benchmark for
administration of a licensing database and is either $36.60 annually or $118 for flve years In advence.
A ‘'Water Licence Fee' at a higher ¢ost than a Driverg licencge fee | 08

A ‘Licence Renewal Feq' at and of licance duration (usually 10 vearg) could he requiced; 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 lo the same transparent fee process as
an Inltlal application. The ERA proposed Licence Renewal fees of $1,058 for what Is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ process are unacceplable.

An ‘Arbitration Fee'; in the rare evant a dispute arises between water users, the water users could
geek conclliation and arbitration aarvices of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge lo recover officer’'s time for conciliation and arbitration.

Yours sincerely

Akl

I 4R BAKOTA
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particutarly 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 megalltres of water being subject to an annual charge of
$1.689, yet a large winery using 380 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megalitres are charged the
same $1,889 in water resource management and planning charges. This is irrational and unfalr.

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

1.

2.

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 liconce holders for ‘water resgurce
management’ {including planning) are osed, 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 tha value self-supply water
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfair.

Where an allocation of or entittement to water is sought, an ‘Application Assessment Fee' could be
reqyired which reflects the complexity of Department of Water assessment for the particylar dam or
bore and water resourge; 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 8ays the Depattment of Water is not able to pravide speclfic
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.

Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fee’ could be required which reflects cost recov
administration of g 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 $1186 for five years in advance.
A'Wa icence Fee' gt a higher cost than a Drivers licence fee is oppos

A 'Licenca Renewal Fee’ nd of licence duration (usyally 1Q 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 identifled a particular water resource was over-allocated because of diminished

resource, a reasseassment 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.

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

Yours sincerely

Fon Yo

6-12+/¢
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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 propases many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management
and planning charges of $1,870 for each licence, and renewai feas of $1,056 for what is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ process. Applying for & new licence for a dam or bore will cost between $2.101 and $3,350. The
ERA gives examples of a smali winery using 11 megalitres of water belng subject to an annual charge of
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megalitres and an Irfigator using 55,000 megalitras are charged the
same $1,869 in water resource management and planning charges. This Is Irrational and unfair.

We submit the following in relatlon 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
mapagement' (In¢luding planning) are opposad. Any attempt to apply water resource management
and planning charges is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between watsr
resource regions, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenue raising ‘formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applted rationally and equltably across all water
resources and use reglons. 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, especlally In regional WA. Again, irrational and unfalr.
Where an allocation of or entitlement to water Is sought, an ‘Application Assessment Fee' could he

required whi flacts the exity of D t of Water ant for th ticular d
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 senlor officer of the Department If the quote is
unacceptable. The Draft Report says the Department of Water is not able to provide spacific
quotations for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Agaln, Irrational and unfair.
The Department must Improve its operatlons to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commaerclal services In the private sector.

Upon allocation of water, a 'Water Licence Fae' could be reaui hich refl t recover
adminigtration 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 I3 an established benchmark for
administratlon of a licensing datebase and Is either $36.60 annually or $116 for flve years in advance.
A ‘Water Licence Fee' at a higher cost than a Drivers licance fee is opposed.

A 'Llcence R al Fee' at en icence durati sually 10 uld be requirad: 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 reassegsment could be required and be subject to the same transparent fee process as
an inltlal 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 Departmant of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conclllation and arbltration.

Yours sincerely
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The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water ugers in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Ia 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 resourca management
and planning charges of $1,670 for each licence, and renewal faes of $1,086 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 megalitras of water being subject to an annual charge of
$1,869, yet a large winery using 350 megalitres and an irrigator using 55,000 megelitres are charged the
same $1,6869 in water resource management and planning charges. This s Irrational and unfair.

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

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. Speclfic charges Imposed on water licence holdars for ‘water resource
t' (including planning) ar Any attempt to apply water rasource management

and planning chearges Is likely to be fundamentally flawed because of diversity between water
resource reglons, uses and users in WA. The simplistic revenua ralising 'formula’ for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applled rationally and equitably across all water
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Government should cover the water regource
management charges of water for the environment, but fails to recognise the value gslf-supply water
users in agriculture add to the economy, especially in regional WA. Again, Irrational and unfalr.

2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an ‘Application Assessment Fee’ could be

required which reflects the complexity of Dapartment of Watar @ particular
bore and water ragource: with the applicant to recelva a quote for assessment related to hours of

sarvice end fee per hour, and be able to appeal to a senior officer of the Department Iif 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 imprave it operations to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commercial services in the private sactor.

3. Upon allocation of water, a ‘Water Licence Fee' could be reauired which reflects cost racovery of
adminigtralion of a licensing databasa. The licence holder could opt to pay elther annually or 10 yeara

in advance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fae Is an established benchmark for
administration of a licansing database and is either $36.60 annually or $118 for five years in advance.

A ‘Water Licence Fee’ at a higher cost than a Drivers licenca fee is opposed.
4. A 'Licence Renewgl Fee' jcence duration {usually 10 vear ulred; this would re-

present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renawal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Altocation Plan identified a particular watar 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 feas of $1,056 for what is usually a ‘rubber
stamping’ process are unacceptable.

5. An ‘Arbitration Fee'; in the rare event a dispute arlses batween water users, the water users could
seek concillation and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Daepartment apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration.

Yours sincerely

or

/(;’I / g /\ .-'.,,-t-\'Z ,'/’ ,'11/[ L

i
K

17

010Z 2@ 91 Ayioyiny uonenBay s1wouody





