Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions@era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
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 'mbber
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 communifies 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
manaqement' (includinq 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 'fomiula' 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 Govemment 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, irrafional and unfair.
2. Where an allocafion 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
quotafions 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 allocafion of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of
administration of a licensinq 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
administrafion 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 represent 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 inifial 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 conciliafion 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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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(S)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is sirtiilarly 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 darn 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.irra^ional 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 econornic activity in WA. The State Government should
fund water resource management and planning frorn the consolidated fund derived from State and
Commonwealth taxes we pay. Specific charges imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource
management' (including planninq) 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 reyenue 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 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
administi'ation of a licensing database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years
in advance (ainalogous 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 represent 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
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.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(S)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08)92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to selfrsupply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy 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 Govemment should
fund water resource management and planning from the consolidated fund derived from State and
Commoriwealth 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
managernent 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
reguired 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 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 represent 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
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.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(a}era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08)92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrafional 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 siririilariy 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 manageriient
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 irrafional and unfair.
We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users:
1. Water is vital to all communifies and most economic acfivity 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' (includinq planninq) 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 simplisfic revenue raising 'formula' for water resource
management charges the ERA proposes cannot be applied rafionally 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, irrafional and unfair.
2. Where an allocafion 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
quotafions for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair.
The Department must improve its operafions to provide quotations that are normal pracfice 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 licensinq 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 hiqher 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 represent 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 rec^uired and be subject to the sanrie transparent fee process as
an inifial application. The ERA proposetl LiCehfce 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.
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(S)era^wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was pariiculariy 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. 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
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 required which reflects cost recovery of
administration of a licensinq 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 hiqher 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 represent 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
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.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissionsfijera.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament 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 similariy flawed but the cost implications to us are five fimes 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 rnegalitres 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. 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, irrafional and unfair.
2. Where an allocation of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be
reguired 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 operafions to provide quotations that are normal practice for
commercial services in the private sector.
3. Upon allocafion of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be reguired 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 hi(iher.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 represent 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 inifial 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 arbitrafion services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitrafion.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(S)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report Is similariy flawed but the cost implicafions to us are five fimes as
great. The Draft Report proposes many self-supply water users pay annual water resource management
arid planning charges of $1,670 for each, licence, and renewal fees of $1,056 for what is usually a 'rubiier
starhping' 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 55,0C)6 megalitres are charged the
same $1,669 in water resource management and planning charges. This is irrafional and unfair.
We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users:
1. Water is vital to all communifies 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
resourcis regions, uses and users In VVA. 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 entifiement to water is sought, an 'Application Asseissment Fee' could be
reguired 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 quotafions that are normal pracfice 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 reguired: this would represent the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocafion 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
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 arbitrafion services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitrafion.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(5)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; pur private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy flawed but the cost implicafions 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 communifies 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 chargeis'the ERA proposes cannot be applied rafionally and equitably across all water
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State Goverriment 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, irrafional and unfair.
2. Where an allocation of or enfifiement 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 applicarit 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 operafions to provide quotafions that are normal pracfice for
commercial services in the private sector.
3. Upon allocafion of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of
administration of a licensinq database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years
in adyance (analogous to a drivers licence). The Drivers licence fee is an established benchmark for
administi'ation 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 i"epresent the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the reriewal 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 inifial 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 conciliafion and arbitrafion services 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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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(a>era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08)92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has icJentified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament 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 similariy 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' (includinq planninq) 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 (Sovernment 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
reguired 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 recovery of
administration of a licensinq 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 hiqher 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 represent 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
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
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(S)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous fiawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy flawed but the cost implicafions 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 relafion 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 simplisfic 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 allocafion of or entitlement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be
reguired 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
quotafions 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 pracfice for
commercial services in the private sector.
3. Upon allocafion of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which reflects cost recovery of
administration of a licensinq 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 hiqher 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 represent 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 inifial 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 arbitrafion services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitrafion.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmlssions(a)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous fiawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy flawed but the cost implicafions to us are five fimes 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 irrafional 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 rafionally 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, irrafional and unfair.
2. Where an allocation of or entifiement 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
quotafions for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair.
The Department must improve its operafions to provide quotations that are normal pracfice 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'reT
present the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocafion Plan idenfified 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
stamping' process are unacceptable.
An 'Arbitration Fee': in the rare event a dispute arises between water users, the water users could
seek conciliafion and arbitrafion services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's fime for conciliafion and arbitrafion.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissionstgjera.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
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We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has idenfified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous fiawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy flawed but the cost implications to us are five fimes 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 foi" 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 arinual 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. 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 rafionally 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, irrafional and unfair.
2. Where an allocation of or entifiement 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
quotafions 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 licensinq 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 hiqher 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 represent the 'Water Licence Fee' (ahalbgpus to the renew of a Drivers licence). If a rejevaht 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 inifial 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 arbitrafion services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's fime for conciliafion and arbitration.
Yours sincerely

^
o
©
3
o
70
(Q
^
o
3

>

C

i-K

3O

IS)

o
D
(D
O
IV)

Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissionsfSjera.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous fiawed attempt at cost recovery was particularly unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy flawed but the cost implicafions 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 relafion to services relevant to self-supply water users:
1. Water is vital to all communifies 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 charqes imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource
management' (including planning) are opposed. Any attempt to apply water resource maniagiement
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 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
quotafions 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 licensinq database. The licence holder could opt to pay either annually or 10 years
in advance (analogous to a driyers 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 represent 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
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.
Yours sincerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(a)era.wa.gov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament 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 similariy flawed but the cost implications to us are five fimes 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 1^1 megalitres of water being subject to an annual charge of
$1,669, yet a large winery using 360 megaljtres and an irrigator using 55,000 niegalitres 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 communifies 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 charqes imposed on water licence holders for 'water resource
management' (includinq planninq) 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 tie applied rationally and equitably across all water
resources and use regions. The ERA says the State (Sovernment 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 entifiement 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
quotafions 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 pracfice for
commercial services in the private sector.
3. Upon allocafion of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be reguired 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'fusually 10 years) could be required: this would represent the 'Water Licence'Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Driyers licence). If a relevant yVater
Allocafion 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 inifial 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 arbitrafion services 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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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(5)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament 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 similariy flawed but the cost implicafions 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 communifies 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
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 lie 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 enfifiement to water is sought, an 'Application Assessment Fee' could be
reguired which refiects 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
quotafions 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 pracfice for
commercial services in the private sector.
3. Upon allocafion of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be reguired 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 reguired: this would represent the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocafion 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 inifial 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 arbitrafion services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's fime for conciliation and arbitration.
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(5)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous fiawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy flawed but the cost implicafions to us are five fimes 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 irrafional and unfair.
We submit the following in relation to services relevant to self-supply water users:
1. Water is vital to all communifies 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 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 tie 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 refiects 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
quotafions for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair.
The Department must improve its operafions to provide quotations that are normal pracfice 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 licensinq 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 reguired: this would represent the 'Water Licence Fee* (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocafion 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 inifial 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 conciliafion and arbitrafion services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's time for conciliation and arbitration.
Youi^incerely
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissionsfaiera.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Parliament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy 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 relafion 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
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 ttie 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 entitiement 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 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 reguired 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 hiqher 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 represent 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
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.
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Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(S)era.wa.gov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five times the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament because the associated fee structure was irrational and unfair.
The previous flawed attempt at cost recovery was particulariy unfair to self-supply water users in
agriculture. Now the ERA Draft Report is similariy flawed but the cost implicafions to us are five fimes 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 usirig 55,008-megaiiireS 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 charqes 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 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
quotafions 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 pracfice for
commercial services in the private sector.
3. Upon allocafion of water, a 'Water Licence Fee' could be required which refiects cost recovery of
administration of a licensinq 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 reguired; this would represent the 'Water Licence Fee' (analogous to the renewal of a Drivers licence). If a relevant Water
Allocafion 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 inifial 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 to recover officer's fime for conciliation and arbitrafion.
Yours sincerely
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POTATO GROWERS ASSOCIATION OF WA (INC)

6"" of December 2010

Dear All Vegetable and Potato growers,

Recently I attended a teleconference with the Farmers federation, Fruit West, Manjimup and
Pemberton landowners, to achieve a coordinated plan for horticulture regarding the second draft report,
"Inquiry into water resource management and planning charges".
The report was requested by treasury for consideration by state cabinet. This extraordinary report
appears to be based on a philosophy of cost recovery and user pay principals. Unlike the previous
legislation that failed which was after grower's money of $5.8 million. This report is suggesting $29.2
million as per the attached letter.
Therefore our group is requesting all of our growers in horticulture to place your name an<j address at
the top of the attached letter, sign it and post it so it will arrive in Perth before the deadline of 20'*' of
December.
Our group will be submitting individual detailed submission to the ERA, attending a series of meetings
with political leaders and the public service.
Please don't under estimate this report, we all need to work together to achieve legislation that is
acceptable to the growers of Western Australia.

Regards,
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103 Outram Street West Perth Weslem Australia 6005 • •

+618 94810834 ; +618 94810024

Inquiry into Water Resource Management Charges
Economic Regulation Authority
Email: publicsubmissions(S)era.wa.qov.au
Fax: (08) 92131999
We are a self-supply water user in agriculture; our private investment in water infrastructure contributes to
the economy and employment in Western Australia. The ERA Draft Report of the Inquiry into Water
Resource Management and Planning Charges (December 2009) has identified $29.2 million of the annual
budget of the Department of Water for cost recovery from water users. This amount for cost recovery is
five fimes the $5.8 million cost recovery sought by the Department of Water in 2007-2008, which was
twice disallowed by State Pariiament 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 similariy flawed but the cost implicafions 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 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
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 iii 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
reguired 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
quotafions for services, so the ERA is proposing a crude $2,101 to $3,350. Again, irrational and unfair.
The Department must improve its operafions 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 reguired 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 reguired: this would represent 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 inifial 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 conciliafion and arbitration services of the Department of Water and the Department apply a
reasonable charge to recover officer's fime for conciliafion and arbitration.
Yours sincerely
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