
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation  COST RECOVERY RESPONSE FORM� Page 1

Response Form

DISCUSSION PAPER on cost recovery for 
the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation

Details 

Company name 

Given names 

Surname 

Contact person 

Address

Phone

Email

Sector

Native Vegetation Clearing
The department invites responses on the matters presented in the discussion paper and particularly 
the following questions.

1.	 Would a strategic approach to clearing, through a strategic purpose permit, benefit you?

Response   Yes   No   Unsure
Comments:

2.	 Is the ‘purpose component’ reasonable to apply considering the added complexity of 
assessing this type of clearing permit? 

Response   Yes   No   Unsure
Comments:

Response forms can be downloaded, completed and emailed to fees@dwer.wa.gov.au or sent by post to:
Cost recovery responses, Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, Locked Bag 33, Cloisters Square, PERTH WA 6850

Response submissions need to be received by 5pm WST, 1 November 2018. 

Continued >
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Continued >

3.	 Is the proposed fee structure fair and does it adequately reflect differences in the financial 
capacity of clearing permit applicants? 

Response   Yes   No   Unsure
Comments:

4.	 What is the likely impact on your business or industry of the proposed clearing fee structure? 

Comments:

Additional comments regarding Native Vegetation Clearing not addressed in the questions above.

Comments:
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Water

5.	 Do you consider it reasonable for taxpayers to pay 100 per cent of the cost of assessing 
water licence and permit applications and if so, why? 

Response   Yes   No   Unsure
Comments:

6.	 If water licence and permit assessment fees were introduced, what do you consider to be 
an appropriate fee for a water licence or permit application? 

Comments:

7.	 Would you consider a risk-based model for determining water licence and permit 
application fees to be appropriate? If not, what basis could the department use to structure 
fees?

Response   Yes   No   Unsure
Comments:

8.	 What would be the likely impact on your business or industry if water licence and permit 
fees were introduced?

Comments:

Continued >
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9.	 If water licence and permit assessment fees were introduced, how could the collection of 
fees be timed to better support your business or industry? For example, would you benefit 
from paying fees up front, at the end of a licence assessment or annualised over the term 
of the licence?

Response   Upfront   End   Annualised   Unsure
Comments:

Additional comments regarding Water licences and permits not addressed in the questions above.

Comments:

  �Please note responses may be published on the department’s website or cited in other public 
documents. Check this box if you wish your response to remain confidential.

Disclaimer: This document has been published by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation. Any representation, 
statement, opinion or advice expressed or implied in this publication is made in good faith and on the basis that the Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation and its employees are not liable for any damage or loss whatsoever which may occur as a result of action 
taken or not taken, as the case may be in respect of any representation, statement, opinion or advice referred to herein. Professional 
advice should be obtained before applying the information contained in this document to particular circumstances.
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	Company Name: Lower Blackwood LCDC
	Given names: Tim
	Surname: Crimp
	Phone: 
	Email: 
	Contact person: Tim Crimp
	Address: 
	Sector: [Land Conservation District Committee]
	Question 1 comments: Independent Mapping documents supported by Government Planning Instruments  have identified uncleared land as "Priority Agriculture" of which the strategic approach to clearing is not beneficial in developing land for Agriculture production.
	Question 2 comments: The increased costs from the purpose component fee structure  will result in adverse impacts on Local government, Agriculture and the Forestry Industries. Other areas of expenditure will need to be reduced to accommodate the increased costs of the fees.
	Question 3 comments: The cost of service to administer the clearing provisions are a requirements of Environmental Protection Act. (EP Act). The (EP act) introduced a complex application process and the outcomes are often neither a yes or no. It is reasonable that the landowner should not have to cover the increased costs of clearing .  The Legislative and policy requirements are for the  benefit of government agencies and the community and the taxpayer should also contribute.
	Additional comments regarding Native Vegetation Clearing: Protection of land and water for the environment is to the benefit of the whole community. The costs are fair to be imposed on the taxpayer. Self supply irrigators and farmers who have cleared land already contribute through knowledge, cost of establishing infrastructure, fencing off remnant vegetation and installing meters to monitor water take as a fixed cost along with pumping costs. Agriculture provides numerous environmental and open space benefits while making significant economic contributions. Agriculture production on cleared land and wildlife habitat coexists on farms. In addition, pastures and crops established on wetlands and irrigated farmland provides a valuable food resource for waterfowl and wildlife during the summer period,
	Question 4 comments: The Lower Blackwood LCDC is invited to comment on clearing applications within our catchment and this process may add extra administration to that process and therefore extra cost.  Some of our projects that require fencing of valuable riparian and remnant vegetation require a clearing permit for the implementation of the project.  This extra cost may be a barrier for our landowners to undertake landcare projects in our catchment.



	Question 5 comments: We are not averse to the payment of water licence fees however the current proposed amounts (up to $6,668 for renewal of a water licence and $8,929 for a new water licence) are excessive and could be perceived as a water tax grab which will place further financial pressure on rural businesses, many of which are already struggling.  Water users operate businesses which pay tax and contribute to economic growth at local, state, federal and international levels.  Further tax, such as the proposed water licensing fees, is likely to stifle economic growth resulting in reduced profits and tax income for the public.
	Question 6 comments: Fees for a Driver’s Licence are a tested benchmark for Government service, being $89.15 for a New Applicant Fee and $149.50 for Licence Renewal for five years. These benchmark fees could be applied to water licensing. The government could put this level of fees for water licensing transparently at the next State Election. That would be fair. Water users invest substantial time and money  to complete hydrogeological studies to satisfy the DWER that environmental risks associated with water extraction are acceptable prior to the issue of an extraction license (5c).  Once this process is complete the subsequent issue or renewal of an extraction license (5c) is straight forward and should require a similar amount of administrative effort as issuing a drivers license. In addition, water users are required to provide substantial data on water quality and yield at their own cost, which DWER uses for its own purposes.  In reality, the current arrangement is a very good deal for DWER. 
	Question 8 comments: Many rural irrigators are struggling due to market volatility, capital requirements and the increasingly high operating costs of this sector.  Water license and permit fees would reduce the small profit margins that many businesses generates.  It would result in unnecessary financial strain on the business owners.
	Question 7 comments: No.  As discussed in response to question 2, a risk based model is not appropriate to determine water licence and permit application fees as water users are already demonstrating acceptable risk at their own cost. Fees for a Driver’s Licence are a tested benchmark for Government service and a similar fee structure is appropriate for water licensing.

	Question 9 comments: An appropriate up front licence fee with amount comparable to drivers license fees outlined in  response to question 2, would suit.
	Additional comments regarding Water licences and permits: Addendum - supplementary discussion relevant to the submission. 
Further to the direct response to DWER's questions, note that similar unfair water licence fees were attempted by a Labor Government in 2007 and 2008 were disallowed by the Legislative Council. Our reasons now for disallowance include:
1. Mark McGowan promised in the 2017 Election campaign there would be no new taxes on West Australians (ABCTV, 21 February 2017).
2. The proposed licence fees are grossly disproportionate to services provided. Renewal of a water licence is usually a ‘rubber stamping’ process. A $6,668 renewal fee is excessive. The fee is more than the cost for service delivery.
3. Family based farmers using less than 50 megalitres of water to produce food and wine will pay the same $6,668 licence renewal fee as the Ord Irrigation Cooperative licenced to use 246,300 megalitres from the Ord River. This is unfair. 
5. Self supply irrigators have invested their own funds to establish their self-supply water dams and bores and it seems unfair that the Government is suggesting a fee for use of them.
6. None of the water allocation plans in WA are statutory Water Resources Management Plans provided for in the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act (Division 3D - Plans for management of water resources). Thus, related water licences don’t provide security of water access for food and wine producers.
7. We don’t know what the 11 year pending Water Resources Management Bill contains that may increase the ‘red tape’ and costs for self-supply water users. Will it extend licensing to run-off and spring-fed dams, and water intercepted by tree plantations?
8. There is an opportunity for the Minister for Water to appoint a Water Resources Council for WA and local Water Resources Management Committees to enable peak and local stakeholder input to water resource planning and management, and any fees.  Why is this process not being undertaken?  
9. Is the same cost recovery option being looked for urban bore-water users?  If not, why are rural landholders being targeted?




