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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 >



Department of Water and Environmental Regulation  COST RECOVERY RESPONSE FORM� Page 2

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.


	Would a strategic approach to clearing through a strategic purpose permit benefit you: Yes
	assessing this type of clearing permit: Yes_2
	capacity of clearing permit applicants: No_3
	Response: Yes_4
	Response_2: Yes_5
	Upfront: Off
	End: Off
	Annualised: Off
	Unsure_6: On
	Please note responses may be published on the departments website or cited in other public: Off
	Company Name: Shire of Serpentine Jarrahdale
	Given names: Penny
	Surname: Hollick
	Phone: 
	Email: 
	Contact person: Dr Penny Hollick
	Address: 
	Sector: [Local Government]
	Question 1 comments: Please see section for additional comments for an overall summary of the Shire's position on the discussion paper.  

Response to question: If higher fees are going to apply, it will be preferable (in terms of cost and effort) to submit one purpose permit application rather than several area permits.  Flexibility will, however, be required as local government may not always be equipped or have the capacity to prepare a thorough purpose permit application.  Scheduling of works requiring clearing may not be completed when an application is submitted, so it may be useful to be able to add further areas to a purpose permit later during its period of validity.  A purpose permit would be useful for strategic forward planning.
	Question 2 comments: A more complex assessment will take longer to assess so therefore it is reasonable to apply a higher fee.  Given the Shire's preference for a fee subsidy for applications for public purposes (such as from local government and non-profit organisations), the purpose component fee would necessitate a higher subsidy for purpose permits than for area permits.  A series of (subsidised) area permits would be easier to apply for than one purpose permit (for the reasons detailed above).  
	Question 3 comments: The fee structure is inherently inequitable if it is based on applicants' capacity to pay.  If the purpose of the fees is cost recovery rather than revenue raising, then the fees should be entirely based on the cost of assessment.  The same fees should apply across the state.  As mentioned above, the fees should be subsidised for applications for public purposes.  Consideration should be given to the source of the funds to pay the fee, being from the community for local governments or non-profit organisations (via taxes or donations), making the fee a form of double taxation.  Capacity to pay does not reflect the effort to assess, leading to a potential bias where higher-paying applications may be preferenced or assessed ahead of lower-paying applications on the basis of their revenue-raising potential.
	Additional comments regarding Native Vegetation Clearing: Overall comments on cost recovery (both for clearing and water licences):

In principle, the concept of "user pays" is fair and reasonable, however there has to be equity in its application.  This might involve consideration of a waived or lower fee for public purposes (local government and non-profit associations).  There should also be consideration of where the funds to pay the fee will come from, as paying a fee using taxpayer's money (as a local government would do) in order to reduce the use of taxpayer's money to fund the service, raises the issue of double taxation.

Other important points include:
* Must establish the legitimacy for charging a fee, i.e. legislative basis
* There must be transparency around the real cost of the service
* Once a fee is charged for a service, it should be open to competition, such as the option of a certification system (such as in the building sector), where an application prepared by a certified consultant does not require full assessment

A fee based on ability to pay is inherently inequitable, particularly as it is argued in the discussion paper that complexity of assessment is paramount.  Fee adjustment according to "financial capacity" has the potential to create bias in assessment and prioritisation of applications, if revenue raised is a consideration.  Fees to recover the cost of assessment should be strictly related to the actual effort of assessment, such as on a time-sheet basis.
	Question 4 comments: The proposed clearing fee structure will make operations more expensive for the Shire, which is likely to be passed on to the community via higher local rates.  There is the potential for less infrastructure delivery, and higher costs may affect the decision to undertake projects (with associated safety and community satisfaction implications).  As a side note, what are the implications of the fee structure for state funded projects such as black spot funding?  Will the funding be increased in order to be able to pay it back to the state as clearing fees?
	Question 5 comments: Taxpayers should fund the assessment of water licence and permit applications, as the water resource belongs to everyone.  A user-pays system opens up the potential for private ownership of a community resource.  
	Question 6 comments: Zero - see above.  Licences should be given for public benefit, whether that be public purposes, economic development, etc.
If a fee is charged, it should be reflective of the actual cost of the assessment.
	Question 8 comments: Water would become more expensive, which is likely to be passed on to the community via higher local rates.  The community is unlikely to accept lower water use in public spaces (e.g. brown parks rather than green ovals).  The cost of water would have to be included in annual budgets, and projects prioritised on the basis of water use as well as other costs and public benefit.
	Question 7 comments: Assessment on the basis of risk is appropriate, but how do you define risk?  There is such uncertainty in the capacity of aquifers that it can never be properly determined how close an aquifer is to being fully allocated.  The fee should rather be determined on the sensitivity (rather than capacity) of the aquifer to drawdown and eventual collapse.  The fee should also be reflective of the actual cost of the assessment.  This means assess on the basis of risk, but charge fee on the basis of cost of assessment (time taken).  It would be beneficial to then provide an estimate of the cost (expected time taken to assess) prior to assessment.
	Question 9 comments: Higher fees should be phased in over time, with annual increases.

The fee should reflect the actual cost of the assessment, with a pay-as-you-go system.  This might involve an initial quote for the assessment fee (based on estimated time to assess), which could be paid prior to assessment, and settled up after assessment based on the actual time taken to assess.
	Additional comments regarding Water licences and permits: See additional comments on clearing permits for overall comments on cost recovery.


