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Auditor General’s Overview

This is the second Public Sector Performance report for 2010. These reports address performance by 

public sector agencies across a broad spectrum of government operations. This report contains the 

results of two audits.

The two items in the report are:

 y The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services

 y Royalties for Regions – Local government spending

The first item of the report examined whether six agencies had good processes in place to accurately 

cost their services and set related fees and charges appropriately. It also reviewed central government 

oversight of the setting of fees and charges across the public sector. All of the agencies had weaknesses 

in either their costing systems or policy and practice for setting fees and charges. One of the agencies 

over recovered costs for two of the fees we examined.

Fees and charges levied by government agencies are expected to generate almost $1.66 billion in 

government revenue in 2010-11. Agencies should have a good understanding of and accurately cost 

the services they provide. This assists with efficient resource allocation and helps to ensure that the 

public is not being overcharged when they pay for the services they access. 

The second item of the report examined the Country Local Government Fund (CLGF) component of the 

Royalties for Regions program. The CLGF provides money to 110 regional local governments, to regional 

groupings of councils, and to the Department of Local Government for capacity building for regional 

local governments. I used the ‘follow-the-dollar’ powers provided by the Auditor General Act 2006 to 

audit 20 of the 110 local governments that received 2008-09 CLGF funds . The objective of the audit was 

to determine whether funds had been spent in accordance with the funding guidelines and whether 

appropriate accountability arrangements were in place to monitor funds paid to local governments. The 

audit found that the 2008-09 guidelines were deficient in some areas however these issues have since 

been addressed in updated guidelines.

The Royalties for Regions program is an ongoing funding initiative of government that involves 

significant public money. As such the program will continue to be an area of potential audit focus for 

this Office. 
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Overview
Government agencies levy fees and charges for certain goods and services they provide. In 2010-11, 

these fees are expected to raise almost $1.66 billion. 

When government charges for goods and services, its general approach is that fees should be set to 

recover costs unless there is a policy imperative to under recover such as to increase equity. Treasury 

guidelines state that “If a fee is set at a level beyond what would reasonably be expected to recover costs, in 

practice it may have become a tax. If the enabling legislation only provides for a fee, making it a tax would 

invalidate it.”

To achieve cost recovery, agencies need to first establish the scope of the services provided by the fee 

and then cost their services to a reasonable level of accuracy. This is not always a simple exercise and 

agencies endeavour to balance the administrative effort involved against the revenue raised by each 

fee. However, such an approach needs to be reconciled with government and the public’s expectation 

that fee calculations are materially accurate.

To help meet these expectations, a whole-of-government policy framework has been put in place to 

ensure fee setting decisions are consistent with legislative requirements and government expectations. 

The framework includes policies and guidelines issued by the Department of Treasury and Finance and 

providing advice to agencies on costing services and determining prices.

This is our third audit of this type. Our previous reports in 2004 and 2006 found that improvement was 

needed to agency costing and fee setting practices and to the whole-of-government policy framework 

for fees.

This audit reports on whether six agencies had good processes in place to accurately cost their services 

and set related fees and charges appropriately. It also reviews central government oversight of fee 

setting across the public sector.

Conclusion
All of the agencies had weaknesses in their approach to setting fees and charges. Weaknesses included 

failing to clearly define the scope and purpose of fees, poor documentation of the methodologies and 

assumptions used in costing models, and lack of detailed costing of services for some fees and charges. 

The Department of Treasury and Finance’s guidance and oversight of fee setting practice, while generally 

sound, can be improved in some areas. 

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for 
government services
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Key Findings
 y The scope and purpose of Department of Fisheries’ recreational fishing fee has not been clearly 

established so it is unclear what services this fee covers. Consequently, the Department of Fisheries 

cannot provide assurance that this fee is set appropriately. 

 y The Department of Transport over recovered costs for two of the fees we examined by between 48 

and 114 per cent in the last two years. The dollar value of the over recovery for these fees totalled 

approximately $895 000.

 y While the Department of Education and the Department of Fisheries could not provide accurate 

estimates of the level of cost recovery they were achieving for the fees we examined, they estimate 

that they are under recovering costs. The inability to accurately predict levels of cost recovery is 

due to the lack of a detailed costing system at Education while Fisheries does not refer to cost 

information when setting fees for recreational fishing licences. 

 y The Departments of Transport, Fisheries and Education need to improve their policies on fee setting 

to meet good practice. The Rottnest Island Authority (RIA) needs to consolidate existing models 

and documentation into a detailed policy and procedure manual. The Department of Fisheries’ 

policy had not been revised for 11 years and the Department of Transport had not implemented its 

new policy since its demerger with the Department for Planning and Infrastructure over a year ago. 

The Department of Education’s policy was impractical for schools to implement in tracking actual 

costs, expenditure by student and refunds. Policies are required to clearly document an agency’s 

approach to costing and fee setting.

 y All agencies review their fees annually but the rigour of this review varies:

	 m	 Four agencies undertake full cost reviews and use the information to set their fees. 

	 m	 The RIA’s review focuses on the impact of changes in fees on overall revenue against expenditure 

and considers market sensitivity and competitiveness.

	 m	 The Department of Fisheries has not conducted detailed fee reviews for recreational fishing 

licence fees because they have assumed they are significantly under recovering. The Department 

of Fisheries increase their recreational fishing fees by the consumer price index each year. 

 y The Department of Treasury and Finance significantly revised and improved their costing and pricing 

guidelines for agencies in 2007. Further changes aimed to improve the reliability of information 

agencies provide on their fees to their Minister and the Department are expected to be released in 

2011. 

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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What Should Be Done?
All agencies should: 

 y Ensure they have a good understanding of the legislative mandate for fees charged, clearly define 

the scope and purpose of their fees, and accurately determine the cost of providing the associated 

goods and services.

 y Document in policy and supporting internal procedures: the legal basis of fees charged; the scope 

and purpose of their fees; and their costing system and fee setting practice. Agency policies should 

align with whole-of-government policy and good practice.

 y Develop costing systems that provide sufficient detail of the costs of services being provided 

to support the fee being charged. The costing system should be sufficiently robust to provide a 

reasonable estimate of the level of cost recovery being achieved. Where services are costed as a 

group, reasonable justification for this approach should be documented.

 y Ensure transparency of their fee setting practice by:

	 m	 Providing their Minister with sufficient information on the forecast level of cost recovery to 

support fee certification.

	 m	 Referring to the Government Gazette, or other public documents containing pricing information, 

in their annual report.

 y The Department of Treasury and Finance should work with agencies to improve guidance documents 

particularly in relation to grouping costs and indexation of fees. 

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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Agency Response

Response by Department of Education
The Department of Education is improving systems of accounting control in schools for fees and 

charges, and is also undertaking a review of the legislation and policy including those governing Year 

11 and 12 charges to ensure that there is a fair and cost effective process for charging students who 

choose to study courses that are expensive to provide. 

Response by Rottnest Island Authority
The Rottnest Island Authority fully understands its costs and cost drivers and has robust financial 

systems that determine the extent of cost recovery through the grouping methodology, as required by 

Section 34 of the Rottnest Island Authority Act 1987.

Significant effort and sound financial management has been applied to Rottnest Island over the last six 

years to the extent that a positive cash flow was achieved during the 2009-10 financial year. 

Response by Department of Treasury and Finance
The DTF is implementing a number of strategies to improve guidance and oversight of agency fee 

setting practices and enhanced assurance mechanisms to improve the reliability of agency information 

provided to the Government.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services

8    Second Public Sector Performance Report 2010    l    Western Australian Auditor General



Western Australian Auditor General    l     Second Public Sector Performance Report 2010  9

CONTENTS

Background
Fees and charges from the sale of goods and services form an important source of government revenue. 

Government has consistently adopted a ‘user pays’ principle when setting fees. Western Australian 

Government fees and charges are expected to raise some $1.66 billion from the sale of goods and 

services in 2010-11 (Figure 1).

figure 1: forecast general government revenue 2010-11
Revenue from the sale of good and services by the ‘general government sector’ is expected to total $1.66 billion this 

financial year.

Source: 2010/11 Budget, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, Budget Paper No 3

State government agencies can only charge fees for goods and services if they have the legal authority 

to do so. The authority to set fees typically comes from an agency’s enabling legislation. That legislation 

is supported by regulations, which set out the purpose of the fee and the amount that can be charged. 

The term ‘fee’ has been legally interpreted to mean a payment intended to achieve cost recovery for the 

good or service. Treasury guidelines state that “If a fee is set at a level beyond what would reasonably be 

expected to recover costs, in practice it may have become a tax. If the enabling legislation only provides for a 

fee, making it a tax would invalidate it.”

Government may decide to set the price for a service below cost recovery, for instance, to encourage 

service use or to provide social equity. In these circumstances it is important for agencies to document 

the rationale and government approval for under recovery. 

 

Commonwealth grants 
$9.36b (41%)

Taxation 
$6.63b (29%)

Royalties 
$3.27b (14%)

Sales of goods and services 
$1.66b (7%)

Public corporations 
$1.04b (5%)

Other 
$0.64b (3%)

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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Accurate information on costs is essential if agencies are to set their fees at cost recovery. Agencies also 

need a good understanding of their costs and ‘cost drivers’ to assist sound financial management and 

help identify opportunities for improved efficiency. 

Costing a service requires that all relevant costs associated with its delivery are identified and accounted 

for. Based on this costing an agency then sets a price for the service to reflect the amount a customer is 

required to pay. All public sector agencies are required to accurately determine the cost of their services 

and to review their fees each year. 

The Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF) obtains information from agencies about their fees 

for use in the annual budget process. This includes a requirement for a certification from the agency’s 

Minister about their fees. The certification must state that:

 y the fees have been reviewed

 y the fees are not part of the household model (electricity, water, sewerage, drainage charges; public 

transport fares; emergency services levy; third party insurance; motor vehicle registration; and 

driver’s licence fees)

 y the costing methodology is materially accurate

 y fees do not exceed cost recovery

 y no new fees are proposed 

 y there are no contentious or high profile issues associated with the fees.

If any of these statements do not apply, agencies are required to provide a detailed submission on the 

relevant fee, which DTF submits to Government for approval.

Where there is a need for a fee to be adjusted the associated regulations must be altered and a notice 

of the changes published in the Government Gazette. Immediately after publication an explanatory 

memorandum, signed by the Chief Executive Officer of the department or agency and initialled 

or signed by the responsible Minister, is provided to the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated 

Legislation (the Committee). The Committee can recommend Parliament disallow a regulation that sets 

a new fee, imposes a higher or lower fee or deletes a fee. 

Figure 2 provides a simplified illustration of the key steps of agency fee setting processes.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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figure 2. key steps in the fee setting processes for agencies
Agencies need to ensure they have incorporated each of these key steps into their fee setting process. 

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services

agency has authority to charge fee 

Through Act of Parliament or regulations

determines purpose, type and  
scope of fee

documents fee setting policy

Purpose of costing exercise, approach used, 
assumptions made

Calculates full cost of goods or services  
to which the fee applies

Direct/indirect/capital costs

sets price and level of cost recovery

Forecast use of good or service

monitors costs and revenue

reviews fees at least annually

Revenue, level of recovery, costs,  
price charged

fee or amendments 
approved

By Minister, Cabinet, 
Parliament

department of Treasury and finance advise and assist agencies costing or pricing services
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What Did We Do?
Our objective was to determine if agencies had good processes in place to accurately cost their services 

and set related fees and charges appropriately. 

We asked three key questions:

 y Do agencies have appropriate legislative authority for setting fees and charges and have they 

defined the scope and purpose of the fee? 

 y Do agencies apply their framework for setting fees and charges to achieve cost recovery?

 y Are practices for setting fees and charges transparent and subject to review?

We examined how six agencies set a sample of 15 fees for 2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11. 

Some of the individual fees we examined included a graduated scale of charges. We looked at the levels 

of cost recovery they aimed to achieve, as well the actual levels of cost recovery achieved in 2009-10. We 

also reviewed the DTF’s oversight of fee setting across the public sector. 

During the audit we received a request from the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation to 

look at costing issues associated with three fees at the Department of Transport. These fees were added 

to the two Department of Transport fees already included in our audit.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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The agencies and fees we examined were:  

Agency Fee/charge 
Fee charged

2009-10

Total
revenue
2009-10

Department of Commerce 
(Commerce)

Motor vehicle dealers licence single 
premises fee (MVDL)

$1 438 $0.81m

Motor vehicle repairers licence fees 
(MVRL)

$250 - $2 188 $0.81m

Department of Education 
(Education)

Reviewed at four senior high 
schools

School charges for:

Year 12 English $44 - $60

$23.4m*

(2009)

(from all Year 8 to 
12 students in WA)

Year 12 Outdoor Education $76 - $260

Year 11 Visual Arts $53 - $100

Year 11 Food Production $100 - $185

Department of Fisheries 
(Fisheries)

Recreational fishing licence fees (rock 
lobster, abalone, marron, south west 
angling, net fishing, all categories)

$26 - $87 $4.98m

Department of Transport 
(Transport)

Recreational boat registration fees $76.10 - $474.50 $10.78m 

Recording fee for recreational boat 
registration

$40.10 $0.90m

Motor vehicle plate fee – ordinary $17.90 $3.79m

Motor vehicle plate fee – dealer’s plate 
fee code ‘D’

$22.70 $0.007m

Motor vehicle plate remake fee $21 $0.15m

Landgate Document registration fee $110 $46.10m

Document searching fee $18 $25.73m

Rottnest Island Authority 
(RIA)

Admission to the island (for visitors and 
private and commercial craft)

$5 - $431 $5.6m

Table 1: agencies and fees audited
Agencies charge a range of fees under their legislation. Several of the fees audited had a gradated fee structure. 

*Schools budget on a calendar year. 

Source: OAG, Agencies

The audit was conducted in accordance with Australian Auditing Standards.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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What Did We Find?

One agency had not clearly established the scope and purpose for the fees we 
examined 
All fees must be authorised by legislation, either in an Act of Parliament or associated regulations. 

Enabling legislation does not always specify the purpose of the fee and the services it is intended to 

cover. Ambiguity may require agencies to seek legal advice before attempting to impose a fee for a 

service or a good.

Fisheries had not clearly established the scope and purpose of the fees we examined. 

Department of Fisheries
The Fish Resources Management Act 2004 (the Act) authorises the issuing of licence fees for six different 

types of recreational fishing. However, the Act does not make clear what services the fees are intended 

to meet and Fisheries had not sought legal advice to clarify the situation.

Fisheries advised that the licences are authorisation to engage in a recreational fishery and includes 

elements of both service provision and ‘access’ to the recreational fishery. They also advised that full cost 

recovery is not a government aim for this fee. 

We noted that, under the Act, recreational fishing fees are credited to the ‘Recreational Fishing Account’ 

which is also established under the Act. The Account is also credited with other types of recreational 

fees such as recreational charter boat licences as well as revenue from donations and bequests and 

prosecutions. The Account can be used to meet a range of costs including:

 y administration and management 

 y enhancing and developing recreational fishing including research, publicity and educational 

programs

 y enforcement operations and compliance programs

 y the purchase of capital assets.

Recreational fishing fees are budgeted to recover $5 million in 2010-11, while payments from the 

Account are expected to total $18 million. 

However, as mentioned, Fisheries was unable to provide Audit with certainty that the scope of the fees 

includes the recovery of all of the costs made from the Account or just some, such as administration and 

management costs. 

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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We therefore sought advice from the State Solicitor’s Office. They advised that the Act allows recreational 

fishing fees to recover part of the estimated cost of administering the Act and goes beyond simply 

recovering the cost of issuing recreational fishing licences. Further it may be possible under the Act to 

alter the recreational fishing licence scheme to include an ‘access’ component. However such alterations 

to the current licence scheme may render it no longer for ‘recreational fishing’. 

This illustrates the need for Fisheries and all agencies to seek legal advice to ensure they do not exceed 

their legal authority for the fees they charge.

The Department of Education 
Education has been proactive in seeking legal advice when they were unclear if they are operating within 

the limits of their legislation. For example, they recently had legal advice that they were exceeding the 

legislative limit for some fees.

The School Education Act 1999 sets fees for overseas students and adults’ courses and residential 

accommodation in agricultural colleges. We did not audit these fees. However Education advised us 

that over a period of three years from 2008 to 2010 it had overcharged overseas students and adults at 

two senior colleges for four courses. It also overcharged students for accommodation at its agricultural 

colleges. Total overpayments are estimated at approximately $2 million. Education is now processing 

refunds. 

Only one of the six agencies accurately costs the services related to the fees we 
audited
Transport was the only agency that could accurately cost the services for the fees we audited. 

Commerce, Education and Landgate had systems in place for costing their services but these systems 

needed improvement. Fisheries has developed a detailed costing system but has yet to apply it to set 

recreational fishing licence fees. Rather, Fisheries’ recreational fishing fees are set following consultation 

with the recreational fishing sector. RIA, unlike other agencies, is not required by legislation to estimate 

the cost of providing the service to which a fee or charge relates.

A good costing system allows agencies to establish the full cost of a service by identifying all direct 

costs, indirect costs and relevant capital costs and allocating these appropriately. Understanding costs 

is also an important element of sound financial management. 

Developing and maintaining a detailed costing system can be a costly exercise. It is not surprising 

therefore to find that some agencies balance the administrative effort involved in producing and 

updating a detailed costing system against the level of revenue that is generated by the fees in question.

The costing of groups of services, rather than individual services, and then assigning fees to recover 

the overall cost of the group is a way of reducing administrative effort. However, grouping reduces the 

knowledge that agencies have about the cost of individual services and can result in cross subsidisation 

of costs within the group.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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Group costing can sometimes be justified where there are a number of related fees each generating 

minimal revenue, or where one of the group generates the bulk of revenue. However, the fees within 

the group should still not be arbitrarily set. Agencies should document the rationale for grouping and 

support this with evidence such as preliminary costing or benchmarking with comparative fees. 

Of the 15 sampled fees, one charged by Commerce and two charged by Landgate were costed under a 

group methodology. We concluded that Commerce had made reasonable effort to justify the grouping 

of costs for one of its fees but not the other. However they advised that the relevant legislation is now 

under review so it was difficult to justify a detailed costing exercise for the fee in question. 

Similarly Landgate had not done sufficient work to justify grouping costs for the various document 

searches and registration fees. However they have recognised this and are improving their staff 

timesheet systems to more accurately allocate costs to individual fees.

Landgate adopted this grouping methodology in 1981 due to industry’s (property and conveyancing) 

support of the self assessment registration process. They have advised that this is now the accepted 

and preferred fee structure as it provides simple and straight forward structures for industry to operate 

under. Landgate is not intending to alter the current arrangement, unless there are material and 

significant anomalies through the improved cost allocation.

RIA is a unique case because the Rottnest Island Authority Act 1987 states that “The Authority shall perform 

its functions in such manner as to ensure that, taking one year with another, its revenue is at least sufficient 

to meet its expenditure”. In addition, the Act allows RIA to impose fees and charges that need not be 

confined to the estimated cost of providing the service to which the fee or charge relates. 

The RIA therefore does not attempt to match the cost of specific goods or services to specific fees 

or charges. Rather the RIA sets individual fees on the basis of forecast revenue from all fees, market 

sensitivity for individual fees and the need to meet total expenditure.

Table 2 gives a summary of the approach to costing services by the agencies for the fees we audited.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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Agency Approach to costing services Assessment
Commerce The motor vehicle dealers licence (MVDL) is costed as part of a group 

of 25 fees administered under the same regulations. Commerce has 
determined the direct and indirect costs related to administering 
each set of regulations. There is no methodology or basis for how the 
total costs of the group are apportioned to the motor vehicle repairers 
licence (MVRL) and the other fees within the group. It appears to be 
historically based.

Costing of the MVRL is in two parts. Direct costs applicable to the 
MVRL have been identified and assigned. Indirect costs applicable to 
21 fees including the MVRL that are raised under the same regulations 
have been identified and assigned using various methods. 

Needs improvement

Satisfactory

Education 
(Schools)

The four schools were costing each course in detail to determine 
the cost per student and were setting their charges accordingly. This 
included estimating the cost of materials and services for delivering 
the courses. However the accounting systems used at the schools 
were not sufficiently detailed to track actual expenditure against 
what had been budgeted. Because of this, schools could not verify 
their level of cost recovery for each course charge. Education should 
consider if this level of detail is necessary.

Needs improvement

Fisheries Fisheries has a detailed costing system but has not applied this to set 
recreational fishing fees. Fisheries considers that recreational fishing 
licence fees significantly under recover the total cost of servicing the 
recreational fishing industry. Therefore they have not determined the 
costs of services applicable to recreational fishing licences. Rather, 
fees are historically based and periodically adjusted for CPI.

Unsatisfactory

Landgate Landgate uses a cost distribution and fee calculation model to 
review and if necessary revise its registration and search fees 
each year. The model determines costs applicable to the different 
regulated activities, eg, document registration and searches. Costs 
are allocated in proportion to the estimates of staff time spent on 
different activities. The model then uses estimated demand for these 
services to determine the level of fee that is required to recover costs. 
Landgate is reviewing its staff time recording systems and updating 
it to allow them to more accurately determine costs of delivering 
services against each fee.

Needs improvement

RIA The RIA’s Act requires that overall revenue meets expenditure. The Act 
allows RIA to impose fees and charges that need not be confined to 
the estimated cost of providing the service to which the fee or charge 
relates. This differs to the requirement for other agencies. 

RIA sets individual fees on the basis of forecast revenue from all fees, 
market sensitivity for individual fees and the need to meet total 
expenditure.

Not required to cost 
specific services

Transport Transport has a detailed costing model that it uses to determine the 
recreational boat registration and recording fees. The model uses cost 
estimates of staff time and overheads for the services associated with 
the fees. Transport’s approach to costing has been comprehensive, 
although they have had to refine a number of their cost and demand 
estimates over time.

The costing model for plate fees has been in place for longer than for 
recreational boat fees and has been well resourced. Consequently it is 
well documented and the cost drivers are understood.

Satisfactory

Table 2: summary of agency approaches to costing services
Agencies varied in the extent to which they could accurately cost the services for the fees we examined. We assessed 

whether this was ‘satisfactory’, ‘satisfactory with comment’ or ‘unsatisfactory’ for each fee charged.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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One agency over recovered two of the fees we examined and the level of actual 
cost recovery at two other agencies could not be determined
Transport over recovered costs in 2008-09 and 2009-10 for two of the five fees we audited (boat 

recording and motor vehicle plate remake fees). The level of actual recovery of the Fisheries recreational 

licence fees could not be determined because they do not refer to costing information when setting 

their fees. Similarly the level of cost recovery for Education charges could not be determined because of 

a lack of detailed costing systems. All other fees were at or below cost.

Up until 2007-08, Transport’s boat recording and boat registration were combined in one fee and under 

recovered costs. Transport separated out the two fees in 2008-09, which resulted in an over recovery 

of costs by 77 per cent ($294 935) in 2008-09 and by 105 per cent ($461 124) in 2009-10. In April 2010, 

as a result of the annual review of fees and charges. Transport reduced the fee from $40.10 to $19 to 

eliminate the over recovery.

Transport advised that its motor vehicle plate remake fee over recovered in 2008-09 (114 per cent) and 

2009-10 (48 per cent). The fee in question was based on a costing model that identified total cost and 

estimated transaction volumes in order to determine fee levels. Transport’s actual transaction volumes 

exceeded the estimates and resulted in an over recovery of costs. Transport advised it is reviewing 

transaction volumes as part of its annual review of fees and charges.

At Education, the four schools we audited had reasonable methodologies for costing the Year 11 and 

12 course fees. However the schools could not determine the actual level of cost recovery per student 

because their expenditure is not tracked at this level. The accounting systems used at the schools were 

not sufficiently detailed to track actual expenditure against what had been budgeted for individual 

students. 

Fisheries could only provide estimates of the level of cost recovery for the fees we examined, because 

they have not applied their costing model to set the recreational fishing licence fees. Fisheries received 

approximately $5.0 million from recreational licence fees in 2009-10 and estimate that the total cost of 

recreational fishing services was $16.0 million. Without adequately determining which services the fees 

are covering this figure remains an estimate.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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Agency and fee(s) audited
Forecast cost 

recovery  
2009-10

Actual cost 
recovery  
2009-10

Planned cost 
recovery  
2010-11

Commerce

Motor vehicle dealers licence fees 

Motor vehicle repairers licence

29%

94%

33.21%

34.76%

Under

At cost

education

Year 11 and 12 course charges 30%-80%

(rate of  payment)

Unable to determine At cost

fisheries

Recreational fishing licences fees Not done 31.20%

(estimate only)

Under

Landgate

Document registration fees 

Searching fees 

101.6%

99.5%

104.07%

100.31%

At cost

At cost

ria

Admission fees Not required 30.6% Under

Transport

Boat registration fees 

Boat recording fees

Motor vehicle plate fee ordinary

Motor vehicle plate fee dealers code D

Motor vehicle plate remake fee

92.95%

Not forecast separately

100%

100%

100%

79.8%

205.3%

98.1%

97.9%

148.4%

Under

At cost

At cost

At cost

At cost

Table 3: Projected and actual level of cost recovery by fee
All agencies which set their fees to under recover costs had Ministerial approval to do so.

All audited agencies which set their fees to under recover costs had Ministerial approval to do so. 

However, Fisheries has only informed government that cost recovery is low for recreational fishing 

licences, without providing details of the actual level of recovery. 

Where agencies charge less than full cost recovery there needs to be a clear rationale and government 

approval to do so. In these circumstances, providing the Minister with sufficient information improves 

transparency in decision-making and allows an informed decision to be made. 

Transport and Commerce (for MVRL) have sought to achieve full cost recovery but government did not 

approve their requests. Commerce has not sought full cost recovery for motor vehicle dealer’s licences 

but provides its Minister with clear advice on the level of under recovery. Commerce has advised that 

the fee framework will be reviewed soon with the intention of achieving full cost recovery. 

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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Four agencies need to improve their policies and procedures on fee setting to meet 
good practice
Agencies should have policies and procedures that clearly document their cost and fee setting practices. 

Policies and procedures should include the legislative authority for charging a fee including scope and 

purpose, details of costing systems and the level of cost recovery expected. Policies should also align 

with broader Government policy. Commerce and Landgate had satisfactory policies but improvements 

were needed to those of the other four agencies.

RIA has a range of policies, models, documents and supporting information that have been developed 

over time. Together these describe the RIA’s approach to fee setting practice. However this information 

has not been consolidated into a detailed policy and procedure manual. 

Transport has not had a policy for setting fees since the disaggregation of the former Department for 

Planning and Infrastructure. In the absence of a departmental policy, they have relied on information 

from DTF, legal advice, policy from the previous department and consultancy assistance to establish an 

appropriate costing model and fee setting practice. 

Fisheries’ costing policies are 11 years old and make no reference to whole-of-government policy 

requirements. The policies also do not set out the level of cost recovery to be achieved by recreational 

fishing licence fees.

Schools have found Education’s policy impractical to implement in some areas and overly complex in 

others. The School Education Act 1999 defines a range of different fees, charges and contributions and 

the circumstances in which they can be applied. The policy attempts to interpret the act and set out fee 

and charge setting practice for all schools. However, Education acknowledged that the application of 

the policy to compulsory Year 11 and 12 course charges needs clarifying. 

Education’s policy is impractical in that it implicitly requires schools to track every item of expenditure 

back to the specific student(s) that benefit from it, and provide refunds where expenditure on a student 

is less than the actual fee paid. In practice, schools do not have the resources or information systems to 

enable them to comply with this requirement. Instead schools monitor aggregated expenditure against 

subject area budgets.

Education has advised that it will review and clarify its policy requirements and update the training 

package it delivers to schools. 

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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All six agencies review fees annually but the rigour of this review varies
All six agencies review their fees annually during the budget process but the approach of some 

agencies is less rigorous than others. Four agencies’ reviews included an analysis of costs and forecasts 

of cost recovery, while two simply increased fees by the consumer price index (CPI) or by referring to the 

amount of increase in the fees of other agencies. 

Treasurer’s Instruction 810 requires agencies to conduct regular reviews (at least once a year) of their 

fees and charges. Where an increase is greater than the CPI then the Minister can approve it, without the 

need for a detailed submission, if the increase is considered non-contentious and the increase does not 

result in the fee exceeding cost recovery.

It is not always practical for agencies to review all fees extensively each year. Understanding the 

influences that have the greatest impact on costs will help agencies focus their annual reviews on key 

cost drivers and adjust their fees accordingly.

Commerce, Education (schools), Transport and Landgate review both their costs and fees as related 

exercises, taking into consideration likely cost increases and expected demand for services. They then 

set their fees or charges at full cost recovery, or determine the level of cost recovery they are expected 

to achieve. 

Fisheries simply increase the fees for recreational fishing licences by CPI once every two years, regardless 

of cost movements. The Department does not monitor against cost recovery because it considers its 

fees significantly under recover costs. 

The RIA reviews its fees on an annual basis. The review includes scenario modelling to assess the impact 

of changes in fees on overall revenue against expenditure in addition to a consideration of market 

sensitivity and competitiveness.

DTF revised their costing and pricing guidelines three years ago and now plans to 
introduce initiatives to further improve the reliability of agency information
The DTF has oversight of fee setting across the public sector. It issues guidelines on costing and pricing 

services to assist agencies meet good practice in identifying and allocating costs and setting fees for 

their services. DTF also advises agencies on their annual fee reviews during the budget process. Agency 

fee information is used in developing the State Budget.

Some agencies have interpreted DTF’s current guidelines to mean they can increase their fees by CPI 

as an alternative to undertaking a costing exercise to determine fees or fee increases. DTF has advised 

agencies that increases in line with CPI can be considered routinely for approval by Ministers. Even 

where an increase greater than CPI is proposed, details are only required if the rise is considered to be 

contentious.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services
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DTF intended this to mean that CPI is only intended as a ‘red flag’, in that proposed increases in excess 

of CPI need to be brought to their and the Economic and Expenditure Review Committee’s attention. 

However, if agencies determine their costs accurately, as they are required to do, they should not need 

to refer to CPI. 

DTF acknowledges that some agencies appear to have misinterpreted its advice. They plan to review 

the costing and pricing guidelines in 2011, at which time they will provide more guidance on indexing 

of fees and more information on grouping costs of services and cross-subsidisation. 

DTF is currently reviewing the fee setting framework for the public sector. They are proposing a number 

of measures aimed at improving the accuracy and reliability of information that agencies have about 

their fees such as:

 y provide more training to DTF staff and educate public sector agencies and Ministers’ offices about 

costing and fee setting requirements

 y require agencies to explicitly certify that a full cost review has been undertaken 

 y request agencies provide DTF with the supporting information they supplied when seeking 

certification of fees from their Minister

 y develop a questionnaire to assist DTF analysts discuss cost reviews with agencies.

In addition, DTF is proposing a point-in-time stocktake of fees across government, collecting 

information on the actual and intended levels of cost recovery of each fee. This would enable DTF to 

supply government with an overview of the levels of cost recovery fees achieve across the public sector. 

The State Government would then have comprehensive information that it can use to determine which 

services should be entirely user-pays, and which should be subsidised from government revenue.

The price is right? Setting fees and charges for government services



Western Australian Auditor General    l     Second Public Sector Performance Report 2010  23

CONTENTS

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending

Overview
The Western Australian Government in December 2008 launched the Royalties for Regions program. An 

amount equal to 25 per cent of forecast Western Australian royalty income is credited to the Royalties 

for Regions fund each financial year. The amount standing to the credit of the fund at any time is capped 

at $1 billion. The program distributes funds to regional Western Australia for investment in projects, 

infrastructure and community services through three funds:

 y Country Local Government Fund (CLGF) – for country local government infrastructure, asset 

management and capacity building.

 y Regional Community Services Fund – to improve access to services in the regions.

 y Regional Infrastructure and Headworks Fund – for strategic major regional projects and grants 

through the nine Regional Development Commissions.

This is our second audit of the Royalties for Regions program. Our 2009 preliminary examination1 of 

the program reported that “an appropriate accountability and governance framework for the Royalties for 

Regions program has lagged behind the initial disbursement of funds”. 

The Royalties for Regions program involves significant public money and is a long term initiative. It is 

therefore important that sound governance and reporting arrangements are in place to ensure the 

policy objectives of the program are achieved effectively and efficiently. 

This audit focused on the CLGF component of the Royalties for Regions program. Regional local 

governments receive substantial amounts of public funding through the Royalties for Regions program. 

Although local governments operate under the Local Government Act 1995, they can have varying levels 

of sophistication in their accounting systems and processes. 

The CLGF provides money to 110 regional local governments, to regional groupings of councils, and to 

the Department of Local Government for capacity building within the sector.

The Department of Regional Development and Lands (RDL) currently has overall responsibility for 

administering and coordinating the Royalties for Regions program. 

The objective of this audit was to determine whether local governments had spent their 2008-09 CLGF 
funds in accordance with the funding guidelines and whether appropriate accountability arrangements 
were in place to monitor funds paid to local governments. Twenty regional local governments were 
reviewed during the audit. We did not assess decisions to fund specific projects or whether funding 
could have been spent more effectively or efficiently.

Our review of local governments was performed under section 18 of the Auditor General Act 2006 which 
gives the Auditor General the power to examine or investigate any matter relating to public money. 

1 Preliminary Examination of the Royalties for Regions Program. Fourth Public Sector Performance Report 2009.
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Conclusion
The 2008-09 CLGF guidelines were deficient in some areas. They did not require local governments to 
lodge regular financial and progress reports, and lacked clarity to ensure local governments understood 
how the money could be used. Most of the local governments we sampled had spent some of their 
CLGF funds on non-allowable items within approved projects. The guidelines also did not require local 
governments to maintain accounting records that separately identified how CLGF funds were spent. As 
a result, some may have difficulty providing an audited final acquittal of 2008-09 CLGF expenditure. RDL 
has addressed these issues in the 2010-11 CLGF guidelines.

Key Findings
 y Only 10 of the 110 local governments had provided final acquittal reports for their 2008-09 funding 

at September 2010. $86 million of the $97.5 million allocated is still to be acquitted. However, 

updates provided by local governments on project progress show that almost 75 per cent of the 

$97.5 million allocated had been spent at 30 June 2010. Local governments must lodge a 2008-09 

final acquittal before being eligible to receive 2010-11 funding.

 y The 2008-09 CLGF guidelines were deficient in some areas. In particular, they did not:

	 m	provide local governments with clear guidance on what payments were not allowable. At 

least $150 000 and potentially more than $750 000 was spent on items not allowable under 

the guidelines. However, we could not determine if CLGF funds were used for over $600 000 of 

these payments across 10 local governments. These payments were for consultants, plant and 

equipment, tender processes and staff salaries 

	 m	 require local governments to provide timely information on how funds were being spent and 

provide assurance that funds were spent in accordance with the guidelines.

 RDL has addressed these issues in the 2010-11 guidelines.

 y Ten local governments that funded their projects using a combination of CLGF and non-CLGF 

funds did not establish subsidiary ledgers for their CLGF funding and expenditure. These local 

governments may find it difficult to provide an audited final acquittal to RDL. 

 y Twelve local governments did not obtain sufficient written quotes for 30 per cent of procurements 

that required them. Written quotes are required to demonstrate that local governments are seeking 

value for money and promoting open and effective competition.

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending
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What Should Be Done?
The Department of Regional Development and Lands should:

 y liaise with the Department of Local Government to ensure local governments have appropriate 

accounting systems and governance capacity to meet CLGF funding accountability requirements 

 y conduct risk based reviews to ensure local governments are meeting CLGF funding requirements.

Response by Department of Regional Development and Lands

The Department of Regional Development and Lands accepts the recommendations 

regarding the audit of Country Local Government Fund Guidelines 2008-09.

We note that the Office of the Auditor General found that the 2008-09 guidelines were 

deficient in some areas and that RDL has addressed these issues of concern in the 2010-11 

guidelines.

RDL has established a process to ensure no further funds will be disbursed to local 

governments until 2008-09 funds have been acquitted with an independent audit, a 

Forward Capital Works Plan is in place and a Financial Assistance Agreement has been 

signed.

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending
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Background
The Western Australian Government launched the Royalties for Regions program in December 2008. The 

Royalties for Regions Act 2009 (the Act) was proclaimed on 27 March 2010 to provide for the operation of 

the Royalties for Regions fund. The objective of the Act is to “promote and facilitate economic, business 

and social development in regional Western Australia through the operation of the Fund”.

The Royalties for Regions fund is credited with an amount equal to 25 per cent of the forecast Western 

Australian royalty income each financial year. The amount standing to the credit of the fund at any time 

is capped at $1 billion. The Act establishes three subsidiary accounts (funds) for distribution of money 

through the program. The Treasurer, on the recommendation of the Minister for Regional Development, 

determines the allocation of funds between the subsidiary accounts. The 2010-11 Budget Papers show 

the estimated total allocation from 2008-09 to 2013-14 for each fund as:

 y Country Local Government Fund (CLGF) – $543 million 

 y Regional Community Services Fund – $997.3 million

 y Regional Infrastructure and Headworks Fund – $2 665 million.

An additional $70.2 million has been budgeted for new regional and statewide initiatives, giving total 

estimated allocation through the Royalties for Regions program of about $4.3 billion from 2008-09 to 

2013-14. 

The CLGF provides money to 110 regional local governments, to regional groupings of councils, and to 

the Department of Local Government for capacity building within the sector. Funding is provided to:

 y encourage additional expenditure on planned infrastructure needs consistent with local community 

strategic plans

 y address local infrastructure requirements

 y improve asset management and capacity building in the sector

 y encourage standardised asset management practices and improved strategic regional governance 

in local government.

The former Department of Local Government and Regional Development (Department) was 

responsible for setting up the CLGF. On 1 July 2009 this department was abolished and the Department 

of Regional Development and Lands (RDL) and the Department of Local Government (DLG) established. 

DLG was responsible for the day-to-day management of the CLGF between July 2009 and March 2010. 

Responsibility was then transferred to RDL. 

Local governments were required to sign an acceptance form and were provided with a set of funding 

guidelines prior to receiving their first funding allocation from the 2008-09 CLGF. The guidelines 

included the CLGF objectives, what could and could not be funded, conditions and obligations, and 

acquittal requirements.

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending
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The 110 regional local governments received a total of $97.5 million in the 2008-09 funding round. A 

further $4.1 million was paid to local governments in the 2009-10 funding round to develop plans for 

future CLGF projects. The actual and proposed allocations for the CLGF are shown at Figure 1.

figure 1: actual and proposed Country Local government fund allocation to 2013-14
Source: RDL

What Did We Do?
The objective of this audit was to determine whether local governments had spent their 2008-09 CLGF 

funds in accordance with the funding guidelines and whether appropriate accountability arrangements 

had been put in place to monitor funds paid to local governments. Our lines of enquiry were:

 y Can local governments accurately acquit their funding allocation to government in accordance with 

the guidelines, and have they done so?

 y Do accountability requirements provide sufficient and timely financial information and assurances 

to government?

 y Have local governments complied with their purchasing policies before awarding contracts funded 

using CLGF funds?

year

110 Local 
governments 

($m)

regional 
grouping of 

Councils 
($m)

Capacity 
building 

($m)
Totals 
($m)

2008-09 97.5 – 0.8 98.3

2009-10 4.1 0.9 5.0 10.0

2010-11 62.0 33.1 6.6 101.7

2011-12 54.6 54.0 2.4 111.0

2012-13 54.6 54.0 2.4 111.0

2013-14 0.6 108.0 2.4 111.0

Totals 273.4 250.0 19.6 543.0

royalties for  
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Country Local 

government fund
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The audit focused on the $97.5 million paid to local governments from the CLGF 2008-09 funding round, 

the first year of funding to local governments. The 20 local governments we sampled received $24.7 

million of the total $97.5 million. A list of all 110 local governments, including the funds they received 

and the identification of the 20 we audited, is shown at Appendix 1.

We visited 18 of the 20 local governments sampled and conducted a physical inspection of most 

projects. We did not assess government decisions to fund specific projects or whether funding could 

have been spent more effectively or efficiently. 

Our review of local government was performed under section 18(2)(c) of the Auditor General Act 2006 

which gives the Auditor General the power to examine or investigate any matter relating to public 

money. 

The audit was conducted in accordance with Australian Auditing Standards.

What Did We Find?

Local governments have experienced delays in spending their 2008-09 CLGF funds
Only 10 of the 110 local governments had provided a final acquittal report at September 2010. 

Eighty-six million of the $97.5 million allocated is still to be acquitted. However, updates provided by 

local governments show that at 30 June 2010 almost 75 per cent of the $97.5 million allocated had been 

spent. Local governments must lodge a 2008-09 final acquittal before being eligible to receive 2010-11 

funding. The Department originally expected that all 2008-09 funds would be spent and final acquittal 

reports submitted by 30 November 2009. 

Of the 20 local governments we sampled, two had not started spending their 2008-09 funding at the 

time of our audit. Twelve were at various stages of progress and the remaining six local governments 

had fully spent their funding. 

Reasons given by local governments for spending delays included the shortage of contractors, the time 

taken to obtain sufficient quotes, the time required for planning approvals and the assessment of large 

projects, and the need to secure additional funding. These delays led 10 local governments to reallocate 

funds to projects that had not yet been approved. Nine of the 10 local governments obtained approval 

for the new projects, though not always before funds were spent. The remaining local government did 

not seek approval. 

The 2008-09 guidelines did not require local governments to obtain approval before reallocating funds. 

Local governments were only required to provide written advice of their changed priorities. The 2010-11 

guidelines require local governments to obtain prior approval before reallocating funds.

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending
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Table 1 shows the approved allocation of 2008-09 CLGF funds against the asset classes defined in the 

Local Government Accounting Manual. It also shows the amounts acquitted at 15 September 2010.

Project Type
Approved  

$
Acquitted

$

Buildings 44 536 038 6 787 867

Roads 14 629 383 1 130 555

Bridges 1 070 000 0

Drainage 2 180 539 116 352

Parks, Gardens and Reserves 7 424 522 565 826

Footpaths and Cycleways 9 212 893 1 125 293

Airports 1 547 500 0

Sewerage 503 226 0

Other Infrastructure 16 395 900 1 264 117

Total 97 500 001 10 990 010

Table 1: summary of projects approved and acquitted under the 2008-09 Country Local 
government fund

Source: RDL

To access 2008-09 CLGF funding local governments provided an acceptance form agreeing to the funding 

conditions and listing their priority projects. Projects were subject to departmental approval. Local 

governments then became eligible to receive their allocation in two instalments. The first instalment 

was paid after the Department received the acceptance form. The second instalment was paid only after 

the local government lodged a report showing how they had allocated the first instalment. Instalments 

were generally paid between May and June 2009. 

The 2008-09 CLGF guidelines were deficient in some areas. However RDL has 
addressed these deficiencies 
Funding guidelines were developed and provided to local governments prior to them receiving any 

CLGF funds. However, the guidelines did not reflect sufficient insight into the time it would take local 

governments to spend their funding, and the specific accountability requirements necessary for a high 

spending government program. The guidelines also failed to provide clear guidance on what payments 

were not allowable. Specifically, the 2008-09 guidelines:

 y stated that funds were not to be spent on non-infrastructure items, including purchasing plant 

and equipment, employing staff, engaging consultants, retiring debt or any other organisational 

requirements that fell outside the approved local government asset classes. The guidelines were 

not clear on whether these items were allowable if they were part of an approved project. Most of 

the 20 local governments we sampled had spent some of their CLGF funds on non-allowable items 

within approved projects

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending



30    Second Public Sector Performance Report 2010    l    Western Australian Auditor General

CONTENTS

 y did not require local governments to lodge regular financial and progress reports 

 y did not describe what local governments should do with unspent funds

 y did not describe what local governments should do with interest earned on CLGF funds 

 y did not state the need to maintain accounting records that separately identified how CLGF funds 

were spent. Ten local governments did not maintain accounting records that allowed expenditure 

of CLGF funds to be separately identified.

Of the 18 local governments that had commenced spending their CLGF funds, all had paid for some 

items not allowable under the guidelines. This included more than $750 000 spent on consultants, plant 

and equipment, plant and overhead charges, tender processes and staff salaries2. However, we could not 

determine if CLGF funds were used for over $600 000 of these payments across 10 local governments 

because they had not established subsidiary ledgers for the CLGF funding and expenditure. We discuss 

this further in the next section. 

The guidelines did not require local governments to lodge regular financial and progress reports. 

Local governments were only required to report before the second instalment of funds and again by 

30  November 2009, by which time funds were expected to have been fully spent. However, due to 

delays in local government spending the timeframe for the final acquittal has been amended twice, first 

to 30 June 2010, and subsequently to when the funds are fully spent. The first of the final acquittals was 

received in December 2009.

The 2010-11 guidelines have addressed the above issues. RDL has provided clearer guidance on what 

funds can and cannot be spent on. This includes allowing up to 15 per cent of CLGF funds to be used for 

infrastructure project related costs such as project documentation activities and project management 

fees. The guidelines now require local governments to establish separate cost centres for CLGF funding, 

report on a quarterly basis and to provide annual audited statements of income and expenditure. They 

also clarify treatment of unspent CLGF funds and interest earned.

2  RDL advised local governments in June 2010 that reasonable staff costs arising directly from the construction or acquisition of a 
CLGF asset would be allowed.

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending
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Ten local governments that funded their projects using a combination of CLGF 
and non-CLGF funds did not establish subsidiary ledgers for CLGF funding and 
expenditure. These local governments may find it difficult to provide an audited 
final statement 
In our 2009 report3 we recommended that funding recipients establish a subsidiary register of Royalties 

for Regions funds, and reconcile expenditure and receipts on a regular basis as a means of keeping an 

accurate and auditable record of funds received and spent.

Ten of the 20 local governments we sampled funded their CLGF projects using a combination of CLGF 

and non-CLGF funds. However, their accounting records did not enable payments made using CLGF 

and non-CLGF funds to be separated. These local governments may not be able to provide the required 

final acquittal audit confirmation. Final acquittals require independent audit confirmation that funds 

have been spent on approved projects, and not used to fund items not allowable under the guidelines. 

Not all local governments could demonstrate that they were seeking value for 
money for purchases of $100 000 or less
The Local Government (Functions and General) Regulations, 1996 require each local government to 

develop a written policy for procurements of $100 000 or less. Requirements for procurements greater 

than $100 000 are set out in the regulations. 

Nineteen of the 20 local governments we sampled had a written policy. These policies specified the 

need to make greater effort to test the market, and to demonstrate this through documentation, as 

the value of procurements increased. Typically purchases less than $20 000 required one or two verbal 

quotes, those over $20 000 but less than $40 000 required three written quotes, and those between 

$40 000 and $100 000 required further substantiation of value for money.

Twelve local governments did not comply with their policies for purchases of $100 000 or less. 

Specifically, they did not obtain sufficient written quotes for 30 per cent of procurements that required 

them. None of these local governments had documented explanations for why multiple written quotes 

were not obtained. Explanations included a limited number of suppliers or using a known supplier 

when timeframes for delivery were short.

We recognise that there may be a limited number of suppliers available in some country regions. 

However, this also increases the risk of perceptions of bias and favouritism. It is therefore important that 

local governments demonstrate through appropriate documentation that they are, as far as possible, 

promoting open and effective competition.

3  Preliminary Examination of the Royalties for Regions Program. Fourth Public Sector Performance Report 2009.

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending
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Purchases over $100 000 were generally conducted well. For these procurements we assessed whether 

local governments had:

 y publicly invited tenders 

 y documented their evaluation 

 y selected the lowest quote or justified more expensive quotes 

 y exempted themselves from the tender process and if so the reasonableness of that decision.

We found that 94 per cent of sampled procurements complied with regulations by publicly inviting 

tenders, and all were documented. These procurements were valued at over $10 million, and 30 of the 32 

attracted more than one bid. Two procurements were not subject to a public tender process but, based 

on information provided to us, may have qualified for tender exemption. Neither had documented 

reasons for not complying. 

In the 19 procurements where the lowest quote was not selected, decisions and reasons were well 

documented and reasonable. Reasons included the higher bid representing better value for money, 

such as quality, or better able to meet project requirements, such as timing. 

No evidence was sighted of any potential conflicts of interest in local government procurement using 

CLGF funds.

Number Value ($) 

Invited tenders 32/34 10 001 210

Did not invite tenders 2/34 261 394

Evaluation/Award documented 32/32  10 001 210

Lowest quote selected 19/30 6 248 437

Total procurements 34 10 262 604

Table 2: outcomes against greater than $100 000 procurement requirements
Source: OAG
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Local Government  ($)
Derby-West Kimberley * 2 079 507

East Pilbara 1 870 713

Ashburton * 1 803 793

Wyndham-East Kimberley 1 710 292

Geraldton-Greenough * 1 701 007

Carnarvon * 1 693 818

Esperance 1 692 177

Broome 1 590 859

Roebourne * 1 570 171

Albany * 1 568 047

Halls Creek 1 526 029

Manjimup 1 510 518

Port Hedland * 1 457 619

Northam * 1 413 188

Kalgoorlie-Boulder * 1 397 790

Mandurah * 1 373 018

Serpentine-Jarrahdale 1 360 486

Collie 1 337 259

Murray * 1 323 082

Harvey 1 294 766

Busselton * 1 263 255

Bunbury 1 189 272

Donnybrook-Balingup * 1 167 748

Capel 1 163 948

Augusta-Margaret River 1 123 296

Dardanup 1 119 765

Gingin 1 086 381

Ngaanyatjarraku 1 085 756

Katanning 1 085 325

Denmark 1 076 771

Plantagenet 1 071 541

Bridgetown-Greenbushes 1 017 154

Toodyay * 1 007 671

Narrogin (T) 996 820

Merredin 966 402

Meekatharra 941 218

Appendix 1: 2008-09 CLGF funding to local governments

Local Government  ($)
Upper Gascoyne 931 727

Murchison 912 836

Coolgardie 862 456

Waroona * 841 779

Chittering 841 130

Northampton 824 025

Dandaragan 820 400

York 816 313

Dalwallinu 802 548

Menzies 791 732

Mount Marshall 770 927

Sandstone 769 543

Yalgoo 760 662

Laverton * 757 712

Bruce Rock 757 473

Wiluna 753 249

Lake Grace 750 341

Exmouth 721 045

Koorda 720 977

Mount Magnet 718 005

Narembeen 716 933

Irwin 711 480

Wongan-Ballidu 709 849

Yilgarn 708 036

Kellerberrin 688 524

Shark Bay 682 737

Perenjori 681 709

Corrigin 679 609

Broomehill-Tambellup 676 507

Dundas 673 751

Moora 662 338

Quairading 658 191

Mukinbudin 653 884

Ravensthorpe 650 852

Kulin 650 289

Morawa 647 073

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending
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Local Government  ($)
Cue 646 761

Kondinin 644 667

Coorow 638 166

Dumbleyung 635 505

Wickepin 629 551

Trayning 627 982

Wagin 626 011

Kojonup 625 454

Cunderdin 623 755

Wyalkatchem * 619 649

Dowerin 618 573

Leonora 609 235

Beverley 605 681

Nannup 605 370

Cranbrook 605 275

Gnowangerup 600 485

Carnamah 598 197

Westonia 592 276

Nungarin 587 030

Kent 586 470

Local Government  ($)
Jerramungup * 586 158

Pingelly 580 218

Boyup Brook 579 414

Mullewa * 573 715

Cuballing 572 416

Narrogin (S) 567 162

Tammin 565 828

Three Springs 564 714

West Arthur 549 393

Brookton 545 937

Victoria Plains 537 458

Chapman Valley 536 919

Goomalling *  530 808

Woodanilling 528 696

Mingenew 512 174

Boddington 486 196

Wandering 474 227

Williams 469 371

Total 97 500 001

Royalties for Regions – Local Government Spending
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