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GOVERNMENT’S FUEL PRICING POLICY 

100. Mr A.J. DEAN to the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection: 
(1) Has the minister seen a press release from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition regarding the 

Government’s fuel pricing policy?   

(2) If so, does he agree with the Deputy Leader’s interpretation of the Australian Competition and 
Consumer Commission’s letter? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE replied: 
(1)-(2) I have here a copy of the media statement released by the Deputy Liberal Leader relating to the letter 

from Professor Allan Fels.  It makes interesting reading.  Given some of the questions today and the 
assertions that people should tell the truth, we should look at the content of the media statement of the 
Deputy Liberal Leader, because perhaps it might give us some understanding of the idea of truthfulness 
that we gain from members opposite.  The media release starts with the words - 

A leaked letter from the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission has made 
damning criticisms of the Gallop Government’s approach to fuel pricing . . .  

The “leaked” letter related to our review of capping petrol in regional centres.  We put out a request for 
submissions.  We asked the ACCC if it would make a submission.  Professor Fels wrote a letter, dated 9 
August.  It was placed on the Internet on the FuelWatch web page.  It has been on the government web 
page for weeks, but the Deputy Liberal Leader claims that it was leaked.  Perhaps he does not know 
how to use the Internet.  Is it what we see time and time again; that is, the Opposition puts a spin on 
things by adding a little bit of untruthfulness to make it sound a little more interesting?  Have we seen 
that happen here today?  Has the Deputy Leader of the Opposition twisted the truth a little because if he 
did not, he might get an honest story rather than one that fails to reflect the truth?  I will refer to the 
supposed damning criticism of the Gallop Government’s approach to fuel.  I cannot find a damning 
criticism anywhere in the three-page letter, although there is clearly a criticism of the 24-hour 
FuelWatch.  In part, the third paragraph states that the 24-hour rule and the maximum wholesale price 
arrangements -  

 . . . had not been operating as intended.  In the case of the 24-hour rule, a loophole in the 
original legislation meant that for the period between January and August 2001, retailers could 
circumvent the arrangements.   

They were the mistakes of the previous Liberal Government.  It stuffed it up.  It left the loophole but the 
Gallop Government fixed it.  That is in Allan Fels’ letter.  The damning criticism of the Gallop 
Government is that the Court Government rushed through its legislation and got it wrong.  We fixed the 
problem, but the Deputy Leader of the Opposition thinks that is a criticism of us.  The letter continues -  

The ACCC is concerned that the case for introducing regional price caps may not have been 
adequately established . . . However, the discussion paper - 

That is the discussion paper that we released -  

provides little analysis to support this conclusion.  It seems to rely on the conclusions of the 
October 2000 Select Committee on Pricing of Petroleum Products Parliamentary Report 
Getting a Fair Deal for Western Australian Motorists, which also provides little supporting 
evidence for its conclusions.   

We accept the criticism.  We acted on the recommendations of the parliamentary select committee that 
was chaired by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  I accept the criticism - mea culpa.  We should be 
criticised.  One should not trust anything with which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is associated.  
That is what Professor Fels is saying.  He said that the Gallop Government got it wrong because in its 
policy discussion paper it accepted the recommendations of the select committee, which was chaired by 
the member for Mitchell.   

The same criticism is referred to in the third paragraph on page 2 of the professor’s letter.  We accept 
the criticism that we accepted a report of a committee that was chaired by the member for Mitchell.  To 
the extent that the member for Mitchell’s report might be criticised by Professor Fels, I accept that we 
should have done our own work to substantiate what we believed needed to be done.  I could go 
through paragraph after paragraph of the member for Mitchell’s press release.  He does not think that 
truth is relevant to a good story.  For him, truth is an expendable extra.  He might get a good story out 
of it, but he does not want to worry anyone by telling the truth.  There is a competition between the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the Opposition as to who can make the most 
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extreme, untruthful statements.  Perhaps we should keep a record of whether the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition or -  

Point of Order 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Leader of the House knows full well that he is adversely reflecting on members of this 
Chamber by accusing them of making untruthful comments.  That is unparliamentary.  We have not used the 
word “lie”.  The minister has adversely reflected on a fellow member of the Chamber, which is against the 
standing orders.  

The SPEAKER:  Unfortunately, most members in this Chamber are guilty of bending that standing order to a 
point whereby the word “untruthfulness” is used on a regular basis and has never been deemed to be 
unparliamentary.   

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Hillarys should not question me when I am standing.  I am sure the minister is 
about to finish his answer.  

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I could draw the attention of the House to many other aspects of that letter.  I have put 
before the House a fair and reasonable conclusion that the majority of people would draw from the facts.  The 
facts are that the first three words of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s statement referred to a leaked letter.  
However, it was not leaked at all; it has been on the Internet for weeks.  That is an untruth.  The Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition might not agree with me, but I think it is an untruth to say that there has been damning 
criticism of the Gallop Government when there has not.  The key criticisms in the letter are that we accepted 
recommendations, without further elaboration, that were put by a committee chaired by the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition.  That is a fact.  The statements in the member’s press release that Professor Fels’ letter contained 
damning criticism of the Gallop Government cannot be supported by the facts.  On that basis, I say it is clearly 
untruthful.  
 


