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TREASURER - CENSURE CONCERNING GOVERNMENT FEES AND CHARGES 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  Today I received a letter from the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition seeking to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this house censures the Treasurer for misleading the people of Western Australia in relation to 
increases in government fees and charges and for breaking his government’s commitment to keep 
increases in fees and charges under the rate of inflation. 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.21 pm]:  I move - 

That this house censures the Treasurer for misleading the people of Western Australia in relation to 
increases in government fees and charges and for breaking his government’s commitment to keep 
increases in fees and charges under the rate of inflation. 

I will start by speaking about events that occurred yesterday, which was an interesting day.  It was the day before 
the federal budget came down, in a week during which there would be a lot of political clutter.  The Treasurer 
slunk out and made announcements about household fees and charges, like the fact that bus and train fares in 
Western Australia would increase by 4.8 per cent and that the cost of water would increase by eight per cent, 
although that is yet to be clarified in any way, shape or form by the government.  It is interesting to note that 
during the past two years water charges will have increased by 14.5 per cent.  The Treasurer also announced that 
motor vehicle third party insurance would increase by $10 and that there would be no increase in the price of 
electricity, despite the fact that we know that we will see in this budget an increase in the price of electricity for 
many Western Australian small businesses in the vicinity of 18 per cent.  I think that the Treasurer hoped that 
this matter would slip through to the keeper and escape notice or scrutiny by the people of Western Australia.  
However, it has blown up in his face in a big way.  In many ways, the fact that the household basket of 
government fees and charges has increased by 3.9 per cent is a disgraceful indictment of this Treasurer’s 
management of the Western Australian economy.  The Treasurer will have a lot of trouble justifying to the 
people of this state why he is prepared to break the government’s promise - 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He has not broken it! 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  He has indeed, and we will get to that. 
I repeat: he will have a lot of trouble justifying to the people why he has broken the government’s promise to 
keep increases in fees and charges below the rate of inflation.  That has not happened this year, and it will not 
happen.  The people will ask how it can be that a Treasurer with billions and billions of dollars of budget surplus 
and with levels of taxation revenue that have never been seen in the history of this state cannot keep his promise 
and not increase the household basket of government fees and charges.  Why is it that he has overshot the mark 
by 30 per cent?  Why is it that at 3.9 per cent, the increase in the household basket of government fees and 
charges is 30 per cent above the three per cent forecast growth rate of inflation for next year? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  More twists and turns than a gutter snake. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  When we look at the budget papers for the past three years, we will see who twists and 
turns.  We will see who changed the goalposts when the government and the Treasurer get caught deceiving the 
public of this state and when they get caught with their pants down misleading the people of this state by using 
fudged figures.  We will see who changed the goalposts.  It was not this side.  It was the Treasurer, who changed 
the goalposts yesterday.  It is disgraceful.  Households in this state will be caught in an unfortunate pincer 
movement between record taxes and unacceptable increases in household fees and charges. 
I wonder why it is such an important issue to the government that it would engage in this process of deception to 
deliberately mislead Western Australians about the full extent by way of comparison of the increases in 
household fees and charges.  Why would the Treasurer have done that yesterday?  I will quote from the 
Treasurer’s first press release.  Of course, the second press release came out later in the day when matters were 
drawn to his attention.  He said - 

Household spending on State Government goods and services (the nominal ‘household basket’) will 
increase by less than $2.60 a week or 3.9 per cent - well below the forecast rate for inflation of 4.8 per 
cent. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We’ve never used the forecast rate, not for the basket of goods. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  Keep going!  The Minister for Police and Emergency Services will be exposed as a fraud, 
just like the Treasurer was exposed yesterday as an absolute fraud!  That is what the Treasurer said: “3.9 per 
cent - well below the forecast rate for inflation of 4.8 per cent.” 
Mr J.C. Kobelke interjected. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Let us look at why it is an important issue.  This is what Premier Gallop said in the 2005 
election campaign launch speech - 

There are few commitments more important than my Family Pledge - that the impact of increases to 
household charges will be at or below the inflation rate. 

We’ve kept our word, -  
He boasted - 

and today I reaffirm our pledge for another four years. 
He reaffirmed the pledge in the election campaign of 2005 to keep the rate of increase in the government’s 
basket of household charges and fees at or below the inflation rate.  That is why it is an important issue.  It is 
important because if the government goes over that inflation rate, it will break an election promise - another one!  
It may not be a core promise, but the fact that the then Premier said that there were few commitments more 
important than his family pledge would tend to suggest that it was a reasonably important commitment.  It is also 
important to come in under that inflation rate otherwise the Treasurer would be seen to be a shoddy manager of 
the state’s finances.  At the least the rate of increase would be expected to be under the inflation rate. 

It has been very interesting to examine how the government has looked at movements in this household bundle 
of fees and charges in the past three years.  Members need to look at the budget papers and the budget speeches 
to see what has happened.  I will start with the 2004-05 budget papers.  It states how the government compares 
and measures its performance with the cost of government charges as follows - 

As a result of the Government’s decision in this Budget to freeze key household charges, the cost of the 
basket of ‘government’ goods and services and State taxes that the ‘representative household’ consumes 
will remain constant at 2003-04 . . . levels.  This is significantly under the forecast CPI in 2004-05 of 
2.0%. 

Therefore, the forecast CPI in the upcoming budget year is two per cent.  There the comparison is between the 
basket and the forecast rate for the year in which that basket applies.  In 2005-06, guess what?  It was the same 
thing -  

As a result of the Government’s decisions. . . the . . . cost of the basket of State ‘government’ goods and 
services is significantly under the forecast CPI in 2005-06 of 2.5%. 

Let me look at what the Treasurer said last year.  Heaven forbid!  He said - 

This increase in the cost of the basket . . . is under the forecast CPI in 2006-07 of 3.0%. 

Is that not interesting that every single year for the past three years the Treasurer stood in this place, presented 
his budget and said that the growth in the basket of government fees and charges was below the forecast rate of 
inflation for the upcoming financial year.  He said it was below, and everyone said, “That’s great.  Good on you, 
Treasurer.  You’ve come in under target.  You’ve saved the struggling households of Western Australia.  Well 
done!”  In fact, just to make the point, it is very interesting to look at what he said in the budget speech of 
2005-06.  Again, he said the rate was “significantly below the forecast rate of inflation”.  It is always about the 
comparison with the forecast rate of inflation.  What happened?  The Treasurer came into this chamber today 
with a briefing note from Tim Marney, which talks about the policy for setting of tariffs, fees and charges.  He 
did not read all the detail.  It says - 

In order to implement this principle, where fees and charges already represent full recovery of the cost 
of the goods or services being provided, the budget allows for indexation of the fees and charges over 
time . . . 

That does not apply to things such as water, electricity or public transport.  It is a briefing note that does not 
apply to anything.  It does not escape the fact that the government has always compared the basket with the 
forecast rate of inflation.  Let us get back to what the Treasurer said yesterday.  I will repeat what he said.  He 
said, “We’re going to compare our basket to the forecast rate of inflation of 4.8 per cent.”  That was a blatant 
mistruth.  I could say more because it is quite simply not true.  I can find no existing budget forecast that says the 
rate of inflation will be 4.8 per cent next year.  The only one I could find was the Treasurer’s own forecast from 
last December.  It said it would be three per cent next year.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 8 May 2007] 

 p1752d-1762a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Mr John Day; Mr Eric Ripper; Deputy Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr John Kobelke 

 [3] 

It is interesting to look at the budget papers.  We have never seen in the budget papers a CPI figure from 
September the previous year used to measure the government’s performance with household fees and charges.  It 
has never been published, not once.  The Treasurer says, “We are below the forecast rate of inflation.”  Someone 
says, “Hold on.  The forecast rate of inflation is between 2.5 and 3 per cent.”  Who is telling the truth?  It is not 
the Treasurer because we know it is between 2.5 and 3 per cent.  Who in this state would have a reason to 
deliberately misrepresent that figure to make himself look good?  I do not know.  Could it be the Treasurer?  
Could he know that his performance has been so shoddy that the expected increase in household fees and 
charges is 3.9 per cent, well above the inflation rate?  What does he do?  In a deliberate effort to mislead the 
people of this state, he plucked a figure out from last September.  It is absolutely disgraceful that he had the gall 
to stand up and try to disguise his pathetic performance in that way because that is exactly what he did.  What 
did he do when he got caught out?  What did he do when it became known to all that the forecast rate of inflation 
was three per cent, not 4.8 per cent that he had been trumpeting?  Did he come out and say, “Crikey, I’ve made a 
bit of a blue.  The forecast rate of inflation is actually three per cent.  The figure we have used every year for the 
past three years and for next year is actually three per cent.  We are a bit over the rate but there’s mitigating 
circumstances and this, that and the other.”  Did he say that?  Could he have said that?  Absolutely.  Should he 
have said that?  Absolutely.  Not the Treasurer of the state of Western Australia.  What did he do?  He concocted 
a new measure of inflation called the reference rate, a measure that has never been published in any budget 
document in this state, a measure that has never been used to compare the growth in household fees and charges 
with CPI.  What did the Treasurer do when he got caught presenting misinformation and mistruths to the people 
of this state?  He did not come clean; he changed the goalposts.  That is a disgraceful thing to do.  Dr Gallop 
stood in this chamber and made much of the government’s capacity to keep household fees and charges down.  
The government failed because it is below the forecast rate for next year.  The government fooled nobody by 
plucking a figure out of history that has never been used for comparison purposes.  If the Premier gets up and 
says that it was, he should table the document with the information in it.  That September CPI figure has never 
been used for comparison purposes.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It’s the one I’ve always used. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It has never been used in the budget papers. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The one I’ve used in assisting the Treasurer has always been that one. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The minister’s problem is that he does not have both hands where we can see them.  I will 
give an example.  Last year the September CPI was something in the vicinity of 4.1 per cent, yet in the budget it 
uses a forecast.  The government has never done that.  There is no justification in comparing fees and charges, 
which will apply from July this year to June next year, with a CPI figure that is 18 to 21 months old.  The 
government has never done it.  The facts of the matter are that the government has been caught out.  It has 
broken a promise.  Rather than stand up and accept a bit of criticism along the way, the Treasurer rushed off and 
tried to spin a fancy solution based around something that nobody has ever used in this state and the government 
has never published.   

I conclude by making three observations.  Firstly, the fact that the government is putting fees and charges 30 per 
cent above the anticipated level of inflation, 30 per cent above the measure used for the past three years, is 
disgraceful.  It has record tax revenues, it is sitting on a huge budget surplus and it still wants to keep kicking the 
guts out of householders in Western Australia.  Secondly, the government is breaking Dr Gallop’s election 
promise, pure and simple.  Thirdly, and the most disgraceful of all, yesterday the Treasurer was happy to grasp 
an inflation figure that made him look good and blatantly and obviously mislead the public of this state.  If he 
had not been caught out, he would still be running around perpetrating that myth.  It is a disgraceful indictment 
on the financial state of this state by the government.   

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [3.36 pm]:  This debate shows just how deceptive, tricky and disingenuous 
this government is and how consumed it is by media management as opposed to being honest with the people of 
Western Australia and dealing with issues in a substantial way.  Where is the Treasurer?  This debate has now 
been going for 15 minutes.  We were told by the Premier that he is coming.  When will he arrive - next 
Thursday? 

Mr T. Buswell:  He’s out having his pre-budget rubdown. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  It must be something like that.  Will he return on Thursday to try to deliver some good news 
in the form of his budget speech?  He should be in this chamber for this debate.  He was here during question 
time.  We have been told that he would not be here today and tomorrow, which would have been outrageous.  
Where is he now?  Is he hiding in his office?  Is he too embarrassed by this issue?  The Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition has just outlined a very embarrassing issue for the Treasurer and for the government as a whole.  I 
am talking about the change in the media statement that was put out in the past 24 hours that talked about the 
increased fees and charges for households in Western Australia.  The government changed its statement from 
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yesterday, when it talked about the increases being less than the forecast rate of inflation of 4.8 per cent.  That 
was untrue.  Obviously, the government knew it could not get away with that for very long so it put out a revised 
media statement today and changed the term to a “reference rate of inflation”.  Whose reference rate of inflation 
is this?  Is it the reference rate the government talked about in the September quarter of 2006?  The Treasurer 
banged on today in question time about how previous governments, and maybe even this government in previous 
years, have used the December quarter as the reference rate of inflation, the term it has invented.  If it wants to 
use that argument, why does it not use the December quarter?  Presumably, it does not fit its argument and the 
December quarter of 2006 would not be convenient for this government because it will continue to make it look 
bad.  It did this rather than use a figure that it almost arbitrarily plucked out of the air, the figure for the 
September quarter, which was the highest rate of inflation for last year. 

Mr T. Buswell:  The last five years. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Indeed, it was the highest rate for the past five years.  It shows how deceptive, tricky and 
dishonest this government is with the people of Western Australia.  As I said, it talks about a reference rate of 
inflation.  The only reference rate is the Ripper reference rate of inflation, which the Treasurer desperately 
concocted overnight, no doubt with his spin doctors trying to find somebody to get him out of the hole he dug for 
himself yesterday. 

My specific interest relates to the water charges that the Treasurer made a partial announcement about yesterday.  
In his media statement he referred to the fact that water charges for the average household would increase by 52c 
a week, or 8.07 per cent.  That is certainly more than the rate of inflation, but arguably people in Western 
Australia might accept an eight per cent increase, which is more than double the forecast rate of inflation - about 
two and a half times the rate, in fact.  People understand that the climate is drying and that investment needs to 
be made in new and additional sources of water supply, and that costs money.  If all the additional revenue the 
government will collect through this measure is to be dedicated to providing additional water supplies, as 
opposed to being raked off by the government for its general consolidated revenue purposes, maybe people will 
accept that.  The government takes about $550 million a year out of the Water Corporation through tax 
equivalent payments, dividends and so on.  It is a huge amount of money.  Some of that is used for cross-
subsidisation of water costs in rural Western Australia, but a substantial amount is kept by the government for 
general expenditure purposes and therefore is effectively a tax on consumption of water by the people of 
Western Australia. 

It is nice to see the Treasurer has returned now that this debate has been going for 19 minutes.  As I said, we are 
told water charges will go up by an average of 8.07 per cent.  How do we know that that is true?  What will be 
the various levels of water charges for households in the next financial year?  Why does the Treasurer not make 
that public?  Why did he not announce that yesterday?  Why did the Minister for Water Resources not make it 
clear?  Now the Minister for Water Resources has shot off; it is not possible to have more than about two 
ministers in the chamber at one time.  In fact, there are three ministers in here at the moment.  It is a disgraceful 
situation.  This is a matter that concerns the whole government.  Where has the Minister for Water Resources 
gone?  Either he or the Treasurer needs to respond and provide precise information to the Parliament and the 
people of Western Australia about the amount that households will be charged for water consumption in the next 
financial year.  It is simply not good enough to dribble out little bits of information yesterday, no doubt 
developed by the spin doctors in the government and with the connivance of the Deputy Premier, the Premier 
and others in government, to try to mislead the people of Western Australia that water costs will go up by only 
8.07 per cent on average.  We understand there will be a much greater increase in water costs particularly for 
users of relatively small amounts, possibly up to 82 cents a kilolitre, compared with the current 49.3 cents a 
kilolitre. 

If the government makes the information available, it might be able to disprove or confirm that story.  It is 
certainly not good enough that the government is keeping people in the dark about how much they will be 
charged for water while at the same time dribbling out little bits of information in a stage-managed exercise to 
try to fool people about what is going on.  I ask the Deputy Premier and/or the Minister for Water Resources, 
who are doing their best to ignore this debate at the moment, what the water tariffs will be next year and whether 
they will make those figures available today.  The Minister for Water Resources is about to sit down, so I will 
repeat the question: what will be the precise household charges for water consumption for the next financial 
year?  Will the minister make that information available now? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The full detail takes three or four pages. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  What a joke! 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You asked for Western Australia.  We have different water prices throughout Western 
Australia. 
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Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I said for residential consumers at the moment the charge for zero to 150 kilolitres 
consumption a year is 49.3 cents a kilolitre.  Can the minister tell us what the charge will be for that bracket for 
the next financial year?   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We will answer that in full. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Today? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If you want an answer for all the towns and everything, there is a whole range of prices. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Tell us what the figures are for Perth metropolitan area residential users.  Will the Minister 
guarantee to tell us the full details of that information -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The Treasurer will have the full figures when he responds. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Will we get that today? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Well, about time!  The government has been trying to stage-manage this exercise. 

Mr T. Buswell:  When did you give the information to WACOSS? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  There was a very clear question in question time and if the minister had wanted to answer 
honestly, he could have done so.  He is trying to be tricky, as he usually is, and he will be seen for what he is. 

Mr T. Buswell:  When did you tell WACOSS?  When did you give that information to your lackeys? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  We need that information.  The third point I will make is that if the government is proposing 
to reduce the fixed charge for water services and to substantially increase the price of water consumption, there 
may be an arguable case for that to occur.  What will be the effect on the government itself, particularly for 
Homeswest properties, which are, of course, owned by the government and which by definition are rented by 
low income people in this state?  Will the fixed charge go down so that the government itself will not have to 
pay as much as it does at the moment and the charges will be transferred to consumers of water - that is, tenants 
of Homeswest properties - who will face a substantial increase in the amount they have to pay for their water 
consumption?  Is the government transferring a charge that it currently bears to consumers of water in 
Homeswest properties?  We need full information on that as well.  
MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [3.45 pm]:  I will begin by noting that the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition called the Western Australian Council of Social Service the government’s lackey and asked how 
much the government paid WACOSS last year.  I wanted to put that on the Hansard record.  I intend to send it to 
WACOSS because I regard that as a threat to WACOSS’s funding should a coalition government ever be 
elected.  The second point I want to make is that members opposite, who make so much noise about the 
consumption of water up to 150 kilolitres, were the people who in government abolished the free water 
allowance of 150 kilolitres.  That was their approach to water tariffs.  People got 150 kilolitres of water free in 
association with the fixed charge and the coalition government of 1997 abolished that.  One of the interesting 
things about - 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I advise members on my left that I will not tolerate three of them speaking at once.  
If a member wishes to make a proper interjection, he or she may do so, but it had better be only one at a time or 
three will be called to order. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  One of the interesting things about the opposition’s contribution is how far behind the policy 
agenda its members are.  All of this was on the policy agenda last year when the Economic Regulation 
Authority’s report was available.  In fact, the final report of the Economic Regulation Authority entitled “Inquiry 
on Urban Water and Wastewater Pricing” is dated 4 November 2005.  There was a process in 2005 of 
consultation, submission seeking, draft reports, analysis of submissions and, finally, a report that was made 
public.  Where was the opposition during that process?  Did it make a submission to the Economic Regulation 
Authority?  No.  Did it comment when the report was publicly released?  No.  Did the opposition comment when 
the government adopted this pricing scheme in principle in last year’s water charges?  No.  The opposition is at 
least a year behind the play - more like two years.  If this is a group of people who pretend to be an alternative 
government, they should come up to speed with what is in the public arena and what was in the budget last year 
on water charges.  I recommend that they turn to page xv of the Economic Regulation Authority report and look 
at table 1.1, which refers to the proposed tariff structure for the corporation’s metropolitan residential water 
service in real dollar values of 2005-2006.  That table shows the authority’s recommendation that the fixed 
charge of $152.30 that applied in 2005-06 be reduced in real terms to $103.81 in 2009-10.  The volumetric 
charges will go up from the current rates to 82c a kilolitre for up to 550 kilolitres of consumption, and beyond 
that to $1.20 a kilolitre. 
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Mr J.H.D. Day:  We know all that.  Just tell us - 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Members opposite do not know all of that.  If they knew all of that, they would have 
commented at the time and been involved in the debate.  They do not know all of that, which is why I am telling 
them.  The Economic Regulation Authority made those recommendations.  The government examined those 
recommendations last year and decided, to avoid any difficulties for individual consumers, that instead of a four-
year transition to the new system, there would be an eight-year transition to the new system, and this is the 
second year of that eight-year transition.  Furthermore, the government decided that for water consumption at the 
top end of the scale, we would retain a water charge per kilolitre that was above the long-run marginal cost. 
The principle behind the new pricing scheme is that water consumers should be charged on the basis of what the 
next kilolitre of water would cost to bring into the system.  The Economic Regulation Authority examined the 
long-run marginal cost of introducing new water into the system.  It concluded that the minimum price of 
bringing new water into the system, on average, was 82c a kilolitre, and the top price was $1.20 a kilolitre.  It 
used for its analysis a cost of water of 82c from a Yarragadee proposal, and a cost of water of $1.20 from a 
desalination proposal.  The Economic Regulation Authority said that water consumers should be charged per 
kilolitre at that long-run marginal cost - the lower long-run marginal cost for smaller volumes of consumption 
and the higher long-run marginal cost for higher volumes of consumption.  Then the fixed charge should be 
reduced so that the Water Corporation received only just enough revenue to cover its costs of operation. 
In reaching that conclusion and providing recommendations to the government on the cost of water, the 
Economic Regulation Authority was guided by a set of principles called the Council of Australian Governments 
pricing principles.  They are the guidelines for the application of section 3 of the COAG water reform 
agreement.  I will quote a couple of those principles to give members opposite an idea of what is going on.  The 
report states - 

1) Prices will be set by the nominated jurisdictional regulators . . . who in examining full cost 
recovery as an input to price determinations should have regard to the principles set out below. 

Principle 5 states - 
5) To be viable, a water business should recover, at least, the operational, maintenance and 

administrative costs, externalities, taxes or TERs -  

That is, tax equivalents - 

(not including income tax), the interest cost on debt, dividends (if any) and make provision for 
future asset refurbishment/replacement (as noted in (3) above).  Dividends should be set at a 
level that reflects commercial realities and stimulates a competitive market outcome. 

Those principles are saying that a water business must be run as a commercial business, that the real price of 
water must be charged, and that not only cost recovery, but also dividends that reflect commercial realities, must 
be met.  Those COAG pricing principles are part of a COAG water reform agreement.  Guess who signed the 
COAG water reform agreement?  The COAG water reform agreement was signed by the coalition in 1994.  The 
Leader of the Opposition was a member of the cabinet - in fact, he may have even been the Minister for Water 
Resources at the time - when this COAG water agreement and the pricing principles that guide the decisions that 
the government is making now were set by agreement between the commonwealth and the states.  Therefore, for 
the opposition to come into this place pig ignorant about water policy is really disturbing, because it has a 
history.  Perhaps it was not up to mastering the policy detail.  The opposition has a history. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Darling Range was part of that cabinet, too.  He should know about the 
COAG pricing principles. 

I have probably teased the opposition enough. 

Mr T. Buswell:  You’ve just about bored us to death. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I would like to do that.  Let us now look at - 

Mr T. Buswell:  If you keep going, we’d like you to do it to us. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let me give the house the sort of information that was being sought by the member for 
Darling Range.  For metropolitan water tariffs, the service charge in 2006-07 is $154.60; the service charge in 
2007-08 will be $162.70.  For residential consumption of zero to 150 kilolitres, the current charge is 49c a 
kilolitre; the new charge will be 57c a kilolitre.  For water usage between 151 and 350 kilolitres, the current 
charge is 73c a kilolitre; the new charge will be 78c a kilolitre.  For residential consumption above 350 kilolitres, 
the charge for consumption between 351 and 550 kilolitres was 95c a kilolitre; it will be 98c a kilolitre.  For 
consumption between 551 and 950 kilolitres, the consumption charge was $1.27 a kilolitre, and it will be $1.32 a 
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kilolitre.  For consumption over 950 kilolitres, the consumption charge was $1.59 a kilolitre, and it will be $1.66 
a kilolitre. 

The member for Vasse has not done his arithmetic properly, because I can now quote the figures.  That translates 
into this: for a 100-kilolitre user, the charge in 2006-07 is $203.60; the charge in 2007-08 will be $219.70.  
Therefore, there will be a $16.10 increase for that user, or a 7.91 per cent increase. 

Mr T. Buswell:  How many kilolitres? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  A hundred kilolitres.  For a 150-kilolitre user, the charge in 2006-07 is $228.10, and in 
2007-08 it will be $248.20.  That is an increase of $20.10, or 8.81 per cent.  For a 300-kilolitre user, which is the 
level of use assumed in the household representative model and which has been the level of use assumed 
historically, the charge in 2006-07 is $338.35, and in 2007-08 it will be $365.65, which is an increase of $27.30, 
or 8.07 per cent. 

Let me make this point: the opposition today in public commentary has had two big arguments.  The first 
argument is that we have changed the reference inflation rate that we use for the calculation of household fees 
and charges.  That is absolutely wrong, as shown by the letter tabled in the house from the Under Treasurer, Mr 
Tim Marney.  That particular charge has been blown right out of the water.  The second charge levied by the 
opposition against the government in public commentary today is that the government is hiding the true cost of 
its charges for lower water users.  The figures I have given to the house show that that opposition charge is 
completely without foundation.  Yes, there are some minor differences.  One group of users faces a rise of 7.91 
per cent - they happen to be the low users - and another group of users faces a rise of 8.81 per cent.  It is not the 
case that the government was misleading in choosing a 300-kilolitre user as the basis for the comparison.  The 
opposition is making baseless charges and stirring up resentment - it hopes - against something that does not 
actually exist.  I think that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, in particular, owes an apology to the public for 
his misleading of them on this very important water pricing issue.  He does not know the history and he does not 
understand what the government has done.  Moreover, he does not understand what his own side did when it was 
in government and its history on the question of water policy and water pricing principles in particular. 

We have not changed our policy on the reference inflation rate.  It is the same policy that applied in 1997.  The 
only thing we have done is to shift from a December figure to a September figure.  We did that in 2001.  I find it 
hard to imagine why the opposition thinks that we should use the forecast inflation rate.  If we did that, we would 
be saying to the people of Western Australia that we have not experienced these cost increases yet but we are 
going to charge them as if we have; we will make them pay up-front.  I do not think that is the right policy, but 
that is the policy the opposition is putting forward.  I do not think it is right for the opposition to argue that the 
right policy is for the reference rate to be the forecast rate because that way the government would be saying to 
people that it is a forecast but we have not yet incurred the cost. 

Mr T. Buswell:  What is it, Treasurer? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member will find that out on Thursday.  As I was saying, we would be saying that it is a 
forecast but we are not sure whether it will happen in actuality and that although it is an economic forecast, 
nevertheless we will charge people up-front.  If we use the principle that has been used - 

Mr T. Buswell interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Vasse!  I have given the member ample warning.  Trying to talk 
over the top of another speaker is unparliamentary.  If the member wishes to interject, he knows the appropriate 
way to do so.  I call the member for Vasse to order for the third time. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government is going back to actual, measured, historical increases in costs and basing 
its decisions on those actual, measured, historical increases in costs.  That is the right thing to do.  How could we 
go to the public on any other basis?  The opposition is suggesting that that is what we should do.  We have not 
done that and we are not going to do that. 

I will give some figures to the house so that people can see what the government has been doing.  In 2001-02 we 
used the historical inflation rate of 2.5 per cent.  If we had used the forecast rate, we would have used three per 
cent.  In 2002-03 we used the historical rate of 2.6 per cent and if we had used the forecast rate, that would have 
been three per cent.  In 2003-04 it was the other way around.  We used the historical rate of 3.3 per cent.  If we 
had used the forecast rate, it would have been 2.5 per cent.  The same occurred in 2004-05.  We used the 
historical rate of 2.4 per cent, but if we had used the forecast, it would have been two per cent.  In 2005-06 we 
used the historical rate of 2.2 per cent, but if we had used the forecast rate, it would have been 2.5 per cent.  It is 
worth noting that in that year household fees and charges actually fell by 2.5 per cent.  That was part of our 
commitment to long-run restraint on household fees and charges levied by this government. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter interjected. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As the Premier points out, that was not a pre-election year; it was a post-election year in 
which that improvement happened.  It was the first year after the election, which indicates our bona fides on our 
policy on this matter.  In 2006-07, for the September annual average growth, the historical figure was 3.6 per 
cent and the forecast was three per cent.  In 2007-08 the historical figure is 4.8 per cent and the member will find 
out what the forecast is when the budget comes down on Thursday. 

Members can see that the government has not been picking and choosing inflation rates from year to year.  The 
government has been using the historical rate even though there have been occasions when the forecast rate 
would have allowed, theoretically, more latitude within our policy commitment to increase fees and charges.  We 
have that consistent policy commitment.  The Premier of the day, Geoff Gallop, made that commitment to the 
people of Western Australia.  I quote - 

That means any increases in the combined annual cost of electricity, water, sewerage and drainage, 
public transport, motor vehicle registration and drivers’ licence bills would not exceed the inflation rate. 

Members should note that he did not say the “forecast inflation rate”; he said the “inflation rate”.  The 
opposition’s deputy leader - perhaps soon-to-be leader; I do not know whether the member for Kalgoorlie would 
vote for him, but it might happen - places a lot of emphasis on the word “forecast”.  He is actually accusing us of 
breaking an election promise.  I will read to him once again the election promise - 

That means any increases in the combined annual cost of electricity, water, sewerage and drainage, 
public transport, motor vehicle registration and drivers’ licence bills would not exceed the inflation rate. 

We have honoured that promise within a policy framework that has been consistent under this government and 
the previous government since 1997.  There is only one difference between the previous government and this 
government.  The previous government did not have a policy to keep the charges below the inflation rate.  In its 
last five years in office, it increased charges by $159 above what they would have been increased by had it 
applied the principle of using average price increases or the inflation rate.  In other words, they stung people 
above the level of average price increases in the economy to the extent of $159 a year.  Our policy, applied over 
seven years, is to always keep household fees and charges below the inflation rate.  That has delivered $413 of 
benefits to Western Australian households.  That is the stark comparison between the two sides of politics: $159 
extra from a coalition government but $413 less from a Labor government.  We have taken our policy on 
household fees and charges very seriously.  We have honoured the election promise.  We have delivered.  What 
we have is a desperate opposition; it is not succeeding.  The opposition is flailing about trying to lay a glove on 
the government and it has to make it up because there is nothing there.  There has not been a change in policy; 
we have honoured our election commitment.  We have not savaged low water users.  We have done the right 
thing.  The opposition’s charges fall away to nothing.   
For those members of the opposition who make allegations that somehow or other we are tricky with the figures 
and somehow or other we do not tell the truth, I want to refer them to Access Economics.  Access Economics is 
not a noted Labor organisation.  Access Economics has given Western Australia top rankings in fiscal 
transparency.  Access Economics says that our budget papers are more open, more accountable and more 
transparent than the budget papers of any other government in the country.  Every year Western Australia leads 
Access Economics’ rankings for fiscal transparency.  We do not stand still.  Access itself has noted that we have 
moved on to further initiatives.  For example, we were the first state government to have a fully audited report on 
annual state finances available by 30 September, after the conclusion of the financial year.  I therefore will not 
accept any assertion that we have been any in any way tricky or misleading on budget matters.  We have told the 
truth.  We have honoured our election promise.  We have a set of principles for water pricing which is 
environmentally responsible and which also takes account of a commitment to support the living standards of 
Western Australian families.  When I listen to the opposition, I sometimes think that it is asking us to in effect 
subsidise the use of a scarce resource.  I am not of the view that we should subsidise water use.  It would be 
environmentally irresponsible to subsidise water use.   
Mr C.J. Barnett:  No subsidies for water then; is that the policy? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Vulnerable consumers, such as pensioners and country people, who face charges way over 
the odds without subsidy support compared with metropolitan people, should have that support.  We support 
vulnerable consumers, such as pensioners, with a 50 per cent concession on all charges up to 150 kilolitres of 
water use; and we support country users to give them a measure of equity with metropolitan consumers. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  To the tune of about $200 million a year. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  To the tune of about $200 million a year, advises the Minister for Water Resources.  He 
would know.  However, the point is that it is important to have the right price in the system for water so that 
people use it responsibly, efficiently and effectively, and that they do not misuse or use extravagantly a scarce 
resource.  To do otherwise than what we have done would be environmentally irresponsible. 
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MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.12 pm]:  No-one in this state would 
deny that targeted water price increases would be a good thing for this state.  They must be targeted.  I want to 
ask the Treasurer two questions.  Firstly, if the Treasurer is correct, why did he change his press statement of 
yesterday to today’s statement?  Why did he change the reference to the forecast rate?  Why did he change his 
press statement? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  If I may interject, my press secretary has conceded that a mistake was made in the budget 
press release. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  What a hero!  Blame your staff! 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The second paragraph on page 272 of last year’s budget papers, under the heading 
“Increases in Tariffs, Fees and Charges”, states - 

This increase in the cost of the basket of State government goods and services is under the forecast CPI 
2006-07 of 3.0%.   

Does the Treasurer intend to use the same measurement for tariff increases in this year’s budget in the same 
way? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  We have measured the increase in household fees and charges in exactly the same way in this 
budget as - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Will the Treasurer compare it against the forecast rate? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Our measure will be the same as it has always been. 
Mr T. Buswell:  The forecast rate, Treasurer; is that what it will be? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  We haven’t applied that rate in the past. 
Mr T. Buswell:  You have applied it every year. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, we haven’t. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes, every single year.  The Treasurer has been caught out and he has filibustered over this 
issue.  To go back, yes, I was the Minister for Water Resources in the previous coalition government.  In every 
single state budget for the past three years the Treasurer has measured the tariff by the forecast rate; he knows 
that.  He has been caught out and now he is trying to fib to the public of Western Australia. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Madam Acting Speaker, the budget papers point out where the increase is less than the 
forecast rate, but the actual policy for measurement has been taken against the historical rate. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is rubbish! 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  How do you deal with the advice of the Under Treasurer?  How does the Leader of the 
Opposition deal with the words from the Under Treasurer? 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We will see what is in the budget papers when the Treasurer brings down the budget on 
Thursday.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Are you saying that the Under Treasurer is not telling the truth? 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We will see what the Treasurer brings down on Thursday.  Going back to 1993-94, yes, I 
was the Minister for Water Resources.  We embarked at that time on a massive change to tariff reform for water 
in Western Australia.  We inherited a system that charged commercial rates on the gross rental value of a 
property.  We changed that to a service fee and a consumption rate.  The Minister for Water Resources can go 
back and check it and tell me whether or not that was a good initiative.  These were very good decisions made by 
the previous coalition government.  What do we have here?  The Treasurer has changed his press statement of 
yesterday to another press statement today because he has been caught out.  He knows that the tariff rate that has 
been set this year is well and truly above inflation; not only that, but also the increase to the charges has been to 
the tune of 14.5 per cent in the past two financial years - 14.5 per cent.  The Treasurer recalled the tapered tariff 
levels, which the Minister for Water Resources could not recall in answers to questions.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  You are so hopeless that it is embarrassing! 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Treasurer should answer this question.  He said quite plainly that the charge for water 
from zero to 150 kilolitres would be raised from 49c to 57c a kilolitre, which is from $203.60 to $219.70.  That 
is a 7.91 per cent increase.  Did the Treasurer factor the service charge into that?   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do the maths. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Obviously, the government pays the service charge for all the Homeswest houses 
consistently year after year. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do the maths. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Is the Treasurer listening to what I am saying? 
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  Yes. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  So the Treasurer factors in the service charge.  Has the Treasurer factored in the increase of 
$8 into that 7.91 per cent?  I suspect not.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do the calculation. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If you take all the figures he gave you, it is obvious that it is in there. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We will double-check that, but I suspect that the service charge has not been factored in 
because, obviously, Homeswest consumers will have relief from that service charge.  However, non-Homeswest 
people will pay that service charge.  We will come back to the Treasurer on that matter. 
The Treasurer has come into this place and has been caught out misleading the public of Western Australia.  He 
has broken the government’s promise to keep household fees below inflation.  He has used an outdated inflation 
figure to justify his hike to family budgets.  Everybody knows that the forecast of 4.8 per cent is well and truly 
over - 30 per cent over - the inflation figure set by the Treasurer.  I would be surprised if it is any more than 
three per cent.  Would the Treasurer like to volunteer what the forecast will be? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  You will see it on Thursday. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We will see it on Thursday.  Therefore we will see all the matters that expose the Treasurer 
on Thursday.  The truth of the matter is that both the Treasurer and the Minister for Water Resources came into 
this house today knowing full well that they would be challenged on this issue and they did not have the answers 
to the questions.   
MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [4.18 pm]:  I will try to cover a few points 
that the Treasurer has covered quite well.  The opposition is keen to mount an attack without having any 
knowledge of the facts.   
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!   
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We can see members opposite having to yell and shout because they are so ignorant that 
they believe their shouting might somehow camouflage their ignorance.  They therefore make ridiculous 
accusations that again reflect their ignorance of the facts.  I am happy to try to give them some understanding so 
that they can then ask more informed questions and might actually be able to make accusations that have some 
substance.  However, regardless of what I say, it will not help if members opposite do not listen.  I have sat 
around the table with the Treasurer, as a member of the expenditure review committee, during deliberations on 
seven budgets.  As a part of that budget process, we looked at taxes, fees and charges.  As was pointed out by the 
Treasurer, the general rule is that increases within the consumer price index are allowed.  That consumer price 
index is the historic figure, to September of the previous year.  That was introduced in the 2001 budget process 
because it is the most up-to-date figure readily available when we begin the process each year.  It is in keeping 
with what the previous government had done, and the government has been consistent through its seven budgets.  
However, a number of charges fall within the basket of household charges on which the government gave a clear 
commitment not to increase above the level of the CPI.  As we formed the budget each year, we have looked 
very carefully at that condition to ensure that it was met.  In fact, the government has met the target incredibly 
well, so that now, across that range of charges and taxes, there has been no substantial increase in real terms, 
whereas the previous Liberal government increased them way above the inflation rate.  Once again, the 
government this year has met the criterion of making sure that any increase in those fees and charge is below the 
rate of inflation. 
The issue then becomes one of which inflation rate should be used.  In its ignorance, and in an attempt to score a 
political point, the opposition changes the figure used to determine inflation.  I suppose it would do the same 
thing in government: it would pick a high inflation rate if it suited its purposes, and a low rate in another case.  
That is not the way this government plans.  This government is being totally consistent, and is delivering on its 
promise.  In order to do that, when the budget process starts at the beginning of the year, the government always 
works off the inflation rate to September of the year before that in which the budget is brought down.  Members 
opposite get themselves in a real twist because they do not understand what is going on, so they go through the 
budget papers and pick out a presentation of the end results, not the method.  They confuse the target set and 
adhered to by the government with a particular presentation in one part of the budget. 
Mr T. Buswell interjected.  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I accept the presentation as the member for Vasse read it out, but that is not the target or 
the methodology.  It has been done, as the Treasurer has pointed out, consistently and with results benefiting the 
families of Western Australia.  This government has delivered for families.  The increase in those charges in the 
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basket of household goods has, during the time of the present government, been well below the inflation rate, 
whereas, under the previous Liberal government, it was well above the inflation rate.  That is delivering on a 
promise, because we know it is for the benefit of the people of Western Australia.  Members opposite promise to 
bring water from the Kimberley so that people will be charged three or four times as much for their water.  
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (20) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 

 
Noes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens  

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr G. Snook Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan 
 Mr J.H.D. Day Mr F.M. Logan 
 Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr J.M. Edwards 

Question thus negatived. 
 


