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CHRONOLOGY OF CORRESPONDENCE RELATlNG TO SUNWATER IRRIGATION
WATER PRICE REVIEW FROM APRIL 2006 TO PREf>aNT I'l--'~~~ \- 20:>1

20 April 2006

• Han H Palaszczuk, Minister for Natural Resources Old to Mr A Heidke (for
Bundaberg Canegrowers)

Acknowledged representation by Bundaberg Irrigators regarding serious
concern for SunWater's water pricing regime

- Copy of submission forwarded to SunWater (Mr P Noonan)
- Confirmation that points would be considered

16 May 2006
• Ms J Mattila (for BRIG) to Han H Palaszczuk, Minister for Natural Resources Old

- Raised serious concern with SunWater irrigation water pricing review
- Inconsistencies with COAG, NWI and concems regarding policy compliance
- Cross subsidisation of $1m in the Bundaberg SunWater scheme
- Raised issue of independent pricing regulator and role of OCA

24 May 2006
• Mr A Heidke (for Bundaberg Canegrowers) to Han H Palaszczuk, Minister for

Natural Resources Old
- Advised (regrettably) that SunWater not responsive to points raised
- Remain seriously concerned and will refer the matter to Bundaberg Regional

Irrigators Group (BRIG) and their legal adviser Ms J Mattila

28 June 2006
• Mr M Tandy (for Han H Palaszczuk) to Ms J Mattila (for BRIG)

- Claimed no breach of NWI commitments
- Believed the pricing review process to be ok
- Advised no reason to suggest OCA to review process

10 August 2006
• Ms J Mattila (for BRIG) to Han P Beattie, Premier and Minister for Water

- Raised same serious concerns as 16 May advice to Mr Palaszczuk
- Cross subsidisation of $1 m in Bundaberg SunWater scheme
- Disagree wtth comments in response from Mr M Tandy
- Require independent pricing regUlator review

10 August 2006
• Ms J Mattila (for BRIG) to Han M Turnbull, Minister for Environment and Water

Resources
- Raised serious concerns with SunWater irrigation water pricing review and

dismissal of this concern by Old Government
- Contradictions with COAG and NWI commitments

28 August 2006
• Mr M Smtth (for Bundaberg Sugar) to Han P Beattie, Premier and Minister for

Water
• Referred to letter of 28 June (Tandy to Mattila),
• Contradicted content of 28 June letter
• Raised serious concerns about Tier 2 process
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1 September 2006
• Mr A Hedke (for Bundaberg Canegrowers) to Han H Palaszczuk, Minister for

Natural Resources Old
- Raised serious concerns with SunWater irrigation water pricing review
- Strongly disagree with response of 28 June
- Noted this response avoided the main issues and noted these as having been

ignored

16 October 2006
• Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg Sugar) to Han K Shine, Minister for Natural

Resources Old
- Advised no reply to 28 August letter
- Serious concerns with SunWater and water pricing review
- Tier 1 and Tier 2 process not representative of Bundaberg Sugar or irrigators
- Member of BRIG seeking for SunWater to remove cross subsidy in Bundaberg
- Oueensland policy on water pricing conflicting with COAG and NWI principles
- Cannot accept outcomes of flawed process

23 October 2006
• Mr S Spencer (for Department Natural Resources) to Mr D Hollis (for BRIG)

- Contradicted content of BRIG media release and supported the SunWater
price review process

- Claimed use of ·postage stamp· pricing in Bundaberg does not represent
cross subsidy

- Indicated no OCA independent review available

27 October 2006
• Mr P Beattie, Old Premier to Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg Sugar)

- Response to letter of 28 August raised as a member of BRIG
- Referred to Han K Shine, Minister for Natural Resources

27 October 2006
• Han P Beattie, Old Premier to Ms J Mattila (for BRIG)

- Response to letter of 10 August
- Referred to letter from Han H Palaszczuk, Minister Natural Resources Old
- Advised to take issue forward to next pricing review

30 October 2006
• Mr D Hollis (for BRIG) to Chief Executive OCA

- Raised serious concerns with flawed SunWater water pricing review process
- Cross subsidy in SunWater Bundaberg scheme of $1 m
- Inconsistencies with COAG/NCP/NWI framework
- Seeking advice of OCA on process of rectifying outcome

30 October 2006
• Mr D Holliss (for BRIG) to Mr K Matthews, Chairman National Water Commission

- Advising serious concern with SunWater irrigation water pricing review
- History of correspondence to Old Government (Department for Natural

Resources)
- Seeking comment on claims of compliance with COAG/NCP/NWI framework
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16 November 2006
• Mr E Hall (for Old Competition Authority) to Mr D Holliss (for BRiG)

- Confirmed OCA overview of SunWater as government monopoly business
- Advised that OCA only able to review if directed to do so by Old Premier or

Treasurer

31 January 2007
• Mr M Tandy (for Minister Natural Resources) to Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg

Sugar)
- Response to letter of 16 October
- Supported the SunWater price review process
- Confirmed OCA independent appeal is not available
- Referred to local determination of tariffs within schemes

5 February 2007
• Mr D Holliss (for BRIG) to Hon M Turnbull, Minister for Environment and Water

Resources
- Forwarded copy of BRIG letter to OCA and the OCA response
- Indicated continuing frustration with outcomes and lack of action in response

to ongoing concerns raised by BRIG

7 February 2007
• Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg Sugar) to Mr M Tandy (for Old Minister for Natural

Resources)
- Response to letter of 31 October 2006
- Refuted claim that price review process was representative of irrigators
- Noted that river irrigators paying 32% margin above SunWater actual costs
- Required advice on river tariffs in relation to upper bound costs

27 March 2007
• Mr M Tandy (for Minister for Natural Resources) to Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg

Sugar)
- Responded to letter of 7 February 2007
- Referred concerns to next (2011) price review
- Denied cross subsidy and that river irrigators were subsidising other irrigators
- Supported role of NWC
- Decisions on upper bonus pricing for SunWater schemes "deferred"

27 March 2007
• Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg Sugar) to Mr M Tandy (for Minister Natural Resources

Old)
- Responding to letter of 27 March 2007
- Seeking further clarification on rates of return
- Reference to Old Treasurer comments on 4% rate of return for water projects
- Comparison with 32% paid to SunWater by Bundaberg river irrigators
- Indicated priority attention required

2 Apri/2007
• Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg Sugar) to Mr M Bradbury (for Department Natural

Resources Old)
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- Referred to response of 27 March
- Noted specific reference to river water charges
- Sought information on contribution to, and reinvestment of SunWater profits

13 April 2007
• Mr P Byrne (for Bundaberg City Council) copy of letter to Han C Wallace, Minister

for Natural Resources
- Raised concern about SunWater price review process and outcomes
- Noted serious disadvantage to Bundaberg irrigators
- Requested reconsideration by SunWater
- Noted that Council supports differential pricing for the SunWater Bundaberg

scheme

5 June 2007
• Mr M Tandy (for Minister for Natural Resources Water) to Mr M Smith (for

Bundaberg Sugar)
- Referred to letter of 27 March 2007
- Government policy of "no price decreases'
- No determination on rates of return for rural water schemes as part of national

policy
- Reference by Mr M Smith to article on SEQ Urban Water Infrastructure

considered to be "uniquen and not to be used as indicative reference

3 July 2007
• Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg Sugar) to Han M Turnbull, Minister for Environment

and Water Resources
- Updated on correspondence with Qld Government and statements on rates of

return
- Provided information relative to costs for river irrigators in Bundaberg

3 July 2007
• Mr M Smith (for Bundaberg Sugar) to Han C Wallace, Minister for Natural

Resources and Water
- Summary of Qld Government position from correspondence
- River inrigators paying over 30% profit margin to SunWater
- Reinforced obvious cross subsidy for Bundaberg scheme
- Inequity of the subsidy is increasing

6 July 2007
• S Johns (for Minister for Natural Resources and Water) to Mr M Smith (for

Bundaberg Sugar)
- Referred to letter of 3 July
- Confirmed this receiving attention

17 August 2007
• L Grey (for Minister for the Environment and Water Resources) to D Holliss (for

BRIG)
- Referenced letter of 5 February
- Suggested contact to Premier P Beattie as for QCA advice
- Advised Qld Implementation Plan under the NWI accredited by NWC
- Indicated Queensland progress assessed late 2007 by NWC
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Thank you for your representation at the Bundaberg Community Cabinet regarding
SunWater's water pricing regime for the I3undaberg Water Supply Scheme.

As the detennination ofwaler prices for particular State owned irrigation schemes is a
SunWater responsibility, a copy of your submission has been forwarded to Mr Peter Noonan.
Chief Executive Officer, SunWatel' for his consideration in future negotiations on water
pricing for the Bundaberg Scheme.

I am confident iliat the points you have made in your submission will be considered in further
deliberations of SunWater's pricing regime for the Scheme.

Henry Palaszczuk MP
Minister for Natural Resources,
Mines and Water

ltyel1) Minerai HOllse

41 r.eo~ Strffi 8rlsbane Qkl4°°°
PO Box 1S456 Oty East
Quetllslarld 4002 AlIslnlUa
Telephone +61 7 3B96 )688
f.ulrnlte '1'61 7 )110 6214
Email NRMW@mlnlsteriaLqld.gOV.81l
Wtbslte_.nlTll.qld.JOY.au
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Jenni Mattila & Co
Lawyers

PO BOX 1685 Double Bay NSW 1360
AUSTRALIA

ph: 61292527177
fax: 61 293864055
mob: 0418 650 555

Hon Henry Palaszczuk MP
Minister for Natural Resources,
Mines and Water
Parliament House
BRISBANE. QLD. 4000

Dear Minister,

Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group

We act for Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group in relation to the Tier 2
pricing review. We are aware of your earlier letter co the Group referring the
matter to SunWater and we are concerned that this is contrary to your earlier
commitment under the National Water Initiative to have an Independent
Pricing Regulator.

The Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group is concemed that the Tier 1 Report
breaches long standing State and Commonwealth policy principles on water
pricing. Including:

• 1994-2000 CoAG Rural Watet Policy
• 2004 National Water Initiative (NWI)
• 2005 Infonnation provided to the National Water Commission on

Queensland's Compliance with NWI
• Queensland Water Plan 2005-2010

The failure to allow fOt oversight by the Independent Pricing Regulatot may,
we believe result in these issues not being appropriately addressed at a State
level.

The equal division of non-scheme related electricity COSts has resulted in severe
internal pricing anomalies Bundaberg's case. The equal division of electricity

level 2, 135 Macquarie $l:ree! Sydney NSW 2000 AUSTRALIA
email: )enniManilaObigpond.com.au
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costs amongst all irrigators breaches all four key pricing principles. A review of
the pricing policies of other Queensland schemes has shown that where there
are significant variations in costs including electricity, non SunWatcr Schemes
differentially price to meet the CoAG principles. There is therefore no physical
reason preventing compliance with transparent nodal pricing. The Bundaberg
Regional Irrigators' Group have reviewed the infrastructure of the Bundaberg
system and confirmed that it would easily support transparent. nodal pricing.

The 1994 CGAG Water Resource Policy provided in relation to water pricing:

• In general to adopt the policy of consumption based pricing, full cost
recovery and the removal of cross-subsidies which are not consistent
with efficient and effective service. use and provision. Where"cross
subsidies continue to exist they be made transparent.

• That where service providers are required to provide water seIVices to
customers at less than full cost, the cost of this be fully disclosed and
ideally be paid to the service provider as a conununity service obligation.

These pricing policies were carried forward in the National Water Initiative
(NWl) signed by the majority of States (Including Queensland) and the
Commonwealth in]une 2004 and subsequently re-affinned by Queensland.

The most significant additional obligation under the NWI was the requirement
for an Independent Pricing Regulator. We note that Queensland infonned the
Commonwealth that the Queensland Competition Authority would fulfill this
role.

The Water Plan 2005-2010 was published in August 2005. The Water Plan
reiterated the Queensland Government's intention to comply with CoAG
water policy and the NWI. It was on this basis that Queensland is to
competition policy payments from the Commonwealth.

We note in particular the National Water Commission's (NWq assumptions in
the 2005 National Competition Policy Assessment ofWater Reform
Progress Chapter 4 Queensland were based on the representations made by
the Queensland Government.

The Scace Wide Irrigacion Pricing Report Tier 1 Report dated April 2006
was released after the NWC assessment. The impact in Bundaberg's case was a
marked a departure from the CoAG and NWI principles as well as the policy
set down in the Queensland Government's Water Plan 2005-2010.
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There are as we stated above four basic policy principles established in the
CoAg agreement and confmned in the NWI. The requirements to comply with
these principles were to be protected by a right of review by an Independent
Pricing Regula tor.

We believe that the impact of the State MOde Irrigation Pricing Report Tier
1 Report on Bundaberg breaches all of four key pricing principles:

• Full cost recovery
• Transparent pricing
• The removal of cross subsidies
• Community service obligation payment where full cost recovery cannot

be reached (CSO)

The Bundaberg Issue
The impact of the Tier 1 Report in the Bundaberg Scheme is that "equitable
pricing" hides a significant internal cross subsidy within the scheme in relation
to electricity costs. The reluctance of SunWater to provide sufficiently detailed
electricity costs further confirms the problem of lack of transparent pricing.
Parts of the Bundaberg scheme incur high electricity costs due to pumping
whilst other areas of the scheme incur little or significantly lower electricity
costs. The most extreme and obvious case in Bundaberg is the situation of the
river irrigators. River irrigators are paying $4.85 above transparent lower
bound nodal costs and do not incur any electricity costs by SunWater.
Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group has used historic data to assess the
financial impact of variable electricity costs.

Transparent Pricing
The equal split of electricity costs results in a pricing structure that is not
transparent. The high use of electricity in some areas is masked by the equal
split of costs. These costs are ascertainable both historically and at present as
the electricity is metered on a pump by pump basis. These costs are not
however transparently priced or notified to the irrigator. SunWater has
expressed considerable reluctance to provide these internal costs resulting in a
failure to provide a transparent pricing system.

Full Cost Recovery and Lower Bound Pricing
The impact of this failure to transparently price the true cost of delivery is that
some irrigators are paying significantly less than lower bound costs due to
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subsidized electricity costs whilst other irrigators within the scheme are paying
significantly more than lower bound costs.
Full cost recovery' is meant to apply at both a scheme and irrigator level.

The Creation of the Internal Cross Subsidy
The impact of some irrigators paying less than full cost recovery whilst other
irrigators are paying more than full cost recovery (based on the internal costs of
electricity) is the creation of a significant internal cross subsidy. Both internal
and external cross subsidies are meant to be fully transparent, the impact of the
Tier 1 Policy is to hide the cross subsidy in the Bundaberg scheme.
This internal cross subsidy is not transparent and hides the internal failure of
some irrigators to meet full cost recovery due to the Tier 1 policy of equally
dividing costs.
The estimated cost olthe intemal cross subsidy to low cost irrigators is
$690,000 to $1,000,000per annum.
This does not include any existing eso payment.
SunWater's refusal to provide details of internal electricity costs on a nodal
basis and their response that the costs are commercial in confidence appears to
indicate that SunWater is aware of the extent of the internal cross subsidy.

The Impact of the Price Cap
The problem is compounded by a maximum price increase per megalitre per
annum of$10 over 5 years and a prohibition on price reductions per megalitre
over 5 years.
The estimated additional cost per megalitre to bring high cost irrigators to full
cost recovery for their electricity costs is an additional $14 and $16 per
megalitre. Even if this price increase were achieved for high cost irrigators, the
low cost irrigators would still be paying, as a group, $690,000 to $1,000,000 per
anum more than transparent lower bound COSts.

OPTIONS

Preferred Option transparent pricing +additional CSO+full cost recovery
over time
The Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group supports the view that pricing in
Bundaberg should be reviewed to comply with transparent pricing principles.
The internal cross subsidy paid by low cost irrigators should be removed and
replaced with a eso or the subsidy paid by SunWater (as SunWarer was aware
that the Tier 1 Group was not provided with proper information to make an
informed decision), with high cost irrigators having a price path moving to the
maximum price increase over the 5 year period.
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~~ CANEGROWERS
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24 May 2006

Hon Henry ·Palaszczuk
Minister for Natural Resources,
Mines and Water
Parliament House
Brisbane Qld 4000

Dear Minister,

Re: SunWater's Pricing Regime.

I refer to your letter dated 20 April 2006 REF CTS 02187/06.

Bundaberg CANEGRQWERS Ltd
ABN66110168801

32 Eloufbong Street Bundaberg 4670
PO Box 953 Bundaberg 4670
Phone (07) 41512555 Fax (07) 41531986
Email bdb_oHice@bdb.canegr0wef5.com.au

In this letter you advised that the submission as well as the points that my delegation and I had raised with you
had been forwarded to Mr Peter Noonan CEO SunWater for his consideration.

You also advised that you were confident that the points we made would be considered further.

Regrettably Minister we believe that our points are Dot being considered at all and we are losing confidence in
the whole process.

Bundaberg CANEGROWERS is a member of the Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group (BRIG). BRIG
appointed Ms lenni Mattila to provide advice on water pricing. Ms Mattila has advised that the Tier I Report
breaches long standing State and Commonwealth policy principles on water pricing. She further advises that
the Independent Pricing Regulator cannot appropriately address our issues.

I have attached a copy of recent correspondence to SunWater which clearly reveals the lack of good faith
demonstrated by SunWater and the reluctance to provide information.

Minister, this issue is of critical importance to our irrigators and we request that pricing in Bundaberg be
reviewed to comply with transparent pricing principles, the internal cross subsidy paid by low cost irrigators
removed and replaced with a CSO or met by SunWater, with high cost irrigators having a price path moving to
the maximum price increase over the five year period.

Yours Sincerely

ACHeidke
Chairman

Cc Depury Premier~ Treasurer and Minister for State Development, Trade and Innovation
Director General Natural Resources, Mines and Water
Director General State Development, Trade and Innovation
Director General Treasury Department
Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group

Queensland Cane Growers Organisation Ltd ABN 94 089 992 969
as Trustee for Bundaberg District CBIle Growl,:rs' Executive



.I ..

I
I
I

'.

Ref crs 03690106

2 8 JUN 1006

•
QUeenSland

" Government

Office of the
Minister for Natura! Resources,
Mines and Water

\

I
I
I
I
I
I

Ms Jemti Mattila
Jemti Mattila and Co
Lawyers
PO Box 1685
Double Bay NSW 1360

Dear Ms Mattila
,

The Honourable Henry Palas~czuk MP, Minister for Natural Resources, Mines and Water has
asked me to reply to your letter of 16 May 2006 conceming the Tier I Pricing Report. I
understand you have sent a similar letter to the Director-General of the Department ofNatural
Resources, Mines and Water.. This response is a joint reply on behalfof both the Minister
and the Director-General.

In establishing its policy positions on water pricing targets and processes, the Government
has been very conscious tJfits obligations under the l'fational Water Initiative (NWI).
However, the commitment with respect to the use ofindependent regulators under that
initiative is not exactly as you have expressed it. The Queensland Government believes it is
consistentwith Clause 77 ofthe NWI which states:

(

Independent pricing regulator
liThe Parties agree to use independentbodies to:

i) set or review prices, or price setting processes, for water storage and delivery' by
government water service providers, on a case-by-case basis, consistent with the
principles in paragrapbs 65 to 68 above;

ii) publicly review and report on pricing in government and private water service (
providers to ensure that. the principles in paragraphs 65 to 68 above are met."

The Government decision on the process for setting prices for SunWater's irrigation
customers was that SunWater should seek to do so in accordance with the Government policy
'Rural irrigation water prices for Sun Water schemes' . This policy is generally consistent
with the original joint Queensland Fanners FederationiSunWater price setting proposal. As
part of the price setting process, if SWlWater and customers cannot settle prices within the
required timeframe, the Go~emment will detennine the prices to be charged. which could
involve the Government asking tbe Queensland Competition Authority (QCA) to carry out a
prices oversight role if required. To date there has been no reason to ask the QCA to review
any particular issues with the price setting process and the Tier 1 process has been a very
comprehensive process which achieved consensus.

level I) Mineral House
41 George Street Brisbane Qld 4000
PO Box 15456 City East
Queensland 4002 Australia

Tel~..e!Jqne ~~.1.~ J~ ~~ .
Facsimile +61 7 3'itO'~214

Email NRMW@mlnisterial.qld.goY.au
Website lWiW.nrm.qld.goY.au
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The primary issue you raise is the level ofpostage stamp pricing versus a more detailed level
ofprice segnlentation. The Government is of the view that the use of postage stamp pricing
within a schem'e is not cross-subsidy as -discussed in the Council of Australian Govenunents
corrunitments. The main issue of cross-subsidy is between sectors where irrigators, urban.
users and industrial water users should each face their respective cost burdens within a
scheme. J believe that this element has been dealt with adequately by the Tier 1review.
Below that it is a question ofpracticalities and negotiation as to the level of price
disaggregation. Clearly it is not practical to have a separate tariff for each custome~, but it
may be reasonable to have a separate tariff for major scheme segments. However, that is
considered a matter for local negotiation, taking into account desirable long-tenn pricing
signals and historical commitments.

In making this decision, there are other factors which also need to be taken into account. The
Govenunent has decided that prices paid by irrigators cannot be reduced in the five year.
period ofthe new price paths. This refers to the total tariffprice paid by customers, by ,
addi~g the Part A arid Part B tariffs in a scheme. That is, While there may be a change in the
"relative size of the tariff elements•. the total price cannot reduce. I understand that this may be
seen as an impediment to restructuring of tariffs, but there are broader reasons why the
Government has made this decision.

You claim that the Tier I report on Bundaberg breaches four key pricing principles. I cannot
see any evidence for this cl~. The Tier I report has:
". Dealt with the issues of full cost recovery within the policy bounds set by the

Govenunent and has proposed a pricing regime which will achieve lower bound cost
recovery for the scheme by year 5.

• Reflected that the process has been of 'high standard, and the level of transparency
'within that process has been extremely high. .

• Removed any sectoral cross-subsidies. Within the irrigation sector, clearly, it is cheaper
to supply the fann closest to the somee rather than the next one along, and so forth. The
question is what lev~l of disaggregation is acceptable in detennining tariffstructures.
There is no breach ofNWI conunitments to maintain the Bundaberg scheme as a full
postage stamp pricing arrangement - the question is really one of acceptability to the
local "community. If the community can agree on an arrangement, then that can be
progressed. If, however, there is division ofviews, then there needs to be a
determination ofwhether to leave the arrangements essentially as they are or whether
transition arrangements are able to be put in place to commence some rate of change.
The Tier 2 group should seek to settle whit point ofbalance they see as reasonable.

• Set out publicly the Community Service Obligations (CSOs) offered by Government.
Where the Govenunent does not require irruitediate achievement of lower bound cost
recovery, the CSOs have been identified on a transparent basis as required by the NWL

I understand that the Bundaberg Water Supply Scheme has agreed with SunWater on prices
for the next five year price path. The Minister conunends both irrigators and SunWater for
seeking and achieving consensus on this issue, and finalising negotiations within the required
timeframe.
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The Minister thanks you for bringing this matter to his attention. Ifyou require any further
infonnation regarding this matter. please do not hesitate to contact Ms Mary Chapman,
Principal Project'Officer, Water Reform of the Department on telepbone 3227 6692.

Yours sincerely

,



The InfOffi1atlon on this facsimile Is privileged and confidential. It is intended only for the use of the person to whom it Is
addressed. If you are not the recipient, any dissemination, copying or use d the Information is strictly prohibited. If you

have received this facsimile in error, please telephone l.IS and destroy the fac:sim~e Immediately.
Any costs you may inOJ( will be reimbursed.

Jenni Mattila & Co
Lawyers

FAX

To: The Hon. Malclom Turnbull
MP

Fax: 93695225

Phone: 9369 5221

Re: Bundaberg Pricing Policy

PO BOX 1685 Double Bay NSW 1360
AUSTRALIA

ph: 61 292527177
fax: 61 293864055

mob: 0418650555

From: Jenni Mattila

Pages: (including cover)

Date: August 10, 2006
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Dear MrTumbull.

Bundaberg Pricing Policy
Please find attached the response from the Queensland Minister for anual
Resources, Mines and Water in relation to the letter sent to him on behalf of our
clients the Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group. We have replied to the Minister
and we are about to send a response on behalf of our client to the Queensland
Premier and Minister for Water. We have attached our original letter, and the former
Ministers response for your information.

We raised a number of very serious issues with the lvlinister in rdation to problems
with pricing in Bundaberg. You will note his refusal to refer the matter to the QCA
on pagel - it is difficult to see how the Queensland Govemment policy of
prohibiting complies with the requirement for an Independent Pricing Regulator
when the Government conrrols who can and who cannot appeal against the process.

In paragraph 1 page 2 there is clearly a misunderstanding as to the meaning of
internal cross subsidies and the impact of postage stamp pricing. As previously stated
the Queensland Government varies its policy on postage stamp pricing from region
to region in this case the cost to disadvantaged irrigators is approximately $1,000,000.
It is our understanding that these internal cross subsidies were precisely what were
intended in the 1994 CoAG Agreement. It is also disingenuous to suggest that the
price would vary from irrigator to irrigator.

Level 13. 167 Macquarie Street Sydney NSW 2000 AUSTRALIA
email: JenniMattila@bigpond.com.au
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In paragraph 2 page 2 it is further suggested that no change can be made because of
the Government policy of not reducing tariffs. As the former Minister was aware my
clients were willing to agree to the tariff for the affected irrigators not being reduced
on the basis that it would not be inconsistent with Govemmcnt policy that it not be
increased. lbis obvious response has been ignored.

[n paragraph 3 page 2 the comments arc make no attempt to address the real issues ­
the issues themselves have not been addressed in any meaningful manner - they have
simply been ignored.

Paragraph 4 page 2 merely begs the question as to who "agreed" the outcome was
setded on time as there was no meaningful debate permitted as the outcome was pre­
deteonined.

Our clients would deeply appreciate it if you would take a personal interest in this
matter. Sadly the response from the former Minister indicated that the current
Queensland Government is unwilling to negotiate in any meaningful way with
irrigam[s on the issue of pricing. The Government's refusal to allow the pricing
decisions to be reviewed by an Independent Pricing Regulator merely compounds
irrigators concerns about the lack of integrity of the process and the lack of
compliance with long standing CoAG policy.

Our clients are extremely concerned that there was purportedly an agreement as to
pricing and that there will be no opportunity to have the matter reviewed for 5 years
during which time the problem will continue to escalate.

Our clients believe that it is possible to resolve this matter wid1in the broad
parameters of Queensland Government policy but only if there is genuine negotiation
and dispute resolution.

It would be appreciated if you would personally review this matter in the light of the
Queensland Govemment's longstanding CoAg and NWI commitments.

Yours faithfully,

Jcnni Mattila
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Jenni Mattila & Co
Lawyers

FAX

To: Han. Peter Beattie, Premier
and Minister for Water

PO BOX 1685 Double Bay NSW 1360
AUSTRALIA

ph; 61 29252 7177
fax: 61 293864055

mob: 0418 650 555

From: Jconi Mattila

I
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Fax: (07) 32213631 Pages: 10 (including cover)
•

The information on this facsimile is privileged and confidential. It is intended only for the use of the person to whom it is
addressed. If you are nollhe recipient, any dissemination, copying Of use of the infoonation is strictly prohibited. If you

have received this facsimile in error, please telephone us and destroy the facsimne immediately.
Any costs you may incur wiU be reimbursed.

Dear Premier,

Bundaberg Pricing Policy
We refer to our letter of 16 May 2006 to the former Minister for Water and the reply
from the then Minister's staff of 28 June (both letters attached) in relation to the
concerns of our clients the Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group.

Phone: (07) 3224 4500

Re: Bundaberg Pricing Policy

Date: August 10, 2006

I
I
I
I
I

We raised a number ofvery serious issues with the fonner Minister in relation to
problems with pricing in Bundaberg and our clients are disappointed with the
response from his staff. We believe his refusal to refer the matter to the QCA on
pagel is a denial of the basic principle of transparency and accountability. It is
difficult to see how the Queensland Government policy of prohibiting independent
review complies with the NWI requirement for an Independent Pricing Regulator
when the Government controls who can and who cannot appeal against the process.

In paragraph 1 page 2 of the letter from his staff there is clearly a misunderstanding
as to the meaning of internal cross subsidies and the impact of postage stamp pricing.
As previously stated the Queensland Government varies its policy on postage stamp
pricing from region to region in this case the cost to disadvantaged irrigators is
approximately $1,000,000. It is our understanding that these internal cross subsidies
were precisely what were intended in the 1994 CoAG Agreement. It is also
disingenuous to suggest that the price would vary from irrigator to irrigator.

level 13, 167 Macquarie Street Sydney NSW 2000 AUSTRAliA
email: JenniMattila@bigpond.com.au
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In paragraph 2 page 2 it is further suggested that no change can be made because of
me Goverrunenr policy of not reducing tariffs. As you arc aware my clients were
willing to agree to the tariff for the affected irrigators not being reduced on the basis
that it would not he inconsistent with Government policy that it not be increased.
This obvious response has been ignored.

In paragraph 3 page 2 the comments are again merely self serving without any
attempt to address the real issues - the issues themselves have not been addressed in
any meaningful manner - they have simply been ignored.

Paragraph 4 page 2 merely begs the '1uestion as to who «agreed" dlC outcome was
settled on time as there was no meaningful debate pennitted as the Outcome was prc­
detennined.

We notc the Prime Minister's concerns about the pricing policies of State owned
water authorities. Our clients would deeply appreciate it if you continued to take an
interest in this matter. Sadly the response from the then Minister reflects the current
Queensland Government's unwillingness to negotiate in any meaningful way with
irrigators on the issue of pricing. The Government's refusal to allow the pricing
decisions to be reviewed by an Independent Pricing Regulator merely compounds
irrigators concerns about the lack of integrity of the process and the lack of
compliance with long standing CoAG policy.

Yours faithfully,

Jenni Mattila

Art. Ltr from Queensland Minister for Natural Resources Mines and Water

2
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28 AuguS! 2006

Hon Peter Beattie MP
Premier and Minister for Water
PO Box 15185
CITY EAST QLD 4002

Fax: (07) 3221 3631

Dear Minister

Rc: Bundabcrg Regional Irrigators Group

BUNDABERG
S U GAR

-"""'"ARN 24 071 102SUI

4 Ga'tln SlIm
8undaberg Old 4670

PO Bel SOO
Bundaberg Old 4670

Tel; ..-61 {0)7 .slSO 8500
Fax: -J.61 (0)7 4lSO 8522
IVWW,oondysugar.«muu

,

Please refer to a letter dated 28 June addressed to Ms lenni Mattila from your Senior Policy
Adviser, Michael Taody (Your Ref. CTS 03690/06). This lelter referred to a number of
SunWater irrigation water pricing matters that had been raised on behalf of the Bundaberg
Regional Irrigators Group.

Whilst the company could take issue with many of the points raised in Mr Tandy's reply, at
this point Bundaberg Sugar Ltd, as a member of the Sunwater Customer Council and the
local Tier 2, wishes to contest the assertion made at the bottom of page 2 in this Jetter.
Whilst transition prices may have been published by SunWater for the next five year price
path, these were not agreed and the status quo option was imposed by default. At no time
was consensus reached in this process on the important matter of internal scheme cross­
subsidies and irregularities with COAG and NWI principles.

You can rest assured that Bundaberg Sugar as SunWater's largest customer wil~ as a
member of the Bundaberg Regional lrrigators Group, oontinue to campaign strongly for a
fairer system of water pricing than that imposed by the government without meaningful
consultat.ion and negotiation. The company also wishes to make you aware that no industry
body adequately represents the Bundaberg irrigators as this scheme is very different to any
other in the state.

I



CANEGROWERS Bundaberg CANEGROWERS Ltd
ABN 66 110868801

32 Bcubong Sire Bundaberg 4670
PO Box 953 Bundabetg 4670
Phone(07)41512555 Fax(07)4153 1986
Email bdb_office@bdb.canegrtwl.ers.com.au

oI September 2006

Hon Henry Palaszczuk
Minister for Natural Resources.
Mines and Water
Parliament House
Brisbane Qld 4000

Dear Minister,

Re : Your Reference CTS04333/06

I refer to your letter dated 28 June 2006 with respect 10 the price setting process for the Bundaberg Water
Supply Scheme.

1 am aware thai you are retiring from public life, however I must set the record straight with respect to your
statement that ;, ... lllnderstand thai agreement has bee" reached with SunWater on prices" as it is simply not
true.

In addition there was no meaningful debate permitted as the outcome was pre-determined.

Through various communications with you from Bundaberg CANEGRQWERS and the Bundaberg Regional
Irrigators Group (BRIG) a number of very serious issues were raised with you
in relation to problems with pricing in Bundaberg and we are disappointed with the response.

Your refusal to refer the matter to the QCA is a denial of the basic principle of transparency and
accountability. It is difficult to see how tbe Queensland Government policy ofprohibiting independent review
complies with the NWI requirement for an Independent Pricing Regulator when the Government controls who
can and who cannot appeal against the process.

There is clearly a misunderstanding as to the meaning of internal cross subsidies and the impact of postage
stamp pricing. In our case the cost to disadvantaged irrigators is approximately $1,000,000.

It is our understanding that these internal cross subsidies were precisely what were intended in the 1994 CoAG
Agreement. It is also disingenuous to suggest that the price would vary from irrigator to irrigator.

In short your reply made no attempt to address the reaJ issues - the issues themselves have not been addressed
in any meaningful manner - they have simply been ignored.

I wish you aU the best for the future and trust that your endeavours are rewarding.

Yours Sincerely

ACHeidke
Chairman

Bundaberg CANEGRQwERS LTD ABN 66 110868801
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16 October 2006

Hon Kerry Shine MP
Minister for Natural Resources and Water
Level 13
Mineral House
41 George Street
BRlSBANE 4000
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Bundabrrg Sup- Ltd
ABN 24 077 102526

4 GlviD Strett
Bundabtrg CId 4610 I
PO B<u 500
Bundaberg ad 4670

Tel: +01101141508500
m: +01 (0)14150 8522
www.bundys\lgu.com.au
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Dear Minister,

Re: Sunwater Irrigation Water Pricing - Bundaberg Scheme I
I wish to bring to your attention our letter of28th August forwarded to the (then) Minister for Water and Premier
which is as yet unanswered, and a number ofother matters in relation to the recently concluded Sunwater
irrigation water price negotiations for the Bundaberg Scheme.

By way of introduction, I wish to provide some background to the current situation:

)

•

•

•

•

Bundaberg Sugar Ltd (BBS) is Sunwater's largest customer holding some 30,000 MI of allocation in the
Bundaberg Scheme and additional water in the Mareeba Dirnbulah scheme.

BBS has become increasingly frustrated with the attitude taken by Sunwater and its predecessors over
many years in relation to water pricing within the Bundaberg Scheme. This has impacted not only on
the company's own farming operations but those of its valued cane suppliers, and is despite a long
standing participation in irrigation and water supply issues in the area including representation on
SunWater's Customer Council for the Bundaberg Scheme.

In particular, the current Customer Council has become irrelevant with regard to irrigation issues as it is
not representative ofSunwater's irrigation customers. Bundaberg Sugar will be reviewing the value of
its participation in this process.

The Bundaberg Scheme Customer Council was fonned from an earlier consultative group which
represented a number oforganizations whose members had an interest in scheme operations. At that
time the scheme comprised both groundwater and surface supplies as components ofan overall water
supply scheme for the Bundaberg region for all uses and all categories of supply. The current council
has two members (from a total of 12) who represent the four council areas where the scheme supplies
water. The councils hold no mediwn security irrigation water allocation and have no interest in matters
relating to irrigation supply or pricing. However they have been included in the recent irrigation pricing
review and participated in issues requiring determination by voting as part of the SunWater review
process. The structure and representation of Customer Council can not identify a democratic
proportionate customer representation as may be reasonably required in matters which impact so
significantly on the customers who pay SunWater accounts.

I
I
I

I

• As a consequence of these continuing anomalies and continuing avoidance by SunWater, BSS has
become a strong supporter of the Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group (BRIG) which has been
established to represent the interests of irrigator customers within the Bundaberg SunWater Scheme.



• BBS wishes to clearly advise State agricultural organizations such as Queensland Cane Growers
Organisation andthe Queensland Farmers Federation (QFF) in no way represent the view of BBS or
most of its cane suppliers in matters relating to irrigation water pricing.

• The Tier I Group selected by Sunwater for consultation on water pricing matters was asked to identify a
uniform system of pricing for all schemes. The company believes that this was a flawed process as it
failed to consider the diversity within Sunwater's schemes or the state's conunitments under the COAG
I NCPf NWI framework. As a result, this process ensured thaI no changes were able to be implemented.

• The Tier 2 (local price negotiations) was a rushed process with a non-representative SunWater Customer
Council given the role of Tier 2 and subsequent detenninations to be made by the Tier 2 review (see
above). The "no change" default position imposed by Sunwater through Tier 1 made it almost
impossible to remedy long standing anomalies which were well known to SunWater, and had been the
subject of deputations to Mr Henry Paluszczuk as Minister for Natural Resources, Mines and Water ani.t
others. ' -

• BRIG has had discussions with the Conunonwealth Government's Parliamentary Secretary for water, (
Mr Malcolm Turnbull, and the National Water Conunission (NWC) all these matters seeking
confinnation on direction, policy and obligations under the COAG f NCPf NWI framework. BRIG took
encouragement from the Secretary's recent address to the Rural Press Club in Brisbane on these matters.

BBS, in conjunction with other local irrigators and grower organizations (now members of BRIG), has made
many submissions and representations on these matters to previous ministers, directly to SUllWater, and within
water policy and pricing reviews by DNRM&W. These relate particularly to the matter of transparency and
cross subsidization as it exists in the Bundaberg scheme. The scale of the continuing pricing anomaly is beyond
what may be considered reasonable cost sharing and is more correctly a substantial cross subsidy amounting up
to $lM per year paid by Bundaberg irrigators. This situation is now well understood, is confirmed within
rnaterial supplied by SunWater, and irrigators have not found it acceptable that this be continued given this most
recent opportunity to remedy this situation.

To demonstrate the level ofsupport amongst irrigation water users, BRlG is completing a survey of irrigators in
the Bundaberg Scheme and already has signatures from in excess of 50% of the Bundaberg Scheme's total
irrigation water allocation supporting a change away from postage stamp pricing to nodal point pricing. When
this is completed, I would expect further representations will be made to you on this matter.

In particular, I wish to bring to your attention the situation in relation to the Bundaberg Scheme's river irrigators, (
ofwhich Bundaberg Sugar is one:

• During the Tier 2 process the Customer Council was made aware that Sunwater's costs for supplying river
water under current cost allocations were a Part A of$6.16 per MI of nominal allocation and a Part B of
$4.40 per MI ofactual metered use. This was based on use of 6()O/o oflhe nominal allocation and a 70:30
slit between Part A and Part B revenue in the charging structure.

• The reference tariffs agreed to by Tier I in response to the "no price can go down" Government policy
were a Part A of $6.01 and a Part B of $9.39. These charges were also to incur CPT increases each year.

• This means that River irrigators will pay a Part A of$6.20 per MI ofallocation and a Part B of $9.66 per
MI ofuse in the 200617 water year.

• It is not surprising that the Sunwater CEO, Peter Noonan, in a letter to the Bundaberg News·Mail editor
continued to defend claims that there were no cross subsidies between river and channel water prices



)

within the Bundaberg scheme. The implication then must be thai this provides a 32% clear profit margin
to SunWater.

• If this is the case, the Bundaberg river irrigators have yet to be informed whether Sunwater and the
shareholding ministers believe that a 32% margin for this water supply is an acceptable level of profit for
SUllWater. It should be noted that river irrigators then have to meet their own eqUIpment and power and
fuel costs to lift this water 10 their crops. This means that many river irrigators incur water delivery costs
much higher than those on channel deliveries where III some cases water charges are actually well below
Sun Water's true costs of delivery. Similar anomalies exist for irrigators on the lower cost channel
segments.

Bundaberg Sugar and olher irrigators are unwilling to accept that this flawed process has been applied to thIs
opportunity to rectify anomalous waler charges apart from complying with State and Commonwealth
requirements on these issues and that they must live with the consequences. It is also of interest that the Tier I
participants agreed with Sunwaler to deny an independent appeal process such as to the Queensland Competition
Authority (QCA) against decisions determined by this process. Bundaberg Sugar would be pleased to
understand how this may now be addressed to avoid ongoing efforts by Bundaberg Sugar and other disaffected
irrigalors in seeking to rectify this flawed outcome.

If you require further clarification on any of the matters raised in this letter please contact the undersigned on 07
41508517 0,0427 298461.

MASmith
Agriculture Manager

Mr D Holluf. B 'berg Canegrowers­
MrGFLongdl!fl



Please quote: CTS 09S3at06
Contact officer: Chapman Msry'
Contact telephone; 3227-6692

Z 3 on 2000

D Holliss
Secretary
Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group, '.
PO Box 953 ' ­
Bundaber9 QLD 4670
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Queensland
Government
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Natural Resources.
Mines ,ind Water

Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group (BRIG) - Media Release

I refer to your email of 30 August 2006 which contained BRIG's media release dated
August 25" 2006 regarding rural irrigation prices in the Bundaberg Irrigation Area
(BIA) Scheme.

My understanding of the situation is that during the Tier 1 price negotiation process
the issue of "postage stamp pricing" in the BIA was debated at length and most
irrigators at that level believed that it should continue. The policy position of
Canegrowers and the Queensland Farmers' Federation (OFF) was that "postage
stamp pricing" should remain unless there was local agreement to change it.

At the Tier 2 level I believe there were many debates about the issue, with the Tier 2
group meeting five times in totaL A vote was taken and resulted in an equal split of
views. The group resolved it could not come to agreement on a differential pricing
structure for the Bundaberg channel system.

The Bundaberg representatives wrote to the Minister and asked for an extension of
time and additional community service obligations (CSOs) so that they could
implement segment pricing. The Minister advised the meeting through SunWater,
and then in writing, that these proposals were not likely to be accepted.

The Tier 1 policy on irrigation reference tariff disputes was that if issues could not be
resolved prior to 30 June 2006, the irrigation reference tariffs and tariff structures
agreed by Tier 1 would apply to the scheme for the period of the next price path.
SUbsequently, Tier 2 approved prices.
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The media release refers to there being a "cross subsidy in the BiA". There is also a
statement about whether Queensland has complied with the National Water Initiative
(NWI). The government's view is that the use of "postage stamp pricing" within a
scheme is not a cross-subsidy and that it is consistent with NWI principles. The
issue of cross-subsidy is between sectors where irrigators, urban users and
industrial water users should each face their respective cost burdens within a
scheme. Below that it is a question of practicalities and negotiation as to the levei of
price disaggregation. As mentioned above. in Bundaberg no agreement on segment
pricing could be reached.

The media release states that the "'Tier One group was not provided with proper
information to make an informed decision, while the local Tier Two group was rushed
through in two months before we had time to put up a case", It also states that
SunWater "do not listen to us and treat us with indifference~. The pricing process
was developed in a joint submission between OFF, all customer councils and
SunWater. The government endorsed the process (with a number of minor
modifications) and it was implemented over a thirteen month period, with all 27
SunWater schemes signing off on 5-year price paths within the required timeframe.

Another statement made in the media release was that the government refused to
"allow the pricing decision to be reviewed by an independent regulator, merely
compounds irrigators' concerns about the lack of integrity of the process and the lack
of compliance with long-standing CoAG policy". The dispute resolution policy was
that in the event that prices could not be settled within the required timeframe by I
either Tier 2 or Tier 1, the government would determine the prices to be charged.
This could involve government asking the Queensland Competition Authority (QCA)
to carry out a prices oversight role if required. The government saw no reason to
ask the QCA to review any particular issues within the price setting process.

As communicated to the Tier 2 Working Group, the issue of differential pricing in the
BIA will be taken up as part of the review of rural water pricing, which will be
undertaken before the next pricing regime is implemented.

If you require any further information regarding this matter. please do not hesitate to
contact Ms Mary Chapman, Water Reform of the Department on telephone 3227­
6692.

Yours sincerely

Scott Spencer
Director General
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Agricultural Manager
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Dear Me Smith

Thank you for your letter of28 August 2006 concerning SunWater irrigation water pricing
matters which you have raised as a member of the Bundaberg Regionallrrigators Group.

As you are aware, the SunWater price paths (2006-2011) for the Bundaberg Water Supply
Scheme were recently signed off by the Scheme's Tier 2 Working Group as a local vote
could not reach agreement on an alternative pricing method.

You will be aware that the Government considers the pricing system used is largely a matter
for local negotiation between SunWater and the irrigators concerned, I have referred your

letter Lo the new Minister for Natural Resources and Water, the Honourable Kerry Shine MP,
requesting that he give this matter close attention.

Yours sincerely

A

PREMIER AND MINlSTER FOR TRADE

fxeaMoe Building
100 George Street Brisbane

PO Box 15185 Gty East

QueensJand ~OO2 Australia

Telephone +61 7 322lJ lJSoo
flulmne 061 7 3221 )6)1
[mall Thef>'femiefOpremlel'S.q1d.(OVAU
Website www.lhepremier.q1d-t0y.1u



Ol/~lJ200c Id:19 JEt-tn MATTILA CO Po>GE 0:
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2 7 OCT 2006

Ms.lenni Matilla
lenni Matilla & Co
PO Box 1685
DOUBLE BAY NSW 1360

DC'-ClT lenni

Thank you for your letter of 10 August 2006 conc,C'ming SunWate.r irrigation water pricing
matters which you have raised on behalf of the Bundabcrg Regional Irrigators CiToup
(BRIG).

As you are aware, the SunWater price paths (2006-20J l) for the Blmdaberg Water Supply
Sc~eme were recently signed off by the Schem~'s Tier 2 Working Group as a local vote
could not reach agreement on an alternative pricing method.l have noted BRIG's ongoing
concerns about the cuneol price path and I have also noted the alternative options that have
been presented by your clients.

f understand that the Honourable Henry Palaszczuk,. the then Minister for Natural Resources.
Mines and Water, addressed to your concerns in detail in a letter dated 28 June 2006. From
that letter you will be. aware that the Govenunent considers the issue ofuniform versus
differential pricing is largely a matter for local negotiation between SunWater anA the
irrjgators conc~med.

However, the broader issues raised by your clients and by others, including the Bundaberg
Warer Supply Scbeme Tier 2 Working Group, are considered important and ",ill be taken up
during the review of nlTal ,vater pricing which is to be undertaken before lhe next pricing
regime is implemented.

Yours sincerely

I

P.ETER BE"TTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRl\.DE ~~t;"t 1l~:l<Ilns
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INFORMATION

BUNDABERG REGIONAL IRRIGATORS GROUP

)

Postal Address:

Phone:
Fax:
Email:

30 October 2006

The ChiefExecutive
Queenslood Competition Authority
Level 19, 12 Creek Street
GPO Box 2257
BRISBANE QLD 4001

Dear Sir.

PO Box 953
Bundaberg QLD 4670
(07) 4151 2555
(07) 4153 1986
BRIG@bdb.canegroweIs.com.au

)

)

The Buudaberg Regional Irrigators Group (BRIG) represents member irrigators within
the Bundaberg Irrigation Area Scheme (BIA Scheme) which is owned ood operated by
SunWater as the monopoly provider of water from river and channel supplies in the
scheme area. BRIG members are extremely concerned with the outcomes of the recently
undertaken SunWater Irrigation Price Review given the long-standing concerns, which
have been established with the SunWater pricing structure for water supply in the BIA
Scheme. This structure has for many years continued an inequitable and flawed postage
stamp pricing principle which ignores the unique characteristics of the BIA Scheme and
generates a subsiantial cross subsidy to the detriment of Bundaberg irrigators. This cross
subsidy is not what may be considered acceptable moderation of cost sharing having a
value ofup to SIM per year.

BRIG members now find that after having expectations that this most recent price review
process would rectify this flawed pricing structure, the inherent inequities are proposed to
remain. Such an outcome wouJd be improper when examining the circumstances
involved. and inexcusable given the submissions and representations made on the matter
for mooy years by Bundaberg irrigators and more recently by BRIG. Some briefing
material used in these representations is attached for your information Members ofBRlG
wish to see this situation rectified around expectations which are consistent with joint
Commonwealth and State Government commitments and obligations addressed within
the CGAG / NCP / NWI framework. In particular BRIG wishes to receive advice in
regard to the role of the QueenSland Competition Authority (QCA) in relation to
requirements under the National Water Initiative to have oversight of this pricing process
by 00 Independent Pricing Regulator rather thao SunWater.
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Members of BRIG wish to draw a number of matters to your attention in establishing the
basis of their concerns for whether the process which has been adopted by SunWater
reflects a proper application of long standing State and Commonwealth Governmeot
policy principles on water pricing. They would prefer these principles to be applied
properly, rather than selectively by SunWater who continues to disregard the views of
Bundaberg irrigators.

A recent letter to the Bundaberg News-Mail from Mr Peter Noonan (Chief Executive
SunWater - copy attached) claims no cross subsidy in the Bundaberg scheme with the
current (and proposed to continue) charging arrangements. Based on the analysis of these
scheme charges and the actual cost structure of the Bundaberg scheme BRIG believes this
to be indicative of the ongoing avoidance by SunWater to rectity a blatant and well
understood fault which is costing SunWater customers in Bundaberg up to SIM per year.
BRIG members cannnt accept this denial by SunWater as being consistent with a fair and
reasonable understanding of what constitutes a cross subsidy based on the facts which are
known to exist. ft is our understanding that these internal cross subsidies were precisely
what was intended in the 1994 CoAG Agreement.

Mr Noonan's letter also suggests that the most recent price review was properly
representative of irrigators and had properly proceeded to a conclusion which did not
support a segmented charging system to address the well understood flaws in the current
Bundaberg system. Some clarity is required in response. The Tied - Tier 2 process
involved agencies which are not representative of Bundaberg irrigators, being principally
organisations and industry representatives with agendas and positions which in general
try to accommodate a «one size fits all" approach and does not endorse the requirements
ofcurrent pricing policy objectives which have been in place for some years.

I
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At the Tier 2 level, this review process was undertaken by SunWater's Customer Council
which is a group comprising community, commercial and industry interests including
non-irrigators. In this SunWater process, matters requiring determination were to be
"voted" by this group. In the Bundaberg case this included all Customer Council
committee members - not just members who were irrigators or members who may have
been seen as representatives of irrigators. BRIG believes that allowing non-irrigators or
committee members having no interest in the outcome of that process to be part of this (
determination was improper and should not have been allowed by SunWater. The matter
should have been determined by a process which was truly representative of irrigators'
interests only, as the issue affected SunWater irrigation customers only. It should also be
noted that these unsatisfactory processes where determinations are made by a SunWater
endorsed group which is not representative of irrigators is the main reason for the
fonnatinn of BRIG.

:Me Noonan's letter is quite incorrect in it's suggestion that the process was a fair
representation of irrigator's interests which had «decided to leave the postage stamp
pricing in place for the next five years". This is quite incorrect and can be established by
all who wish to review the records nf this (final) Tier 2 meeting available on the
SunWater website at
hthrllwww.sunwater.com.auJpdf7irrigatjoopricjogfIier 2 Buodaberg Completed Scheme,pdf which
confinns that while not reaching agreement on a new charging structure, Tier 2 certainly
did not decide "to leave the postage stamp pricing in place" - this was the default
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outcome of a flawed process as is shown in tbe following extract recording this section of
the meeting:

"The Bundaberg Tier 2 group discussed the merits of an average tariff versus a differential
or segment tariff structure for the BUndaberg Channel system, Alter a motion to have the
Bundaberg TIBr 2 group dismiss the option of a differenhaVsegment tariff structure for the
Bundaberg Channel system was defeated, on the grounds of a tied vote, the Bundaberg
Tier 2 group wrote to government seeking a grealer GSa for the scheme to implement
differential or segment channel tariffs and seeking an extension of lime for the Bundaberg
TIBr 2 group to consider a restructure of the scheme and the resulting impacts on the tan'ff
outcomes,"

It should also be noted that the Customer Council committee wished to record
dissatisfaction with the process which had been adopted by SunWater. This record states:

7he Bundaberg Tier 2 group requested that it be noted that it did not endorse the Tier 1
reference tadffs on the basis that it felt there was insufficient disclosure of the necessary
detailed information and not enough time available during the Tier 2 process to allow the
Bundaberg Tier 2 group to have confidence that it had adequately considered a/l the
relevant issues, It requested that the final documentation of this price review clearly
highlight the need for a greater level of local input and provide enhanced autonomy for Tier
2 groups in subsequent irrigation price reviews."

BRIG members believe that this price outcome is as flawed as the existing charging
structure and the process which was adppted by SunWater to maintain it. BRIG will
continue to seek rectification of this pre-detemtined default position imposed by a flawed
process on behalf ofBundaberg irrigators.

Members of BRIG would appreciate the opportunity to present these matters to the
) Authority in more detail so as to understand how this unjustifiable outcome may be

rectified, We look forward to hearing from you on these matters,

Dale Holliss
Secretary
G:\BRlO\Letten'QCA 30,1 OJ16.doc:



SunWater responds to an article In
yesterday's NewsMan about water
pricing palldas. F>t>or.o: AAP IMAGE

,.

L.. f fOR YOUR
INfORMATION

Representatives of all irrtgators
in the scheme considered the in­
troduction of segment pricing
within the diannel system in the
recent pricing process.

They could not reach agreement
and decided. to leave the postage
stamp pricing in place for the
channels for the next five years.

PETER NOONAN
Chiefexecutive

SunWater

J

Tapping into dispute
'.tr...,.l.Sn-A,l Ol-oc;-Q!b

I WISH to 1'C.!>"POnd to:1 number of
claims made in the arllde titled
"Growers to tum of! SunWater
tap" (NM, 31f08), which may give
Y0ll!' l'cmlers an inaccurate impres­
sion of SunWater's pricing polictes.

SunWatel~S recent price review
was de..<;igned in consultation with
the Queensland Farmers' Feder­
ation and customer advisory com·
mittces from across the state,
including tile B\mdaberg region,

'This agreed process clearly
cstahlistlcd a role fOr an indepen­
dent regulator, however, in princi­
ple, all parties agreed they woUld
nrst seek to resolve issues togeth-

".The process used to review
prices was endorsed by govern­
ment and was trtc most extensive
ever undertaken, being implement-

Icd during a period of13 months.
Th'c pricing process has been

i transparent, with customers given
\ access to an unprecedented
I amount of compan}' Information.

In relation to water charges In
I Bundaberg, segment pricing has
i e..xisted for decades. with charges
I fo]' those who take from the river

Iquite different from charges for
those who take water from the

I channels.
I There is no cross-subsidy be-

tween these two groups and those
taking water trom the river do not
pay for electricity for pwnping

• water in supply channels.

- - -



BUNDABERG REGIONAL IRRIGATORS GROUP
REPRESENl1NG MEMBER IRRIGATORS WITHIN THE BIA SUNWATER IRRIGATION SCHEME

Queensland Government and SunWater Policies for Establishing
New Water Charges Contradict NCP, COAG and NWI Requirements

for Transparent Pricing and Removal of Cross Subsidies

Bundaberg Irrigation Area Scheme
• The Bundaberg Irrigation Area (BIA) ScheIT"e was

comlT"erced In 1970 wilen tile Queensland GovemlT"ent
adopted a proposal to proceed with the first component of
an irrigation supply schelT"e tor tile Bundaberg area. The
schelT"e proposed consll'll:tion of majof storages on both
tile KoIan and BulT"ett rivers to supply ur1lan, industrlal
and Irrigation demands.

• The irrigation schelT"e also provided fOf replacement of
underground water with surface water to assist In
managing saltwater intrusion of aquifers which at that
time had been identified as of major conoem 10
maintaining water supplies for urban and agricultural use.

• The BIA has quite different delivery costs across the
scheme. River irrigators pump their water with their own
inlrasll'll:lure, and SunWater pumps and distrlbutes
channel water for channel supplied irrigators through
pumped re-frtt systems to discretely different segments of
tile schelT"e.

• SignifICant differences in pumping heights and
subsequent e""trlcity costs exist between BIA segments.
The sequence of re-lift systems in parts extends to over
157m to deliver to some users and delivery costs are
scales of magnitude higher than elsewhere in the BIA
where minimal or no (river irrigators) pumping is
undertaken.

Water Policy Impacts Post 2000

• Cirtumslances have changed dramatically from wilen
schemes such as the BIA were first developed.
GovemlT"ent policies throughout Australia which have
been initiated by National Competition Policy (NCP)
requirements now have a clear Intention for tile cost of
water services to be paid by those who actually consume
these services. This pnnciple has been tile basis of new
and revised pnclng policies by all Govemments. and
comm,ments undertaken within the CoAG and NCP
frameworl<.

• Components of this which have direct impcds on water
pricing for tile current Bundaberg situation include:

- 2004-2000 CoAG Rural Water Policy

- 2004 National Water InltiaJive (NWI)

- 2005 information Provided to National Waler
Commission on Queensland's compliance with NWI

- Queensland Water Plan 2005 - 2010

• Government Initiatives SLX:h as water trading have also
significantly altered previous water supply cost dynamics
within schemes, and have different impacts on individual
schemes depending on tile characteristics of each. In total
river supply Of gravity schemes tile combination of cost
recovery policies and trading may have no relevance to
pricing stn.etures wtihin a scheme wIlere delivery costs are
tile saIT"e wIlerever tile water is used Of traded and
relccated to.

• SChemes which have vastly different delivery systems and
costs cannot adopt this simple postage slamp pncing
approach. The result as is evident with the BIA is cross
subsidisation and lac!< of transparency in the delivered cost
of water.

Price Path Review & BIA Charge Structure
• While water users and SunWater are presently involved in

a price revtew with a price palh objective of establishing
water charge sll'll:lures which meet lower bound costs,
there are a large number of BIA irrigators already
paying substantially more than lower bound costs for
their water while others do not pay lower bound.

• SunWater Is currentiy unable to ladlcale whether some
Irrigators are already paying in e<cess of upper bound
(includes rate of retum on capital).

• Existing SunWater charges establish a substantial cross
subsidy in tile BIA wIlere low cost segments paying above
lower bound are cootrlbuting towarlls tile delivery cost of
high cost seglT"ents. Current SunWater price paJh policies
and proposed charging structures will further increase this
cross subsidy at unjustifiable expense to low cost irtigators.

• The cross subsidy from low cost segments of the BIA
to high cost segments is substantial at approximately
$600,000 to $IM per year. Current pnoe path policies
adopted by SunWater do not remove this cross
subsidy and have the potential to see it further
increased beyond this current value.

Transparent Segment Based Pricing

• Members of BRIG have advccated for some lime for the
adoption of a nodal Of seglT"ent charging system to apply
fOf each particular seglT"ent wIlere tIlere are identifiable
differences in tile direct costs of delivery tor water.
Examples of discrete seglT"ent charging systems include
tile system which is applied In tile Mareeba - Dimbuia
Irrigation Area (MDIA) wIlere different charges apply to
those re-lift sections which incur pumping costs beyond
that required for gravity distrlbution from channels.

WlIter PrlclnQ Policy lind SunWster ChBrges In BIA Schemt;t



o It should be noted that in the TIer 1process of the current
price review. this re·lift section of the MDIA was
categonsed as one of B additional Category 3 Tariff
schemes or scheme segments recognising the cost
charocteristics of this re-lifl which are similar to that of the
Abbortsfof1l and Isis sections of the BIA

o SunWater has Introduced a segment based pricing
structure which reflects actuat costs (ek!ctri:ity for
pumping) for new water distributed from Paradise Dam.

Delivery Costs & Charges Within the BIA
o BRIG members have persistently requested SunWatef to

adopt segment based water charges which reflect the
true costs of delivery for the major segments of the BIA.
SunWater responses have consistently disregarded
these requests. In 2005. BRIG commissioned a study to
examine pumping costs wflhln the BIA and this was
sUbsequently forwaf1led to SunWater and others 10
reinforce the awareness of deiivery costs wflhjn the BIA
consistent with achieving transparent pricing stnx:tures.

o After further requests from BIA cusfomers. SunWater
recently produced a notional charge structure which W
appiied wou~ recover lower bound costs as required
under current price path processes. These nolionaf
transparent segment based prices are shown below
compared wfIh current prices and proposed SunWater
Tier1 reference prices intended for application in the
event that attematives are nor established at rlOr 2.

BIA Current Price Notional Tier 1
Scheme ($lML) Transparent Reference
Segment Lower Bound Pnce ($lML)

Price SlML

Channel Delive

Gin Gin! A $34.40 A $36.45
Bingera 8 $22.67 8 $26.03

Tot $57.07 Tol$62.43
A $34.40 A $36.45
8 $22.67 8 $26.03

Gooburrum
A $38.62 A $36.45
8' $8.48 8 526.03

Tot $47.10 Tol$62.4a

Woongarra
$38.62 A $36.45

• $13.35 8 $26.03
Tot $51.97 Tot $62.43

Isis
$38.62 A $36.45

• $39.88 $26.03
Tol$18.50 Tol$62.43

$9.76 A $6.16 A $6.01
8 $5.64 $4.39 59.39

Tot 15.40 Tot $10.55 Tol$15.4O
• Part (8) charge oomprises oost of eIedtdy for purnpilg in each segment

• As shown above, the cross subsidy in the BIA arises from
River. Gin GlnlBlngera. Gooburrum and Woongarra
infgalors paying 8beve actual costs which are transferred
to Abbelsfof1l and Isis Infgators. This fails the equity and
transparency requirements for CoAG peeing systems.

o The 1994 CoAG Water Resource Policy prov~ed in
relalion to water pricing:
- In general to adopt llie policy 01 consumption basedprong.
fuR cost 18COvet}' and the removal of aoss·subsidies whkh are
not consistent with efficient and effedive service, use and
provision. W1I818 aoss subsidies continue to exist they be made
transpalent.
- WheIe seMce providets are """,red to provide _
services to customers at less than full cost, /he cost of this be
Ally d~cIosed and ideally be paid 10 llie service pnMder as a
community service obIigafjon.

2005~ Price Review Process
o Current Queensland Govemment and SunWater policy

which Is being applied to the price review process excludes
the oplion of property implementing these sound pnncipies
In the current price review. In the 81A. river Irrigators tor
~mple pay substantlal~ more than lower beund costs.
With other lower cost channel segments similarly affected.
Policies defined tor applcatlon by beth Tier 1 and r lOr 2
specWy lIlat where irrigators are paying above lower bound
costs. charges cannot be redoced.

o Further Queensland Govemment and SunWater poiicy
setting has relnforned the existing lack of transparency for
full cost recovery and continuaticn of the cross subsidy
from low cost segments to high cost segments.

o The matter of contradiction of these policies with NCP and
COAG policies. and whether customers who may be
paying above upper bound costs are to suffer further from
this policy is raised by BRIG.

o Recognition that equitabie and transparent cost recovery
pnnclples as required under the NCP and CoAG framework
must be achieved in the current price review process is
urgently required. The potential to see lIl~ inequity
continued within the current price review and result in
further overcharging and gross cross subsidisation beyond
that which Is already Incurred is of great concem. BRIG is
also concerned as to the degree of compliance 'Nhich has
been disclosed wllIlin reporting of Queensland Govemment
Initiatives wflhln lIle CoAG and NCP frameY.Urk.

Segment based charges applying actual delivery costs
for water are the only means to equitably accommodate
the charaeterisUcs 01 the different delivery
arrangements within the BIA scheme and achieve
CoAG. NCP and NWI requirements to achieve full cost
recovery and no ClOSS subsidisation.

Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Gro~
PO Box 953
8und,ber9 OLD 4670
Phone: (07) 4151 2555
Fax: (07)41531986

I

I
I
I
I
I

SunWstef Policies on Wstsr Charges Contrsdlct CoAG snd NCP Requirements
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Postal Address:

Phone:
Fax:
Email:

30 October 2006

Mr Ken Matthews
Chairman and CEO
National Water Commission
95 Northboume Avenue
CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Ken

PO Box 953
Bundaberg QLD 4670
(07) 4151 2555
(07) 41531986
BRlG@bdb.canegrowers.com.au

) RE: NWl Obligation, and Pricing Principles - Bundaberg Irrigator Issues

You would be aware from our recent correspondence that the Bundaberg Regional
Irrigators Group (BRIG) is endeavouring to overcome the flawed system that SunWater
continues to apply to its water charges for Bundaberg irrigators. BRIG members are
particularly concerned that given the recent opportunity to rectify this long standing
anomaly SunWater has not done so and maintains a state of denial that a cross subsidy
even exists in the Bundaberg scheme despite the hard evidence establishing this fact

)

.l

Bondaberg irrigators are most concerned that this denial that the postage stamp pricing
structure in Bundaberg does not include a sizeable and improper cross subsidy extends to
the government regulator (Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Water) as shown
in recent correspondence received by BRIG from the Director General of DNR&M, Mr
Scott Spencer. A copy of this letter is attached. While Bundaberg irrigators are in despair
over this seemingly endless series of denials, BRIG has increased its resolve to overcome
this unacceptable outcome. BRIG has written to the Queensland Competition Authority
(QCA) indicating abnormalities with the process which were adopted by SunWater
during the recent irrigation water price. review. A copy of this letter is also attached.
Some questions remain for which BRlG seeks clarification regarding the SunWater
process, now defended by DNR&M, given this most recent correspondence.

The claim (letter from Scott Spencer) that "postage stamp pricing" within a scheme is
not a cross subsidy and that it is consistent \vith NWI principles requires further
explanation given that the degree of the cross subsidy affecting Bondaberg irrigators
is up to $IM per year and is well understood by Government, DNR&M, SunWater
and irrigators.



Mr Spencer's leller appears supportive of the process, which was implemented by
SunWaler during the price review. BRIG has a contrary view given the lack of direct
irrigator involvement. poorly presented cost analysis and discussion opportunity, and
policy constraints favouring a default status quo outcome as determined by a non­
representative state level committee with almost no opportunity to develop
alternatives. A closer examination ofaetuaJ events and records from meetings arTier
I and particularly Tier 2 would contradict this DNR&M presumption about the
integrity of the system, which had been adopted to provide a proper review process.
The letter to QCA outlines some of BRIG's concerns about this process.

DNR&M indicate that the SunWater process complied with CoAG policy with regard
to review by an independent regulator. Mr Spencer's letter indicates that the
government would have set charges in the event that prices could not be settled
"within the required timeframe" by the SunWaler process. This does not appear to
have any relationship to disputes about outcomes of the process. and establishes an
outcome by government decision rather than by an independent regulator. While the
time based condition seems inconsistent with genuine dispute against the decisions
made, the SunWater process was never going to contradict this timing deadline having
a default position already in place in the event that a Tier 2 agreement could oat be
achieved - as was the case with Buodaberg. Is it the intent to have this dispute
resolution process by an independent regulator applied against the decisions, the
timing, or the decision making process? DNRM seem to express the view that in the
SunWater case it was about the timing ofthe decision.

The comment that the matter ofdifferential pricing will now be taken up as part of the
next review is of little comfort to Bundaberg irrigators likely to pay up to $5M above
their full cost in the intervening period. This comes on top of amounts paid for some
considerable time, and after similar assurances have been given to Bundaberg
irrigators ahead of previous price reviews and after submissions and deputations made
by Bundaberg irrigators to remove the cross subsidy. Bundaberg irrigators do not
accept this "we'll fix it up next time" approach by DNR&M and SunWater.

Your comments and advice on the above matters would be very much appreciated.
Should you require any further information regarding the concerns raised by BRIG,
please do not hesitate to contact m~self on (07) 41512555.

Yours sincerely

Dale HoJUss
Secretary
Burdaberg Regional Irrigators Group
CC: Mr V Aeuckens

fr.\BRIO\Letten\K M:1ttbews 3O.10.06.~
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16 NO\'l'mbcr 2006

Mr Dale HoJ1iss
Secrelary
Bundaberg. Regionallfrigators Group
PO Box 953
Bundaherg Q 4670

Dear Mr Holliss

SunWatt'r Irrigation Price Ilevie-\\' - BUlldaberg Irrigation A,'ca

I refer to your Icller of 30 Oclober 2006 in which you raise concerns aboullhe selling of lower bound
prices for river irrigators and for irrigators frolll the various segments of the Bundabcrg channel
syslcm.

SunWater's activities in bulk willer storage. distribution and retail waler reticulation and drainage for
lhe Bundahcrg lrrigmioll ArC<l or project have been decl<lrcd to be government monopoly business
activities fur the purposes of oversight by Ihe Authority. However, while the AUlhority would be
available 10 ,tddrcss the issues raised. under Ihe Queensland COmptUil;un Aurhority Ac/ 1997, Ihe
1\ ullltJrity is on ly ablc 10 do so if so directed by the Premier and the Treasurer (the M inistel's).

Accordingly, should you wish lhe Authority to become involved, you would need to write to either
thc Premier or the Treasurer and seek to havc the Ministers direct the AUlhority to investigate your
cOllccrns.

Yours sillccrd)'.

EJ Hall
Chief E:-.:ccutive



I refer to your letter of 16 October 2006 concerning SunWaler irrigation water pricing in the
Bundaberg Water Supply Scheme. I have been requested to reply to you on the Minister's
behalf.

I would also like to acknowledge your earlier letter of 28 August 2006 to the then Minister for
Water and Premier which has been referred to the Department and I apologise for the delay
in responding to it. In that letter you point out your dissatisfaction with the Queensland
Government's response in a letter to Ms Jenni Matilla regarding the 'signing off of irrigation
water prices between the Tier 2 Working Group and SunWater. Thank you for clarifying the
Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group's position with respect to this matter.

RECEIVFn
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Ref crs 11362106

3 1 JAN Z007

Mr Mike Smith
Agricultural Manager
Bundaberg Sugar
PO Box 500
Bundaberg Old 4670

Dear Mr Smith

ACTION:

GDM
CAS
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Queensland
Government

Office of the
Minister for Natural Resources
and Water
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Turning now to the letter of 16 October 2006, there are several important issues raised. I
have grouped them into the following underlined headings.

Representation for irrigators in Bundaberg
Your letter states that the current Bundaberg Scheme Customer Council-can not identify a
democratic representation- of irrigators on rural water price paths. My understanding is that
customer councils consist of a group of SunWater customers either within an individual
scheme or a group of schemes that are representative of the broader customer base for the
area. The issue of representation on the Bundaberg Customer Council has to be resolved
between the irrigators within the scheme.

Issues relating to the Tier 1 and 2 Process
You raised an issue relating to how the Tier 1 process resulted in Ma uniform system of
pricing for all schemes~ which did not take account of diversity within schemes such as
Bundaberg. I do not believe that this reflects the price setting process. The joint submission
prepared by SunWater and the Queensland Farmers' Federation in 2004 set out the process
by which prices would be determined. This joint submission took into account comments
received and discussions held between many of the Chairs of the Customer Councils and
SunWater.

Level 13 Mineral House
41 George Street Brisbane Qld 4000
PO Box 15456 City East
Queensland 4002 Australia
Telephone +61 7 3896 3688
Ficsimile +61 7 3210 6214
Emili NRW@ministeria\.qld.gov.au
Website www.nrw.qld.gov.au

I

I
I
I
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The Tier 1 process, working within the Government's pricing policy framework, articulated
the following outcomes for all schemes:
• Identify the future service requirements, standards and obligations that need to be

delivered over the period of the price path.
• Assess the forward looking estimates of costs required for efficient delivery of the

services over the price path period.
• Set tariffs at a level that was sufficient to receive the revenue required over the price

path period.

The Tier 1 group set common principles with respect to these outcomes as well as the
reference tariffs that ensured that there was sufficient revenue for efficient delivery of
services. Tier 2 groups were able to take scheme specific issues into account in the
determination of service standards, water usage, and tariff structure. The key task was to
finalise the irrigation tariffs that apply for the next price path based on the Tier 1
recommendations and the Government Policy framework.

I appreciate that the issue of insufficient time for the Tier 2 process in the Bundaberg
situation has been raised a number of times. This issue will be taken into consideration for
the next pricing setting process.

Turning now to the issue you raise with respect to the 'no change default' position imposed
by SunWater. The dispute mechanism as it related to Tier 2 process was if a Tier 2 group
cannot agree prices by 30 June 2006 with SunWater, then the Government will intervene
and set prices.

I understand that the Bundaberg Tier 2 group met five times in total. At the meeting of 8
June 2006 a vote was taken and resulted in an equal split of views. A Tier 2 representative
wrote to the then Minister and asked for an extension of time and additional community
service obligations (CSOs) so that they could implement nodal pricing. The then Minister
advised the Tier 2 final meeting through SunWater, and then in writing that these proposals
were not likely to be accepted and that this issue would be taken up for consideration in the
determination of future pricing policy. Consistent with the dispute resolution policy, it was
not necessary for the Government to intervene as, at the final meeting, the Tier 2 group
recognised that they could not get agreement and signed off on the reference tariffs. I
acknowledge that not all members of the Tier 2 group were satisfied with this outcome.

Irrigation Pricing issues in the Bundaberg Water SupplY Scheme
You have raised two distinct issues on pricing relating to the Bundaberg Channel and River (
tariff groups respectively in the Bundaberg Water Supply Scheme. These issues are:

1. Irrigators pay an average price in the Bundaberg Channel tariff group which is not
commensurate with their electricity costs.

2. Irrigators in the Bundaberg River tariff group pay prices which are above lower bound
prices.

As I understand it, your concerns mainly relate to the Bundaberg Scheme's river irrigators'
although I note that the forthcoming survey deals with the nodal pricing issue.

With respect to the Bundaberg River tariff group, your concerns are, as I understand them:
firstly, cross-subsidisation between the Bundaberg River irrigators with those in the
Channel tariff group; and secondly, that river irrigators are paying prices above lower
bound costs.
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There is no cross-subsidisation between the channel and river tariff groups in the Bundaberg
Water Supply Scheme. River irrigators are not paying for any of the costs incurred in
delivering water to the Channel tariff group. Reference tariffs are set at the tariff group level
to recover the efficient costs incurred in supplying water within the tariff group.

Where Government subsidies exist, as in the Channel tariff group, these are made explicitly
clear and are published in the Tier 1 Report April 2006. This report is on SunWater's
website. This report and its working papers also contain an explanation as to how reference
tariffs are derived.

Your second concern relates to the Government policy of 'no price decreases' where
schemes are paying above lower bound. This policy is that no real prices can be reduced
below the 200512006 price level. In order to adhere to this policy SunWater indexes the
prices by CPI annually for the duration of the price path. The Government policy of 'no price
decreases' is necessary in order to meet the National Water Initiative commitment of
transitfoning schemes to meet their upper bound costs.

The role of the Queensland Competition Authority COCAl
The final point you raise relates to how -Tier 1 participants agreed with SunWater to deny an
independent appeal process such as to the Queensland Competition Authority (QCA)
against decisions determined by this processn

, This is an inaccurate account of what
happened. The joint submission proposed that Tier 1 members would have the ability to
seek a binding independent QCA determination on specific issues where there was failure to
reach agreement or if the negotiations could not be completed. However, Government policy
modified this dispute resolution process in January 2006 by stating that the Government
would intervene if agreement could not be reached. Government policy also stated that the
'QCA will continue to provide status-quo monopoly prices oversight for rural irrigation water
in SunWater schemes which means pricing matters must initially be referred to the
Government' .

Thank you for both of your letters. I can assure you that your issues with respect to the price
negotiation process will be taken up in future reviews of rural irrigation water pricing policies.
Should you have any further enquiries, please do not hesitate to contact Ms Rose McGrath,
Senior Project Officer of the Department on telephone 3224 8255.

Yours sincerely
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Postal Address:
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Email:

PO Box 953
Bundaberg QLD 4670
(07) 41512555
(07) 4153 1986
BRIG@bdb.canegrowers.com.au

HOD Malcobn Turnbull MP
Minister for The Environment and Water Resources.
PO Box 1840
BONDI JUNCfION SW 1355

Dear Mr Turnbull

On behalf of the members ofthe Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group I would
like to extend our congratulations to you on being appointed to the ministry of
The Environment and Water Resources. Since meeting with yourself and Hon
Paul Neville 14 June 2006 we have followed your progression and comments in
relation to water issues with positive interest and support.

I have attached correspondence that BRIG sent to the Queensland Competition
Authority and also a copy of their response. This response clearly proves the
lack of independent review and system failure in Queensland.

We would appreciate any comments and/or advice that you may have on how
we might progress these matters as we are becoming increasingly frustrated by
the lack of action and commitment the Qld Government and SunWater have
towards an equitable and transparem pricing regime in the Bundaberg Water
Supply Scheme.

,eo; I··

Dale Holliss
Secretary BRIG

cc: Mr M Thompson, Director Water Policy National Water Commission
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BUNDABERGI
S U GAR

Dear Ms McGrath

Mr Michael Tandy
Senior Policy Adviser
To The Minister for Natural Resources and Water

Attention: Ms Rose McGrath

BlmdiOOJ Supr Lld
ASH 24 (]77 102 520

4 GavinSlrm
iluncbIIat (Jd 4670

PO"''''''
llund~ Old 4070

Ttl: 't"01 1017.01150 6500
fu.: ..61 10)14150 8522
www.~«lm.lu

Re: Bundaberg Water Pricing

Please refer to your letter dated 31 January (Your Ref. CTS 11362106).

Thank you for your letter. On behalf of Bundaberg Sugar ltd and other Bundaberg irrigators, 1now
write seeking a number of points of further clarification. Using your subject headings, these are as
follows:

Representation

Can it be assumed that the Minister will require Sunwater ensure that irrigators are democratically
represented on the panel which negotiates the next price path and that the current non·
representative group will not be given that task?

Issues relating to Tier 1 and 2 Process

During the next price path negotiations, will a default pricing policy be negotiated at a statewide level
or will the representatives from individual schemes be allowed to negotiate in a more meaningful
manner?

Irrigation Pricing Issues

With respect to river water, you and Sunwater continue to insist that there is no cross subsidy
between river and surface water. If the river water charges are currently above lower bound and
there is no cross subsidy, is it reasonable to deduce that Sunwater makes a profit on supplying this
water, or if not a profit, then a return on the assets employed?

We are well aware the National Water Initiative requires schemes to transition to meeting upper
bound costs. From your letter, it appears that the Government used this to argue that no prices
should decrease in the recent price path negotiations.

By our calculations, the present river water prices give a margin of 32% over the lower bound costs.
Does the Government still insist that Bundaberg Scheme river irrigators are still not meeting upper
bound costs? You should be aware that Sunwater, during the recent price negotiation process, could
not identify the upper bound costs for the river water.

t look forward to your reply and clarification of the Government's position on these most important
matters.

Yours faithfully
: I' •.• • <

, ,

Agricultural Manager

cc: BRIG, GFL
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Mr Michael Smith
Agricultural Manager
Bundaberg Sugar
PO Box 500
Bundaberg Old 4670
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Dear Mr Smith

I refer to your letter of 7 February 2007 concerning SunWater irrigation water pricing in the
Bundaberg Water Supply Scheme. I have been requested to reply to you on the Minister's
behalf.

In your letter you seek clarification of the Government's position on a number of important
issues. I have responded to each of these under the headings used in your letter.

Representation and Issues relating to the Tier 1 and 2 Process
I acknowledge your concerns relating to the representation of Bundaberg irrigators and the
default pricing policy position under the pricing framework for the recently negotiated 2006 ­
2011 prices. The negotiatjon process undertaken had been proposed by the Queensland
Farmers Federation and SunWater in a jointly proposed negotiation process and these
issues were addressed in that process. The pricing framework to apply from 2011 will be the
subject of future decisions.

Irrigation Pricing Issues
There is no cross subsidy between river and channel water tariff groups. The channel water
tariff is not meeting lower bound. In cases such as this where individual schemes are not
able to meet lower bound the Government meets tl1e shortfall through a Community Service
Obligation (CSO) payment. The total esa payment made by the Government to SunWater
to subsidise the channel water is almost $1.6M in 2006 - 2007. The Government, not river
water users, are subsidising the channel water users who are paying below lower bound.

The 2004 National Water Initiative (NWl) inter·governmental agreement includes a'
commitment by federal, state and territory governments to move towards more consistent
approaches to water pricing. This commitment includes recovering a rate of return on rural
irrigation assets, where practical.

levelt] Minfral House
41 George Street Brisbane Qld 4000
PO Box 15,456 Oty East
QUHnsland 4002 Australia
Tttephonf +61 7 J896 ]688
Facslmilf +61 7 3210 6214
Email NRW@ministerial.qld.gov.au
Website www.nrw.q!d.gov.au
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The Queensland Government supports the development of a national approach to rural
water prices. Under the NWI agreement, the National Water Commission is responsible for
driving the national water reform agenda. This includes working with the states and
territories to develop consistent approaches that represent best practice in pricing and in
benchmarking the efficiency of service providers. Implementation of the NWI is a matter for
individual governments. In Queensland the intention is for this to be accomplished in the
subsequent pricing arrangements.

However, during the current price period SunWater is not levying any additional charge to
get a further return on its rural irrigation assets. Decisions on upper-bound pricing of
SunWater schemes have been deferred until the issues of asset valuation and rates-of­
return can be considered as part of a more consistent, national approach.

Should you have any further enquiries, please do not hesitate to contact Mr Matt Bradbury
Senior Project Officer of the Department of Natural Resources and Water on telephone
32248255.

Yours sincerely

Michael Tandy
Senior Policy Advisor

I

I



27 March 2007

Mr Michael Tandy
Senior Policy Adviser
To The Minister for Natural Resources and Water

BUNDABERG
S U GAR

Bundaberg Supr Ltd
A8N 24 017 102520

4 Givin Stnel
Bunda.berg Old 4670

PO Bo~ SOO
Bundabtrg Old 4670

Tel: +61 10)74\50 8500
Fax: +6110)741508522
www.bundysugar.com.au

Attention: Ms Rose McGrath

Dear Ms McGrath

Re: Bundaberg Irrigation Water Pricing - River Irrigators

Further to my letter of 7~ February, I now write seeking further clarification in relation to the
Queensland Government's position regarding rates of return for irrigation water projects. I
also wish to refer you to an article on page 9 of the 14th March edition of the -The Australian
Financial Review" (copy attached). This article quotes a statement by the Deputy Premier
and Treasurer, Ms Anna Bligh, that the government had reduced the commercial rate of
return attributed to these (water supply) projects for the case of the SE aid water network
from 7% to 4%. We are assuming from this that the Government's policy is for a standard
rate of return of 7% and for a subsidised water rate of 4%.

As noted during the recent SunWater irrigation price review and also in my letter of 7th

February, Bundaberg Scheme river irrigators are paying charges which generate a margin of
32% on lower bound costs. In drawing attention to this large value during the price review
process, SunWater management directed this obvious anomaly to -Government policY- and
were unable to assist with further determination of an upper bound value for this particular
case.

I believe that this situation requires priority attention and that DNR&W or SunWater provide
the asset value deployed in providing the river water irrigation supplies so that Bundaberg
river irrigators can confirm that they are not paying above upper bound costs, and rates of
return higher than more recently approved projects.

I look forward to your reply and clarification of the Government's position on these most
important matters.

Yours faithfully
Bundaberg Sugar ltd

M A Smith
Agricultural Manager

I

cc: BRIG, GFL
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Qld eases water inflation, plans takeover

9

Mark Ludlow

. The Queensland government will
attempt to end unrest over planned
increases in water prices by delaying
the fuU cost recovery of $9 billion in
new water infrastruclUre for
10 years.

Last week, the Queensland Water
Commission had planned to
increase wholesale water prices by
almost 150 per cent over the next six
years. But the Beattie government
said yeslerday it would forgo
$1.5 billion in commercial returns
from new waler projects over the
next decade to ensure that future

KEY POINTS

• The government plans to delay cost
recovery on projects for 10 years.

• Peter Beattie also plans to remove
control ofwater from local councils.

• Mayors say that 'won', create water' ,

price increases were reasonable.
The government also appointed

former PricewaterhouseCoopers
Queensland managing partner
Darryl Somerville to review assets in
south-east Queensland as it pre­
pared 10 take control of water infra-

structure from 18 local councils.
Deputy Premier and Treasurer

Anna Bligh said the government still
intended to recoup the costs of new
projects but the water com,mission's
recommended price increases were
"too much, too soon".

"Reducing the commercial
returns on these investments [from
7 per cent to 4 per cent) over the next
decade will go a long way to help
cushion the impact on consumers,"
Ms Bligh told parliament

"Extending the price path
beyond five yean ... will also assist
on lowering water prices."

Under the new plan, tbe average

bill would increase from $350 to
$525 (excluding inflation) over five
years, rather than $733 under the
commission's recommendations.

Ms Bligh said there would be tbe
potential for further reductions if
the federal government or local
councils made it. conlribution.

Premier Peter Beattie defended
his plans to take control of councils
water assets.

"The ~ent system is not work­
ing. For too long, councils have been
making a motser from water assets
and have failed 10 fully invest it
back into water infrastructure to
meet increased demand," he said,

The government said councils bad
squandered $1 billion in water pro­
fits over the last three years.

Mr Beauie said the government
would either lake control or set up a
single authority 10 manage waler at
bulk distribution and retail levels.

Council of Mayors chairman
Campbell Newman welcomed the
plan to reduce scheduled increases
in water prices, ·but dismissed the
government's possible takeover.

·'The concern of all the mayors lis
that a takeover] won't generate one
more drop of water," he said.

South·east QueenSland's dam
levels nave fallen to 21 per cent

Go-ahead for power station
NSW should have a more reliable supply of electricity
to cope with beatwavC5 by late next year after a
$500 million power station received the green light
yesterday. Investment bank Babcock & Brown and
ERM Power, which own Nev.Gen Power, said they
would build a gas-fll'Cd power station at Uranquinty,
near Wagga Wagga NewGen director Trevor St Baker
said the gas-fIrCd plant, which will be owned and
operated by NcwGen, would produce some 30 per
cent less greenhouse gases than a coal-frred plant

"It is a timely response 10 the government's
greenhouse-abatement legislation, and an important
private sector competitor to government.owned
power generation in the state," Mr St Baker said.

The plant is expected to be operating by the summer
of2008-09. The private SCdor has long warned that
government ownership of power plants, and their
access 10 benefns such as cheaper debt, undermined
oompetition and discouraged investment in much·
needed infrastructure. .

Annabel Hepworth

• - - - - - - ,
---' ---.l ---.l ---.l ---.l -



2 April 2007

Senior Project Officer
Department Natural Resources & Water
PO Box 15456
CITY EAST BRISBANE QLD 4002

Attention: Mr Matt Bradbury

Dear Sir

Re: Irrigation Pricing

Please refer to your letter dated 27 March 2007 (your ref CTS 01749107).

BUNDABERG
S UGAR

Bundaberg Sugar Ltd
ABN 24 077 102 526

4 GaVIn Street
BWld:l,berg Old 4b70

PO Box 500
Bundaber& Old 4670

Tel: ~61l0J74150B5()(l

f'ax: ...(110)7.<11$08522
www.bUlldVsugilr.com.l.u

Please refer to the 4th para of your letter dealing with Irrigation Pricing Issue. My letter may have
been unclear but my question was specifically targeted at river water charges.

It is agreed that Bundaberg Scheme river water irrigators are paying more than lower bound
costs associated with the delivery of that water. Both SunWater and your Department have told
us 0(1 many occasions that th~re are no cross subsidies wit~in schemes or between schemes.
Am I therefore correct in assuming the difference between river water charges and their lower
bound cost of delivery is reflected in the SunWater profit?

Am I also correct in assuming that recent SunWater profits were invested at least partially, in
SunWater capital works?

Could you also provide information on the quantum of recent SunWater annual profits and the
Government's esc.

cc: G F Longden (BBS)
BRIG
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Re: SunWaler Irrigation Waler Pricing Review - Bundaberg Water Suppiy Scheme

The Council afTha City ofBundaberg has been involved with the SunWater Bundaberg
Water Supply Scheme Customer Council since its inception. Council has a
Representative on the Customer Council, as does Burnett Shire Council
representing the Four (4) Local Governments associatee with the Scheme.

--'.'--

13lh April. 2007.
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The Hon. Craig Wallace. M.P.
Minister for Natural Resources and Water
P.O. Box 2454
BRISBANE QLD 4001

Dear Mr. Wallace,

285:PJB:NKL

You would be aware that as part of the recenl Irrigation Water Pricing Review, the
Customer Council was appointed by SunWater as the local Tier 2 Reference Group for
the review.

At the final Customer Council/Tier 2 Meeting in the review, a vote of Customer Council
Members taken on a motion regarding adopting differential pricing or retaining the
postage stamp pricing policy, resulted in a tied vote. SunWater indicated that as there
was no clear determination, the status quo or Tier 1 imposed default position would be
adopted.

In the period since the vote was taken by the Customer Council, it has become clear
to Council that Irrigators in the Bundaberg Region are being significantly disadvantaged
financially by the poslage stamp pricing policy.

..2.



I await your advice.

Yours faithfully,

(Peter Byrne)
Chief Executive Officer.

It being noted that if the Customer Council as the Review Group was again to vote on
this matter - Bundaberg City Council would now vote to support the adoption of a
differential pricing system for this Scheme.

13th April, 2007.

As recorded in the Minutes of the final Tier 2 Review Meeting, our Council
Representative, the Deputy Mayor Cr. Mal Forman, and others, noted concerns about
the Irrigation Price Review process, and the subsequent outcome for the Bundaberg
Scheme. For example, the realistic option of defining high pumping lift areas as a
Category 3 scheme similar to the Mareeba-Dimbulah scheme was not allowed in the
process.

- 2 -

It would be appreciated if you could request SunWater 10 reconsider the outcomes of
the review process for the Bundaberg Water Supply Scheme with consideration being
given to a Category 3 type scheme (similar to the Mareeba-Dimbulah scheme).

The Hon. Craig Wallace, M.P.
Minister for Natural Resources and Water
P.O. Box 2454
BRISBANE OLD 4001
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Mr M Smith
Agricultural Manager
Sundaberg Sugar Ltd
PO Box 500
BUNDABERG QLD 4670

Ref MI071Q1661
crs 03923107

- 5 JUN Z007

Dear Mr Smith

1refer to your letter of 27 March 2007 concerning Bundaberg Irrigation Water Priclng.

As set out in my last letter, the Queensland Government's policy is not to levy any
additional charge to get a further return on its rural irrigation assets. Further work about
upper bound prices has been deferred until the issues of asset valuation and rates-ot-return
can be considered as part of a more consistent national approach.

Under the National Water Initiative, Queensland is committed to continued movement ,
towards upper bound prices for rural water supply schemes, where practical. The
Government has a policy of 'no price decreases' because it is important that schemes with
prices currently below lower bound continue to move upwards. Prices at or above lower
bound will Increased only in line with inflation as is the case in the Bundaberg Scheme.

The rate of return values referred to in your letter, as stated in the Australian Financial
Review article about new south east Queensland urban supply infrastructure, should not be
considered to be indicative of any broader Government policy on appropriate rates of return
for water infrastructure across the State. The approach applied to new urban water
infrastructure in south east Queensland is reflective of characteristics unique to that region,
including the unprecedented expansion of infrastructure over a very short period as a result
of the combined impact of the highest population growth in the nation and record drought I
conditions.

P,s indIcated above, and in previous correspondence, state wiC:e policy on asset valuation
and rates of return, and their application to rural water supply schemes such as Bundaberg,
has not yet been determined and is currently expected to be resolved as part of a
consistent national approach prior to the commencement of the next rural water pricing
period.

Thank you for raising this matter. Should you have any further enquiries, please do not
hesitate to contact Ms Rose McGrath, Principal Project Ofticer of the Department of Natural
Resources and Water on telephone 3224 8255.

Yours sincerely

Levell] Minl!fal Hous>!

41 George Street Briibane Qld 4000
PO Box 1~.lj56 (i!'1 East
Queensland 4002 Auslralia

Telephone +61 7 3896 ]688
facsimile +61 7 ]210 62]1;

Email NRWominlsterlalqld.p.au
Website www.nrw.Qld.goY.au



Our summary of this correspondence is as follows:

(b) The Queensland government has reported under the COAG principles that there are no
cross subsidies between Sunwater schemes or between components or sub-schemes within
a scheme;

Bundaberg Sugar LId
ABN 24 077 102 526

BUNDABERG
S U GAR

4 Gavin Street
Bundaberg ClJd 4670

PO Box 500
Bundaberg Old 4670

Tel: +61 (0)741508500
Fax: +61 (01741508522
www.bundysugar.coffi.au

3 July 2007

Dear Sir

The Han Malcolm Turnbull
Minister for the Environment & Water Resources
PO Box 1840
Bondi Junction NSW 1355

Re: Bundaberg Sunwater Scheme Irrigation Water Pricing

You may recall that I visited you in your Canberra office last year in company with a number of
Bundaberg district sugar industry representatives to discuss important issues relating to the
most recent price path imposed by the Queensland Government for the Sunwater scheme. In
essence, many irrigators in Bundaberg believe that elements of the pricing system do not
comply with COAG principles and this was the purpose of our visit to yourself and the National
Water Commission. Our understanding is that you have also raised this issue with the
Queensland Government and Sunwater and in public comment.

(a) Until there is agreement between the state and federal government about the methods to be
employed, Sunwater will be unable or unwilling to calculate an upper bound price for any
irrigation scheme or part (sub-scheme) thereof;

Since the 2006 visit, both the Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group (BRIG) and Bundaberg
Sugar have corresponded a number of times with the Queensland minister for Natural
Resources and Water in an endeavour to rationalize the position which has been adopted for the
Bundaberg Scheme for water pricing..

(c) Bundaberg river irrigators are paying in excess of lower bound prices (over 30% "profit
margin" to SunWater) and could be paying in excess of upper bound prices - refer to (a)
above;

(d) The current pricing path imposed on the whole Bundaberg scheme is designed to meet, by
the end of the 5 year period, the lower bound costs at the start of the period plus CPI for the
whole scheme.

If I have stated the Queensland government's position correctly above, it is difficult to explain
how points (b), (c) & (d) can all be in place at the same time. If the river irrigators are paying
above lower bound cost and the whole scheme will only meet lower bound at the end of the
pricing path period, then the river irrigators must surely be cross-subsidizing the Bundaberg
channel irrigators.

... /2
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If I am correct. the scare of the inequity continues to increase as river irrigators meet their own
rapidly increasing eledricity or diesel costs while channel irrigators only suffer these increases
via the CPl price escalator. Some irrigators have electricity costs for lifts from the Burnett River
in excess of $60 per Ml and the electricity costs will increase by 11.37% from 1$1 July 2007 with
further increases predicted by the Queensland Premier.

~-MASmith

Agricultural Manager

cc: Paul Neville
National Water Authority
BRIG
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3 July 2007

Han Craig Wallace, MP
Minister for Natural Resources and Water
GPO Box 2454
BRISBANE QLD 4001

Attention: Michael Tandy

Dear Mr Tandy

BUNDABERC
S U GAR

Bundawrg Sugar LId
ABN 24 on 102 526

4 G3vJn Stte~t

Bundaberg Old. <1670

PO Box 500
Bundaberg Old 4670

Tel: ..61 (Ol741508500
Fu: tOI IDlY 4150 8522
WWV'.bundy>ugilr,~om.llu
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Re: Bundaberg Irrigation Water Pricing

Please refer to your most recent letter dated 5th June (your reference M/07/01661 CTS03923/07).

As this correspondence has been going on for some lime, could you please indicate whether I have
summarised below the Queensland government's position on this matter.

(a) Until there is agreement between the state and federal government about the methods to be
employed, Sunwater will be unable or unwilling to calculate an upper bound price for any
irrigation scheme or pari (sub-scheme) thereof;

(b) The Queensland government has reported under the COAG principles that there are no cross
subsidies between Sunwater schemes or between components or sUb-schemes within a
scheme;

(c) Bundaberg river irrigators are paying in excess of lower bound prices (over 30% "profit margin" to
Sunwater) and could be paying in excess of upper bound prices - refer to (a) above;

(d) The current pricing path imposed on the whole Bundaberg scheme is designed to meet, by the
end of the 5 year period, the lower bound costs at the start of the period plus CPI for Ihe whole
scheme.

If I have stated the government's position correctly above, could you please explain how points (b),
(c) & (d) can alt be in place at the same time? If the river irrigators are paying above lower bound
cost and the whole scheme will only meet lower bound at the end of the pricing path period Ihen the
river irrigators must surely be cross-subsidizing the Bundaberg channel irrigators.

If I am correct the scale of the inequity continues to increase as river irrigators meet their own rapidly
increasing electricity or diesel costs while channel irrigators only suffer these increases via the CPI
price escalator. I would like to remind you that some irrigators have electricity costs for lifts form the
Burnett River in excess of $60 per MI and that these will increase by 11.37% from 151 JUly 2007 with
further increases predicted by Ihe Queensland Premier.

I look forward to reading your explanation of these apparent inequities.

MA Smith
Agricultural Manager

cc: GFL
BRIG



Queensland
Government

Office of the
Minister for Natural Resources
and Water

Our Ref: MI07102958

6 July 2007

MrfMs M A Smith
PO Box sao
BUNDABERG QLD 4670 I

Dear Mr/Ms Smith

Thank you for your letter dated 3 July 2007 to the Hon Craig Wallace MP. Minister for
Natural Resources and Water and Minister Assisting the Premier in North Queensland.

We confirm receipt and advise your correspondence regarding the Bundaberg Irrigation
Water Pricing is receiving attention.
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Staice Johns
Senior Policy Advisor
Office of the Minister for
Natural Resources and Water and
Minister Assisting the Premier in
North Queensland

Levell] Mineral HOU5e
41 George Street Brisbane Qld 4000
PO Box 15456 CIty East
Queensland 4002 Australia
Telephone +61 7 3B96 3688
Facsimile +61 7 3210 6214
Email NRW@minist~aLqld.gov.au
Website www.nrw.qld.gov.au



Australian Government

Department of the Environment and

Mr Dale Holliss
Secretary
Bundaberg Regional Irrigators Group
PO Box 953
BUNDABERG QLD 4670

Dear Mr Holliss
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Thank you for your letter of 5 February 2007 to the ~linister for the Environment and Water
Resources, the Hon Malcolm Turnbull MP, concerning rural water resources. Minister Tumbull has
asked to respond on his behalf. I regret the delay in replying.

I nott: your concerns regarding the independence of the pricing review for the Scheme. Under the
Australian Constitution, the primary responsibility for water resource management, including pricing,
currently rests with state and territory governments. I acknowledge that water pricing should be fair
and transparent, consistent with the principles of the National Water Initiative (NWf). As suggested
by the Queensland Competition Authority, it would be appropriate for you to raise your concerns with
the Premier, the Hon Peter Beattie MP and the Queensland Treasurer, the Han Anna Bligh MP.

Improving the management of Australia's water resources is a high priority for the Australian
Government. The NWI, agreed in 2004 by the Council ofAustralian Governments, is the national
blueprint for water refonn. Under the NWI, state and territory governments have agreed to bring into
effect pricing policies for water storage and delivery that facilitate efficient water use and trade in
water entitlements, including consumption-based pricing, full cost recovery for water services and
consistency in pricing policies across sectors and jurisdictions. They have also agreed to identify and
attribute the costs of water planning and management so that charges are linked as closely as possible
to the costs ofundertaking water management activities and providing water products,

The transition path for achieving these NWI outcomes is outlined in the state and territory
governments' NWI implementation plans. These plans include steps and timelines for implementation
of key actions under the NWI. The National Water Commission (NWC) has accredited the
Queensland Implementation Plan, with providing a good basis for implementing the NWI and
informing stakeholders, The NWC will assess the Queensland Government's progress in
implementing its NWl commitments, including pricing reforms, when it finalises its first biennial
assessment later this year.

Yours sincerely

Luka Grey
Acting Assistant Secretary
Water Policy Branch

(J
{I- August 2007

Gp? Box 787 canberra ACT 2601 Telephone 02 6274 1111 Facsimile 02 6274 1666

www.environment.gav.au ...".",__ r.AOo6£Jl
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