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       9 April 2012 
 
Glenn Bounds 
Tasmanian Economic Regulator 
5th floor, 111 Macquarie St 
Hobart   7000 
 
 
Dear Glenn, 
 
Firstly I request confidentiality in relation to my submissions and input (or any part 
thereof). That is why I have removed contact identity details. 
 
Councils decided to form Monopoly Companies to make profit from the provision of 
the basic services of water and sewerage.  
They take Annual Dividends from said Companies.   
It is my belief that Companies are subject to Fair trading regulations, Trade Practices 
Act and pricing watchdog, plus other guidelines and regulations of which I believe 
they are in breach. 
 
I first received an acct from Southern Water Company when living at New Town. 
This was for 09/10 and was $452.57 based on AAV of $13,156.00. 
I paid this amount in full in advance. 
 
I then received an acct from my previous residence for 09/10 $1,116.35 , AAV $ 
10,972.00. 
 
I refused to pay this as I told Southern Water I had already paid the full year costs it 
had asked for, and it is unethical and I would think illegal to charge so much extra for 
the same service,  
Even so I told them I did not intend to pay the same company such an inequitable 
(and unjustifiable) price difference for providing the same service in the same area. 
 
For 10/11 New Town was $505.03 AAV $13,156.00. (full price before pensioner 
discount) 
I moved to live at Moonah and for 10/11 it was $901.08 AAV $13,260.00 (full price 
before pensioner discount) 
I point out the similar AAV and the discrepancy of $400.00 more for the same service 
at Moonah over New Town. 
I propose that New Town pay $700.00 and Moonah pay $700.00, clearly Hobart has 
been advantaged somehow that severely disadvantages Moonah even with similar 
AAV. 
Water Companies are out to make a profit, but charges should be equal to start with so 
the cost is born equally across all areas.  I realise this is only 2 zones, but clearly an 
average could be worked out across all the Southern Water areas. 
If the companies want to make profit the burden should be shared not subsidised by 
selected groups. 
If this can’t be done then the Company should be broken up and the old system of 
councils operating their own system should be reinstated.  
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I ask them why they are ripping of people who can least afford it? 
 
I will pay what I was paying when living at Newtown (the place of my first bill from 
southern water) . To ask a Disability Pensioner to pay more than the Premier is not 
ethical, moral or logical besides which I don’t believe it is legal to do so and just 
because the premier/Treasurer has passed the law doesn’t mean it is legal, and nor 
should she be doing so to benefit herself and the other higher socio economic regions 
of Hobart.   (To avoid them having a price shock).   
 
I have told southern Water I will pay them the same price I was paying them when I 
lived at New Town, They refuse this and now say they will cut off my water if I don’t 
pay $400.00 pa more than I was paying at New Town, receiving the same water from 
the same company. 
I do not believe it is legal to discriminate based on where you live when you are 
covered by the same water company, nor do I believe it is legal for a Monopoly 
Company to be told by government that they are allowed to discriminate because you 
move to live about 2 kilometres away in the same Southern Water Area.  
 
It is inequitable to put a greater burden on people who have less disposable income 
yet they ask them to pay a larger proportion of that income.  Where higher income 
earning areas are paying less of their disposable income, so the poor are subsidising 
the richer in our society. 
 
If Government have legislated for them to be allowed to do this then legislation is 
most probably faulty. 
 
Ivan Dean and Adriana Taylor were both Mayors of Councils and members of 
Legislative Council and as such if they voted for the Legislative Pricing Principles of 
the Water Companies then it should be null and void as they had a clear conflict of 
interest and should not have been allowed to vote. 
Also it is my understanding that a particular former Legislative Councillor has been 
found to not be in full control of his faculties by the Supreme Court due to the 
medication he has been taking long Term, and therefore shouldn’t be held fully 
accountable for his actions, so any voting he did re Legislative Pricing Principles of 
the Water Companies, amalgamations etc., should be null and void. 
 
Also the Tasmanian Water and Sewerage Licence makes no provision for the ability 
for them to charge 4 service or recover costs or make profit from or discriminate. (2). 
 
Company Monopolies should be subject to stricter equitable controls on prices and 
costing. 
 
If the Regulator has not been given enough time to make informed decisions then he 
should apply for the time he needs to make such important decisions and be given full 
access to the information he needs. 
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Southern Water acknowledge their charges are unfair and inequitable, (We already 
have a number of customers who pay more than their fair share), (In the recent 
budget, the State government removed the requirement for the water corporations to 
use, as a base the same fees and charges as those applied previously by local councils. 
This is a significant move towards achieving fairer pricing for customers.  The 
inequities in the current tariff system – with some customers paying may thousands of 
dollars while others pay only a few hundred dollars for the same service – have been a 
major concern.) Southern Water keeping you informed first quarter 2011-12. 
 
How do you know if you have a leak or your meter is accurate? 
I point out that the meter they installed at my Moonah home is leaking in both the 
inlet and outlet section.  I have had them back 3 times and they did not notice this 
leaking, so I rang them and told them specifically about the leaks. 
As to accuracy.  If Southern Water and other Water Companies will be making profit 
from supplying and selling water then the accuracy of each and every meter needs to 
be proven by an independent company to the property owners before billing starts. 
Plus accurate information as to the flow rate to each and every property, if flow 
determines price. 
 
I note the 32-35 million southern Water proposes spending on infrastructure is not to 
be spent in Hobart or Glenorchy but regional areas.  Southern water is a company and 
as such should borrow the money not raise revenue unfairly from pensioners and 
others to subsidise other areas. 
 
 
Of Major Concern to me was my visit to Southern Water at 2-4 Negara Cres 
Goodwood in 2010. 
I saw someone called Ross who said he was a manager there.  He told me that I could 
go anywhere I wanted to and complain about the inequities of prices and the very 
negative impact it would have on my limited income, and that no one would take any 
notice. He told me others had already tried and even the Ombudsman said their billing 
system was fair and would do nothing if I went there. 
 
The Regulator says that they will with the information and time available, start 
transitioning the industry towards financial sustainability and more equitable pricing. 
 
1. Southern Water and the others are companies and will be taking profits from 
their companies. 
2. How much have they been paid as Company shareholders to date? 
3. Companies should start with equitable pricing. 
4. Companies should not be given government licence to get their investment 
capital from Inequitable pricing, aimed at low socioeconomic areas (with less 
disposable income) subsidising high socioeconomic areas (with a larger proportion of 
income). 
5. The Companies are Monopoly Companies and should be subject to stricter 
control. 
6. Accurate City Consumption Figures are easily available from Burnie area 
where Meters have been operating for years.  A 200L rural consumption figure should 
not be taken as an average City consumption. 
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7. If irrigation of crops is exempt then home grown vegies should also be 
exempt. 
8. In any event they have no licence to charge for service and should refund any 
monies already paid to them since 2009. 
 
 
 
Southern Water Highlights 18 June 2010  for 09/10 
Major works: 
Swansea Water project 
Huon Valley Regional Water Scheme 
Lauderdale Sewerage Scheme 
King borough regional wastewater strategy 
 
None of the above works are either Hobart or Glenorchy why are we subsidising 
them. 
With Moonah paying at least 400 more than Hobart as subsidy? 
 
If the company wants to cover all the areas on a user pays basis then it should do so, 
instead of falsely claiming that their system is fair and equitable to all. 
The Company should also declare its dividends to shareholders (Local Councils) 
 
 
Supported 26 Community Events 
Why is our money being given away?  
Presumably to self-promote a monopoly private money making Company. 
 
Introduced a Customer Consultative Program. (I have written above what they told 
me when I went to see them, basically bugger off no one cares, and this is what they 
told me their response is to others who have asked for accountability in the past). 
 
Back page: Why are water meters important? 
 
This is vital in ensuring fair and equitable charges for all our customers. 
This is a lie.  They intend to Charge inequitable and unfair prices for the meter to start 
with then use an inaccurate average of 200L to work out average bills. 
 
Having Lived in Burnie where we have had meters for years it works very well with a 
fixed charge (same for all) then an allowance of 400ML p/a.   I have never had a 
problem with metering in this way, but the Monopoly Companies do, as it will not 
return them the higher profits they desire.  A current water usage in Burnie for 2 
adults and 1 baby is 310ML P/A. These are average people who shower once per day 
and bath the baby, they do not over water the garden yet their use is 310ML (not the 
200ML average that the Monopoly Companies have told the Regulator). 
 
Why are they giving false figures?  And why are their false figures allowed to be 
presented as fact?  And accepted as fact? Proper figures and averages should be 
obtained before proceeding. 
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Back page: 
The metering of all properties will also assist us to identify and reduce leakage in our 
supply system. 
The Meter installed in November has been leaking since instillation. I have had 
Southern Water back 3 times and they did not pick up on the leak, I rang the other day 
as the leakage has increased with time.   
Note they did not pick up on the leak but left it leaking 3 times. 
Also how do we know the meters are accurate to start with, and how much flow rate 
goes through them?  This all need verifying before charges start. 
 
I received a letter stating that once the meter was installed then the bills after 
installation would include my usage so I would know how much I used before they 
started charging on 1 July 2012.  This has not happened.   
 
Southern Water Company openly acknowledges they are ripping people off and 
breaking fair trading regulations. 
I fail to see why a government has regulated that a Monopoly private company is 
allowed to cause so much financial and personal pain in such an inequitable manner, 
and Legislate to allow the Monopoly Private Company to keep causing the inequitable 
financial and personal pain in an ongoing unjust manner.  
Once Meters are installed there should be one flat annual fee for all residential houses 
then the usage fee, preferably with a free allocation of water first... 
There should not be meters installed and then people are charged at different rates for 
the same meter and service. 
 
You say, Regulated Companies need to recover their full costs including a 
commercial rate of return on capital investments. 
The problem is we have already paid for the infrastructure we use in the cities and 
now they want us to provide for working capital for investments in the country. I as a 
pensioner cannot afford to do what they want of me. Nor is it fair or equitable nor 
just, but a corrupt system, continuing to wrong trusting residents by continuing 
inequitable charges. 
My first acct from southern Water was for $505.03,  I see no justification for them 
charging $901.08 for exactly the same service because I moved 2 miles away. Nor do 
I believe it is conscionable to do this to a person on limited income, who uses little 
water. 
The impact on me of this price rise is not justifiable. Nor is it justifiable to have 
different charges when there is no difference in the cost of providing the service to 
both areas. 
 
The Licence does not allow for any charges to be made. 
 
Please stop this unfair, discriminatory practice that is of great concern to someone on 
a limited small budget. The concession does not make up for the $400.00 overcharge 
for the same service. Fixed costs should be the same for people in the same area. 
Therefore southern Water should charge residential customers the same fixed cost for 
service. 
It is double dipping for southern Water to recover proportions of fixed costs through 
higher variable water usage charges. Unethical and wrong. 
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The water provision cost of .2996 should be charged and the companies forgo their 
profit to sponsor community events and self-promote. 
They should not be given licence to charge the proposed.9000.  Which is a 200% 
increase on cost? 
 Why would a rational government say they can do this, again the regulatory bodies 
and ACCC are not doing their jobs is this is allowed to happen.  The other companies 
appear to be equally amoral in their behaviour towards residents in households.  I do 
not believe they should be allowed to control by Monopoly such essential services 
and make profit from doing so. 
The Regulator should not allow the variable charge to be set around .90kl, it does not 
represent a fair price of a 200% increase above cost of supplying the water of .2996. 
It is inconsistent with the pricing principles in relation to cost reflective charging. 
The figure of 200kl being average consumption is also in error and should be 
corrected on accurate figures before any progress is made on water prices. 
Provision of opportunity to provide increased dividends to councils as owners of the 
monopoly companies is wrong.  Prices should be affordable for individuals and 
families, not profitable for monopoly companies when it is for a basic service 
provision of water and sewerage.  If this has been legislated then I believe the 
Legislators have been ill informed by the Monopoly Companies involved and have 
therefore not made informed decisions. 
The lower price constraint scenario should be adopted by the Economic Regulator. 
To my knowledge we have never had a problem with provision of the abundance of 
water we have in Tasmania. Why reform now to increase company Profits and 
unevenly distribute the burden of costs for the sake of Company Profit? 


