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ROAD TRAFFIC (AUTHORISATION TO DRIVE) BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 28 November 2007. 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [12.32 pm]: I want to clarify which bills we will proceed with first.  

The SPEAKER: We are dealing with order of the day 2. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: There are five traffic bills to be debated.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We are starting with the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Bill 2007. Is that right, 
Mr Speaker?  

The SPEAKER: That is right. It is order of the day 2 on the list of the government’s order of business. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: By way of interjection, if the member has something prepared in which he raises 
points that relate to the other bills, we certainly would not have any objection to that.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: This bill is one of a suite of bills and my friend the member for Leschenault advised me 
that he would prefer that each bill be debated separately rather than cognately. I was prepared to deal with these 
bills cognately and deal with the nuts and bolts of each bill in consideration in detail.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: It would have been a sensible outcome.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: I will outline the reason for these bills. I have a copy of the current Road Traffic Act. For 
those members who are interested, that act comprises nine parts and a number of schedules. The Western 
Australian Government Gazette indicates that the Road Traffic Act falls under the dominion of the Department 
for Planning and Infrastructure, for which the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is responsible. However, 
from memory, parts II, III and IV relate to the licensing of vehicles, drivers’ licence arrangements and associated 
legislation. Part V comes under the Western Australia Police, for which the Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services has responsibility. Various parts come under Main Roads Western Australia, for which the responsible 
minister is, again, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  

The Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Bill 2007 is a very complex bill and, taken in context with what we 
are trying to achieve with this suite of bills, it becomes cumbersome to manage when we are trying to get some 
uniformity across Australia. By way of some history, the National Transport Commission prepared 
documentation that had its genesis as far back as 1992 or 1995. Various state governments and the federal 
government identified some problems in particular areas with uniformity on a national basis. To successfully 
deal with those issues we must restructure the legislation. It is a bit like a filing cabinet—we need to break down 
the legislation into a number of areas so that when the legislation requires amending, we, as legislators, can deal 
with those amendments in bite-sized pieces and with some ease.  

Ultimately, we are dealing with a suite of bills that is fairly complex. For example, the bills comprise several 
hundred clauses. The reason for these bills is the federal road transport reform bill, of which I have a copy. It is a 
model bill that was released by the commonwealth government to legislators in all states to consider as a 
benchmark to achieve uniformity across Australia. Members would appreciate that Australia is a vast place and 
each state has its own legislation. It has taken a number of years for this particular model to come to fruition and 
there has been ongoing discussion at a national level. I understand that this state had representation at those 
discussions. The representatives would not have been part of that discussion unless they had some considerable 
concerns about the application of how it sits with Western Australian legislation. I do not propose to deal with 
those concerns in great detail now.  

Now that we will deal with this suite of bills individually, the consideration in detail stages will take some time. I 
am sure the minister would prefer that I move to what is at the heart of the opposition’s concerns. I would like a 
response from the minister so that in the future, if there is any conjecture about the interpretation and purpose of 
this legislation, people can read what was intended when the Parliament undertook to introduce this filing 
system.  

The opposition has a number of concerns with the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Bill. This suite of bills, orders of the 
day 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, also include the areas of administration, authorisation to drive, consequential provisions and 
taxing. I will not waste too much time on my second reading contribution other than to indicate that during the 
course of consideration in detail the opposition will ask for various aspects of the legislation to be explained.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: If you have particular issues that you want to raise, it might be useful to give us an idea 
now so that we can prepare, if that would be helpful to you. 
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Mr M.J. COWPER: I am glad that the minister said that, because preparation is very important when debating 
bills. Unfortunately, the time that I have had to prepare for the debate on these bills has been only a few days. It 
was lumbered on me on Monday that these bills would be debated this week. I thank the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure for providing, through her departmental staff, good advice on these bills.  

Rather than highlight what concerns I might have now, given the opportunity later I will raise particular issues as 
they present in relation to this authorisation bill. I say at the outset that I understand the purpose of what the 
minister is trying to do here, but there are a number of ailments in the Road Traffic Act that affect Western 
Australian operatives. I have some concerns about how this bill is going to impact on small business and how it 
is going to be interpreted by the traffic wardens. I also have some concerns about the conformity of drivers’ 
licences, and how penalties and disqualifications are going to be managed across state boundaries.  

In Western Australia, we have some unique circumstances. For instance, I understand—I might stand 
corrected—that we are the only state that has extraordinary licences. We know that the minister is introducing a 
double-or-nothing demerit point system. We know that we have a different regime for penalties and demerit 
points, and how that regime sits with the uniformity aspects of this bill is very interesting. We will have a better 
indication when we drill down into these matters during consideration in detail. Extraordinary licences have been 
carried across in this new bill. I thank the staff of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure for providing the 
highlighted versions of these copies of the bill, which unfortunately Simon O’Brien didn’t provide to me; they 
make it a lot easier to deal with these matters.  

Disqualifications are another issue in this bill. There are some miscellaneous provisions that I would also like to 
touch upon. However, I will now allow my colleagues to have a say on this bill.  

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [12.42 pm]: I apologise to the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure. I did let the shadow minister know I would not be agreeing to a cognate debate, but I neglected to 
advise the minister’s office of that. I am sure that will not make any difference to the minister’s ability to handle 
these bills. The reason that I did not fancy the idea of a cognate debate is that there are two pieces of legislation 
that are of particular interest to me—I know this is a second reading debate—and it is my intention to make a 
contribution that would extend beyond the amount of time that I would have available to me if these bills were 
dealt with cognately. The Road Traffic (Consequential Provisions) Bill 2007 is one that we will probably sail 
through very quickly during the second reading debate. I will not be making any comment on that bill. The two 
bills that I want to make extensive comment on are the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Bill 2007 and the Road Traffic 
(Administration) Bill 2007.  

I want to make specific comment about the bill we are dealing with at the moment, the Road Traffic 
(Authorisation to Drive) Bill 2007. This bill obviously replicates largely, if not completely, the provisions in 
existing legislation. It is part of the government’s endeavour to bring together all this legislation in what can be 
described only as a more administratively efficient manner. It makes a great deal of sense to do this. 

One very important question I have is: why are the provisions of the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Bill 
being dealt with at this stage? The reason I ask the question is that this bill deals with a lot of the guts of our 
driving system. It deals with driving licence arrangements, learner permit arrangements, and a range of matters 
to do with the disqualification of licences. Very importantly, it provides the foundation for the demerit point 
system that operates in Western Australia. Part 4 of this bill sets out, in four divisions, the way that the demerit 
point system should operate—everything from the maintenance of a register, right through to what happens if 
people lose their full number of demerit points. The bill also provides for a regulatory framework to be 
established.  

The reason that I make comment now is that the government has made a big song and dance about the need for a 
new road safety strategy, and it is widely recognised throughout the community that the policies that are in place 
at the moment have been a terrible failure. We have to look only at the awful number of serious and fatal road 
accidents to get a full appreciation of just how terrible the situation is. Through the Office of Road Safety, the 
government has employed the same people who came up with the current strategy to come up with other ideas, 
and I understand that they are probably only suggesting lots more of the same sort of thing that we have had in 
the past—certainly if the stuff I have received through freedom of information is anything to go by. That is all 
for a debate on another day.  

The point is that if we are going through a process of setting up a completely new road safety regime in this 
state, one of the key aspects has to be the punitive system. The demerit point system is one of the tools that the 
government uses to punish people for disobeying the road rules, and as a disincentive for people to break the 
road rules. What I cannot understand is why the government has brought this to Parliament now, rather than 
waiting until that process is over. Why does the government not wait until it has decided what this new strategy 
is going to be and what demerit point system is going to be part of it? We could lock all this into legislation now, 
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or we could simply deal with it later on. My understanding is that the government wants the new vehicle 
licensing enforcement provisions, but that could have been done without the need for this Road Traffic 
(Authorisation to Drive) Bill. I understand also that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in particular 
is keen to get some of these legislative provisions sorted out so that we all know who has the administrative 
responsibility for them and the police can get on with the job of enforcing the law. 

The wheels of government are not going to fall off overnight if this particular bill is put on hold for a while, until 
the road safety strategy is determined. One thing I have learnt in my time in Parliament is that it takes an awfully 
long time to amend legislation, even when that legislation is deemed to be a matter of some considerable 
priority. I certainly hope—and I am sure a lot of people in the community hope—that there will be some 
significant changes made to the road safety strategy in this state and that the government will focus on changing 
the way that the demerit point system is used quite dramatically. Consequently, even if this bill is passed, we 
may see in this Parliament changes being made to this very bill, particularly in relation to part 4, which deals 
with the demerit point system.  

Why do I say that? Again, it is because the demerit point system is not working. It provides punishment for 
people who break the law, but I have to ask: is it providing a disincentive? More to the point, is it providing any 
sort of incentive for people to drive within the law and to become more competent drivers? A number of people I 
have spoken to, who have a lot of expertise in the area of driver training and training accreditation, are in 
agreement that the demerit point system has a lot of potential. However, some very significant changes need to 
be made before that potential can be realised. I make one very simple point about why, one day, we will need to 
change this legislation if it is not done now. The demerit point system does not address the single most important 
cause of road accidents in Western Australia. Contrary to what the Office of Road Safety and the government 
would have us believe, speeding is not the single most significant cause of serious and fatal road crashes in 
Western Australia. They are caused by what I call bad driving or lack of competency. Again, we can have that 
debate another time and examine the real figures that demonstrate that. Even if we accept that it is beneficial to 
improve the competency of drivers across the board in Western Australia to improve road safety, it is very 
difficult to see how the demerit point system contributes to that aim in any way whatsoever. When a person loses 
three demerit points for breaking the law on the road, he is punished. He presumably pays his fine and knows 
that he is a little closer to losing 12 demerit points, at which stage his licence will be suspended. He can see that 
he will receive some degree of punishment. When he has accumulated 12 demerit points, he will receive a 
greater punishment. He will probably be fined for the last transgression and lose his licence—he will definitely 
pay a penalty in the form of a monetary punishment and have his licence taken from him for a period.  

The very simple point that I wish the two ministers were listening to is that under none of those circumstances 
will the demerit point system improve the driver’s competence. Once back on the road after three months’ 
suspension or whatever, the driver will have learnt nothing. He may not understand some of the rules he has 
previously broken and his degree of competency as a driver will not have been improved at all. One suggestion 
made by a number of people is that if we chuck the current demerit system out with the bath water and start 
again, it could be used to not only punish drivers who break the law, but also improve their competency. For 
example, the Eelup roundabout in my home town is one of the worst intersections in the state.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: It’s number one.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: I thought there was one at the intersection of Reid Highway and Alexander 
Drive.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: It’s number one in the metropolitan area.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: Is Eelup the number one?  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: It might be either one or two, but it’s certainly number one in the region.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: To give them their due, the police have tried to enforce the law; they ping 
people who cut across the lanes of the roundabout and create a dangerous situation. Main Roads has done a 
fabulous job; it scratches its head regularly wondering what it can do. I understand that Main Roads is planning 
some very substantial changes to the roundabout. However, the traffic officers explain that they might pull up 
someone who has been driving in the left-hand lane as he has entered the roundabout but has wanted to leave 
from the last exit—strictly speaking the driver should therefore be in the right-hand lane—and has cut across into 
the right-hand lane. Of course, in the process of doing that he could be cutting in front of another vehicle, be it a 
car or a log truck—a lot of heavy vehicles use that roundabout. I am not talking about only those servicing the 
port; it is a major thoroughfare through the south west, linking with the metropolitan region. It can be a very 
dangerous situation.  
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From talking to traffic officers and to motorists and so on, I do not believe most drivers are doing it on purpose. I 
think they do not know what to do. Although there is a little sign close to the approach of the roundabout—we 
all know what it is like—a lot of people do not pay as much attention as they should. Some people are set in their 
ways and some are a bit edgy. That roundabout can be quite difficult to navigate at times. A lot of traffic can be 
using it through which people have to find their way. That is just one example to demonstrate that a driver can be 
pulled up for breaching the law because he did not go around that roundabout properly. Under the system 
embraced in this legislation, he could receive demerit points and be fined. However, he still will not know how 
to drive through a roundabout. That is one very simple example. I could use other examples, such as 
intersections, give-way signs etc. People in the driving instruction industry and in the training quality assurance 
sector have pointed out to me that people neither understand the rules nor have the competence in some cases to 
handle particular situations on the road. As a result, they find that they are in breach of the law and can be 
penalised. However, the system does not make them better drivers.  

One point made to me was to consider changing quite considerably the demerit point system. It could still retain 
a punitive element. However, rather than a table on which the states are trying to achieve uniformity and all this 
other waffle—I will use the roundabout example—what if a provision existed in the demerit point system to 
ensure that the person learns how to go around the roundabout and is taught to be a more competent driver. This 
could be done in a number of ways. One that I quite like the sound of and that was suggested to me by someone 
with a huge amount of experience in the training sector was that if someone accumulates 12 demerit points, his 
punishment should be combined with a requirement to improve his driving skills and be retested. The test would 
include specific components; it could be set out in a logical and objective way using proper competency 
methodology. Part of that would be to learn how to go around a roundabout. I am sorry to dwell on roundabouts, 
but in my home town they are one of the most common sites for serious accidents. 

As I said, I could apply that requirement to a range of other situations. If that person lost his licence, he would 
then need to pass a test carried out by an accredited driving instructor. There would be no need for a bevy of 
bureaucrats to be involved. The end result would be that the person was penalised because he would have to pay 
for tuition and pay for the test by the accredited driving instructor. In addition, he would have to put his time into 
it. The driver would be punished. We could even provide an alternative, a little like the infringement system, that 
provides that a person can accept that he committed the offence and pay the penalty or take the matter to court. 
That option could be provided. Drivers would not have to sit another test; they could have the matter dealt with 
in another way. All sorts of models can be put forward to ensure that the demerit system is not just a subjective, 
punitive system designed to slap people on the wrist when they have done something wrong, but will make a real 
difference by improving road safety, by improving the standard of driving across the state and by improving the 
competence of individual drivers.  

The point I am making is that this is a golden opportunity to get stuck into changing the demerit point system 
rather than simply rehashing the existing legislation for the sake of administrative simplicity—that is the 
simplest way of putting it. The government might say, “Hang on a minute, we’ve got this bipartisan process set 
up, the minister is developing a new road safety strategy, Monash University Accident Research Centre is 
working on all these different reports and the Office of Road Safety is scratching its head wondering what to do, 
so we should wait until that is all finished.” Fine, we can wait and deal with this bill then. I hope that the part on 
demerit points will look very different, as should other aspects of this bill. My question is very simple: why not 
wait until the outcome? Alternatively, if we want to push ahead with it now, why not build in a provision that 
alters the demerit point system? Why not say that at the moment the demerit point system provides a punitive 
measure to impose on drivers who disobey the law. I do not think the double-demerit point system is working; 
the statistics do not bear it out. The scale of demerit points leaves much to be desired. Certainly, the feedback 
that I get from the community is along those lines. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: However, even if all that were left in place, a decision could be made — 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: Imagine what the other one will be like. Is it not lucky that we did not have a 
cognate debate? Wait until we get to the consideration in detail stage. That is when I will really go through these 
things in detail. The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is not taking this seriously. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: No, I am not taking it seriously. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: Actually, the minister is. She is saying that it is a shame that we did not have 
a cognate debate so that I could talk for longer. I am making a point about the demerit point system. The minister 
should speak to 100 people in the street about the current road safety strategy and ask them whether they think 
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the demerit point system is making our streets safer. At least 90 out of 100 people will say no. They will then 
talk about speed cameras and say that it is all designed to raise revenue and so on. I do not want to go down that 
path now; we can have that debate on another day. I am not dragging out the debate. I am making the point—if 
the minister will listen to me—that we now have the opportunity to use the demerit point system for something 
else and not just as a punitive measure. We could use it to improve the competency of drivers in Western 
Australia, particularly those who have offended against the road rules. It may even be possible to send the matter 
to a committee. I will not move a motion to do that, but it could be sent to a committee. We could step back and 
take the opportunity to use the demerit point system to greatly improve road safety in this state. The point I am 
making is that we are basically rehashing existing legislation. Unless the minister can give me a better reason, it 
appears that it is being done for administrative simplicity to make the lines of demarcation within these five 
pieces of legislation a bit clearer. I stress the point that there is enormous dissatisfaction in the community about 
the current road safety strategy, if I can use that term; I do not think there is much of a strategy. A key 
component of that strategy is the demerit point system. We have the opportunity in dealing with this legislation 
to shape the current strategy very differently to improve road safety, which could save lives on the road. It is all 
very well to say that that can be done after the bipartisan approach is finished, but we have had the opportunity 
to do it now but we have wasted that opportunity. I know that in this game it takes an awfully long time to 
change an act, let alone to have new legislation brought before the Parliament. I look forward to the debate on 
the next two bills. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Deputy Leader of the National Party) [1.02 pm]: I will quickly make a 
couple of points on this bill. The member for Leschenault raised the issue of demerit points. I do not mind the 
demerit point system and believe that it has some merit. Perhaps we should look at how it is applied. I have 
previously referred to drivers who have lost 12 demerit points and are about to lose their licence. I believe that a 
driver who is about to lose his licence should be given an option to either undergo a driver training course or lose 
his licence. He could keep his licence and continue to drive on the road while undergoing the course. His demerit 
points could be reduced to 10 or 11 and he could be given some real training. It may be that the people who 
undertake the course have been doing things incorrectly. They could be retrained but would lose their licence if 
they reoffended. I support the double demerit point system that is in place on certain weekends because I think 
that helps. People in my electorate think about losing double demerit points on long weekends etc. I believe that 
may have an effect on drivers just from talking to them, but I do not know how to get accurate information on 
that. 

I am concerned about moving the responsibility of conducting drivers’ licence tests from the police to the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure. I understand that the reason for doing that is to free up the police 
from the work they have to do, which is all very well, but I am worried about what will happen under that 
arrangement. When the minister replies, I would like her to talk about the assessors who will conduct the driving 
assessments in regional Western Australia. Recently I saw advertisements in a paper for assessors. I think the 
new arrangement will begin on 1 July. It is difficult to attract people to become police and nurses etc under the 
current pay rates. Will there be similar problems attracting people to become assessors? Initially we could have 
problems attracting them to inland Western Australia. I would like the minister to outline the plan for obtaining 
those assessors and to tell us how regularly they will travel to regional Western Australia and in particular to the 
main regional centres throughout Western Australia. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [1.05 pm]: As the member for Murray might have said, the opposition will 
support this legislation, which basically reshuffles and re-categorises various sections of the Road Traffic Act. 
The way the government will do that makes a lot of sense. However, I will take this opportunity to speak on a 
couple of issues that have been made known to me through my portfolio of road safety. One of the biggest issues 
of concern facing the state is not the issuing of licences for people to drive their vehicles but the number of 
people who are driving without a licence. Some time ago I was fortunate enough to go on patrol in an unmarked 
car with the highway patrol. Four of the first 12 drivers who were pulled over for various offences were driving 
without a licence. That is one in three people, which is a staggering statistic. I first became aware of this matter 
in 2005 when the Auditor General brought down a report in which he estimated that more than 66 000 
unlicensed drivers were driving on our roads. That is a staggering figure. We cannot determine precisely how 
many people are driving without a licence because we do not know; the figure can only be estimated. If the 
Auditor General estimated it was 66 000 in 2005, I suspect it would be closer to 75 000 people now. There are 
reasons for that and I will discuss them as we go through this debate. 

One of the problems is that in many cases people are not informed that they have lost their licence. When the 
member for Ballajura was the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, he was issued with a couple of traffic 
infringement notices that were sent to the wrong address. That was a farcical situation whereby the then Minister 
for Police and Emergency Services, who was responsible for the system that ensures that people drive 
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responsibly on our roads and for making sure that the right laws are not only in place but also enforced by police 
officers, was driving his vehicle when he was unaware that he had lost his licence. A similar case came to the 
attention of my office recently involving a young P-plate driver who had had a car accident on Hayman Road in 
Como on 21 August 2007. He was at fault. It was not a serious crash; it could be described as a bingle. However, 
he was charged with driving without due care and attention. On 5 September an infringement notice arrived at 
his home by mail and he was told that he had 28 days to pay the $100 fine. It can be seen from the amount of the 
fine that it was not a high-end offence. He was charged with driving without due care and attention because he 
had run into another car. He was told that he could contest the infringement if he wanted to but that if he did not 
pay the fine within 28 days, his licence would be suspended. He comes from a good, upstanding family and, as a 
responsible person, he paid the fine.  

On 21 September 2007, which was exactly a month after the first offence, he was involved in an accident in 
Guildford, which was no fault of his own. As he was involved in the accident, he had to stay at the scene and 
help the police when they arrived to make out a report. The officers took the details and must have checked them 
on the computer in their vehicle. They discovered that he was driving without a licence. Under section 51 of the 
Road Traffic Act, a P-plater found guilty of careless driving automatically loses his or her licence for three 
months. This young person thought that he had done the right thing. He was out driving his vehicle and, in the 
same way as the former Minister for Police and Emergency Services, he did not know he was driving without a 
licence. Why was he not told? He was obviously let down by the system.  

On 6 December 2007, which was about three and a half months after the first offence, he received a letter from 
the police informing him that he had been convicted of a prescribed offence under section 51 of the Road Traffic 
Act and was disqualified from holding or obtaining a driver’s licence for a period of three months. That is an 
example of those people who are not being made aware that they have lost their licence. This is a problem for the 
government and the department that is responsible for licensing drivers. I have written to the Minister for Police 
and Emergency Services on this matter. I know that it is not within the jurisdiction of the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure; however, it is a licensing issue that we must take note of. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Was he under 18 years? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am not sure what his age was. He might have been under 18. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Had he been taken to the Children’s Court, it would have been dismissed. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes. I am not sure how old the young driver was, but he had paid his fine. He thought he 
had made a mistake and that he would cop the $100 fine, pay it and continue driving. He did so unaware of the 
fact that he should not have been on the road. How many of those people who are driving without licences are 
really being as recalcitrant as we think they are? Have some of them simply not been made aware? I think that 
the government is falling down somewhere in the system that fails to inform drivers that they have lost their 
licence, so we must look at that area. 

It is the reason for another problem that has arisen in the state in the past few years, which is the massive amount 
of unpaid fines on the Fines Enforcement Register. The Auditor General said that 66 000 unlicensed drivers were 
on the state’s roads. Many of those would be people who had failed to pay fines. The Fines Enforcement 
Register is not working. It is time that the government had a very close look at it. The government should call for 
a review of the Fines Enforcement Register and the way in which fines are collected in Western Australia. 
People in the road safety sector are saying that action on non-payment of fines should not be linked to a driver’s 
licence. People might have a fine imposed for all sorts of offences, but the only offence that should be linked to a 
driver’s licence is an offence that occurs while the driver is driving a vehicle. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: You know that this legislation was introduced by the previous Liberal government. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Maybe it has not worked. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: What other mechanism of enforcement would you suggest would be more useful? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: We might have to look at maybe bringing in more bailiffs and claiming the money for 
unpaid fines in another way. I note that the Attorney General recently said that he was looking at bringing in 
legislation that would take money out of social security payments. I have suggested that we look at social 
security payments and also at salaries. The Attorney General has said that he is happy to take the money out of 
social security payments. As an Australian Labor Party member, I would have thought that the minister’s 
supporters would be unhappy about that. They would say that it would be focusing on one group that might not 
be able to afford to pay a fine. If fines are to be collected through social security payments, wages or whatever, it 
would have to be across the board; we cannot leave any sector out. I urge the government to have a look at this 
matter. It could have an independent inquiry headed by a retired judge or Queen’s Counsel. I understand that the 
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coalition government brought in the legislation, but that does not mean that we should not be looking at it and 
saying that if it has not worked, we should find a system that does work. That is what I urge the government to 
do, because it is a serious issue for Western Australia. 

I heard what the member for Leschenault said about the demerit point system. I agree with much of what he said. 
The demerit point system does work, and I do not see how we can replace it and bring in another system. The 
problem with licensing, and the concern in the community, is that driver training needs to be looked at. People 
have suggested to me that maybe licensing should be contracted out to accredited driving school instructors. 
Those people have spent their whole working life teaching people to drive. We could have a system in which 
they would have to be properly accredited and able to support any decision they made for recommending the 
approval of a licence and they would have to put the driver through a proper driving regime. I know what the 
government is trying to do to take police off the road. We cannot have police officers teaching people to drive. A 
person does not have to be a police officer to be able to teach somebody to drive. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: The problem we have at the moment is that they are teaching young people how to pass tests 
but not how to drive. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: That is why I think that driving school instructors — 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: You want an OBE approach to driver training, do you? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Something like that, yes. A licensed driving school instructor who had seen the mistakes 
that people make when driving could work in tandem with police who would have reports on major collisions on 
the road. That would free up police to do other duties. 

I take the point that the member for Leschenault made about roundabouts. I should not be pointing to my wife 
here, but she is the only person I drive with. However, some people who approach a roundabout are not sure 
which way to indicate and they put their indicator on before they get to the roundabout. They cause a lot of 
confusion. The Office of Road Safety or the minister’s department has placed advertisements in newspapers 
about driving around roundabouts. There is a need for education in those areas. People have come to me and 
asked what the difference is between a stop sign and a give way sign. They have asked if they have to stop at the 
give way sign. Those people are driving on the roads. I am not sure that all Western Australians are up to date 
with the laws of the road. I suggested about 12 months ago that people should have fairly regular licence 
assessments. Maybe every five or 10 years people’s driving capabilities should be reassessed. I do not think that 
is beyond the pale. If people want to have a licence to operate a vehicle like a motor car, which can do very high 
speeds, they should be tested. In other areas of operating high-speed equipment people are retested and they have 
their skills put under the microscope from time to time. If we had some sort of system in which people could be 
called in at random to take a driving test, it could be done at one of the defensive driving centres. For example, 
there is quite a good defensive driving centre near Perth Airport. I know it would take a lot of staffing, but 
because of the responsibility that comes with driving a vehicle, we should certainly look at those matters.  

That is all I will say on this matter. I look forward to the rest of the debate. It makes sense to divide the 
legislation into different categories. Policing should be put into more of a policing bill, and licensing and other 
things should be separated. It is important that this happen. The opposition supports the main thrust of the bill, 
but I have a feeling that the member for Murray might suggest a couple of amendments during the consideration 
in detail stage.  

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [1.20 pm]: I appreciate that this house is dealing with these bills 
individually. I have a fair bit to say on the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Bill 2007. As the bills are being 
debated individually, it is an opportunity to debate these issues in some depth. 

The history of these bills is a long one. For the past decade, during my time in this house, members have been 
dealing with the transformation from a state to a national standard for licensing and all things to do with 
transport. A couple of my colleagues from the National Party, former Ministers for Transport Hon Eric Charlton 
and Hon Murray Criddle, were dealing with these issues. Now, the member for Armadale is the responsible 
minister. The National Party has supported these amendments for all of that time. However, I must say that even 
National Party transport ministers have caused considerable pain to people in the regions.  

The minister’s second reading speech states that it is a simple process. It is not. The last sentence of the second 
reading speech states — 

The bill does not introduce any new legislative provisions in WA, and will not impact on the current 
requirements relating to driver licensing matters. 

That is just not true—it will.  
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The National Party has demonstrated that it supports the intent of this bill, but believes that when the bill 
becomes an act there will be a whole raft of minor things that will impact upon different individuals and make it 
difficult for people in the regions to operate. I will run through a few of those as I make my comments.  

The second reading speech states — 

Improved compliance, and therefore safety, is to be achieved by extending the level of accountability to 
include consignors, packers, loaders and consignees, or receivers. 

A few years ago I sat through a three-day court case related to the death of my partner, Brenda Adams, who was 
killed by five tonnes of steel rolling down the Great Eastern Highway. I have some very personal comments to 
make in this place, having witnessed the process of that court case. I listened to her brothers and other family 
members, and I listened to other people, all debate the cause of her death, which was not a simple matter to 
define. I must also say—and members in this place might be interested—that I believe the state prosecutor who 
came to prosecute that case picked up the brief as he came through the door. He did not have a clue where the 
location of the accident was, or who the people involved were or which business was involved—and Tom Percy, 
QC, killed him. Tom Percy acted for the defendant. I went to school with Tom Percy, although he was a bit 
younger than me. I am not having a go at Tom Percy—everyone has a right to be defended—but the prosecution 
never had a chance of winning that case from the first bounce. That made Brenda’s family quite angry, and to 
some degree bitter, and I do not blame them one little bit. They expected there to be some consequence for her 
death; it did not happen. It happened to me a little. There was one consequence that I know about, because as a 
member of Parliament I have the capacity to put my nose into different places. I know a whole raft of activities 
were going on behind the scenes—it was like the duck who is swimming quietly on still water on the pond, but 
whose feet are going very fast underwater. I know what was happening behind the scenes on the issue of who is 
responsible for the packaging of goods on trucks.  

The person who was carting the five tonnes of steel did not have it chained down. It was sitting on wooden 
chocks on the back of the truck. I do not say this to aggravate Brenda’s family, or in any way to ease any of the 
pain or anguish or whatever of my own circumstances, or to have a go at the people involved, but the situation is 
that on the section of the Great Eastern Highway where the accident happened, the road went left and the camber 
went right. When the truck was going down the hill, the steel wanted to go straight ahead when the truck went 
left. The truck tray flipped, making the steel unstable, the steel left the truck, bounced down the road, and Brenda 
had no chance at all. She had a few seconds and it was all over, not only for her, but also our two dogs in the 
back of the vehicle. It was a tragic event.  

All that aside, the bill refers to consignors, packers, loaders and consignees. Personally, I believe that OneSteel, 
which owned the steel, or made it, got out of it pretty lightly. If I had been a different sort of person and decided 
I wanted to sue someone or make someone responsible for that event, I would have looked at OneSteel. I believe 
that people who want to sell their product and get their product to an endpoint have a responsibility to ensure that 
it is carried properly. The driver of the truck—who was pretty much destroyed by the process, and, to my 
understanding, does not drive trucks anymore—was just a truck driver. People can say as much as they like 
about truck drivers having all this responsibility, but he was just a truck driver. He lived in the regions. His 
knowledge of physics, I think, would not have been that flash. Unless he was instructed how that load should 
have been tied down, I am not surprised that he did not tie the load down properly, even though I might have 
thought that chaining the steel to the back of the truck would have been a useful process. I do have an interest in 
the consignors, packers, loaders and so forth, and the receivers of the product. Members need to ensure that those 
issues are considered in the legislation.  

The second reading speech states that these matters will be moved across into the Road Traffic (Authorisation to 
Drive) Bill 2007, but does not state how they will be applied. I know we do not want prescription bills that state 
all that sort of thing, but my point is that it is very simple to say that this is of no consequence to anyone, when in 
fact it is of huge consequence to people. There was certainly a huge consequence to me, Brenda Adams’ family 
and a whole raft of people around her. The legislation will change the mode in which these incidents are dealt 
with.  

The second reading speech states — 

The national model focuses on heavy vehicles only. However, Western Australia has extended the 
requirements to all vehicles to maximise the road safety benefits. 

My telephone has rung hot since the harvest started this year on the question of trucks carting grain to sidings. It 
is the hottest issue in my electorate now. Even though it is now some months after the harvest has finished, 
people are still ringing my office on this issue. The reason is that when a wheat paddock is being harvested and 
the truck is filled up, the load can easily vary a tonne due to the quality of the wheat. No-one alive can look at 
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that load of wheat and estimate the weight. Without scales it is an impossible task. People fill their trucks to a 
certain level, in the belief that they are within the law, and drive to a Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd grain 
receival point. Trying to do the right thing by its clients, the farmers, CBH took on a compliance role, which, in 
my view, it should never have taken on. When the farmers turn up, CBH tells them that they are overloaded, 
which involves a raft of important consequences that we are going to have to deal with.  

Point of Order 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: This is not a cognate debate. All the issues canvassed by the member for Avon do 
not relate to the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Bill 2007. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: You did not mind before. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: No, I said that I did not mind when the member said that he had already prepared a 
speech. However, we will canvass all these issues later. I would not mind members making a brief reference to 
the issues now, but this is a long debate that has absolutely nothing to do with the bill. I think, in this 
circumstance, that the member for Avon must indicate whether he will go through all of this again when we 
debate the relevant bill. I do not think it is appropriate for us to spend hours and hours on a bill that is not before 
the house. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): Minister, I note your point of order and I remind the 
member for Avon that he should reflect on the legislation before the house. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Madam Acting Speaker, I was trying to be quick, but I am happy to go slower. I can 
refer to clause 22 of this bill; in fact, I can refer to a range of clauses in this bill that relate directly to licences. I 
can extend my speech if the minister wants me to in order to relate every one of the issues that I have raised back 
to this bill—because they do relate. I was trying to be quick; however, I am very happy to take this slowly and 
point out how each of the processes that I have just talked about relate to a bill that authorises who in the 
community can hold a licence.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Rubbish; they do not relate to licences. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: They do relate and I am happy to have this little debate. If the minister wants to take 
that attitude, I will be very happy to take her on because I am quite passionate about these issues. It is not the 
packers or loaders of the consignment, but the driver who carts the load, who has to apply for the licence; it is 
the truck driver who has to accede to the conditions of the licence. This bill refers directly to licensing matters, 
including the consequences and conditions of holding a licence and how one gets a licence. All the issues that I 
have just spoken about are directly related to this bill. If the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure wants to 
talk such nonsense, I am happy to get into each of these bills until the cows come home! I could do it, because 
these are issues that cause enormous pain to my constituents.  
A few years ago—we agreed to these changes—if a person living in my region wanted to get a licence, they 
went to the police station and got a licence. What do they do now? They whistle Dixie and look out the window. 
That is what they do. A person cannot get a licence in the region, even if he wants to. Not a chance! Many of the 
calls to my office are from young people who want to get jobs—maybe in the mining industry or the transport 
industry—and who want to get drivers’ licences. These young people ring the metropolitan licensing office or 
the Northam licensing office only to be told, “Yes, we are happy to give you a licence—in three, five or six 
months’ time!” Employers are saying to these young people that they need to have a licence to do a particular 
job, and some young people need to get a licence to get a better job somewhere else. Does the system work for 
these young people? Is this bill going to work for them? I am here to tell the minister that it will not work. I was 
trying to gently say that this bill and this minister are kicking my people in the ankle every day of the week. A 
raft of people out there are trying to get on with their lives but have been stopped by the administration of the 
road traffic legislation. I will be passionate about these issues, because they hurt the people of my constituency. 
Tony Lizack, a fellow from my electorate who had a couple of offences, went to court just a few days ago. At the 
time he was prosecuted for a previous offence he was not told by the magistrate about any driving conditions 
attached to his driver’s licence. His driver’s licence does not mention any conditions. He was later charged with 
driving while having in his bloodstream a very small amount of alcohol—much lower than .05 per cent. 
However, at the time he was charged, the police said that a condition of his licence was that he must have a zero 
blood-alcohol reading or only a very small reading. When the case went to court, a solicitor who was sitting at 
the side of the court and who was not acting for Mr Lizack pointed out to the court that he had no charge to 
answer because the Road Traffic Act says that such offences have to be fewer than five years apart, and his 
offences occurred 10 years apart. Nobody had picked this up. The police did not pick it up, licensing did not pick 
it up, the department of transport did not pick it up, and he faced the prospect of losing his licence. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 12 March 2008] 

 p748c-760a 
Mr Murray Cowper; Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr John McGrath; Mr Max 

Trenorden; Ms Alannah MacTiernan; Acting Speaker 

 [10] 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: The Acting Speaker will hear me asking for a lot of extensions; I am happy to get 
into these debates. 

Had this solicitor not picked up on this, Mr Lizack, a small business operator in the country, would have lost his 
licence for breaking a law he had not broken and his business would have been severely affected. That case 
applies to this bill; it applies to the administration of licensing. How does somebody get it that wrong? How is it 
that when a police officer—I presume it was a police officer—rings the licensing office, nobody knows enough 
to be able to tell the officer that this person has not committed an offence? 

The transport executive and licensing information system is a disaster. People wait three or four months to 
receive fines for speeding through Multanovas. Justice is no longer done, because it is no longer immediate. 
Months after the event in question, people get the photograph and they have to try to remember where they were 
and what they were doing and so forth. 

Another issue for country people—particularly for young people in my region, who occasionally do wrong or 
stupid things—is the loss of their jobs because they do not have a licence. That is not an infrequent event. 
Licensing is a significant matter for country people. They cannot go to school, to the doctor, to the shops or to 
work unless they have a licence. There is no train to Mandurah in the regions, so licensing is a really important 
issue.  

National Party members support change, but we want to know just how this process will work. The Road Traffic 
(Authorisation to Drive) Bill 2007 is important if it affects a farmer’s ability to cart wheat to the handling bins, 
and raises the risk of prosecution for doing so. This is a question of fairness. That was the point that I was trying 
to make. Nobody can look at a loaded truck and know exactly what the load weighs. If people are to be 
penalised, in some form or another, for making a mistake, this bill needs to make provision to draw out that 
penalty. It is fundamental.  

The third paragraph of the explanatory memorandum mentions approved compliance outcomes for road safety, 
infrastructure and the environment. They are all critical issues. I, along with other members, have attended Road 
Safety Council meetings—a bipartisan process that is not bipartisan at all. The Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure stood in this house some time ago and made it clear that some of the things that regional people 
want to look at in terms of safety will not be looked at. Road safety issues are really important for country 
people. I drive country roads—the York-Williams Road, for example—where there are a considerable number of 
trees metres from the side of the road that kill or seriously injure people. The statistics are that people on country 
roads get killed, whereas in the city people get injured. That is not always true, but the majority of people who 
have the type of accidents that we are talking about—single car accidents—in the country are killed; a lot of the 
people in single car accidents in the metropolitan area are seriously injured. Both are serious problems. However, 
local governments that know there is a tree on the side of the road that should go are not allowed to remove the 
tree. They are not allowed to remove a rock or make a provision for the creek or whatever is near the road that 
could take someone’s life. We are being told that, under the road safety aspects of the road traffic bills, that will 
not happen. What will happen is that we will have to reduce our speed so, if there is a tree, we should go past it 
slowly! 

Mr P. Papalia: You did not attend on Monday, did you? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: No, I have given it up. 

Mr P. Papalia: It is getting a bit frustrating because there was one person from your side of the Parliament at a 
parliamentary reference group on Monday. Now you are coming here and saying complete falsehoods. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I wrote to Iain Cameron and told him I resigned; that I will not participate anymore 
because I am being used to bring in rules that the government wants to shove down my throat and I will not be a 
part of that! 

Mr P. Papalia: You don’t like hearing what they say! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I will not be a part of it! There is no way that I will stand in my constituency — 

Mr P. Papalia: You wouldn’t know; you weren’t there! How would you know? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: — in a few months’ time and say, “Oh, the only way to save your life is drive 
slower.” 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I was part of the process. 
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Mr P. Papalia: You are completely irresponsible. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: There is absolutely no way that I will be a part of it! 

Mr P. Papalia: You are acting in a completely irresponsible fashion. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: How many forums has the member for Peel held? 

Mr P. Papalia: Every one of them. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: How many have you held? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas): Order!  

Mr P. Papalia: I have held one. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I held one too, in fact, I have held two! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I remind members that it is very difficult for Hansard to hear the 
conversations across the chamber, so I ask the member for Avon to direct his comments through the Chair and 
for the member for Peel to limit the interjections. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker, I am happy to comply as usual.  

I held two forums in my area; one was at Muresk Institute where the age group ranges from about 18 to 25-plus 
year olds and the other was an open forum in the town of Northam. I heard what my constituents had to say 
about road safety. Reducing the speed from 110 kilometres an hour to 100 kilometres an hour is not on their 
agenda. Removing some of the really serious risks to people on roads is on our agenda, but we have been told by 
the minister that it is not on her agenda. As has been said before, I will not attend these meetings so somebody 
can point at me and say, “But you were a part of the process.” There is no way that I want to be pointed out as 
part of the process that told regional people they must reduce their speed and that is the only thing that we will 
do because to reduce the speed costs the state government nothing! However, the government will put in 
roundabouts throughout Perth and grow roses in the middle of them because they save lives. Save lives. What a 
load of nonsense!  

Again, this is why I get emotional about road safety issues. A few months ago, at the end of the last football 
season, I went to the wind-up of the Quairading Football Club and a very likeable, very talented young man in 
that town is the coach of the reserves. He was listing the great players in the team and burst into tears. This is a 
fellow in his late twenties and three Quairading people in his age group had been killed that year in a road 
accident. That has a significant impact on people. In my office of four people, all of us have experienced the 
serious impact of the death of people close to us, so we take this extremely seriously. I do not accept the fact that 
I have not attended Monday’s meeting as criticism of me. I take it the other way; it is my sign to my constituency 
that I will bat for them. I will bat strongly for them and I will not just lie down and say, “Reduced speed limits 
are going to save all of your lives”, because it will not. 

I will not talk about demerits systems and those sorts of things; I will leave that to other people. However, 
infrastructure is another matter. What did this Minister for Planning and Infrastructure do to the central 
wheatbelt? She whipped $2 million out of road funding and it is gone. What will happen in the next few weeks? 
We will hear from the federal government that funding to the state will reduce by one per cent. When the 
government hears that Mr Rudd, whom the Treasurer is so much in love with, will whip money out of Western 
Australia to put it in other states, will it go into bat for regional Western Australia? I will tell members what it 
will do: it will whip more money out of regional Western Australia so Perth keeps on getting what it needs. Less 
money will go to those regional roads; that infrastructure, which is so critical, such as one-vehicle bridges, 
bridges that are well beyond their time, shoulders on roads that are appalling, corners, trees — 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Member, when was this money taken out of the wheatbelt?  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: About two years ago; the government put it into the south west. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Right, and where else? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: In the south west. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: And Kalgoorlie. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: It is not out in the wheatbelt. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Members opposite had a series of ministers who were wheat farmers and there was 
outrageous pork-barrelling. We adjusted it; we did not take it out of the regions, we just decided that — 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I agree that you outrageously pork-barrel road funding, minister! I agree; that is one 
of the minister’s strongest points. The government has no interest in the regions; it funds some parts of the 
coastal regions and some Labor Party seats in the north and the rest of us get peanuts. You are the greatest pork-
barrelling transport minister that there has ever been! 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We spent more money on Muirs Highway and more money on Brookton Highway, 
and we have so many seats down there—it’s just incredible! 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Who spent the money on the Brookton Highway? Hon Eric Charlton started that 
process a decade ago and what the minister was doing was spinning the tail-end of that process on a program that 
was put together not by Hon Murray Criddle, but by Hon Eric Charlton. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: You might have put a program in but you did not actually spend anything on it. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Is the minister talking about the Brookton Highway? 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: When we came into government, you had hardly spent a thing! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: On Brookton Highway? 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Yes. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: In its time the Brookton Highway was significantly upgraded; some $40 million was 
spent there about seven, eight years ago. That is how much the minister knows about her portfolio! 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Seventeen years ago—that was a Labor government! My case rests. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: There was a great amount done on Brookton Highway in the Roleystone, Karragullen area — 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: That is not what the member for Avon is talking about. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: It is what I am talking about. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: No, you are not. It is not the region. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I had a situation about seven or eight years ago, whereby people in the town of 
Beverley were talking about having a flying doctor in Beverley because the Brookton Highway was of such poor 
quality that people with back injuries, cancer and those sorts of problems could not bear to be taken down the 
highway in an ambulance. The Court-Cowan government improved the stretch of the Brookton Highway from 
the metropolitan area to Brookton. The minister knows that full well. The spin that she throws out does not help 
the debate.  
The issue about linking roads to vegetation so that animals and birds can survive in the regions is really quite 
important. A lot of times, the corridors that link large sections of vegetation in the regions are the road verges. 
Many people have put a lot of time and effort into trying to get those processes working so fauna can move, be 
more secure and more able to survive in a pretty harsh environment, which we have recreated. Some 
communities have left very little bushland in their shires. It is important that these linkages are done. Again, 
those things will be a part of the road traffic bill. It is important that we look at that process. 
Again, on safety: many, many years ago I had a look in Europe and other places at what were called inland ports. 
In our current situation, we need to get product on the rail and the pressure will come on. The cost of fuel, road 
safety, and the lack of infrastructure going into the regions from this administration means that there will be a 
really hard push to get as much on to rail as possible, which I think nearly everyone in this chamber will support. 
However, that process is also about safety. It is about trucks being on roads, and it is about who is able to get a 
licence and who will control all that. Therefore, there will be a significant change to move from the current 
system under which much of that is done by the police. I have just pointed out that there is already a 
disconnection between the police and the licensing people in the case of Mr Lizack. It was a very serious matter 
for Mr Lizack. His small business and his ability to get around and carry on his trade hang on his licence. If he is 
unable to drive, his business will have significant problems. Therefore, the move away from the police to the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure has already caused a raft of disconnections. We will want to know 
from the minister just how these things will work. We will not be lulled into a false sense of security when we 
are told that these matters will not impact on current arrangements relating to driver’s licence matters. Of course 
they will. 
When we had the last debate about the ability of people to get licences in the regions, we were told that the 
licensing centres would be resourced. Have they been resourced? No, they have not. I am grateful that in 
Northam the centre operates for one extra day. However, people are still ringing my office saying that they 
cannot get an appointment and, therefore, they cannot get a licence. It is fair enough that people do not get a 
licence on their first go. It should not be the case that they do. However, people often have to go back to these 
centres a number of times to get licences, and unless these licensing centres are resourced, it will impact on 
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country people. People who drive cars, people who drive light trucks and people who drive heavy transport 
vehicles will all be seriously impacted by these bills. Therefore, I will also be involved in the consideration in 
detail stage of this bill. I was going to do that lightly, but I can now assure the house that I will be passionately 
involved in these bills. 
Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House). 

[Continued on page 775.] 
 


