
1378 [ASSEMBLY]

?iitttatlie Aeermbly
Tuesday, the I15th May, 1979

The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

PETITIONS
Fictitious Signatures: Statement by Speaker

THE SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): I find it
necessary to make a statement concerning the
presentation of petitions in this House.

It has been brought to my attention that in the
case of some petitions recently presented there is
evidence that fictitious names have been used.
Among the names which I believe to be falsely
presented as petitioning Parliament are "Sir
Charles Court, no fixed address", and the names
of well-known film actors, entertainers and
cartoon characters. The list includes lames Bond,
John Wayne, Dick Tracey, Mickey Mouse and
others.

Whilst this may be amusing to the people
responsible I must consider the end result to be an
affront to Parliament, bordering on contempt.

I am aware that in certain instances efforts
have been made to delete some of the spurious
signatures. I appreciate this, and recognise it as a
responsible action on the part of those whose task
it may have been to gather the petitions.
However, I must remind members that, as far as
this House is concerned, the responsibility for the
orderliness of the petition is placed exclusively on
the member presenting the petition.

The presentation of a petition in the knowledge
that numerous fictitious signatures were attached
is regarded in May's Parliamentary Practice as a
contempt of the Parliament.

I advise all members to be very cautious in the
presentation of petitions in future. A summary of
the chief rules and our usual practice is available
to members in leaflet form, and I recommend its
use.

I would also indicate that, should further
instances of the kind to which I have referred be
brought to my notice, the petition will be ruled
disorderly and returned to the member.

Mr.H. D. EVANS: Mr Speaker, could you
indicate in how many instances such names have
been used? Is it a widespread practice, or has it
occurred on only a few occasions?

The SPEAKER: It is not a widespread
practice, but quite a few cases were reported in
respect of a petition recently received. Such

names did not appear on only one sheet of the
petition form; they appeared on a number of
shents, and they were separate instances. I simply
draw the attention of members to the fact that it
is their responsibility to ensure that petitions
conform with the Standing Orders or the
Legislative Assembly. 1 am sure members will be
aware that Standing Orders place on the member
presenting a petition the responsibility to ensure
that it conforms with Standing Orders.

TRANSPORT: AIR FARES

Intrastate: Petition

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [4.34 p.m.]: I have a petition to
present. As far as I can see it contains no
fictitious names. Indeed, it has been looked at by
my office. All petitions that come to this House
through my office are checked and names are
ruled through if we believe them to be fictitious,
rather than risk offending the House.

Mr Carr: It is only in the petition which was
presented by the Minister for Transport that that
practice was adopted.

Mr DAVIES: My petition reads as follows-
To:.
The Honourable the Speaker and Members
of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in
Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned-
1. Believe that, in line with reductions in

overseas and interstate air fares urgent
moves should be made to reduce
intrastate air fares in W.A., because
residents who are situated long distances
from Perth:-

* face heavy financial burdens as a
result of costly air travel within
W.A.

" are forced to rely almost entirely on
air travel as a means of
communciation because road travel
is arduous and uncomfortable.

" are unable to visit relatives and
friends or conduct business in Perth
or the Eastern States on a regular
basis because air fares are too high.

" are unable to take advantage of
cheaper flights because air fare
costs are too high to travel to
overseas departure points.
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2. We note that:-
* intrastate air fares in W.A. are

generally more expensive than other
States.

* the growth of tourism in the
northern parts of our State is being
hampered because of costly air
travel.

* high air fares are a possible
disincentive to people settling in
remote areas.

* the State Government has powers
under the Transport Commission
Act to influence the costs of air
fares within W.A.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that
you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears the names of 1 080 signatories
from the Kimberley. I certify that it conforms
with the Standing Orders of the Legislative
Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

See petition No. 69.

TRANSPORT: AIR FARES

Intrastate: Petition

MR McIVER (Avon) 14.35 p.m.]: I have a
petition which is couched in the same words as
that just presented by the Leader of the
Opposition. It is from residents of the Pilbara and
Gascoyne regions and contains 613 signatures. I
certify that the petition conforms with the
Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

See petition No. 70.

RAILWAY: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Closure: Petition

DR DADOLIR (Subiaco) [4.36 p.m.]: I have a
petition concerning the withdrawal of the Perth-
Fremantle railway service. It is couched in similar
terms to previous petitions. I have checked
carefully the signatures, and have deleted only
one name. It bears 337 signatures, and I certify
that it conforms with the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

See petition No. 71.

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

ACT'S AMENDMENT AND REPEAL
(RkOAD MAINTENANCE) BILL

Mfessage: Appropriations
Message from the Governor received and read

recoinmending appropriations for the purposes of
the Bill.

BILLS (3): INTRODUCTION AND
FIRST READING

1. .Electoral Act Amendment Bill (No. 2).

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr O'Neil
(Deputy Premier), and read a first
time.

2. I ron Ore (Hamerslcy Range)
Agreement Act Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr

Mensaros (Minister for Industrial
Development), and read a first time.

3. Government Employees (Promotions
Appeal Board) Act Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr

O'Connor (Minister for Labour and
Industry), and read a first time.

LEAVYE OF ABSENCE
On moinby Mr Bateman, leave of absence

for six days granted to Mr Bertram (Mt.
Hawthorn) and Mr Hodge (Melville) on the
ground of urgent public business.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL
(ROAD MAINTENANCE) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from the 8th May.
MR MdlVER (Avon) [5.15 p.m.]: Mr Speaker,

the measure to repeal road maintenance tax
which is now before us is strongly opposed by the
Opposition. We are not opposed to the abolition
of road maintenance tax but we are certainly
opposed to the raising by a levy on fuel of a
further $4.5 million.

First of all, I want to question the legality of
the Bill, because nowhere in the second reading
speech or the Bill has the Government indicated
that such a levy is legal. 1 firmly believe the Bill
impinges on sections 90 and 92 of the Australian
Constitution, which relate to excise and trade
between States.
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Members are well) aware that similar legislation
operated in New South Wales and South
Australia for one year. The Government of New
South Wales received from the fuel tax it imposed
a sum of $16 million in one year. The
Government of South Australia received $11
million in one year, and then the legislation was
repealed. I am fully aware of the difference
between a levy on retailers and a levy on
wholesalers. However, why would a Government
which received $16 million in one year repeal the
legislation after only' 12 months? I think the
reason should be indicated to this Parliament.

In the limited time available to me to research
this area, I have found that a strong legal
challenge to the legislation could have been made
in. New South Wales and South Australia, and if
that is so the legislation in this State could also be
challenged. This is the first grey area of the Bill:
legality has not been clearly defined.

In addition, we see an increasing tendency in
the policies of the Fraser Government to pass on
responsibility to the States. This happened in
regard to pay-roll tax, but when that tax was
taken over by the States all States had
complementary legislation. There is no
complementary legislation in relation to a fuel
tax, although the Federal Government encourages
its imposition. The Opposition wants to know why
there is no complementary legislation, particularly
as, under the Bill, the Government will have
power to increase the levy in following years, in
the same way as pay-roll tax has been increased
from 2V2 per cent to 5 per cent. Under the
provisions of the Bill now before us, the levy on
distillate and petrol also could be increased. I
would like clarification of that matter.

It is a hotchpotch of a Bill. It is like a
swagman 's bluey-no-one knows what is in it. We
have seen a variation in the figures in a matter of
days. In answer to a question without notice
today, the Minister provided a net figure, but as
the debate unfolds I will produce evidence to the
Parliament indicating that the net igure is not
correct. I say in fairness to all concerned that it is
very difficult to arrive at a net figure such as this
when there is no breakdown. The consumption of
diesel fuel is terrific and I know it is very difficult
to arrive at an accurate net figure so that the
correct calculations can be made. However,
putting that aside, the revised net figure provided
by the Minister today will still have a detrimental
effect on the motorists of Western Australia who
will bear the burden of the legislation.

Let us go a little further into the real reason the
Bill is before us. It will be necessary to have your
indulgence, Mr Speaker, to cover the background.

In the first instance, we had the stand of the
owner-drivers at Razorback Mountain in New
South Wales and the confrontation which
followed with the Federal Minister and State
Ministers throughout Australia, who were
unanimous that road maintenance tax should be
abolished. However, we must not overlook the
reduced allocation for roads which has been given
to the States by the Federal Government.
Western Australia has had a shocking and shabby
deal in relation to the allocation of road funds. It
is not necessary for me to bore members with
figures and statistics. All members have heard in
Address-in-Reply debates and other debates
about the reduced allocations to Western
Australia since the present Federal Government
has been in office. The responsibility for this Bill
to replace the money lost by the State really lies
in the Federal Government's court.

I have previously indicated to the House the
situation in regard to oil parity prices in Australia
but it is necessary to mention it again. The
present situation in regard to oil pricing is the
greatest national scandal in the history of
Australia. We know the cost of production of
crude in Bass Strait is between $3 and $4 a
barrel, approximately. The cost of Middle East
crude, even with profit built into it, is about the
same. Despite what the oil companies say, and
despite the OPEC prices, the cost of production at
the wellhead is similar in the Middle East and
Bass Strait. So there is a discrepancy of $11. Who
gets that? Where does the $11 go? The Federal
Opposition was keen to have a resource tax placed
on the price of crude so that the allocations of
road funds to the States could be increased.

The situation will deteriorate because in July,
1979, a greater proportion of the oil parity price
will be allocated to the oil companies in Australia,
and in 1985 they will get the lot. President Carter
of the United States has already foreseen this and
is erdeavouring to place a wholesale profit tax-a
windfall profit tax-on the companies. To enable
that to be done, legislation must be passed
through the Congress of the United States and I
do not like President Carter's chances, because in
tackling the oil companies and the oil lobbies he is
tackling a body with strength. Of course, the oil
lobby in this country is no different; it is a very
powerful organisation.

But here is a real scandal and I recommend
that members of this Parliament familiarise
themselves with the matter and go into it in depth
to see how the people of Australia are being
ripped off in the price of fuel. A levy is to be
placed on the price of fuel to motorists in this
State to subsidise these big companies.
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In 1977-78 the Federal Government received
$850 million in revenue from excise on crude oil
alone. Can anyone tell me we are getting a fair
bite of the cherry, when we consider that figure
and the reduced allocation of road funds to this
State? What is wrong? Cannot the State
Government prepare a good case for its
counterpart in Canberra? What kind of case is it
putting up for the fastest growing State of
Australia?

I understand the Premier of Queensland could
have torn out his tongue by the roots after stating
that road maintenance tax should be abolished.
This is what has followed. It is all very well for
the Federal Minister to say it is a State
responsibility and the States must come up with
alternatives, when the Federal Government
obtains millions of dollars in revenue. It is time
the people of Western Australia had a close look
at this matter, instead of accepting the statements
made by Federal and State Ministers in
Parliament. I repeat, it is the greatest national
scandal in Australia's history.

I cannot understand why there is such haste to
have the Bill debated and passed through this
Parliament so soon after it was introduced. The
House is rising on Thursday night and I have no
objection to debating it, but I am looking at the
implications of the Bill. Too little time has been
allocated to us to obtain information and opinions
from those engaged in the transport industry.
When the Dill is passed-as undoubtedly it will
be, because the Government will use its majority
in this House-it will have a great effect on the
Consumer Price Index, and Certainly on the price
of goods, because the increases must be passed on.
There is no alternative, and as the debate unfolds
I will elaborate on-that aspect.

The Federal Government is very concerned at
the present level of social service payments, and
particularly the unemployment benefit payments.
However, the difference between the cost of
production of the oil and the OPEC price we are
paying is $2 000 million per annum. I would like
members to think about that for a minute, and to
work out just how much the oil companies must
be receiving. Of course we know the Federal
Government must kowtow to the oil companies
because of the companies' contribution to the
Liberal Party funds. This statement has been
made in the House before, but it needs repeating
in the present context.

Let us look at the people who will be affected
by th 'is legislation. Firstly, I will speak about the
4c per litre increase on diesel fuel.,

Mr Grewar: It is 3c.

Mr Mel VER: No, I am referring to the figures
in the Bill.

Mr T. H. Jones: They don't know a thing.
Mr Mel VER: The Ic levy on motor spirit will

bring in $14.3 million per annum, and the levy of
4Ic per litre On automotive distillate will bring in
$4.3 million. The abolition of the 50 per cent
concession on vehicle licences for transport
operators who were paying road maintenance tax
will amount to $2 million. That gives a total of
520.6 million.

It was estimated that the. abolition of road
maintenance tax for the 1979-80 year would
mean a loss of $6.3 million;, the 20 per cent
reduction in motor vehicle licence fees would
amount to $9.2 million; the abolition of the
concdssion for diesel cars and light trucks would
amount to $0.6 million. That is a total of $16.1
million, so that the net additional revenue would
be $4.5 million.

Let us now consider the new sources of
additional revenue, and in doing this I am
assuming that the Minister's figures are correct.
The levy on motor spirit is to be 0.9c: per litre
which will amount to $12.8 million per annum.
The 3c per litre levy on diesel fuel will amount to
$5.7 million. The abolition of the 50 per cent
concession on vehicle license for transport
operators paying road maintenance tax will
amount to $2 million, making a total of $20.5
million. It is estimated that the revenue lost by
the abolition of road maintenance tax will be $6.3
million. The 20 per cent reduction in motor
vehicle licences will amount to $9.2 million, and
the concession for diesel cars and light trucks,
50.6 million, making a total of $16.1 million. That
is a net increase in revenue of $4.4 million, based
on the revised diesel estimates of 190 million litres
per annum.

Following the confrontation with the truck
operators, the Government seized on the
opportunity to make up for the shortfall in the
allocation of road funds from its counterparts in
the Federal Government. The motorists and the
public generally will have to pay for the
federalism policy of the Fraser Government.

From the way the Bill is being rushed through
the Parliament it is quite obvious that the Main
*Roads Department is getting very short of funds.
Perhaps the department has no funds at all to
commence its 1979-80 work programme. This
lack of funds is due to the federalism policy of the
Eraser Government and our own Government's
failure to present a strong enough submission for
additional road funds. Other States seem. able to
obtain road funds, but Western Australia cannot.
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So the Government chooses to place this impost
on the motorists of Western Australia to make up
the shortfall.

My leader tonight asked questions about the
net figure, and I propose to leave him to comment
on this because he has additional information. 1
believe the amended figures given by the
Government on Thursday night are still incorrect.
Of course, it is very difficult to know what will
happen to the people who will be affected by the
legislation if we do not have a correct net base
figure.

Members will be aware that the Opposition
proposes to move amendments to this legislation
during the Committee stage. I trust that these
amendments will be given serious consideratiirn
and not just wiped aside because the Government
wants the Bill through as it is printed.

At this stage 1 would like to refer to the
subcontractors, the owner-drivers, and the road
hauliers who operate in Western Australia. I have
been contacted by many of these people who,
strangely enough, have said that they would
prefer to retain the present road maintenance tax
system rather than operate under this legislation.
Many of them feel they will go out of the frying
pan into the fire. However, the Minister well
knows, in this particular field Of transport-

Mr BI. T. Burke: The Minister knows nothing.
Mr H. D. Evans: He is not very good at sums,

either.
Mr MOIVER: -particularly in view of the

present freight rates, Many operators are in dire
straits. I would like to quote some figures to
substantiate my remarks.

Let us take the case of an owner-driver of a
Mack design bogey drive with a tn-axle trailer.
The fuel bill for a Perth to Derby return trip is
5700, and I am making the assumption that the
trip is trouble free. After this legislation comes
into effect on the 1st July, the fuel for the same
trip will cost S913. When I met this deputation of
drivers, I was shown the actual dockets relating to
the fuel used on such a trip. This means that the
round trip from Perth to Derby will now cost an
additional $213.

-Let us now consider the owner-driver of the
same type of rig on a round trip to Melbourne.
His freight rate is £49 per tonnec and he carries 22
tonnes. Even if this owner-driver has a trouble-
free trip, on the increased prices he will be left
with a profit of $15 only. That is certainly not
sufficient money on which to raise a family.

Mr T. H. Jones: What about capital investment
on top of that?

Mr MeJVER: Transport drivers have told me
that if this legislation is passed in its present form
they face certain bankruptcy. These men told me
they will go on the dole, and in fact, many of
them feel they would be better off on the dole. I
believe the present unemployment figure is $111 a
week for a Miarried couple with two children.

The truck drivers who came to see me
presented evidence to show that for three weeks'
work they could look forward to a profit of $35
only. The Minister seems, quite amused about
this, but I wonder whether he would like to
receive $35 for three weeks' work. Perhaps the
Minister would like to check these figures himself,
and, if he does so, he will see that what I am
saying is absolutely correct. I do not think it is
anything to laugh about. No wonder the
Government has been in confrontation with the
truck drivers if that is the Minister's attitude.

Mr Skidmore: If you have an unfeeling nature
like the Minister has, it is quite understandable.

Mr McIVER: 1 would like to point out that 99
per cent of the owner-drivers are purchasing their
vehicles under hire-purchase agreements. Some of
them are paying as much as $2 500 a month. Of
course the immediate reaction from Government
members will be, "Well, why enter into such
agreements if you cannot meet the payments?"
However, at the time the contracts were entered
into these truck owners were able to meet the
payments. After this legislation is passed, they
Will go to the wall.

Let us take the case of a man who is in his late
50s and who has been in the trucking game ever
since he left school. How can he possibly diversify
his employment in the present circumstances in
Western Au~stralia? Certainly our State situation
has been aggravated by the policies of the Fraser
Government.'

I would like to make the point also that the
provision in the Bill relating to concessions and
exemptions does not go far enough. For example,
the Metropolitan Transport Trust should be
exempt from this levy,. If the MTT is not
exempted, public transport fares will rise. From
the research I have undertaken, it appears that
the rise in public fares will be from I I to 20 per
cent, if the MTT is not exempted from this levy.

Just imagine the effect of increased fuel prices
on people living in the Pilbara and the Kimberley,
What about the private contractors who conduct
tours around Albany, Bunbury, and in other Parts
of western Australia? Certainly this legislation
will have an effect on the tourist industry of
Western Australia.
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Earlier tonight the Minister, by way of
interjection, said that there would be no passing
on of costs. I do not go along with that statement,
and I am sure my colleagues agree with me.
Certainly I will have more to say on this during
the Committee debate.

Let us consider how this legislation will affect
the men on the land-our primary producers. In
1972 a survey on the cost of farm production was
undertaken, and this survey showed that fuel
accounted for 9 per cent of the farmer's gross
costs. If we allow for inflation, that figure would
be around 12 per cent today. Some of our farming
representatives may be able to support those
figures when they are speaking.

Mr Grewar: Most of this fuel was used in
tractors; that is what the figures were based on.

Mr H. D. Evans: A farm is dependent on
transport for everything, both inwards and
outwards. It costs the average wheat farmer about
$800 in fuel annually.

Mr Grewar: You would be wrong.
Mr H. D. Evans: Don't be stupid!
Mr McIVER: These figures were prepared by

the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and 1 have
no reason to doubt them. The member for Roe
claims they relate only to fuel used by tractors.
However, if he examines the figures prepared by
the bureau he will see they are accurate.

I have also been advised that the charge to
transport cattle and sheep from Esperance to
Perth will increase by 38c per head and 6c per
head respectively. I would be interested to hear
the honourable member's comment on that
prediction.

Mr Grewar: That may well be so, but we will
pick it up on the cartage of other goods in and out
of our farms.

Mr MeIVER: I sincerely hope that is the case.
This prediction was made by the Farmers' Union
of Western Australia.

Mr Grewar: They have not used the figures
correctly.

Mr Mel VER: I can assure the member for Roe
these figures are correct. It is anticipated the cost
of transporting sheep from Narrogin-the area
the Minister for Education represents-to Perth
will increase by 3c per head. The member for Roe
says farmers will be able to absorb these
increases: I do not know whether other farmers
would agree with him. In fact, if it does not rain
soon they might question him on that point.

Just to clarify this point for the member for
Roe, I intend to read from a letter written by the

Farmers' Union; it substantiates what I have said.
The letter states as follows-

The following represents our thoughts on
the proposed fuel levies.

The Farmers' Union has strong
reservations about the fuel levies proposed by
the government as a replacement for Road
Maintenance Tax.

In view of the abolition across Australia of
R.M.T., the Union considers that the Federal
government should totally reimburse States'
lost revenue.

The union is in full agreement with me on this
point.

Mr Rushton: We are all in agreement.
Mr H. D. Evans: Why don't you do something

about it? They are your colleagues.
Mr MO!VER: The Minister has not convinced

me he is in agreement on this point, The letter
continues-

Currently the Federal government collects,
via its fuel excise of 5.]155c per litre, about
$1,700 million. This excise was originally
designed as a road tax. Of the collection, only
about $500 million is returned to the States,
of which WA's share in 1979 was about
$64.5 million. To replace all the R.M.T.
previously collected by the States, the
Federal government would need to increase
its current allocation by only about $55
million.

However, in view of the State
government's apparent reluctance to demand
this increase, we are now faced with the
proposed 0.9c per litre and 3c per litre levies
on petrol and diesel.

The Union believes that the differential
between the two fuel levies is too high. A
more equitable levy would have been about
2c per litre for diesel and I c for petrol.

On figures supplied by the Bureau of
Customs and the oil companies such levies
would yield about S 18.5 million. This
estimate is based on petrol usage of 1.385
billion litres and 20% of 1.153 billion litres of
diesel. Both Figures relate to total usage in
W.A. for the year ended June 197$.

The gross figure of $18.5 million has to be
discounted by the approximately $4.9 million
foregone from R.M.T., and the alleged $8
million in vehicle licence concessions.

I do not intend to read the entire letter; it clearly
indicates the attitude of the Farmers' Union and,
just as clearly, that attitude is at variance with
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the views expressed by the member for Roe, who
represents a very large farming community. I am
certain that not everyone in his electorate would
agree with his interjection.

When the Minister replies to the debate I
would like him to explain fully to the House in
what way the interstate road haulier contributes
to the road maintenance tax imposed by the State
Government.

Mr Rushton: Would you like to tell me how he
did under the proposals of the Tonkin
Government? He did not pay at all. Under our
scheme he will pay the levy through his fuel
purchases.

Mr McIVER: We are dealing with the Bill
before the Parliament now; we are not discussing
what happened in the past.

Mr Rushton: You would want to forget that.
Mr McI VER: No I would not; however, I am

discussing this Bill. In fact, I doubt whether the
Acting Speaker (Mr Crane) would allow me to
reply to the Minister.

Mr Davies: I bet the Minister would like to
forget what he said on that occasion.

Mr McI VER: The Minister will be told in due
course what the Labor Government did in relation
to road maintenance tax; there are plenty of
members to follow me in this debate.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): Order!
You may answer the Minister only if you are
extending your argument.

Mr McI VER: Thank you for your indulgence,
Mr Acting Speaker. Modern transport rigs can
carry in excess of 200 gallons of diesel fuel.
Therefore, Western Australia will experience the
same difficulty faced by New South Wales and
South Australia when they imposed a levy on fuel
retailers. When that levy was applied, the road
hauliers simply drove straight through South
Australia into Victoria, and through New South
Wales into Queensland without stopping to refuel.
In that way, they did not contribute one cent to
the coffers of South Australia and New South
Wales. It is my understanding that thousands of
dollars are still owing to those Governments as a
result of this practice.

The same thing will occur when Western
Australia replaces its road maintenance tax with
a fuel levy; the trucks will carry additional fuel,
and will drive straight through to Ceduna, or even
Adelaide, before stopping to refuel.

I wonder why the South Australian and New
South Wales Governments did not apply the levy
on the wholesaler; this would have overcome the
problem of tax evasion.

We are told the damage to our roads is caused
by the big trucks, and that therefore, the road
haulier must contribute to this tax.

Mr Rushton: You just said he was paying too
much.

Mr McI VER: I did not say that.
Mr Rushton: You just said you knew a chap

making $700 who was required to pay $950 for
fuel.

Mr McI VER: I said that was what it was going
to cost him. The Minister must come up with a
more equitable arrangement, as I plan to detail in
a moment, when I move on to deal with
alternative plans.

Why is the Government acting with such haste
on this issue? Why do we not work in conjunction
with New South Wales, South Australia and the
other States to impose a more equitable tax than
the one presently being considered by this House?
We are rushing into this proposal like a young
bull into a paddock of young heifers-full steam
ahead!

Mr Rushton: There is not much chance of that!
Mr McIVER: We should adjourn the debate on

this Bill for a fortnight so that we know what the
other States are going to do; this will give the
Western Australian Minister a chance to discuss
the matter with his counterparts in the Eastern
States before coming back here with a scheme
which is more equitable and acceptable to the
transport industry.

It has been stated in the past that large trucks
mause most of the damage to our roads. However,
I question this assertion. One report in my
possession states as follows-

Enquiries have revealed that different
sized tyres have variable per square inch area
contact with the road surface and
consequently different weight ratios per
square inch. A 15 tonne semi-trailer with
14 x 10.00 x 20 tyres fully loaded would have
little more pressure per square inch of road
surface than a private family ear carrying
five people. The same unit running empty, of
course, would have far less.

There is a lot of merit in that statement. Let us
consider the case of a macadamised road, the
surface of which is cracking. A small car with a
small wheel base travelling along that road would
have its wheels inside the cracks and would do as
much damage as the larger vehicles. It would be
like drawing a sharp instrument across a polished
table. However, when we see large vehicles we
jump to the conclusion that they are totally

1384



[Tuesday, I15th May, 19791 38

responsible for the damage being caused to our
roads.

Mr Watt: It is rather interesting that on
Chester Pass Road, the side of the road on which
northbound trucks-which are empty-travel is
in excellent condition, whereas the southbound
lane, which is used by heavily-laden vehicles, is
badly damaged.

Mr McIVER: Other factors may be involved.
Mr Watt: The Main Roads Department

informs me that the damage is purely and simply
due to the heavily-laden vehicles travelling south.

Mr McIVER: From my research, and from the
reports produced on this matter, I strongly
challenge the contention that heavy vehicles cause
all our road damage.

Mr Watt: A certain amount of theory is
involved.

Mr McIV ER: Country Road Transport Service
Pty. Ltd. recently wrote to me in the following
terms-

The figures taken from "Oil and Australia
1976" reveal that the consumption of
automotive gasoline for that year was
1 232 011 kilolitres, or about 271 million
gallons, an increase of 121 million gallons
from 1967. Automotive distillate
consumption increased from 68 667 000
gallons in 1967 to 1 034 303 kilolitres or 227
million gallons in 1976, an increase of about
158 million gallons.

These figures do not include aviation
gasoline, power kerosene, automotive
distillate in bunkers, industrial diesel fuel or
fuel oil.

By applying I cent per gallon, or .25 cents
per litre, the result would be
(approximately)-
GaicEie 271000000
DiSijla 227000000D

TOTAL 498000000

The Main Roads Department Annual
Report for 1977 shows that the receipts from
Road Maintenance Trust Funds were
$4 617 296. The levy suggested under the
alternative scheme would attract an
increased amount.

So the basis of the objections from those in the
transport industry is the amount of $4.5 million
which the motorists in Western Australia will
have to find, because of the Government's failure
to get more money from the Federal Government
in a proper allocation of road funds.

I have touched on the subject or moad hauliers
and I shall now explain the increased costs to be
faced by this State's motorists because of the
provisions in this Dill. The figure I have in front
of mne is 3.4c per gallon.

With respect to the charges to the average
motorist with the motor spirit level at 4.5c per
gallon, the existing vehicle licence fee fr a
Holden Kingswood is $65.80, a Ford Falcon 500,
$65.80, and a Datsun 120Y, $31.25. With a Ic
reduction the figures would be 552.46 for' the
Holden, $52.89 for the Falcon, and $25.98 for the
Datsun.

This shows a $13.34 difference for the Holden,
$12.91 for the Falcon, and $5.27 ror the Datsun.
With a proposed fuel levy of 3.4c per gallon the
annual charge for the Holden Kingswood would
show an increase of $23.46. It would be the same
for the Ford Falcon.

Mr Rushton: Are you talking about diesel cars?
You are talking about 3.4c.

Mr McI VER: The increase for the Datsun
would be $14.01. The difference between the
existing licence fee and the proposed licence fee
and petrol levy would be $10.12 for the Holden
Kingswood, $10.55 for the Ford Falcon, and
$8.74 for the Datsun.

The figures 1 have given indicate that
thousands of motorists in Western Australia will
be contributing extra money because of these new
provisions.

Mr Rushton: Do you think the truck owners
should pay more?

Mr McIV ER: No, I think there should be a
more equitable situation throughout.

Mr Rushton: Do you- want the car owners to
pay l ess?

Mr McIV ER: I want the Federal Government
to help; I do not want anyone in Western
Australia to pay the increases.

Mr Rushton: We all agree on that.
Mr McIVER: The Minister has not convinced

me he is trying.
Mr Barnett: How long have you been trying?
Mr McIVER: If the Minister reduced the levy

by 0.025c it would, mean an increase of
approximately $10 per annum to mnotorists. This
would work out at 4.4c a gallon.

Does the Minister have in his mind the idea
that these increased levies are not going to affect
the cost of living in Western Australia?

Mr Rushton: What do you think of the Main
Roads Department's loss of $7.8 million since
October, 1977? Do you have any regard for that?
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Mr McOVER: Yes, I do.
Mr Rushton: You want roadworks carried out,

but the department has lost that amount since
1977.

Mr MOIVER: I have regard for that fact.
Mr Pearce: The Minister has failed the State

miserably by not getting Federal funds.
Mr McIVER, Does the Minister think there

will be no increase in the cost of living for people
in this State when the Bill is passed? Does the
Minister think there will be no increase in the cost
of the transport of goods? The Minister should
understand that any such increase is passed on to
consu mers.

Mr Rushton: It won't affect large vehicles
going to the north, because their tonnage is
cheaper.

Mr MOIVER: I concede the point made by the
Minister. Those who have been honest when
compiling their returns will be better off.

Mr Rushton: Do you want them to be
dishonest?

Mr McIVER: The Minister should put the.
matter in perspective.

Mr Pearce: He has probably changed the figure
since he started speaking.

Mr MclV ER: Cartage costs in Western
Australia will be increased by 23 per cent.

Mr Rushton: Is this cartage into the north?
Mr McIV ER: I am referring to the

transportation costs of goods to all parts of
Western Australia. There will be an increase of
23 per cent. That figure includes freezer traffic as
well.

Mr Rushton: There is a reduction in the cost
for freezer trucks overall.

Mr McIVER: I have made an allowance for the
reduction.

Mr Rushton: Due to these changes, the freezer
trucks will be cheaper to run.

Mr MOIVER: I stand by my figure of an
increase of 23 per cent. This is the basic reason
that I want the Minister to defer the Bill so that
we can get together with the various transport
operators and the counterparts of the Government
in New South Wales and South Australia. We
should thrash out these matters with the people
concerned.

Mr Rushton: We have done that.
Mr McIVER: The Minister amended the

figures only.
Mr B. T. Burke: How can you raise $4 million

extra and not charge people more?

Mr MOIVER: The Minister does not know the
course South Australia and New South Wales
will follow,

Mr B. T. Burke: He does not know what the
Premier is going to do. He is the worst Minister in
the world.

Mr Skidmore: He does not know what anyone
is going to do.

Mr McI VER: This matter has been researched
thoroughly by the people in the transport
industry. I am not referring to the union section
of the industry. I am referring to the people'who
will be affected by this increase, It is plain that
there will be an increase of 23 per cent in the cost
of the transportation of goods throughout
Western Australia. The people cannot afford to
pay this increase.

Sir Charles Court: Do you say the transport
costs will go up 23 per cent because of this
legislation?

Mr MclV ER: That is what I am saying.
Mr Rushton: How about supporting that figure,

because that is not correct.
Mr McIVER: I have arrived at that figure

based on the information supplied to me.
IMr B. T. Burke: How can you raise $4 million

extra without it costing more?
Sir Charles Court: He said it will go up 23 per

cent.
Mr B. T. Burke: He said it will raise $4 million.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): Order!
Mr McIVER: I should like to know the position

in relation to boat owners. Will they receive an
exemption?

Mr Rushton: Diesel driven boats will receive an
exemption.

Mr McTVER:. This situation is not clarified in
the Bill. The Minister says there will not be a levy
on diesel engines in boats, but I should like to
know the position in relation to petrol driven
boats.

Mr Rushton: Let us deal with the one you were
talking about first.

Mr B. T. Burke: But what about petrol driven
boats?)

Mr Rushton: It affects everybody.
Mr MeIVER: I should like this matter

clarified, because the position as it appears in the
Bill is not clear. Proposed section 47N(2)(b)
reads as follows-
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(b) an amount as . prescribed for the
purposes of this paragraph in relation to
that period for every litre of diesel fuel
wholesaled by the applicant in the year
ending on the 31st day of March last
preceding the date on and from which
the licence will be in force and used in
propelling diesel engined road vehicles
on roads.

The Bill does not say there will be an exemption
for petrol driven boats.

Mr Davies: They do not run on roads, so the
Minister ignores them.

Several members interjected.
Mr McIVER: Do I understand from the

interjection there will be no exemption for boat
owners who have petrol engines?

Mr Rushton: We are not involved with the
exemptions which apply with the Commonwealth
fuel tax. We are not involved in that.

Mr B. T. Burke: What is the answer to the
question-yes or no?

Mr McI VER: I cannot hear the Minister above
the interjections.

Mr Rushton: I said, by way of
interjection-and this is what you will need to
check-the fact is we are not involved in a fuel
tax. We are involved in the licensing of a
wholesale outlet.

Mr B. T. Burke: What does a wholesale outlet
sell?

Mr MciVER: Will boat owners receive an
exemption for their petrol engines?

Mr Rushton-. Whatever attracts an exemption
now, will attract an exemption in the future.

M r Pearce: Boats do not get an exemption.
Mr Rushton: They get an exemption from the

fuel tax.
Mr McIVER: What does the Minister mean

when he says that it has nothing to do with us?
Mr Rushton: I say an exemption applies for

diesel powered boats.
Mr McI VER: Concessions are given in this Bill

to road transport vehicles and stock cars.
Mr Rushton: That has nothing to do with this.

That is in the Road Traffic Act. It is not
contained in the legislation to which you are
addressing yourself at the present time.

Mr !vcIVER: I want to know the situation in
relation to the owners of petrol driven boats.

Mr Rushton: There is no exemption.
Mr MOIVER: That is all I wanted to know.

Mr B. T. Burke: You took long enough to tell
us. You should have known that.

Mr McIVER: It is plain from what has been
said tonight that the Opposition is not happy with
the Bill in its present form. We challenge the
legality of it. We want it clarified. We want to
know whether the Crown Law Department has
examined the Bill and approved it, We shall be
saying a great deal more about this matter in the
committee stage.

We feel the amount of money which will be
raised as a result of this legislation is far too
great. We believe strongly that a more equitable
situation should apply.

We urge the Government to make stronger
representations to its counterpart in Canberra,
having regard for the amount of money the
Federal Government receives as a result of fuel
taxes.

We on this side of the House oppose the
legislation.

Sitting suspended from 6.)15 to 730p.m.n

Mr MeIVER: Prior to the tea suspension I had
almost concluded my remarks. However, I still
seek~ clarification as there seems to be some
confrontation between me and the Minister with
relation to diesel boat owners. I would like the
Minister to indicate how diesel boat owners will
obtain the exemption.

Let us assume I have a boat and I take it to a
retail outlet and have the tank filled. How would I
know whether or not I had received the exemption
on the diesel fuel? I would like the Minister to
clarify the position.

Mr Rushton: The question of exemption has
nothing to do with the State or me. It has to do
with the Commonwealth fuel tax. I understand
the diesel boat owner applies to the appropriate
place-i1 think it is the Bureau of Customs-and
receives his exemption certificate which he takes
to the retail outlet. He then obtains the
exemption.

Mr McIVER: I seek the Minister's guidance.
From my understanding of the Bill I would say
the position requires clarification, In the
Minister's secondl reading speech he referred to
diesel railcars, power houses, boat owners, and the
like.

Mr Rushton; You will see it has nothing to do
with the State. The question you are asking is the
province of the Commonwealth. We are not in the
excise business. We are licensing the wholesale
outlet.
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Mr Mel VER: Let us assume I am a boat owner
and 1 go to the wholesale outlet-

Mr Rushton- With your exemption.
Mr O'Neil: You would do exactly as you do

now.
Mr McIVER: How do I know I have received

the exemption when I am presented with a bill
for, say, $18.60?

Mr O'Neil: You do exactly the same as you do
now-precisely the same.

Mr Rushton: If you are a boat owner you apply
for a certificate of exemption which you present
when you get your fuel.

Mr McI VER: I do not want any confrontation.
I merely want clarification.

Mr Rushton: That is the position.
Mr McIVER: The second point concerns the

Transport Commission employees. Some of the
officers have- been with the commission for a long
period and have been responsible for the
administration of the road maintenance tax.

Mr Rushton: They are being looked after.
Mr McIVER: It is all right for the Minister to

say that, but we must consider the matter further.
The Transport Commission will still be the agent
in relation to the collection.

Mr Rushton: Very few will be involved in
that-very few.

Mr Mel VER: When the Minister replies to the
second reading debate I want him to elaborate on
this point because although they will be cared for,
under the Public Service Act officers can be
transferred from one Government instrumentality
to another. I want the Minister to put himself in
Gilligan's shoes. Supposing a person has been in
the department for a long time and a grade IV
position becomes vacant. Hei could be the next
person in line for the position and would normally
be appointed to it, but then one of these people
from the Transport Commission could be
transferred to his department.

Mr Rushton: You have already said that you
support the repeal of the road maintenance tax
which employs these people.

Mr MeIY ER: That is all right, but these are
the matters we must discuss so that those involved
know exactly where they stand. The Minister has
said that they are being looked after, but I do not
think the situation is clear. As I have said, one
employee could be in the instrumentality for 22
years and then, just when he is expecting
promotion, he finds that a person has been
transferred from the commission and is given the
position.

Under the Bill we are discussing, such a person
may have to get the position. These are the
matters we must consider more closely. Whether
two or 12 people are involved, they deserve to
know what their future is likely to be. particularly
if they have been in the Public Service for 20 to
25 years. It(I were in their position I would want
to know,

Sir Charles Court: Are you talking about the
road maintenance staff?

Mr McI VER: Yes.
Sir Charles Court: That has been the subject of

discussion between the Public Service Board and
the Civil Service Association. Their future has
been discussed and I gather that a satisfactory
conclusion was reached.

Mr McIVER: If the Premier says that is the
case, 1 will accept it. However, we must consider
the position of a person who has been acting in a
grade IV position when the officer concerned was
away on annual leave, long service leave, or sick
leave, and who could find that he was not
appointed to the position permanently because
one of these other officers was transferred to the
department and received the appointment. I know
how I would feel in those circumstances and I
know how most members in the House would feel.
I would not be too happy with the situation.

This is one aspect which requires further
clarification, irrespective of discussions between
the PSB and the CSA.

Sir Charles Court: Is not the CSA the body
which normally looks after these people?

Mr Mel VER: Yes, but we are changing the law
and all these aspects must be clarified. However,
the Premier has assured us that this particular
point has been discussed and perhaps there will be
no repercussions. I have my own views on the
subject because I have seen this sort of thing
happen before when recessions have occurred in
Government departments. I am not referring to
the Transport Commission, but the situation has'
arisen in certain Government departments.

Of course the Public Service in this State works
under an Act of Parliament, the same as- other
Government departments do. I trust that when
the Minister replies to the debate he will refer to
that aspect. The officers in the Transport
Commission, who have been assigned specifically
to deal with infringements of the road
maintenance tax legislation, have done a very
good job over the years. Surely their services
should be recognised and they should not be
disregarded. For that reason, I have raised this
matter during the present debate.
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I feel I have traversed the areas of concern
which have been expressed to me by many people.
I again say the Opposition opposes the Bill in its
present form.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [7.41 p.m.]: This Bill, and all the
dealings associated with it, have the makings of a
great scenario. We have had crises, we have had
drama, and we have had confusion. I suggest we
have a great scenario for a Gilbert and Sullivan
type comic opera. That is what the situation
seems to be turning into. An clement of comedy
was introduced when, if I remember correctly, the
Minister for Transport did not read page 6 of his
notes. It was only after this was pointed out to the
Minister by the member for Avon that the
Minister was able to bring the contents of page 6
into the debate. We thank the member for Avon
for that. I suppose it is understandable that as the
Minister left out a complete page of his notes we
have the element Of Crisis, the element of drama,
the element of confusion and, indeed, finally, the
element of comedy. However, this measure is
much too serious to be treated in a flippant
manner.

Mr Laurance: Will you add pathos?
Mr DAVIES: No, I will leave that to the

member for Gascoyne; he does it extremely well. I
will b looking to that element at a later stage of
the debate because unquestionably every truck
driver and every person associated with the use of
diesel fuel and petrol, in the Carnarvon area, is in
favour of this Bill! The member of Gascoyne will
want to tell those people about it.

Mr O'Connor: They were not in favour of the
Bill put up previously by the Labor Government.

Mr DAVIES: At present we are not debating
what we did five years ago, but if the Minister
would like me to remind him of a few comments
by the present Premier, the Present Minister for
Transport, and the present Minister for Labour
and Industry on a previous occasion, I will do so.

Mr O'Connor: You said you would abolish road
maintenance tax, but you did not.

Mr H. D. Evans: You would not let us.
Mr DAVIES: I would be happy to remind

members opposite that the present Premier said
then that the road maintenance tax was iltost
equitable and most just, and he could not think of
anything better. The Premier used the words
4.equitable" and "just". I am quite prepared to
quote a few more words, but I imagine
Government members would be too embarrassed
to listen to what they said during the debate on
that occasion.

Mr O'Connor: I will listen to you, if you will
listen to my comments.

Mr DAVIES: Because this is likely to be a long
debate, we will not traverse again what was said
in 1973. However, I am prepared to take that
action if members opposite so desire. We will deal
with the Bill which is before us tonight, and I see
that I have your eager assent, Mr Speaker;
desperately eager! We will deal with the Bill, the
alternatives which might be available, and we will
make some suggestions of our own with regard to
it.

I will get back to the first point I made about
crisis, drama, confusion, and comedy.

Mr O'Connor: You have not made a point yet
with regard to the abolition of road maintenance
tax.

Mr DAVIES: If the Minister is to try to
destroy the debate by inane interjections-

Mr O'Connor: You mentioned a comic opera;
the clown is on his feet.

Mr DAVIES: If the Minister is not able to
keep quiet, I will deal with his interjections one by
one, and I will deal also with any other
interjections. We will delay the Dill as long as
members opposite like. Members opposite can set
the pattern, and they can set the pace, and we will
meet them.

Mr O'Connor: Get onto the Bill which deals
with the abolition of road maintenance tax.

Mr Ski dmore: He could if you were to shut up-
Mr DAVIES: If the Minister would do what

the Premier often tells us to do-"Just shut up for
two minutes"-I could finish my statement. The
Minister does not like that.

Mr O'Connor: I will, on condition that you
control your members.

Mr DAVIES: If the Minister is prepared to
keep quiet for two minutes I will be delighted to
proceed with debate on the Bill. I will deal with
the aspect of crisis. The Bill came forward in an
swiosphere of absolute crisis. In fact, every stage
of the handling of the Bill since it was first
mooted has been dealt with in an atmosphere of
crisis. It was conceived in crisis.

I want to remind members that not many weeks
ago owner-drivers throughout Australia mounted
the most militant campaign yet seen. I do not
think it was as successful in Western Australia as
it was in the other States. It was most effective in
the Eastern States. There was a great campaign
of road blocks throughout Australia, and certainly
there was a crisis at that time because it was quite
evident the owner-drivers were going on strike.
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They did not care what inconvenience they caused
as long as they got their way.

In the confusion of that crisis the Government
acted quickly and readily bowed to the demands
of the owner-drivers. Only a week or so after that
event employee truck drivers decided to go on
strike for better conditions and better wages.
Some of those people were employees and some
were owner-drivers, but what did the Government
do? The Government introduced draconian
legislaion-special legislation; crisis legislation.
The Government said that it would fix these
people once and for all. They were employee truck
drivers, subcontractors, and the like. They
considered they were getting a raw deal, and still
they have not received any great result from the
positive action they took on that occasion.

What was the Government's speci al crisis
legislation to deal with the situation with regard
to owner-drivers? The crisis legislation turned out
to be a complete capitulation to them. The
Government said that road maintenance tax
would be abolished. The crisis was over and
everything was fine. However, a new crisis was
upon the Government. If the road maintenance
tax was to be abolished, what was to replace it?
What was to be the method of raising this $6
million which the Government needs, and which it
has to have-and which we acknowledge it has to
have-to attract matching grants from Canberra?

We all know the serious situation with regard
to grants from Canberra. We know what is
happening to this State under new federalism, of
which the Premier is the prime author and which
every other Premier in Australia wants to see
abandoned. However, the other Premiers cannot
convene a conference because the Premier of this
State will not agree. The Premier of this State
will not agree to a conference because he was the
prime author of new federalism.

Mr O'Neil: What makes you say that? What
about verifying the fact that the Premier will not
attend a conference in Canberra?

Mr DAVIES: I am quoting what appeared in
the Press. He elected to be silent on that. The
Premier said he was not interested and that he
would not go. Hamer wanted a special conference
because he was in trouble in Victoria. He wanted
a special conference in order to get out from
under. Our Premier said he would not go and that
he was staying home. It did not matter how much
he embarrassed the rest of Australia. It does not
matter that Western Australia is down $133
million over the past three years.

As I have said previously, the next thing we can
look forward to is a second tax, which will be a

State income tax. Our Premier alone, of all the
Australian Premiers, has agreed to bring in State
income, tax legislation. He has promised to bring
it in during this session of Parliament.

This is the situation we are in. We know the
position regarding funds from Canberra is
desperate and we know the Government must get
this amount of money so that it can attract
matching money. We have no objection to that,
but that is where our agreement with the
Government stops. We do not agree that the
Government should have the opportunity to raise
an extra $4.5 million, increasing the tax by 70 per
cent and ripping off the public of Western
Australia an amount of $4.5 million. That is
where our objection lies.

Mr Rushton: Don't you think the Main Roads
Department should maintain its road funds?
What about unemployment?

Mr DAVIES: Listen to them crying about
unemployment! Tell us about the poor age
pensioners and a few of the other people for whom
the Government does not care a fig. Immediately
something like this happens the Government
starts worrying about women and children, the
unemployed, pensioners, and so on. It has nothing
to do with them. What this Bill is dealing with is
bad economic management and bad economic
Policies.

Mr O'Connor: You do not care about the
unemployed.

Mr DAVIES: Of course we do, and we care
about pensioners, women, and children; and the
record will show it. If the Minister looks through
Hansard he will find out whether or not we care.
He should have a look at some of the utterances
of Government members.

Mr O'Connor: You have proved you do not
care.

Mr DAVIES: What a ridiculous thing to say!
Imagine throwing in that kind of red herring
about the unemployed and pensioners! Good
heavens! The Minister suggests that is what this
Bill is all about. It is about no such thing. It is
about bad economic management and bad
economic policies, and about ripping an extra $4.5
million-an increase of 70 per cent-off the
public of Western Australia.

Let us come back to the crisis on the
Government's hands when it found it had to
replace the tax it said it would abandon. I have
already said we agree to replacing the tax in an
equitable manner. But what did the Government
do?
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Last Tuesday the Bill was rushed into this
House, but by Tuesday night it was quite
apparent there were many misgivings. If you
attend meetings in your party room, Mr Speaker,
you will know there were misgivings about the
Bill in the party room. There were misgivings in
the corridors, in this House, and in the bar, and it
was quite apparent the Government was in
trouble about the effects of its Bill. That is the
crisis the Government was facing on the Tuesday
night.

By Wednesday, of course, these rumblings had
erupted and special meetings of the dissidents had
to be called. They' were made to toe the line at
special meetings in this building on the
Wednesday morning, and the Government
thought the crisis was over. It thought it had
everyone under control and that once again the
requirements and demands of Cabinet would be
met. The Minister, for Transport was able to
arrive here, quell the revolt, and put everyone
back in his place.

By Wednesday night the internal Government
crisis had been replaced by the seeds of another
crisis. There was crisis upon crisis. The first
rumblings were heard around Perth and around
the corridors, and rthe Press soon heard about
them. Were the Government's figures correct?
That was the question. Were there serious
mistakes in the Bill? Were the Government's
calculations out by millions? Not $100 000,
$20000, $60000, or even $1 million or $2
million, but it transpired they were out by $3.5
million. The news media had this information.

The crisis had developed nicely by Thursday
morning through word getting out that the figures
were incorrect, and frantic phone calls were made
from all over Australia to the Bureau of Statistics
in Melbourne. When we got onto the bureau we
were told ours was the Fifth call it had received
that morning. We had our own figures and we
thought the Government's figures were wrong.

It is to the credit of the member for Mt.
Marshall that the matter was brought into the
open. lie has been doing a lot of work on this
measure. Indeed, he had given notice that he
would move to repeal road maintenance tax.

Mr O'Connor: Are you supporting him?
Mr DAVIES: I am applauding him for

bringing the matter out. I should think the
Government would be grateful to him for pointing
out what turns out to be an obvious mistake. So,
what happened? There was a real crisis on our
hands by Thursday afternoon. The Minister and
the Premier were conferring behind locked doors.
The advisers were in the room next door,

surrounded by a mountain of paper and trying to
Find where they bad gone wrong.

Mr O'Neil: Were you looking through the
keyhole?

Mr DAVIES: Everyone knows about it. It was
such a comedy. There was such confusion that
one did not have to interest oneself in it. It came
to one. Everyone was talking about what an
absolutely monumental. mistake it was. The crisis
was really on.

So. how do we get out of it? Mr Speaker,
despite the fact I was on my feet before him,
when questions without notice were called you
were kind enough to acknowledge the member for
Murray as being first on his feet; and he, being
such a fan of Dorothy Dix, emulated her in the
best tradition by asking of the Minister for
Transport a question-

Mr Shalders: All my own work.
Several members interjected.
Mr DAV IES: -which the Minister was able to

answer very fully. In fact I think someone
interjected and asked, "is this a second reading
speech?" The answer was so long. Nevertheless,
the Minister's answer helped us and
acknowledged mistakes had been made but
claimed the Bill was not as bad as the
Government thought it would be. The
Government said it was able to drop 0.1 per cent
off the petrol tax and Ic a litre off the tax on
distillate. The Government said, "Aren't we
clever? We have not yet brought in the legislation
and we are reducing the tax." It is a magnificent
tactic. Some people were fooled by it. What they.
did not realise was that the Government would
still get an extra $4.5 million as a result. So. the
crisis was over, and the Government had
blundered.

Since the first words were uttered about this
legislation, it has become obvious that it is
unacceptable. It will have far-reaching effects on
people the length and breadth of the State. It will
involve millions of dollars of public money. It will
fuel inflation. It will hit hardest at country people.
It will rob farmers of the full financial benefit of
the rural revival which is currently occurring.

When the Minister rose last Thursday
afternoon it became apparent that not only were
the plans undesirable and dishonest, I would say,
but that the Government was absolutely
incompetent. It had made a complete blunder.
Indeed, I heard it called the "fool tax", not the
"fuel tax", and it was said the Minister could be
looked upon as playipng the title role. I cannot
recall such a monumental fiasco since I came into
this place in 1961.
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I can only repeat the Bill is typical of the
legislation the Government is bringing -to the
House. Time and time again last session we saw
Bills brought in one day and amendments put on
the Notice Paper the next day because the
Government had not done its homework. I do not
blame the Crown Law Department for that. The
department can do only what it is told to do. 1 can
blame only the Ministers themselves! who do not
give clear instructions and do not check the
legislation properly. We have been fiddling with
the legislation to try to recover the situation, but
it is not good enough.

I want to recapitulate about what has
happened, and I will give members the facts. The
Government proposed to forgo revenue totalling
$16.1 million. It said. "We will let that go." That
sum of $16.1 million is made up as follows-

million
Abolition of road maintenance

tax 6.3
20 per cent reduction in motor

vehicle licence fees 9.2
Concession for diesel cars and

light trucks 0.6

Total 16.1

The Government then proposes to raise revenue to
make up the loss as follows-

million
I c levy on motor spirit for 1979-

80 1.47 million litres. 14.3
4c levy on estimated diesel fuel

use 107.5 million litres 4.3
Abolition of the 50 per cent

concession for transport
operators paying road
maintenance tax 2.0

Total 20.6

So the Government intends to give away $16.1
million and raise an additional $20.6 million
which is an increase of S4.5 million-about 70 per
cent more than the Government would have
received under the old system.

This is not where it ended; this is where some of
the confusion and comedy started. On Thursday
we were told that the figures for the estimated
usage of diesel fuel were not correct. We were
told that the estimate of 190 million litres was
based on the actual figure for 1978 of 188.5
million litres;, the slight increase was no doubt to

allow for inflation. As a consequence, we were
told that the Government would raise $3.5 million
more than it thought it would raise and, as I have
said already, in a great rush the Government said
it would reduce the levy to 0.9c a litre for motor
spirit and to 3c a litre for diesel fuel or distillate.
The Government intended to get itself back to the
position it thought it was in in the first place.

I believed that the Government's figures were
still incorrect, and I questioned the Minister for
Transport about them. I was told this morning
that a letter had been hand delivered to the
Transport Commission fromn the Australian
Bureau of Statistics. The letter was to the effect
that because of the confusion the figures had been
checked, double checked, and checked again, and
that the figure of 188.5 million litres for 1978 was
not correct. The actual usage of diesel fuel during
1978 was about 192.5 million litres.

Mr O'Connor: Who was your adviser?
Mr DAVIES: I do not intend to rat on the

people who gave me this information. Goodness
gracious, Government members may indulge in
that kind of tactic, but when somebody tells me
something in confidence, I keep it in confidence.

Mr Rushton. But you haven't.
Mr DAVIES: I am not giving the name of the

person.
Mr Rushton: Oh yes you are.
Mr DAVIES: No I have not.-
Mr Rushton: There is only one person

involved-very discreditable.
Mr DAVIES: I am sorry, but more than one

person is involved. Perhaps later the Minister may
like to tell me the name of the person he thinks it
is, and I will tell him whether he is right or
wrong.

Mr Rushton: I would not break a confidence.
Mr O'Connor: You admit, like the member for

Balcatta, that you are getting leaked information.
Mr B. T. Burke: Don't be silly.
Mr DAVIES: If the Minister thinks that I

obtained the informiation from one or his staff, he
is quite wrong, so let us not talk about this
nonsense.

Mr B. T. Burke: You are the biggest disaster as
a Minister.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): Order!
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Members

will cease the cross-Chamber interjections.
Mr DAVIES: In other words, once again the

calculations made by the Government were
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wrong. The figure of diesel usage was out by four
million litres, which would bring in about
$120 000 under this measure. That is how good
the legislation is. That is how the confusion
continues.

Of course, I know that the State Government
will be happy to blame the Federal Government
because there is good mileage in blaming the
Federal Government. In fact, I do not mind
blaming the Federal Government myself, and in
the beginning of my speech I discussed its attitude
to road funds. However, in this instance I do not
believe the Commonwealth Government or its
agencies deserve to carry the blame. The
responsibility for this error rests fairly and
squarely on the Minister for Transport and his
department. In fact, the responsibility for the
error rests on the whole Government.

The Government tried to pass off its $3.5
million error by saying it had been given incorrect
information by Commonwealth agencies. As I
said earlier, we know what the position is; we
were able to check it quite adequately ourselves.
The member for Mt. Marshall already had this
information, and indeed, I believe that regular
figures in regard to the usage of diesel fuel are
supplied to the Government by the department.
Probably the Government did not know it had
these figures on hand all the time.

The blame for this enormous blunder lies with
the Court Government, and with nobody else. I
refuse to let anyone else accept the blame. Of
course the Minister for Transport is most
deserving of censure for what happened; indeed, I
believe the House should censure him. He stands
condemned, and he must be humiliated by his
own words in a reply to a question by the member
for Murray in this House last week.

Let us look at the shambles which have
Surrounded the bringing of this legislation to
Parlianment, and the consequences of its passage.
As I said earlier, it was brought here in indecent
haste and the amendments which the Minister
proposes to move to the Bill were veiled in secrecy
until this morning. Yesterday I asked the
Minister about them and he said that the
amendments were in the House. When I went to
check on this I was told that the amendments
were at the printers. In fact, we could not find out
what the amendments were until this Morning.
The Government has not accorded the Parliament
the courtesy it deserves. In fact, it has been
supremely arrogant in the way it has handled the
whole affair.

The Government thought it could use the
legislation to raise an extra $4.5 million. It sought

to impose an extra tax on Western Australians
and to provide itself with a regular long-term
fund-raising measure. I will deal with that aspect
very shortly.

The Government wanted to avoid the odium of
increasing vehicle licence fees and drivers' licence
fees regularly. So what did it do? The
Government had indicated already that it
intended to increase these fees to bring in an
add itionial $7.8 million, but now it is saying, "We
really do not want that much; we want only this
extra S4.5 million we are asking for; so really we
have done you a favour." That is another example
of the Government's incompetence.

How could the Government make a mistake
like that? How can the Government back-pedal in
th'-s wag? We were told that this measure went
before Cabinet for consideration, and apparently
Cabinet decided this was the way to do it. The
Government wanted a revenue-raising measure
which it could increase constantly without the
necessity to bring legislation before the
Parliament.

The Opposition is against rule by regulation.
We want matters such as increased fees to come
before the Parliament. We are against giving
carte blanche to the Government. If this measure
is passed by the Parliament in its present form,
the Government does not have to refer it ba ck to
the Parliament if it wishes to increase the levy.
Even an increase of O.lc a litre would bring in a
considerable amount of money, and the
Government could make such an increase as often
as it liked; it can use the pretext that Canberra is
being unfair to Western Australia.

This legislation will hit the country people. It
will hurt farmers the most, and it will raise the
cost of farm inputs-

Mr Rushton: Would you spell that out? You
are off the beam. How will this hurt the farmers?

Mr DAVIES: It will raise the cost of goods in
the country.

Mr Rushton: Why?
Mr DAVIES: People will have to pay

additionail freight on the goods they purchase.
Mr H. D. Evans: How do you think they run

the trucks?
Mr DAVIES: H-ow do the farmers take their

stock to market? How do the farmers get their
crops from the farms to the sidings? Is the
Minister intending to suggest that there will be a
great reduction in freight costs because of the
abolition of the road maintenance tax? The
Government intends to abolish road maintenance
tax and the loss from this- will be $6.3 million.
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However, it intends to raise this amount plus an
additional $4.5 million. How can the Minister say
that the farmers will be better off? What kind of
logic is that? The Government is saying, "We will
not take this $6.3 million from you; we will take
$10.8 million."

The Government is saying, "You will all be
better off, because we are only ripping off you an
extra 70 per cent." That is splendid logic, and it is
the kind of approach for which this Government
is becoming famous.

The Bill before us sets the rate of levy until the
30th June, next year. After that date the
Government may increase the levy at any time it
wishes to, and it may increase it to any amount it
wants to without bringing a Bill to Parliament. It
is all very well to say at this stage it is only 0.9c a
litre or 4.05c a gallon for petrol; and it is all very
well to say for diesel fuel it is only 3c a litre or
13.5c a gallon; it is still a considerable amount.
The Government is giving itself total freedom to
soak the motorist as often and as regularly as it
wants to, and we witl be doing something about
that in the Committee stage.

Every person who drives a vehicle in this
State-every country dweller and every farmer
included-should be aware that if the measure is
passed in its present form the fuel tax could be
increased by the Government secretly and at will.
Thai is what We must Worry about. Let thqse who
claim to represent country areas be mindful of
that when the time comes to vote.

Those are a few of the criticisms that we offer,
and I will recapitulate some of them. The
measure increases revenue by 70 per cent; it gives
the Government -total freedom of access to the
motorist's pocket in the future; it is inflationary; it
hurts country people; it attacks the benefits
farmers are receiving from the rural revival; but,
above all, the measure is shoddy, to say the least.

The Parliament has not been given time to
scrutinise the legislation properly. As I said, the
amendments were available only this morning. As
far as we can ascertain the road transport
industry has not been consulted. We have not
been made aware of the reasons that the
Government decided to replace road maintenance
tax with this measure as distinct from taking up
some of the other options available to it.

We believe the industry is entitled to express an
opinion on the matter;. and it seems no deliberate
attempt has been made to obtain its opinion. That
is a matter for great concern. Again, it is a matter
of the Government saying, "Let us get on with the
job. We will do what we want to do. Let the
dissidents protest; let the people who are being

manipulated and led protest as much as they like,
because they are not really protesting; they are
only being manipulated. Let them campaign; we
will go ahead with the Bill."

It is time indeed that we said, "Stop"; it is time
indeed that we let the people concerned express
their opinion; and it is time indeed that the
Parliament itself is given proper time in which to
consider the legislation-amendments. which
became available to me only this morning when
the Notice Paper~ was printed, which is not good
enough.

The road transport industry, as we all know,
has campaigned hard and brilliantly to end road
maintenance tax. It is entitled to be consulted on
the alternatives to that tax. I am sure that not for
one moment did members of the indAstry realise
that road maintenance tax would be replaced by a
levy of this type. I understand that much of the
road maintenance tax due to be collected was
never collected, and that hundreds of thousands of
dollars are outstanding at the present time and
probably will never be collected. Members of the
industry are aware of that and they know there
must be something to replace road maintenance
tax. Surely they are entitled to be consulted on
the matter.

This Parliament has a right to know why road
maintenance tax is being replaced with a tax on
fuel rather than, for example, a tax on tyres, or a
commercial licensing system. What options were
considered? Who made the reports? Where are
the reports? Why have we not been given the
information? We should have access to the urgent
reports prepared for the Minister.

I must say that the Minister raced off to the
east as fast as he could. Indeed, we were to go to
Geraldton for the opening of the fifth and final
wharf, but when the poor old Minister arrived at
the airport in the morning he was told by the
Premier to go back to his office and then to fly to
the east to see what was being done. It was proper
that he did so, and I admire him for it, because he
realised there was a crisis about which he had to
do something. We had to tender his apologies to
the people of Geraldton. They said they Were
sorry he was not present. I do not think I
conveyed that message to him, but I do so now.
Now that the people have found out what he was
up to, I am certain they will be very sorry he was
not there!

The fact remains that action was taken, reports
were prepared, and options considered; indeed, in
answer to a question without notice last week the
Minister said it was generally agreed this should
be the type of tax, When I suggested to him that
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all States should be on an equitable basis and that
one system should apply throughout Australia,
the Minister said the Government was watching
closely to see what the other States did. The
Government might have wanted to lead the way,
and I am quite happy for Western Australia to
lead the way at any time; but in a matter like this
we should consult with other States and
endeavour to achieve some uniformity throughout
the country rather than have Western Australia
lead the way in a bad manner. We have really got
ourselves into trouble over this.

From what the Minister said on Thursday
night, the Bill virtually has to be rewritten, and
we could not see it in its proposed rewritten form
until we saw the amendments. The few hours
available to us since the Notice Paper was printed
have been put to good use, but bearing in mind
the size of the amendments we must consider it is
only proper that we should be given more time.

You, Sir, know that all parties hold their
meetings on Tuesday afternoon, and the meetings
cannot be abandoned to consider matters such as
this; although I must say that our shadow
Minister for Transport has spent most of the time
dealing with the matter, as you probably gathered
from his speech tonight. How can we have any
confidence in the Bill in its present form if we are
not given time in which to consider it?

Last Tuesday the Minister introduced a Bill
which was supposed to be complete and proper.
That does not mean to say we agreed with it, but
it was supposed to be complete and proper. By
Thursday the Bill was in tatters. It was almost
unrecognisable. Of course, the same situation
could apply to the rewritten Bill we have today
because, as I have indicated, in one figure alone
there is already an acknowledged difference of
four million gallons; that in itself is not a huge
amount, but it shows the legislation is shoddy and
has not been properly thought out. The
Government shoufld withdraw the legislation and
reconsider it. I believe that is the kindest thing it
could do.

Of course, the Premier says, "No way; I do not
care what anyone else says about the Bill, we
want it to go through. It might be in tatters and
unrecognisable compared with the original Bill.
but it will go through. We will not call a halt and
let anyone else consider the matter and express an
opinion."

I believe we should abandon the measure at this
time and call the Parliament together in a week or
a fortnight-I think a fortnight would be better.
Let the Parliament reassemble when members
have had sufficient time to assess the matter. Let

us obtain the feedback we desire so much so that
we can legislate properly. Let us ascertain just
what the people who will be most affected by the
measure think of it. Everyone will be affected by
the measure, but some will be affected more than
others. We have until the 1st July. Indeed, I saw
in one of the newspapers that some of the other
States will not have their legislation passed by the
1st July. Road maintenance tax will not be
abandoned until the 30th June, and in the
meantime we should consider just what is the best
type of measure to replace this tax- In the
intervening period the Government should release
the reports of departmental officers on
replacements for road maintenance tax, and it
should consult the road transport industry. Of
course, the Government has shown no inclination
whatever to do that.

.Amendment to Motion

Mr DAVIES: Therefore, to give
Government the opportunity to reconsider
position, I move an amendment-

the
the

Delete the word, "now" with a view to
inserting in lieu the words "this day two
weeks".

If carried, my amendment will merely give the
Government sufficient time in which to reconsider
the Bill, rather than proceeding with the second
reading now.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [8.20 p.m.]: I
support the amendment moved by the Leader of
the Opposition. I have had the opportunity this
evening to browse through the debate which took
place in 1971, when a move was afoot by the
Tonkin Government to remove the road
maintenance tax. It was noticeable that after the
Bill initially was introduced and read a second
time, it remained on the Notice Paper for a
month before the second reading debate
commenced. During that time, a considerable
number of questions relating to all kinds of
matters associated with this tax, and how its
removal would affect the community, were asked
in Parliament and in the community generally.
Likewise, members of this Chamber must be
given the opportunity to ascertain exactly what is
proposed in this instance.

Incidentally, the least enlightening of the
speeches I read happened to be by the present
Minister for Transport who, in his usual form
dotted his "i's" and crossed his "t's". He did not
seem to have an original thought in his head, so
we would not expect him to change at this late
stage of his existence.
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Considerable debate took place on the 1971
Bill, with many speakers entering the debate to.
put their particular point of view-but only after
they bad fully acquainted themselves with the
various facts and figures associated with the
proposal.

The Opposition is anxious to learn the full
details of the Government scheme. Will the
Metropolitan Transport Trust be required to pay
this tax? The 1971 legislation exempted the MIT
from paying the additional tax because of the
inflationary effect it would have on running costs
and, naturally, fares. All these matters need
research.

As the Leader of the Opposition clearly pointed
out in his address, the abundant staff of the
Minister for Transport managed to miss many
points. Therefore, it is not wise for the
,Government to rush such an important piece of
legislation, through this House without giving
members the opportunity to examine the
implications of the many changes which look like
taking place. It will be the members who will be
accused of making blunders and errors for which
they are not responsible if things go wrong. We
should be given the opportunity to check and
countercheck the figures and all the criticisms
which may arise from the people who are likely to'
pay this sort of tax.

1 agree it is always a problem to determine just
what is an equitable tax; we will continue to
debate that point at a later Stage. 1 believe the
important issue now before the Parliament is that
members should be given a fortnight to study this
legislation so that we can return here and have a
proper, reasoned and rational debate on the Bill.
Undoubtedly, it Will Still have time to pass
through both Chambers before the end of June,
when the present road maintenance tax will be
removed.

I would like the answers to many questions
before we proceed with this debate. For example,
is it a fact that the oil companies are "jacking-up"'
on the Government's proposal and are threatening
to take certain action, or has the Minister been
able to come to some sort of agreement with
them? It would be ludicrous for us to-thrash this
matter out in Parliament and then find ourselves
at variance with the oil companies we propose to
licence and find we are unable to achieve what we
set out to do. These matters need thorough
examination, and I am sure it is not asking too
much of this legislative body to adjourn the
debate on this Bill for two weeks so that these
matters can be checked.

The Government has placed a number of
amendments on the Notice Paper. I agree that the
amendments relating to this Bill are not difficult
to understand. However, I should like 1o know
how they will fit in with the amendments, to the
complementary legislation1 the Road Traffic Act
Amendment Bill. These are important matters;
we need time to calculate the effect of the two
pieces of legislation in conjunction with each
other, so that we can ascertain whether people
will be worse off than they are now, despite the
fact that their vehicle registration fees are to be
reduced.

The Opposition has made its position quite
clear: To put it simply, insufficient information
has been made available to us. When the Tonkin
Government was seeking to abolish road
maintenance tax in 1971, the Opposition of the
day had ample time to examine the ramifications
of the proposed change; even then, it was very
critical of the limited amount of time it was given.

On this occasion, however, the Opposition has
been given minimal time to study the legislation.
In addition, it has been discovered the Minister's
second reading speech contained serious errors.
The Minister apparently had difficulty in
obtaining the exact figures on which to base the
fuel levy. He appears to have been badly
informed, which made matters most confusing for
a few days. Thie whole legislation has been
handled very badly, and certainly needs to be
straightened out before we proceed with the
debate.

I support the amendment moved by the Leader
of the Opposition.

MR H. 0. EVANS (Warren) [8.21 p.m.]:. I too
wish to register my support for the amendment
moved by the Leader of the Opposition; it is a
most reasonable approach and, indeed, a very
reasonable amendment; no-one can deny that on
any grounds: Nor can anyone deny that it is poor
government to introduce legislation of this
importance in the haste with which this document
has been presented. 'This Government-once
again-has acted with indecent haste. The
Opposition has grown used to this Government's
method of handling important legislation and I
believe that the community at large has grown
used to it.

The error of computation made by the Minister
for Transport was the classic of all time; an error
in excess of $3 million needs more explanation
than the Minister has given. It is not adequate
simply to say the error was the result of a
Commonwealth Government agency being at
fault.
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It is Of Paramount importance that not only the
Opposition but also those people in the
community who should have been, but were not
consulted be given further time to examine this
legislation.

The Premier should call for a Premiers'
Conference as a matter of urgency. Trhere is no
way that problems such as were encountered with
road maintenance tax will be overcome unless the
States adopt a unif ied approach to this new tax.
This Government has acted precipitously without
first examining its options and then making a
final determination of what it proposes to do on
the Ist July to replace the revenue lost by the
removal of the road maintenance tax.

For the lire of me, I cannot see why a Premiers'
Conference cannot be called as a matter of
urgency. It would enable full consultation to take
place between the States; they could examine the
problems each State could anticipate and which,
obviously, will be encountered.

A further point with regard to this is one that
will be expanded later in the course of the debate.
It is largely because of the Federal Government
that we are in the position in which this
legislation is before us tonight. It is the policy of
the Liberal Party and the National Country Party
that has wrought this situation that we face. We
are now trying to overcome the situation with
legislation that will have continuing and
unfortunate' if not disastrous results for Western
Australia.

But, it is not the Whitlam Government in
Canberra now. I can recall clearly some years ago
that the Federal Government was berated for
every single thing that happened, even though it
might have occurred overseas. It is quite
fashion~be-

Mr O'Connor: Did you not support the
abolition of the road tax?

Mr H. D. EVANS: Yes, of course. We
introduced legislation for the abolition of road
maintenance tax, but it was blocked in the
Legislative Council. Members opposite blocked it;
it is as simple as that.

Mr O'Connor: Was not your replacement
disastrous?

Mr H-. D. EVANS: Referring to the
relationship between the Federal and State
Governments, it is certain that they are spiritual
brothers-undeniably so. They are of the same
political ilk- Surely the free enterprise philosophy
applies to both. The State Government cannot
dissociate itself from the political parties in
Canberra. They are part and parcel of the same
system. It is the responsibility of the parties here

as much as it is the responsibility of those in
Canberra. The parties have to take responsibility
if the philosophy is to be adopted in the way
proposed here.

There is no excuse-there can be no
excuse-for the Government not making an
approach to the Federal Government in the light
or the fact that it is the responsibility of the
Federal Government as much as it is of the State
Government. The Governments will be judged
accordingly. Basically it is through the fault of
the Federal coalition Government that this State
is starved for road funds.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): I would
remind the member that we are debating an
amendment to delete the word "now".

Mr H. D. EVANS: And quite properly so. 1 am
just pointing out the need for this delay. There is
a need for eradicating the word "now" as a
procedural matter. Then we can indicate the
reasons for the inclusion of the further words
indicating a length of time. It is not an
unreasonable length of time we are seeking. It is a
length of time that we accorded when we were the
Government. We did better than that when the
situation was reversed. That is why I am
indicating the necesity for this time to be made
available for an examination of the implications
of the Bill before us.

I do not think I am taxing your tolerance, Mr
Acting Speaker, if I reply to the interjection of
the Minister. I point out that the Federal
Government is responsible for the entire situation.
It is responsible for the starvation of this State for
road funds and, of course, the unemployment that
this will create. The Minister made reference to
that point, saying that we were not concerned
about it. How concerned is his party? How
concerned is the Government in Canberra, when
it created this position? We have to make the
Federal Government see that the whole situation
is intolerable. That Government cannot expect
this State to continue to levy taxes in this manner.

I suspect that the problem is only just starting.
I have fears of what will come in the ruture, A
road maintenance tax of this kind may be
regarded as a growth tax, which can be expanded
at the whim of a Government. That is not
acceptable, because once the tax is imposed, we
can assume that it will continue. The tax itself is a
bad one-

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have some
difficulty in relating the remarks of the member
to the amendment that has been moved. I would
ask him to stick more closely to the amendment.
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Mr B3. T. Burke: They are quite excellent
remarks.

Mr Skidmore: And to the point of the
amendment,

Mr H. D. EVANS: I was endeavouring to
clarify the need to press for time for this
legislation to be re-examined by all those people
who are directly involved. It should be examined
or re-examined by the road hauliers' association;
by the Transport Workers' Union; by the MTT,
because it will be directly involved; by the shire
councils; and by the Farmers' Union. All these
people will be affected, not just in 1979-80, but
into the future. Once the tax is imposed, there is
little likelihood of it being abandoned. One knows
the way with taxkation. It took a truckies' upheaval
to bring about the rectification of this problem.

For these reasons, it is imperative that the
legislation be withdrawn for a matter of two
weeks only, during which time the Premier should
make every endeavour to have a Premiers'
Conference convened as a matter of urgency. He
should make every endeavour to have his Liberal
Party colleagues in the Federal sphere review
their attitude to this situation. He should make
every endeavour to examine, with the other
Premiers, the problems that can be expected. In
addition, there should be Cull and proper
consultation with those bodies in this State which
are directly involved. They are the bodies whose
incomes, whose whole commercial structure will
be affected. This is why consultation should have
taken place before now.

Mr Acting Speaker, I think perhaps you would
not forgive my trespassing on your tolerance if I
cited other pieces of legislation like the Rights in
Water and Irrigation Act Amendment Bill; like
the clearing bans that were imposed; like the
Control of Vehicles (Off-road areas) Bill; and the
treatment of the teachers and the treatment of the
unions. H-owevcr, I would not introduce those into
my remarks. That is the sort of treatment that
this Government, in its arrogance-arrogance
born of confidence in numbers-has brought
about. This is something that the State cannot
afford to tolerate any further.

It is vital that this legislation be examined
properly by those who have the greatest cause for
apprehension about it. For this reason, I support
strongly the amendment moved by the Leader of
the Opposition.

MR PEARCE (Gosnells) [8.38 p.mn.]: I hope
we will hear from the National Party on this-

Mr Stephens: You will hear us. Just wait. Don't
be impatient.

Mr PEARZCE;. We will be patient.

I think we are seeing tonight, and in fact over
the last few days, government by blunderbuss. In
effect, we have a Government that shoots from
the hip, and mostly misses. It introduces Bills, and
it tries to patch them up while they are before the
Parliament, and afterwards in some cases. I quote
as an example the off-road vehicles legislation
which we dealt with last year. However, the
epitome of the Government's attitude must be
found in this unfortunate piece of legislation
which the Government is trying to rush through
before the Parliament rises in order to allow "Sir
Sir Charles" to go overseas so that he can be
knighted For the second time by the Queen. The
Government has to rush this thing through,
despite the fact that it need not be done
immediately.

I shall deal for a moment with the set of revised
figures which the Minister issued tonight. They
are in fact inaccurate, a fact which is known to
the Minister and his adviser sitting in the
Speaker's Gallery. Ultimately we will not receive
his revised set of revised figures until after the
legislation has passed through the Parliament.
However, I will give to the House the figures that
the Minister has niot been prepared to give. I will
let the House know what in fact are the correct
figures in relation to this matter.

Mr Stephens: They still have not come up with
the correct figures.

Mr PEARCE: The third revised set is probably
wrong as well, as the member for Stirling points
out.

I was in New Zealand at the time of the
introduction of this Bill. When I arrived back I
saw an article in the Daily News which was
headlined "GOVERNMENT WILL RUSH
FUEL TAX BILL". I would agree it is a rush. It
is an intolerable rush.

The article states-
Sir Charles passed off the Government's

$3.3 million tax bungle and other anomalies
in the legislation as something not out of the
ordinary.

Here we have the Government making a $3.3
million error, while the Premier is saying, "This is
nothing out of the ordinary for my Government."
There are very few things said by the Premier
with which I would agree, but this is one of them.
Bungles of this size are not out of order for this
Government. It is a Government of bungles, the
like of which this State has not seen before.

The Premier said the Bill would not be
withdrawn or redrafted. We have the positive,
man-of-the-people Premier, Sir Charles Court,
saying, "No matter how much we bungle we will
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go ahead with the Bill. There is nothing out of the
ordinary for us to be more than $3.3 million out
in our calculations;, this is perfectly normal." The
Premier might have said it was somewhat better
than his Government normally does. In any case,
the Premier said his Government would charge on
"i rrega rd less", as the man on the television ad
says.

Let us consider the figures on which these
taxing measures are based. I am informed that
the Government's figures are still wrong-I am
not anxious to indicate the area from where my
information has come, otherwise the Premier will
have his lackies onto the people involved and have
them discharged forthwith.

The original basic estimate given to the
Minister for Transport was for 188.3 million litres
per annum. This estimate was forwarded to the
Department of Transport by the Bureau of
Customs. The Government rounded off that
figure to 190 million litres--one cannot expect a
Government to underestimate. It seems that if
there is a quid to be made this Government will
make it. However, when the Australian Bureau of
Statistics discovered the way in which these
figures provided by the Bureau of Customs were
arrived at, it was so embarrassed that one of its
officers was put to work to ascertain how
inaccurate the figures really were.

The ABS asked the Bureau of Customs what
figures it had sent to the Main Roads Department
and discovered the figures were wrong because it
had used the wrong base and the wrong relativity.
The ABS revised the figures and sent the new
figures personally by hand to the Commissioner
of Main Roads.

The previous figure of 190 million litres was
wrong and it should be 192.5 million litres. That
is the latest revised figure. The Minister for
Transport has not been prepared to present that
figure to Parliament. Undoubtedly the figure
would have crept out in a Daily News article if I
had not already had the foresight to put it before
Parliament tonight.

I am advised that the figure of 192.5 million
litres, which is the latest revised, revised
calculation, means an extra $125 000. per annum
to the State. That is a significant amount. One
might ask, "What is $125 000 compared with the
State's total revenue?", but fortunately we have
the Premier's word for it that it is a significant
amount. In an answer to a question without notice
asked by the member for Yilgarrt-Dundas, the
Premier indicated that a sum of $ 154 000 is a
very significant sum indeed.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): Order! I
hope the member can relate his remarks to the
deletion of the word "now".

Mr PEARCE: I thought it was obvious.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Not to me.
Mr PEARCE: What I am explaining to the

House is that the Government has bungled the
figures on which the calculations are based. On
the Premier's own admission in the Press the
legislation is not in perfect form. The Premier has
shown that it is in a most imperfect form. It
incorporates a bungle of $3.3 million. Despite
this, the Premier wants to rush the measure
th rough ,Parliamen t. I am arguing that we should
not rush it through the House. We have admitted
anomalies and corrections by the Premier. We
have the absolute inability of the Minister for
Transport even to rationalise the figures he has
presented to the House.

I have -demonstrated that even the revised,
revised figures are wrong, yet the Government is
arguing that the House should agree to this Bill
tonight. I am saying that is totally unreasonable.
These are the arguments I am advancing in
support of the proposition that we should hang on
for a couple of weeks so that the Government
perhaps can put forward revised, revised, revised
figures. That should be relevant to the argument
we are discussing with regard to the amendment
to delete the word "now".

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member need
not make sarcastic comments.

Mr PEARCE: I am prepared to accept that
your displeasure will be put forward by "chairal"
interjections, Mr Acting Speaker.

The ACTING SPEAKER: If I consider the
member is using unparliamentary terms I am
prepared to indicate that is the case.

Mr PEARCE: It is totally insulting that we
should be treated in this arrogant way by being
asked to consider Bills of this nature containing
figures as inaccurate as those presented and when
our daily newspapers have quotes from the
Premier indicating it is not unusual for anomalies
to be found in this type of legislation after it has
been introduced to Parliament.

It is as if the Premier were a drunken darts
player in the Nedlands Hotel throwing darts and
hoping that one of the missiles would strike the
right Figure. What sort of games is the
Government playing in this State?

One should cast one's mind back to the set of
circumstances that produced this legislation.
What irony it was. I sat here in this Chamber-a
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lot did not-until 11.00 a.m., having come into
the House at 4.30 p.m. the Tuesday before to rush
through legislation dealing with nasty, striking
unionists. We then found we had small
businessmen-private enterprise men-airing
their grievances while camped on Greenmnount
hill. The Premier, who had been fighting against
the abolition of road maintenance tax since 1971
and fighting bitterly against one of the most
equitable taxes in existence, gave in overnight.
The Premier and the Minister for Transport put
their heads together-perhaps there was a wit
between the two of them-and decided this
equitable tax had to go because the community
was being held to ransom. They decided the road
maintenance tax had to be abolished.

The Premier and the Minister then found they
had a hole in the Budget which they had to fill,
and between the Premier, the Minister, and the
department, they threw this taxing measure
together. It was a measure that would add $4.5
million to the burden the community already had
to face. They threw the measure before the House
even though deficiencies were found in it. I join
with my leader in commending the member for
Mt. Marshall in his questioning of the original
figures. Even when the deficiencies were shown
the Government did not have the decency to blush
or to withdraw the legislation. The Government
was not prepared to do its sums again and get out
the pocket calculatrs-or in the case of the
Premier, pull off his socks and count his toes-in
order to work out where the Government was
going.

We had the Premier saying he would rush the
legislation through. He indicated he was not going
to be deterred by the fact that there were
inaccuracies in the calculations, or by the
emotional clap-trap of people pointing out
accurately and factually that the Government's
calculations were out by $3.3 million. The
Premier said such miscalculations were not out of
the ordinary and he expected the House to go
ahead with the legislation irrespective.

I am strongly of the opinion that the House
ought to be given time to consider this Bill. More
importantly, the Government ought to be given
some time in order to get these calculations right.
The House should not accept the Government's
incompetence, its idiocies, and its inability to do
the figures in a way that is necessary for us to
understand what this taxing measure is all about.

We have had unbelievable things said to us
tonight. We have had the Minister himself telling
us that this was not even a taxing measure. He
said it was nothing to do with him, but that the

Commonwealth Government was in charge of the
whole thing.

The members on the front bench are a pack of
clowns. They have no Idea what is going on, and
they are wanting to rush this measure through the
House tonight, hoping to high heaven the public
servants will be able to sort everything out. They
are hoping the Government will make a dollar out
of it.

The Minister for Labour and Industry has been
interjecting, but at the paine time, doubtless he
was delighted with the discomfort being suffered
by his rival for the Deputy Premiership. The
Minister for Labour and Industry was having
trouble keeping a smile from his face as he saw
the votes amassing to his cause.

If the Government forces us to consider this
matter tonight, its incompetence will be shown to
the whole State.

MR COWAN (Merredin) 18.50 p.mn.j: The
National Party does not support this amendment.
Before the Opposition becomes too disappointed
about that, I believe it should realise, as does the
National Party, that back-bench Government
members are so regimented that it is obvious the
amendment will be defeated.

We believe discrepancies still exist in the
figures quoted by the Government. However, our
party, as a result of the research the member for
Mt. Marshall has been conducting into this
matter since 1969 in an endeavour to get rid of
road maintenance tax, believes it has adequate
factual information upon which to debate the Bill
before the House. I do not believe it will be of any
benefit to the House to wait for two weeks for
further information to come to light.

There is one situation in which a delay of two
weeks would be of some value and that is it would
enable consultation to take place with people
involved in the transport industry. However, I
certainly do not believe the Government will
provide any further information to the
Opposition. in fact, 1 am quite sure the
Government will provide no further information.

I believe one point should be made Very clear in
relation to the figures which have been produced
by the Government in regard to the Bill. We have
been using the information provided by the
Bureau of Customs and the Bureau of Statistics.
A claimi of adjusted figures has never come from
either of those two departments. The figures
which were given to my colleague, the member for
Mt. Marshall, when he convened a back-bench
committee to look at the matter of road
maintenance tax, have remained consistent
throughout the discussions on this matter.
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As far as we are concerned, the more time the
Government is given to contemplate the
legislation before the House, the more it is likely
to became confused about it. For those reasons,
we oppose the amendment.

MR B. T. BURKE (Balcatta) (8.53 p.mn.]: I had
not intended speaking, and I will be brief, but it is

*obvious from the fact that the Minister retained
his seat that he does not intend to make clear the
Government's position in relation to the extra
time sought by the Opposition tonight to study
what is a very important, complex, and involved
issue.

Perhaps it is true, as stated by the Leader of
the National Party, that the back-bench members
of the Government are regimented and their votes
are already cast in the form of the instruction
their Premier gave them prior to the amendment
being moved. But, if back-bench members of the
Government are proud that their Minister does
not even have the courage or intelligence to stand
up and explain to the Parliament Of Western
Australia why he will not grant a delay of one or
two weeks before debating the Bill, that is
something we, as members of the Opposition, are
not proud of.

From the very beginning of this issue the
Minister has demonstrated his incompetence. The
Government has handled the issue badly from the
time it was thrust into the position where it was
forced to act in a rushed fashion in the face of
industrial trouble which emanated from people
who have traditionally supported the Government.
From the first moment when the Government was
forced into abdicating from charging road
maintenance tax, it has handled the issue badly.

The performance of the Government to date
justifies the Opposition asking for additional time
to ensure that the people of this State are not
served badly as a result of what the Government
intends now to do. The fact that the Government
has acted without responsibility is illustrated
vividly by the refusal of the Minister to stand up
in this place and explain why a week's delay
cannot be granted so that the Opposition may
look at the legislation more closely. The fact that
the Minister has refused to do that has damaged
his credibility in the eyes of Parliament and in the
eyes of the Western Australian public.

A Government member: Rubbish!
Mr B. T. BURKE: Of course, it has. The

National Party has explained it will not be
supporting the amendment for whatever reasons it
likes to advance. Whether or not those reasons are
valid, at least the National Party has had the
courtesy to the Parliament of this State to say

that it will not support the amendment and that
the delay will not be allowed in so far as it has
any say in the matter. If tbe responsiblity is not
greater on the Minister or the Government, which
is the sponsor of the legislation, that is not a
proposition we can accept.

It is well for the Minister to bow his head down
and not stand up to answer, because every move
he has made so far in this debate has been wrong,
every wrong move he has made has been rushed,
and every wrong move has been condoned by the
Premier.

The Opposition is most unhappy that it is not
even being extended the courtesy of an
explanation by the Minister as to the reasons that
he will not agree to a delay which the Opposition
says sincerely and honestly it needs to consider
this legislation.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
MrT.'J.' Burke
MrC Cr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Mr Blaikic
Sir Charlt= Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne

MsCraig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Groer
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

Ayes
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Wilson

and a division taken with the

Ayes IS
Mr Jamiieson
Mr T. HI. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Slidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Bateman

Noes 28
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sprigg
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Sihon
Mr Grayden
Mr Clarko
Mr Sodeman

(Teller)

(Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on second reading) ResumedI

MR McPHARLIN (Mt. Marshall) [8.59 p.m.]:
It gives me a considerable amount of pleasure to
have the opportunity to speak in the second
reading debate on a move to replace the iniquitous
and. inequitable road maintenance tax which has
been operating in this State for approximately 13
years. It is very interesting to read the debates
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that went on when the measure was introduced in
the House in 1965,

1 have an extract from Hansard of Thursday,
the 28th October, 1965, on which date the former
representative of the electorate of Mt. Marshall
(the late Mr George Cornell) along with others,
spoke on the measure before the House. His
comments are very interesting. The Opposition
had strongly criticised the measure and raised
questions regarding increasing costs, particularly
in country and northern areas. The member
representing my electorate at the time made some
pertinent comments which I propose to quote
because I can distinctly recall discussing the
matter with him in some detail at the time, and be
was very much opposed to the measure. He said
he wanted to say something about the measure if
only to put right some aspects of Country Party
policy -as affected by the measure and which
appeared to have been overlooked. He went on
further to say-

Whilst its incidence there will be a lot
more onerous than in the other parts of the
State1 I might also say that it will have a
deleterious effect on the wheatgrowing areas
of Western Australia as well as the north-
west.

The tax, which has been in existence for a long
time, has had a deleterious effect, and I have been
opposed to it since those days.

On many occasions I have discussed it with
various members of Parliament and others before
I achieved the honour of representing the Mt.
Marshall electorate. The former member then
went on to say-

Admittedly it can be argued that this is a
service tax levied for a specific purpose; but
here again no account is taken of the
profitability of the concern that has to pay it
and, obviously, the concern will pass it on to
the consumer and, as the member for Pilbara
said ...

That is the way it has applied ever since. The
transport operator and the manufacturer have'not
been paying this iniquitous and inequitable tax.'The consumer, serviced by the road transport, has
been paying it.

For a long time many operators have evaded
the tax. So many of them have tried all sorts of
tricks to evade it, and, of course, many hundreds
have been prosecuted over that time. Some have
even ended up in gaol.

The former member for Mt. Marshall went on
to say-

The Country Party Policy has always been
to taper-off freight charges so that those
living farthest away are recompensed for that
disability. This tax does exactly the opposite.
Those living farthest out will pay more for
the privilege.

So it is evident that the honourable member was
quite apprehensive about the effects of the tax as
it was proposed to be applied. H-e went on to
further cruise the measure then before the House.
He said-

Parkinson's other law was that expenditure
always rises to meet the income.

He also criticised -the then Transport Board. He
then dealt with the vexed question of matching
moneys, and later I will comment further on this
aspect. It is the 'requirement of the
Commonwealth Government that a certain
quota-or matching moneys-be acquired by a
State so that the State may be allocated funds
from the income derived from fuel tax. In effect,
this means that those paying fuel tax actually pay
twice.

The former member for Mt. Marshall said-
Now we come to the very vexed question

of matching moneys which, incidentally, is
the guts of this measure, if I might use that
expression. The Bill has been introduced
specifically Wiih the idea of attracting more
matching money. It is a peculiar set-up. The
user of liquid fuel provides the revenue and
creates the source of the fund from which
this money comes. Having done that he is
taxed again for the privilege of receiving
something from a fund he has created.

How iniquitous it is! Tonight previous speakers
have referred to the fact that the Federal
Government has not agreed to the requests which
have been made from time to time by Premiers at
their conferences, and by Ministers, that the
Federal Government adopt the common-sense and
right attitude.

In other words, the Federal Government should
meet its obligations and not force the States to
raise money by taxes of this nature, like the one
which we propose to abolish, or by the proposed
alternative before the House.

So the debate continued, and to the credit of
the member who previously represented my
electorate, he made it clear to the House and to
the Minister concerned that he was not satisfied
with the proposal and would not support it. He
said that if a division were taken, he would vote
against the measure, and that is exactly what
occurred. When the vote was put there were 23 in
favour and 17 against, and he voted with the
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"Noes". Unfortunately, other members of his
party did not support him; but he had a
perception beyond the ordinary because, even at
that time, he was aware of the implications of the
measure.

Following the passage of the legislation I had
numerous discussions with him regarding it, and
the application of the tax. Accordingly, when I
eventually became a member of this House I
moved in the party room that a committee be
formed to investigate an alternative to the road
maintenance tax. The party agreed, and a
committee of three was established. With the
others on the committee I did a tremendous
amount of work, but I think I can fairly claim
that I did the greater bulk of it.

Finally a submission was made on behalf of the
Country Party to the then Premier (Sir David
Brand), and the recommendations made at that
time were practically the same as those in the
measure before us. The then Premier studied the
report and decided that there was good reason for
a further examination of the proposals, and he
appointed an interdepartmental committee to do
this.

The committee comprised Mr A. H. Tognolini,
Assistant Commissioner (Operations). Main
Roads Department, as chairman; Mr W. H.
Howard, Commissioner of Transport; Mr R. C.
Paust, Secretary for Local Government; Mr C. le
B. Langoulant, Senior Legal Assistant, Crown
Law Department; and Mr R. F. Boylen, Chief
Research Officer, Treasury Department. The
committee co-opted the services of Mr J. H.
Vance, Senior Research Officer of the Main
Roads Department as secretary.

The committee interviewed various
organisations throughout Western Australia and
examined our submission. The* committee
discussed the submission with the Farmer's
Union, the RAC, the Pastoralists and Graziers
Association, the Road Transport Association, the
Perth Chamber or Commerce, the Western
Australian Chamber of Commerce, the Country
Shire Councils' Association, and the Local
Government Association of Western Australia.

Following its deliberations, the . commi ttee
submitted a report to the Premier on the 10th
December, 1969, and it is found at the back of the
publication I have in my hand.

The final paragraph sums up really what the
committee recommended-or did not
recommend-to the Premier of the day. The
paragraph is quite significant, and it reads-

5. In conclusion it is considered that the
proposal would be regarded by the High

Court as little more than an adjunct to a
revenue statute and an excise in conflict with
Section 90 of the Constitution. On the facts
it would be difficult to argue that the fee for
the licence was merely incidental to the
system of motor spirit licensing. The tax in
this case is not on the licence but on motor
spirit since it is the sale of the motor spirit by
the licensee that in essence creates the
relevant liability. Unlike the position in
liquor licensing where there are numerous
licensees and transfers of licence are
common, in the proposed motor spirit
licensing, there would be only a few licensees
who, subject to renewal, would hold the
licences indefinitely, and pay fees calculated
on the sale of motor spirit actually made by
such licensees.

In the event of the High Court taking a
different view of the position under Section
90, the problem still remains of the need to
restrict the operation of the scheme to avoid
conflict with section 92-a problem which is
capable of solution only at the expense of
revenue.

It is not recommended that the proposal be
implemented.

So the Premier of the day accepted that the
committee did not recommend the
implementation of the proposal, and I cannot help
reflecting on just how -much distress and
heartburn would have been avoided over that
period of time by many transport operators had
our submission been agreed to.

Since that time we have seen various measures
which, in fact, contradicted the findings in that
paragraph. One has only to refer in this State to
the tax on tobacco and cigarettes which has been
levied for several years. There is practically no
difference whatever between the operation of that
system and the proposal now before the House, or
the proposal contained in the 1969 submission.

The legality of the measure now before us was
questioned by the member for Avon when
speaking before the tea suspension this evening.
He mentioned the matter of the New South
Wales Government and the South Australian
Government imposing a fuel tax. In those States
the tax had been imposed at the retail outlet. The
recommendations we made to the Government, in
this case, were not to impose the tax at the retail
outlet at all, but at the seaboard bulk installations
because there were so few of them. The new tax
will be easy to administer and the oil companies
themselves will administer the collection of the
licence fees.
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To clarify the situation regarding the legality of
the proposals. Government members are well
aware-and Opposition members perhaps are not
so well aware-during last year the Government
parties agreed to the appointment of a committee
to examine the proposals to see whether we could
come up with a more equitable system. I had the
honour to be the chairman of that committee. We
worked very well together and did a great amount
of work. We came up with some interesting
information.

The committee endeavoured to clarify the
legality of the proposal as to whether or not a
licence fee could be imposed which would be little
different from the licence fee we impose on the
sale of spiritous liquors. With the agreement of
the committee I drafted a letter to our Attorney
General asking for his guidance and advice on the
matter. In that letter I referred to the tax imposed
by the New South Wales Government arid the
South Australian Government. I referred to that
particularly, because the High Court had given a
finding in favour of the Government after the
proposal bad been challenged by H. C. Sleigh of
Golden Fleece. The case was No. 12 of the
Australian Law Report. 4,49, and was heard in
1974.

The Finding of the High Court of four judges
with one dissentient upheld the State legislation.
That proved a State could, under the confines of
certain conditions, impose that type of taxation
measure. It appeared to us to be legal, and that it
could be made workable in a way similar to what
we have now in this State with regard to the tax
operating on tobacco and cigarette outlets.

With regard to the matter of the Federal
Government abrogating its responsibility. I think
every member in this House would agree-and I
think most people in Western Australia would
agree-that it would be a logical and common
sense move for that Government to allocate a few
more dollars to each State to compensate for the
type of money we are seeking to attract. I hope
Premiers continue to pressure the Federal
Government in an attempt to get it to see the
matter in a logical way.

Mr H. D. Evans: Why did you not support the
amendment in the hope that the Premier would do
something?

Mr McPHARLIN: I know the Premier has
tried, and other Premiers have tried.

Mr H. D. Evans: Can you not handle your
colleagues over there?

Mr McPHARLIN: Colleagues of the Premier
in the other States have not been co-operative. I
was as critical as anybody else.

The committee of which I was chairman also
agreed that I should send a letter to the Federal
Minister for Transport asking him to give
consideration to the matter, and to provide us
with the requirement which the Federal
Government applies with regard to matching
moneys. The reply from the Federal Minister
was-

The Commonwealth roads legislation
contains along. standing requirement that the
States provide a minimum amount of road
expenditure (or quota) from their own
resources. This provision is designed to
ensure that increases in Commonwealth road
grants are used to supplement rather than
substitute for a State's own spending. I
should emphasize, however, that the
Commonwealth views the quota as being a
minimum requirement which a State is free
to exceed according to the priority that it
gives to its roads program. A State is also
free to allocate its quota expenditure among
road categories in accordance with its own
road priorities. The total amount that a State
ultimately spends-provided the quota is
met-does .not, however, affect the total
Commonwealth allocation that it receives.

The final paragraph of my letter strongly
criticised the Federal Government, and stated-

It seems that the Federal Government has
been unfair in its distribution of funds to
Western Australia, mainly because of the
vast distances involved particularly in areas
such as the Pilbara where considerable
upgrading of roads is required to improve
transport and living conditions.

It appears the Federal Minister Was quite Upset
about that final paragraph, because in his letter to
me he said-

Finally, I cannot agree with your
observation that the Commonwealth has
been unfair in its distribution of road funds
to Western Australia. Within the overall
financial constraints to which I referred
earlier, I must stress that Commonwealth
funding for roads has to be approached on
the basis of relative needs in all States.

The tremendous income of $1 700 million which
the Federal Government attracts by way of
customs and excise has already been mentioned.
It would not break the Federal Government to
allocate a few million dollars to each State out of
a sum of money as large as that. The figures with
regard to duties on motor spirit are interesting.
Customs and excise are the same on both petrol
and automotive distillate, and amount to 5.15kc
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per litre. That attracts a large sum of money, so I
hope that all Premiers and all Ministers keep up
the pressure on the Federal Government in an
endeavbur to get it to come to an agreement
which will be logical and sensible. It is just
common sense that such a system should be
applied.

The member for Avon said that perhaps the oil
companies would not be willing to assist in the
administration of the proposal now before us. I
wish to report that the committee arranged a
meeting with the managers of the oil companies in
Western Australia and the Minister for Transport
to discuss the proposal. It was quite an interesting
discussion and the general outcome of it was that
the oil companies could not see a great deal of
difficulty in administering the collection of licence
fees, provided the system was parallel to the one
now operating in the collection of customs duty
and excise for the Federal Government. In our
discussion with them the oil companies were
informed of the proposal and advised what may
be required in regard to administration, and they
did not raise any great objections or see any great
difficulties.

Some criticism has been made of the fact that
insufficient time has been allowed to enable the
matter to be discussed with the transport
operators. Again I advise that the committee
discussed what it had in mind with representatives
of the transport operators. We had useful
discussions with representatives of the Road
Transport Association, the owner-drivers, and the
truck owners, during which some interesting
figures were produced. We did not agree with
some of the figures but considered others were
reasonable.

Mr Mclver: Was that on this Bill?
Mr McPHARLIN: The committee was

examining alternatives to road maintenance tax.
Mr Mclver: The discussions did not relatc to

this measure?
Mr McPHARLIN: Yes and no. We were

discussing alternative methods of raising funds for
road maintenance purposes.

Mr H. D. Evans: What was the date of your
report?

Mr McPHARL[N: We worked from August to
October of last year. We worked'very closely with
the Minister for Transport, keeping him fully
informed of what we were doing, the measures we
were looking into, and the aspects on which we
wished to have further discussions. I might
mention that the proposal now before the House
is based on the submissions put forward by the
commiittee.

One figure arising out of the discussions is, I
think, worthy of mention. At our request, a large
transport operator made some calculations based
on his own operations and came back with some
very surprising results. I believe he is one of the
most efficient operators, and perhaps the figure
would not apply equally to less efficient operators.
This particular operator classifies his trucks in
four different categories. He claimed that to
equalise the amount of road maintenance tax he
was paying at the present time on his No. I
category of trucks he would have to look at 25c a
gallon for distillate. That was a surprising figure.
We did not agree with it and enideavoured to do
some figures of our own to prove whether or not it
was right.

We made many calculations as a committee,
and I personajy made quite a number of
calculations up and down the scale. However, we
were not prepared to put forward that figure in
our submission. It was far too high and we did not
consider it to be an equitable figure. We came
down much lower than that. As a matter of fact.
the figures submitted, with the agreement of the
committee, were a ratio of I10 to I between
distillate and petrol, with an alternative of
perhaps 3 to 1, depending on what the
departmental officers considered to be more
acceptable. We wanted a levy of O.2c on petroll
and 2c on distillate, which would have attracted
approximately the same revenue as the proposal
contained in the Bill.

We made some recommendations on certain
categories of licences. The Government has
expanded on the principle we submitted and its
licence concessions are far in excess of what we
had in mind. However, I think the Government's
proposal is commendable and I go along with it. I
amn hoping that before the debate is concluded the
Government will be prepared to look at some
modifications here and there to improve the Bill
and provide more equity.

Mr Skidmore: It will be a pretty impossible
task to give this Bill credibility in view of the
mistakes made by uthe Government.

Mr McPHARLIN: Over the years the
Farmers' Union has advocated this type of
proposal and has submitted figures from time to
time. On behalf of the committee I attended a
meeting of the transport committee of the
Pastoralists and Graziers Association last year.
After discussing the proposal for some time, the
association indicated it was 100 per cent behind
it. The proposal has therefore received
considerable support.
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The representative of the Road Transport
Association was certainly in favour of the
proposal, and transport operators to whom I have
spoken have indicated this is the sort of thing they
want. They do not like to see those inspectors on
the road-the people who continually pull them
up and check up on them. They also hate the
documentation required. For every toad they have
to nill in forms showing die type of truck, where it
is coming from, where it is going, the mileage,
and so on. They are strongly opposed to the
present system and are looking for a system such
as the one contained in the Bill, which does not
penalise them to arty degree.

Mr T. H. Jones: What has this to do with the
present Bill? I would be interested to know.

Mr MePHARLIN: It is the substance of it.
Was not the honourable member listening?

MrT T. H-. Jonies: I was listening all right. I just
could not follow you.

Mr Mclver: Are you suggesting the Farmers'
Union fully supports this measure?

Mr McPHARLIN: I am saying the Farmers'
Union supports the principle of it.

Mr Mclver: It is not supporting tN Bill, which
is what we are discussing.

Mr McPHARLIN: I have several letters from
the Farmers' Union indicating its support.

Mr Mclver. It has not indicated support in the
correspondence I have received.

Mr McPH-ARLIN: I have had a.discussion
with a representative of the Farmers' Union.

Mr Barnett: The only trouble is you have had
the letters for six years. They are not up to date.

Mr McPHARLIN: How would the member for
Rockingham know?

Mr Barnett: Then give us the dates.
Mr MePHARLIN: The honourable member

would not know anything about it.
Over the last week or so I took the opportunity

to discuss this matter with some friends of mine
who run their own farming properties. I asked
them to give me exarmples of the way in which
these provisions would apply to their own
operations. Of course, in the final analysis it
comes down to the amount of fuel used by each
farmer and the efficiency of his management, and
so the results will vary quite considerably from
farm to farm. In 'some cases the farmers
anticipate that the legislation will make very little
difference.

A farmer who operates in the Quairading
district supplied me with the figures for stock
carting, the general operation of the farm, and the

amount of fuel used. He worked out that the
provisions of this legislation will probably cost
him an extra $150 a year. He was not absolutely
sure about the figure, but he thought it was
around this amount.

A farmer in the Wyalkatchem area supplied me
with figures, and it looks as though he will pay an
additional $90 a year. A farmer in the Tammin
district believes that the legislation will cost him
possibly $l10a year more.

Mr Pearce: How did they feel about these extra
charges?

Mr MePHARLIN: They certainly do not want
to pay any increased fees, but it appears that the
legislation will not cause such drastic increases as
it was thought. However, in regard to stock
carting, the legislation will create problems, and
certainly this needs a little more research. Road
maintenance tax was not paid bV stock carters,
but under the legislation before us these people
will pay extra when they purchase their fuel. So
the Government saw fit to reduce the licence on
stock carting vehicles to a flat rate of $10,

Certainly that sounds good on the surface, but I
received a phone call from a stock carter the other
night expressing his concern about it. This man
runs a couple of big triple-deckers and his licence
fees now are $670 a year. He covers
approximately 100 000 miles a year-I apologise
for using miles but it is easier to understand. This
stock carter estimates that his vehicles travel
approximately five miles to the gallon. So
therefore he would use 20 000 gallons a year and
at 1 3.5c a gallon that amounts to $2 700. If we
than take away the amount he will save on licence
fees, he will still have an additional 52 000 to pay,
and he is not very happy about it.

Mr Jamieson: You would have to tickle him to
make him laugh.

Mr McPHARLIN: I suppose someone could
say, "What is $2 000 on 100 000 miles?"

Mr Skidmore: What is $2 000 out of your bank
account?

Mr McPHARLlN: The result will be, of
course, that he will not be paying it.

Mr Pearce: Who will?
MrT McPHARLIN: The farmers.
Mr Mclver: That is the point I made.
Mr McP1-ARLIN: So it will react against the

farmers in that way.
Mr H-. D. Evans: The member for Roe said

there was no cause for concern.
Mr Grewar: I was talking about the general

cartage as well.
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Mr McPHARLIN: Certainly the farmers are.
concerned. The reduction in the licence fees will
not compensate for the increased costs. It is all
right to say, "Oh yes, stock prices are good now
and the farmers will not feel it very much."
However, we are all aware of the violent
fluctuations that take place in the farming
industry. Those who are experienced in this
industry know that the present situation will not
last.

Mr Skidmore: Up and down like an automatic
yo-yo,

Mr McPHARLIN: It will not be too long
before we again revert to the situation of a few
years ago when farmers who were trying to
dispose of their stock received a bill for the
freight.

Mr H. D. Evans: That was your fault
too-because of Midland. '

Mr McPHARLIN: The Government should
look closely at this aspect.

This afternoon I received another interesting
set of figures from a shire clerk. It was estimated
by his particular shire council that it will cost an
extra $800 a year to run their road vehicles.
Probably, the council. will have to look at an
increase in its rate to meet this extra cost.

I have discussed this matter also with some of
the big operators. In one case an operator is
paying about $5 000 a year under the present
system of road maintenance tax. Under the
legislation we are discussing, he will be paying a
little over $4 000 a year, so he will be saving
approximately $800 or $900.

So some of the big contractors will -effect a
saving, and, of course, that was the design of the
proposal. After discussing this with a road
transport association, the committee set up to look
into the matter was quite convinced that there
could be a saving for long distance hauliers in this
proposal, if care were taken.

There has been a great deal of discussion, and a
great deal of criticism-

Mr Pearce: Are you supporting the Bill or
opposing it?

Mr MePHARLIN: If the honourable member
will just hold on for a little while-

Mr Pearce: I have been waiting around for 37
minutes, and I am still mystified.

Mr McPHARLIN: Of course, coming from the
Profession which the member for Gosnells came
from, he would be a little slow on these things.

Mr Pearce: That is a sharp retort!

Mr McPHARLIN: There has been a great deal
of discussion and criticism about the figures
provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
When I asked the Minister for Transport whether
I could look at the figures he had, I was rather
amazed that he refrained from giving them to me.

Mr Skid more: He would not have known.
Mr T. H. Jones: He did not have any.
Mr Janmieson: If he gave you some figures it

wouldn't help you.
Mr McPHARLIN: Although I had a brief

glance at the figures, it was not possible to look at
them in detail. However, I suddenly learned that
the Press had the figures.

Mr T. H. Jones: Oh dear!
Mr Skidmore: That is typical.
Mr McPH-ARLIN: A report appeared in the

Press proving the figures wrong, and I was
amazed to hear some very strong adverse criticism
of me and my party by the Premier and the'
Minister. I had approached the Minister in good
faith-

Mr T. H. Jones: You should join the coalition, 1
can see that.

A Government member: He will have to get a
berth first.

Mr McPHARLJN: I always try to co-operate,
and that sort of criticism was quite unwarranted.
The Australian Bureau of Statistics is a public
instrumentality, and one can obtain figures from
it. The figures 1 have before me tonight do not
agree conclusively with the figures referred to by
the Minister. It appears there is some anomaly,
but I do not know whether or not it is of great
significance. I hope the Minister will again check
to see whether the figures are correct, and
particularly the figure in relation to the
application of the proposed licence fee. It is
disturbing to find that the figures one obtains
from the Australian Bureau of Statistics do not
agree with the figures given by the Minister. This
is something that must be examined in a great
more detail.

One could go into much more detail and quote
a number of other instances which have been
discussed with farmers and transport operators.
They have given me a great deal of detail in
regard to the operation of their trucks, the
conflicts they have with Transport Commission
inspectors, and the prosecutions they have
suffered, some of which have resulted in
bankruptcy.

Mr Skidmore: The persecution they have
suffered.
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Mr McPHARLIN: I could discuss the matter
of the strike action taken by road transport
operators who blockaded highways throughout
Australia with the result that the various
Governments saw fit to concede and to agree to
consider four or five matters. I think that was a
common-sense approach. The proposals put
forward by the road hauliers include uniform
speed limits, uniform load limits, and an
endeavour to achieve uniform legislation
throughout the States to make it easier for them
to operate.

One fellow pointed out to me that he could pick
up a load in Brisbane and travel through four
States before arriving in Western Australia, and
he would be subjected to five sets of laws, It is
confusing and disturbing for drivers who must try
to comply with the various sets of laws.

The other point made by the member for Avon
was that when truck drivers come to Western
Australia they will have big fuel tanks and will
not buy fuel here. I discussed this with several of
the drivers of big triple-axle semi-trailers. I met
these people at various places and made a point of
talking to them. They said that could apply in
some instances, but it could not apply generally.

Mr Skidmore: They carry a minimum of 160
gallons. I will name one for you.

Mr McPHARLIN: I have seen them carrying
500 gallons. Some drivers come through
Norseman and then go right through to the north.
That is a long haul, and they must replenish their
tanks. Certainly on short hauls it is possible they
could get by without replenishing their tanks.

Mr Skidmore: They come through Nullarbor
Station, which is the First place at which they can
buy diesel fuel on the other side of the border.
They can go through to Perth and back again
without spending a penny.

Mr McPHARLIN: I understand also that all
States are looking at the proposals before this
House. Now that the Federal Minister has offered
his co-operation-which seems to be a change of
heart on his part-it is quite possible that all
States will adopt a plan similar to ours. If so,
transport operators will not be able to avoid
paying their fair share right throughout Australia.

When this measure is put into operation i hope
any discrepancies which become apparent will be
rectified quickly. I hope the measure operates
equitably to all and that other States see that it
operates in that manner. I hope the other States
will become so interested that they will apply a
similar measure.

The points I want to reiterate are that I think
there is a need for the Government to look at the

stock transport situation; also, it may be
considered advisable to have another look at the
proposed rate.

Mr O'Connor: What do you think the rate
should be?

Mr McPHARLIN: I propose to discuss that in
Committee.

Mr- O'Connor- Would you like to give us an
indication of it now?

Mr McPHARLIN: No, I propose to debate
certain clauses in the Committee stage. At that
time I will make a submission regarding the rate.

Mr Davies: It should be sufficient for the
Government to recover what it is abandoning.

Mr McPHARLIN: We will consider that
matter in Committee. The former Minister for
Transport, with whom I have had considerable
discussions in previous years, will then know the
suggested rate.

MR OLD (Katanning--Minister for
Agriculture) [9.45 p.m.): I am not too sure
whether to thank the member for Mt. Marshall
for supporting the Government measure or
whether, in fact, he was opposing it. I listened
with great interest to what he had to say, and I
must admit that I am not sure of what he said-

Mr Jamnieson-. You will get yours.
Mr OLD: -xcept that he mentioned' the fact

that the National Country Party's policy is to
abolish road maintenance tax. There is no doubt
that has been its policy for many years.

Mr MePharlin: I said I supported it; you could
not have been listening-

Mr OLD: The abolition of road maintenance
tax is a Government move and not a National
Party move. I would like to make it very clear
that the National Party had nothing to do with
the Bill before the House.

Mr Cowan: We found out the Minister's errors.
Mr OLD: We will get to that later.
Mr Stephens: You investigated it after the Bill

went through Cabinet. Now you are on your feet
making excuses.

Mr OLD: No excuses are being offered; I can
assure the member of that. The Commonwealth
Government, which has received quite a lot of
criticism from the Opposition tonight-

Mr Skidmore interjected.
Mr OLD: If the member for Swan has finished,

I will continue. The Commonwealth Government,
which has received a certain amount of criticism
by the Opposition tonight, certainly has proved
that it has taken an inflexible stand on the matter
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of distribution of road funds. This has been
mentioned by the State Government on many
occasions. It has been taken up by the Premier of
Western Australia at Premiers' Conferences
throughout the period that this Government has
been in office, but unfortunately we have been
unable to inveigle the Commonwealth
Government into making sufficient road funds
available to Western -Australia. That is a well-
known fact.

Mr Pearce: Every other State has managed all
right, It shows total incompetence on your part.

Mr O'Connor: There goes the mouth again.
Mr OLD: If the member for Gosnells would

like to say a few words, no doubt when we go into
Committee he may do so. In the meantime, I
would be delighted if he would remain silent for a
few minutes.

Mr Pearce: I am sure you would be even more
delighted if I did not turn up.

Mr OLD: Indeed. I am quite sure all the
intelligent people in this House would be
delighted, too.

Mr Pearce: There are not too many of them on
your side, so you have some problems there.

Mr OLD: Many approaches have been made to
the Commonwealth Government-

Mr Pearce interjected.
Mr OLD: -from both a Government

standpoint and an individual Party standpoint-
Mr Pearce interjected.
Mr OLD: -in an endeavour to see that this

State-
Mr Pearce interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Would the Minister

resume his seat. I prevail upon the member for
Gosnells to refrain from interjecting.

Mr OLD: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I am sure
the mouth will take a lot of closing, but I will
continue in the hope that there will be silence.

Mr Pearce interjected.
Mr OLD: Are you ready for me to go again,

Mr Speaker?
On many occasions from the point of view of

both the individual parties and the Government,
this matter has been taken up with the
Commonwealth, but to no avail, It is certainly a
fact that the joint parties have been working very
hard on this matter in committee in an endeavour
to get rid of this invidious tax which has been
troubling not only members of Parliament but
also members of local government.

(451

Mr H. 0. Evans: We will help you at the next
election.

Mr OLD: I am not worried about that.
Mr Pearce: You ought to be.
Mr OLD: I am waiting for the members

opposite to name their candidate. Let us have it!
Mr Pearce: It is not ours, it is a National Party

candidate.
Mr OLD: Oh, yes; he will be a beauty! I can

assure the member that party will have something
really good.

Mr Speaker. I have to answer these
interjeqtions and unfortunately I lose my train of
thought. I was endeavouring to explain that the
joint parties have been trying to see that the
Commonwealth Government provides us with an
equitable amount for road funds. It is unfortunate
that our allocation of funds has slipped
considerably over the past decade. In fact, in real
money terms I understand we are down the drain
by something like 16 per cent.

Mr Skidmore: From your friends over there.
Mr Pearce: With friends like that, who needs

enemies?
Mr Sodeman: That was started by Whitlam.
Mr Pearce: It was not started by Whitlam.

Don't tell lies.

Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Gosnells used an expression when referring to
another member of this House on which I recently
made a statement. I ask him to withdraw the
offensive phrase.

Mr DAVIES: MrT Speaker, quite clearly your
statement did not give any direction. I have read
it closely. You indicated you would rather the
words not be used, but you did not give any order
that they not be used.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Order! I thought I had made

the position quite clear. I now rule the words used
by the member for Gosnells to be
unparliamentary.

Deba te (on withdrawal of remark) Resumed
Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker, I hate to drag this

matter out. However, as you know, last week I
was absent as I was visiting New Zealand.
However, just before 1 left 1 drew to your deputy's
attention the fact that the Premier had used the
very same phrase I am now being called upon to
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withdraw, and I asked him for a ruling. The
Deputy Speaker ruled the Premier was quite in
order in using that phrase.

The SPEAKER: Order! It may well be the
member for GOsnMl Was not present when I
made a statement on the incident to which he
referred. However, I can assure him I did make a
statement. From what the Leader of the
Opposition said, it would appear that he at least
did not believe I had made myself clear on the
point. I am now making myself extremely clear. I
have ruled that the words are unparliamentary,
and I ask the member for Gosnells to withdraw.

Mr PEARCE: I am glad you htve ruled in that
way, Mr Speaker, and I certainly am prepared to
withdraw. I hope your deputy and, for that
matter, the Premier have taken note of your
ruling.

Debate Resumed
Mr OLD: Having unsuccessfully enideavoured

to gain some relief from the problems with road
funds, it then became the task of the State
Government to ind replacement funds for road
maintenance tax. It always has been accepted that
there needed to be a replacement tax; I am quite
happy to stand in this House and espouse that
philosophy. I had the opportunity last weekend in
the country to talk about the replacement for the
road maintenance tax and, despite the bogeys put
up by the Opposition about the great concern felt
by the rural community, I believe members will
ind the replacement tax-which has been very

well considered by this Government-will be
completely accepted by the rural community.

Mr Davies: You must lock yourself up in your
office to make such a statement.

Mr OLD: I do get down into the country
occasionally. I do not make my rural statements
from my office, as the Leader of the Opposition
does.

Mr Pearce: No, you make them from the back
of a fast-moving car!

Mr O'Connor: It is better than making them
from a fast-moving mouth.

Mr OLD: The member for Gosnells. is the
fastest mouth in the west. Last week it was
brought to the notice of the Government there
was a discrepancy in the figures relating to duty
paid distillate. The member for Mt. Marshall
indulged in a fair amount of grandstanding about
how clever he was to find a discrepancy.

Mr Davies: Be fair enough to acknowledge that
he did find it.

Mr Stephens: And acknowledge the impartial
reporting by the media.

Mr OLD: I would like to make the
point-which was not given credibility in the
media-that the joint party committee,
comprising members of both the Liberal and
National .Coun try Parties already had brought
this matter to the attention of the Minister and, in
fact, I had discussions on this matter with the
Minister. As the Minister said in the House, the
matter was under review.

Several members interjected.
Mr OLD: I am sorry; I 'know what I am saying

must be hurting members opposite.
Mr Pearce: It hurts only when we laugh.
Mr Davies: I do not think the Premier believes

you: he has that cynical look on his face;
Mr OLD: I must check with the Premier later.
Sir Charles Court: What the Minister is saying

is spot-on.
Mr B. T. Burke: You are doing a terrible

disservice to your party; you have lost all your
identity.

Mr OLD: I am happy to think the member for
Balcatta is so concerned with my welfare; he has
made my day. In fact, I might get him to come
down and help me campaign against the National
Party.

Mr Pearce interjected.
Mr OLD: I suppose it would be

unparliamentary to be offering odds at this stage.
Perhaps I will not say anything; I will speak to the
honourable member privately.

As I said, the Minister already was making
investigations into the authenticity of those
figures. Anyone in this House who considers the
Minister is dense enough not to be discussing
these matters with the fuel companies-which he
has been doing on regular occasions-obviously
has no regard for the workings of the
Government. The Minister continually has talked
to top representatives of the fuel companies in
Western Australia. They, of all people, would
know exactly what is the throughput of duty paid
distillate in this State.

Mr Davies: I think that is where the mistake
was made.

Mr OLD: So, the matter was under
consideration. A determination had been made on
what would be the impost on the licence fee. The
Minister, being flexible enough to look at these
things again, came back with the thought that the
impost on distillate-and, to a lesser degree,
gasoline-could be reduced.
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There has been all sorts of talk about increased
costs to country people; I firmly believe the cost
increase will be minimal. However, I also am
firmly of the opinion that, for the first time, the
burden of what was road maintenance tax now
will be evenly spread over the whole community. I
have said before that road maintenance tax in its
original form was a burden on country people;, it
was contra -decentral isation. As I envisage the
spread of fuel licensing outlets, there now will be
a State-wide contribution to the maintenance of
both city and country roads.

Vast mileages of country roads must be
maintained by the Main Roads Department. In
an endeavour to keep these roads maintained and
to carry on with a reasonable road construction
programme there must not only be a replacement
for road maintenance tax but also a further
amount of money made available by the State
Government to make up for the money we are not
receiving from the Commonwealth Government
compared with that which we were receiving some
10 years ago.

With this in mind, the Minister for Transport
suggested to the Government that there should be
a considerable increase in licence fees. This was
not acceptable to the Government because it was
felt the licence fees were high enough at that
stage.

In an endeavour to make sure the load was
evenly spread, the committee, together with the
Minister, brought forward a proposition that
there should be an impost on fuel, offset by
concessions in licence fees.

For those people who do not understand what
those concessions in licence fees mean, let me
reiterate what has been said, but which obviously
has not sunk in. A licence fee concession of 20 per
cent would apply on trucks with a tare of less than
5 100 kilograms. For a diesel vehicle below that
tare weight there will be -an additional 50 per cent
reduction in licence fees to encourage people to
use distillate rather than petrol.

This was not acceptable to the committee,
because it was felt that quite a few farm trucks
and trucks used in commercial operations
exceeded the 5 100 kilograms tare weight. After
negotiations with the Minister, the tare weight
was increased to 5 865 kilograms. That covers
most of the commercial trucks in the country,
apart from the articulated vehicles. It covers most
of the vehicles on farms, except for dual-wheeled
bobtails and articulated vehicles. This is a
tremendous concession.

When the Opposition and the unofficial
opposition imply that farmers will be

disadvantaged badly, let me say this: farmers are
entitled to a 50 per cent concessional licence on a
truck. They are entitled to-

Mr Bateman: A bit of socialism?
Mr OLD: -a 20 -per cent concessional licence

on trucks below 5 865 kilograms.
Mr Batemnan: Another bit of socialism!
Mr OLD: If a diesel truck is concerned, there is

a further concession of 50 per cent. If another
truck is owned, that truck is eligible for a 50 per
cent concession. The other vehicles on the farm
below the size I have mentioned, if they are all-.
petrol vehicles, are entitled to a 20 per cent
concession, If some of the light vehicles, run on
diesel fuel, they qualify again for a further 50 per
cent concession. If anybody can convince me that
the farmers will be severely disadvantaged, .1 am
here to be convinced.

In relation to Westrail, in the past it has been
paying road maintenance tax for its heavy vehicle
road services. This is a point which has been
missed by the Opposition when its members have
been talking aboutt the amount of the increase in
fuel prices for heavy haulage trucks. They have
not taken the trouble to deduct the amount of
road maintenance tax that was being paid. When
the Minister explains this, it will be seen that not
only are we obtaining more money for
maintenance of roads and construction of roads,
but also we are providing advantages to the people
in the remote areas of this State, and we are not
disadvantaging people in other areas of the State.

Mr Grill: Absolute rubbish! How can you say
that?

Mr OLD: The trucks operated by Westrail, in
the main, are about seven or eight tonnes. and are
eligible for the 20 per cent concession plus the 50
per cent licence fee concession. This will offset to
a large degree the 3c a litre impost on distillate.

Mr Mclver: What are your views on the MTT
buses?

Mr OLD: I think MTT buses arc an ideal way
for people to commute within the city.

Mr Mclver: 1 mean in relation to exemptions.
Mr OLD: That is a matter which the Minister

for Transport will work out. The MTT buses are
liable to the tax, as are any other vehicles in any
part of Western Australia.

As I said, the tax is now being spread evenly.
That is a good example of how it is being spread.

Mr Mclver: You do not think the fares will
increase?.

Mr OLD: I do not know that. I am not the
Minister for Transport. Obviously this is
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something that the Minister will be taking into
account.

Mr H. D. Evans: Obviously they will have to.
will they not?

Mr Mclver: They might reopen the Fremantle-
Perth railway.

Mr Blaikie: Pigs might fly.
Mr OLD: Last week, during all the kerfuffle

about the figures, 1 took the trouble to speak to a
couple of country operators in whom I am most
interested. I am talking now about livestock
transport. There has been a lot said tonight about
livestock transport and the phenomenal increases
that will be felt by the rural community in this
aspect of transport operations.

A fairly commonly used truck for an
articulated vehicle is an International Acco 2050.
D. This is a truck which normally hauls a semi-
trailer capable of carting about 220 sheep. The
person I spoke with has several trucks of this type.
Each vehicle travels about 60 000 kilometres a
year, with a round trip average of about 600
kilometres or 300 kilonmetres each way. That
means the operator performs about 100 trips a
year. With 100 trips at 220 sheep a trip, the truck
will cart 22 000 sheep a year. For the distance
travelled, the operator uses about 25 000 litres of
distillate. The extra fuel would cost him $750.

We come now to the licence rebate. Stock
trucks are virtually exempt from licensing. They
will be required to pay $10 for the prime mover
and $10 for the trailer. They will then be subject
to a 20 per cent reduction and a 50 per cent
reduction, so in effect they will pay $4 a unit.
Members will realise that the trucks will be
licensed for almost nothing. For the purpose of
this exercise I have allowed $ 10 as the figure. The
total licence for the unit prior to this was $542, so
adopting a $10 licence for each part of the
vehicle, the licence fee now would total $522. The
extra cost for the fuel gives an extra $750, the
difference is $228, so the estimated increase is
approximately Ic per head of sheep. That is based
on present licence fees.

Let us not forget the fact that if there had not
been this licensing impost, there would have been
a necessity for a steep increase in licence fees. On
that basis, the figure comes down to about 0.3c
per head. To my mind, that is a very small price
to pay for the abolition of road maintenance tax.

Let us consider a larger vehicle, of the Volvo
class. In this instance, the vehicle travels about
100 000 kilomietres a year. It is a triple decker.
and it carries about 310 sheep. The vehicle
performs about 166 trips of 600 kilometres. That
means it carries 51 460 sheep, using

approximately 55 000 litres of distillate a year.
The extra cost is $1 565. The licence reduction in
this case is $820, and the extra cost is $745 a year
for 100 000 kilometres. The figure approximates
1.5c per head. Taking into account the possibility
of increased licence fees, this comes to below I c
per head.

Those are two examples of how this
Government has endeavoured to assist the
livestock industry and the primary industry by
extending that concession to the livestock
industry. It also applies to other facets of primary
industry, as I have no doubt the Minister will
explain when he is replying.

The spread of the burden throughout the State
is something which will be the subject of envy to
the other States which have undertaken to
relinquish road maintenance tax. Because of the
fact that the Parliaments of those States are not
sitting, or because they are not alert enough, they
have no remedy for the loss of revenue caused by
the abolition of this tax.

In the main, country people ate sensible people
who know there are no free lunches. They know
someone has to pay the piper. It is all very well
being idealistic and saying we will abolish the
road maintenance tax; but if we leave a void and
do not maintain our main roads in the manner
which people in Western Australia have come to
expect of the Main Roads Department, if we do
not go on with main roads construction
programmes, and if we do not provide money to
shires for roads for subdivision of new land, all
hell will break loose within the rural community.
The rural community is sensible enough to know
there have to be contributions from everyone in
the State; contributions not only from city people,
but also from country people, whether they be in
rural or urban areas, so as to make sure this
money is made available to the State Government
and the Main Roads Department. The money is
going specifically to works on roads.

I think this move by the Government will meet
-with approbation and applause from most people

rather than with the Criticism Which is
hypocritically being aimed at the Government by
Opposition members. The Opposition will be
unable to make anything out of this measure. I
have very much pleasure, on behalf of my party
and the Government, in supporting this Bill.

MR H. D. EVANS (Warren) [10.12 p.m.]: I
listened with considerable interest to the last two
speakers and there are several points which should
be raised in reply to the various aspects of the
debate which they introduced.

Mr Rushton: Could you speak up a little?
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Mr H. D. EVANS: The criticism of the
member for Mt. Marshall by the Minister for
Agriculture was a little out of keeping, because
the member for Mt. Marshall was certainly more
correct than was the Minister. The member for
Gosnells has indicated that the current figures are
not completely accurate.

Mr Old: Of course, the member for Gosnells
would know!

Mr H. D. EVANS: The figures given by the
member for Gosnells were closer than those given
by the Minister for Transport. That is the reason
this matter should not be debated tonight but
should be deferred. We still do not know the
actual position; we still have not had a consensus
in that regard. As a consequence we are
compelled to proceed in this manner.

I noticed the Minister for Agriculture made
reference to the National Party policy with
respect to the abolition of road maintenance tax.
He glibly slid into the idea that everyone knew
there would have to be a replacement for that tax.
We accept that, but let us get back and clearly
establish where the Federal Government stands in
this matter.

The Minister for Agriculture pointed out that
the Minister for Transport was intractable but
that he had given an indication he was prepared
to co-operate with the Federal Government. Why
has there been no co-operation, and why has no
meeting been called?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): Order!
There is a good deal of audible conversation in the
Chamber and it has been brought to my-attention
that some members are having difficulty in
hearing the member on his feet. I do not believe
we need the microphone, but members should
keep the level of their conversation down.

Mr H-. D. EVANS: The National Party has
nothing to do with this Bill and that may be
something which will stand it in good stead when
the final results are evaluated by those who will
make judgments within the next 12 months.

Mr O'Connor: Are you chasing second
preferences?

Mr H-. D. EVANS: Let us not forget the
Government's spiritual brothers in Canberra;
those fellows in the same party with the same
political aspirations and philosophies who have
now turned their backs on this Government. Let
us not forget the Premier's berating of the
Whitlam Government when he said-to
paraphrase--"Give us a Government we can work
with." The Premier now has a Government he
should be able to work with, but he finds
continually he is having to confront that

Government at every turn and cannot get to first
base.

This Situation, precipitated by the action of the
owner-drivers, has to be resolved and resolved
with the assistance of the Federal Government;
with the co-operation of the Federal Government.
Without that assistance and co-operation there
are going to be problems which will remain
unsolved between the State and Federal
Governments for years to come. I do not know
whether it is within this Government's capacity to
solve the problem but, as it does have a
Government in Canberra with which it should be
able to work, [ wonder why it cannot do so. This
is something that should be considered.

The Minister for Agriculture referred to the
fact that the burden would be spread more
equitably under this new measure, but I ask,
"Will it?" The Minister has said country people
know there will be no free lunches. The fact is an
extra $4.5 million will be collected and someone
will have to pay for it. It requires an evaluation
and a publicising of the sections of the community
that are to be hit with increased charges.

Mr O'Connor: Wkould the charge not have been
collected anyway?

Mr H. D. EVANS: Under the Government's
impost it would have.

Mr O'Connor: It would have been collected
under your imposts if you had had the
opportunity to be in our position.

Mr H. D. EVANS: That is not the point. We
did make a move to remove the road maintenance
tax, but the party of the Minister for Labour and
Industry refused us the opportunity. We made the
move; we honoured our election promise, but
members opposite sold us down the drain in that
place of review. Members opposite were not
prepared to go along with us and allow the
exercise to be completed.

Mr O'Connor: You didn't honour your election
promise.

Mr Harman: You didn't like being in
Opposition.

Mr H. D. EVANS: Members opposite ruled
out the opportunity for us to do so. The
interjections by Government members are rather
untidy. I point out to the Minister for Agriculture
that it is a matter of being concerned about all
country people and not just the farming
community.

Mr O'Connor: And metropolitan people.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Naturally we are concerned

about them, but we are also concerned about the
full range of the community. We are concerned
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about the imposts this measure wilt bring to the
community. We are concerned about the prospect
of not getting an indication of the true weight of
the imposts while we are expected to debate this
measure tonight. The necessary research has not
been done and as a consequence the Parliament is
groping through this measure.

Mr Old: I thought you had done the research.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Parliament should not be in

the position of having to debate a measure such as
this without the full facts before it. It is a sad
reflection on the Government that it should
introduce such a Bill to the House.

Mr O'Connor: Have you not done research on
this before?

Mr H. D. EVANS: The Minister for
Agriculture cited two types of trucks and
indicated the increases in costs would not be
great. He cited the Acco 250 and indicated the
increase would be something like $228. He then
cited the Volvo and indicated there would be an
increase of $745. 1 have several different
examples and I tell the Minister that the reaction
I received to this legislation from country people
was somewhat different from that which he
reported.

Mr Old: It depends how you put it, I suppose.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Maybe it does depend how

one puts it, but the Government is still fleecing
the community of $4.5 million and there is no way
that can be hidden.

Mr Old: We are not trying to hide it. We are
getting it for roadworks.

Mr H. D. EVANS:. Why does not the
Government get onto the Commonwealth?

Mr Old: We have been onto the
Commonwealth Government.

Mr O'Connor: We have been onto the Federal
Government. We did this also when Charlie Jones
was in charge.

Mr H. D. EVANS: But Charlie Jones was not
in the position of seeing the road maintenance tax
revoked. The present Minister is. The Premier
said, "Give us a Government over there that we
can work with."

Mr Old: Like Whitlam!
Mr Harman: Your Premier said, "We need a

man who can stand up to Canberra."
Mr Old:- That is right. We have him.
Mr H. D. EVANS: A fat lot of good the

Premier has done! He has probably antagonised
people and made the situation worse. I should like
to give the Minister a specific example of the
effect the increases will have. it involves two

Mercedes diesel trucks and the loss for each truck
over a distance of 100 000 kilometres would be
$4 000 initially. That loss would be reduced to
$3 000 as a result of the licence concession,
resulting in a net increase in costs for each truck
of $2 323. 1 am using a figure of $676.46 for each
licence.

Mr Old: How many kilometres per litre do they
do?

Mr H. D. EVANS: The trucks would cover a
distance of 100 000 kilomnetres a year.

Mr Old: How many kilometres to the litre
would they do?

M r H. D. EVANS: They do five ki lometres per
litre.

Mr Old: I think you had better check your
figures.

Mr H. D. EVANS: Each truck-would lose 2c
per kilomnetre.

Mr O'Connor- You are way out.
Mr Old: You are absolutely way out.
Mr H. D. EVANS: I should like to refer to the

figures quoted by the member for Mt. Marshall.
Mr Old: It would be $600 extra for fuel.
Mr O'Connor: Your figures are wrong.
Mr H. D. EVANS: The total increase was

$3 000 and, -after deducting the licence
concessions, the figure arrived at for increased
costs on each vehicle was $2 323. These figures
were given to me by a responsible operator.

Mr Old: Did you check the figures?
Mr H. D. EVANS: I have no reason to doubt

the operator; but I should like to ask the Minister
whether he has checked the figures. Has the
Minister carried out sufficient research to
determine the 'level of increase which will be
incurred by the people in the community who will
bear the heaviest burden?

Mr O'Connor: Three cents for l00 000
ki lometres.

Mr H. D. EVANS: The cost is 2c a kilometre
and the total increase for each truck is $2 323.

Mr Old: That is two litres to the kilomnetre.
Mr H. D. EVANS: The other matter I should

like to raise concerns the Kimberley.
Mr Old: He is not answering. You should check

your figures.
Mr O'Neil: Is it the same truck and same

mathematician?
Mr H. D. EVANS: Perhaps this is the sort of

research the Minister should have carried out.
These figures were given to me by an operator
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who is in the Chief Secretary's electorate. He
telephoned mec today.

Mr O'Neil: And you did not check his figures.
Mr H. D. EVANS: I am sorry; he is in fact in

the electorate of the Chief Secretary's colleague.
Mr Old: He has telephoned everybody.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Members opposite have the

figures now and they can check them.
Mr Old: We have just checked them.
Mr H. D. EVANS: The Minister should have

checked the figures before introducing this
legislation.

Mr B. T. Burke: Do you notice the only
member opposite not shouting it the Minister in
charge?

Mr O'Neil: He cannot talk, because he is
laughing so much.

Mr O'Connor: The figures are preposterous.
Mr Harmnan: The Minister does not understand

what is going on.
Mr H. D. EVANS: The matter of haulage in

the Kimberley is one which members opposite
have avoided mentioning up till now. I should like
to refer to it now that I have the opportunity. I
am sure there are at least a couple of the
members of the Honorary Royal Commission set
up to inquire into the meat industry who are
present tonight. They travelled throughout the
Kimberley area and it became evident to the
members of that commission that the beef
industry depended on transport to a large extent.
The members of the commission became aware
also that, after being in a depressed situation for
four years, the meat industry in the Kimberley
was virtually on its knees. As a result of the
submissions received by the members of the
commission, recommendations were made as to
the manner in which the transport problems could
be alleviated and the nature of the concessi ons
which should be granted. However, it appears
that, instead of adopting those policies, the
Government has acted in the reverse.

The transportation of every beast in the
Kimberley will depend to a large extent on the
availability and price of fuel and the additional
costs involved as a result of the increases
contained in this legislation. The cost of
transportation from a station in the Halls Creek
area to the meatworks at Wyndham will increase
by $3I20 a trip, using a figure of 4Ic a litre.

Mr O'Connor: What is the distance?
Mr H. D. EVANS: The cost on the road train

will be increased by S120 for transportation from

the Halls Creek area to the meatworks at
Wyndham.

Mr O'Connor: What is the distance?
Mr H. D. EVANS: That figure was provided

by the Kimberley Transport Company.
Mr O'Connor: What is the distance?
Mr H. D. EVANS: I am not able to give the

Minister the distance in kilomnetres; but I have
given him the extra cost involved. You, Sir, are
aware that the beef industry in the Kimberley is
more dependent upon and more sensitive to
transportation costs than any other section of the
rural community. I hope the Minister will find
time to clarify the matter when he replies.

I should like to refer to the situation in relation
to the Farmers' Union. The information contained
in a letter written by the Farmers' Union as a
result of its research is quite interesting. I should
like to quote some of the statements made which
are as follows-

The additional 3c proposed for diesel will
have unfair effects on rural communities.
Farmers' fuel bills will rise significantly
despite the exemption of farm fuel and the
licence concessions.

Mr O'Connor: Would you disagree that the
figure you quoted in relation to Halls Creek is
about 50c a kilometre?

Mr H. 0. EVANS: The Minister is going back
to the matter I was discussing previously.

Mr O'Connor: Would you disagree that it is
about 50c a kilometre?

Mr H. D. EVANS: The figure I quoted was
given to me by the Kimberley Transport
Company.

Mr O'Connor: You are telling us the figures.
Mr H. 0. EVANS: I am reporting the figures

to the House. Apparently the Minister is not keen
to acknowledge the full import of what is
considered by the Farmers' Union to be the
undesirable effects of the increase. The Minister
for Agriculture seems to have deserted the
Chamber hastily at rather an unfortunate time. I
believe the statements made by the Farmers'
Union are worth recording and I should like to
quote them so that the Minister may have an
opportunity to check them.

The statements made by the Farmers' Union
are as follows-

The additional 3c proposed for diesel will
have unfair effects on rural communities.
Farmers' fuel bills will rise significantly
despite the exemption of farm fuel and the
licence concessions.

1415



1416 [ASSEMBLY]

The actual figure quoted to me was between $700
and $800 for every farmer.

It may not sound much, but various factors will
be involved in respect of other commodities which
go to and from the farm. The document states-

Farmers' fuel bills will rise significantly
despite the exemption of farm fuel and the
licence concessions.

The majority of farmers now run diesel
trucks of less than 8 tonnes.

Obviously they were not involved in road
maintenance tax and there is no saving from that
source. To continue-

Such trucks were previously exempt from
R.M.T. but will now cost very much more to
operate because of the 3c levy in spite of the
reduction in licence fees of 20%.

Of course, the other licence concessions to which
farmers are entitledi would be involved. To
continue-

The government's proposal will do nothing
to encourage the use of more efficient diesel
powered vehicles. Quite the opposite will
occur because of the higher operati .ng costs.

This is a line of reasoning which has been
neglected previously. To continue-

We now have the situation where pump
prices for diesel and petrol will be almost
equal. This does not occur anywhere else in
the world. The various taxes on diesel fuel
now represent approximately 60% of the total
pump price. Petrol taxes account for about
50% of its pump price.

The licence concessions on the stock
trucks, which like the majority of farmers'
trucks, were exempt from R.M.T., will not
overcome the higher operating costs resulting
from the levy.

The figures suggested for cartage from Esperance
are 6c a head for sheep and something like 37c for
stock.

Mrs Craig: I thought it was 78c.
Mr H. D. EVANS: As I have said, there is no

consensus as to how the measure will affect the
farmers. The Minister has not made any
endeavour to tell us because he did not know the
figures until today. It is for this reason the
legislation should be examined for a further two
weeks. That is the stand the Opposition still
maintains and it is a perfectly valid one.

The suggestion of the Farmers' Union is that
stock-carting vehicles still should be exempt from
the 3c levy as it would apply; that is probably fair
comment, and is an aspect which the

administration will have to resolve in its own way
somehow. A distinction will have to be made
between diesel used for farm purposes, which is
exempt from the levy, and diesel used for road
travelling purposes, which is not. I suspect that
the performance of tractors in miles per gallon
will deteriorate rather markedly and that there
will be some rather remarkable performances per
gallon by diesel trucks. The situation will be as
simple as that. How the matter will be policed is
unknown, particularly as many farmers are
carriers. I can think of quite a number of farmers
who cart stock and other produce. In every
district there are one or two farmers who do a
little contracting for their neighbours, and some
do a great deal.

It still remains to be seen whether the situation
will be resolved equitably and fairly and those
who operate will pay their fair and just dues, or
whether the situation will be just as bad and
certain people will avoid paying the tax, as has
been the case over the years with the road
maintenance tax.

Everyone here will recognise human nature for
what it is, and will therefore realise that if it is
possible people will avoid paying the tax which
will be levied under the measure before us. It is as
certain as that. The Farmers' Union consistently
and strongly has urged the Government to look
for ways to lessen the cost increases which the
new levies will impose on rural communities. It
states that the levies are only one more in a series
of fuel price increases in the past few months
which have hit the farmers very hard. That is
perfectly true and is as a result of the policy
adopted by the Liberal and Country Party
Government in Canberra-the brethren of the
members opposite.

It is as dr result of the parity price policy
adopted by the Federal Government. The price of
oil produced in Bass Strait is Aixed at $3 to $4 a
barrel on a parity with Middle East oil for which
a charge of $14 to $16 is made after, of course,
the sheiks have added their little bit. The
disparity of something like $11 is going to the oil
companies, the excuse being that it is to be used
in exploration. However, the fact remains that the
oil companies are being financed by' the farmers,
pensioners, and everyone else in the community,
which is the policy of those opposite.

An attitude of despair has been voiced by
members opposite. They are reiterating what they
said when the Whitlam Government was in office.
They said, "Give us someone with whom we can
work and we will resolve all things." They now
have someone with whom they can work, but still
no change has been made.
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The amounts collected by the Federal
Government should be recorded so that the
position can be viewed in its true perspective.
Currently via its fuel excise of 5.155c a litre the
Federal Government collects about $1 700
million. About two years ago it collected $1500
million or thereabouts. Therefore in that period
the amount has increased by between 60 and 70
per cent. In other words that is the increased
excise the Federal Government has received.
Despite this there is cheeseparing and penny-
pinching, and the Federal Government is forcing
the States to raise Finance on their own account
when the States are already confronted with the
spectre of a double tax. This is the Government
we have in this country today-big brother in
Canberra and little brother here cowering and
sulking in a corner and making rude gestures
from afar, but not doing anything about the
matter.

The excise was originally designed as a road
tax; and, of the collection, about $500 million was
returned to the States of which Western
Australia's share in 1979 was about S64:.5 million.

TO replace the road maintenance tax previously
collected by the States the Federal Government
would need to increase its current allocation by
about only $55 million. However, the point is that
the Federal Government generated a 60 per cent
increase in revenue in the past two years.

I now turn to the other impost. Although the
member for Mt. Marshall has stated that the levy
on long haulage will not increase, there will
certainly be an increase on the cartage of fruit
and vegetables. I am referring to the bobtails
which cart vegetables of all kinds and involve the
bulk cartage of potatoes, cauliflowers, sweeteorn,
etc., which are grown in bulk in the south-west.

Mr Rushton: What mileage would they do in a
year and what tonnage are they?

Mr H-. D. EVANS: They are below the eight
ton and would not have the advantage which the
saving on road maintenance tax would give them.
Some are farmer-owned and possibly they would
be all right with a small concession. Of course,
some carriers operate in a small way with only
one, two, or three trucks, but as they are smaller
trucks I am questioning very strongly whether
they will get much relief or benefit from the
change.

As a matter of fact. it will vary in each ease
with the truck and the mileage which it travels.
But, the Bill certainly will not be in the interests
of the operators themselves. It will have an
inflationary effect. in fact, the whole measure will
have an inflationary effect. Even though the small

increase for stock transport might be only 3c from
Narrogin, that increase could be reflected in the
cost of living and a wage decision later in the
year, and could be quite significant.

There is room for considerable disagreement
with the views expressed by the member for Mt.
Marshall and the member for Katanning. because
the system will not work in the way they would
have us believe. There will be a number of
anomalies and quite a number of increases, both
in the country and in the city. When one has
regard for the direct inflationary nature of these
increases they certainly will not work themselves
out very easily.

Nothing has been said with regard to direct
increases. It has to be borne in mind, too, that the
RAG Figures show the concession by way of
licence for a small car of less than six cylinders
will be $8.73. However, allowing for a distance of
20 000 kilometres it is not very much for peopler
living in country areas.

Mr Rushton: It is above the average.
Mr H. D, EVANS: A distance of 20 000

kilometres will cost an additional $19.52 based on
an increase of 4.1c per gallon. The total increase
for a car travelling 20000 kilometres. will be
$11.19. It is fair to say that dependency on
vehicular transport is greater in the country.
Country people certainly do not have the
alternative of using public transport, which is
difficult enough in the city. Distances are far
greater in the country and an estimate of 20000
kilometres is grossly inadequate.

With regard to pensioners, there will be no real
concession by way of licence fees other than the
20 per cent indicated. The only means of
transport for many pensioners is the vehicle they
own, and an added impost will be placed on those
who can least afford it.

It has been suggested that sdmething like half
of the total anticipated sum which the
Government will derive from this measure will
come from private motorists. The figure
approaches that order, according to the RAG.
The charge is to be spread in a way which will
strike at everyone. While it is fair and proper to
ensure that people such as rural producers receive
some relief in the cartage of stock, it is also
equally fair and just to see that pensioners are not
disadvantaged. This is where the Government has
shown once again its haste in drafting and..,
presenting this legislation.

The question of passenger transport has been
touched on only lightly, -and has not been
examined in depth. There is no indication, once
again, what effect this impost will have on the
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MTT, Westrail, private bus operators, school bus
operators, and tour bus operators. It could well be
that increases in fares will be steep enough to be
considerable and significant.

We still do not have the necessary research
figures to which this Parliament is entitled, and
which we should have had before having to make
up our minds and reach a decision of this sort.

I come back to the initial comments of the
Minister for Agriculture-although he is not
present at the moment-that it is apposite to have
a closer look at the imposition on all country
dwellers, not just rural producers. With due
regard to the importance of production, farmers
still represent only about 7 per cent of the
population. There is a very strong case for
consideration of every section of the community
in country areas and in the cities.

The question of constitutionality is something
about which the member for Mt. Marshall spoke.
Even now there is no unequivocal assurance from
the Minister that this matter is properly legal and
is not in any danger of a challenge from any
quarter. It would be regrettable to see the
Minister in the unfortunate position not only of
having to his credit a blunder of massive
dimensions, but also to have a legal fiasco. That
would compound the situation.

It would be interesting to know whether the
Minister has received Federal advice with regard
to sections 90 and 92 of the Constitution, and how
those sections measure up against the
implementation of this tax. I am sure that each
member in this Chamber will be quite interested
to hear the Minister's comment in that regard.

While on the question of interstate relations,
the interstate hauliers-of whom there is an
increasing number each year-have to be
considered and again it would be most unfair and
regrettable if there was not some means whereby
they met their share of the imposition. The extra
large fuel tanks with which they can provide
themselves give them a range which would enable
them to come into this State and out again
without having to refuel. There should be some
form of safeguard against that possibility. The
collection of road maintenance tax from interstate
hauliers was a heartbreaking situation in many
instances.

Mr Rushton: The Government to which yoil
belonged did not intend to take anything from the
east-west hauliers. There was to be a system of
licensing which would have been only $2.

Mr H. D. EVANS: So what has that to do with
this legislation which we are now discussing? We
are discussing a measure which the Minister

himself has put forward, and it is here for our
consideration. The points I have raised have been
presented for consideration by the Minister and
we will wait with interest to hear the Minister's
comments.

The question of matching grants, and the initial
reason for levying a road maintenance tax, were
canvassed. The overriding question is: Why has
not the Federal Government done something
about the present situation? The Minister said it
was because of Federal policy, but policies can be
changed. We are changing a policy tonight.
Surely the rapport between the State and Federal
Governments of the same political colour and ilk
should not be as strained as it seems to be when
measures such as this are discussed.

The question of the cattle industry in the
Kimberley, having regard for the need for a
concession which was recommended by the
Honorary Royal Commission into the meat
industry some two yearn ago, merits some detailed
explanation. Just what is the policy in this regard.
and what precise figures have been available from
the returns which have been gathered by the
Minister's department?

In summation, I come back to two points. The
total lack of consultation, which has been the
hallmark of this Government, is once again to be
deplored. Not one section of the community
greatly appreciates the dragooning, rough-shod
methods, and slapdash hastiness in the approach
to the introduction of this legislation. As far as we
are concerned, consultation is still necessary on
the two levels to which I have referred: firstly,
with the Commonwealth; and secondly, with those
who are directly involved within the industry.
That is the correct attitude and the one which
should have been adopted.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [10.52 p.m.]: I
welcome the measure before the House to replace
road maintenance tax with a fuel levy. Road
maintenance tax has been claimed to be equitable
to road users in obtaining from the people who do
the most damage the funds to pay for that
damage, but unfortunately it also falls heavily on
the communities at the end of the road, and they
are the communities I represent. Road
maintenance tax is also administratively
cumbersome and has been irksome for the people
involved in the payment of it. It has been pointed
out that transport operators passed the cost on,
but they were involved in the administration of it
and found it irksome. The people in my electorate
have always protested about it.

I support the levy proposed because I believe it
falls more fairly across the entire community. it
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also relieves some of the burdens in My electorate,
which is unique in that it is almost entirely
dependent on road transport.

In the metropolitan area, which is represented
by members who have already spoken to the Bill,
the Metropolitan Transport Trust receives a
subsidy of over $20 million. The north of the
State is serviced by State ships, with a subsidy of
$7 million to provide that transport service. Most
of the other agricultural areas, which have
already been mentioned in the debate this
evening, are serviced by the railways, which once
again are a drain on the State's resources. In
these various ways, most areas of the State
receive a subsidy to provide a transport service.

However, the Gascoyne area has to rely almost
entirely on road transport, and here we have the
situation where the costs are levied against a form
of transport in an endeavour to make it stand up
without any subsidy at all. That imposes an unfair
burden on the area I represent.

I believe the replacement of road maintenance
tax with another means of producing revenue is
vital for my electorate and other northern areas to
enable the road programme to be maintained,
because the northern areas have a great need for
the continuation of the sealing programme.
Replacement revenue is therefore vital from that
point of view.

To give some specific effects of these measures
on my electorate, I indicate that the largest
transport operation in the area is the Carnarvon
Transport Co-operative which comprises
Carnarvon plantation owners, growers, and other
local residents. Currently it pays in excess of
$60 000 per annum in road maintenance tax in
respect of the operation, and it is estimated that
the Bill could reduce that figure by approximately
$25 000, which is a significant saving. It will
assist in keeping freight rates down both ways
between Carnarvon and the city. Road
maintenance tax has increased the cost of goods
coming from the city to the country areas, but
Carnarvon is in a unique position in that it sends
as much freight to the metropolitan area as i t
receives from the metropolitan area in the way of
foodstuffs and other requirements.

Freight rates will therefore be kept down and
the proposal in the Bill will not be inflationary, as
claimed by Opposition speakers. It will benefit
Gascoyne producers by enabling them to maintain
lower costs, and in suppressing freight rates from
Carnarvon to Perth it will benefit metropolitan
consumers by keeping down the costs of products
coming from the area.

The proposal will also reduce administration
casts. The Carnarvon Transport Co-operative
calculates the amount of road maintence tax for
each subcontractor, who then pays that amount
and is given a receipt to submit with his return.
The co-operative has been involved in
considerable administrative costs to make things
easier for the subcontractors, and it will be
relieved of those costs by the fuel levy.

Livestock operators, who are important to my
electorate, will contribute more but will have the
benefit of a nominal licence fee which will restore
some parity for them over the present situation.
They currently enjoy total exemption from road
maintenance tax. They will pay more for their
fuel but will pay only a nominal licence fee under
the new arrangements.

The Minister has given a guarantee that any
anomalies which arise when the replacement levy
is imposed will be continually looked at. I thank
the Minister for his assurance on that important
matter and indicate once again my support for the
measure.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [10.57 p.m.]: The
Minister for Agriculture has gone to great lengths
to disclaim any involvement of the National Party
in the Bill before the House. We have made quite
clear to the House our attitude towards road
maintenance tax, and I think I am safe in saying
that in view of the reception the Bill is receiving
in the country with its $4.5 million increase in
revenue to the Government-which, when taking
into account the tax it is abolishing, amounts to
about a 60 per cent increase in costs to
consumers-and the fiasco surrounding the use of
wrong information in relation to the Bill, we
should be very grateful that we do not have to
assume any responsibility at all for it.

I would like to make a couple of points in the
second readiiig debate on the Bill. Firstly, I very
clearly state once again that the National Party
supports the repeal of the Road Maintenance
(Contribution) Act. We have no argument about
that. We also do not argue that the introduction
of a levy on fuel is perhaps a more equitable way
of charging road users. However, it is unfortunate
that under this system the Government has seen
fit to increase its revenue by $4.5 million. That is
one of the major issues in connection with the
Bill. It is quite obvious to everybody in this House
that on the "user pays" principle the consumer in
the country will suffer the greatest disadvantage.

Mr O'Connor: That is not true.

Mr C OWAN: It is perfectly true.
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Anyone would know that a person living outside
the metropolitan area is likely to travel more
nmiles-or kilometres if one likes-in his motorcar
each year than is a person living in the
metropolitan area.

Mr O'Connor; Go back and do your homework.
Mr COWAN: We have heard here tonight that

the users of large diesel vehicles and livestock
hauliers may be saved $100 or $200 a year, but
the person who operates such a business will have
a much more costly private life under this
legislation transporting himself and his family
around. That fact cannot be denied. So I would
like to point out that on the user pays principle.
no matter what is said in defence of this
legislation, the country consumer will end up
paying more.

Mr Rushton: Do you know that the average
country motorist travels fewer miles than the
average city motorist?

Mr O'Connor: Of course he doesn't know that.
Mr COWAN: I have based those figures on

personal experience and the experience of people
to whom I have spoken.

Mr O'Connor: You had better get the facts.
Mr COWAN: The Government ought to

provide the facts. The figures that the
Government has provided in relation to this Bill
have been so misleading that nobody really knows
whether or not they are facts.

The prime responsibility 'of any State
Government is to ensure that it obtains from the
Commonwealth Government what is rightfully its
own. So often tonight we have been told that the
Commonwealth Government receives $1 700
million a year in fuel excise, and the State
Government receives a very small percentage of
that back. For the State Government to have to
impose its own taxes because of its incompetence
to obtain from the Commonwealth Government
its rightful share of moneys raised for road
construction and maintenance is no excuse to
bring before the Parliament an inflationary Bill
such as the one we have before us.

In his second reading speech the Minister
commented that the Commonwealth Government,
as part of its overall anti-inflationary policy, could
not give the States more road funds. Does that
give the State Government the right to introduce
a highly inflationary measure such as this? Of
Course it does not; and yet this is exactly what our
State Government has done.

I would like to revert to the discrepancy in the
figures put forward by the Government. We
believe there is still a discrepancy of about six

million litres of road use distillate which would
amount to an additional revenue to the
Government of $200 000. We would !ie to know
the source of the Government's figures, and we
would like as much detail as possible on the
matter.

Another mistake in connection with this
legislation was that no consideration was given to
the transporters of livestock. I spent something
like five years as a Government back-bencher and
in that time my understanding of the operation of
the joint Government parties system was that
approval was sought for the introduction of
legislation. It is my understanding that such
approval must have been given without question.
and it was not true, when the Minister was asked
a question by the member for Mt. Marshall about
the member's belief that there was a discrepancy
in the figures-

Mr Rushton: That is totally untrue.
Mr COWAN: The Minister's answer was that

he was not aware of any discrepancy but that he
would have the matter looked at.

Mr Rushton: Totally untrue and your colleague
knows it.

Mr COWAN: If the legislation had been
discussed in the joint parties room, the Minister
for Transport would have said, as the Minister for
Agriculture said, "We are aware that there is a
problem, and it is being researched." Surely if the
Minister for Transport had been aware of the
problem he would have said so. The Minister for
Agriculture was aware of it and that the matter
was being researched. However it was being
researched after the Dill was presented to the
House. In my opinion this situation is an
illustration of a degree of incompetence.

I would like to refer to the National Party's
stance on this legislation. Because we support the
abolition of road maintenance tax, it is our
intention to support the second reading. It is also
our intention to see that appropriate amendments
are moved during the Committee stage to ensure
that the Government preserves the status quo in
relation to the income it acquires. In a situation
where the economy is very finely balanced
between recovery and recession, it is irresponsible
for any Government to impose such an
inflationary measure on the public of Western
Australia. The Government should take the
advice that it gives to every member of the public;
it should put a fairly tight rein on its own
spending. If the amendments which we believe are
so necessary are not passed, it is our intention to
oppose the third reading.
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The final point I would like to make relates to
government by regulation. If members examine
this Bill they will find a clause which will allow
the Government to prescribe a new levy or a new
fuel tax rate after the 30th June, 1980. Let us
race it, if the levy is changed it will certainly not
go down-it will go up. The National Party
believes that such responsibility should not rest
with Cabinet; it should rest with the Parliament.

Mr O'Connor: Do you know what the
Government is?

Mr COWAN: We will look fairly closely at
that clause also with a view to amending it.

MR CRANE (Moore) [11.07 p.m.]: I realise it
is getting late and that we have a long way to go.
On almost every occasion I have spoken in this
House I have drawn attention to the iniquity of
road maintenance tax, and for this reason I
believe it would be remiss of me not to comment
on this Bill.

It is not my intention to quote figures tonight
because I feel we have already heard quite
sufficient of these. In any case we know the old
saying: figures don't lie, but liars figure.

Mr Jamieson: That is only when the Premier
handles them.

Mr CRANE: We can use figures to suit our
argument, and no doubt tonight some speakers
have made the figures suit their arguments.

Tonight I would like to give my strongest
support to the Government and to the speakers
who have supported this legislation. I believe the
vast majority of the people in my electorate will
support this measure. As I said a fortnight ago.
we should make a further effort to obtain more
money from the Federal Government. The
Federal Government levy on fuel is 5. 155c a litre,
bringing in a total of $1 700 million a year. Even
a small part of such a sum would go a long way
towards easing our problems.

I would like to refer to one point that has not
been mentioned so far; I am not defending the
Federal Government in this instance and I have
condemned it many times in the past. However
the point I make is that if we could obtain more
of that total sum, the Federal Government would
make up the shortfall in some other way. That is
the unfortunate part of the whole business.

We are faced with the Stark reality that our
road funds will be cut drastically this year and
that it will be necessary for us to obtain revenue
from some other source. Previous speakers have
laboured the point about the extra $4.5 million
this levy will bring in. We know that the
legislation will bring in this extra money, but it is

necessary if we are to do anything at all in regard
to the upkeep of our roads, and particularly our
country roads, which have deteriorated badly. We
know that without this money from the Federal
Government the country people will suffer, and I
have no hesitation in saying that the burden of
road maintenance tax was felt mainly by country
people.

Sufficient has been said tonight about figures.
Sonic members have tried to make this their
heyday. It is true that we as a Government, and
our committee, knew there was a discrepancy in
the figures; but we did not go to the Press and
say, "There is something wrong."

Mr Pearce: You knew, but you didn't do
anything about it? Absolute rubbish!

Mr CRANE: If the member cares to look at
my speech of a fortnight ago he will see that I
quoted figures on that occasion, but the Press did
not bother to mention them.

Mr Pearce: You didn't show discrepancies.
Mr CRANE: I quoted these figures a fortnight

ago.
Mr B. T. Burke: The truth is out! You were

even better than the member for Mt. Marshall.
You found the mistake before he did.

Mr CRANE: I do not think so.
Mr B. T. Burke: Let the record show that.
Mr CRANE: I did not dispute the figures last

weekend because as a member of the Government
that is something I would not do. I obtain
information on Government committees, but I do
not go and talk to the Press about matters
discussed by those committees. Some people do
that, and I am sure some people have already
done so on this occasion; but the member for
Moore does not.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CRANE: It is quite all right. Mr Speaker,

they cannot help themselves. They have not
sufficient intelligence to realist that I give them
an opportunity to be heard in silence, even though
they do not afford such an opportunity to me.

Mr Pearce: Good.
Mr CRANE: They are empty vessels.
Mr B. T. Burke: Do your best with us.
Mr Old: It is a hard job.
Mr CRANE: Even my worst would be well

ahead of the effort of the member for Balcatta, so
I do not have to worry about my best.

Mr B. T. Burke: Do your best; carry on like a
trooper.
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Mr CRANE: We have seen tonight that some
members of the Opposition have tried to burn the
candle at both ends, and have had two bob each
way. The member for Mt. Marshall did that.

Mr Davies: He is an Opposition member?
Mr CRANE: He gave the Government the best

rap-up it could teceive. As a member of the
Government; he worked on the committee for a
long time; that is undisputed.

Mr Cowan: Explain to us how he is having two
bob each way.

Mr CRANE: At the end of his speech, after he
had said the road maintenance tax should be
abolished, he spoke on the effect this would have
on some people in the country; and it was quite
obvious he was having two bob each way. His
colleague a moment ago took another tack in
order that the National Party would have a foot
in each camp. We are all awake to their little
game; we know well and truly what they are up
to. Members of the National Party cannot build
anything; they are capable only of knocking. I
suppose some of us could learn a good lesson from
the nimble-footed member for Mt. Marshall, as
he was referred to on one occasion. Tonight he
gave us the best example yet of his nimble-
footedness.

Mr B. T. Burke: No personal denigration now.
It is only 12 months ago that you had your arm
around his shoulders.

Several members interjected.
Mr CRANE: It happens to be true, and tonight

it happens that he was playing it both ways. A
little while ago the member for Merredin took the
other tack after the member for Mt. Marshall had
softened up the matter from the Government
point of view.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order.
Mr Pearce: He is being very provocative.
Mr CRANE: Thank you, Sir. Usually the

member for Moore is not provocative, but if there
is one thing he does not like it is when someone
tries to take credit for something he has not done.
When I say that, I am not referring to the work
done by the member for Mt. Marshall on the
Government committee. He did a lot of work, and
I commend him for it. He was on the committee
for quite some time, which is to his credit; and
when he left the committee he took with him the
knowledge he gained through it.

Mr B. T. Burke: Are you going to invite him to
your place for the holidays?

Mr CRANE: It is unfortunate that he was
subjected to an attack by white ants, and
crumbled.

Mr B. T. Burke: Do you know that the member
for South Perth was in Wanneroo looking for a
candidate to oppose you?

Mr CRANE: That is quite natural, and I am
sure he will find one. I have no doubt that
members opposite have been looking for one, also.

Mr B. T. Burke: You might have fewer
members in the National Country Party next
time.

Mr CRANE: That is something we all have to
face, and I have never failed to face up to my
responsibilities, and to face reality. I will cross
that bridge when I come to it. Perhaps the
member for Welshpool will eventually have to
swim Lake Onangara-or was it Lake
.boondalup?-in the raw.

Mr B. T. Burke: I have heard that the leader
and the deputy leader of your nondescript party
are going to join the Liberal Party.

Mr CRANE: In respect of the abolition of this
tax, I reiterate my support for this measure. I
would hope that when its full impact is felt
throughout the State-and I am sure it will
be-the people whom it is meant to relieve will
apreciate that it has relieved the burden upon
them. I would hope that country people and
people not so far from the metropolitan area who
have been paying for road maintenance tax in the
price of the goods they buy where they are not
served by railways-and many of them are
not-will appreciate the advantage we have given
them.

Unfortunately, over the last few weeks so many
people have been playing politics over this Bill
that most members of the public-

Mr B. T. Burke: I say, "Keep politics out of
Parliament!"

Mr CRANE: This is just what we have seen
tonight. We have seen members opposite trying to
poi 'nt out examples. We heard the member for
Avon saying it will cost us an extra 6c a head to
cart sheep. He might have an example to prove
that is correct.

Mr B. T. Burke: He is a member of the Labor
Party. He was playing politics.

Mr CRANE: However, other examples have
been given tonight in which the increase in the
cost of carting sheep will be less than Ic a head.
We must consider the average price, because that
is what it is paid on. I believe as a result of this
Bill we will find that while there will be an
increase in the cost of carting sheep, the increase
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will not be appreciable. As the Minister for
Agriculture said, people in the country do
appreciate that there is no such thing as a free
feed. We have always had to pay our way, and we
will continue to do just that. However, as a result
of this legislation we will not be the only ones
paying our way in the future.

With those remarks, I support the Bill.
NMR GRILL (Yilgarn-Dundas) [11.18 p.m.]:

The Government can rationalise its stand on this
legislation for as long as it likes, but the fact is
that there are two features of the introduction of
this Bill which stand out like beacons. The first is
that the Government buckled under in a
confrontation situation, in terms which were
ignominious. The second is that the Government
is increasing the price of petroil unnecessarily.

We, the People Of Western Australia. can learn
some great lessons from watchiing the
Government in its stand on this Bill-and I mean
lessons other than those the Minister had to learn
in respect of simple arithmetic. Firstly, we can
learn the lesson that the Government is much like
the bully who confronts people in the school yard
until such time as someone stands up to him; and
as soon as that happens he runs away with his tail
between his legs. That is the attitude the
Government adopted in respect of the truckies'
blockade of the highway at Greenmount. and the
other highway out of Perth. This law and order
Government, when those roads were blocked and
the city was physically cut off from the country-

Mr Rushton: You are incorrect, because that
didn't happen.

Mr GRILL: It happened.
Mr Rushton: Western Australians abided by

the law.
Mr B. T. Burke: It was touch and go; you know

it was.
Mr GRILL: When in this State there was a

clear case of threatened anarchy, and people were
taking the law into their own hands, what did the
Minister's Government do? What did it do in
respect of this threatened, incipient anarchy, and
this lawlessness? The Government buckled under.

That is the lesson we have learnt and,
unfortunately, that is the lesson certain people in
this State are going to take to heart. No longer
will people come to this Government moderately,
reasonably or responsibly because, when they do,
this Government treats them with scorn and
contempt, and it spurns them. We have seen
plenty of that in recent years. We have seen
people from the country-miners, and other
people-circulating petitions, applying for permits

for marches, quietly marching up and down the
main streets of this town and presenting their case
to this Government, and in the end we have seen
them treated scornfully and contemptuously.

The same applies to those people who believe
the electoral laws of this State should be changed,
and to those who earnestly believe the Perth-
Fremantle railway line should be retained; all
those people have conducted themselves in a
moderate and reasonable manner.

But that is not going to be the case in the
future, because people have learnt the lesson. It is
clear: This Government-this confrontist
Government-buckles under confrontation. No
longer will there be the circulating of petitions,
because people who are frustrated or unemployed,
or who do not have the things they think they
should have in this marvellous society about
which the Premier always is boasting-the bitter,
impatient, and radical people in our society-will
take matters into their own hands in exactly the
same way as the truckies did so successfully.

That is exactly what members opposite-the
law-and-order people-

Mr MacKinnon interjected.
Mr GRILL: Not the pipsqueak member for

Murdoch; I refer to the people opposite who so
valiantly stand up for law and order in this State.
That is what they are bringing this society to, and
in doing so they are doing a tremendous amount
of harm to the democratic system of this State.

The (acts are these: Any increase in the price of
petrol, distillate, or fuel must be inflationary; it is
ridiculous for the member for Gascoyne and other
members opposite to say such an act will not be
inflationary. Of course the consequences of such
an increase will be inflationary.

In addition, a very large brunt of that burden
will be borne-notwithstanding the words of the
Minister-by people who live in country areas,
because very many of them travel long distances
in their vehicles. If the Minister wants to treat
country people in a scornful manner and say.
"You do not need to travel very far in your cars"
he is making a mistake. It is the same mistake
most members opposite make; namely, the
mistake of thinking they are going to win the next
election. I can tell them now that they are not
going to win; the tide has turned, and the current
is running against them. They will lose the next
election as surely as I stand here tonight.

Mr Grewar: You know you are wrong.
Mr GRILL: Unlike some members opposite, I

am prepared to put my money where my mouth
is. This piece of legislation seeks to impose extra
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costs on everyone in this State. In particular, it
will impose additional costs upon the "Joe Blow"
who lives next door, upon the working people of
this State who are coming under greater and
greater financial stress each day, and upon the
family unit. In fact, this is a rip-oft tax and, for
that reason, we on this side oppose it.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [11.25 p.m.]: I
support the remarks of my colleagues, the
member for Mt. Marshall and the member for
Merredin. Like them, I support the repeal of road
maintenance tax. However, I have mixed feelings
about the alternative which is being proposed.
Certainly, I oppose the extent of the alternative.

Like previous speakers, I believe the Federal
Government should be forced into making a
greater contribution to our road system. It has
been mentioned that some SI 700 million in excise
has been collected by the Federal Government. I
believe it is incumbent on that Government to
return a little more of that money to all the States
so that we are not forced into the situation of
levying an additional inflationary tax. It is
senseless to argue that the Federal Government is
restricting its allocations in order to dampen down
inflation while at the same time the States are
forced to raise additional money by the imposition
of inflationary taxes.

One of the reasons I am apprehensive about the
alternative suggestion is its inflationary effect.
The Minister for Transport in his second reading
speech said that between October, 1977, and June
this year. we suffered inflation of 16 per cent.
However, the Bill before the House tonight seeks
to raise an additional $4.5 million, which is
approximately 66 per cent more than was raised
by road maintenance tax.

Mr Rushton: It is about 8.3 per cent of the 16
per cent.

Mr STEPH ENS: Road maintenance tax raised
some $6.3 million, and the Government is seeking
to raise an additional $4.5 million. If that is not
approximately a 66 per cent increase, I would like
to know what it is.

Mr Rushton: The member refuses to accept the
facts.

Mr STEPHENS: That interjection was like the
figures the Minister received from the Bureau of
Statistics; namely, confused. I believe the
Government is seeking to raise much more than
the amount lost to the State by way of inflation.

Possibly it is reasonable in some instances to
argue that the user must pay. However, when it
comes down to transport costs it is not fair to
adopt that principle completely inasmuch as
country people pay virtually double. Other

speakers have mentioned the higher transport
costs suffered by a family man living in the
country. In fact, 1 have had several constituents
complain to me they must drive some 200 miles
each week taking their children to the school bus,
to sporting fixtures, and the like. I doubt whether
any parent in the metropolitan area is forced to
transport his children that distance in order that
they may avail themselves of their full
educational opportunities. In addition, people
living in the metropolitan area have the
alternative of public transport and in many
instances do not need to use their vehicles.
However, country people do not have a transport
system, and are forced to use their cars.

Another unfair aspect of the user-must-pay
principle is in the area of freight charges. Goods
which come down to the city usually are sold at
city prices less freight, which means that the
country person meets the freight cost. However,
goods which go to the country are sold at city
prices plus freight. In other words, the country
person is paying double; not only does he pay for
the freight on his own goods but also he meets the
freight charges on goods transported to the city.

The user pays principle is disadvantaging
country people-

Mr Crane: Are you interested only in the
country people?

Mr STEPHENS: No, not at aLl. I am
interested in an equitable arrangement. As there
are sufficient members in this Parliament who
stand up for the city people, I make no apologies
for the fact that I speak on behalf of the country
people. One of the reasons I am in the National
Party is to ensure that the point of view of the
country people is expressed in this place, and that
we stand firmly by the country people.

Mr Crane: I hope Hansard picked that up.
Mr STEPHENS: We know where the member

for Moore stood, of course..
Mr Jamieson: Between the dog and the lamp

post!
Mr STEPHENS: I will not go into the question

of stock carriers in any detail. It is patently
obvious that that matter did not even concern the
members of the National Country Party until the
matter was raised by way of questions without
notice. They suddenly realised this is something
that they should be looking into, and we heard the
answer, "We will be looking into the matter." As
so-called members of the Government, we
expected they would have done their
investigations before the Bill came into the
House. Of course, that was not the case. Once
again, the rustle in the portfolios must have been
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very strong when the Bill was being considered in
Cabinet and in the joint party room.

I will make my final comments in relation to
the manner in which members on the Government
side have tried to denigrate the member for Mt.
Marshall about the way in which he drew
attention to the error in the Minister's figures. I
know that one speaker tonight has said that he
knew about it two weeks ago. If he knew about it
two weeks ago, he would have raised the matter
or he was told to keep quiet. That is the only
assumption I can make. If he knew about it two
weeks ago, he certainly did not bring it to the
attention of the Minister.

A question without notice was asked on the
Wednesday afternoon following the introduction
of this Bill. Itris my contention, and I am sure it
would be the contention of any member with a
modicum of common sense, that had the Minister
been aware, and had the question been raised, the
simple answer would have been that "This matter
has already been brought to my attention and is
receiving investigation." That was not said. An
inspection of Hansard reveals that that was not
said.

The member for Mt. Marshall received a reply
along the lines that the Figures had been given,
and that they would be researched or looked into;,
but there was no suggestion whatsoever that the
matter had already been raised. I will go further
than that.,

On the Thursday morning-and I will not
mention any namnes-I was speaking to a
member of the Liberal Party who questioned the
competence of our research work in bringing
these figures to the Parliament. He went further
and said that the question of the figures being
used by the Minister had already been raised in
the joint party room or the joint party meeting.

Mr O'Connor: Which Liberal are you talking
about?

Mr STEPHENS: I will not name him.
Mr O'Connor: You are talking rubbish again.
Mr Skidmore: Do not call him Mr X You will

get into trouble again.
Mr STEPHENS: That person said the matter

had already been raised in the joint party room,
and the Minister had proved that his figures were
right. So much for Thursday morning. We come
to Thursday afternoon. A question without notice
was asked by the Liberal Whip. It was interesting
to note that on one of the radio shows it was
referred to as "a Dorothy fixer". The Minister
gave an answer which tried to regain or recapture
some of the ground lost in the Government's

embarrassment which had been caused by the fact
that our party was prepared to do its homework
and bring the discrepancies to the notice of the
Government.

Mr Rushton: Goodness gracious me!
Mr STEPHENS: The point that has never been

explained is how the Bureau of Customs and the
Australian Bureau of Statistics gave to the
Minister's department the incorrect figures, when
the same departments had already supplied the
members of the National Party with figures
which apparently are correct, and which have
been rechecked and confirmed as being correct.

Mr Rushiton: You have not got the right figures
yet.

Mr STEPHENS: Yet a mistake has been
made, The Government would have gained
greatly if it had said, "Yes, we have made an
error. We are rechecking it", rather than
resorting to the name-calling that went on over
the television Channel 7. 1 was exceedingly
surprised at the Minister's handling of that
situation. I have shared a Cabinet position with
the Minister, and I have had a great deal of
respect for him. I say that in all Sincerity. I was
surprised that the Minister would allow himself to
reach the point of trying to denigrate the member
for Mt. Marshall. After all, the member only did
his duty in drawing to the attention of this House
facts or figures which he considered to be
incorrect.

1 repeat that I support the repeal of the road
maintenance tax. As has been outlined by my
leader, we will be seeking some amendments in
the Committee stage.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [11.36 p.m.]: I
wish to raise a few matters only at this Stage of
the debate. One of them deals with the matter I
dealt with earlier, when the Deputy Premier
insisted that there was a provision somewhere or
other, in some Act unbeknown to this Parliament,
by which an exemption was granted for vehicles
and other appliances using distillate which were
not road vehicles. That may well be; but we are
dealing with Western Australian legislation, and
the types of exemptions are set out clearly in the
Bill.

The types of exemptions include anything that
is not being propelled by a diesel engine on roads.
That is very clear. That means, of course, that all
those people in the boating fraternity who have
diesel-fuelled vessels must find some way of
gaining an exemption from this State impost.

Mr Rushton: How does this State impose it?
Tell me that.
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Mr JIAMIESON: I do not know. How does one
differentiate? If a person is going to buy a drum
of distillate from the local garage, how does he
differentiate?

Mr Rushton: Our licence is at the wholesale
level, and you are talking about retail, for a start.

Mr JAMIESON: Of course I am. All these
people buy on a retail basis, the same as the
farmers do in relation to their non-road
vehicles-I presume that means tractors, and
what-have-you. They would have to have some
form of exemption applied to them.

Mr Rushton: Not from the State Government.
Mr O'NeiI: They get it from the

Commonwealth.
Mr JAMIESON- Why do they receive this

from the Commonwealth? It does not apply under
this legislation which loads a certain amount onto
the licence. It just does not apply, and it cannot
apply, unless there is a retrospective clause which
says, "The exemptions provided under
Commonwealth Acts so-and-so applying to this
shall apply mwtaris mutandis to this Act." Then
we would achieve something. However, the
Government has not dune that. There is no cross
association with the Commonwealth legislation.
Because of that, the Government will find itself in
difficulties iii arranging-

Mr Rushton: This is purely a licence on the
wholesale side. It has nothing to do with excise.

Mr JIAMIESON: Of course it has. Somebody
has to pay it, and somebody will have to sort it
out. Who sorts out the exempted people from the
others?

Mr Rushton: That is a matter for the
Commonwealth.

Mr O'Neil: It is already sorted out.
Mr JAMIESON: It is not already sorted out,

because this is State legislation. I ask the Deputy
Premier to show me one clause in this Bill which
indicates that there is-

Mr O'Neil: We cannot affect Commonwealth
law. The Commonwealth charges-

Mr JAMIESON: I am not arguing about that.
I am arguing about the amount that is levied by
the State.

Mr O'Neil: We are not levying it on the
consumer; we are levying it on the supplier.

Mr JAMIESON: Of course, the supplier would
not be so bloody stupid as to pay it all. I know
who will pay it, but I want to know bow the
person who has to pay it gets the exemption from
paying it. I also want to know why the people who
are running lawn-mowing businesses and so on

have to pay road maintenance tax on the petrol
they use. Surely there will be some exemption.

Mr O'Connor: They don't have to pay under
the Act.

Mr JAMIESON: They do; they have no
exemption.

Mr Rushton: There is no exemption on motor
spirit.

Mr JAMIESON: I wish the Minister would
follow the debate and perhaps then we would both
get somewhere. I am getting onto motor spirit
now; let us get away from distillate. There is no
exemption under the Commonwealth Act, nor is
there any proposed exemption under this measure.
So far as distillate is concerned it is plain there is
a very clearly defined exemption for those diesel
machines not used on roadways. That is obvious,
but it is not so clear with respect to motor spirit.
There are a number of machines that use motor
spirit, to say nothing of power vessels. In the last
annual report of the Harbour and Light
Department there was a figure given of 46 285
licensed power vessels, and the number was rising
by nearly 6 000 a year. One could imagine there
would be now well over 50 000 of those boat
owners who will be paying an impost to cover the
road maintenance tax on the petrol their boats
consume, Surely some consideration will be given
to these people.

When I was the Minister dealing with roads
many people were angry when the
Commonwealth would rip this tax off them for
the petrol they used to run their boats while they
got nothing in return. At one time a percentage
was given back. to assist with those things
associated with boating, such as ramps, marking
lights, and the rest. Of recent years these boat
owners have not been given a very fair spin. They
are inclined to get angry when Governments put
these imposts on them. They have to pay for the
tax and for the petrol.

An additional impost is to be placed on these
people and I think the Government should be
looking at the possibility of making some
provision to exempt them in some way from
paying road maintenance tax. Those who have
contracting machines which run on petrol or those
who use boats should receive some sort of
exemption.

Those people with boats propelled by diesel
engines will get their fuel cheaper and will not
have to pay the impost, but those with petiol
engines will in no way be exempted. They will
have to pay road maintenance tax along with the
general road users.
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Another matter about which I wish to complain
bitterly is the business of prescribing the amount
to be charged. One could be cunning and remain
quiet on this, but I noticed with the figures given
that in a year a levy of Ic on motor spirit would
bring in something like $14 million to $15 million.
Assuming that at the end of next March the
Government changed, an impost of another Ic on
motor fuel could prove very interesting. The new
Government could find itself able to build roads
and carry olut other major works with the $5
million-odd which would be accumulated even
before the regulations had to be tabled. Assuming
the new regulations were thrown out, there would
still be some fee, even if it was for the rate of the
previous impost. After the House rose one could
indulge in this sort of practice and gather revenue
for roads without any great protests from the
Parliament.

I do not mind regulations for gun licences and
others which are of no great importance in regard
to revenue, but I object when the revenue raised
from regulations runs into millions of dollars, as
would be the position with these regulations. It
does overcome a lot of problems, and the Premier
has probably had these regulations
incorporated-because this is one of his favourite
schemes-so that, when Budget time comes
around he can say there are no increases in the
Budget. The reason is that the increases have
already been made.

If the Premier is in office at the 31st March
next year we could have another rate applied for
road maintenance tax. When the next Budget
time came along he would be able to say, "There
you are; there are no increases; we have balanced
the Budget, and everything is running along
smooothly." However, we know the ploy indulged
in with State taxation and this step is'only an
extension of those to which we have become
accustomed. I reject this practice.

If the right Government is controlling this sort
of authority, it is all right; but if the wrong
Government is controlling it, it certainly is not all
right. If we were the Government and were able
to apply a tax such as this, the country people
would really be down on us and they would be
down on their knees at the end of five
months-certainly this would be so if we are as
bad as they say we are.

No-one would be stupid enough to do that, but
there is the possibility of having the fee
prescribed. We do not have it for licensing fees,
which bring in about the same sort of income as
the overall amount that will be received under this
measure. We never have those fees prescribed.
We always bring any increases to Parliament. I

think that is proper, and I think there should be a
requirement for Parliament to give its imprimatur
for such increases, Even if the increase is year by
year, the sum of $15 million is very large at this
juncture. In a year or so it could be $20 million.

In the meantime this measure seems to be
giving the Administration too much advantage. It
will allow the Government to make certain
promises at election time. 1 have heard the "black
road to all the towns in the Pilbara" promise
given by the present Premier for the last two
elections, yet those roads will not be there by the
next election. However, with the availability of
this extra funding he could perhaps make sure
they were there within six months-so could the
Opposition.

I well recall just before the last election and in
connection with the funding of roads, I made an
announcement as the then Leader of the
Opposition that our party would put a black top
road through to Broomie. All hell was let loose
and Dorothy Dix questions popped up as to how
this would be done. It was said that other
roadworks would have to be closed down. The
then Opposition members said it would be a
nefarious act indeed if we built that road.
However, when the present Premier's policy
speech came out we saw exactly the same sort of
idea was contained in it.

1 always get a little weary at the charges and
counter-charges laid in respect of road funding.
Certain works are carried out as the Government
in office sees fit, whether it be the construction of
roads, schools, or hospitals. I have been around
this place for a long time and I have become
accustomed to hearing of the glorious things done
at Pinjarra after a certain Premier was in office
and of certain works carried out around
Greenough after another Premier had been in
office, and so on. I am getting away from the
topic; therefore, 1 should like to come back to the
point I was making.

Mr Laurance: You forgot to mention North am
also.

Mr JAMIESON: I am not going past that. I
believe the last Labor Premier might not have got
a great deal out of it down his way; but it depends
on the districts and the locations. Very clearly this
sort of advantage in relation to Treasury funding
is taken when a party is in Government.

Greater consideration should be given to
machines powered by fuel which may be exempt
from the legislation. A very clear indication is
needed to be given as to how such machines may
be exempt. I do not believe a person who travels
on the river in a boat with a diesel engine shoud
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be exempt from paying road maintenance tax, ifra
person who happens to have a petrol driven bogi
has to pay it. That would mean the Hiawatha,
which is owned by West Australian Newspapers
Ltd. which could probably afford to pay road
maintenance tax, would have an advantage over a
person using a petrol driven boat for pleasure.
This is an obnoxious situation and I believe the
Minister should look at it before the legislation is
passed. As 1 mentioned earlier, I am not happy
about the prescribed fee.

With reservations, I support the Bill.
MR NANOVICH (Whitford) 111.52 p.m.J: I

am in favour of the legislation. Figures have been
quoted tonight and, of course, figures can be
quoted to suit an argument. We have heard
nothing constructive from members opposite.
They have criticised the Government and accused
it or money-grabbing and ripping off the public.

The road maintenance tax has been a sore point
for some time. I have discussed the problem with
owner-truckers and hauliers over a period of time.
Their main concern was the manner in which the
tax was collected plus the cost of collection. The
collection method was very cumbersome and the
Government was aware of this, but it was not in a
position to do anything about it.

Recently, as a result of a statement by the
Federal Minister (Mr Nixon) that he supported
the abolition of road maintenance tax, we were
left standing like a bird out on a perch. We did
not want to conform in the manner suggested by
the Federal .Government, but we had no
alternative.

Criticism has been levelled at the Government
for its failure to obtain extra funds from the
Federal Government to enable our roadworks
programme to continue. I do not believe the
leader of any other State has presented a better
argument to the Federal Government than that
presented by our Premier and Minister for
Transport who have indicated clearly they have
done everything possible to ensure adequate funds
are received by the State.

The proposal outlined by the Minister in his
second reading speech provides the opportunity to
raise the revenue lost as a result o f the abolition
of road maintenance tax. The extra revenue which
will be received is necessary, because the Minister
has indicated already that a proposal was in the
pipeline to increase licence fees. We must
maintain the progressive programme the
Government has followed for a number of years.

I congratulate the Commissioner of Main
Roads on his efforts to ensure the high standard
of roads in this State is maintained. I believe the

roads in Western Australia are far superior to
those in any other State in Australia. They are a
credit to the State. We would be burying our
heads in the sand if we neglected to adopt a
progressive attitude to continue with * the road
maintenance programme which will ensure that
our roads are kept at a high standard.

My constituents are asking me at the present
time to improve the roads leading to and in my
electorate. These roads are the responsibility of
the Government.

I am aware that the Federal Government has
adopted a tighter policy in relation to the
distribution of funds and we cannot expect any
great relief over the next few years. The Federal
Government is endeavouring to keep the,inflation
rate at a steady and low level. This creates
difficulties when State Governments approach the
Federal Government for extra funds which
generally are not made available.

However, concessions are provided in the
legislation before the House. There will be
decreases in freight charges. Having met with the
Minister and having heard him put the case to
members in a comprehensive manner, I believe
the measure we are discussing is the only way in
which we can recoup revenue lost as a result of
the abolition of the road maintenance tax. It is
the only way also that we will be able to obtain
extra funds to maintain and upgrade the roads in
this State.

Under the' present system which will be
abolished after the 1st July, a number of road
hauliers and truckers experienced great
diff iculties. The industry still owes the
Government a great deal of money through non-
payment of road maintenance tax. The
Government permitted this so that the operators
would be able to make ends meet.

However, I believe the proposals contained in
the legislation before us will result in a more
satisfactory system. Under the legislation
everybody will contribute and no-one will be able
to say, "I have to pay road maintenance tax and
that is why I am going broke." This reason was
given by a number of truckers who went to the
wall-probably bad management had a great deal
to do with the problem-but I do not believe the
Government can be blamed.

A great deal of emphasis has been placed on
large vehicles travelling to the northern and
southern parts of the State. It should be
remembered that small trucks would not have
been able to transport the goods to certain areas
which were served by large trucks, the owners of
which had to pay road maintenance tax. I do not
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believe, therefore, that we should place undue
emphasis on large vehicles.

I had hoped the Opposition would offer some
constructive proposals during this debate. Instead
members opposite buried their heads in the sand
and criticised the Government in its endeavour to
maintain the roadworks programme in this State.
It is disappointing that the Opposition has not
offered an alternative proposal.

I support the measure before the House. I
believe it is the best measure the Government
could have produced and it will be a more
equitable system than that which prevailed prior
to road maintenance tax being abolished. In my
opinion, more people will benefit as a result of
this system.

I support the Bill.
MR RUJSHTON (Dale--Minister for

Transport) [ 12.01 a.m.]: I am pleased I have the
opportunity to respond to the debate, but firstly I
will address myself to the facts relating to the
legislation because the Opposition has not tackled
this aspect. I felt members opposite would have
given close attention to the principle in the Bill.

Firstly, I suppose I should direct myself to the
reason we have the Bill before us. There seems to
be no disagreement regarding the abolition of the
road maintenance tax which this year is estimated
to be $6.3 million. Of course, the sum should be
greater, because a good deal is lost as a result of
evasion.

I wish to bring to the attention of members the
aspect of cost inflation, This has been mentioned
in the debate tonight and, in fact, some members
have made some harsh remarks about it. The
point is that we are seeking to recover part of the
cost inflation involved since October, ,1977. 1
would like members to keep that in mind. The last
increase in licence fees was imposed in October,
1977, and, as a result of cost inflation, a great
deal of money has been lost since that time. It was
estimated we would need to raise something like
$7.8 million to retain the value of funds related to
1977. If the road maintenance tax had not been
abolished and this alternative proposal had not
been submitted, with the concurrence of the
House an increase in licence fees would have had
to be imposed in order to cope with the road
programmes and inflation.

Mr Davies: Why did you cut it back to $4.5
million?

Mr RUSHTON: Because we took into account
the changes taking place and also the stresses and
strains within the economy. Consequently we
decided to raise about half that amount.

Mr Davies: You were going to rip an extra $3.3
million off the people under the licensing scheme.

Mr RUSHTON: It is not a rip-off; it is a
replacement.

Mr Davies: Of course, it is. You need to replace
only $4.5 million, but you were going to replace
$7.8 million. Don't tell me that's not a rip-off.

Mr RUSHTON: One gets very confused with
the thoughts of the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Davies: The situation is as plain as tbe nose
on your face.

Mr RUSHTON: Every member knows that
money is needed for the replacement of bridges
and the upgrading of roads and all other
necessary roadworks. This is what it is all about.
We have at least 4 500 kilornetres of narrow roads
in country areas, which are 3.7 metres wide, and
which need alteration progressively. Everyone
knows, as I do, that it is desirable we tackle such
problems as the extension of the Mitchell
Freeway. It is generally conceded-I do not know
whether the Leader of the Opposition agrees-we
should be making an effort to build the Burswood
Island bridge; and it is also necessary that we
tackle many roads in the north.

Mr Davies: But why did you need $7.8 million
under one scheme, but only $4.5 million under
another scheme?

Mr, RUSHTON: I wish the Leader of the
Opposition would concentrate and try to
understand.

Mr Davies: I have been concentrating but you
keep dodging around and evading the question.

Mr RUSHTON: There was a need to replace
about $6.3 million being the road maintenance
charge. I think that is understood by most
members.

Mr Davies: The end result is that you are
getting an extra $4.5 million under this scheme,
but under the other scheme which you have now
abandoned you would have ripped off $7.8
million. It had nothing to do with road
maintenance tax. You have two different figures
under two different schemes.

Mr RUSHTON: Will the Leader of the
Opposition pause for a moment? If he will not
stop talking it will be impossible for me to get the
message over.

Mr Davies: Will you explain that satisfactorily?
If you do, then you can sit down and I will
support you.

Mr RUSHTON: I will discontinue speaking to
the Leader of the Opposition because of the way
he is carrying on. For the benefit of the House I

1429



1430 [ASSEMBLY]

will indicate that since October, 1977, the cost
inflation has been roughly 16 per cent.

Mr Davies: You are ripping off an extra 70 per
cent.

Mr RUSH-TON: In order to recover the loss
incurred and to recover that 16 per cent we would
have had to raise $7.8 million. However, taking
into consideration the economy of the State and
the public, the Government made a judgment that
at this time it would collect less than was
necessary to follow the normal programme. That
is the reason for the reduction.

Mr Davies: The $4.5 million is 70 per cent, not
16 per cent.

Mr RUSHTON: We will continue to recover
these losses from the Commonwealth whenever
we can. All members in the House agree that as a
State we are entitled to more road funds; strong
representations have been made in this regard,
and we will continue to make themn. More money
should be made available to us by the
Commonwealth to cover the loss in value of the
funds we have.

Mr Mclver: What is your view on fuel costs at
the present time?

Mr RUSHTON: I will reply to the debate in
my own way, but I want to ensure that members
understand the situation.

There are many reasons for the changes. For
instance, not many members would understand
what took place at the meeting of Ministers for
Transport in Melbourne on the 7th April. Also it
would be well for members to know that before
that meeting this Government had indicated it
would repeal the road maintenance tax if it could
find a suitable alternative, and this was my
understanding when I attended the meeting. In
addition, before the meeting the Queensland
Government announced that it intended to abolish
the charge.

Mr H-. D, Evans: What will be the
replacement?

Mr RUSHTON: The Federal Minister for
Transport had already stated that it was not a
good tax and should be withdrawn.

Mr H-. D. Evans: Is Queensland going to
replace it with some other tax?

Mr RUSH-TON: At the meeting Queensland
indicated it had not found a way around the
problem. It is up to Queensland to find its own
replacement. The New South Wales Minister,
and particularly the South Australian Minister,
opted to repeal their road charge, and the
Victorian Government did not have any other
option but to do likewise. Western Australia

would have been in an invidious position if it had
not agreed to repeal its road maintenance tax in
view of the fact every other State had opted to do
so.

Or course, we had to think very quickly about
the replacement, because the undertaking was
that the charge would be repealed on the 1st July.
Members must bear in mind that we had two
choices at that stage. We could continue with
road maintenance tax after the 1st July or we
could obtain a replacement through increased
licence fees. It is easy to realise that the collection
of a replacement through increased licence fee
would be an inequitable scheme, because it is not
related to the use of the roads by the motorists.
Therefore we had to find a more equitable
scheme. In my opinion we have done just thbt.

Firstly, I would like to outline the present
situation. We have all agreed that we should
repeal the road maintenance tax and, as I have
already said, the Government made its intention
very clear before the Ministers' meeting, but it
also indicated that it must have some kind of
replacement.

I was disappointed with the Opposition tonight,
because it has not indicated what it considers, the
right ratio should be between motor spirit and
distillate. The general indication is that members
support the principle provided it is equitable and
legal. I think that is the general consensus.

The Opposition did do something but I will not
spend much time on that tonight. It attempted to
repeal the road maintenance tax and replace it
with a system of licensing commercial vehicles.
That would have had a big impact on the cost of
operating vehicles, and because of the inflationary
spiral by now the cost would have doubled. The
road maintenance tax was about $3 million at the
time, but that move by the Opposition when in
Government did not come to pass.

For many years the Farmers' Union has been
presenting a case for the repeal of road
maintenance legislation. Many letters have been
written, and submissions have been made to me,
varying somewhat, but still supporting the repeal
of road maintenance tax. The owner-drivers have
seen me and quite a number of them indicated
that they fully supported the replacement of the
road maintenance tax. Some of them will be
disadvantaged, but they have indicated we should
proceed with the principle we have adopted, and
which they fully support.

Mr Mclver: Before you proceed, what about
the legality of the measure?

Mr RUSH-TON: I have an extract which I will
quote particularly for the member for Avon, I
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want to provide him with some answers. The
Road Transport Association has indicated it
supports the principle, and it represents all sorts
of people. It will continue to make representations
from time to time if it observes categories which
are disadvantaged.

All members have a copy of the submission
from the RAC, and it supports the principle that
contributions should be from heavy vehicles-that
contributions should be related to wear and tear,
and that is what we are trying to do.

I think most people have embraced the
principle behind the Government's decision which
is that it is practicable to license wholesale fuel
outlets, based on a fee related to the amount of
fuel sold.

The package is designed to retain equity. That
principle should be fully understood. We sought
to bring in reduced licences for vehicles up to a
tare weight of 5 865 kilograms. Members with a
broader knowledge will know that New
Zealand and the United Kingdom have
moved a long way further in this regard and
replaced licences and third party insurance with
fuel contributions. However, those countries have
a different Constitution and I think they apply a
fuel tax whereas our system will not involve a fuel
tax.

In New Zealand and the United Kingdom
licence fees and third party insurance charges
have been reduced and that could be an objective
for us to follow in an effort to find a practical
equity between motorists. The various concessions
as part of a package have been spelt out tonight,
and the reasons have been given.

The amendments we have put forward are an
endeavour to try to retain the considerations now
enjoyed by a number of users. It is important that
we do not intrude into the Commonwealth areas
of responsibility with regard to fuel tax. It neceds
to be clearly understood that ours is not a fuel tax
but a licensing of wholesale outlets. The
relationship of fuel will be purely by way of
calculation.

Mr Mclver: When the Bill was drafted, did the
Crown Law Department clear it as far as its
legality is concerned? Was it referred to Crown
Law?

Mr kUSHTON: Of course, it was referred to
Crown Law. One would not take a step without
that precaution.

Mr Mclver: Why was this system not followed
in New South Wales and South Australia? Why
was the tax placed on the retailer and not the
wholesaler? Those States were on the borderline
of legality. What is the difference here?

Mr RUSHTON: The circumstances have
changed a little since then. The actions taken in
the other States have given the Governments an
option.

On the 27th April, at a conference in Sydney,
the Ministers for Transport considered what
should be done. In fact, I placed before the
Ministers the suggestion that we, as a group,
ought to seek the replacement of road
maintenance tax. The Ministers totally agreed. I
also put to that meeting the view that the
weighting of the charge should be reflected in the
use of the road, and the Ministers said that was
the general policy they favoured. They all have
different opinions.

At that time I had with me the opinion of our
Crown Law Department and a number of the
Ministers agreed that we were constitutional.
some of the Ministers agreed with us after
reference to their legal advisers, and they are now
in the throes of introducing a replacement charge.
I hope they find common ground with us. I do not
know what their final ratio between motor spirit
and distillate will be. The figure could be closer to
equality between the two fuels.

However1 one has to make a judgment and I
would like members of this House to express an
opinion with regard to what they see as an
equitable distribution between motor spirit and
distillate. No member has expressed an opinion. If
a member believes that the figure for distillate
should be lower than that for motor spirit then he
automatically believes the figure for motor spirit
should be higher. The public are entitled to know
the opinion of members; there has lo be a balance
between the two fuels. The opinion in some
quarters is that distillate should be dearer, and
the opinion in another and a different quarter is
that distillate and motor spirit should be equal.
That is something to which members have not
addressed themselves.

The first alternative available to us was
that the money for replacement of road
maintenance tax should come from the
Commonwealth Government. The
Commonwealth Government has a fuel tax
collection of something like $1 700 million. We
believe that is where the alternative should come
from.N

The second option was that the Commonwealth
Government should raise such replacement money
on behalf of the States, and that a weighting
could be applied with regard to the use of the
roads. The other option was for the State to
introduce higher rates of licence fees, Of course,
another form of road maintenance tax, similar to
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that which operates in New Zealand, is the
hubometer on vehicles which is a better form of
control, but for which we have not opted. Other
alternatives are based on general taxes.

Then we came down to what we have
adopted-retail or wholesale outlets. I think the
solution we have brought forward will be
equitable and practicable. I would like to put to
the House an explanation of the advantages which
many have enjoyed. It always seems to be par for
the course that if something happens which is not
absolutely normal some people will take
advantage of it.

I had a number of regrets. I Worried not so
much for myself but because my colleagues were
subjected to some abuse, which was not very
pleasing to me. Those who have been snooping
around looking for figures should have got the
message that one cannot obtain a consistent figure
based on sales. Officers of the department went to
the normal agency where one would expect to
obtain the right figure; that is, the Australian
Bureau of Statistics. They cross-checked the
figures with the Bureau of Customs but, as it
turned out, they did not prove to be right.

Mr.Stepiens interjected.
Mr RUSHTON: I will explain what happened

last week concerning the involvement of the
member for Mt. Marshall and the member for
Stirling.

The figures were introduced into the party
room in good faith. Members of both coalition
parties questioned the figures and the Premier
requested that I check them again. I did 'so and
received confirmation of the previous figures.
That happened a few times. It is with some
distaste that I relate what happened after that.'

As soon as I introduced the Bill, the member
for Mt. Marshall, because of his great interest in
the legislation, asked me to keep him informed
and have regard for his interests. We left it at
that; but on Wednesday last week he said in the
House, but not in debate, that he thought the
figures might not be what they should be. What
happened then saddens me greatly. I indicated to
him that, in fact, our members had expressed
some doubts and I was making inquiries.

A deliberate attempt was made to mislead the
public by claiming that the figures were corrected
by members of the National Party, but that was
not so. That is what made me hostile. I was not
concerned for myself-one has to learn to take
these things-but I certainly was not happy about
my colleagues being implicated in the matter. I
regarded that as being somewhat dishonourable.

I conic back to the actual figures.

Mr Davies: To which set?
Mr RUSHTON: Which set would the Leader

of the Opposition like?
Mr Davies: 1 have never heard so much rubbish

in all my life.
Mr B. T. Burke: How did you get the wrong

figures? Take it step by step,
Mr RUSHTON: There is one area to which

one can look for figures which will stand up, and
it is not the Australian Bureau of Statistics or the
Bureau of Customs which has different
interpretations of the figures. 1 suppose I am the
only person in the House who has been able to
obtain the figures of all the fuel companies.

Mr Davies: All except Shell would give them to
anybody.

Mr RUSHTON: I happen to have obtained
them.

Mr B. T. Burke: How did youi make the
mistake?

Mr RUSHTON: The companies had not given
me their figures at that stage.

Mr B. T. Burke: Start off at that stage.
Mr RUSHTON: The figures which are in use

at the present time have been supported by the
extracts from the fuel companies. To my mind
they are correct estimated figures, and it is
expected that at the end of the period they will
prove to be very close to the actual figures. It
must be remembered that we are ploughing new
ground, but the figures have been supported by an
analysis of the Figures of the fuel companies.

It is very unsatisfactory, indeed, to find that
different interpretations are placed on the figures
provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics,
and that is basically the reason for what
happened.

Mr Davies: Cut it out!
Mr RUSHTON: I will now indicate to

members the impact the Bill will have on various
types of vehicles. Members have not addressed
themselves to this subject a great deal. With a
Cortina of 2000cc the impact on the annual is a
cost of about $7.

Mr B. T. Burke: The annual what?
Mr RUSHTON: With an eight-tan Dodge the

loss, on average mileage, would be approximately
$2. With the five-axle Volvo we see a saving of
something like $1 878 a year. Over the long haul
a considerable saving will result. In an actual case
I have been able to obtain, a nine-axle vehicle
going into Port Hedland-

Mr B. T. Burke: From where to Port lHedland?
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Mr RUSHTON: From Perth. It will result in a
saving of $6 89!1.

Mr Davies: What does all that mean? The
more you use the more you save; that is what you
are saying.

Mr RUSHTON: I am saying the change will
provide opportunities for savings in freight costs
on the long haul. The impact of this proposal will
vary according to the use of the vehicle.

Sir Charles Court: You have not understood
the implications of the new system.

Mr B. T. Burke: He is not even explaining the
reduction in licence fees compared with the
increase in fuel costs. He is leaving nouns out of
his sentences and not doing anything at all with
any clarity.

Mr RUSHTON: It is a very sad day, indeed,
when an Opposition cannot apply itself with some
diligence and responsibility to a subject as serious
as this one.

Mr Skidmore: We are trying very hard but you
are not helping.

Mr RUSHTON: I would like to reply to the
remarks of the member for Avon, who supports
the repeal of the road maintenance tax. However.
he indicated he was opposing the Bill. I hope after
he has heard my explanation concerning inflation
costs and road funds he will change his opinion.
The result could be a reduced road programme,
the lowering of local government allocations, and
the loss of employment. We must keep the road
programme going.

The member for Avon raised the question of
legality. The Crown Law Department has
confirmed advice that the Bill will stand up to
testing. This proposal is similar to the system of
licensing tobacco wholesalers, which was put to
test in a High Court case.

Mr Mclver: That related only to South
Australia.

Mr RUSHTON: There was the Tasmanian
tobacco case in 1977. A number of years
ago-perhaps when the Labor Party was in
government-advice was given that a proposal
such as this would not be constitutional. However,
as a result of the more recent High Court cases
we are confident that what we are doing is indeed
constitutional.

The South Australian case in relation to the
Australian petroleum licensing system was won
also. The South Australian and the New South
Wales legislation was abandoned because of the
need for uniformity in the east. It is very
cumbersome to administer legislation which is not
uniform and in that case the legislation would

have imposed many problems in regard to
licensing the retail outlets. However, those States
are most interested in what we are doing.

Mr B. T. Burke: So are we.
Mr RUSHTON; The member for Avon

referred to our share of the road funds and during
the debate tonight we have heard all about who
did what in this regard. In 1974 this State's
allocation from the road funds was reduced from
$16.9 million to $13.3 million under an Act
introduced by the Whitlamn Government.

Mr Davies: I knew that would come into it
somewhere.

Mr RUSHTON: In 1977 the amount was
reduced to $12.67 million. So our largest loss took
place during the Federal Labor Government's
term of office.

Mr B. T. Burke: Did Fraser reduce it?
Mr RUSHTON: The Opposition has told us

tonight that we should get off our tails and do
something to replace these sums. During the term
of office of the Court Government we have
received -$3 million under a special grant for road
funds and that gives members some idea of the
activity of our Premier and the sort of case he
presented.

The member for Avon questioned the haste
with which we are moving. If we did not act with
haste, we would have to carry on without the road
maintenance charge. However, we are already
committed to its abolition. There is a great deal of
administrative work to be carried out to effect the
changeover, and therefore it is imperative that the
legislation is passed quickly. As has been
mentioned tonight, a tremendous amount of
research has already taken place. When the
Tonkin Government was in power the Premier
would have liked to introduce such legislation had
he been able to find a way to do so.

The member for Avon referred to the staff of
the Transport Commission. I can assure him that
representations have taken place and, as explained
by the Premier, the Public Service Board has
confirmed that there will be no retrenchments.

Mr Speaker, unfortunately we have heard a
great deal of trivia on a most serious subject. I
hope on reflection members will realise the need
for the additional $4.5 million to complete at least
some of our road programme. All members at
some time or another come to me asking for
bridges, roads, lights, and so on.

Mr B. T. Burke: I have never asked for a bridge
in Balcatta. Leave me alone.

Mr RUSHTON: We have the responsibility to
try to maintain that programme.
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It has been a great pleasure to have the
opportunity to reply to this debate.

Mr Mclver: Before you sit down, I would like
your comments on the price we are paying for fuel
in Australia today.

Mr B. T. Burke: He hasn't any comment on
that.

Mr RUSHTON: The Federal Government
imposes an excise levy on fuel, as well as a
resources tax, to put us on a world parity basis.
That is the responsibility of the Federal
Government, and not mine. I would like to see
Western Australia obtain a greater share of the
revenue collected.

I wish to thank all members who have made
speeches tonight. I appreciate the contributions
from members on this side of the House, and I
regret that some other members have taken a
rather negative stand.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr

Blaikie) in the Chair;, Mr Rushton (Minister for
Transport) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I to 10 put and passed.
Clause It: Part IIA added-

Mr McPT-ARLlN: I move an amendment-

Page 11, lines I to 3-Delete all words
after the word "licence" down to and
including the passage "June, 1980".

The proposed subclause (1) would then read,
"The fee payable for a licence shall be five
hundred dollars together with-"- .

The purpose of this amendment is to ensure
that any change in the licence fees must be
brought back to this Chamber for consideration. I
believe that the provision would be more
acceptable to the public in this form.

Mr RUSH-TON: I oppose the amendment
moved by the member for Mt. Marshall because
it would remove from the measure the flexibility
necessary to enable changes to be made from time
to time. I have already indicated this is not a
taxing measure in the manner described, but
rather it concerns the licensing of wholesale
outlets. It relates to funds which will be applied
solely for the construction of roads. What the
member for Mt. Marshall suggests would take
away our ability to manage the proposal as a
package.

Mr DAVIES: I rose earlier because I thought
the Minister would want a little time to think
about this amendment. However, it is obvious he
has stopped thinking for the night. The
Opposition intended to move an amendment
similar to this, so we have common ground with
the National Party. Whether the amendment is
moved by the member for Mt. Marshall or myself
does not really matter. It is a crucial amendment
and its effect is to bring back to the Parliament
for further debate any future changes in the fuel
tax. If the Minister does not like us to call it a
fuel tax, we can refer to it as sums which will be
imposed in assessing the licence that shell be
charged to a petrol wholesaler. The Minister
would prefer us to use words like that in case the
impost is challenged as an excise.

We have said we are most unhappy about the
calculations made by the Minister's department.
We did not receive a satisfactory explanation
from the Minister tonight. With the best will in
the world, I found him most difficult to follow.
He said at one stage that under one proposal the
Government would have to take from the
motoring public $7.8 million in order to do the
work it wishes to do; bui then it finally decided it
did not want all that money, and that it could do
it with $4.5 million.

I suppose we will never know why there was a
difference of $3.3 million in revenue proposed to
be raised under one measure as against another.
We should, be thankful for the fact that we do not
have to pay $7.8 million, but only $4.5 million.
Under this measure we are replacing the $6.3
million to be lost in road maintenance tax,
whereas under the proposed licensing measure
that amount would still have been raised, along
with an extra $7.8 million.

Now the Government has decided that was
wrong, and it really wants only $4.5 million
because inflation since 1977 amounts to 16 per
cent. At the risk of becoming boring, I point out
once again that this is an increase of 70 per cent,
which suggests an inflation rate of 70 per cent.
Even under this Government the inflation rate has
not reached 70 per cent since 1977. The Minister
has not been able to explain the reason for this
increase.

He did acknowledge, as we all do, that road
maintenance tax must be replaced. We said
earlier that the Opposition would rather have
Opted for one of the alternatives, but that if the
Government insisted on this measure we would
accept it-and we did not divide on the second
reading-only to the point of allowing the
Government to recoup the $6.3 million it is about
to lose.
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The amendment to proposed new section 47N
in effect says to the Government, "This is the tax
you are allowed to raise; and this is as far as you
can go. If in the future before June, 1980, or after
that date, you want to adjust the tax, you must
bring the matter to the Parliament." Perhaps
under normal conditions we would not request so
strongly that the matter be brought back to the
Parliament, but this Bill has been so badly
handled and the public have become so confused
that we believe in this instance the proper thing to
do is to allow the whole matter to settle down for
12 months. Then if after the 30th June, 1980, it is
found an adjustment is needed-either up or
down-the Government can come back to the
Parliament and tell it what the experience has
been. It could give accurate figures of how much
tax was raised and what is proposed to be raised
for the next period. At that time, after the
measure has been in operation, we can decide
what is reasonable.

The alternative to that is one I suggest any
Government would like: the Government may
adjust the tax at any time without even making an
announcement. I do not suppose for a moment
that a change in the rate would not become
known quickly if the Government wrote to oil
companies and said the rate was to be increased
to 1.Ic a litre. That would be a hefty increase,
because an earlier prediction was that a tax of Ic
a litre would yield something like $14.3 million. It
is true that figure has been adjusted slightly since
then; but what a wonderful thing it would be for
the Government if it could say that an increase of
only Ic a litre would give it an extra $14 million
without having to bring the matter to Parliament
for debate.

If I were in government I woul' d like to have
such a measure available to me; but I believe that
is a dishonest way for a Government to act. .A
Government should be required to explain in the
Parliament what it is doing. What I said earlier is
worth repeating: -under normal conditions this
provision might not be so bad, but there has been
such a mixup and we have lurched from crisis to
crisis; so the Opposition is worried. There has
been much confusion, and even now the Minister
has not clearly explained the position to us. He
was not able to explain the difference between the
two measicres proposed to replace the tax which is
to be lost, one- of which we are now debating. He
was unable to explain why the amount proposed
to be raised under one measure was greater than
the amount proposed to be raised under the other
measure. Nor did he mention the fact that
already there has been a further correction to the
figures given to himn.

When I asked the Minister questions during
question time about adjusted figures he gave us to
understand there was no adjustment. However, by
his interjection during the debate lhe clearly
indicated he knew about the latest figures from
the Bureau of Statistics. He misled the House.

Mr Rushton: That is incorrect. Do not make
that allegation; you cannot make it stick.

Mr DAVIES: Being anxious not to admit he
knew the figures, he then tried to say he knew the
man who gave me the figures. If he knew the man
who allegedly gave me the figures, he must have
known the figures himself. So, why did the
Minister mislead the House at question time?

We are in a situation of confusion, crisis,
mistrust and distrust, yet we are asked to give the
Government an open hand.. I have said many
times before that I do not trust this Government.

I wholeheartedly support the amendment
moved by the member for Mt. Marshall. In fact, I
was going to move the same amendment and had
actually handed it in. The only reason we want
the Government to agree to the amendment is
that for at least one year more the Government
can come back to Parliament and tell us the truth
of the matter.

Mr STEPHENS: I support the amendment,
which is designed to overcome the Government's
intention, after the 30th June, 1980, to prescribe
the levy by way of regulation. The Government is
seeking deliberately to bypass this institution.
This is a- taxing measure, although the Minister
said it was not a taxing measure but simply
sought to raise money. The same sort of semantics
were used by Premier Tonkin in the 1971 debate
when he said his Government was not introducing
a taxing measure, simply a revenue raiser. 1 think
both he and the Minister were playing with
words.

The Minister estimates that some $10.8 million
will be raised in the first year of operation of this
levy. I say "estimates" because the situation still
is not clear. The mere fact confusion still exists as
to how much will be raised is reason to support
the amendment which provides that the matter be
brought back to this place within the first year to
enable us to debate the matter.

I strongly support the amendment and I hope
the Government for once takes cognisance of
differing points of view and accepts the
amendment and perhaps recovers some credibility
in the eyes of the public who watch this place.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Apart from the compelling
reasons to accept this amendment comprised
within the fact that this is a new impost on the
public and that there are a number of areas of
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doubt about its operation and its yield to
Government coffers, it is quite amazing to me the
Minister for Transport can so blithely base his
actions, predictions and figures upon estimates
provided to him by fuel companies. It is true the
Minister says he has cross-checked these figures
with statistics from the Australian Bureau of
Statistics. However, we know from the Minister's
track -record in this matter that his arithmetic is
not always the best in the world.

I am sure the Minister would be interested and
keen to explain to the Committee just how he can
place such faith in the figures provided to him by
fuel companies, when it is probable -although 1
cannot give a guarantee-that those fuel
companies pay excise or tax in other States on
supplies which subsequently are marketed in
Western Australia.

It is hardly accurate to say that the figures the
fuel companies have provided to the Minister will
truly represent the amount of fuel retailed or
wholesaled within Western Australia.

In any case, it seems to me to be a very bad
practice in government to be relying on the
estimates and figures given to the Government by
those companies which will be paying the tax. I
am sure that if individual members were left to
their own devices in preparing information of that
sort, taking into account the result that might
come from the information they provide, we
would not all reflect as accurately as was
desirable the sorts of things required of us.

.Nevertheless, it seems reasonable to the
Opposition that at least for the first year the
Government should be forced publicly to make
good its actions and its*- proposed
increases-which seem likely-Or decreases.
There cannot be any worry in the Government's
mind about its numbers in this matter: it has not
previously had to concern itself with a lack of
support or of numbers on matters it wished to
force through this place at a very rapid pace.

We cannot see why it is unreasonable to ask the
Government, at least for the first year, to bring
back to this place its plans in respect of this new
impost. We also seek from the Minister some sort
of explanation as to why this public accounting is
unnecessary, in view of the fact he has publicly
stated he is basing his estimates of the revenue to
be raised upon figures provided to him by the fuel
companies, when those fuel companies in fact pay
excise in other States upon supplies which
subsequently are marketed in Western Australia.

Mr JAMIESON: This is the Very matter I
mentioned during the second reading stage, and I
hope the Government will consider acceding to

this request. This matter should be before
Parliament on a regular basis so that members
know exactly where they are going. It is
interesting to note the 1971 debate was so similar
that the now Premier was the one who proposed
to delete the word "now" with a view to
substituting other words. However, as his
amendment was not seconded, the Speaker ruled
that he could not accept it. Although the
Opposition of the day had a considerable time to
examine the matter, very similar tactics were
adopted on that occasion.

This matter should come back before members
because we have had insufficient time to examine
the proposal, whereas after it has been in
operation for, say, six months we will be far better
placed to judge the desirability of allowing future
levies to be imposed by regulation, or whether in
fact the matter should continually return to this
place for consideration and approval by members.

Mr McPHARLIN: I express my appreciation
to the Leader of the Opposition in his
wholehearted support of my amendment. I was
not aware he intended to move a similar
amendment; perhaps I could have waited to allow
him to take that action.

I support what has been said because of the
variation in the figures brought forward by the
Minister. I took the trouble to obtain some figures
from the Bureau of Statistics, and I was assured
they had been thoroughly checked and rechecked.
However, there is a disparity between the figures
supplied to me and the figures the Minister is
using. This emphasises the need for a close study
of the figures supplied by the fuel companies and
those put forward by the Bureau of Statistics.

We need to know what income will be derived
from the levy. The Minister referred to an
estimated figure of 190 million litres of
automotive distillate for 1978-79 in answer to a
question without notice directed ta him by the
member for Murray. Again, the figure supplied to
me is slightly different from that produced by the
Minister.

The Minister is using the figure of 190 million,
and yet I have a figure five million litres in excess
of that. It emphasises that there is need for
further analysis and investigation. I believe the
Government would be rewarded by accepting that
it should return the legislation to this Chamber
before there is any variation in the licence fee.

The licence fee is listed as $500. Under this
legislation, the Government could alter that
without bringing it back to the Chamber. It could
be altered to any figure. That would bring in its
wake some criticism of the members of this
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Chamber who would probably know nothing
about the matter.

It is advisable, and it would be acceptable to
the public, that such an alteration be brought up
for open debate, should there be any proposal to
change the licence fee. I hope the Chamber sees it
this way, and supports the amendment.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Jlamieson

Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grewar
Mr Kassell
Mr Kerzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nanovich

Ayes 20
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Tro

Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rus hton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shaiders;

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Bryce Mr Sibson
Mr Tonkin MrGrayden
Mr T. D. Evans Mr Clarko
Mr Bertram MrSodeman
Mr Hodge Mr Mensaros
Amendment thus negatived.
Mr RUSH-TON: The amendment standing in

my name relates to the change from Ic to O.9c
and it refers to motor spirit. This change has been
well advertised, well known, and well announced.
There is not much need for me to say very much
about it. The fact is that we have indicated
reasons for the change. The relationship of motor
spirit to distillate-

Point of Order
Mr DAVIES: Could I have your ruling, Mr

Deputy Chairman (Mr Blaikie)? I know we have
some funn,tr7ulings at times, but if this figure is to
be changed to a lesser figure, are you able to
accept that before the higher figure?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
The first question to be decided-once the
Minister moves it-will be to delete the word
.o". If the Chamber decides to delete that
word, the next question to be decided is the

insertion of an alternative figure. Standing Order
No. 343 provides that whichever lesser figure is
before the Chamber will be the first considered if
there are two such amendments.

Committee Resumed

M r RUSHTON: As I have just indicated to the
Committee, it is my intention to delete the word
"one" with the intention of inserting other words.
I move an amendment-

Page 11, line 5-Delete the word "one".

Point of Order

Mr McPHARLIN: I seek your guidance, Mr
Deputy Chairman. My next amendment relates to
this particular part of the clause. I propose to
move in my amendment that a figure of 0.7 5-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr McPHARLIN: Am I in order in moving-
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have already

indicated to the Leader of the Opposition-and
no doubt you were otherwise engaged-that the
Committee will decide this question, and then it
will move on to the next question. At that stage,
the member attracting the Deputy Chairman's
notice will be given the call. The question is that
the word to be deleted be deleted.

Committee Resumed

Mr DAVIES: The Opposition is happy to make
progress by deleting this. We would like to see the
whole thing go out eventually. This is a move in
the right direction. We are even prepared to
forgive the circumstances which dictate the
alteration to the clause at this time. We would
appreciate learning from the Minister what
amount will come to the Government once the
change is made from lc to what we imagine he
proposes. He need not tell us now, but when he
moves to insert another figure he might tell us
what amount is likely to come to the Government.
We are happy to support this amendment.

Amendment put and passed.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Minister for

Transport.

Points of Order

Mr McPHARLIN: Under Standing Order No.
343, my amendment involves a lesser figure than
the figure shown on the notice paper to be moved
by the Minister.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is correct. I
give the call to the member for Mt. Marshall.
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Mr RUSHTON: On a point of order, would
you confirm that, if this proposed amendment by
the member for Mt. Marshall is lost, I can then
move to insert my words in lieu?,

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That will be
decided by the will of the Committee. I refer
members to Standing Order No. 343 which
provides as follows-

When there comes a question between the
greater and lesser sum, or the longer or
shorter time, the least sum and the longest
time shall be first put to the Question.

This is what we will be deciding now, depending
on the will of the Committee. The Minister may
have an opportunity to insert his words. However,
if the Committee carries the amendment proposed
by the member for Mt. Marshall, the Minister
has then lost his opportunity. The member for Mt.
Marshall.

Committee Resumed

Mr McPHARLIN: I move an amendment-

Page 11, line 5--Substitute the passage
".75 of a" for the word deleted.

Mr O'Connor: It will be interesting to see whd
seconds your amendment.

Mr McPHARLIN: The reason for this
amendment is that, because of the disparity and
variation in figures submitted, and the fact that
this is a new measure to the public, it is desirable
we keep its impact down to a workable and
feasible minimum.

The Minister is proposing the amount be
reduced to 0.9c, and he believes this will yield an
amount of $12 million to the Government. We in
the National Party believe an amount of 0.75c
would attract an income of $10 677 540. This
may alleviate some objections from people who
would have to pay the petrol tax. This is
especially so in regard to people in country areas
who live a long way from their regional centreis
and have to use their cars to transport their
children to school or to Sporting activities and so
on.

By reducing the Government's income by $2
million we would still leave the Government with
a workable amount. It would be to the
Government's credit to accept the amendment,
because it would alleviate to a certain degree the
impact of these charges on the public. If the
Government accepted the amendment it would be
a gesture of goodwill, showing the public it did
not wish to be too severe with this new proposal.
It would soften the blow and give the people a

chance to get used to the idea. It would not
interfere greatly with the Government's proposals
to continue its roadworks programme.

It has been a world-wide trend in recent years
for petrol prices to rise. I think it is desirable we
consider a reduction in the amount charged which
might allow a. more ready acceptance of the
proposal. I commend the amendment to the
Committee.

Mr RUSHTON: I Aind the amendment totally
unacceptable when I consider the responsibility of
the Government with respect to maintaining a
road programme which is related to the needs of
this State. We have already had hypocrisy being
shown by people who thought we should forgo the
$7.8 million which the Government has pared to
$4.5 million. Now the same people are suggesting
we should not collect that money and that we
should carry on with an even lesser programme.

The people who have objected to the raising of
this $4.5 million are the same people who have
come to the Government requesting a retention of
local government funding. Of course, we would
have a paring of funding in all areas.

As far as I am concerned it is hypocritical for
members to come here and suggest the
Government should carry on with other than a
responsible programme which would reflect the
needs and the economy of the State.

Mr McIVER: I support the amendment. I
intended to move in a similar fashion. The aim of
my amendment was to reduce the income the
Government will receive from the fuel tax.

When we abolished probate there was a loss to
the Government of $13 million, but there was no
outburst from Government members about that.
That figure is far in excess of the $4.5 million the
Government is about to raise. I do not agree with
the Minister that it is hypocrisy to ask that this
amendment be accepted. For the reasons outlined
by the member for Mt. Marshall, the amendment
is not hypocritical.

Mr COWAN: Obviously I support the
amendment moved by my colleague, the member
for Mt. Marshall. The amendment is in keeping
with our view that this new form of taxation
should not be a revenue bonanza for the
Government, but should merely replace the tax it
has forfeited.

Using the figures provided by the Government,
at the rate of 0.75c for petroleum, the
Government will recoup $10.76 million. Bearing
in mind the amendment the National Party has
foreshadowed with regard to diesel fuel and again
using the figures provided by the Government, the
Government would receive a total of $16.41
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million from the combined levies on road use
diesel and petrol at 0.75c a litre and the increase
in the licence fee for heavy duty trucks. The
National Party maintains that the Government
will probably receive $250 000 more than that,
because we believe the Government figures are
conservative.

This new form of taxation should not be
inflationary in its first year of imposition, or
indeed in any year of imposition. We believe the
$4.5 million the Government is to get is highly
inflationary. It is not excusable to say the
Government intended to increase vehicle licences.
That is no excuse for having this charge p laced on
people who use petroleum products.

There is one other matter I should like to
mention. We are not being hypocritical when we
demand that the Government takes this action.
We are asking the Government to adopt the same
responsible attitude it displays when it says to the
people of Western Australia, "it is time that we
pulled in the reins." The Government could set a
good example if it accepted the fact that it should
not increase its revenue as a result of this new tax.

Mr DAVIES: The Minister seems to have
missed the whole point of the debate tonight
which he said was that this tax is not a fuel tax.
but rather it is a tax designed to replace the road
maintenance tax. We agree road maintenance tax
can be replaced with another form of taxation,
but that is as far as we go.

We are not arguing the merits of a greater road
programme, that additional bridges should be
built, or that additional requests for funds from
local government should be looked at favourably.
We are not debating those matters. We are
arguing about the abolition of one tax and the
replacement of it with another tax.

We believe the Government is being dishonest,
because it is trying to confuse the
public-particularly the motoring public-with
sets Of figures which it says provide a concession
for the motorist. The end result of the legislation
before the House is that the Government will net
an extra $4.5 million.

All Governments need extra funds at all times.
There is no end to what the public may have,
provided the people are prepared to pay for what
they get. We have said many times that there are
no free meals. The member for Avon has
reminded the House that probate and death
duties will be abolished as from the end of this
year. There has been no suggestion as to what will
replace that revenue. We have waited with some
interest to see what the replacement tax might be.

When we have asked for relief in the area of
pay-roll tax the Premier is on record as saying,
"There are no free meals. If we take it off here,
we have to get it from somewhere else." We all
agree with that. We are operating under a budget
which provides a sum of money for use during this
fintancial year. We agree that, under normal
circumstances, that sum of money will be
approximately the same for the next financial
year. We agree that the Government is entitled to
that sum of money next year. We do not agree,
however,' that the Government is entitled to one
cent more than the sum of $6.3 million which will
be lost as a result of the abolition of road
maintenance tax.

The figures have been quoted in detail tonight
and I will not repeat them. They disclose the fact
that the Government will receive the sum of $6.3
million which has been forgone as a result of the
abandonment of road maintenance tax. That is all
we seek to achieve. We do not seek to obtain any
more or any less money. If the Government wants
more revenue, let it present a programme of
works to the House and say, "We want to raise
this much money." Irrespective of how the money
is raised, the Government, with the agreement of
Parliament, may use that money. The
Government has done a little juggling with licence
fees and has produced this legislation. It is not
hypocritical to say that we do not want all of the
measures suggested by the Government, it is just
being honest. It is strange, I suppose, that we
should ask for a little honesty from the
Government. We want to explain honestly to the
public how they are paying for the Government's
programme. I have said the public can have
anything they like, as long as they are prepared to
pay for what they get.

This amendment, along with another proposed
amendment, will result in the Government
receiving the amount lost from the abolition of the
road maintenance tax. It may even result in the
Government receiving a little more. It certainly
will not receive less.

We have just been told that the National Party
will be moving an amendment similar to the one
we have moved. We are doing this independently,
so obviously we have found some common ground.
We are asking for a reduction from Ic to 0.75c. If
our amendment is passed, along with another
amendment which we intend to move later, the
net result will be that the Government will receive
the same amount as it received under the old
system. I do not believe Parliament should be
asked to do more than that.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-
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Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr .Jamieson

Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grewar
Mr H-assell
Mr Hcrzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nanovich

Ayes
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin
Mr iT. D. Evans
Mr Bertram
Mr Hedge

Ayes 20
Mr T. H-. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidniore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs

Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Sibson
Mr Grayden
Mr Clarko
Mr Sodeman
Mr Mensaros

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr RUSHTON: I move an amendment-

Page 11, line 5-Substitute the words
"nine-tenths of a" for the word deleted.

Mr DAVIES: I do not want this amendment to
be passed on the assumption that the Opposition
is happy about it. We are not happy about 'it and I
amt sure that does not surprise the Minister. We
have already castigated the Government for its
sloppy handling of the legislation. This
amendment is being moved only because the
Government did not do its homework correctly. I
believe the Bill will be returned for amendment
again and again. This does little credit to the
Government or to the legislation. We will still
have a 70 per cent increase, a 70 per cent
inflation rate, and a $4.5 million rip-off.

Mr McPHARLIN: I want to say that I am not
particularly satisfied about this, as I indicated
when I moved my previouis amendment. Now the
Minister is insisting on his amendment on the
Notice Paper and I am not happy about it.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr DAVIES: I will not be proceeding with the

amendments on the list I handed to you. Mr
Deputy Chairman (Mr Blaikie), as they would be
meaningless in view of the fact the the earlier
amendment moved by the member for Mt.
Marshall was not successfully negotiated through
the Committee.

Mr RUSHTON: I move an amendment-

Page 11, line lO-Delete the word "four"
with a view to substituting the word "three."

The amendment is clear-cut. The Opposition
persists with its argument that the Government is
taking the opportunity to raise extra funds. I
reiterate once again that all the Government is
doing is attempting to maintain part of its road
programme. Most members have supported the
principle that such a programme should be
maintained, and the public insist that this be
done. The Government is acting responsibly.

Mr McI VER: I want to move to substitute the
word "two" in lieu of the word "four".

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order! The Committee will deal with the question
before the Chair-that is, the deletion of the word
"four"-and then we will take the proposal of the
member for Avon.

Mr McPHARLIN: I just indicate I support the
amendment.

Mr PEARCE: I would like to challenge the
statement made by the Minister who is trying to
make the Committee believe this is not a new
taxing measure when he talks about maintaining
the road programme.

He is telling us that one tax is being abolished
and another is being imposed, and that the figures
balance. The fact is that the new tax raises $4.5
million more than the previous one. No matter
how much the Minister talks about maintaining a
programme, he is increasing the tax. It is a
Strange use of the word "maintaining".

He referred to an amount of $7.8 million which
was lost in the road programme, but that is
money lost by this Government, the Minister, and
his predecessors, because of their inability to get
money out of the Commonwealth Government.
As a result the people are being asked to make up
for the Ministers' incompetence, and they will
have to make it up out of their own pockets. The
other States have had no real problem in getting
Commonwealth road funds.

Sir Charles Court: Not much!
Mr PEARCE: Only Western Australia seems

to have been deficient. The Premier can laugh all
he likes.

Sir Charles Court: All States have a problem.
Mr PEARCE: Everyone has problems with

Fraser; I understand that. However, our Premier
has more problems than Premiers of other States
when it comes to getting road funds from the
Commonwealth.
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I reject the proposition the Minister is
submitting; that is, that he is not increasing
taxation under the legislation. The fact of the
matter is that $4.5 million is being raised from
Western Australian citizens which otherwise
would not have to be paid by them.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr MCPHARUIN: Under the same Standing

Order referred to previously, I think I should have
the call to move an amendment.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie): I
indicated to the member for Avon that he could
move an amendment after we had dealt with the
previous one.

Mr McPHARLIN: I thought I was sticking
strictly to the rules, SO I did not mention the
matter before.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The member for
Avon did indicate his desire to move - an
amendment, and I am obliged to give him the
call.

Mr MclVER: I will be very brief. I move an
amendment-

Page 11, line 10-Substitute the word
"two" for the word deleted.

The reason for my amendment is that we merely
want to replace the road maintenance tax, not
impose a 70 per cent increase or raise an
additional $4.5 million. There is no point in my
going over the ground which has been covered.
previously.

Mr RUSHTON: All I can say is that the
honourable member's own ex-colleagues at
Westrail will be disappointed. in him, because they
believe the figure should be even higher.
However, he will have to live with his decision.
This is another attempt by members opposite to
reduce the road programme. If the amendment
were carried it would affect employment and the
vital work involved in the road programme.
Therefore I cannot entertain it for a moment. I
believe members opposite will have to answer to
their own people, because they are saying they do
not want road programmes which are vital.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!
An Opposition member: You should resign!
Mr McPHARLIN: I rise to support the

amendment. I am surprised by the Minister's
comments. This figure of 2c was looked at closely
by the committee. It had that figure in mind at
the time, but was open to further discussion with
the Minister. There is more disparity in the
dist illate figures than in the petroleum figures.
(46)

However, even at the suggested reduced figure of
2c a litre, it could still bring in more than the
Minister has calculated. The two amendments we
are talking about tonight together would
represent very closely the amount the Government
has collected in road maintenance tax; it may be
even a little more.

The Minister has said that members who are
talking this way could be responsible to their
electorate. It comes back to the attitude we have
expressed here this evening-an attitude endorsed
by other members and by the public of Western
Australia-that the Government should continue
to put pressure on the Federal Government. Let it
be recorded here that we are not happy about
having to seek higher funds. Let us keep the
amount as Low as possible and continue with our
pressure on the 'Commonwealth Government until
common sense prevails on a Federal level and we
receive a just allocation of road funds so that the
State does not have to increase the tax to any
great extent. I support the amendment, and I
believe every other member of the Committee
should support it also.

M r DAVIES: I Cannot allow the remarks of the
Minister to go by without making some Comment.
First of all, he said he was surprised the member
for Avon, being an ex-railway man, should do this
type of thing. I am surprised that the Minister,
with his love for road transport, has not embraced
this move wholeheartedly because if agreed to it
will help him foster road transport all the more.

The Minister said we have to answer to our
electors, and I will be delighted to do thalt on the
stand I have taken tonight. I will be able to tell
my electors that I tried to stop the Government in
its attempt to raise more money.

Mr Rushton: And cancel out some roads.
Mr DAVIES: We have not said we will cancel

some roads. I have said that if the Minister brings
a programme to Parliament during the Budget
debate, when we usually discuss these matters, we
might agree. However, we do not agree to an open
slather, which will be the result of an increase of
70 per cent in road funds. The Minister has said
the inflation rate is only around 16 per
cent-even under Fraser. We might have been
happy to agree to an increase of 16 per cent to
keep pace with the inflation rate.

We know that one can get anything if one likes
to pay for- it, and that is what the Minister is
saying: The Government will get what it likes and
the public will pay for it.

The member for Merredin earlier gave us some
details with regard to how he felt the money
should boe made up. Although my earlier
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amendment was not agreed to, it is important that
we try to cut dawn the amount of money which
the Government is to lift from the pockets of the
motoring public.

The Government is being dishonest with the
public, and I am sure that the public at large have
waken up. The Government has tried to confuse
the public with all kinds of stories about reducing
motor vehicle licence fees by 20 per cent, but
those stories do not hold water. The public are
concerned only with the end result, which is that
the Government Will raise an extra $4.5 million.

If the Government wanted the extra money to
help solve the unemployment problem, we would
be happy, because it has done precious little else
to come to grips with the real problems in our
electorates. We do not accept that the problem
should be dealt with on an ad hoc basis.

The Government is aware that the public will
agree to the repeal of road maintenance tax
legislation, and in the process the Government
will get an extra $4.5 million to play with. I have
not agreed with anything the Minister has said,
either during his second reading speech or since,
and I am convinced that the stand by the
Opposition is 100 per cent correct.

Mr STEPHENS: The Minister said that some
members of this Chamber would be responsible to
their electorates. That is precisely the reason I
have adopted my present attitude in regard to this
Bill and the amendments, because I am
responsible.

We are very conscious of the need to maintain
our road programme, and I have said nothing
against that. What I am speaking against in the
interests of the people I represent is the rip-off the
Government will make. It has been stated that the
inflation rate is 16 per cent, and that is the reason
we are trying to bring the position back to where
we maintain the status quo.

Yes, we accept our responsibility and we are
quite happy to meet the people we represent.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Jamieson

Ayes 20
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Mcrharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Tirn
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grewar
Mr H~assell
Mr Hcrzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nanovich

Ayes
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Bertram
Mr Hodge

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rushton
Mr Sprigg
Mr Tubgby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shaldes

Pairs
Noes

Mr Sibson
Mr Grayden
Mr Clarko
Mr Sodeman
Mr Mensaros

(Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr RUSHTON: I move an amendment-

Page 11, line 10-Substitute the word
"three" for the word deleted.

It is interesting to note the continued stance of the
Opposition. Members opposite are saying that
sums of $6.3 million and $4.5 million are
involved. In fact, the sum of $4.5 million relates
to a road programme which sum is diminishing
because of inflation since October 1977. The
decrease in value has been measured at $7.8
million.

Had things not changed as they have, we
intended to bring to the Chamber a Bill to
retrieve a sum which would enable a reasonable
road programme at the same level to be extended.
We have taken the opportunity to put before the
Chamber a new strategy to raise road funds,
based on equity, practical application, and
legality, and I would have thought the Committee
would give it considerable support in view of the
problem we have had in relating road funds to
licences. That was totally inequitable and we
would have thought members would embrace this
forward-looking programme and policy.

Mr DAVIES: The Minister persists in
describing a rip-off as a strategy. I do not care
what he calls it-

Mr Jamieson: It is Liberal terminology.
Mr DAVIES: --or how he adds up his figures;

the fact remains in the end the public will pay an
extra $4.5 million. The Minister said the
Government had a diminishing road programme
because of inflation. It indicates how incompetent
the Government is, because it should have allowed
for inflation in its road programme; and when we
look at the Budget papers I think we will find it

(Teller) did allow for inflation.
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The Government now says it wants to extend its
road programme. In effect, the Minister is now
saying, "We want to keep up with the road
programme, and to do so we have to keep up with
inflation." Inflation is running at 16 per cent, so
we collect an extra 70 per cent with this tax. If
the Government's budgeting is incompetent, it
should not ask the public to pay for it. Let it stew
in its own mess until we come to Budget time
again.

Indeed, this legislation probably will not take
effect until the Budget takes effect, because the
road maintenance tax will remain in force until
the 30th June. So by the time the Government
gets around to collecting the licence fees-which
will probably be the 3 1st March next year-if it is
behind in its road programme now it will be some
time before it can pick up the diminishing area.

It is of no use to talk about strategy when we
should be talking about a rip-off, and it is of no
use the Government saying we should be happy to
agree to it. We are never happy with increased
taxes at any time.

The Minister says it is a strategy to provide
jobs. When will it provide jobs? Will it provide
Christmas presents for some of the
unemployed-because the Government will not
pick up the money before then-or will it rob
Peter to pay Paul? I hope the Bill will provide
jobs. The Government has done precious little to
reduce unemployment.

Mr O*Connor: You know there was to be an
increase in licence fees?

Mr DAVIES: Yes. I had forecast a rise in them
and I was staggered to find, the Government
taking unto itself $7.8 million, no doubt to take
care of the diminishing road programme. But it
has suddenly found the programme is not
diminishing as fast as it thought it was: it is
diminishing only to the extent of $4.5 million. So
the Government has said, "We will abandon that.
Aren't you lucky? We are not going to rip off
$7.8 million. We will use a strategy to take from
you only $4.5 million."

It docs not matter what words are used, the end
result is exactly the same. The public are paying
an extra $4.5 million, and the Government finds it
convenient to deal with it under this legislation
now, because it does not like to bring down a
Budget containing increases in -taxes or
Government charges. It 'will attend to those
matters long before Budget time arrives. We have
been told about hospital charges, water rates, and
the extra $4.5 million. They are only three
increases we have been told about. Many more
will come. Then the Premier will bring in his

Budget and say, "For the fourth or fifth year
running I have brought down a balanced Budget."
It is not a balanced Budget when a Government
does things like that. Any housewife can balance
a budget, given enough money.

We are talking about the patent dishonesty of
the Government in saying, "We are saving you
money because we will not tax you as much as we
originally intended." It confused the whole issue
by bungling the Bill and putting the wrong figures
in it, and it is now sowing the thought abroad that
it is a good Government because instead of
imposing a levy of Ic. a litre on motor spirit it is
imposing a levy of only O.9c, and instead of
imposing a levy of 4c on distillate it is imposing a
levy of only 3c. Before the legislation goes
through the Government is prepared to lower the
tax.

The Government will have to answer to the
electorate, and we will be happy to talk about it in
the electorate. Whether the Government talks of
strategy, diminishing road programmes,
unemployment, pensioners, or the price of bread
makes no difference: in the end result the public
will pay an extra $4.5 million.

Mr B. T. BURKE: What the Opposition calls
into question is the inherent immorality in the
Government's exceeding its brief on this occasion.
Quite clearly the Government has no brief other
than to replace the road maintenance tax. The
former Minister .for Transport, by way of
interjection, talks about impending rises in licence
fees, but of course those impending rise became
impending rises only when the. possibility arose of
this tax being imposed.

Mr O'Connor: That is not correct.
Mr B. T. BURKE: No plan was announced by

the Government to increase licence fees, and the
decision to replace road maintenance tax at least
morally obliged the Government to do just
that-replace road maintenance tax, not' to
finance what may prove to be election promises in
the future or to finance shortfalls resulting from
the Government's ineffectiveness in its dealings
with its Federal counterparts by increasing a tax
to produce a revenue which far exceeds that
which would have been produced by road
maintenance tax had it persisted.

The Opposition is attempting to say to the
Government that it is thoroughly immoral to
extend the argument which permits it to replace
road maintenance tax into permission also to
replace, at the most illogical extreme, pay-roll
tax, for example. I suppose the Government could
make out a valid argument that what it is doing is
levying charges in a-different way, but the public
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expects the Government to adhere to a clear
moral persuasion to replace road maintenance tax
and to raise only that amount of revenue which
that tax would have raised had it persisted.

The Minister has come out of this whole affair
-very badly; if not by his incompetent attempts to
explain his position, then certainly by his
reluctance to confront that very area that the
Opposition now highlights-the moral stance of
the Government~ in taking this opportunity
presented by the industrial force with which the
Government was confronted to increase taxation
in this State and on the people of Australia by an
amount that far exceeds that which they would
have had to Aind had road maintenance tax
persisted.

Amendment put and passed.

Mr H. D. EVANS: I move an amendment-

Page 11, line 16-Delete the words "road
vehicles on roads" with a view to inserting
the passage "road vehicles, except for diesel
engined road vehicles used solely for the
carriage of livestock, on roads".

You will recall, Mr Deputy Chairman (Mr
Blaikie), that notice of this amendment was given
before the Government had second thoughts
about livestock hauliers, and, therefore, before the
announcement was made about concessions on
licences. Therefore, although it is not as
significant as was originally intended, my
amendment is still of value to the livestock
industry, and particularly the livestock industry in
the Kimberley area which has been very
depressed for the last four. years until the recent
improvement in the American ajid overseas
markets.

I would like to refer you, Mr Deputy
Chairman, to a volume about which you would
have a detailed knowledge, and one whose content
you add ed to so ably yourself.

I am referring, of course, to the report of the
Honorary Royal Commission into the Beef and
Sheep Meats Industry. This commission received
a number of submissions from various stations
throughout the Kimberley. In 1976 the position in
that area was desperate, and it became even worse
in 1977. No doubt you are as disappointed and
concerned as the chairman of that commission
and myself are that the recommendations mostly
ace just gathering dust in the archives.

On page 40 of the report- it is stated
unequivocally that the cattle industry in the
Kimberley is of the utmost importance to the
economy of the region, the retention of the
population in the area, and the national interest.

*That statement becanie more and more evident as
the submissions were accumulated by the
commission.

One of the most important aspects of the beef
industry in the Kimberley is that of transport, and
a number of recommendiations were put forward
by the commission in regard to the maintenance
of the roads and the extension of certain roads. In
the case of two recommendations in particular,
the Government can do something for the area
through this measure.

Firstly, the commission recommended the
reintroduction of the fuel equalisation scheme or
something similar to provide fuel at a more
equitable price. Not only has that
recommendation been disregarded, but we ind an
impost is to be added to the already high cost of
fuel. This impost will apply to the road trains
which were granted permission in 1976 to operate
to Muchea.

The beef industry is just coming out of a
-depression, and the people in the industry are just
commencing to make up their losses after the
tribulations and privations they have suffered.
However, we are not doing very much at this time
to assist that recovery; in fact, the Government is
taking steps to hinder it.

Secondly, we must have regard for the position
of the local authorities and to assist them in the
maintenance of the roads. After the wet season
road maintenance is urgent and expensive. The
commission suggested the provision of special
grants to the local authorities to allow access
roads to be maintained and opened each year with
the reconstruction of crossings. etc. However, we
are presently debating legislation which is
contrary to those recommendations.

We have not heard any mention of a further big
windfall that will come to the Government
through the savings on the administration of the
collection of road maintenance tax. I understand
that this amounts to approximately 12 per cent of
the overall figure, and so it must be a fairly
sizeable amount. Because of the manner in which
the levy and the licence fees are to be collected,
the administrative costs should be reduced.

We have heard about the savings that will
result in the southern areas of the State. It is not
possible to be specific about the amount because
of the different types of vehicles in use and the
different distances covered. However, the
concessions to be granted under this legislation
will not be at the same level as the concessions
contained in the road maintenance tax legislation.
I am particularly concerned about the area to
which I referred because the road trains are the
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lifeblood or the region. We must do everything
possible to keep the population in this area, and
the intentions of the Government were not made
clear by the Minister.

Mr RUSHTON: I would like briefly to tell the
member for Warren the impact of his
amendment. I would like to indicate also to him
that we took steps in the appropriate place to give
the maximum assistance to the area he referred
to; that is, by the introduction of a nominal
licence fee. The amendment is not acceptable to
the Government because our proposal is based on
the wholesale licensing system.

Of course, we are not involved in the area about
which the member for Warren was speaking. The
Commonwealth does not allow exemptions from
excise for road vehicles. I enmphasise that we are
merely licensing wholesale outlets, and connected
with that licence there is to be a fee based on the
sales of fuel. I have received a warning that to do
what the member suggests would place in
jeopardy the legality of our legislation. The
member for Warren could not have thought of
that when he proposed his amendment.

He mentioned the cost of revenue collection
by the Transport Commission. The amount varies,
but it is around I1I per cent and represents a little
under $600 000. That is not deducted from the
amount paid into the road fund. Obviously it
comes from fees received by the Transport
Commission. As has been mentioned already, the
future of the Transport Commission is being
reviewed. I have given the member the figures he
asked for. His amendment is not acceptable for
the reasons I have given.

Mr COWAN: The National Party supports the
amendment, and wishes to raise two points.
Firstly, we are aware of the fact that the
Government will obtain its revenue from the
wholesale distributors of fuel and, therefore, it
would have to return that money to livestock
carriers. That is purely an administrative and
mechanical exercise. What is more important to
us is the passage proposed to be inserted in lieu of
the words deleted. It refers to. "road vehicles
except for diesel engined road vehicles used solely
for the carriage of livestock, on roads".

I am aware that the member for Warren
referred specifically to road trains in the
Kimberley. However, from surveys we have
conducted, and judging by the comments of the
Minister for Agriculture about livestock carriers
in his area, this provision is meant to apply to
anyone who transports livestock in Western
Australia.

Under the amendment proposed by the member
for Warren very few carriers would be eligible for
concession, because to my knowledge very few
people use their vehicles solely for the transport of
livestock. Therefore, it is the opinion of the
National Party that the amendment to delete the
words "road vehicles on roads" should be
supported. However, we feel that other words
should be- inserted to allow transporters who
record that they have transported livestock to
obtain a fuel concession for the mileage incurred
while the vehicle was used 'exclusively for the
purpose of transporting livestock. Then the
carriers in my area and other areas we have
checked would be able to utse their vehicles for a
dual purpose and still be eligible for a concession.

Mr H. D. EVANS: The point raised by the
member (or Merredin is partly correct. The (act is
that there are stock firms which concentrate
solely on transporting stock and, of course, they
would receive the concession. My amendment is
designed to give relief to the area of greatest need,
which is the Kimberley. While prices may be
abnormally high at the moment, there is no
guarantee that situation will last indefinitely. If
the opportunity were taken to differentiate
between trucks used solely for the transport of
stock and those which have varied uses, the
administrative problems would be such that the
Government would be justified in rejecting them.
That is the reason for the wording of my
amendment. I would counsel the member for
Merredin to have a close look at the
administrative problems involved in his
suggestion.

* The Minister suggested that if a certificate of
exemption were granted to hauliers who transport
only livestock, the legality of this Dill could be
jeopardised. That would not be an insurmountable
problem, because some form of rebate could be
applied which would be purely administrative. If
the question does revolve around 'the fact that
every vehicle is being subjected to this tax
through the wholesalers, then the legality of the
whole legislation is in question. The Minister said
some warning had been raised. What is the true
position of the overall legality, in the light of my
amendment?

Amendment put and negatived.
Mr H. D. Evans: Are we not to receive a reply?
Mr Rushton: I have already given an

explanation.
Mr M1cI VER: I propose to move an amendment

as follows-

Page 11, line 16-Delete the words "road
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vehicles on roads" and substitute the passage
-road vehicles, except for omnibuses, on
roads and vehicles registered by local
authorities".

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order! I draw to the member's attention to the
fact that the amendment which has just been
negatived by the Committee was designed for the
same purpose as his amendment. The Committee
was not prepared to accept the previous
amendment, therefore we cannot proceed with his
amendment.

Mr H. D. EVANS: With respect,' there is a
difference in the intent, and this amendment
involves a different class of ownership of vehicles.
In this amendment we are dealing with vehicles
owned by the Government-the authority which
is levying the tax-and that is different from
Icying a tax on privately'owned vehicles. It comes
back to whether the granting of a concession in
respect of Government-owned vehicles would
jeopardise the legality of the measure.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Committee
alreadyi has decided it is not prepared to delete
the words, "road vehicles on roads". As it is
necessary to delete those words before proceeding
with the amendment the member for Avon wishes
to move, his amendment is out of order.

Mr DAVIES: I move an amendment-
Page 11, line 16-Insert after the word

'.roads", the words "and vehicles registered
by local authorities".

I think the member for Avon was going to move
in relation to omnibuses and then add at the end
of the clause "and vehicles registered by local
authorities". Local authorities are most concerned
that this legislation will involve them in a
considerable amount of tax. If the Minister for
Transport, being a previous Minister for Local
Government, has any real sympathy for local
authorities, I am sure he will appreciate that
many of them are in severe financial straits. This
extra impost will cause them to do something
about which he has already expressed alarm;
namely, cut back on programmes. Local
authorities all run a large number of vehicles and,
over a year, this new tax could make a large dent
in their budgets.

We all know local authorities must have money
to carry out essential works. If they do not have
money for the carrying out of works, those works
are not done and if those works are not done they
cannot employ people; therefore, the
unemployment situation will be boosted instead of
reduced.

I will be quite frank: I have no figures as to just
what is likely to be the cost or the loss to the
Government. We are concerned that the
Government should raise only the $6.3 million
which it will lose by abolishing the road
maintenance tax. We believe the sort of revenue
the Government is proposing to take unto itself
gives it room to manoeuvre, and to provide a
concession to local government. I can assure the
Minister such a concession would be very well
received by local government.

I have heard the suggestion only on the most
casual basis-which does not surprise me because
there has been little time for the import of this
Bill to sink into all sections of the
community-that local authorities, particularly
those in the country, are most alarmed at what is
likely to happen as a result of this legislation.

Mr Jamieson: Most council meetings were
suspended because they were in the throes of
elections, anyway.

Mr DAVIES: That would be another reason
they might not have been able to contact us. This
is a very real opportunity for the*Government to
show it is concerned about local government. It
has some money with which it can manoeuvre,
and say to local government. "We will exempt
vehicles registered in the name of local
government which will enable you to continue to
provide employment where it counts most-right
there in your local government areas, and in the
country towns."

I have not been approached officially on this
matter. However, I know the member for Avon
has received several letters requesting him to seek
this concession from the Government. I have
moved in on him, and I apologise for doing so. I
believe what he was hoping to achieve will be
accomplished by my amendment.

Mr RUSHTON: This legislation is a road-user
measure and the equity of it is that people will
pay according to their use of the road.

Mr Davies: Except some people, who are
exempt.

Mr RUSHTON: Local government already has
had discussions with me regarding this very
aspect. I have asked it to prepare a total figure of
the impact of this measure on local government.
Local government's redress will be in the way of
road funds which it attracts in the normal course
of events. It is not seeking exemptions from
paying a legitimate charge relating to use of the
roads. Local government is a responsible body and
is a road-maker itself; it shares considerable road
funds with the State.
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Mr McIVER: I am indebted to the Leader of
the Opposition, with his experience in these
matters, in being able to get this matter before
the Committee for discussion. The Minister said
he has had discussions with local government.
Naturally, be WAS referring to a request by the
shires that they be exempt from paying the tax on
diesel fuel. In fact, I am surprised such an
exemption is not provided for in the legislation,
because the Minister well knows that several
shires are in severe financial difficulty in relation
to their road maintenance and construction
programmes.

This Bill deals with the amount of money the
Government is going to raise for use on our roads,
and I would have thought local government would
receive some consideration in the way of
exemptions. Most Western Australian shires
principally operate diesel-powered vehicles, and I
am sure an exemption on diesel fuel would be
appreciated by those shires. Certainly, they are
quite in order in seeking an exemption. That is
why they have written to me asking me to raise
the matter tonight.

When the Minister was speaking to the
Opposition amendment, he harped on the point
that we are hypocritical, that we are trying to
take work away from people. In this instance, we
are not doing that. We are endeavouring to
provide work for others and we are trying to
maintain the programmes the shires have
planned.

I would have thought the Minister would take
the opportunity Lo place the shires in that
category so that they would be exempt from the
levy. I suggest that the Minister give
consideration to this amendment for the reasons
we have put forward.

Mr McPHARLIN: I mentioned in my second
reading comments that a shire had referred this
matter to me. Its estimate of the extra cost or
distillate at 3c a litre was $820 for its road
vehicles. Perhaps $820 does not sound a lot, but is
an additional amount. Shire councils all over the
State never have too much money. They are
always looking for more. To meet that extra cost,
they would have to consider increases in rates.

We know the position of many shires. They are
finding difficulties in raising finance. Even with
this small increase, they would be faced with
raising rates to compensate for the increased
charge.

I am now inclined ;o support the amendment,
because of the figures given to me by one shire.
Those figures would apply in many shires. It is a

worth-while matter, and the shires should be
exempted.

The distillate used by shires on roadworks has
to be recorded, and they have to make
submissions to t he Federal Department of
Transport. This is not a matter which is hard to
police, because of the present procedures. The
Government should give serious consideration to
this matter.

I support the amendment.
Amendment put and a division taken with the

following result-

Mr Darnett
Mr'fl. T. Burke
Mr T. 3. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grilt
Mr Harman
Mr Jamieson

Sir Charles Coqrt
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grewar
Mr HassellI
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nanovich

Ayes
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin
Mr T.D. Evans
Mr Bertram
Mr Hodge.

Ayes 20
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
MI r Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Tm y
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rushion
Mr Sprigg
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
MrT Young
Mr Shalders.

Pairs
Noes

Mr Sibson
Mr Orayden
Mr Clarko
Mr Sodeman
Mr Mensaros

(Teller)

(Te 11cr)

Amendment thus negatived.
Mr MePHARLIN: At page HI, line 21, 1 wish

to move an amendment. Originally 1 proposed to
add the words "not exceeding 0.75 cents". 1
propose to alter that to 0.9c. If that is acceptable,
I will proceed to speak to the amendment.

The subclause of the Bill reads as rollows--
(a) an amount as prescribed for the

purposes of this paragraph in relation to
that period for every litre of motor
-spirit . .;

I propose to insert "not exceeding 0.9 cents" after
the word "amount". If the Government proposes
to prescribe an amount, it would be limited to
that figure. If the Government wanted to alter the
Act to an amount above that figure, it would be
necessary to bring it back to the Parliament for
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debate. That is the purpose of the amendment. It
is desirable that that be done.

The figure of O.9c is the amount that the
Government has agreed to by its alteration to a
previous subclause in relation to a litre of motor
spirit. The figure is acceptable to the Government
at present. I can see no reason for not inserting
that sum. It would provide protection to all those
interested in the legislation, and especially to the
members of this Chamber. They would be able to
debate and examine any proposed upward
increase in the rate.

I move an amendment-
Page 11, line 21- Insert after the word

,amount" the passage "not exceeding 0.9
'cents".

Mr RUSHTON: This amendment has the
same intention as that of an earlier one. I earlier
indicated what the Government's intentions were
and why we had come to those arrangements. I
reiterate: this is not a tax from which the funds
are going into Consolidated Revenue; the funds
are to go to the Main Roads Trust Account. The
funds relate to services Riven. The member for
Mt. Marshall knows there is provision for the
tabling of regulations should there be a change in
due course. I think this is needed. We desire
flexibility in this legislation, which is a total
package between vehicle licences and the licence
for wholesale outlets. I have explained already the
purposes behind the Government's intentions and.
I oppose the amendment.

Mr JAMIESON: I am not prepared to accept
the explanation given by the Minister. He made
things worse by saying it is a combined package
dealing with licences. In fact, licences are to be
prescribed also. It makes me wonder where we are
going in this Parliament. We must remember that
these regulations have the force of law until such
time as Parliament can sit and deal with them.

I pointed out before that a movement of Ic in
regard to motor fuel, and disregarding diesel fuel,
could mean about $1 million a month. If the
Parliament were not sitting, as very often occurs
during an election year when it may not sit until
July. a Government could prescribe any fee it
liked. Admittedly it would have to go to the Main
Roads Trust Account, but it encourages both the
Premier and the Leader of the Opposition to
make rather extravagant promises in regard to
roadworks. They could both say they could do
certain work, because they would know they could
sneak back and without the approval Of
Parliament have the regulations passed which
would get them the money. I do not want to be
associated with that type of government.

Parliament should have complete control of
Government spending. *At present we have
government by regulations. The present figure is
quite satisfactory, but if the Government wished
to increase it it could bring the matter before
Parliament. I support the amendment.

Mr STEPHENS: I support the amendment. If
this Parliament is going to mean anything at all,
let us start making a few decisions and taking the
decision-making away from departments which
can have their own decisions merely ratified by
Cabinet.

The Minister has indicated this amendment is
the same as an earlier* one, but it is not. The
earlier amendment sought to delete the provision
entirely and withdraw the power to allow the
Government to prescribe differing rates. Having
lost 'that amendment, we are now trying to ensure
that the Government gives a guarantee to the
public of Western Australia that after June. next
year it is not going to increase the levy it is
introducing tonight.

The National Party has already indicated the
amount should be less than O.9c. The member for
Mt. Marshall is seeking to use the Government's
own figures of 0.9c and 2c so that the public will
know that the Government, having made one big
grab here tonight, will not at some future time
prescribe an increase in the amount to be levied.
The Government could give this guarantee by
agreeing to this amendment..

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Jamieson

Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr Maclcinnon
Mr Nanovich

and a division taken with the

Ayes 19
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Melver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephen
Mr Taylor
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
MT Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)

(Teller)
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Pairs
Ayes Noes

MrfBryce Mr Sihson
Mr Tonkin Mr Grayden'
Mr T. D. Evans Mr Clairko
Mr Bertram Mr Sodeman
Mr Hodge Mr Mensaras

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr McPHARLIN: I move an amendment-

Page 11, line 29-Insert after the word
"amount" the passage "not exceeding 3
cents"1.

That is the figure the Government has placed on a
litre of diesel fuel. The reasons for this
amendment are identical with those behind my
moving the previous amendment. The National
Party wishes to see a limit to any upward
movement of this amount. We feel any upward
movement should be brought to the Parliament
for discussion.

.Mr RUSHTON: As the member for Mt.
Marshall has stated, this amendment is similar to
the previous one and, of course, my answer is the
same. Therefore, there is no reason for me to
elaborate. I oppose the amendment.

Mr JAMIESON: The Opposition believes this
amendment is somewhat different from the last
one. Whilst it would have been desirable for the
previous amendment to be agreed to, this
amendment is probably the most important one..
because heavy transport and the MT!' will be
subject to this impost.

This' is the most inflationary of the two
situations. Surely we want to curb inflation. Does
the Premier no longer believe in defeating
inflation State by State which was his most
outstanding aim a year or two ago? If the Premier
believes in reducing in flation, he must want to
restrict the cost of heavy transportation. The 3c
increase applies only to road vehicles, but the fuel
must be taken to country areas. The price of a
number of goods will increase as a result of this
measure. It is a mild increase only in terms of the
operation of the vehicles concerned, but one must
take into account the other price increases
involved.

This amendment is quite different from the
previous one. It is probably the more important of
the two amendments and the Opposition supports
it,

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr_.J.RBurke
Mr Canr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Jamieson

Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Hcrzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nanovicli

Aye
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Bertram
Mr Hodge

Ayes 19
M T. H, Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlia
Mr Pearce
-Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
MrOld
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridle
Mr RUshton
Mr Sp
Mr TurtCr
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shaldens

Pain
Noes

Mr Sibson
Mr Grayden
Mr Clarko
Mr Sodeman
Mr Mensaros.

(Teller)

(Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clauses 12 to 16 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, with amendments, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

MR RUSHTON (Dale--Minister for
Transport) [2.56 a.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR COWAN (Merredin) [2.57 a.m.].- It is with

somte regret I have to inform the House that,
whilst my party is very much in favour of the
abolition of road maintenance tax, we cannot,
becaiuse of the Government's irreponsible
attitude in using this measure as a tax rip-off on
the public of Western Australia, support what
would normally be a very laudable piece of
legislation. The Premier may laugh,, as may the
Minister for Health.

Sir Charles Court: You are making an absolute
fool of yourself.

Mr COWAN: The Government is not living
up to its responsibility to the people of Western
Australia which is to extract from the
Commonwealth an amount of money which
rightfully -belongs to this State. if the Government
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is incompetent, perhaps it should resign instead of
extracting this money from the people of Western
Australia.

Several members interjected.
Mr COWAN: That is the whole crux of the

,matter. The Government is extracting from the
people of Western Australia money which has
been collected already by the Commonwealth and
the Government does not have the guts to go and
get it.

Sir Charles Court: Do not talk rot!
Mr COWAN: It is not rot; it is'the truth.
Sir Charles Court: You are more stupid than I

thought you were.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COWAN: If w~e have a situation in which

the Government is able to obtain its own revenue,
then quite obviously its determination, when it
goes to the Commonwealth, will be somewhat
diluted, because it is receiving the money already.
As far as I am concerned, this legislation should
provide the means by which the State may obtain
the amount of money it lost from the abolition of
road maintenance tax.

If it wanted to throw in licensing concessions,
we would have no objection to an extra amount
being raised through the fuel tax proposals, but
certainly we are opposed to the rip-off which is
involved, flat is the reason the National Party
will oppose the third reading of the Bill.

Question put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the House divided.

Remarks during Division

Sir Charles Court: I wish you National Party
fellows would- stay over there where you belong!

Mr Stephens: Just because we disagree with a
Liberal doesn't mean we are wrong!

Sir Charles Court: I wish you would stay over
there where, you look at home!

Several members interjected.
Mr Cowan: Why not come 6p with something a

little more objective?
Sir Charles Court: Where you look at home!
Several members interjected.
Mr Davies: lie is upset he cannot whip you into

line like the rest of them!
Mr Barnett: Arthritis has set in and you cannot

control the strings any more!
Sir Charles Court: You judge people by the

friends they keep!

Several members interjected.

Result of Division

Division resulted as follows-

Mrfllaikic
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Cirane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Jamieson

Ayes
Mr Sibson
Mr Grayden
Mr Clerko
Mr Sodernan
Mr Mensaros

Ayes 24
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rua ton
MrSprgg
Mr Tu bby

Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 19
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skid more
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bryce
MTrTonkin
Mr T. D. Evens
Mr Bertram
Mr Hodge

(Teller)

(Teller)

Question thus passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the

Council.

ROAD TRAFFIC ACT AMENDMENT DILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from the 8th May.
MR MeIVER: (Avon) [3.04 a.m.J: This

measure is complementary to the Dill we have just
debated and, being conscious of the time, I do not
wish to dwell on it at any great length.

Mr Bateman: Don't worry about the time.
Mr McIVER: The Opposition supports the Dill

in principle, but has some reservations about it.
The measure deals with a reduction in licence

fees and concdssions. The -first point I *want to
make regarding the 20 per cent reduction in
registration fees is that the general public of
Western Australia believe that this also covers
third party insurance. The Government should
have made it categorically clear that it deals only
with such items as bookkeeping fees and so on
because many of the people to whom I have
spoken have asked me whether third party
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insurance is included. As I say, the Government
should clarify thai point.

Another aspect of the Bill is that it contains a
provision which in future will enable licence fees
to be -amended by regulation instead of an
amendment being brought to Parliament for
discussion.

Members on this side of the House tonight have
already emphasised that we are not happy with
fees being prescribed or amended by regulation.
Over the last several years many regulations have
been made. The Government seems hell-bent on
this kind of action instead of enabling Parliament
to debate the merits and demerits of provisions.

We have not been happy with this situation in
the past and I wish to indicate that the
Opposition's attitude is unchanged in this
instance.

I do not wish to say much more in regard to the
Bill, but in Committee I will endeavour to have
inserted a new clause to deal with pensioner
concession, because pensioners should have been
recognised and catered for under the legislation.
However, they have not been mentioned so I will
endeavour to rectify this position when the Bill
reaches the Committee stage.

I indicate to the Government that we support
the Bill with the reservations I have indicated.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [3.07 a.m.]: I
sometimes wonder why Governments even bother
to bring legislation before the Chamber; I really
do.

An Opposition member: It has to make it look
good.

Mr COWAN: Is that what it is?
Mr Davies: The Government goes through the

charade.
Several members interjected.
Mr COWAN: I do not see anything democratic

about so many decisions being made outside the
House and then being forced on members of
Parliament.

However we will endeavour to have the Bill
amended, particularly the clause relating to
regulations which will enable the Government to
make changes in vehicle licensing fees without
any reference to Parliament. Once again we
believe this is an issue which should be debated in
Parliament rather than be decided by the
Executive and rubber stamped by the back-bench
members of the Government parties.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [3.08 am.]: Naturally we will not
oppose any measure which will result in the

lessening of the tax burden on the population, and
the Bill before us will reduce by 20 per cent the
licence fees paid by people who seek to license
their vehicles for one reason or another. We are
happy that this will be done.

However. I do not know why the Government
introduced the measure in this way. It might have
been easier had the Government left the licence
fees as they were and reduced the amount of
excise on motor spirit and distillate. Nevertheless,
this is what it has chosen to do and as we are
pleased about it naturally we will s pport the Bill.

However, the measure is similar to the curate's
egg. It is good in parts, and the member for
Merredin and the member for Avon have just
drawn attention to the bad parts which are those
involving the principle we strongly opposed
tonight. We do not believe in government by
prescription and regulation. After almost an
eternity of changes in motor vehicle licence fees
being brought to the House. the Government will
now take unto itself the right to set licence fees by
regulation. They will no doubt be published in the
Government Gazette and will lay on the Table of
the House in due course. However, this could be
up to six months after they are gazetted, and then
we will be able to move, within prescribed times,
for the disallowance of the regulations. By the
time the debate has ensued and the regulations
probably allowed- or, in the extreme, disallowed,
nine months could have elapsed since the licence
fee increases were imposed.

That is roughly the timetabling of some of the
things that happen in this House. If these licence
fees are to be increased, let them come before
Parliament and be explained; otherwise, they can
go unchallenged for three-quarters of a year.
which is not good enough.

We do not oppose the Bill because it provides
for a general reduction. The member for Avon
has indicated he will move for a concession to
apply to pensioners, and I am sure the
Government will accept that amendment with
open arms. In earlier debate the Government
indicated its alleged concern for the less fortunate
in our community-the unemployed, the
pensioners, etc. We will give the Government an
opportunity to put its vote where its mouth is.

The fixing of fees by an amendment to the Act
has been the procedure for longer than I can
remember. No excuse has been advanced as to
why there should be a change. In fact, I do not
recall that the Minister mentioned this matter.
Perhaps he thought we might not have noticed it.
However, we have noticed it and it is a procedure
we find to be abhorrent.
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This Bill is handed out as a sop to the motoring
public, because the public will be ripped off for an
extra $4.5 million. Generally, We Support the Bill,
and we hope the Government will assist us to
amend it along the lines suggested.

MR RUSUTON (Dale-Minister for
Transport) [3.13 a.m.]: I will make a brief
response, especially for the benefit of the member
for Avon who mentioned the question of third
Party insurance. In this first move 10 try to
introduce a principle of equality between
motorists we will reduce licence fees. As I said
earlier, in New Zealand and the United Kingdom
third party insurance has been reduced and it will
be abolished in due course. That is something for
the future as far as we are concerned.

This is a package which we have put forward
and I am pleased the Opposition is to support it. I
did refer to regulation-making powers during my
second reading speech. I thank the Opposition for
its support of the second reading.

Question put and passed.
Dill read a second time.

In Committee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Blaikie) in the Chair; Mr Rushton (Minister for
Transport) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I and 2 put and passed
Clause 3: Section 19 amended-
Mr RUSHTON: I ask the Committee to vote

against this clause in order to delete it for the
purpose of including another clause in its place.

Clause put and negatived.
Clause 4: Section 28A added-
Mr McPHARLIN: This clause will allow the

Government to make regulations without bringing
the matter to Parliament. This is against what we
believe should be done, and we mentioned it
earlier during debate.

Of course, we g9 along with the amendment to
reduce licence fees. That is a commendable move
by the Government, but we also believe it is
necessary we should be able to debate regulations
in this Chamber and examine any proposals
which may come forward. It could be that after
debate we would agree with what was proposed,
but at least we would have an opportunity to look
at the regulations closely. I ask the Committee to
vote against clause 4.

Mr DAVIES: We also oppose the clause. We
are at a disadvantage with regard to discussing
this legislation because last week's Hansard is not

with us. I now have a -copy of the Minister's
second reading speech wh ich states-.

The Dill also contains a proposal to amend
section 28A of the Act to provide that vehicle
and drivers' licence fees, as contained in the
second schedule to the Act, may be varied in
future by means of regulation.

At present, changes in vehicle and drivers'
licence fees can be implemented only by
amending the Act. This method is inflexible.

It is desirable that the practice followed by
other State instrumentalities, such as the
State Energy Commission, MIT, third party
insurance, Fremantle Port Authority and
others of adjusting their charges by means of
regulation should also be applied for
adjusting vehicle and drivers' licence fees.

It is essential that these fees be adjusted at
least to keep pace with the cost of inflation.

The *suggestion is that the only way to adjust fees
to keep up with inflation is to give the
Government the right to do so by regulations. The
Government 'has announced over the last few
months that inflation is on the way down but it
has unconsciously admitted that inflation will
continue to rise because it says as much in this
Bill. The Government wants the right to adjust
licence fees whenever it believes that should be
done.

Let us see what has happened in previous years.
Licence fees have not been adjusted more than
once a year and it is unlikely that in the future.
even with rip-roaring inflation, they would be
adjusted more than once a year. Except in
election years, Parliament meets twice a year, andl
it has been illustrated during this session that the
Address-in-Reply debate is no handicap to the
Government in getting through any legislation it
wants to get through. Therefore the Government
will be in no way handicapped in bringing in an
amending Bill during any session of Parliament at
intervals of less than 12 months, if it so desires.
There are laws about amending the same sections
of an Act more than once in one session of
Parliament, but!I am sure it would be necessary
to amend that Act only once in each Parliament;
or perhaps only every two or three years.

The Government has said, "We will have
inflation with us for a long time. It is not
convenient to bring the matter to Parliament. We
want to amend licence fees by regulation. We
want to surprise you by announcing in the
Government Gazette one day what the new fees
will be." The Government readily admits
increases in the charges of such instrumentalities
as the State Energy Commission, the MTT, the
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Fremantle Port Authority, the Water Board and a
host of others.will he effected by regulation.

The Government hopes that, in doing this while
Parliament is not sitting, by the time Parliament
sits the public will have become used to the
inacreases, which could have been operating for up
to nine months before they are dealt with by the
Parliament. The excuse of the Government will
then be that it cannot reverse the decision,
because to do so would entail the trouble of
changing fees and stationery, making refunds, and
doing all that would be necessary if the
Parliament wished to upset any regulation which
had the effect of increasing viehicle and drivers'
licence fees.

That is not good enough in a matter of such
vital concern to so many people, and the fact that
so many other charges are increased by regulation
is no reason for us now to include motor vehicle
licence fees, truck licence fees, and drivers'
licence fees. The opposite is the case. These fees
should be increased only by amending the Act. It
is not just one or two fees which will need to be
amended. As can be seen from the amendment to
the second schedule, there are several pages of
fees, and each one has to be looked at carefully. It
is unreasonable to expect any Government to
upset an alteration to fees effected by regulation
when the time it should be done has long since
passed.

For that reason we wholeheartedly support the
member for Mt. Marshall's opposition to this
clause. We do not like government by regulation
or by prescription, as we have already stated in
relation to other matters dealt with tonight. We
just as sincerely and honestly oppose it on this
occasion, and I shall be voting against the
measure.

Clause put and
following result-

Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Cra ne
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nanovich

a division taken with the

Ayes 22
Mr O'Connor

ir Old
Mr O'Ncil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sprig gs
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
MrCarr
Mr Cowai
Mr Davies
Mr HI. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Jamieson

Ayes
Mr Sitison
Mr Grayden
Mr Clarko
Mr Sodeman
Mr Mensaros

5 8656 320
6 375
6630
6885
71240
7 395
7 650
7905
* 360s441s
8 670
8 925

Noes 19
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pain
Noes

Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Bertram
Mr Hodge

6 375
6630
6885
7140
7 395
7 650
7 905
* 360
8415
8670
8925
9380o

(Teller)

Clause thus passed.
Clause 5: Second Schedule amended-
Mr RUSHTON: The amendment standing in

my name on the Notice Paper relates to the tare
weight of vehicles and eliminates some of the
anomalies which could occur in special
circumstances. I was pleased to make this
amendment so that they could be accommodated.
I understand it will be of considerable assistance.
The amendment i* merely designed to ensure that
vehicles up to a tare weight of 5 865 kilograms
will also enjoy the 20 per cent reduction.

I move an amendment-
Page 8-Delete paragraph (e) and

substitute the following to stand as
paragraphs (e) and (0)-

(e) with tare weight exceeding 5 100 kg
but not exceeding 5 865 kg-S2.l8
per power unit added to the tare
weight amount indicated

- hereunder-
Tare Weight Tom W*Wi,

Excming; Not Exding Ammi3

5100 3355 .. 224.34
5 335 3610 ... 235.44
5610 3865 ... 24.34

(f) with tare weight exceeding 5 863
kg-2.73 per power unit added to
the tare weight amount indicated
hereunder-

rom weiiht a Wii

322.14
335.79
149.44
363.0
376.74
390.39
404
417.69
431.34
444.99
458.64
472.29
485.94

Exceeding Not Exceedings
ka ke
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Exceeding 9 180 kg-
foriheflrsz9 ISO it.
and for each addirdonai 255

icg or part thereof.

485.94

13.65

Amendment put and passed.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

New clause 3-

Mr RUJSHTON: I move-

Page 2-Insert after clause 2 the following
new clause to stand as clause 3-

?Z14ad'9 3. Section 19 of the principal Act
is amended-

(a) as to subsection 12, by deleting
the words "only cne-half" in
line two and substituting the
words "a licence fee of ten
dollars in lieu";

(b) by adding after subsection (12)
subsections as follows-

(I 2a) The Authority shall,
in respect of any vehicle to
which this subsection applies,
charge a licence fee of ten
dollars in lieu of the fee
payable according to the scale
in Part Ill of the Second
Schedule where it is proved to
the satisfaction of the
Authority that the vehicle is
owned by a person carrying on
the business of stock
transporting and will be used
during the currency of the
licence solely for the carriage
of stock.

(12b) Subsection (12a) of
this section applies to any
vehicle the tare weight of
which exceeds one thousand
five hundred and twenty-four
kilograms. : and

(c) by adding after subsection (14)
a subsection as follows-

(14a) The Authority shall
charge only one-half of the
licence fee that but for this
subsection would be payable in
respect of-

(a) a diesel engined vehicle
not being-

(i) a motor wagon the
tare weight of which
exceeds five thousand
eight hundred and
sixty-rive kilograms;
or

(ii) a tractor of the prime
mover type the tare
weight of which
exceeds three
thousand and sixty
kilograms; or

(b) a semi-trailer, converter
dolly trailer or trailer,
other than a plant trailer,
where-
(i) the tare weight of the

vehicle does not
exceed two thousand
and forty kilograms;
and

(ii) it is proved to the
satisfaction of the
Authority that during
the currency of the
licence the vehicle
will be hauled solely
by a diesel engined
tractor of the prime
mover type.

This new clause is to give attention to the
amendments we have considered and it relates
mainly to stock.

Mr COWAN: I have a question which I hope
the Minister will reply to, once again relating to
the matter I referred to during the debate on the
amendment moved by the member for Warren. I
ask the Minister: How much investigation has
been undertaken as to the number of stock
operators who will be eligible to claim this licence
concession?

I would like to point out that there is not one
stock operator in my area who uses his vehicle
solely for the carriage of stock. Probably most
stock operators use their vehicles 90 per cent of
the time for carrying stock, and my interpretation
of the provision is that such operators will not be
eligible for the concession; Even the road train
people referred to by the member for Warren use
their trucks for purposes other than the transport
of livestock in the off season. I seek clarification
of this matter.

Mr RUSHTON: The member's understanding
of the provision is correct. I agreed to accept that
the concession would apply to stock operators who
use their vehicles for this sole purpose. However, I
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have indicated that I am very willing to review all
the matters queried in the legislation, and I will
certainly give further consideration to this point.

New clause put and passed.
New clause 3-

Mr McIVER: I move-

Page 2-Insert after clause 2 the following
new clause to stand as clause 3-

3. Subsection (12) of section 19 of the
principal Act is amended by deleting the
full stop at the end of paragraph (d) and
adding a paragraph as follows-

;or
(d) that the license is required for a

vehicle which is owned by a person
who-
(i) is in receipt of a pension under

the provisions of the Social
Services Act, 1947, of the
Parliament of the
Commonwealth or of a service
pension under the provisions of
the Repatriation Act, 1920, of
the Parliament of the
Commonwealth;

and which is used solely or mainly
by that person for private purposes.

The amendment quite clearly spells out our
intention. Requests are made to legislators from
time to time by pensioner groups in regard to
concessions, and as the Government has been very
vocal in this area and has stated that it is willing
to assist pensioners, here it has a golden
opportunity to do so.

This Government has already placed an
increased burden on our pensioners in the way of
electricity charges, water charges, etc. By
granting a 50 . per cent reduction on vehicle
registration fees, the Government could show that
it does understand the position of pensioners. Not
long ago we heard that a representative of the
pensioners was to visit Canberra to put forward a
plea on their behalf. I sincerely trust that the
amendment will be agreed to.

Mr RUSHTON: It is my understanding that
invalid pensioners, TPI pensioners, and
repatriation pensioners receive a full concession
now.

Mr Skidmore: What is a full concesssion?
Mr RUSH-TON: Pensioners receive a reduction

in their driver's licence fees. Such matters are
considered from time to time and I am not
prepared to accept this proposal tonight.

Mr DAVIES: I am a little disappointed to say
the least that the Government did not grasp this
suggestion with both hands. In a pre-election year
such a concession would not be of great
consideration to the Government, but it would be
of considerable consequence to the people
concerned. We know what the Federal
Government's attitude is to pensioners, and we
also know its attitude to those who receive a
pension free of the means test because they are
over 70 years of age. The position of such people
has changed quite dramatically and they are
limited to a pension of $102.90, whereas they
should be receiving more than that.

The rebate on State Energy Commission
charges to pensioners is negligible. In regard to
the water rate charge, the pensioners' 25 per cent
rebate applies only to the $36 fixed charge.
Before the new water rating scheme was
introduced, a 25 per cent rebate meant something;
now it amounts to approximately $9. Pensioners
must pay the same rate as everyone else for any
water they use in excess of 150 kilolitres each
year. Pensioners pay the full rate for almost
everything except a driver's licence.

Earlier this evening the Government expressed
alarm about the unemployed, and I suggested
pensioners might be included amongst the less
fortunate section of the community. The
Henderson report shows that over 6 per cent of
the people in Australia are considered to be below
the poverty line. Amongst that 6 per cent are a

cniderble number of pensioners; so there is a
genuine need for pensioners, in accordance with
the Social Security Act or the National Health
Act, to be provided with some concession. The
only place to which they can look for concessions
is the Government.

They may have their hair cut cheaper in some
places. I know pensioners can obtain a meal at
senior citizens' centres, but again because the
Federal Government has refused to increase the
subsidy since Fraser has been in office, the charge
has been increased. It is almost a case of the
eater paying because they are not subsidised.
Most meals have increased from about 60c to $1
over the past three years.

Mr Jamieson: Some private enterprise firms
assist them.

Mr DAVIES: That is right, but for the basics
of food, water, electricity, and motor vehicle
licensing pensioners must pay the same as
everyone else. They are not in the privileged
position of some other people. I suggest the
Government will want to extend this concession to
pensioners. I am reminded of the fact that the
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Government showed itself to be very willing when
a committee was appointed to inquire into
Pensioners' concessions and benefits. This was the
result of an election promise in 1974.

A committee consisting of Messrs. Firkins,
Haines, Harwood, and Kannis, and Mesdames
Griffin and Shearer was appointed to carry out
the inquiry. The report of the committee was
presented early in 1974.

However, it wis well into 1976 before we were
permitted to look at it. The Government, having
given so much encouragement to pensioners, then
hid behind the report and was not game to release
it. Eventually it was released, but of all the
recommendations contained in it, to the best of
my knowledge the only one that has been put into
effect is that relating to water rates. I have
already indicated that concession is not as grand
as it might have -been under the old rating system.

I looked to this report to see what it said about
transport concessions. I remind members of what
the Government has done in respect of transport
concessions (or pensioners. Where -previously
pensioners were able to travel free on MTT and
metropolitan rail services, they must now pay a
fare. That concession has been taken from them.
Some pensioners are in the fortunate position of
having cars. Quite a few pensioners had cars
during their working lives and have been able to
maintain them at some considerable
inconvenience after becoming pensioners.

At page 60 the report states-

A choice between some form of concession
on motor vehicle registration and free public
transport was considered and rejected. Many
pensioners use both forms of transport in a
sensible ond responsible way contributing to
both their own well being and that of the
wider community.

Pensioners resident in the country or in
other places not served locally by public
transport have particular need of a motor
vehicle.

While concessions in this area are either
severely restricted or non existent, in most
other States the Committee was of the view
that compulsory charges associated with
motor vehicle ownership imposes real
hardship on the pensioner. Accordingly it is
recommended that:

(a) The State Government allow a
rebate of 25 per cent On motor
vehicle registration fees (excluding
third party fee) for all pensioners
eligible for fringe benefits and
concessions (limited to sole owners
and one car per couple or family).

(b) The State Government allow a
reduction of 50 per cent on
corresponding motor vehicle
drivers' licence fee.

We are not dealing with the latter, but we are
dealing with the registration of motor vehicles,
and the committee suggested a 25 per cent
concession. As a number of increases have
occurred since then, we believe the reduction
should be 50 per cent. Another reason that we
believe it should be 50 per cent is that giving them
half of the new rate is not as much as giving them
half of the old rate. Therefore, there is an
argument for broadening slightly the
recommendation of that committee in 1975,
which was not acted upon.

Mr Jlamieson: The Government sent a copy of
the report to all other States; I think that was its
main action.

Mr DAVIES: That is quite right; the
Government said it wanted to have as many of
these things put into operation as possible, and it
wanted it to be done uniformly amongst the
States. When we checked with the other States
we found most of them had never heard of the
report and could not say they had ever received it.
To the best of my knowledge they still have not
received it.

I can only suggest that it might have been a
subterfuge at the time. Whilst it was a good
subterfuge--and I do not disagree that it would
be nice to have all the States on a uniform basis in
respect of pensioners-the fact remains that no
action has been taken in respect of 98 per cent of
the recommendations and it is now some four or
five years later.

Here is an opportunity for the Government to
show that it has concern for pensioners. It has
done very little for them so far. It is true that it
has raised from $1 000 toll1 500 the amount paid
to senior citizens' centres to enable them to
provide a chiropody service. It is true the
Government has increased by 1500 the subsidy
paid to such centres if they show a loss in any one
financial year. However, that is as far as it has
gone, and if that money were spread amongst all
the pensioners who use the senior citizens' centre
in Victoria Park, it would amount to less than
one-tenth of a cent per pensioner per week. That
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is not a very generous gesture, even in the
meanest terms.

As stated in the report, there are pensioners in
the country-and I include amongst them those in
distant suburban areas-who will have to pay the
increased fuel cost of Ic a litre, but who are
already paying greatly inflated prices for fuel
because of the Fraser Government's attitude to
fuel pricing. They need to be Provided with some
small relief, These people may use their vehicles
infrequently; they may use them to go, to the
senior citizens' centre, to visit their families, or to
go to the bowling club. Because they use their
vehicles infrequently, they will suffer more than
anyone else because they will pay more per mile
than -those who use their cars frequently.

The flat rate over a year, taking into
consideration fuel, licence fees, third party
insurance, and repairs and maintenance, meins
that the cost per kilometre will be far greater for
a pensioner than for the average person.
Therefore, we make a special plea for pensioners,
because it was recommended five years ago that
they be given a concession.

Mr Rushton: They are getting 20 per cent
under this proposal.

Mr DAV IES: Everyone is getting 20 per cent. I
wish the Minister had not said that because now I
have to explaiin it to him again. The concession
the Government now is able to make is not as
generous as it might be, because it would to be
only 50 per cent of 80 per cent-of a lesser
amount. I am sure I have confused the Minister
now. Because of the general overall reduction, and
because it is a lesser amount the Government can
well afford to be generous.

I would be very grateful to the Government for
its consideration of this amendment, and I am
sure every pensioner who owns a motor vehicle
and who has long been looking for some relief
from licence fees also will be grateful.

Mr H. D. EVANS: I support the amendment
seeking a concession for licences for pensioners. I
have four separate branches of pensioner
organisations in my electorate and in each group
there are quite a number who travel long
distances in their vehicles. The increase in fuel
prices is causing them great hardship. In itself, it
does not appear to be too much to bear; however,
when considered in conjunction with every other
impost this Government has levied, it makes it
virtually impossible for a pensioner couple owning
their own home to maintain their vehicle and to
hold their standard of living at the level to which
they have been accustomed.

The Minister said a concession already is
provided; however, in real terms that is not so,
because the pensioners will suffer a net loss due to
the petrol levy.

It is not very frequently that this Government is
disposed towards assisting the pensioners or is
terribly sympathetic when it comes to charges for
water, rent, electricity or whatever Government
charge it happens to be. As a consequence, this is
an opportunity for the Government to show its
real concern to the aged in our community. For
this reason, and in view of the comparatively
small cost of such a concession, and the saving in
administration which the Government will receive
but which has not been indicated very clearly in
its accounting of the total receipts expected to be
produced by this measure, it is a very appropriate
and proper occasion for this concession to be
granted. I hope the Minister for Transport will
accede to our request.

New clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J1. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D3. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Jamieson

Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurane
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nanovich

-Ayes

Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D, Evans
Mr Bertram
Mr Hodge

Ayes 19
MrlT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmnore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Wilson
Mr Batenman

Noes 22
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ride

-Mrftubton

Mr Sprigg
Mr Tubby
Mr Wat
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Sibson
Mr Grayden
Mr Clarko
Mr Sodeman
Mr Mensares

(Teller)

(Teller)

New clause thus negatived.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, with amendments, and the report
adopted.

1457



1458 [ASSEMBLYI

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr

Rushton (Minister for Transport), and
transmitted to the Council.

BILLS (2) RETURNED

I.- Wundowie Charcoal Iron Industry Sale
Agreement Act Amendment Bill.

2. Iron Ore (Mount Newman) Agreement
Act Amendment Bill.

Bills returned from the Council without
amendment.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE: SPECIAL
SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)

13.57 an.]: I move-
That the House at its rising adjourn until

2.15 p.m. tomorrow (Thursday).
Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 3.58 a.m. (Wednesday)

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
-GOVERNMENT'S ACHIEVEMENTS

Document
1.Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

(1) Is it a fact that the Government is again
preparing a large document outlining its
alleged achievements since taking
office?

(2) Is it a fact that the document will deal
with matters going hack to 1974 and
that it is scheduled to be produced in
October?

(3) What is the estimated cost of the
document?

(4) Can the Premier give the House an
assurance that the cost will be
substantially less than the wasteful and
extravagant Cost of $11I each incurred in
the production of 1 000 copies of the
Government's previous virtually useless
attempt at this sort of document "Policy
and Performance"?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(I) -to (4) In view of the fact that the Leader

of the Opposition has endeavoured to
ask his question in a contemptuous
manner, I think it would be appropriate
if he put the question on the Notice
Paper.

Mr Davies: That is your usual contemptuous
answer!

EDUCATION: TEACHERS
Appeal Rights

2. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for
Education:

Having regard for the recent
amendment to regulation 134 made
under the Education Act-
(a) is it correct, as suggested in recent

publicity, that teachers have had
appeal rights removed?

(b) Is it also a fact that the Teachers'
Union was not noti fied of the
intention to amend the regulation
as suggested by the President of the
Teachers' Union?

(c) What is the effect of the
regulation?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
I thank the honourable member for
notice of the question, the answer to
which is as follows-
(a) No, they have not lost appeal

rights.
(b) No. -The General Secretary of the

Teachers' Union was notiftied by
letter, dated 8/3/1979, signed by
the Director General of- Education,
of the intention to amend regulation
134, and the reasons for so doing.

(c) The amended regulation more
clearly indicates the circumstances
which constitute misconduct and
for which a teacher may be likable
to dismissal. The bounds of the
Minister's and the Education
Department's authority are clearly
stated and defined.
The previous regulation was not
specific where certain powers were
concerned and did not indicate the
procedures which had to be
followed before a teacher could be
disciplined. As indicated above, any
action taken by the.Minister or the
Education Department under the
new regulation 134 will still be
subject to appeal to the
Government School Teachers'
Tribunal, and it can be expected
that the tribunal will continue to
adopt its previous responsible
attitude in dealing with any appeals
on dismissal based on. moral
grounds.
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I seek leave to table the letter referred to
in the answer together with another
letter to the Teachers' Union.

The papers wvere tabled (see paper No. 1 75).

FUEL: DIESEL
Quantity Used

3. M r DAV IES, to the M inister for Transport:

(I) Has he received advice' from
departmental officers that the
Government's figures for estimated
consumption of automotive
distillate are again inaccurate, and
have to be revised yet again?

(2) If "Yes", will he advise whether the
Government considers its higher
estimates to be accurate enough to
enable the Bill to be proceeded with
on the basis of the amendments
foreshadowed by the Minister last
Thursday?

I hope the Minister will not take
exception to the tone of my voice as did
the Premier when 1 addressed a question
without notice to him.

Sir Charles Court: If was -not the tone of
your voice, but the words you used.

Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) and (2) If I heard the Leader of the
Opposition correctly I can indicate
there is no intention to vary the
Figure which I gave in my
announcement to the House on
Thursday, and I have received no
advice concerning why I should
change it.

ALUMINA REFINERY: WAGERUP
Dam: Approval

4. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Industrial Development:

(1) Further to my question regarding the
danm being constructed by Alcoa, would
the Minister now advise the actual date
that oral approval was given to Alcoa to
commence construction?

(2) In view of the importance placed on the
company seeking approval, as contained
in clause IS of the Alumina Refinery
(Wagerup) Agreement Act, does the
Minister consider that in the future oral
approval will be given for such projects?

Mr MENSAROS replied:

I thank the honourable member for
having given notice of the question, the
answer to which is as follows-

(1) The actual date on which oral
approval was given to Alcoa to
commence construction of the water
supply dams to serve the Wagerup
refinery was not recorded but was
almost certainly during the week
commencing the 8th January. 1979.

(2) Oral approval will continue to be
given in advance of formal written
approval whenever J am satisfied it
will contribute to early construction
employment in development
projects.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS
AppealI Rights

5. Mr B. T. BURKE, to the Minister for
Education:

Taking into account the controversy
which seems to have arisen regarding
the regulation to which the previous
answer he gave referred, will the
Minister outline to the House the
development, incident, or incidents that
have caused the regulations to be
adopted at this time?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

If the member places the question on the
Notice Paper he can have all the details
he wishes. I would state now very simply
that, as the letter to the union on the 8th
March indicated, the regulation was
very open-ended and the previous
regulation became very difficult to
i m plement f rom t he poi nt of view of t he
teachers and the department. However,
if the honourable member wishes to
have specific incidents I would be very
happy to provide them if he will put the
question on notice.
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LEGAL AID COMMISSION
Expenditure, Funds, and Applicaions

6. Mr GRILL, to the Treasurer:
In the light of the answer to question
810 provided by the Minister
representing the Attorney General this
afternoon which indicates that of the
$18 818 551 provided from all sources for
legal aid in this State from the 1st July.
1978, to the 30th April, 1979, the State
Government provided only $154 000,
representing a miserable 8 per cent of
the total legal aid, does he still maintain
as he did last week that the State
Government is pulling its weight in
providing sufficient support for legal aid
in this State?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
First of all, the honourable member is
asking a question of me in respect of a
Minister in another place and he is not
even asking the question of the Minister
who represents that Minister.

Mr Grill: You answered last week.
Mir B. T. Burke: You are the Treasurer!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: Be patiehit!

However, I would like to know what
figure the honourable member would
regard as being not miserable if he
regards $I154 000 as being miserable. He
must be a very wealthy man. I would
have thought that was a very substantial
payment bearing in mind that we are
giving something to people to assist
them with their legal problems. That is
something that has been growing over
the years.

Mr H. D. Evans: What is the amount that is
needed? That is the thing.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I would have
thought that $154 000 was a sizable
sum. If the honourable member wishes
me to pursue the matter in relation to
what the situation was and what it is
now, I will be only too pleased to do so.

TRADE UNIONS
Australasian Society of Engineers

7. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

Is the Minister aware that in a log of
claims as mentioned in question 719
today, the monetary values are stated in
what would appear to be excessively
high rates so that the award, when
granted, will remain in ambit of the
claim for many years and thus avoid the
necessi ty for unions and employers
continually to make applications for new
awards?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
If the honourable member had been in
the Chamber and listened he would have
known that I said that.

Mr Skidmore: You didn't
Mr O'Connor: I did.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS
Metal Slivers in Breakfast Cereal

S. Mr HARMAN, to the Minister for Health:
In answer to a question I asked last
Thursday the Minister indicated he
would make some inquiries and report to
the House on the article in Thursday's
issue of the Daily News dealing with a
firm which supplied food containing
metal slivers. Has he obtained the
information?

Mr YOUNG replied:
Yes. I think I concluded my answer by
saying I would advise the honourable
member, and I apologise for not having
done that directly.
The situation was checked by me the
next morning and it was explained to me
that the supplier of the package in which
the slivers were found had been at the
house of the complainant within a
matter of an hour of the complaint being
lodged. I understand that is the only
package of that cereal in which foreign
matter had been found.

FUEL: DIESEL

Quantity Used

9. Mr DAVIES. to the Minister for Transport:
This is a supplementary question
regarding the figures for automotive
distillate. Is the Minister aware that his
departmental officers were advised this
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morning by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics that its previous estimate was
incorrect? If he is not aware of that fact,
will he. at the first available
opportunity, check the position with his
departmental officers in view of the fact
that it could be relevant to the debate
this evening?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
To put the Leader of the Opposition out
of his pain and anguish-

Mr Davies: I am not in pain or anguish, but I
would like some information.

Mr RUSHTON: -1 indicate that the
estimated figure to be used was
determined after checking and cross-
checking. One of the sources of
information was the ABS from whence
came the original figure which was
cross-checked and double-checked.
Other sources were customs and the oil
companies themselves.
The estimated figure was arrived at
after a review of all information received
over a period of time up to as late as last
Wednesday.
Therefore the figure I gave to the House
last Thursday was based on the best
advice available at this time, and is the
estimate based on the figures for the 12
months ended the 3 1st March, 1979.

Mr Davies: All very interesting, but
obviously you don't know!

LEGAL AID COMMISSION
Flying Lawyer Scheme

10. Mr GRILL, to the Treasurer:
(1) Is it a fact that the legal aid scheme

run by the Law Society of Western
Australia, instituted a flying lawyer
scheme?

(2) Is it a fact that the flying lawyer
scheme was designed to make
available a legal practitioner in
country towns not frequently visited
by practitioners in private practice
and to give advice for $5?

(3) Is it a fact that the Legal Aid
Commission requested the State
Government to provide specific
funds to enable the scheme to
continue?

(4) Is it a fact that the Government
through the Treasury refused to
provide such specific funds?

(5) Is it a fact that since May. 1918, or
prior thereto no flying lawyer under
the Legal Aid Commission has
travelled out of Perth?

(6) Does the Government regard it as
important that people in isolated
communities should have access to
a legal aid lawyer?

(7) If the answer to the previous
question is "Yes", what steps does
the Government propose to take to
provide funds to the Legal Aid
Commission to enable it to make
this service available?

The SPEAKER: Order! I submit that that
question is out of order in that it should
be more correctly directed to the
Attorney General, and I suggest the
honourable member puts the question on
the Notice Paper in order to receive. a
reply.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TRADE UNION
Australasian Society of Engineers

719. Mr SODEMAN, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:
(1) Has he seen the log of claims currently

being sent to business proprietors in
Western Australia by the Tasmanian
branch of the Australasian Society of
Engineers?

(2) What is his assessment of and reaction
to the claims?

(3) What advice would he give to those
busine;s people in this State who are
the recipients?

O'CONNOR replied:
Yes.
It is an attempt by a Federally regis-
tered union to gain industrial award
cover of employers and employees who
are now covered by an award or awards
of the Western Australian Industrial
Commission. The claims are extrava-
gant in the extreme but are typical of
"ambit" claims made by Federal unions
to obviate excessive postage, service
and handling charges.
Under the Commonwealth arbitration
legislation when a claim registered with
the Commonwealth conciliation and
Arbitration Commission, for example
on wage increases, has been achieved,
a union seeking further increases must
again serve individual employers with
new claims by registered post or certi-
fled mail. Depending on the particular
industry, the number of employers
could run into thousands.
Thus, in the instance of the $800 per
week claim for tradesmen made by the
Australasian Society of Engineers, the
union by having a claim for that amount
filed with the Commonwealth Arbitra-
tion Commission has an "ambit" of up
to $800 per week within which to make
claims for years. without having to in-
cur the expense of serving employers on
each occasion a wage claim is made.
"Ambit" claims are commonly regis-
tered by unions subject to the Com-
monwealth Conciliation and Arbitra-
tion Act.
Should the claims be agreed to in total
they would totally destroy the economy.
They would give some of these em-
ployees the opportunity of having
almost full time off with a wage of
something like S70 000 annually and
would result in wholesale unemploy-
ment for union members.

(3) Business people in receipt of the claims
should refer them immediately to their
industrial relations advisers. eg. The
Confederation of WA Industry.

LEGAL AID COMMISSION
Expenditure. Funds, and Applications

810. Mr GRILL, to the Minister representing
the Attorney General:
(I) How much money has been spent or

committed by the Legal Aid Commis-
sion of Western Australia since 30th
June, 1978?

(2) On what has the money been spent or
committed?

(3) (a) How many legal aid applications
have been dealt with by the Com-
Mission; and

(b) in what categories were the appli-
cations made?

(4) How many of the aforementioned ap-
plications were approved?

(5) Since 301h June, 1978, what funds
have been received by the Commission
and what was the source of these funds
in each case?

Mr O'NEIL replied:

(1) and (2) This information is not pre-
sently available although it is currently
being prepared for inclusion in the
Commission's 1978-79 report.

(3) From 1st July, 1978, to 30th April,
1979-
(a) 9 052 applications;
(b) Family Law, Criminal Law, Civil

Law.
(4) 5914.
(5) For the period I1st July, 1978, to 30th

April, 1979-
S

Commonwealth Govern-
ment . .. ..

State Government .
Legal Contribution Trust

Act .. .. I
Legal Advice Bureau

collections ..
Suburban Legal Advice

Bureau collections ..
Duty Counsel collections
Client contribution-

Legal Aid Commission
Legal Assistance

Scheme .. ..
Commission
Recovered costs-

Legal Aid Commission
Legal Assistance

Scheme
Australian Legal Aid

Office
Miscellaneous

Total..

1 434 100

154 000

147 614

19806

440
7 049

11 317

1 207
96

21 589

5 910

14 296
1 127

1 818551

Mr
(1)
(2)
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NATIONAL ANTHEM
Federal and State Governments' Policy

811. Mr TAYLOR, to the Premier:
(1) Is he aware that the Australian Govern-

meat continues to require "Advance
Australia Fair" to be played on appro-
priate occasions as Australia's National
Anthem?

(2) Does his Government continue to
require "Clod Save the Oucen" to be
played on appropriate State occasions?

(3) (a) If "Yes" has he given considera-
tion to changing that directive;

(b) if "No" would he give considera-
tion to changing such directive to
conform with the wishes of the
majority of Australians?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) Might I just clarify for the Member that

Advance Australia Fair is the national
song, not Australia's national anthem.
Where there is a need, such as in the
case of international sporting events,
and the like, to distinguish Australiaft
competitors from those of other coun-
flies, Advance Australia Fair may be
used in accordance with the decision
of the Australian voters in the plebis-
cite for a national song.

(2) Yes. in Western Australia God Save the
Queen remains the national anthem, to
be played on Regal and Vice-Regal
occasi 'ons and also on any other occa-
sions where it is considered appropri-
ate.

(3) (a) No.
(b) Not applicable, as there are two

issues here which the Member is
obviously confused over-
(i) God Save The Queen. which

is the national anthem; and
(ii) Advance Australia Fair,

which is the national song.
The lines of demarcation, I believe, are
quite clear.

NATIONAL ANTHEM
School Functions

812. Mir TAYLOR, to the Minister for Educa-
tion:

With respect to the singing or playing
of an Australian National Anthem at
school functions, what is his depart-
ment's directive to schools as to which
anthem should be performed?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
The Government believes that it would
be appropriate for the national anthem
(God Save The Queen) to be played
on the following occasions: Royal
Salutes for Royal and Vice-Regal per-
sonages; during defence force service

occasions; in association with proposals
for the loyal toast; or occasions where
singing is appropriate.
On all other occasions (including those
where service bands are engaged), it
is left to the organisers of the function
to choose either the national anthem or
the national tune (Advance Australia
Fair) .

TRAFFIC PEDESTRIAN CROSSING
Underpass or Overpass: A lbany Highway

813. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) In view of the ever increasing traffic

problems in Albany Highway at the
Carousel shopping centre, Cannington,
which has caused this particular sec-
tion of the highway to be called "suicide
leap", will the Minister instigate the
construction of an overpass or an un-
derpass to cater for the pedestrians?

(2) If not, why not?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) and (2) The Member was advised, in

answer to a similar question on Tues-
day, the 1st August, 1978, that the
provisions of pedestrian grade opera-
tion facilities is primarily the responsi-
bility of the local authority. However,
as this case involves a declared high-
way, the Main Roads Department
would give consideration to providing
some financial assistance if requested
by the Canning City Council.
The council, however, considered the
cost of providing this facility was not
justified.

TRAFFIC LIGHTS
Albany Highway-Cecil A venue Junction

814. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is he aware that the traffic lights at

Cecil Avenue and Albany Highway,
Canningtox, are possibly just as dan-
gerous for pedestrians as the so-called
"!suicide leap" crossing at Carousel
shopping centre, Canninglon, is reputed
to be?

(2) If "Yes" will he have a walk light in-
stalled?

(3) If "No" why not?

Mr
(1)

RUSHTON replied:
There has been no reported accident
involving pedestrians at this site since
September, 1975,
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(2) and (3) Having regard to the demon-
strated ability of pedestrians to cross
safely over more than 3* years, an
exclusive "Walk" facility is not justi-
fied. introduction of such a phase would
also result in unacceptable delays to
highway traffic on a very heavily traf-
ficked and congested section of Albany
Highway.

RECREATION
Tiger Go-cart Association

815. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister represent-
ing the Minister for Lands:
(1) With respect to the Tiger go-cart asso-;

ciation track on the "A"-class reserve on
the shores of Jervoise Bay, is the Min-
ister aware that pant of the reserve has
been recommended for re! umption7

(2) Is the Minister aware that the go-cart
association is to host the Australian
championships in 1981 or 1982?

(3) Is she aware that the association claims
that this track is by far the most suit-
able to hold such championships?

(4) Are present liroposals likely to have
been put into effect by which the asso-
ciation will have been rqied to vacate
the area prior to thatdate?

(5) Will the Minister use his good offices
to assist the association to retain con-
tinued use of this area?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) Yet.
(2) and (3) No.
(4) They could be.
(5) No. The Jervoise Bay-Woodman Point

planning study makes provision for an
alternative site.

COCKBURN SOUND: JERVOISE BAY
Power Boat Club and Launching Ramp

816. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:
(1) Further to her answer to question 99

of 1979, Thursday, 5th April, regard-
ing Jervoise Bay, Cockburn Sound, will
sh provide a reference, or table a plan

showing the ..... proposed sites for
the power boat club and the public
launching ramp . .. 7

(2) Approximately when is it expected that
both of these new facilities will be con-
structed and available for use?

(3) Who is it expected will pay for the
construction of each facility?

(4) Is it expected that any compensation
will be paid for the existing facilities to
either the Town of Cockburn and/or
the Cockburn boat club?

(5) Whether "Yes" Or "No", have an~
discussions already, taken place Ii
either group with respect to compens-
tionk?

Mrs CRAIG repliet
(1) The area generally considered suitable

is shown in the concept daig(No.
12) Jervoise Bay-Woodman Point
planning study.

(2) Still to be determined,
(3) and (4) The Government.
(5) Discussion with either group would be

premature because detailed plans have
not been completed.

RECREATION
Tiger Go-cart Association

817. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister for Recre-
ation:
(1) With respect to the go-cart association

track in the "A"-class reserve on the
shores of Jervoise Bay, part of which
has been recommended for resumption
for possible ship construction purposes,
is he aware of the recommendation to
resume?

(2) Is he aware that the p-crt association
is to hiost the Australian championships
in 1981 or 1982?

(3) Is-be aware that the association claims
that this track is by far the most suit-
able to hold such championships?

(4) Will he use his good offices to assist
the association to retain continuing use
of this area?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(I) to (3) Yes.
(4) The existing location of the go-cart

crack is within an "A"-class reserve
vested in the Town of Cockburn which,
in turn, has leased the area occupied by
the track to the Tiger Go-cart Club
(Inc.).-
Responsibility relating to lease arange-
ments rests with the Minister f or Town
Planning and the Cockburn Town
Council,-and I will ensure the Minister
is await of the situation.

WATER STUWPLTES
Jandakot Area

818. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister represent-
ing the Minister for Water Supplies:

With respect to the proposed pumping
of pround water from the Jandakot
area, has any further consideration been
given to-
(a) providing for thelayznent of com-

pensation to Ian owners for any
damage, loss or inconvenience
caused by dewatering;
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(b) preparing contingency plans to
assist land'owners in the arca who
may be faced with damage, loss
or inconvenience caused by tie-
watering?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(a) and (b) Actionable damages are

already provided for under the
Act.
The Metropolitan Water Board
has also expressed its intention
to consider assistance on an ex
gratia basis in the event of any
clearly demonstrated case of
individual hardship arising on the
operation of private wells.

FUEL TAX AND MOTOR VEHICLE
LICENCE FEES

Effect on Motorits
819. Mr GREWAR, to the Minister for Tran-

port:
Could he supply figures to show the
effect of-
(a) increase in fuel tax;
(b) reduction in licence fees,
as proposed, on the car, rigid and
articulated truck operator (including
the stock transporter) using diesel or
petrol fuel and travelling over usual
distances for these classes of vehicle,
over a 12 month period?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
The additional costs, due to increased
costs of fuel resulting from the pro-
posed petroleum products licensing
scheme, will vary according to fuel
consumption and the distances travel-
led. As these vary widely between dif-
ferent classes of road users and between
different operators and also in fuel con-
sumption between vehicles using diesel
or petrol fuel, it is extremely difficult
to determine usual distances travelled
and average conditions. If the Member-
tan be more explicit, I wili endeavour
to supply the information he is seeking.

FUEL: OIL
Exploration in Wicker Range

820. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Conservation and the Environment:
(1) Is he aware that oil exploration is to

take place in the Wicher Range and
that some exploration may take place
in national parks?

(2) If "Yes" has he taken action to ensure
the protection of the environment dur-
ing the exploration period?

(3) If conditions have been imposed upon
the company, would he table the docu-
mentation of such conditions?

Mr
(1)

O'CONNOR replied:
to (3) No. I am aware that applica-
dions for Petroleum Exploration Permit
No. -L78-43 were called for in the Gov-
erment Gazette of fth December,
1978. Thene are no national parks
within this area.
An exploration permit has not yet been
awarded by tne Mines Department and
therefore no conditions have been im-
posed.

ENERGY: RESEARCH
Grants and Projects

821. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for Fuel
and Energy:
(1) What funding has been allocated to this

State out of the recently announced
Federal Government grant for energy
research of $15.3 million?

(2) (a) What projects within the State are
to receive funding; and

(b) how much is each project to receive
from the grant?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) No funding has been allocated to any

State as such. Fundings were allocated
to individual projects throughout Aus-
tralia.

(2) The answer to this question is not
known. to the SEC and would have to
be sought from the Commonwealth
Government.

FUJEL: OIL
Exploration in Wicker Range

822. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

Would he inform me of the present
position regarding the oil'etploration
in Wicher Range and as to whether or
not conditions have been imposed on
the companies involved that will ensure
the protection of the environment?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
Applications for a petroleum explora-
tion permit in the Wicher Range area
are presently being considered and
when a permit is granted it will be sub-
ject to the standard condition that-

In carrying out its operations in the
permit area, the permittee shall take
adequate measures for the protec-
tion of the environment and shall
comply with all directions of the
Minister for Mines in relation
thereto.
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POLICE
B. McGlashan

823. Mr BARNETT, to the Minister for Police
a nd Traffic:
(1) Is it a (act that as a result of actions

taken by certain police officers during
the arrest of Bruce Mefllashan, his
mother wrote to the Minister complain-
ing of these actions and asking for an
investigation?

(2) is it a fact that this letter was written
after her son endeavoured to take his
own life?

(3) Is it a fact that the very next corres-
pondence received by Mrs McGlashamn
in relation to this matter was a letter
from a solicitor acting on behalf of
the policemen named in the letter and
demanding an apology, offering as an
alternative a libel suit?

(4) Can he inform the House bow a person
aggrieved by actions of the police in
future can lodge a complaint with him
without being placed in this position?

Mr

(3)

O?4EIL. replied:
Yes,
Not to my knowledge.
Not known, as this matter is one of
a civil nature.

(4) An aggrieved person has nothing to
fear by lodging a truthful complaint
against a police officer. However, ag-
grieved police officers, like any otber
member of the public, are at liberty
to commence action in tort, or other
civil action.

FUEL: DIESEL
Quantity Used

824. Mr GRILL, to the Minister for Fuel
and Energy:
(1) What is the approximate total annual

diesel fuel consumption in Western
Australia?

2) Approximately how much of that con-
sumption is used for electricity genera-
tion?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) Diesel fuel consumption in Western

Australia is recorded under two cate-
gories as shown below [or 1977-78-

(a) Automotive distillate: Mglte
Inland .... .... 1 153
Bunkers .... ... 31

(b) Industrial diesel fuel:
Inland .. 1. .. 265
Bunkers .... .. 142

Total .... 1 591
(2) Approximately 25 per cent.

PRISON: BUNBURY
B. McGlashan

82S. Mr BARNETT, to the Chief Secretary:
(1) Is it a fact that one Bruce MeGlashan

currently residing in a corrective insti-
tution in Bunbury had dental work done
on or about December 1978 which
necessitated the removal of his lower
teeth?

(2) Has this man been provided with an
alternative set of teeth?

(3) (a) If "Yes" to (I) and (2), when;
(b) if "Not' why?

(4) What special dietary arrangements have
been made to cater for bis apparent
disability to adequately chew his food?

Mr O'NE[L replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No.
(3) MeGlashan had his initial dental work

done in Fremantle prior to his transfer
to Bunbury. This was unable to be
completed because his gums were too
soft to allow an imprint to be made.
At the time of his transfer, and at the
present, MeGlashan has indicated to
prison staff that he has little or no con-
cern about getting a new set of teeth and
is unwilling to return to Fremantle
Prison to have imprints made if it will
necessitate an overnight stay.

(4) None. McGlashan, when interviewed,
stated that he had no trouble getting
any food he wants.

ENERGY: ELECTRTCITY SUPPLIES
Power Station: Kwinana

826. Dr TROY, to the Minister for Fuel and
Energy:

What was the cost of repaiiring the fire
damage to the Kwinana power station?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
The estimated final costs of repairing
fire damage to boiler No. 6 is $1.5
million. T he boiler is insured against
fire damage.

COMMUNITY WELFARE
Relief

827. Mr GRILL, to the Minister for Com-
munity Welfare:
(1) What are the critdria for the granting

of emergency financial relief to di-
stressed persons by the Community
Welfare Department?

(2) (a) Are there any distinctions in
respect of the department's policy
in the granting of relief between
metropolitan arid country areas;
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(b) if so, what are these distinctions;,
and

(c) what are the reasons for them?
(3) (a) In respect of the issue of food

vouchers, are any particular firms
or establishments specified in the
said vouchers;

(b) in particular in Kalgoorlie/ Boulder
are Woolwortbs and Coles stores
invariably specified or nearly
always specified to the exclusion of
other local firms; and

(c) if so, why is this the case?

Mr YOUNG replied:
(1) The criteria are financial situation and

family circumstances. A means, test is
applied. Assistance is mainly extended
to indigent families with dependen!
children.

(2) (a) Rates of assistance are the same,
but method of payment differs;

(b) assistance in metropolitan area is
usually by immediate cash pay-
ment. Country applicants are paid
by telegraphic money order or. in
emergency, by financial assistance
voucher;

(c) the department does not have fac-
ilities to make direct cash pay-
ments in country areas.

(3) (a) Yes-,
(b) Woolworths is specified more so

than other stores;
(c) they are centrally located, their

prices are competitive and they
readily accept our vouchers.

Any local trader who satisfies these re-
quirements and wishes to be considered
is welcome to approach the regional
office.

RAILWAYS
Merredin Electorate

828. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Trans-
Pont:

With reference to the implementation
of stagye 3 of the Southern Western
Australia Transport Study report, is
it planned to downgrade or reduce rail
services to the following railway sta-
tions:
(a) Bruce Rock;
(b) Corrigin;
(c) Kellerberrin;
(d) IKondinin;
(e) Narembeen;
(f) Mukinbudin;
(g) Hyden?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
No decisions have yet been made by
Government on a new land transport
policy but I will be making recommen-
dations in the near future.
Westrail continually reviews all of its
operations and makes adjustments to
services in line with the traffic tasks to
be performed regardless of whether
new transport policies may be in the
off ing.
However, at this stage there is no pro-
posal to alter the services to the stations
mentioned.

RAILWAYS
Kondinin-Kulin

829. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Trans-
pr:Why has not West rail upgraded the

sections of railway line between Kon-
dinin and Kuhnr?

Mr RUSH-TON replied:
Under normal circumstances, there is
insufficient traffic between the two
stations to justify the upgrading.
During the grain season, all grain from
Kondinin northwards is transported to
West Merredin and from Kuhin south,
grain is sent to Bunbury or Avon.

PASTORAL LEASE
Laurel Downs Station

830. Mr BRYCIE. to the Minister representing
the Minister for Lands:
(1) Why was it decided to sell Laurel

Downs stat ion via Fitzroy Crossing?
(2) When were tenders called?
(3) How many tenders were received?
(4) From whom were tenders received?
(5) What was the amount of each tender

and the terms thereof.)
(6) To whom was the station sold?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(I) Closure of Laurel Downs research

station, which was substantially irn-
proved, was based on the recommenda-
tion of the Pastoralists and Graziers
Association on behalf of the local pas-
toralists. Early removal of the care-
taker (provided by the Department of
Agriculture) was requested and a num-
ber of inquiries had been received. The
calling of tenders suggested itself as the
quickest method of satisfactorily resolv-
ing these considerations.

(2) The 22nd December, 1978, in the Gotv-
erment Gazelle.
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(3), (4) and (5) Six tenders were received
as follows--
(I Aboriginal Land Fund Commnis-

sin 50000;
(ii) Aboriginal Land Fund Commis-

sion. $5000O over and above the
highest offer in excess of $50 000;

(iii) Bells Pastoral Co. Pty. Ltd.
$45 000;

(iv) Bells Pastoral Co. Pty. Ltd.,
$60 000 payable 10 per cent on
acceptance, a further sum of
$24 000 on -settlement, and the
balance by two equal annual in-
stalments free of inter est;

(v) A. M. Campbell, $51 500.
(vi) Guanbun station lessees (instituie

of Ecozechinics), $60 000
The indefinite offer from the Aboriginal
Land Fund Commission (ii) was inad-
missible on legal advice.

(6) The tender from Quanbun station
lessees (the highest cash offer) was
accepted subject to their undertaking to
amalgamate the land involved with the
pastoral station lease

ROAD
Northwood Drive

831. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:

(1) Can she say what stage has been reached
by the Town Planning Board in its con-
.sideration of proposals for the extension
of Northwood Drive, south of Yirrigan
Drive, to link up with Grand Promenade
in Dianella?

(2) In view of the possible adverse effects
of such road development, only recently
contemplated, on people living in Grand
Promenade and that vicinity and in view
of the fact that no opportunity for public
comment has been given by the propos-

igauthorities, what opportunity, if any,
wilbe given by the Town Planning

Board for such public comment prior
to final approval being given for the
development of the moad?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1 ) The Town Planning Board has com-

pleted its consultations with the auth-
orities affected by the subdivision and
will shortly make a decision on the
application.

(2) The public is not given an opportunity
to comment on subdivision proposals
which are a matter between the dev-
eloper, the council and the board re-
spectively. It should be pointed' out,
however, that Grand Promenade is -
already an important arterial carrying
between 16000 and 22 000 vehicles
per day and the 'adverse effects of any
additional traffic should be marginal.

EDUCATION: SCHOOL
Montrose

832. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Educa-
tion:
(1) hsbe aware of tt special problems aris-

mg3 out of the removal of a Year 2
teacher from the Montrose primary
school?

(2) is be also aware of the effect of the
large section of medium density State
Housing Commission rental accommo-
dation on fluctuations in numbers

atten d n thpco l ad in particular
Of a psilinraein numbers when
the 12o oeuispresently vacant
are occupied?

(3) Is he prepared to reconsider the staffig
positioni at this school in viei of tlhe
special difficulties involved?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(1) The department has been kept closely

in touch with the situation at Montrose
since the opening of the school year.

(2) Enrolment figures supplied at the com-
mencement of the school year indicated
that the school was over-staffed, and
the principal was advised that staffing
would be adjusted accordingly. The
transfer of a teacher was deferred until
the 301h April, during which period the
school had the services of an additional
teacher. The delay also provided the
opportunity for re-assessm1ent Of the
situation should there be a significant
increase in school population. This has
not occurred, and a teacher has been
transferred.

(3) Principals of all schools are advised to
identify to the regional superintendent
areas of need which require special
consideration. Appropriate action is
taken where warranted.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Balga

833. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Educa-

(1) Is he .aware that the Balga Senior High
School is currently without a guidance
officer?

(2) Is he also aware that the Balga district
guidance office, as a consequence, is
now two staff short of its normal com-
plement?

t3) In view of the fact that the school is a
special school and a disadvantaged
school, what steps are being taken to
fill the vacancy for a guidance officer?

(4) When is it expected that a new guidance
officer will be appointed?
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Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(1), (3) and (4) 1 am advised that the

school is not without a guidance officer.
The school's guidance officer has re-
signed as from the end of first term.
A replacement is being appointed for
the first day of second term.

(2) I am aware of the fact that there is one
unfilled vacancy at the Balga district
gutidance office.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Edlga

834. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Educa-
tion:
(1) Is any consideration being given to

providing greater autonomy in matters
such as budgeting and funding for
alternative classes in high schools?

(2) Is he aware of accommodation difficul
ties bein experienced by students and
staff in the alternative classes operating
at the Balga Senior High School?

(3) If "Yes" to (2), what action is pro-
posed to relieve the situation?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(1) No.
(2) Yes.
(3) Discussions are taking place but no

decisions have been made.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOLS
Youth Education Officers

835. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Educa-
tion:
(1) Can he confirm that teachers who are

seconded to positions as youth educa-
tion officers in high schools are only
permitted to serve in that capacity for
a restricted period?

(2) If "Yes" can he explain the reason for
this restriction?

(3) Has any consideration been given to
on-going career opportunities for youth
education officers, and whether there are
any proposals to alter the present basis
of their appointment and responsibili-
ties?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) The department has a policy that sec-

ondments are for restricted periods to
ensure that the teachers involved do not
lose contact with schools and the class-
room situation.

(3) The matter has been considered but
the present arrangement allows the
department to appoint those teachers
who appear to be best suited

to these positions without references
to formal qualifications and experience,
and it also provides an easy return to
schools for the teachers concerned.
Although the policy will be kept under
review, it is believed that the present
arrangement provides the best service
to the schools and to the students, and
it is not the department's intention to
make formal appointments in this area.

HOUSING
Lifts in Apartment Blocks

836. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Can he say whether any consideration
has been given to installing service lifts
in State Housing Commission three-
storey apartment% boks, in view of the
possible difficulties involved in furniture
being moved in and out?

(2) If "No" is the Commission prepared to
consider such a proposal?

Mr RIDGE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.

HEALTH: DEPARTMENT
Broonme Aboriginal Medical Service

837. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Health:
(1) Has his department muade contact with

the Broomne Regidnal Aboriginal
Medical Service with a view to offering
assistance?

(2) If "Yes"-
(a) what has been the form of contact;
(b) who were the persons involved;
(c) what was the outcome?

Mir YOUNG replied:
(1) and (2) Informal discussions have

taken place between the BRAMS and
departmental officers. Possible means of
assistance are still being considered.

HOSPITAL
Broomie

838. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Health:
(1) What were the numbers of out-patients

treated at Broome Hospital for the
months-
(a) November 1978;
(b) December 1978;
(c) January 1979;
(d) February 1979;
(e) March 1979;
(f) April 1979?

(2) What are the hours of attendance by
-doctors at the Broome Hospital out-
patients* department?
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Mr YOUNG replied:
(1) outpatient treatments-

November, 1978, 1 197;
December, 1978, 1 296;
January, 1979, 738;
February, 1979, 787;
March, 1979, 985;
April, 1979, 848.

(2) Hours of attendance-
Mondays, Tuesdays and Wednes-
days, 7.00 a.m. until all patients are
seen;
Thursdays and Fridays, 8.30 am.
until all patients are seen.
A doctor is "on call" outside of these
hours, including weekends for any
emergency.

ANTS
Monomorium

839. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister for Agri-
culture:
(1) (a) Is he aware of any infestations of

,nononrorium destructor ants in the
metropolitan area; and

(b) if "Yes" which areas?

(2) Has the Governmrent any obligation
under the Argentine Ant Act to eradi-
cate the monomorium destructor ants?

(3) If "No" will he give consideration to
extending its provisions to cover this
ant?

(4) What is the recommended method of
eradication for the domestic house-
holder?

Mr OLD replied:

(I1) (a) Yes;

(b) Fremantle, Cottesloe, Swanbourne,
Mosman Park, Claremont, flicton
and Palmyra.

(2) No.

(3) No. The ant is a relatively minor house-
hold pest and does not constitute an
agricultural problem.

(4) Treatment with Propoxur ("Baygon")
spray.
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