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The PRESIDENT (the Hon. Clive Griffiths)
took the Chair at 2.30 p.m., and read prayers.

BILLS (3): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST
READING

I . Acts Amendment (Master, Supreme
Court) Bill.

2. Acts Amendment and Repeal
(Disqualification for Parliament) Dill.
Bills introduced, on motions by the Hon.
1. G. Medcalf (Attorney General), and
read a first time.

3. Reserves Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by the Hon.
D. J. Wordsworth (Minister for Lands),
and read a first time.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL
(ROAD MAINTENANCE) BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Assembly; and, on

motion by the Hon. D. I..Wordsworth (Minister
for Lands), read a first time.

Second Reading

THE HON.
(South-Minister
move-

D. J. WORDSWORTH
for Lands) [2.44 p.m.]: I

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill is for the purpose of repealing the Road
Maintenance (Contribution) Act and amending
the Road Traffic, Transport Commission -and
Main Roads Acts to provide alternative sources of
funds to maintain the State's roadworks
programme and employment in the road
construction industry.

The first part of the Dill Provides for the repeal
of the Road Maintenance (Contribution) Act.

The road maintenance charge which was also
levied in Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria,
and South Australia was based upon equity
principles that after taking road user taxes into
consideration such as the Commonwealth fuel tax
and licence fees paid by all vehicles, the heavy
commercial vehicle compared with the lighter
vehicle was not making an adequate contribution
for the greater wear and tear it caused to the
roads.

However, the defects of the road maintenance
charge as a taxing measure were that it was
administratively cumbersome and the evasion
incidence was relatively high. The levying of the
charge required a great deal of paper work on the
part of road hauliers and there were opportunities
for the unscrupulous operator to evade the charge
to the detriment of the many reputable people in
the industry. The Government was fully aware of
the defects of this taxing measure but so long as it
remained the standard legislative approach
throughout Australia the Government had strong
reasons for continuing this legislation in Western
Australia.

Members will be aware that when the
Queensland Premier recently announced the
abolition of the road maintenance charge in that
State, strong demands were placed on the
Western Australian Government to follow suit.
These pressures were strengthened when the
Commonwealth Minister for Transport intervened
in the dispute with hauliers in the Eastern States
by stating that he supported the abolition of this
road user charge. As other State Governments
then abolished the levying of this charge, our
Government, so as not to disadvantage our road
transport industry, fell into line to abolish the
charge in this State. Accordingly this Bill
provides for the repeal as from the 1st July, 1979,
of the Road Maintenance (Contribution) Act,
1965- 1978.

The Bill also includes consequential
amendments to the Road Traffic Act, 1974-1977,
to abolish as from the 1st July. 1979, the 50 per
cent vehicle licence fee concession given to those
heavy trucks on which the road maintenance
charge was levied. This concession will not
operate for any unexpired period of a heavy truck
licence subsequent to the 30th June, 1979. When
the road maintenance charge was introduced in
1965, heavy trucks received a 50 per cent refuind
on the unexpired part of their then current vehicle
licence and we now have the reverse situation.

With the abolition of the road maintenance
charge, it is essential that alternative sources of
revenues should be provided to maintain our
roadworks programme and contribute towards
meeting the pressing road needs of this State as
Western Australia is facing a continuing shortfall
in funding for roads, especially from
Commonwealth sources.

I would like to point out that the previous
increase in State road user charges was the
increase in vehicle licence fees in October, 1977.
It is estimated that cost inflation between
October, 1977, and July of this year will be of the
order of 16 per cent and therefore additional
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funds are required to make good our roadworks
programme due to this inflation factor.

The Government had intended in this session of
Parliament to increase vehicle licence fees by IS
per cent on all vehicles other than heavy vehicles
which were to be increased by 30 per cent, Driver
licences were to be increased by $2. Previous
exemptions were to be maintained. These
increases would have raised about $7.8 million.

However, subsequently when it became
necessary to abolish the road maintenance charge,
the Government decided to review all State road
user charges.

Members of this Chamber will be aware of the
pressing road needs in this vast State. In the north
of the State, we are pushing ahead to seal the
national highway from Goldsworthy to Broome by
early 1981 and this important project will take a
big portion of the State road authority's
'construction effort and funds available for
national highways. When this is completed, there
are other important sections such as Fitzroy
Crossing to Halts Creek and Newman to Whim
Creek to undertake.

While the Government recently announced a'five-year $24 million programme to upgrade
intra-Pilbara roads, and this programme will
accelerate construction and sealing on soe
Pilbara roads, much more remains to be done to
Provide good road communications for the
communities living *in this isolated but resource
rich region.

In the rural areas in the south of the State,
there is a need to upgrade and widen many roads.
For example, there are 4 500 kilometres of main
and secondary roads only 3.7 metres wide which
require widening.

In the metropolitan area, we have the funding
capacity to complete only one major project at a
time. As available funds are being directed to the
Kwinana Freeway extension project, we cannot
get on with stage 4 of the Mitchell Freeway or the
Burswood Bridge project with resultant increasing
traffic congestion.

Western Australia's road funding problems are
closely related to the deterioration in road funding
by the Commonwealth Government in recent
years. Since the year 1975-76, the total
Commonwealth road grant to Western Australia
has been increased from $58.3 million in '1975-76
to $64.4 million in 1978-79, an increase of only
10.46 per cent. This increase has been well below
the cost inflation level with the result that since
1975-76, the real value of our road grant has not
been maintained.

Despite our efforts to change the attitude of the
Commonwealth Government on road grants, there
are no good prospects that we will recive any real
increase in our grant over the next few years. The
Comhmonwealth is maintaining a stringent policy
in relation to specific purpose grants, such as road
grants to the States as part of its overall anti-
inflation policy.

With the abolition of the road maintenance
charge from the 1st July, our efforts have been
concentrated on finding a practical, equitable, and
constitutional replacement source of funds.
Various alternatives to the road maintenance
charge were considered by the Government to
arrive at a total package of measures based on
equitable principles in respect of revenue sources
to maintain our roadworks programme.

These measures are contained in the proposed
amendments to the Transport Commission Act,
1966-1977, as contained in. this Bill, and in
consequential amendments to the complementary
Bill tor amend the Road Traffic Act.

Part lIIA of the Dill deals with amendments to
the Transport Commission Act to provide for the
introduction in Western Australia as from the 1st
July, 1979, of business franchise (petroleum
products) licensing.

In this part of the Bill, a system of State
licensing of "petroleum products wholesaling" is
proposed in such a manner that only the oil
companies will need to be licensed. The licence
fee consists of a flat fee of $500 per annumn plus
0.9C per litre of motor spirit-petfol-and 3c.per
litre of road use diesel fuel based on sales in the
previous 12-month period. The Government
anticipates that the oil companies will find it
necessary to pass these fees on to road users. That
being so, the effect of the Bill will be to require
those who use the roads to contribute to their
construction and maintenance on the basis of 3c
per litre for diesel fuel used only in road vehicles
and 0,9c per litre for motor spirit-petrol.

The use of fuel consumption as a base for the
contribution on the user pays principle must be
contrasted with vehicle licence fees which are a
fixed charge which do not vary with road use.
Both New Zealand and England have recently
endorsed the user pays principle for restructuring
road user charges. The user pays principle has a
strong equity foundation and is of paramount
importance in promoting policies of petroleum
fuel conservation.

As the funds are required not only to replace.
the road maintenance charge reventiesbut also to
provide funds to make good the erosion in our
road funds in recent years, due to cost inflation,
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the proposed road user charge extends to both the
use of petrol and road use diesel fuel.

The proposed fuel levy is being set at 0.9c per
litre for petrol in accordance with the principle of
moving towards the more equitable user pays
system with a greater emphasis on a charge
related to use. At the same time, in the
complementary Bill to amend the Road Traffic
Act, 1974-1977, a reduction of 20 per cent is
being given in the vehicle licence fees for all
vehicles except heavy trucks, which are being
relieved of the road maintenance charge. Vehicle
licence fees are a fixed charge and are not directly
related to use.

As the road maintenance charge was a
legitimate charge on heavy trucks because of the
greater wear and tear they cause to the road
system and as heavy trucks are diesel powered,
the fuel levy for road use diesel fuel is set at the
higher level of 3c per litre and, combined with the
abolition of the 50 per cent concession in vehicle
licence fees for heavy trucks at preseni paying the
road maintenance charge, these measures will
make a substantial contribution from heavy
trucks to replace the road funds lost by the
abolition of the road maintenance charge.

The road maintenance charge was a road user
charge and the Government has sought an
equitable solution based on road use principles for
the replacement of these funds.

A few motorcars and some light and medium
weight trucks not subject to the road maintenance
charge are diesel powered. A 50 per cent
concession in the vehicle licence fee is being made
in the complementary Bill to amend the Road
Traffic Act, 1974-1977, for these vehicles to
cushion them from the higher differential in the
diesel fuel levy compared with petrol.

A further provision in- the complementary Bill
is for an increase in the licence fee concession
from the existing 50 per cent to a fee of $10 for
vehicles used in certain occupations such as
beekeeping, prospecting, and kangaroo hunting.
These vehicles often travel large annual mileages
on tracks and, because of their large mileages,
they would be faced with an inequitable increase
in costs from the proposed fuel licence fee.

Another provision in the complementary Bill is
to the effect that motor trucks owned by persons
carrying on the business of stock transporting and
used solely for the carriage of stock will be
licenced for a fee of $10. Heavy trucks used in
these circumstances are a special case as they
were not subject to the road maintenance charge.
Therefore, under the proposed new system they do
not have any cost savings of road maintenance
(47)

charges to offset the diesel fuel licence fee levy.
To cushion these vehicles from high additional
costs, the Government proposes to reduce their
vehicle licence fees to a sum of 510.

By limiting the scope of the Bill to oil
companies' operations, the administration of the
new fuel licensing system will be much simplfied.
For the same reason, there is no provision for any
exemptions for motor spirit users or for the use of
diesel fuel in road vehicles on public roads thus
again minimising adminstration costs and
procedures and providing consistency with road
use equity principles. However, the State licence
fee will not be levied on diesel fuel used on farms,
or- in power generation, railways, or other non-
road use purposes.

The Bill will be administered by the
Commissioner of Transport and, as this in effect
is a road user charge measure, the whole of the
proceeds will be paid into the Main Roads Trust
Account administered by the Commissioner of
Main Roads for construction and maintenance of
roads. While it is intended that the administration
of the petroleum products licensing scheme will
be met from Transport Commission funds, a
consequential amendment to the Main Roads Act,
1930-1977, is included in the Bill to provide that
if, on an occasion, Transport Commission funds
are not sufficient, moneys may be transferred
from the Main Roads Trust Account for this
purpose. This provision is similar to a provision
which applied for the administration of the Road
Maintenance (Contribution) Act.

Powers for inspection of records to prevent
evasion of the licence fees and other
administrative powers are contained in the Bill
and are similar to the State Business Franchise
(Tobacco) Act. This Act has been successfully
administered for a number of years.

The estimated net yield from this package of
road user charge measures for the 1979-80 year is
$10.8 million, and, after allowing for the
replacement of, the estimated road maintenance
charge funds for that year of $6.3 million, an
amount of $4.5 million will be available as a
contribution towards meeting cost inflation
compared with the 57.8 million previously
contemplated. The amount of 54.5 million
represents 7 per cent of the total State funds
available for roadworks in 1979-80. The
Government has opted for the lower. figure
because of the necessity also to replace the road
maintenance charge revenues and to minimise the
impact of the proposed charges on the economy of
the State.

I commend the Bill to the House.
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Debate adjourned to a later stage of the sitting,
on motion by the Hon. F. E. McKenzie.

(Continued on page 1482).

ROAD TRAFFIC AC!'
AMENDMENT HILL

Receipt and First Reading
Dill received from the Assembly; and, on

motion by the Hon. D. J. Wordsworth (Minister
for Lands), read a first time.

.Second Reading

THE HON.
(South-Minister
move-

D.~ J. WORDSWORTH
for Lands) 13.01 p.m.]: I

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill to amend the Road Traffic Act, 1974-
1977, is complementary to those measures
contained in the Acts Amendment and Repeal
(Road Maintenance) Bill.

An important provision of the Bill is for a 20
per cent reduction in licence fees for all vehicles
except heavy trucks which are being relieved of
the road maintenance charge. Heavy trucks in the
Bill are classed as a motor wagon exceeding 5 865
kilograms tare weight, a prime mover exceeding
3 060 kilograms tare, and a semi-trailer exceeding
2 040 kilograms tare weight.

This provision of a 20 per cent reduction in
vehicle licence fees is built into the second
schedule, part 111, contained in the Bill.

The Dill provides for an amendment to section
19 of the Act to provide a concession of one-half
of the licence fee for all diesel powered vehicles
up to the level of the heavy truck class where the
road maintenance charge no longer applies after
the I st July, 1979.

An amendment to section 19 of the Act
provides for a licence fee of $10 for a vehicle used
in certain occupations such as beekeeping,
prospecting and kangaroo hunting. It has been
pointed out that vehicles used in these occupations
travel, large annual mileages, often on tracks, and
because of their large mileages, they would be
faces with a steep increase in costs, particularly
for diesel engined vehicles, under the new
proposals. In order to cushion these vehicles from
the impact of any undue increase in costs, it is
proposed to extend their existing 50 per cent
concession in vehicle licence fees to a fee of $10.

A further amendment to section 19 of the Act
provides that motor trucks owned by persons
carrying on the business of stock transporting and

used solely for the carriage of stock 'will be
licensed for a fee of $10. Trucks used for stock
transport are a special case. Unlike other heavy
trucks, these trucks were not subject to the road
maintenance charge. Therefore, under the
proposed new system, they do not have any cost
savings on road maintenance charges to offset the
diesel fuel levy. To cushion these vehicles from
the high additional fuel levy costs, the
Government proposes to reduce their vehicle
licence fees to a sum of $10.

The purposes of these concessions have been
explained to members in the previous Bill before
the House and are part of a total package of
measures for a more equitable system of road user
charges. These amendments are therefore in the
form of consequential amendments.

The Bill 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.

Vehicle licence fees are in the nature of a
permit for the right of a vehicle to use the road
system and as the proceeds are paid into the Main
Roads Trust Account, they are a form of a charge
for the use of roads.

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, MTT, 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 should be adjusted
to at least keep pace with the cost of inflation.
Both South Australia and Queensland adjust their
vehicle licence fees by regulation.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned until a later stage of the

sitting, on motion by the Hon. F. E. McKenzie.

(Continued on page: 1534).
QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.

STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE
REPORT

Consideration
Report of Standing Orders Committee now

considered.
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THE HON. G. C. MacKINNON (South-
West-Leader of the House) (3.18 p.m.]: I
move-

That the President be invited to take the
Chair in Committee.

Question put and passed.

In Committee
The President (the Hon. Clive Griffiths) in the

Chair.
The Hon. V. J. FERRY: Further to my

remarks yesterday, I wish to acquaint the House
with a matter which has come to my notice in
respect of item (b) of the information sheet made
available to members, referring to the questions
and answers leaflet which would include questions
without notice. That part of the proposal has run
into technical difficulties at the Government
Printing Office. Accordingly I am advised that
questions without notice will not be included in
the proposed leaflet. However, questions without
notice and their answers will be included in
Hansard as is customary. I make that intimation
to the House. because this is a variation from
what I suggested would be the case yesterday. I
apologise for that. The matter came to my notice
only today, that there will be a technical difficulty
with that procedure at the Government Printing
Office.

Another point to which I wish to draw the
members' attention is-

The PRESIDENT:' Order! The honourable
member should move the necessary motion before
he makes any further comments.

Standing Order No. 157: Order of on Notice
Paper-

The Hon. V. J. FERRY: The recommendation
of the Standing Orders Committee is-

To delete the passage, "and shall be
recorded in the Minutes".

I move-
That the recommendation be agreed to.

The Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I have noticed
recently that the Government Printer has adopted
the practice of printing questions in a much
smaller type in Hansard. I Find them very hard to
read when printed in the small type. I request that
the appropriate committee consider this point and
arrange for the printing of the questions to be in
the normal type as is done in the rest of Hansard.

The Hon. H. W. CAYFER: The Printing
Committee has had a look at this matter and has
agreed that the recommendation has a lot of
merit. It was received enthusiastically. I am sure

the point raised by the Hon. Lyla Elliott will be
considered at the next meeting of our committee,
which meets very regularly.

The Hon. Ri. HETHERINGTON: I welcome
this proposal. It is a pity that technical difficulties
have arisen which prevent 'the printing of
questions without notice; I hope the Standing
Orders Committee and the Printing Committee
will mak'e further inquiries in an effort to
overcome the difficulties. The original proposal
had even more merit than the one before us.

The PRESIDENT: I understand the difficulty
is only temporary.

The Hon. V. J. FERRY: It is my
understanding that notices of questions will
continue to be printed in the daily notice paper
and members should submit questions to the
Clerks for vetting prior to the meeting of the
Council. I have observed that it is a growing
practice for members to come into the Chamber
with questions, without giving the Clerks an
opportunity to have them typed and vetted. I
recommend that members give earnest
consideration, to presenting questions to the
Clerks prior to coming into the Chamber. I
recognise there are occasions where due to
urgency this is not possible.

I understand the new procedure will commence
after the session resumes later this year.

Question put and passed; the recommendation
agreed to.

Report
THE HON. V. J. FERRY (South-West) [3.28

P.M.]: I move-
That the report be adopted.

Question put and passed; the report adopted.

RESERVES BILL
Second Reading

THE HON. D. J. WORDSWORTH
(South-Minister for Lands) [3.29 p.m.]: I
move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The Dill before the House is the first measure of
its kind to come before Parliament this year. It is
normal for a similar Dill to be presented in the
autumn sitting so as to include as many variations
to Class "A" reserves at the earliest opportunity.
Eleven separate proposals relating to Class "A"
reserves are contained in this Bill.

Clasi "A" Reserve No. 12553 was set apart in
1910 for "re-afforestation" and is located about
eight kilometres north of North Greenbushes
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townsite. When State Forest No. 29 was declared
in 1928, Reserve No. 12553 was included within
the gazetted boundaries of the forest; however, no
action was ever taken to formally expunge the
reservation. The Conservator of Forests has
always considered the land to comprise portion of
State forest and authority is sought to cancel the
reserve so that the area can be explicitly
recognised as part of State Forest No. 29.

Class "A" Recreation Reserve No. 23251
comprises the majority of Burswood Island and
has an area of 61.1581 hectares. The reserve is
not vested and is zoned "parks and recreation and
controlled access road" under the metropolitan
regional planning scheme. Survey of a large
portion of the reserve which is required by the
MRD for the proposed Burswood bridge
controlled access road has now been completed
and excision or the area is necessary so that
formal control of the land can pass to that
department.

The Environmental Protection Authority
recommended and Cabinet agreed that the
purpose of Class "A" Reserve No. 20171 be
changed from "parkiands" to "national park".
The reserve is situated several kilometres south-
eastward of Cape Clairault and will form part of
the proposed Lecuwin-Naturaliste National Park.

The 1966 Reserves Act provided for excis ion of
2 547 square metres from Class "A" Recreation
and Public Utility Reserve No.
16976-Deanmore Square, Scarborough-so that
the land could be utilised as a drainage
compensating basin and a reserve has since been
created for this purpose. The Metropolitan Water
Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Board now
requires an additional 468 square metres to be
excised from Reserve No. 16976 for use as a
sewerage pumping station and the site chosen
immediately adjoins the drainage reserve. Both
the Town Planning Board and Stirling City
Council, which is the controlling body for Reserve
No. 16976, have no objection to the proposal, and
authority is sought to excise the area to permit its
reservation for the desired purpose.

Class "A" National Park Reserve No. 23580,
which is vested in the Merredin Shire Council.
comprises an area of 1 177.65 hectares and is
situated in close proximity to Merredin townsite.
Investigations into release of portion of the
reserve fat agricultural purposes resulted in the
National Parks Authority recommending and the
shire agreeing that the purpose be changed to
",recreation and parkland." The authority
considers that the reserve is too small to be
efficiently managed as a national park in

accordance with today's concepts, and the Lands
and Surveys Department endorses the proposal.

At the request of the Metropolitan Water
Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Board, the
Lands and Surveys Department effected survey of
a sewerage pump station site in the vicinity of the
now Hackett Drive, Crawley. The action was
undertaken in 1931 and the land involved
comprised portion of Class "A" Reserve No.
17375 which is vested in the National Parks
Authority. Parliamentary approval to excise the
land from Reserve No. 17375 was never obtained
and a separate reserve was never created although
improvements were placed on the land. While
investigating certain maintenance problems in
connection with the pump station, the board
ascertained that the existing improvements were
not, in fact, located within the limits of the
original survey and that the boundaries would
need redefining. An amended survey has now
been carried out and, bearing in mind that the
National Parks Authority has no objection to
excision of the site, authority is sought to exclude
the area from Class "A" Reserve No. 17375
following which the land will be reserved for a
"sewerage pumping station".

Class "A" Reserves Nos. 2994 and 2995 are set
apart for the purposes "parklands" aid "public
park" respectively and have an aggregate area of
approximately 69 hectares. Both reserves were
placed under the control of the National Parks
Authority many years ago and have since been
managed in conjunction with adjoining Class "A"
John Forrest National Park Reserve No. 7537. It
is proposed to rationalise this anomalous situation
by cancelling the reserves and including the areas
within Class "A" Reserve No. 7537 and authority
is sought to proceed with this course of action.

The Department of Fisheries and Wildlife has
negotiated a land exchange with seeal Pingelly
farmers and the proposal involves surrender of
freehold land in return for two portions of Class
"A" Conservation of Flora and Fauna Reserve
No. 25555 which is vested in the WA Wildlife
Authority. The landowners are to receive 25.3306
hectares of the Class "A" reserve and will
relinquish 49.1552 hectares of their land for
inclusion within that reserve. The Crown benefits
in the exchange by 23.8246 hectares and an
amount of $1 200 will be paid to equalise the
difference in areas. The exchange provides
simplified management boundaries and permits
improved access to areas of farmland which were
priviously isolated due to inundation during
winter months. The nature reserve is considered
to be one of the two most important in the
wheatbelt area and authority is required to excise
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25.3306 hectares from Class "A" Reserve No.
25555 so that the exchange can be implemented.

Investigations into the possible creation of
several mineral claims in an area situated about
15 kilometres north of Cue townsite led to the
discovery of the graves of three pioneers who
perished in 1893 while searching for water. The
gravesites were found near a place known as
Millys Soak and are located on Class "A"
Recreation and Timber Reserve No. 13805 which
is vested in the Cue Shire Council. Bearing in
mind the historical importance of the find, the
Lands and Surveys Department effected survey of
a 20 square metre site encompassing the graves so
that the area could be excised from Class "A"
Reserve No. 13805 and set apart as a separate
reserve for "historical graves". The Cue Shire
Council has no objection to the proposal and is
prepared to accept a vesting order when the new
reserve is declared. This course of action will
provide the protection the graves deserve and the
sanction of Parliament is required to excise the
land from Class "A" Reserve No. 13805.

The Albany Rifle Club and Department of
Administrative Services jointly requested
realignment of Class "C" Rifle Range Reserve
No. 23524 in order to provide club facilities with
a more adequate danger area. Implementation of
the proposal involves survey and excision of
portions of Class "C" Reserve No. 2903 and
Class "A" Reserve No. 24258 which are set apart
for "quarantine station for stock" and "national
park and recreation" respectively. The vested
authorities, namely the Albany Shire Council and
National Parks Authority, have no objections to
the boundary alterations and, in fact, the national
park reserve will benefit by the inclusion of a
large portion of redundant rifle range reserve.
Survey of the amended boundaries has been
completed and approval of Parliament -is required
to excise an area of 44.5 hectares from Class "A"
Reserve No. 24258 so that the land can be
included within Class "C" Reserve No. 23524.

Clause 3 of the Reserves Act and the Reserves
and Road Closure Act, 1978. provided for
cancellation of Class "A" Park and Gardens
Reserve No. 30338 so that the land could revert
to its former owners; namely, the Roman Catholic
Church and Melville City Council. Production of
a clause to effect the required alienation action
was overlooked and this clause seeks authority to
remedy the situation.

In conformity with desired procedure, the
Leader of the Opposition in the House has been
provided with relevant notes and plans covering
each variation.

I commend the Dill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by the H-on. R,

Hetherington.

ANGLICAN CHURCH OF AUSTRALIA
(SWANLEIGH LAND AND

ENDOWMENTS) DILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from the 24th April.
THE HON. LYLA ELLIOfl (North-East

Metropolitan) [3.38 p.m.]: The Opposition
supports this Dill. It could not do otherwise,
because the measures contained in the Bill were
requested by the Anglican Church following an
agreement between the Pertb diocesan trustees
and the Swanleigh council.

I have arranged for a copy of the prospectus to
be handed to each member, because it is
important for members to know the sont of
establishment the Bill is dealing with,

As the Minister has already mentioned in his
second reading speech, the Bill has four purposes.
The first purpose is to allow land and buildings on
which Swanleigh is established to be used as a
hostel to accommodate high school students
instead of orphans, which was the original
purpose.

It is interesting to look at the history of
Swanleigh which commenced as a charitable
institution. It was opened in Perth ill 1868, by a
group of voluntary subscribers, as a home for
needy children. In 1874 the boys were transferred
to the present site at Middle Swan but the girls
remained in an establishment close to the city and
were transferred to Middle Swan in 1942.

The change of policy on the part of the
Government in respect of the care of children,
which resulted in children being placed with
foster parents rather than in institutions, has
altered the complexion of Swanleigh quite
considerably. In 1960 the first fee-paying students
were admitted, and in 1976 the last orphan left
Swanleigh which is now a hostel for 324 boys and
girls of high-school age. I am told it is the biggest
wholly residential co-educational establishment in
Australia and obviously legislation of this nature
is necessary to put things in order in respect of the
purpose or function of Swanleigh.

Secondly, the Bill is designed to allow land
which is defined or delineated in the second part
of the schedule, that is not being used for that
Purpose, to be sold and the proceeds of the sale to
be used for ecclesiastical purposes.

Thirdly, the Bill provides that, if the land and
buildings described in the first part of the
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schedule are sold, the proceeds are to be placed in
trust for general child care and family care
purposes which are defined in clause 3(e). This is
commendable and desirable.

I wish to deal with the fourth provision which
relates to the withdrawal of endowment moneys
from. Swanleigh and the financial problems this
will present to the Swanleigh council in its
administration of the establishment.

I draw attention to the fact that the withdrawal
of the endowment funds or proceeds, that were
flowing to Swanleigh as a result of the investment
of these funds, will present some problems to the
establishment. Swanleigh has been providing an
excellent service for hundreds of country children
who come from middle to lower-income families.
Their parents cannot afford to send their children
to private grammar schools or boarding schools,
so the council has been struggling to keep its fees
at a level that will not disadvantage these
children. However, I understand that the hostel
had to raise its fees to $650 per term to recover
the- loss of endowment moneys.

Swanleigh is in an unfortunate position because
as it is not classified as a school or private
boarding school it does not have access to Schools
Commission funds and it is not recognised by the
Country High School Hostels Authority.
Therefore, it has no access to the advantages of a
hostel established under that Act. For example,
those hostels have access to favourable borrowing
conditions whereby they are able to obtain low-
interest loans. They can obtain free maintenance
from the Public Works Department. Of course,
they do not have added transport costs.

Swanleigh does not have any of these privileges.
It has to borrow money at the current market rate
and has to pay for all maintenance that is done,
and that is quite a problem with the old buildings.
They also have to provide their own buses to
transport the children to the high schools
designated by the Minister for Education.

I now turn to the budgeting problems of
Swanleigh. Last year Swanleigh had a working
budget of almost three quarters of a million
dollars-to be precise it was $648 129. Under the
heading ~Expenditure" we find working expenses
for 1978 were $513 192 and administrative
expenses were $23 813. Maintenance expenses
have presented quite a problem to the
administration; last year the figure was $61 644.
Financial expenses were $8 850-that is the
interest on loans-and under the heading "Other"
the total for 1978 was $39750 to cover
depreciation, hire of buses, public relations,

donations, etc. The total expenditure was
$647 249.

Sitting suspended from 3.4S to 4.02 p.m.
The H-on. LYLA ELLIOTT: Prior to the

afternoon tea suspension I was dealing with the
financial position of Swanleigh, and I was listing
some of the headings under which expenditure
occurred during the year 1978. The total
expenditure for the year was $647 249, and with'a
budget of that size there was a surplus on
operations of only $880. That is cutting things to
a fine degree on a budget of almost three-quarters
of a million dollars. The previous year there was a
deficit of $10 283.

The greatest part of the income of Swanleigh is
derived from student fees, and last year out of a
total income of $648 129, fees accounted for
$566 198. The Government pays a hostel grant of
$3 a child per week, and the grant amounted to
only $41 340, which is not a very great sum when
the size of the budget is considered.

I do not intend to go into all the other details of
the income of Swanleigh, but it will be seen that
student fees account for the greater part of that
income. The income from the investment of
endowment moneys was in the vicinity of $18 000
a year.

As I mentioned earlier, one of the main
problems associated with Swanleigh is that the
buildings require a great deal of maintenance.
The maintenance bill increases each year, and last
year it amounted to approximately $60 000. 1
Have been told that to renovate the property
properly will require an expenditure of about $I
million.

Swanleigh also has 'to provide and maintain its
own buses, which is a quite large expenditure. In
having to rind all those capital funds it is obvious
that the establishment is struggling to make ends
meet. As I said, there was a surplus last year of
$880 on a budget of three-quarters of a million
dollars. In the previous year, the deficit amounted
to $10 283.

1 am quite sure the loss of income which
formerly resulted from the investment of
endowment funds must be very worrying to the
director and the council at Swanleigh. Of course,
the director must look to other sources to replace
those funds. I want to ask the Government
whether, if the Bill is passed, it will provide some
financial assistance if it is approached by the
Swanleigh council.

The establishment provides a wonderful service
for many families. I have with me the 1978
"Swanleighan Annual". On page 65 is a picture
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of the 1978 debutantes and their partners. The list
of names under the picture shows that the girls
and boys come from towns situated in all parts of
the State; in fact they come from just about every
country electorate. Therefore, this Bill should be-
of particular interest to country members. The
children come from middle and low-income
families in mining towns, fishing communities,
from farms, and from outback stations-from one
end of the State to the other.

Very high standards are maintained at
Swanleigh, and the children receive considerable
care and attention. The "Aims and Philosophy"
of Swanleigh are set out as follows-

Swanleigh aims to provide opportunities
and a warm supportive Christian
environment to enrich students spiritually,
morally, academically, culturally, physically
and socially.

SAlthough independence is fostered, inter-
dependence, reliance on one another and
responsibility to others is enhanced.

Although Swanleigh is a corporate
community, its atmosphere is homely and
each member is treated as an individual.
Programmes and activities are directed
towards the needs of young people.

Swanleigh is very much a place of sharing
and caring.

It is important to note the aims and philosophies
of Swanleigh. It is not just a hostel; it provides
very special care and attention for young people
who must leave their homes in order to be
educated.

The establishment has 70 out-of-school
activities in the areas of sport, culture, social, and
arts and crafts. If members look at page 7 of the
prospectus which I have distributed they will see
the sorts of activities which are provided for the
young people at Swanleigh. I might add those
activities are provided at no cost to the
Government. The establishment also provides
counselling for children with emotional problems.
I understand some students are referred to
Swanleigh by the Department for Community
Welfare.

I am concerned that unless Swanleigh receives
additional assistance from the Government the
very fine services which it provides for the
children of families from all over the country will
be priced out of the reach of many of those people
on low and middle incomes.

Consideration might be given to a number of
ways of providing assistance. Perhaps the
Government will consider interest-free loans.

Swanleigh needs $1 million to renovate the
property as it needs to be renovated. It must also
provide transport for the children, and perhaps
the Government could look to making buses
available or providing free transport for the
child ren to the high schools they attend.

Swanleigh has an old building called Cornwell
House, which houses 48 children, and it is a very
inconvenient set-up. It is about a mite away from
the rest of the buildings and the children must be
brought over by bus three times a day for their
meals. In 1977 a proposition which I thought was
rather exciting was put up to the Government in
respect of Cornwell House. It concerned making
Cornwell House available to the Government for
the purpose of establishing an outdoors
environmental study centre and a model farm,
and it involved redevelopment of the area.
Cornwell House was to be made available for
residential purposes for the children who would be
involved in these studies, and the arrangement
was that other accommodation would be provided
closer to the Swanleigh buildings for the existing
residents.

I will read a paragraph from the letter the
Director of Swanleigh sent to the Curriculum
Branch of the Education Department in 1977,
which will give an idea of what was in mind. The
letter read-

I wish to pursue with you some time soon
the possibility that part of the Swanleigh
complex, namely Cornwell House, might be
handed over to the Education Department so
that a permanent centre can be established
for Social Studies, Environmental Studies,
Farm Studies and so on. For our part, we
would be looking for an arrangement
whereby the students which we normally
have accommodated there could be housed in
brand new accommodation at the main site.

Following receipt of that letter the Education
Department sent somebody out to have a look at
the property, but in typical Education
Department style that is as far as it went. The
department did not extend the director the
courtesy of sending a letter saying the proposition
had been either accepted or rejected.

Nothing further was heard about the matter
from 1977 until I was recently approached by the
Out-of-school Child Care Association to assist in
locating a suitable property in the metropolitan
area for the establishment of a model farm for the
children of the metropolitan area, when I was
made aware of the fact that Swanleigh had at
some stage submitted a proposal to the
Government. When I rang the Director of
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Swanleigh (Mr Stowell) I was provided with a
copy of the rather lengthy proposition which was
submitted in 1977, and that is when I discovered
he had not been made aware of any decision on
the part of. the Government or the Education
Department. I think that is a distinct lack of
courtesy, and it is about time the Education
Department changed its attitude towards
approaches from various people. It is not the first
time I have heard of difflculty experienced in
getting a reply from the department on proposals
which are submitted. It is very unbusinesslike and
discourteous.

However, I think this particular proposal
should be looked at by the Government, because
there is a need to establish a model farm or rural
studies centre for children, in the metropolitan
area, and in my opinion this is an ideal setting.
Cornwell House has all the facilities available.
These are farmyard facilities. It is close to Jane
Brook and could be very easily converted for this
purpose. If an arrangement could be made to
replace the accommodation for the children who
at present reside in Cornwell House. it would be
of great assistance to Swanleigh.

I do not know whether the Government would
be prepared to provide a grant to a private
institution such as this, but perhaps an
arrangement could be made in conjunction with
Swanleigh for innovation programme moneys
from the Schools Commission to be made
available through the Governor Stirling High
School. I ask that the Government give.
consideration to this matter and the other
suggestions I have made with regard to assistance
by way of interest-free loans-for which I
understand a precedent has been established in a
rather small way-and alleviation of Swanleigh's
transport problems.

Finally, I make the point that private schools
receive substantial Government subsidies. I think
Swanleigh is therefore entitled to consideration in
view of the wonderful service it is providing for
children from country areas. I hope the
Government will treat any approach from
Swanleigh sympathetically.

We support the Bill.
THE HON. I. G. MEDCALF

(Metropolitan-Attorney General) [4.16 p.m.]: I
have listened with interest to the comments of the
Hon. Lyla Elliott. The first point I thought she
was making-I may not have heard her
correctly-is that no longer will it be possible
under this legislation to make available funds
which previously have been made available to
assist disadvantaged families whose children

attend Swanleigh, and that those funds will be
diverted to another quarter. I do not know what
the honourable member's authority is for saying
that, but the Bill does not provide that at all.

Here I must choose my words carefully.
because I must not forget I am the chief law
enforcement officer in the State. The situation at
the moment is that it appears there has been some
misuse of the funds on the part of the
trustees-uite inadvertently, I hasten to add.
The trustees have been using, for disadvantaged
children, funds which were intended for orphans.
That puts the trust in a difficult position, and it is
the basic reason the Bill is before the House; that
is, funds and a hostel which were under a trust for
orphans have been used for other purposes.

It is desired to regularise the position. No-one
is likely to take any action against the Anglican
Church, because it has been acting with the best
motives in the world, but concern has been
expressed at the situation which has gradually
arisen, in that over a period of time there has been
no need for the specific application of these funds
to orphans; nor has it been necessary to reserve
the Swanleigh Hostel and lands for the purpose of
an orphanage, whereas formerly the lands and the
funds were used for that purpose.

This situation has arisen because, as we all
know, children who in' former times would have
been regarded as orphans are now looked after in
foster homes, and we have a very efficient
organisation in the Department for Community
Welfare which keeps an eye on them. The supply
of orphans has completely dried up, putting it in
its broadest terms; and that is probably a very
good thing. We would all be in favour of that,
because we have read stories about what has
happened in the past and the problems orphans
have suffered. We would not want that situation
to continue.

We have no more problems in that respect in
regard to orphans. They are looked after in other
ways. It is true there are still children who are
orphans through misfortune or accident, but they
are either adopted or brought up in foster homes
under the care of the Department for Community
Welfare, or they are put into other institutions
such as the Catherine McAuley Centre. The
children are looked after very effectively in these
institutions.

So the purpose for which Swanleigh was
established and for which these funds were
established has disappeared. However, the
diocesan trustees naturally, and quite properly,
continue to use the institution that has gradually
been transformed into a hostel for children
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attending Government high schools and other
governmental institutions in the area.

The funds have been used for the same purpose;
they have been put into the institution as the Hon.
Lyla Elliott indicated. I am not aware of any
intention, and certainly 'jone is proposed in this
Bill, that these funds should be diverted and spent
somewhere else.

The Hon. Lyla Elliott: Apparently the people at
Swanleigh believe they will be.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I have not been
told that. Is that what the honourable member
was told?

The Hon. Lyla Elliott: That was the impression
I gained.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I have not been
informed or that, but I am interested in the
honourable member's comment.

The Bill itself does not preclude the use of these
funds at Swanleigh. Clause 3(2)(e) reads as
follows-

(i) the care, maintenance, education and
benefit of children orphaned, neglected,
unwanted, destitute, socially deprived, or
otherwise disadvantaged, in particular
by means, where practicable, of
arranging for and assisting in the care of
such children in family homes as distinct
from institutions; and

(ii) the counselling, help and care of families
who have difficulties, whether financial,
social, or otherwise, in the proper
maintenance, nurture, education and
care generally of their children.

So disadvantaged children who cannot afford the
full hostel fees could still be subsidised under the
proposal in the Bill. There is nothing in it to
preclude that. I am not aware that that is the
intention, but if the honourable member has
information to this effect-and I am quite
prepared to admit she might have information I
do not have because obviously she is taking a keen
interest in the institution-I will certainly make
further inquiries. The honourable member has
circulated a prospectus, and she has referred to
many facts which were not previously before the
House. However, there is nothing in the Bill to
stop the money being used to assist disadvantaged
children in their education by paying the fees at
Swanleigh.

The Hon. Lyla Elliott: It probably all depends
on the definition of "disadvantaged";

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: As the honourable
member would be prepared to admit, not every
child attending Swanleigh is disadvantaged.

Many of the residents are children of quite well-
to-do country people who are well able to afford
the fees. It is of course a matter of interpretation.

The honourable member asked also whether the
Government would be prepared to subsidise the
institution. I am afraid this is completely outside
my knowledge; it is a matter for the Treasurer. It
is also, of course, completely outside the scope of
the Bill.

We are dealing here with a request made by the
trustees to regularise actions they have been
taking which are not quite in accordance with the
trust. The trustees wish to continue legally to run
the institution as an educational institution; in
other words, providing accommodation for
students and using the funds and the proceeds of
the land accordingly. The question of any
Government subsidy or additional funding to the
hostel would have to be raised separately with the
Treasurer. It is not one on which I feel competent
to comment, nor is it relevant to the Bill before
us. The honourable member says that Swanleigh
is run at no cost to the Government but I remind
her that there is, of course, some cost to the
Government.

The I-on. Lyla Elliott: I did not say that; I
accepted there is a $3 subsidy but I was talking
about other activities-cultural, sporting
activities, etc.

The Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF: I am sorry, I
wrote down the phrase used by the honourable
member, but perhaps I misunderstood the context
in whichi it was used.

The Government is acutely aware of the very
fine work carried out at Swanleigh. In my second
reading speech I paid a tribute to the work of
,Swanleigh in relation to orphans. The
Government applauds the activities of the church.
There are other Government institutions, but it is
a very good thing that Swanleigh is run
voluntarily so that we have a mixture of
Government and voluntary institutions in the
welfare field. If there was a case for sonic
Government subsidy or grant, I believe the
trustees would raise it separately with -the

Treasurer.
Obviously the honourable member has a

considerable knowledge of the details of the
institution. She 'has taken a great personal interest
in it. and that is a very good thing. I thank her for
her support. Certainly I will have inquiries made
in relation to the matters she raised, and possibly
the Minister or the department will contact her in
the future.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.
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Bill read a second time.

In Committec, etc.

Bill passed through Committee without debate,
reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL
(ROAD MAINTENANCE) BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the
sitting.

THE HON. F. E. McKENZIE (East
Metropolitan) [4.29 p.m.]: The Labor Party
opposes this Bill. We are not opposed to the
abolition of road maintenance tax; in fact, while
we were in Government we endeavoured to
abolish these charges, but we were prevented from
doing so by this House. What we are opposed to is
the method the Government plans to adopt to
replace this tax. Also, this Bill has been hastily
prepared; it was ill-conceived. Indeed, since its
introduction in another place, a number of
amendments have been made to -it, and a great
deal of confusion now exists in regard to the
proposed method of raising revenue to replace
that lost because of the abolition of road
maintenance tax.

When one looks at the Minister's second
reading speech one finds he referred to road
maintenance tax as a taxing measure which is
administratively cumbersome, and in respect of
which the evasion incidence has been high. We
have no argument about that. Of course, the
problems experienced in the collection of the tax
have resulted from the fact that the tax has
remained unchanged since its introduction. That
factor alone indicates that Governments have
been loath to bring about changes because of the
unpopularity of the measure. For that reason we
have no argument in respect of its abolition.

However, we would prefer something else to be
introduced in its place as distinct from the fuel
tax-if indeed the Government considers itnecessary to replace the revenue lost as a result of
the abolition of road tax. we would prefer to see
it replaced with something more equitable,
something to which more thought was given, and
certainly something which would apply uniformly
throughout Australia. One Of the problems
experienced With road maintenance tax resulted
from the fact that the tax has not applied
uniformly throughout Australia, and there have
been problems between States, particularly in

respect of section 92 of the Federal Constitution,
which provides for free trade.

I recall that only last year we debated in this
House a Bill to amend the Road Maintenance
(Contribution) Act in an endeavour to achieve
some uniformity and to prevent Straw companies
from operating across the border.

One of the problems in respect of the levying of
a fuel tax is that as far as I am aware and as far
as the Labor Party is aware, no discussions have
been held in respect of identical measures being
introduced into other Parliaments. One would
have thought that would be the case as a result of
the problems we have experienced to date.
However, it has not been the case.

Other State Governments which are abolishing
road charges are faced 'with the problem of
replacing the revenue, but we do not see them
rushing helter-skelter into other measures without
holding discussions with other States.

The Hon. T. Knight: Perhaps they can afford to
let their road programmes die for six months. We
are setting the lead.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: Mr Knight is
talking about letting road programmes die;
perhaps he had better speak to his colleagues in
the federal Parliament, because some of our
problems are a direct result of their policies.

The Hon. T. Knight: I believe we must do
something for ourselves.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: If MrT Knight
believes in double taxation-and that is what this
measure proposes-that is his right. However, we
in the Labor Party will not have a bar of double
taxation. That is an example of federalism
working in its proper manner.

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: What do you mean by
double taxation in this context?

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: It is double
taxation because we already have an excise of
4.9c a litre on diesel fuel and petrol applied by the
Federal Government. Only a small percentage of
the money raised by that excise is allocated to the
State as road funds. I believe the State should not
find it necessary to raise additional funds for road
programmes; all the funds should come from the
Federal Government. Prior to 1966 the bulk of
road funds in this State came from that source.

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: Who will argue with
that?

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: In fact, 1966 saw
the first implementation of a second charge for
roads within Western Australia.I

The Hon. W. R. Withers: You should also
criticise the policies of past Labor Governments
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when you say the Federal Government should be
totally responsible for the road programme,
because Labor Governments did not change the
situation.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: We tried to
abolish road maintenance tax in 1971 and 1973.
Do not say we did not try to do that.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: That is at State level,
but you proposed another tax to replace it.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I will not argue
the policies of the Federal Government across the
Chamber.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: This will be a long
debate, and everyone should rise and let his
constitutents know where he stands, including Mr
Knight and Mr Withers.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member was proceeding very nicely when he was
addressing his remarks to the Chair.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: Thank you. Sir. I
have some sympathy for the
Government-although I do not excuse it fr
preparing this legislation in haste-because when
one looks at what that maverick in Queensland
(Mr Bjelke- Petersen) did, one finds he pulled the
rug out from under the other States by
announcing he would abolish road maintenance
charges. I think his idea was to embarrass the
Premier of New South Wales. Following that we
had a second villain entering into the matter; I
refer to the Federal Minister (Mr Nixon). The
State Government deserves sympathy because it
was badly let down by people of its own ilk. For
that reason my sympathy is greater than it might
otherwise be.

As I said earlier, the Federal Government has
caused some of the difficulties by not doing the
right thing by the States and giving them
sufficient road funds. However, I would have
thought that the State Government, through its
Minister, would be more critical of the fact that
the policies of the Federal Government are badly
damaging this State. The Federal Government is
hll-bent on reducing inflation but is creating
unemployment instead, along with' all sorts of
other problems.

Of course, we must maintain our roadworks
and it appears to me that the Main Roads
Department is in difficulty in that respect because
it must generate funds to keep its programme
going. I notice that in his second reading speech
the Minister said that Western Australia's road
funding problems are closely related to the
deterioration in road funding by the
Commonwealth Government in recent years. He
said since 1975-76 the total Commonwealth road

grant to Western Australia has been increased
from $58.3 million to $64.4 million in 1978-
79-an increase of only 10.46 per cent. In real
terms that means about $22 million lost, which is
far more than is intended to be raised under this
measure.

The Commonwealth Government has treated
this State-and indeed every other State-very
shabbily. It is the policy of the Liberal Party to do
that, and it should be taken to task.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: It is our policy to
treat the States shabbily?

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: Yes, this State
has been treated shabbily in many respects.

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: I agree.
The Hon. G. E. Masters: That is not our policy.
The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: The member

knows very well it is, and this is another example.
Is Mr Masters denying that in three years the
State has lost $22 million as a result of the
reduction in road funding?

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Take no notice of Mr
Masters. Mr Tozer and I agree with you when
you say we have been treated shabbily.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: That is a bad
situation.

Several members interjected.
The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: The difference in

this case is that the State Government is trying to
recover more than the 16.4 per cent lost through
inflation since road user fees were revised in
October, 1977. There has been a considerable fall
back in real terms in funds provided by the
Commonwealth, yet this Government expects the
people of Western Australia to make up at least
the amount of funds lost due to inflation and
possibly more, to accommodate the reduction in
Commonwealth road funds.

The Minister's second reading speech
continued-

The Commonwealth is maintaining a
stringent policy in relation to specific purpose
grants, such as for road grants to the States,
as part of its overall anti-inflation policy.

Therein lies the problem. Because the Federal
Governme 'nt has embarked upon an anti-
inflationary campaign it has created problems for
itself in that its unemployment benefits payments
have increased enormously. The Federal
Government must find that money somewhere, so
it is transferring funds from excise receipts to the
welfare field. What will be the situation next
year? Will Western Australia receive less
Commonwealth road funds because there are
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more people unemployed? Will the people of
Western Australia be required to pay an
increased levy in order to maintain our roads
simply because the Federal Government is taking
money from its excise receipts to pay for a
situation of its own making; namely, the
unemployment benefits being paid to the vast
number of unemployed in our society? I certainly
hope this is not to be the case.

I wish to quote now from a document sent to
me by the Royal Automobile Club of WA (Inc)
which outlines the reasons behind the original
introduction of 'the road maintenance charge in
Western Australia in 1966, and in Victoria in
1956. The document states as follows-

The Road Maintenance Charge,
introduced in Western Australia in 1966, is
based upon the fundamental principle' that
heavy vehicles cause much greater wear and
tear to roads (up to the power of four) than
light vehicles, and that the former, by
payment of the normal vehicle licence tees,
do not meet their road maintenance cost
responsibility.

That printiple was evolved from research
carried out in the United States of America
(U.S. Department of Commerce1 Highway
Cost Allocation Study, 1965) and the United
Kingdom (Road Track Costs, Ministry of
Transport, 1965). It was clearly
demonstrated - by technical evidence
submitted to the High Court of Australia in
the case Armstrong v. The State of Victoria,
1956. As far as is known, opponents of the
Charge have not produced evidence to the
contrary.

The document contains clear evidence it is the
heavier vehicles which cause the damage to our
roads.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: That report is
inaccurate, because it also says the charge is
against only the operator who can make a profit.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I do not want to
quote that-

The Hon. W. R. Withers: I know, because it is
in error.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I am referring to
the history of the road maintenance charge. If Mr
Withers wants to make some comment about the
report he will have the opportunity to do so later
in the debate.

The RAC's view of this matter is as follows-
It is the R.A.C. view that the operators of

heavy load carrying vehicles, and no-one else,
should continue to pay for the excessive

damage those vehicles cause to roads either
by way of the Road Maintenance Charge, or
a significantly increased vehicle licence fee
which would realistically reflect their cost
responsibility. It may be argued that a
licence fee, as a fixed or standing one, is
contrary to the philosophy of "the user
pays". However, in the area in which it
would apply, it is preferable to a measure
which would unfairly penalise owners of
other vehicle classes.

The RAC raises a very pertinent point about the
damage the heavier vehicles do to our roads.
However, under this legislation everybody is to be
hit, and that is one of the reasons I am doubtful
about this Bill. If this Bill becomes law, the owner
of a small motorcar will be faced with an increase
in petrol charges of 0.9c a litre. The Minister may
argue the man in the street would face an increase
in vehicle registration fees if the proposal to
impose a levy on fuel were not proceeded with.
However, that increase would not equal the
additional amount the average motorist will be
required to pay as a result of the 0.9c per litre
increase in the price of petrol. In fact,. I
understand from figures given in another place
that the average motorist will pay an additional
$15.30 a year as a result of this levy.

The Opposition wonders from where the
Government got its idea to impose a levy on fuel.
The only document I have read containing results
of research into road maintenance charges is the
Southern Western Australia Transport Study.
This information is contained between pages 117
and 153 of the main report. I believe this was the
real basis of the Government arriving at its
decision to implement this sort of tax. However, I
note that nowhere in the report is it suggested
that the owner of a private motor vehicle or, for
that matter, anybody using petrol should pay this
tax. The report strongly emphasises its belief that
the present petrol excise of 4.9c per litre levied by
the Federal Government should remain and that a
levy be imposed on diesel fuel. However, the
Government apparently has chosen to ignore that
part of the report, because this legislation seeks to
impose the levy on both petrol and diesel fuel.

I quote from page 146, paragraph 8.7.10 of the
report as follows-

An increase in the present customs and
excise tax on petrol and diesel fuels
(currently 4.9 cents per litre) has often been
proposed as an alternative to the road
maintenance contribution. Were it ever to
replace the road maintenance contribution,
this tax would significantly worsen the.
present bias between smaller and larger
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vehicles. Smaller vehicles which do not
presently pay road maintenance
contributions, including motor cars, would
pay increased variable road user charges
through the petrol tax. Larger
vehicles-whose additional fuel consumption
is not relatively as great as the additional
road damage they cause-would pay less
variable road user charges than they
presently do. As a consequence the Team
most firmly rejects the proposal as a
regressive move away from the ideal.

The Hon. D. .1. Wordsworth: Perhaps against
equal tax on petrol and diesel.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: The report
recommends that the existing level of exci se on
petrol be maintained, but that there be a hefty
increase in the levy on diesel fuel. The report
continues-

More appropriate, it is felt, may be a
differential fuel tax, with a higher rate for
diesel fuel than for petrol. Diesel-powered
vehicles, as a group, coincide closely to that
class or vehicles which appears to be
favoured by the present charging
arrangements. Furthermore, the fact that
diesel and petrol fuel taxes are presently
identical, and that diesel vehicles can
generally obtain substantially better fuel
consumption than their petrol counterparts,
means that effective fuel tax payments-per
tonne-km travlled-are proportionately
lower. An increase in diesel fuel tax could
take account of the tower fuel tax per
vehicle-kilometre presently paid by diesel-
powered vehicles relative to petrol vehicles.

The principal objection to the scheme
would be likely to revolve around the extent
to which an increased diesel tax would inhibit
the use of diesel-powered engines. Why, it
might be asked, should a thermally more
efficient fuel be penalised, especially at a
time of increasing energy consciousness?
Unfortunately, there is no available
information to predict the elasticity of
demand for diesel engines in response to
changes in the tax (and therefore price) on
diesel.

The report went on to quote the reason for the
differential in diesel tax, and how easily it could
be implemented. Then, of course, the
recommendation of the study team is that the
road maintenance tax contribution should
continue, at least for the present. If the road
maintenance contribution were reduced or
abolished and not replaced, revenue-raising goals

would not be approximated as closely as at
present.

There was another recommendation to which I
want to direct the Government's attention. This is
a matter on which I spoke earlier. It deals with
the uniformity between the States. That
recommendation reads as follows-

Western Australia should continue to co-
operate with other States and the
Commonwealth in the re-examination and
re-assessment of the scheme.

Finally, there is the proposal for an increase in tax
or road maintenance charges, which meant that
there would be an increase in diesel tax from 4.9c
to 8.8 per litre.

[f it is analysed, this re port indicates that the
basis of the current legislation before us was a
result of the deliberations of the study team. The
difference is that, rather than loading the full
amount of the increase onto the diesel fuel and
the vehicles which do the most damage to the
roads, all motorists are expected to contribute
towards the maintenance of the roads.

There should not have been any inclusion of
petrol-driven vehicles in respect of the increase.
The whole matter is suspect.

The Mon. J. C. Tozer: Do you come from the
city or the country?

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: The people in the
country who are using petrol-driven vehicles will
be disadvantaged more than those who live in the
city.

The Hon. J1. C. Tozer: Obviously.
The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: l am putting in a

plug for the country people.
The Hon. J. C. Tozer: Good! It does not sound

like it.
The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: Not many people

in the country have diesel-driven cars, I should
imagine.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Yes, there are quite a
few of them.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Not very many.
The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I have not seen

very many. Can Mr Withers tell me what
percentage there is?

The Hon. W. R. Withers: You are forgetting
the Nissan and Datsun vehicles.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: What
percentage?

The I-on. W. R. Withers: I would not know.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
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The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I can understand
Mr Withers saying that there are quite a few. I
am aware that he has a diesel-driven vehicle.
Naturally he is going to favour the people who
drive petrol-driven vehicles as being those who
should contribute something. They are the people
involved in raising this-additional finance, so Mr
Withers would have a bias.

I deal now with the exemptions allowed in the
Bill. Again I do not think enough thought has
been given to this measure. Some exemptions
have already been added to the original plan. I
have no quarrel with those that have been added,
but I quarrel with those that have not been added.
The problem is where does one start and finish in
respect of the granting of exemptions.

I received a letter, which I cannot locate at the
moment, from the Secretary of the Metropolitan
Transport Trust.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I think we all
received one of those.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: In that letter, the
secretary asks members to give consideration to
supporting any amendment that might come
forward. Although buses were exempted
previously, they are now being roped in.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: I might say I am
happy to hear you helping buses along the way.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I will help any
form of public transport. I acknowledge the
Government will have to do its sums again in
relation to the amount of money it will save as a
result in introducing buses to replace the
Fremantle-Perth railway service. In fact, that
particular factor might influence the Government
to reverse its decision.

Notwithstanding that, any form of public
transport is more desirable than the policies which
lead to an increase in the number of people who
own motor vehicles. For that reason, the extra
$430 000 that the Metropolitan Transport Trust
has to find creates a very serious problem. Here
we have a Government that has the opportunity to
show that it wants to do something for public
transport. Under this Bill, it is making it more
difficult. As a result of the increased costs, the
consumers will be required to help meet the costs.
The Government will receive the additional
revenue for the maintenance of the roads, but the
consumers using public transport will be faced
with the burden. The higher the fares go, the
fewer will be the people who will be inclined to
use the transport.

I will read the letter from the Australian
Tramways and Motor Omnibus Employees'
Association, because I feel that it should be

recorded in Hansard. It contains very pertinent
points. The letter reads as follows-

The Dill presently under consideration
designed to replace Road Maintenance Tax
with a levy on fuel contains an anomaly
which should be corrected. I am writing
seeking to have the Bill amended so that
buses operated by the M.T.T. are exempt
from the proposed tax on diesel fuel.

Metropolitan (Perth) Passenger Transport
Trust buses were not subject to Road
Maintenance Tax and, as the proposed tax on
fuel is designed to replace the Road
Maintenance Tax, it would be unjust to place
this extra burden on the Trust's finances.

Exempting buses from the tax on diesel
fuel would also show that the Government
was serious in its attempt to promote public
transport. Exemption of buses would obviate
the need for an increase in fares and would
make public transport more attractive.

I urge you to support any amendment
which exempts buses from the tax on diesel
fuel and trust you will speak out in support of
public transport.

At every opportunity I have spoken out in support
of public transport. That is why I am raising this
matter now.

It is unfair that the Government should
consider exempting certain classes of vehicles and
providing concessions for others, when it is not
prepared to give consideration to Promoting
public transport. It should be prepared to exempt
the buses from the new tax, thereby striking a
blow for public transport. If this was done and
fares remained unchanged, more people would be
likely to abandon their cars in favour of public
transport. However, this would mean a reduction
in revenue from the tax, and we would be facing
another increase in the tax in a very short space of
time.

We should consider the amount of additional
revenue that the Government will receive. In fact,
if one looks at the new source of additional
revenue, on the figures we have been given in
recent Limes of about 190000 litres of diesel fuel
now being used-

The Hon. R. G. Pike: You said 190000. Do
you mean million?

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I am Sorry. I Will
give the exact figure.

The H-on. R. G. Pike: It just shows how easy it
is to make an honest mistake.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: It does.
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The M-on. D. K. Dons: I will be demonstrating
that amply, Mr Pike, when I get up. Remember
your interjection.

The Hon. H. W. Gayfer: It is 190 000
kilolitres. That is what you meant to say.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I thank Mr
Gayfer for that.

The levy on motor spirit at 0.9c per litre will
raise $12.8 million; the levy on diesel fuel, $5.7
million; and the abolition of the 50 per cent
concession on vehicle licences for transport
operators paying road maintenance tax, $2
million. The total revenue will amount to $20.5
million.

We must bear in mind the amount of revenue
forgone as a result of the abolition of the road
maintenance tax and the concessions which have
been given. The revenue forgone amounts to $6.3
million for the abolition of the road maintenance
tax; that figure is worked out on the
Government's estimates in the second reading
speech. The revenue forgone through a 20 per
cent reduction in motor vehicle licences amounts
to $9.2 million; we should bear in mind there will
be a reduction in motor vehicle licences. The
amount forgone through concessions for diesel
cars and light trucks amounts to $600 000. This
gives a total of $16.1 million and a net increase in
revenue of $4.4 million.

This is supposed to reflect an increase of 16 per
cent, but I do not see how it does if one considers
the inflation figure. which would make it in excess
of this 16 per cent.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: The inflation
figure is 16 per cent. The extra money you are
referring to is based on 7.5 per cent of the total
amount of money that goes into the road bill.

The I-on. F. E. McKENZIE: I cannot fully
understand it. The $4.4 million would be a net
increase in-revenue of more than 16 per cent, if
the Government is to forgo $16.1 million. The
Government is now going to get $20.5 million.

The Hon. D. S1. Wordsworth interjected.
The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: Is the

Government going to make up some of the
Commonwealth's shortfall?

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: No, it is a State
c ontribution.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: The $4.4 million
is more than 16 per cent.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: No, it is not.
The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: It is about 25 per

Cent.

The Hon. D. 3. Wordsworth: No, it is not,
because you are referring to State contributions
which include licensing fees.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: The whole lot?
The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Yes, which is over

$50 million.
The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: I am still not very

clear on this matter. Perhaps some other member
can take it up, but I will not dwell on the point
any longer.

What the Bill really means is a 1 3.6c per gallon
increase in diesel fuel and the motorist will be
paying an extra 4.lc per gallon for petrol. If we
consider the cost per litre it does not appear to be
too great, but if we consider the cost per gallon it
is a tremendous increase.

It may well have been that the proposal in
respect of licensing fees introduced by the Tonkin
Government would have been far better than the
levy on motor spirit. The important point about
this Bill, as I have said earlier, is that it has been
hastily prepared and therefore it was ill-
conceived. I reel it will be back in this House
before long for further amendment.

There has been insufficient time for the public
to assess the full impact or this measure; there has
been insufficient time for the legislators to give
adequate consideration to it. This is evidenced by
the number of blunders that became apparent
after the Bill was presented in another place. It is
bad legislation. Other States have not introduced
similar legislation and I would have preferred to
see consultation between the States and the
Commonwealth.

The Commonwealth has a lot to contribute
towards this double taxation. This taxation is the
responsibility of the Commonwealth, but it is
foisting responsibility onto the States. The
Commonwealth has been able to gain a
tremendous amount of additional revenue beca use
of the parity of oil prices and the fact that we in
Australia have had to catch up with the amount
being paid for oil in the rest of the world.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: They have given all the
increase to Esso and BHP.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: Last year the
Commonwealth received $850 million in excise
duties. I do not know how much it received in
road funds, but'it is unfortunate to see that we in
this State have missed out; a State where we need
Commonwealth contributions to road funds
because of our vast spaces.

The Opposition is not opposed to the abolition
of the road maintenance tax, but is very sceptical
of the method introduced by the Government to
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raise the revenue which it has had to forgo. We
are very unhappy with the role of the
Commonwealth Government and the Premier of
Queensland in this Matter.

THE HON. D. K. ThINS (South
Metropolitan-Leader of the Opposition) [5.07
p.m.]: 1 take the same stand as Mr McKenzie.
We have always been in favour of the abolition of
the road maintenance tax and we continue to
maintain that stand, but we are certainly not in
favour of this hasty and ill-prepared legislation,
which is being rushed through this Parliament in
what appears to be a crisis situation.

I do not intend to go over the apparent massive
blunders the Government made when it
introduced the legislation in the first instance.
Suffice to say that a Government with a
computer, a Treasury Department and all the
other bric-a-brac of government at its disposal has
made a blunder approaching $3.5 million. This is
beyond my comprehension. Without wanting to
dot the "i's" and cross the "t's" it is my personal
opinion these blunders were quite deliberate, but
the Government was caught out when it was
found its game was crook. I am of the opinion
that if we were given more time to examine this
legislation more fully we would find that the
figures presented even now would prove to be
incorrect. In the short time I have at. my disposal
I have no way to prove that, hut time alone will
tell and I will use any later opportunity to point
out to the Government the correctness of my
statement.

Why must we do everything in the Parliament
of Western Australia in an atmosphere of crisis?
On the irst day of sitting in this Chamber this
session we found legislation being rushed through
to deal with the Transport Workers' Union.
Members will recall that we remained here until
11.00 a.m. the next day to pass that legislation.
Suffice to say the legislation was a paper tiger.

Again, this crisis situation was created;
something like the man who comes to town before
the circus to drum up support and get the people
in a state of hysteria. What happened then was
that the owner-drivers in another State decided to
take some direct action in. support of their claims
to have the road maintenance tax removed.

Of course, it took place first in New South
Wares and spread very quickly across the length
and breadth of this country. As my colleague has
already related to the House, the very formidable
Premier of Queensland quickly caved in and
removed the road maintenance tax. Consequently
the Federal Government maintained, through its

Minister, that the matter had nothing to do with
it.

It amazed me that not only the Government of
this State, but also the Governments of other
States, did not invoke penal legislation against the
owner-drivers. However, the Governments did not
do so. Evidently there is a difference between a
union, as such, doing something which might
inconvenience the public, and an owner-driver
doing something in defence of his economic
position.

The Hon. R. 0. Pike: Wran in New South
Wales got stuck in.

The H-on. D. K. BANS: Obviously Mr Pike
was not listening, because across the length and
breadth of Australia no-one slipped into the
owner-drivers. The States capitulated.

The Hon. R. 0. Pike: Have another look at
Wran's comments. He did in the end, but that is
not how he started off.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I can only look at the
end result which is that road maintenance tax was
removed in every State. This State is the only
State which has seen fit to rush legislation into
Parliament, given the mistakes which have been
made in another place, in the dying hours of this
session of Parliament.

First of all, one must ask why the Government
has done this. I shall tell members the reason for
it. The Premier cannot Work out his sums
correctly. He relies on his majority and he sees
Parliament as being some kind of millstone
around his neck. The Premier simply does not
want to debate the issue. He wants to get out of
Parliament as quickly as he can. Parliament is an
encumbrance to the Premier of this State.

The Premier would be far more honest in his
approach if he took the action taken by Mr
Hamer who did not call Parliament together for
six months. In that situation we would not have
the opportunity to debate these issues and that
would please the Premier.

The issue we are deba ti ng today is not confined
to the levy which has been added and which may
or may not be legal. We must have regard for the
1971 High Court decision in respect of the
Tasmanian legislation on tobacco. Two sections of
the Constitution should be looked at. They are
sections 90 and 92. Let us examine section 92
which relates to commerce and trade between the
States. The first matter which comes to mind is
the interstate haulier who fits long-range tanks to
his truck, comes into this State, tears hell out of
the roads, and goes out again without purchasing
a cent's worth of fuel here. How do we cope with
that situation?7
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The Hon. G. E. Masters: HeI would have to
carry a lot of fuel.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Many of these drivers
can almost complete a return trip without
refuelling.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: Do you have any idea
how much fuel th~ey would require?

The H-on. D. K. DANS: These trucks carry
approximately 200 gallons of fuel now. I should
like to digress for a moment in order to answer
the interjection. I was at Madura Pass recently
and I saw a number of transport trucks lining up
at the service station. I said to the~ owner, "You
look like getting a good deal of business today."
He replied, "They do not buy one gallon of fuel.
They have long-range tanks and they do not top
UP.

The Hon. D. J, Wordsworth: Are you saying
they have five 44-gallon drums of fuel strapped to
the trucks?

The Hon. H-. W. Gayfer: That is five tonnes of
petrol.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: These drivers do not
carry anything back. They do a round trip for $60
profit and that is another matter I shall deal with
later.

The H-on. W. R. Withers: That does not give
them very much range.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: If the honourable
member wishes to stand up and dispute what I
was told, he may do so. I am illustrating that
section 92 of the Constitution may be open to
challenge. I would not be at all surprised if in the
not-too-distant future the interstate hauliers
challenge the Government in court on this matter.
I will not speculate on what will happen if that
occurs; but it is a real danger. However, I should
like to return to the point I was making.

The legislation has been introduced deliberately
at this stage of this session of Parliament. An
effort has been made to pump something through
Parliament which will increase the Government's
income by approximately $3.5 million. This will
obviate the necessity to impose extra income tax
later in the year or early next year. Where does
the blame really lie for the imposition of this tax?
In round terms it will mean an increase of 4c per
gallon of petrol. The Government is being
extremely generous. It has come down from Ic to
O.9c. It looks good and the Government has been
using the litre measurement. The Government
probably got someone from Boans or Charlie
Carters to tell it how to advertise its products in a
manner that will make them look good. However,

the motorist will pay another 4c per gallon for
petrol and another 13c per gallon for distillate.

At lunchtime I met with the town clerk of a
large city council. I asked him what he thought
about these increases and how much they would
add to the costs of the council. He said there was
no doubt about the matter, because be knew the
figure already. The increases would add 4 per
cent to the costs of the council. I said, "I have
done a quick calculation and my opinion is that,
right across the board, the minimum amount that
costs will increase will be 4 per cent." However,
the increases will not stop there. They will get
worse. We are looking at a leap frog situation in
regard to inflation.

The real culprit in this matter is the Federal
Government. In the short time at my disposal I
managed to phone Canberra and I obtained four
sets of figures from the same source. I hope one
set of figures is right. I have no way of
guaranteeing they are correct. However, Mr
Wordsworth may be able to dispute or confirm
what I am about to say. The surplus, after the
Commonwealth has dispersed its funds to the
States, is approximately $813 million in round
figures.

The Hon. 1), J. Wordsworth: If you have
received all these different answers, they must
have been sympathetic to the State Government.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: The department in
Canberra was closed; but my informant was good
enough to phone back three times to amend the
answer he gave mc. In fairness to the Minister I
must say I can understand some of the problems
which have to be coped with. However, there is a
surplus of approximately $813 million.

A figure was presented by the Farmers' Union
which showed a surplus of approximately $1 700
million. I do not believe that is quite correct; but
if it is, that is all the more reason this money
should have been returned to the State from
whence it came.

.Of course, there is only so much money
available to the State Governments of Australia
and they all have their hands in the one barrel. As
a result, the people will be forced to pay.

If one takes a second look at the legislation, one
will see the hasty manner in which it was
conceived. As members are aware, we introduced
a Bill back in the days of the Tonkin Government
for the repeal of road maintenance tax. We were
proposing to do something about registration also.

If one reads the Hansards one will find that it is
a matter of history. If my memory serves me
correctly, the present Premier lauded the road
maintenance tax, despite the fact that Mr
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Masters-who was not in Parliament at that
time-and his mates referred to the poor old
truck driver who was apprehended for not having
paid -his road maintenance tax. He was
immediately made the darling of the Liberal
Party and it was the horrible Labor Party which
was pursuing the poor old truck dfriver to the ends
of the earth!

The Hon. W. R. Withers: There are a lot who
didn't like the road maintenance tax or the
replacement you had in mind.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: They still do not.
What the Government has done now is something
worse.

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: Quite the contrary. We
are getting away from licences as was proposed
then.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I will be very
interested to hear Mr Tozer's comments when he
speaks tonight. Is he trying to tell me that this 4c
a gallon for petrol and the I 3c for distillate will
not have a devastating effect on the cost of living
throughout the State of Western Australia and
more particularly in the north-west of the State?

The Hon. J. C, Tozer: I will tell you that.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr Tozer well knows

the amount of road maintenance tax which has
not been collected in all the States throughout
Australia. I am referring to what has not been
collected, not to what has been collected. It is a
considerable amount.

One can feel sympathetic to the owner-drivers
in their efforts to mount a campaign to have road
maintenance tax repealed, but why do they have
to do this? It is because it is an uncontrolled
industry; it is an industry in which anyone with a
few thousand dollars can obtain a loan from the
bank-provided he has the necessary
collateral-and go into the trade.

Many of these owner-drivers work for much
less than the basic wage and many find
themselves in a situation where they have to be
declared bankrupt and have their trucks
repossessed. This is because of the'very fierce
competition involved in the industry. Each time a
person is declared bankrupt there is a charge on
the people of this country one way or another.
Obviously when the owner-drivers took the action
they did, it was a desperate move.

Governments of various political colours could
have adjusted the situation years ago by passing
uniform legislation similar to that in the United
States, so I was told, where the Federal
Government had to take action by setting a
minimum freight rate, because that was the

easiest way to control the industry in the long run.
I am not sure whether that legislation is still in
force. in parts of Europe a minimum performance
for a truck was set.

No doubt someone wilt say that that is not the
free enterprise spirit. After all, in the case of an
aeroplane, no matter who owns it or flies in it, it
has to comply with certain standards and the
operator must adopt the suggested fare structure
for the route involved. Therefore, there is nothing
unusual in what I am saying. Governments should
have taken some action a long time ago.

We must bear in mind that not many large
transport companies have bucked paying road
maintenance tax. Some may have protested about
it, but in the main they paid it. My sympathy is
with them. Because of the inaction of
Governments this situation has been foisted on
the people of Western Australia.

It will be interesting to see what happens in the
other States. I think two States introduced a fuel
tax, and then had to remove it.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Not at the
wholesale level.

The Hon, D. K, DANS: I am aware of that.
This Government has learnt from the mistake of
the New South Wales Government and, I think,
the South Australian Government also. Let us
look further at what will occur in regard to costs
across the board. As has already been advised to
the House by Mr McKenzie, the MTT and all
other bus operators within Western Australia will
be subjected to this levy. In the past, the MTT did
not pay road maintenance tax, but as a result of
this new impost fares will be increased
considerably.

As I understand the position, before the
legislation was hastily prepared and introduced
into Parliament-with the fond hope that the first
proposal would be rammed through without
anyone waking up-it was already the intention
to increase fares. Normally the MTT raises fares
by 5c units.

I do not want to dwell on facts and figures. If
ever there was a Dill introduced with an
oversupply of facts and figures, this is it. I have
not been able to digest all the information and if I
dealt with the facts and figures now no-one would
know whether they were right or wrong.

First of all, I want to deal witb the position of
the MTT. It must contain costs; no-one denies
that. However, it must increase the fares, so it
will then curtail services in some area. This will
result in a no-growth situation in respect of
manpower. I am not arguing with that, because it
is the normal course to contain Costs. However,
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the end result will be that more people will be
unemployed. Also, people will be forced to use
their own transport. Crazy though it sounds,
people will turn away from public transport. All
States have found that when there is a fare
increase the people cease to use public transport,
which is the last thing in the world we want.

I cannot equate this kind of thinking with the
Government's avowed intention to reduce
inflation and to encourage people to make use of
public transport. For the life of me I cannot
understand this approach; nor can I understand
the Government's intention to persist. with the
closure of the Fremantle-Perth railway service
and replace it with a bus service.

Why cannot the Government make an
exception of the MTT which did not pay road
maintenance tax? Why should the MTT now pay
this extra impost?

The tourist industry will be affected, and I refer
specifically to tourist buses. Because of the impost
of I 3c a gallon on distillate a great deal of
increased costs will be involved in the package
tours. Will this do anything about reducing
inflation? Of course, it will not. It will increase
inflation. The same thing will occur in respect of
the no-growth situation in employment
opportunities.

I am suspicious. It seems strange to me again
that every other Government in the
Commonwealth has stayed its hand while it
studied all the options open to it. Those States are
quite sincere in their attempt to keep costs down.

Of course, the argument could be advanced in
our case that Parliament is going into recess, but
what is more important-the Bill or
parliamentarians? A Bill of this magnitude should
lie on the Table of the House so that it can be
examined and be open to public scrutiny. I
thought that was what Parliament was all about;
but, of course, in this State it is not. When the
Bill has been examined thoroughly Parliament
could be called together to debate it.

The Hon. R. J. L. Williams: Why recall it?
Why not continue the sitting?

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr Williams goes one
better.

The Hon. R. J. L Williams: from 9.00 am. to
5.00 p.m. daily?

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I have no argument
with that. The Bill has been left to the last minute
so that it is impossible for figures and options to
be examined. No-one can tell me that a Bill that
was introduced last Tuesday, and then found to be
wrong, should not be open to further examination.

The abolition of road maintenance tax is one
thing, but the effect on the community at large is
another, and that effect will be devastating.

The 4 per cent increase mentioned to me today
could well be a 6 per cent or 7 per cent increase in
some areas. It will reflect itself in the CPI figures
and it will force wages up. It will reduce services,
and it will reduce employment.

l-am not claiming that because we have lost a
sum of $5 million, or whatever the figure will be,
we should not have to get the revenue back
somehow. But, surely there could have been a
more equitable distribution of this added cost in
the areas where it would cause the minimum
amount of increase in inflation, and the minimum
amount of added burden to the ordinary motorist.
Surely we cannot go along with the proposition
that bus fares will be increased in this State.

I will return to the role of the Federal
Government. In my opinion it will iiot be very
long before we have a price of something like $2 a
gallon for petrol in Australia. We have seen
pictures in the Press of people queueing for petrol
in California. Some members or this place journey
to the Eastern States, but when they do most of
them just go down Pitt Street or George Street,
and come home again. However, if they were to
travel into the suburbs they would find that petrol
station after petrol station was out of petrol. No-
one seems to know why-whether it is because of
the refineries or the oil companies.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth; Or the fact that
they will not allow the ships into the refineries.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: A little later I will give
the Minister the background to show that the
refineries are not producing the petrol in order to
satisfy the demand in New South Wales.

The Hon. D. J. Wordworth: It is very hard
when the ships queue up outside and are not
allowed into the refineries.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: If the Minister would
like to argue that point on television, I am
prepared to meet him because that is not the case.

The Hon. D. i. Wordsworth: What is the
reason for the odd ship sitting at anchor out from
the refineries?

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I do not know of any
ship which is "jacked-up" today and which is
loaded with petroleum.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: They are not able
to come in and unload.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: That Finished ages ago.
The H-on. D. J1. Wordsworth: You said the

situation did not exist.
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The IHon. D. K. DANS: It finished long ago.
The Minister is ill-informed because that is not
true. The position was outlined in The Australian
Financial Review. If the Minister puts on his
thinking cap he will ascertain the facts.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: You have been
referring to shortages.

The HON. D. K. DANS: The point is that the
announced policy of the Federal Government to
apply world parity prices for petrol in this country
will just about send us bankrupt. The manner in
which the Federal Government applies the world
parity pricing policy is quite immoral.

In my opinion-and I may be wrong-the
world parity price for petrol should be the
wellhead price. However, the Federal Government
has taken the wellhead price in the Middle East,
and added to it the royalties applied by the sheiks,
and so on, and has then come back to us with this
world parity price. The majority of that world
parity price, in excess of the wellhead price, goes
back to Esso, BHP, and others supposedly to
assist in the oil search in this country.

The degree of oil search in this country is as
low as it ever has been. The world parity price
system has not provided the benefit which the
Federal Government thought it would provide.
The push on inflation as a result of the increased
impost by the Federal Government is still going
up and, mark my words, the increases are not over
yet.

There is to be an increase of 4c a gallon for
petrol. It seems to me from a reading of the Bill
that after a certain date the Government will not
have to come ba*, to Parliament in order to seek
a further increase. It will be able to put up the
price as it sees Fit. We are only at the beginning of
this exercise.

.We are aware that some legislation introduced
into this place does not state what it really means.
That has been demonstrated amply during the
last couple of weeks. The Government relies on its
majority and does not have to do any homework.
We have said previously that the Government
uses the upper House as a rubber stamp, but now
it seems to be using both Houses as a rubber
stamp.

Contentious pieces of legislation are left until
the end of the session and then, stamp, Stamp,
stamp, and they are through. The Government
believes that by the next sitting of Parliament the
public will forget. However, the public will not
forget this increase because they will be hit not
only in the case of petrol and diesel prices, but
they will be hit also with an increase in the price

of every item used by housewives and other people
in the community.

The increase will niot be just 4 per cent; it will
be 4 per cent plus. If members think that inflation
is galloping at the moment, let them observe what
it is like when we reassemble and look at the cost
index and unemployment. We will then see how
badly off we are.

No attempt at all has been made to single out
any section of the community for some relief from
this tax. I should not think there would be, when
the Government starts on the public transport
sector. The present move is immoral. There is no
attempt to Contain prices. The whole structure is
pushing up inflation and we have a Government
which has no regard for the people, and the
unemployed, and is to tax a section of the
community which has never been subjected to
road maintenance tax.

The M-on. R. Thompson: The unions cannot be
blamed for this one.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: No, the unions cannot
be blamed in this case. The unions are- Robin
Hood in this case, and the Sheriff of' Nottingham
is sitting on the Government bench. Bullocky Bill
from the bush; the thimble and pea man, who
went into the Assembly with one pea and three
cups and got caught; the great "bunko" artist!
Whether a person happens to be a businessman or
an ordinary private citizen, he will be severely
disadvantaged.

Let us look at the effect this will have on the
farmers; the backbone of our society-the people
by whom this country was founded. Undoubtedly
Mr Gayfer will come forward and claim that I am
stealing his thunder. There is no doubt the
Government forgot about the stock transporters. I
noticed when reading the SWATS report-and
no doubt Mr Wordsworth also has noticed-if
$10 is added to the l icence fee of a stock transport
vehicle, that will add another 79c to each head of
beef transported from Esperance to the
metropolitan area. That might not sound to be
very much, but with the present increase in beef
prices it will not stay at 78c. The increase will
also add another 3c to the cost of transport of
every sheep to the metropolitan area.

The Hon. R. 3. L. Williams: Can you tell us all
the relevant figures?

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I said I had a whole
ream of figures which I do not understand. I also
said that if I quoted all of the figures it is possible
that members in this House may not understand
them either. lrC fact; they would not understand
them.
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I did not say I do not understand all the figures
I have here. I fully understand some of the
figures. and they have been fully researched,
which is more than the Government did when it
brought in the Bill. Fancy good economic
managers making a blunder of $3.5 million! And
that is the only one we have found out about. I
think we should look at some other areas. Who
knows who has his hand in the till or whether the
computer may be malfunctioning? We may
discover corporate crime exists in the
Government. If the Government can make this
$3.5 million blunder, how many others has it
made?

Producers in many areas of primary production
were just emerging out of a rough time. This
proposition will not make their resurrection any
easier. In fact, it will have a bad effect on them
because most of their produce will be carried in
diesel powered vehicles at an extra I13c a gallon; it
is slightly more than that, in my opinion. And it
certainly will not stop at 1 3c. The Bill will create
difficulties for primary producers. It will cause
the produce to be much dearer when it arrives in
the city.

I must explain that we are not talking about a
head of cattle coming from Esperance once. By
the time the beast reaches the metropolitan area
it might have been transported four times. First of
all it might be taken to a paddock as a live
animal; then it might be picked up and taken to
another paddock prior to slaughtering; then it
might be taken to a freezing works in another
truck. We could be looking at something like an
extra $4 for the transportation of a head of beef,
or 12c for a sheep carcase, and perhaps more than
that. When we add that to the present price of
beef-which is high .but justified, I
understand-we can appreciate why primary
producers are not rubbing their hands in glee.

The Hon. R. 0. Pike: Do you think the
chickens ate coming home to roost?

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I know someone in the
chicken business and he has never had it so'good.
He hopes beef doubles in price.

I am trying to explain the devastating effect of
im ,posing this tax or levy right across the board. I
do not want to go into every facet of primary
production. Mr Gayfer will do that; he certainly
knows about costs, being a working farmer and a
person with considerable experience in the export
of wheat from this country. Perhaps in the not-
too-distant future he will be receiving claims from
the waterside workers who work in his terminal at
Kwinana, based on the cost of driving their cars

down there. That is another facet. It is a real
problem.

Let us consider the mining industry, or the iron
ore industry which is not going very well. Only
last night we were talking about relief by way of
normalisation in those areas. Further costs will
have to be borne by the iron ore producers and
they are having difficulties now. The goldmining
industry might get off the ground. I have always
been of the opinion that it will get off the ground
and provide a great volume of work for people.
Prospectors and mining companies use trucks, so
here again every gallon of petrol used will cost
another 4c and every gallon of distillate used will
cost another 13c.

The Government embarked on this foolhardy
exercise which was badly researched, badly put
together, and brought in in a flurry of haste to get
it out of Parliament as quickly as possible before
anyone realised what had happened. In the fulness
of time it will be hoist on its own petard, because
it simply cannot get away with it. Surely there
was another means of collecting this tax. I have
heard of some plans in other States; I do not know
whether my information is correct, but they
certainly do not involve this measure.

One could go on for ages. The sins of this
Government would fill the British Museum if they
were written on rice paper and stacked from floor
to ceiling. It was our intention to move some
amendments. We gave consideration to doing so
but in view of the fact that we do not believe the
upper House should be instrumental in preventing
money Bills being passed, and in view of the fact
that we believe government resides in the
Assembly, we will be speaking in the Committee
stage and perhaps suggesting amendments but we
will certainly not be moving them. We will stand
firmly on the propositions we have put forward,
not only in this session but in years past.

I suppose it could be argued that this Bill is not
a taxing measure. The impost could be called a
levy, but the Bill is designed to gather revenue for
the Government by way of a levy on fuel. It is the
most unjust tax that has ever been brought into
Parliament. The ordinary man with a motorcar
will be made to pay for the large transport
operators.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Without it we would
have to pass on the cost to the people in the
isolated areas of the State.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I think you will
find he will be better off than he was before.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr Withers has
sparked off something in my mind. What effect
will the Dill have on the beef industry in the
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Kimberley where road trains are used? I hope
that during the recess Mr Withers will read the
report of the Honorary Royal Commission into
the beer industry in the Kimberley, which had a
great deal to say about the cost of transporting
beef by road train.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: That was at a time
when the market for beef was depressed.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: That does not alter the
facts. Mr Withers is saying that because the
Kimberley beef producers had a bad time then,
now that the industry has improved a little the
producers can continue paying and paying.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: It adds a miniscule
amount to the cost of a head of cattle.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: It does?
The Hon. W. R. Withers: Yes.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: Then I would have

thought Mr Withers w ould have something to say
about the Honorary Royal Commission into the
meat industry. The members of that Honorary
Royal Commission, who were drawn from all the
parties, came to a unanimous decision.

The H-on. W. R. Withers: I am concerned for
the consumer in the north more than anything
else.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Is Mr Withers going to
vote for this Bill?

The H-on. W. R. Withers: Yes, because he will
benefit. He will pay an extra 15c a week to run
his private car.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: We do not challenge
one another here, but I will bet Mr Withers a
glass of Coca-Cola that when the next CPI
figures are released it will be found the costs to
the consumer have been increased as a result of
this imposition. If that is not so, I will be very
happy to say I was wrong.

The Hon, W. R. Withers: I will tell you; I will
bring the letters and the replies from the
companies. I asked for their new rates-

The Hon. 0. K. DANS: Mr President, did you
hear what Mr Withers said? First of all, he is
worried about the consumers.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Yes.
The Hon, D. K. DANS: Then he said, "I will

bring the letters and replies from the companies".
The Hon. W. R. Withers: That is right.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: He did not say

anything about the consumers.
The Hon. W. R. Withers: That is right, they

are not the ones I wrote to asking-

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr Withers' allegiance
lies with the companies in the north. Those words
came from his own mouth.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: It will save $6 per
tonne for people in Kununurra and Wyndham,
and less down the line.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr Withers told me
that nothing came up to Kununurra from within
Western Australia.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: I never said that.
The Hon. D. K. DAN S: Somebody told me

that it was cheaper to transport goods to
Kununurra from Adelaide than from elsewhere in
Western Australia.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: "Somebody told
me"-that is close enough to the truth!

The Hodi. G. E. Masters: Just before Mr
Withers interrupted, you said something about
the poor little motorist who will have to pay more.

The Hion. W. R. Withers: How much more will
he have to pay a week? An average motorist
covers 10000 kilometres a year, and in a small
car he pays. IlOc per week a nd-

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: The average is
more like 6 000 kilometres.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr President, one of
the things that amazes me, and that will always
continue to stagger me-

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: That will be the
day that I see you amazed.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Every 4c that is added
to the price of a gallon of petrol adds more than
that to our cost of living. We are not looking at 4c
per gallon for petrol in isolation;, that 4c will be
locked into everything else.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: You are looking at
I Oc to I 5c a week more at the most.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Recently in The West
Australian I noticed a report stating that the
average Australian spends $65 a week on his car.
We all. know about hire-purchase repayments,
insurance, ecc The average Australian spends
more on his car than on food.

Several members interjected.
The Hon. G. E. Masters: You have not yet told

us how they will pay mare.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: People will have to pay

another 4c a gallon for their petrol, and then
additional costs will be imposed by the oil
companies in the not-too-distant future. This 4c a
gallon will accumulate, and it will be added to the
further impost by the Federal Government. I am
not relating a fairy tale; the price of' fuel is going
up in steps.
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The Hon. G. E. Masters: We are just talking
about this particular legislation.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: The Government is
again trying the thimble and pea trick. If today I
pay $1 for a gallon of fuel, and tomorrow I pay
$ 1.04, Government members cannot say that I am
not paying more.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: You had better repeat
that again.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr Masters has lost
control of himself.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: You are shuffling the
thimbles around so quickly that I cannot keep up
with you.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr Masters is saying
that we will not pay more for our petrol.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: He never said that.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: I am saying that if 1

pay $1 a gallon today and $1.04 tomorrow I will
be paying more.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: You are talking of the
poor motorist. I am saying he will not be paying
more overall.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Is the honourable
member saying he will not be paying more?

The Hon. G. E. Masters: If you take the
reduction in licence fees into account.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Government members
would like me to take out my big book of figures
and go through them chapter and verse.
Undoubtedly I can prove to them that motorists
will be paying more.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: You cannot,' because
it is impossible to do so. If you can, do it.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon. D. K. DANS: I will get to my feet on

another Bill and refer to some of the hidden
things in it. I know, Mr President, that I cannot
talk about another Bill now; I always obey the
Chair and Standing Orders. I just point out that
there is other legislation consequential to the Bill
before us. This is another thimble and pea trick. I
am glad that Mr Masters drew this to my
attention; it may have slipped my mind.

The Hon. 0. E. Masters: You have not
answered the question yet.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I will answer the
question during the debate on the other Bill.

The Hon. 0. E. Masters: You cannot answer
the question.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon. 0. E. Masters: I will remind you of

it.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Mr Masters will say
that with the reduction in the licence fees spuad
over the year the motorist will actually pay less.

The Hon. 0. E. Masters: This is for the same
poor little motorist that you specifically
mentioned.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Certainly the
legislation will not allow the big transport
operator to pay less:

The Hon. 0. E. Masters: I did not say that.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: I maintain that this

legislation will worsen the-living standards of the
people of Western Australia.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: That is not what you
said.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I maintain that
irrespective of the rebates and
concessions--contained in another Bill,
incidentally-the ordinary motorist will pay more.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Use figures instead
of words and you will not be able to say that:

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Government members.
with their tunnel vision, have not taken into
account the fact that Western Australians will not
pay just 4Ic a gallon more for their petrol. They
will pay more for all goods delivered by road
transport. Will that not add to the cost of living?

The Hon. G. E. Masters: It would have to be
paid for anyway, one way or another.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Is Mr Masters saying
that the people who travel on public transport will
niot pay more? Is he saying that the people who
drive their cars on the weekends will not pay
more?

The Hon. 0. E. Masters: The poor little
motorist!

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I am saying that as a
result of this legislation and all its ramifications
the average Motorist Will pay more.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You know you are
wrong and you are trying to wriggle out of it.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Somehow or other
Government members are saying that with licence
fee reductions motorists will be better Off.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Only the poor little
motorist-not the average motorist. The average
motorist will pay IlOc to 15c a week more.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon. D. K. DANS: Members opposite will

wriggle out of anything.
In the time available I cannot go through all

the catastrophic effects of this legislation. For
instance, I have not referred to the pensioners
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and, incidentally, many pensioners travel quite rushed through Parliament; really it is a fait
long distances in their cars.- accompi.

Mr Masters, supported by Mr Withers-and
both these gentlemen do a great deal of travelling
in the north-west-has said that I am incorrect.
HeI will have the opportunity later to get onto his
feet to prove, with figures, graphs, and anything
else he has, that the public of Western Australia
will be better off. I would like these members to -
tell me how the poor little motorist will be better
off.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: We are telling you
that the average motorist will pay 10Oc to 15Sc a
week more. You have not done your homework.

The H-on. D. K. DANS: We are living in an era
of cost-push inflation and inflation will be
increased by the irresponsible action of this
Government. The Government will give a spurt to
inflation beyond the wildest comprehension of the
Federal Government. What. would the
Government be doing if it were acting
responsibly? It would confer with the other States
and it would endeavour to introduce as nearly as
possible uniform legislation which would have the,
leat effect on the people of Australia. No-one can
expect a business hit by this massive increase in
the price of fuel to carry the load itself. By way of
interjection I am asked to believe that this 4c a
gallon increase will somehow or other put the
average motorist in a better position.--

The Hon. G. E. Masters: The average motorist
will be slightly better off compared with the
present situation.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: I am trying to relate
my remarks to the Bill. Very rarely do I get side-
tracked, Mr President, but because of these
unruly interjections I am being led away from the
point I was making.

The Hon. R. 0. Pike: You are very easily led.
The Hon. D. IK. DANS: I always try to be

polite and to answer interjections. When I think I
am right about something I try to give members
the benefit of my knowledge. However,
Government members are just not listening to me
today.

The Hon. R. G. Pike: Without interjections you
would have no speech.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: In all seriousness I say
that this legislation should have been the subject
of a great deal more research. Perhaps after the
Bill had been introduced and a period of time had
elapsed to enable us to study it, we might have
found it was the only way out. I point out that the
people in the community generally are not very
happy with this legislative exercise. It has been

These are very difficult times and for the sake
of good government, even though the final result
might have been the same, the population
generally would view the legislation more
favourably had it not been rushed through in this
way.

Sitting suspended from 6. 00 to 7.31 p.m.
THE HON. H. W. GAYFER (Central) [7.31

p.m.]: I thought Mr Dans would continue with his
most interesting talk on the measure before the
House.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: He is on official
duties; he must have been kept.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: 1 did not say he
was absent. Now Mr Claughton has said it, so we
all know he is not here. Mr Dans' discussion was
very good, and I wish to reply to a couple of
points he made. No doubt that will keep until he
returns..-

The Bill before us is to abolish road
maintenance tax and is evidently causing a great
deal of consternation. It will relieve truck owners
in Western Australia from the obligation to pay
road maintenance tax, and it is a measure that we-
in the National Country Party support. We have
always supported the abolition of the tax. Not
only have we supported the abolition of the tax,
but also we have supported the proposition that it
be replaced with a levy on fuel.

The legislation to introduce road maintenance
tax passed through the Parliament in 1965. Not
many of the members at present in this Cfiamber
were in the Parliament at that time. Certainly I
was here, but I was a member of another place.
Therefore, I know a little about road maintenance
tax, what it meant at that time, and how the
measure was received by the general public.

As far as the Country Party was concerned, the
1965 Dill was not very popular. We were in
government at the time and, certainly, we found
the principle of road maintenance tax very
difficult to accept. At that time road maintenance
tax was collected in other States. In fact, other
States collected this tax from trucks of four tons
and over, whereas it was resolved in this State to
collect tax in respect of trucks of eight tons and
over. The main reason for imposing the tax-and
as members of the Government we well and truly
understood it at the time-was not only that we
needed the extra money to obtain matching
moneys, but also as a claimant State under the
Grants Commission it was necessary that we
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adopt the taxing measures adopted in other
States.

The Hon. V. J. Ferry: We were the last State to
be forced into it.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: That is so. Road
-maintenance tax was introduced as a taxi ng
measure. I well recall Premier Brand saighe
was reluctant to introduce it, but the
circumstances were such that if we wanted to
remain a claimant State we had to have road
maintenance tax. Of course, as a claimant State,
the mixture of our taxes was watched very
carefully by the Grants Commission, which vetted
any claim we made.

When the Bill was introduced in the Legislative
Assembly it created a great deai of dissension.
One of my Country Party colleagues voted
against the measure, mainly because stock
carriers at that time were not relieved of the
burden of the tax. He wanted an assurance from
the Minister that his pleas would be heard. I
quote what he said as follows from page 1918 of
the 1965 Hansard-

I plead with the' Minister to make an
exemption in respect to livestock carters.

He went on to say-
...in my present frame of mind, if the

House is divided and I am not given the
assurance I seek, I will vote against it.

in fact that colleague of mine (Mr George
Cornell) did vote against the second reading of
the Bill. Such was the atmosphere in which this.
tax was introduced. I refused to vote on the Bill
because I did not like it. Several other of my.
colleagues were most diffident about accepting
the measure. In fact it could be said some division
of opinion occurred within the combined party
ranks, and it occurred not only amongst members
of the Country Party but also amongst members,
of the Liberal Party'.-

Nevertheless, the tax was introduced. It was
one of those things that had to be done mainly, as
I have said, because Western Australia was a
claimant State in those days; and not only that,
but we needed the money for the maintenance of
our roads. We had an assurance that at least 60-
per cent of the revenue would be directed to
country areas, and that assurance has been kept
throughout the years.-

Following the proclamation of the Act and the
introduction of the tax a resolution was written
clearly into the policy of the Country Party that
the tax should be abolished. Submissions were
made by the party to the Canberra Government
to absorb road maintenance tax Australia-wide

and to allocate funds from fuel taxing to the
States, to ease the burden of the tax throughout
Australia. The submissions were to no avail. We
then sought other ways of spreading the load, and
the Country Party of the day espoused the
principle of a fuel levy to replace road
maintenance tax within the State. Many
submissions were made and, finally, Premier
Brand in 1969 appointed a committee to inquire
into the suggested alternatives to road
maintenance tax.

The membership of that committee was as
follows-

Mr A. H. Tognolini-Assistant
Commissioner (Operations), Main
Roads Department (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.

Mr R. F. Boylen--Chief Research Officer,
Treasury Department.

Mr Jim Nance-Secretary.
They invited submissions from all interested
persons and organisations regarding alternative
suggestions to replace road maintenance tax. The
only organisations to come forward with ideas

-were the Farmers' Union of Western Australia
(Inc.), the Royal Automobile Club of WA (Inc.),
the Pastoralists and Graziers Association of
Western Australia (Inc.), the West Australian
Road Transport Association Inc., the Perth
Chamber of Commerce (Inc.), the West
Australian Chamber of Manufactures, the
Country Shire Councils' Association of WA, the
Local Government Association of Western
Australia, and the Country Party.

After considering all the evidence put before it,
the committee's summary of evidence was as
follows-

The committee recommends that the road
maintenance charge should not be replaced

-by a State tax on motor fuel levied by means
of a licence fee system on bulk installations
or retail premises.

This recommendation is based on the
following reasons:-
(a) The committee considers there are

serious doubts regarding the legality of
the alternative proposals in relation to
the Australian Constitution.
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(b) The alternative proposals do not give
expression to the principle that the
charge should be related to the cost of
road maintenance caused by the road
user.

I wish to refer briefly to the various submissions
presented to the committee. I refer firstly to the
evidence of the Country Party, and quote from
page 4 of the report as follows-

.I.the Country Party Parliamentary
Committee considered that legislation should
be introduced to apply in a similar way to
that governing the sale of spirituous liquors
for the purpose of raising money for road
maintenance work.

At paragraph 3.6, the Country Party went on to
say-

The Country Party -Parliamentary
Committee also maintained that under this
proposal for a State fuel tax, the tax would
be spread over all road users and it would do
away with 'the need for prespnit
administration ...

The Farmers' Union presented the following
evidence, which appears at page 5-

... consideration should be given to
collecting the money required by a licensing
system for petrol in a similar way to that
which pertains in the Licensing Act as it
applids to alcoholic liquor..

In other words, they wanted a levy on fuel.
The Royal Automobile Club-consistent with

its current attitude, as reported to us earlier today
by Mr McKenzie-presented the following
evidence-

The Royal Automobile Club stated that it
would vigorously oppose the levying of a
State fuel tax or any additional revenue
producing measure affecting motorists as a
group.

the Pastoralists and Graziers Association said-

.,,they would prefer that funds for road
maintenance be raised by licensing
distribution of motor vehicle fuel rather than
by the present road maintenance tax.

Remember, this is in 1969. At page 7 of the
report, the evidence of the Western Australian
Road Transport Association reads as follows-

. - the Road Transport Association
considered that funds collected through fuel
retailing outlets would be the most
convenient method. This could be achieved

by an increase in the fuel tax or alternatively
a licensing system for fuel distribution.

The West Australian Chamber of Manufactures
iade the following statement, which appears on
page 8 of the report-

Further, it does not propose to offer
suggestions as to any alternative method for
collectiiig the charge.

It had no ideas.
The country Shire Councils' Association of WA

gave the following evidence-
Only a few Councils had expressed any

views on the subject. Of these, several had
advocated that the present scheme continue
but with the weight qualification raised to 10
tons and several had advocated a fuel tax.
The executive of the Association therefore
was unable to make any suggestion at the
present time for a change in the tax.

The Local Government Association of Western
Australia advised that it did not wish to make any
submission for an alteration to the existing Act.

In its conclusions at page 20, part 7 o f the
report, the Committee said-

The committee considers that because of
the important contribution the road
maintenance charge revenues are making in
providing a valuable source of State funds for
road works, the legal validity of any proposed
alternative source of revenue to the road
maintenance charge must be certain.

The weight of legal evidence submitted to
us has demonstrated clearly that there are
serious doubts that a State tax on fuel
collected by the device of a licence fee on
retail premises or bulk installations could
survive challenge in the Courts.

Therefore, the committee recommends
that the road main tenanc charge should not
be replaced by a State tax on motor fuel
levied by means of a licence fee system.

That is now history. Nevertheless, the views of
those organisations which supported a levy on fuel
have remained unaltered.

Work continued within the Country Party in an
endeavour to gain support for its policy. The
objective of the Country Party to do away with
road maintenance tax and replace it with a fuel
levy was put forward at every available
opportunity both in this House and in the Federal
sphere.

Between 1971 and 1974, the Labor
Government introduced legislation to provide levy
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payments on licensing. Already tonight I have
heard it said that that idea was thrown out here. I
was particularly glad it was thrown out, because it
took only a little thought to work out the proposal
would compound the problem. Every other State
which had investigated a similar scheme rejected
it as a "no-goer". It would have affected only
those people concerned with road maintenance
tax, and was quite inequitable as was this tax.

Last year this Government appointed a
Government committee to inquire into possible
alternatives to road maintenance tax. The
committee comprised Mr Knight, Mr Berry, Mr
Tozer, Miss McAleer, Mr Tom McNeil and
myself-there may have been one or two others
from this place-and we worked strenuously
throughout the year. This committee also came
down on the side of a levy on fuel. Although we
cannot always get complete unanimity on
committees of this nature-as Government front-
benchers would know-nevertheless a decision
was reached by a clear-cut majority that road
maintenance tax should be scrapped and replaced.
by another form of tax. In October-November
last year we prepared our report and presented it
to the Government recommending the
substitution of a fuel levy for the road
maintenance tax; I am talking only about road
maintenance tax at this time.

Our figures are based on petrol at the rate of
1.334 million kilolitres and duty-paid distillate at
the rate of 175 000 kilolitres. These were the
figures produced in October-November of last
year. That was the process by which we came up
with the proposition to the Government of the day
based on two formulas,.both applying a levy on
fuel in order to collect the $6.2 million so as to be
rid of the road maintenance tax.

It seemed that gradually we were obtaining
more and more support for the scheme within and
without the Parliament. Week by. week we
interviewed certain sectors of the communi.ty
which were involved in the business of the
transport of commodities by road. Truck drivers
were interviewed, and in fact every facet of the
industry was involved, including the oil
companies. I d; not think any aspect was missed
during that exercise.

However, it appeared that the constitutional
side of the question was causing difficulties, so the
matter was shelved temporarily. I say
'.temporarily" because it is not long from
November of last year to April of this year. At all
times the constitutional validity of the proposal
has been questioned.

The South Australian case in respect of the
Australian petroleum licensing system was taken
into account, although when South Australia and
New South Wales compiled legislation to bring
about the abolition of the tax, the legislation had
to be abandoned. It was not abandoned because of
the validity of the exercise but was abandoned
because of the need for uniformity amongst the
Eastern States. There was concern about licensing
retail outlets in those States. I am told that is the
only reason the legislation was abandoned,
because of South Australia and New South Wales
on the one hand, and the other States on the other
hand.

In Tasmania in 1977 the tobacco case was
upheld by the High Court. In this State, it was
very noticeable that th e Business Franchise
(Tobacco) Act has been working most
successfully. It appeared that we were moving
closer to the acceptance of the scheme-that is,
the replacement of the road maintenance tax by a
fuel levy. However, earlier this year things started
to come to a head. The Premier and the Minister
for Transport had repeated conferences with their
counterparts at the Federal level. They asked for
an increase in the road funds allocation to this
State. Every one of those exercises proved to be
abortive. We read in the Press earlier this year
that the Premier and the Minister had returned
and said that the Federal Government would not
give any more to the States in order to relieve
their road funds situations.

It is a known fact that the Federal Government,
through its excise duty, receives 5.155c a litre, an
amount which totals approximately $1 700
million a year, of which only 5500 million or a
little over is returned to the States in road grants.
Members should compare that with the
proportion under the old formula, in which there
was an area component, a population component,
and a mileage-of-road component. Very little of
the $1 700 million is being returned, by
comparison with the size of the State.

The problem was compounded in 1973, under
the Federal Labor Government in power at that
time, because it reduced Western Australia's
share of the total road grants from 16.6 per cent
to 13.3 per cent. That was done by the Labor
Government. The same thing has happened now.
The situation has been eroded further by the
Fraser-Anthony Government. The share for
Western Australia has been reduced from 13.3
per cent to 12.67 per cent. That is the percentage
of the $500 million being given to the States for
road funds that is being received by Western
Australia it the moment.
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Clearly this State is in a no-win situation as far
as road funds are concerned. Mr Dans spoke
earlier about employment. There could be many
people given employment through roadworks,
That is the most obvious sector in which matters
are grinding almost to a halt. It could be argued
that we have to weather the storm-that it is
inflationary to continue with that type of work.
Nevertheless, since 1977 inflation has
deteriorated our roadwork value by some $7.6
million, It was in 1977 that we had the last
vehicle licence increase.

The Government parties realised that* they
would be faced with a decision to increase licence
fees, if not to make up all the leeway, at least to
make up most of it. We knew that the proposition
contained in the second reading speech was that
heavy motor vehicles were to have their licence
fees increased by 30 per cent, and the lighter
motor vehicles by I5 per cent. We must not lose
sight of that fact. Around that hinges the various
savings that people think will apply when they
consider what the user is saving on the
introduction of the 0.9c a litre increase for petrol.

We knew very well that increasing licence fees
would be an unpopular measure. None of us liked
it. I feel sure that the Cabinet must have tossed
the question around the table time and time
again, looking for an answer-looking for some
way out of the bind that we were in. As a
Government, we have a responsibility to keep the
State going, if at all possible. I feel that the
roadworks system in Western Australia is an
absolute must.

We had a proposition that the money needed
for road funds was $7.6 million. We were faced
with a 30 per cent and a 15 per cent increase in
motor licences. We knew that that was coming;
we should make no error about that. This was one
of those occasions when one does not want to be a
member of Parliament. One would sooner not be
in it.

Then came the Razorback episode-the road
hauiliers' confrontation. It does not matter whether
I condone that. It happened. I was not in the
arena over there to see whether the situation was
right or wrong. I do not condone it; but that does
not matter. It *happened. It also happened that
Queensland's Premier ioh. Ojelke-Petersen slid
out from under. Peter Nixon, at the Federal level,
left us in the lurch by saying that the tax should
be repealed.

When the Minister for Transport went east in a
hurry on that Friday morning-when he should
have been attending the opening of the extensions
to the Geraldton Port-Mr Nixon did not offer

him anything to replace the tax. I do not know
what answers were given to our Minister, but it
was a very sorry story the Minister had to tell the
combined Government parties the following
Tuesday.

Not only did those two gentlemen slide out, but
also South Australia repealed its legislation-and
that State has a Labor Government. Whatever
happened in that State did not matter a great
deal; what mattered is that we were left without
$6.3 million of road maintenance tax funds. I do
not know 'what the situation was in South
Australia or Queensland, but we were left without
$6.3 million on top of our $7.6 million. This
meant there would be a terriflc lass to the State so
far as maintenance to roads and general increases
in road spend ing was concerned; increases with
respect to the preservation of our roads, their
widening and repairing, the extension of
bitumninised surfaces in the north and the building
of bridges. This work would have been curtailed
even though one city member in another place
said that no bridges were needed in his electorate
and so the need to build them did not bother him.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I cannot get here unless
I crass a bridge.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: We are members
of this State Parliament and we have a State to
look after. We have to forget other States when
our own State is under attack. As far as I am
concerned this State was under financial attack
when the road maintenance tax was abolished.

The Government committee met and started to
speed up its work in conjunction with the Minister
for Transport who attended the meeting to which
I have referred. I do not think it is breaking any
confidences to say that the Minister brought
along with him the fuel company representatives
and we talked over this proposition of applying a
fuel levy at the source.

The Government realised that something
drastic had to be done; so on the 27th April the
Minister went to a Transport Ministers'
Conference and suggested that as a group they
ought to establish a common replacement for the
road maintenance tax. This proposition was
agreed to by all Ministers present.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Was that Mr Nixon or
Mr Rushton?

The Hon. 14, W. GAYFER: I thank Mr Dans
for his interjection; the Minister I referred to was
Mr Rushton. It was generally accepted that the
replacement scheme should be tied to the use of
the road; although there were some differences of
opinion as to how general the scheme should be.
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The other States are now in the throes of
working out different means of introducing a
replacement tax.
- As Government parties we bad two options
when trying to decide what the best course of
action would be, and both would be odious choices
to be taken by members of Parliament.
Nevertheless, the propositions were getting back
to the Country Party ideals with respect to the
abolition of the road maintenance tax and the
introduction of a fuel levy. We were faced with
the problem of a deficit of $7.6 million in
roadworks and the loss of $6.3 million with the
abolition of the tax. A package deal was presented
to the combined parties which would yield, in the
first instance, $6.3 million and, in the second
instance, $4.6 million, a total of $10.9 million.
There was certainly a reduction from the $7.6
million to the $4.6 million, but it was thought that
as the scheme was something completely new it
would be fair enough under the circumstances.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: What would that
work out to a week?

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I will come to that
in a moment; the member can ask questions then.

This package was to include no increases i n
licences. There was planned to be a 30 per cent
increase in licences for heavy vehicles and a 15
per cent increase for cars and light utilities. The
idea was not proceeded with. The licence fee for
all vehicles below 5 100 kilograms in weight,
which did not pay road maintenance tax, were to
comre down by 20 per cent and a further 50 per
cent in the case of diesels. A full licence was to be
paid where road maintenance tax had previously
been paid on a particular vehicle. There would be
no interference in any Current exemption tax.
Many of the vehicles in this category are in the
Commonwealth field and there would be no
alteration as far as farmers were concerned or any
other person who received concessions with
respect to dieselene.

That was one package deal; 20 per cent and 50
per cent reductions for diesel motors under 5 100
kilograms and a full licence for trucks previously
liable for road maintenance tax. The scheme was
to be based on wholesale fuel outlet licences of
$500, plus a levy of 4c a litre on distillate and Ic
a litre on petrol. These figures were calculated
from figures which did vary, but even with this
formula it is interesting to realise what this
scheme would have meant. I will get back to the
discrepancies in the figures at a later time.

A person with a Cortina previously paid $43 for
a licence. For heaven's sake, do not let anyone
consider the licence fee as incorporating third

party insurance, licence plate fee, and everything
else and then come to a gross balance as so many
people do. We are considering only the licence fee
component. That figure for a Cortina was $43
and the proposed licence is $34. Ifthe vehicle
travelled 16 000 kilometres-roughly 9 600
miles-the additional fuel costs would be $17 and
the driver's total charge would be $51. He would
be out of pocket to the tune of $8 per annum, or
close to the 1kc a week referred to by Mr Withers
tonight.

A further example is that of a Fairlane of
4 900 cc. The present licence fee for that vehicle is
$91. Therefore, the total charge for using the road
is $91. The proposed new licence fee is $72. If he
travelled 16 000 kilometres or 9 600 miles a year,
his additional fuel cost would be $30. The total
cost of running the vehicle would be $102,
resulting in an increase of $11 over thq year.

When we look at the situation in regard to
trucks, we find there are many anomalies. For
example, the owner of a Dodge five-ton diesel
presently pays a licence fee of $282. Therefore.
the total present charge for that vehicle is $282.
The proposed new licence fee-that is, 20 per cent
and 50 per cent-will be $113. If he travelled
I8 000 kilometres a year-that is a fairly
reasonable distance-the additional fuel cost
would be $194. The total cost of running the
vehicle would be $307 resulting in an increase of
$25 for the year.

We must remember that we should Compare
that figure with the figure he would have been
paying if licence fees were increased by one-third.
Therefore, he would be facing an increase in
licence fees of approximately $70; so. in fact, he
would end up being about $50 in front.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Was that going to
happen?

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Licence fees were
to be increased.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Who told you that?
The Hon. HI. W. GAYFER: It was obvious and

if the Leader of the Opposition reads the
Minister's second reading speech he will see it is
mentioned there also.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I do not believe those
things.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It was quite
obvious. The Leader of the Opposition need only
look at the figures. If members opposite were the
Government. they would not have been able to
avoid increasing licence fees. In that situation, we
would be where members opposite are, arguing as
they are arguing.
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The Hon. D. K. Dans: The costs to the
community will be astronomical.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It is very
interesting when we look at the situation in regard
to diesel vehicles. The present licence fee for an
International 'three-axle truck is $229; road
maintenance tax results in a cost of $703;
therefore, the total present charge is $932. The
proposed new licence fee is $458. If the owner
travels 33 000 kilometres per year he will pay an
additional fuel cost of $528. Members should
remember that I am using the figure of Ic per
litre for petrol and 4c per litre for distillate. The
total new cost of running the vehicle is $986. The
owner of that truck will incur an increase of $54,
but he 'will not be faced with an increase in
licence fees of approximately one-third on his
present licence of $229.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Are you quoting petrol
or distillate?

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I am referring to
diesel vehicles.

The Hon.. Neil McN eill: The figure is 4c per
litre.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I am using the
figure of I c per litre for petrol and 4c per litre for
distillate. The driver of a Volvo five-axle-the
very big truck-presently pays a licence fee of
$442. If he travels 100 000 kilometres a year he
will pay road maintenance tax of $3 880. His total
charge for that distance is $4 322. The proposed
new licence fee-he will be paying double-is
$884. The additional fuel cost at 4c per litre will
be $2 080. Therefore, the total cost for travelling
100000 kilometres is $2964. The driver of that
vehicle will save $1 358 a year. .These vehicles
service the northern areas of the State.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: It amounts to a
saving of $6 in the tonne.

The Hon. H-. W. GAYFER: I agree with the
honourable member. Mr Dans talks about
unemployment! The people who live in the north
rely on this sort of transportation to obtain
produce at a reasonable rate. The costs are not
increasing.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Wait four months.
The Hon. H. W. GA YFER: The saving now

will amount to considerably more than $1 358.
The Hon. D. K. Dans: Are you saying the costs

will go down?
The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I shall give the

Leader of the Opposition an example.
The Hon. D. K. Dans: No; you give me an

undertaking.

The Heon. H. W. GAY FER: How can I give the
Leader of the Opposition an undertaking?

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Give me an undertaking
that costs will go down. This is empty rhetoric!

The Hon. H. W. GAY FER: The Leader of the
Opposition is dragging red herrings across the
trail instead of making constructive suggestions in
relation to the Bill.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: In four months' time
transport costs will be up all over the State and
you can repeat that garbage to me then.

The Hon. H. W. GAY FER: I have given
members a number of examples of the effect the
legislation will have on various vehicles. I could
give a number of othe examples. The present
licence fee for an eight-ton Dodge petrol driven
vehicle is $351. The total present charge for that
vehicle, therefore, is $351. The proposed new
licence fee is $281 and if the vehicle travels
20 000 kilomnetres or 12 000 miles per year-hat
would be an average figure for a farmer using this
type of truck-the additional fuel cost at Ic per
litre will be $80; The total cost of running the
vehicle will be $361 under the new system. If we
take the situation in relation to a petrol driven
vehicle using the figure of Ilc a litre, the total out-
of-pocket expenses to be met by the owner of the
vehicle will be $10. We must remember, however,
that he will not need to pay the increase in licence
fees which is necessary to recover the $4.6 million
we are recovering under this legislation.

The Hon. D. .K. Dans: What you are saying is
that people travelling on public transport in
Western Australia will pay lower fares.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: The miles per
gallon were taken as average miles.

The Hon. D. W. Cooley: What about -the
Fairlane?

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: The Fairlane
would have been assessed at 15 or 16 miles to the
gallon. The figures were worked out on an
average number of miles which could be expected
per gallon.

The I-on. D. K. Dans: If you will give an
undertaking the people travelling in the city on
public transport will pay less, I will retract my
speech. The people travelling on public transport
have never paid road maintenance tax.

The Hon. H. W. GAY FER: A person travelling
in the city who uses a Cortina-

The Hon. D. K. Dhnm: I am referring to people
travelling on the MTT buses.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I will come to
them in a moment.
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The Hon. D. K. Dans: They did not pay road
maintenance tax previously.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: These people do
not pay licence fees.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: They did not pay licence
fees before.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Furthermore if
the Leader of the Opposition maintains that
people will be out of pocket and will not be able to
afford this impost on the running of their cars,
remembering it is a pay-as-you-use scheme, he
should bear in mind that the people will use the
buses and as a consequence our losses on public
transport will be less. However, that is not the
aim of the exercise.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: History proves that does
not happen.,-

The Hon. 0. C. Mackinnon: Is not Mr Dans
presupposing that the people who travel on the
MT!' buses pay the actual costs when, in fact,
they do not?

The Hon. D. K. Dana: I am not saying that. In
four months' time Mr Gayfer will eat the
document he has in front of him, because he will
not be able to say that transport costs have not
risen.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I am making my
speech. The Leader of the Opposition had a
chance to make his speech a short time ago
without interjections.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Mind you, he
blew his chance; you have to admit that.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I will have plenty of
chances tonight.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Although I should
not be answering the interjections, I should like to
point out that we propped -up the MTT bus
service last year to the tune of $17 million which
was met by the taxpayers.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: It paid for some new
buses.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: This can be said
about railways and everything else. The examples
I have given members were based on figures
which assumed the levy would be applied at 4c on
distillate at 107 000 kilolitres and petrol at I c per
litre.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: That was already at the
thimble and pea stage, was it not? You were
going to make $4.5 million.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I do not think so.
The Hon. D. K. Dans: Of course, you were.
The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Immediately the

figures were queried by members of the road

maintenance tax committee in the combined party
room; I can vouch for the fact, as can every
member in that room last Tuesday when this
discussion arose, that it was then the figure was
queried-long before the headlines in the Press
following Mr McPharlin's statement that there
was a disparity.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: And what was the
Minister's response? It was, "I will check it".

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Yes, he said that
he would check it. The Premier was in the chair. I
do not want members to be under any
misapprehensions. All those members in this
Chamber who were present then are my
witnesses.

The Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: On a stack of
Bibles.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: One is enough if you
fear God and honour the Queen.

Several members interjected.
The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I will tell members

where the figure originated if they want to know.
I have quoted it before. It is in the pamphlet
prepared by Mr Tozer, Mr Berry, and all the
others I mentioned previously. This was in the
October submission, and it was stated that based
on the 1976-77 figures the duty paid on distillate,
as far as we could ascertain, was paid on 176 000
kilolitres. Mr McPharlin did not tell us that, and,
for Mr Cooley's benefit, I must ermphasise these
are not last year's figures. These are the figures
for 1976-77.

It was reasonable for us to assume that if the
figure for 1976-77 was 175 000 kilolitres, then by
1978 this figure must have increased, not
decreased. Consequently we queried the figure of
107 000 in that party room.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Straightaway.
The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Yes. I will tell

members something else and it will be of interest
to Mr Dans. Mr McPharlin has the same figures
because he and Mr Tom McNeil were on the
same committee, of which Mr McPharlin was the
chairman. In that capacity he did a good job.
However, he had the same figures as the
committee had at that time.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Who is Mr McPharlin?
The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: He is a certain

gentleman who made a statement to the Press.
The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: He was the bloke

who went over to that other party.
The Hon. D. K. Dans: What party is that

today?
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The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I have forgotten
its name.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: We asked the
Minister at the table, through the Premier, to
confirm the Figures presented to us, because they
completely clashed with the figures obtained in
the exercise that had been undertaken. The
Premier requested the Minister to have them
checked, and this wis done through the
Australian Bureau of Statistics and through the
Bureau of Customs. One figure was checked
against the other, I am told, and then it was
stated that the flgure stood. We said, "No way!
Go out and have another look!"

However, on the Tuesday night, because the
Minister had accepted the figures in good faith,
he made the statement to the party room, "I will
go ahead with the legislation as I see it tonight,
with a promise to you that these anomalies as
presented will be corrected".

Several members interjected.
The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: The honourable

member would not know what a promise in the
party room was! It was slated that anomalies the
party submitted at that and at the subsequent two
meetings would be corrected by amendment. Am
I right?

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Yes, 100 per cent.
The Hon. H. W. GAY FER: The Bill was

introduced with the promise that the anomalies
wouild be rectified. The following morning Mr
McPharlin entered the picture and what occurred
is now history. Meanwhile the committee
continued to meet. This. is one of the advantages
or being in a Government which has a little
power. One can do something which, one cannot
do when one is not in government.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: You cannot even get
your figures right.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I have quoted the
Figures.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: You can quote as many
figures as you like.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: If the Leader of
the Opposition is so smart maybe he can tell us
for a start how many gallons go into Esperance
from South Australia, and how many go across to
Wyndham from Darwin, and so on.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: What has that to do with
the Bill?

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It is a completely
new exercise, and it will take some time before
the anomalies are ironed out.

The only way the Minister could finally cross-
check again was to check with the oil companies.
As a committee we tried an exercise with the fuel
companies before, and we got nowhere.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: That is understandable.
The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: The Minister

assured us that with the co-operation of these
companies the figures were checked and cross-
checked and he was prepared to admit the
discrepancy.

Consequently we met again and decided that on
the figures again presented, using the 190 000
kilolitres as a base, we could in turn reduce the
fuel levy to 3c for diesel and 0.9c for petrol. This
was decided at committee level, not by the
Minister.

We also decided to give a 20 per cent reduction
in licence fees, as suggested before, but we also
decided that we would give a further 50 per cent
reduction on all diesel vehicles with a tare weight,
not of 5 100 kilograms because many trucks not
paying RMT were in the 5.865 kilogram class and
below.

Members will recall that trucks of a certain
axle carrying capacity did not have to pay road
maintenance tax. However, if they adopted the
new carrying capacities adopted last year they
were placed into a different category which meant
they had to pay the tax. Those trucks of 5.865
kilograms and under fell into this category and
this was a very important measure, as far as I was
concerned, to the farming industry.

With regard to the stock carriers, because the
facts and figures were rolling in it was decided at
the further meeting that there was an anomaly.
As I explained before, the Country Party opposed
the Bill in 1965, mainly because of stock carriers.
However, the tax was taken off at that time and
those carriers are still not paying road
maintenance tax, nor do I believe they should.

Nevertheless, there was an anomaly. Their
costs were increasing and it was decided we would
bring them back with a nominal charge of 10 and
10-10 for the prime mover and 10 for the
trailer-provided they carried only stock.

Many other categoriis were broadened, as the
document will show. These included beekeepers
sandalwood carriers and kangaroo hunters.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: The Hon. Clive
Griffiths, our President, put up a battle for
beekeepers.

The, Hon. H. W. GAYFER:- I have not
mentioned the name of any person. I did not want
to, because we worked as a committee. Much was
done with respect to this matter. Also, of course,
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the farmer-concession licence for one v'ehicle was
to remain. Accordingly, amendments were
prepared for another place and when the Bill
came up for debate those amendments certainty
had the backing of the committee and the backing
of the combined parties.

I understand the problem with regard to shire
councils is currently receiving attention and it will
be righted I hope. There must be anomalies in this
type of legislation, just as there were anomalies
associated with the introduction of the road
maintenance tax.

This legislation is exploratory. No other
country except Great Britain and New Zealand
has attempted anything like it, and certainly
much attention will have to be given to it.

With regard to the Metropolitan Transport
Trust, because Mr Dans has received a letter I
suppose he thinks he is the only member who has
had that privilege.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: 1 did not mention any
letter.

The Hon. H. W, GAYFER: Yes, the
honourable member did.

The H-on. D. K. Dans: Mr McKenzie
mentioned the letter; I did not.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I thought the
honourable member had to supply the letter to
Mr McKenzie when it could not be found.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I have not received even
one letter. You are booming me up, but you are
being irresponsible.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Just because Mr
Dans received a letter from the MTT, he brought
up a matter which was the subject of a letter each
one of us received.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I did not even mention a
letter.

The Hon. H. W. GAY FER: Did the
honourable member receive one?

The H-on. D. K. Dans: No. There might be one
in my office, but I have not seen it.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: The fact of the
matter is the MTT does not pay licence fees for
the vehicles it has on the road. If the system in the
future is to be that a minimal licence fee will be
paid for motorcars, but those motorcars will pay
for the use of the roads, people might be induced
to make kitter use of public transport. Certainly,
Mr Dans mentioned that there would be more
unemployment as a result of this measure. In my
opinion, when the full amount is applied to road
maintenance certainly there will not be any less
employment in that area.

I also noticed there was mention that Eastern
States hauliers will be inclined to fill their tanks
on the South Australian side of the border with
enough fuel to come to Perth and return to South
Australia. That was an interesting comment. The
distance from South Australia to Perth is, say,
1 500 miles, so a carrier will need enough fuel for
a 3 000 mile trip. H-e would need 600 gallons,
weighing 10 pounds a gallon, which would mean
three tons of fuel. He would have to carry that in
order to save $80! What does that mean?

I admit this legislation is exploratory and all
avenues of it have not been pinpointed. That
would be impossible at this stage. Nevertheless, I
have worked out a few examples. One concerns a
farmer who has been using 2 500 gallons of petrol
each year on his farm. Under the new rates he
will be paying an extra O.9c a litre, or something
like an extra 4.05c a gallon. The change will cost
that farmer about $112.50 a year. Hie is very
upset about that, I know. However, I also checked
on his licences and I found that he had I I petrol
driven vehicles and trailers on which he was
paying licence fees. The total of those licence fees
amounted to $506.11. Twenty per cent of that
cot amounts to $ 101. -In future ho 'will pay $ 112
extra for the fuel he will use in his vehicles.

The Hon. D. W. Cooley: He will use one
vehicle and receive the licence exemption for I I
vehicles.

The Hon. H. W. GAYFER: What does Mr
Cooley mean? The farmer to whom I am
referring uses 2500 gallons of fuel on his farm.
He has two trailers at $10.50; an International
tractor at $8; a Bedford truck at 5157.14; a
Toyota utility at $53.40; a Holden sedan at
$78.44; a Honda motorbike at $12; a Toyota
station sedan at $57.68; a New Holland header at
£8; a Valiant utility at $72.90; another car at
S88.14; a Toyota Corolla at $37.41; another
tractor at SB, and another tractor at $4. That is a
total of $506.11.

It should be remembered that for the first time
in his life that farmer will receive a reduction of
20 per cent on his licence fees, which is perfectly
justified because most of those vehicles just sit in
a shed for most of the year. That farmer will not
have to pay a 30 per cent or a 15 per cent increase
in licence fees and, therefore, he will have a
saving.

We have been told also-and it is rather
remarkable but I suppose it could be right-that
the city motorists do, in fact, use their cars as
much as some country motorists. Personally, I do
not know about that. However, looking at the
diesel exercise one can go a step further.
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I will take the example of a farmer with two
diesel trucks. I suppose -he would be a fairly
average wheat farmer. His first truck is an Acco, 6
x 4, which is a six-wheeler, on which he pays a
half licence fee of $227.86 because he pays road
maintenance tax. His new licence fee will be
$455.72. His extra fuel costs, at 13.5c a
gallon-at the old rate of 4c-will now be an
extra $54. The farmer was travelling only 4000
miles a year with that vehicle. It is amazing to
think that many people have these types of
vehicles but are not using them to any great
degree.

The gentleman to whom I am referring will, in
future, pay $510 a year to operate that vehicle,
but his saving in road maintenance tax which, last
year amounted to $131.08, will be considerable.
His new cost will be $379 a year. His old licence
fee was $221, so he will be $152 out of pocket on
that particular truck. However, that is only one
truck.

On his other truck, which is an Acco 1830 plus
dog, he will make a saving of $159 a year. Whilst
this particular truck at present is his number one
truck, on which he receives a 50 per cent farm
concession, he will now use the heavy truck for
the 50 per cent concession; there is nothing surer.
He will put that particular truck in for future
licence fee concessions because it is not a vehicle
on which he pays road maintenance tax except
when using the dog. He will then receive 20 per
cent, plus 50 per cent of the full licence of $445,
which amounts to $180 for the new licence. His
increase in fuel costs, over 6 000 miles, will
amount to $101. His saving will be in the vicinity
of $150, which just about cancels out the other
truck.

This particular farmer who, I would say, is an
average farmer paying his way would have
suffered had there been an impost of a 30 per cent
increase in licence fees in order to provide the
extra $7.3 million which the Government is
seeking.

I admit the Bill will not be the panacea for all
the inequities that exist in the charges or levies to
increase the funds for road maintenance, but at
least it will spread the cost across all road users in
accordance with the thinking of many people in
this Parliament for a long time. It is a pay-as-you-
use system. Licences will be reduced and if one
wants to use one's vehicle and use the roads one
will pay more.

The main grizzle of many road transport users
was about the amount of paper work. The Bill will
cut out many recriminations arising from lack of

knowledge of how to fill out the papers or from
simply forgetting to do so.

in my opinion the Bill will create some
embarrassment for the Federal Government. Who
knows but that when the other States see the
lengths we have to go to, the Federal Government,
with the weight of the other States, might be
forced into doing something. I do not know; that
is in the future.

I repeat that it is exploratory legislation. It is
bound to have anomalies. I can see pockets in it
which have possibly not been rectified to the
advantage of many, but I say we must give it a go
to see exactly where it ends up. I believe the
anomalies will be ironed out in the long term, and
in particular I am now satisfied that all users will
be contributing something towards the
maintenance of the roads.

THE HON. R. T. LEESON (South-East) [8.42
p.m.]: I do not intend to keep the House for very
long. We have heard tonight from the Hon. Mick
Gayfer a long rundown on the history of this
legislation, and I thought it was very well done.
Mr Gayfer surmised that the Bill would operate
the way the Government would like it to operate,
but I have my doubts on that aspect.

I remember listening some years ago to
speeches by members of the Government in which
they said what a wonderful tax the road
maintenance tax was.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Not from this bloke.
Sev eral members interjected.
The Hon. R. T. LEESON: Everybody wants to

bale out now.
The Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Mansard will prove it.
The lHon. R. T. LEESON: That opinion r ang

fairly clearly around this Chamber. It seemed to
me that in a very short time the Government gave
in to some militant tactics on the part of a certain
body and decided to bring in a different form of
road tax.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: That is not true.
The Hon. R. T. LEESON: It is true as far as I

am concerned.
The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: When Queensland

pulled out and the Federal Minister opted out we
had no alternative.

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: The Government
did this and, someone else did something else.
These people really put the pressure on us and
within three or four days we pulled out
completely. We were left in a situation where we
had to do something.

1506



[Wednesday, 16th May, 1979] 10

Mr Gayfer has gone through the pros and cons
of the Bill, outlined the costs for various vehicles,
and so on; but what concerns me-and I suppose
we have to consider that these sorts of things will
undoubtedly happen-is that there will be some
iddling of the books in relation to who pays the

levy on fuel and who does not. For instance,
people with diesel boats of all sizes and
descriptions will be exempted. Somehow, they will
be able to purchase diesel fuel for 3c a litre less
than the average motorist can.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: Thai would be
through proper outlets, I think.

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: Perhaps later on we
can look into how this will take place.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: Most people servicing
boats are in a set position. You do not go around
buying fuel in drums.

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: That is not entirely
true.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: What suburb do
you live in? You might have your boat tied up at
a pen, but others do not.

The Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: See how long it
takes the inspector to catch up with you.

The PRESI DENT: Order!
The Hon. Rt. T. LEESON: It seems that as

soon as one mentions something of this nature it
hits a nerve: everyone wants to hop in. Mr
Masters can make his speech and tell us all about
it later on.

The Hon. D. W. Cooley: He has his boat tied
up to Kalamunda jetty.

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: I am saying
somehow somebody has to be able to obtain cheap
dieselene for diesel-powered boats of all sizes and
descriptions. Does a man go up with a four-gallon
drum and say, "I want some boat fuel as opposed
to road fuel"? What will be the story? Does
someone issue him with a certificate to say he is a
diesel boat owner? If be gets that certificate, what
does he do? Is his boat suddenly able to do only
one mile on a gallon of fuel instead of 10 miles on
a gallon of fuel?

The Hon. G. E. Masters: You are suggesting
people are dishonest.

The Hon. Rt. T. LESSON: Many people are
dishonest. That is what concerns me.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: That was the trouble
with the old tax.

The H-on. R. T. LESSON: So the Government
complicates the issue by bringing in this proposal.

The Hon. 1. G. Pratt: What is the present
situation with a diesel boat?

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: Does the
honourable member mean when going out
fishing?

The Hon. 1. 0. Pratt: No, when getting
dieselene.

The Hon. N. E. Baxter: Have you ever heard of
a certificate from the Customs Bureau?

The Hon. 0. E. Masters: You have to have a
diesel certificate.

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: I am on my feet
asking the Migister what is the situation.
Hundreds of thousands of people outside do not
have a clue what the situation is and they want to
know.

The Hon. 1.0G. Pratt: It will be the same as it is
now.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: It will not.
The Hon. R. T. LEESON: Those people are

concerned, just as I am. They want to know how
dieselene will be issued and to whom it will be
issued. I can see the consumption of fuel for boat
owners increasing by 200, 300, and 400 per cent.
It must happen.

The Hon. N. E. Baxter: What do all other off-
road users do?

The Hon. Rt. T. LEESON: Mr Baxter has
probably been in the business. I have not and I do
not know. I am asking the Minister.

I want to raise another matter. Mr Gayfer
mentioned it and passed it off. He said interstate
trucks doing a return trip to Perth would have to
carry three tonnes of fuel to get in and out. As I
understand it, most interstate trucks carry enough
fuel to get as far as Perth; they then fill up in
Perth and return to the Eastern States. So, under
the present system, theoretically they will be
paying fuel tax only one way. Anyone who travels
on the Great Eastern Highway as often as I
do-some merfibers travel on parts of it-will See
the way some of these big trucks tear up the road.

If any member were to drive up along the
highway today or tomorrow he would see a
number of work gangs repairing damage caused
by these vehicles. Mostly the drivers of these
vehicles will not be contributing anything like
their fair share. Many trucks can carry 600 or
more gallons of fuel; as their load weighs usually
30 or 40 tonnes, a little bit extra in the fuel tanks
does not mean anything. Certainly some of these
trucks carry 40-gallon drums of fuel, and it makes
no difference to their load. Even if it did not save
them any money, some drivers like to carry the
extra fuel for convenience.

The Government certainly is confronted with a
difficult task, and I do not know how it can get
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around the difficulty. I do know though that if we
give someone an inch he will take a mile; and
certainly it will happen in this case. In my opinion
my constituents who use the country roads are
disadvantaged enough at the present time.

Although we are told that the tax on petrol will
only be 0.9c a litre, we must remember that this is
about 4c a gallon. Likewise, the fuel tax on diesel
fuel will be almost 14c a gallon. We tend to get
carried away with the price per litre and forget
how many litres there are in a gallon.

Mr Gayfer referred to farmers who own
vehicles which are not used over long periods of
time. I agree that this is a problem, but it is also a
problem in respect of farmers and elderly people
who perhaps use their vehicles only once a week
to buy the family groceries, visit a doctor, or
something of that nature. All these people will be
paying the increased charges.

The Hon. M. McAleer: They will not be paying
any more.

The Hon. W. M. Piesse: They will be better off
than they were before.

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: That is the big
problem.

The Hon. 1. G. Pratt: It is not a problem; they
will be advantaged.

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: Yes, it is an
advantage at the moment. Although the
honourable member has been here a short time
only, surely it is long enough for him to know tha&
constantly legislation is being introduced to
increase various fees. In fact, if the honourable
member stays in the House a little longer. I am
sure he will witness the introduction of a Bill to
increase this fuel tax.

The Hon. 1. G. Pratt: Are you taking the line
that no matter what we put up you disagree with
it?

The Hon. R. T. LEESON: If the Government
agreed with one thing we did, we might
compromise ourselves one day. I feel we will be
here a long time before that happens.

I point out that I believe this fuel tax will be
Aiddled with. I do not believe the Government has
done its homework, and this statement is borne
out by the events of the last few days. Certainly
insufficient research was undertaken before the
Bill was introduced, and it appears that no
attention has been paid to the fiddles that will
take place. I hope that the Minister will be able to
assure us that in the event of any loopholes
becoming apparent, the Government Will take
steps to ensure that the tax oper~ates fairly and

equitably throughout the State of Western
Australia.

THE HON. TOM McNEIL (Upper West)
18.55 p.m.]: On behalf of the National
Party-and that name caused some merriment to
the Leader of the House when it was
mentioned-I would like to say we do not oppose
this legislation. Our contention has always been
that a tax for the maintenance of our roads should
be spread more equitably over the whole
community than was the case with the road
maintenance tax.

Mr President, you probably have before you
amendments which I propose to move later during
the Committee stage.

I would like to comment on Mr Gayfer's
remarks. His speech was very well presented and
many hours of work must have gone into the
preparation of the chart. Certainly on his figures
it appears we will gain from this legislation and
not lose by it.

The Minister has told us that the Government
will lose $15.99 million through the abolition of
the road maintenance tax, and it expects to gain
$20.5 million from the fuel levy. That is an
estimated increase of $4.5 million. I am afraid I
must admit that I could not understand Mr
Gayfer's figures and it appears a number of other
members are in this position also.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Quite confusing.
The Hon. 1. G. Pratt: They were quite clear to

us.
The Hon. TOM McNEIL: I have seen Mr

Wordsworth, when he was the Minister for
Transport, actually quake when Mr Gayfer got
onto figures, because he knew that Mr Gayfer
could knock him into a cocked hat in that regard.
However, this was the first time that Mr
Wordsworth was able to smile when Mr Gayfer
was quoting figures. We know that Mr Gayfer is
very good with figures; certainly he has done his
homework on this legislation and he knows all
about road maintenance tax. Quite obviously if
Mr Dans or any other member put forward
figures as Mr Gayfer did, we would have to
accept them as being truthful. Mr Gayfer told us
of the average mileage covered and the fuel used,
and he said that benefits would be passed onto the
community.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: That part is all correct.
The Hon. TOM McNEIL: The people who buy

super-grade petrol will pay an extra 4.lc per
gallon. although we have been told time and time
again that the levy is only 0.9c per litre. No
mention was made of the increase that the
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country retailer will add. The retailer has to
ensure that he still makes a profit, and we will
Find that country people will again bear the brunt
of this impost whether it be .02c or .03c on top of
the 0.9c.

It has been mentioned before, and certainly it
was mentioned in another place, that probably the
metropolitan vehicle owner uses more petrol than
does his country counterpart. I do not know how
that figure was arrived at, but the statement is
causing a great deal of concern to country people.
Certainly if the price of super-grade petrol is
increased, country people will pay more for their
fuel on top of the 0.9c increase.

Some years ago the difference between super-
grade and standard petrol was only 4Sc a gallon
but today it is about 18c a gallon, depending on
the area.

Let me reiterate that we are not opposed to the
abolition of road maintenance tax, but we
certainly query the figures put forward by the
Minister. When this Bill was first introduced in
another place we were told that the levy would be
I c per litre for petrol and 4c per litre for distillate.
The member for Mt. Marshall then asked a
question about the figures given by the Minister
and his question caused a great deal of comment
amongst Government back-benchers. It was
suggested that Mr McPharlin had great temerity
in even broaching the subject. Surely, however, a
member is entitled to ask a question on a matter
which concerns him. This question was asked last
Wednesday, and it reads as follows-

I would like to address a question to the
Minister, and I have given him some
notice of it.
My. investigations during 1978 revealed
that from the 1st January, 1977. to the
31st December, 1977, duty paid on
distillate in Western Australia amounted
to 175 377 816 litres: My question is-
(1) What is the estimated quantity of

road use automative diesel fuel, or
duty paid distillate for the ensuing
12 months from the 1st July, 1979,
to the 30th June, 1980?

(2) If the quantity estimated is a lower
figure than I obtained, can reasons
be given for this?

(3) Has the Government given
consideration to retaining some
concessions for the transport of
stock?

Mr Rushton replied-

(1) (3) Athough some notice of this
question was given, there has been
insufficient time to prepare the
actual statistics. I will be very
happy to give this information to
the honourable member as soon as
it is available, and that will
probably be tomorrow.

Now, there was a great outburst from the
Government ranks. Mr McPharlin was accused of
trying to grab the kudos and of trying to get
headlines simply because he had the temerity to
put that question to the Minister to ascertain
what figures the Minister was using. Assuming
that we can leave politics out of this matter for a
second or two, surely it was Mr McPharlin's God-
given right to ask such a question which,
incidentally, was followed the next day by a
similar question from a member of the Labor
Party.

Whilst we may have been aware of the
figures-and perhaps the situation had been
raised in the joint party room-Mr MePharhin
was still entitled to ask the question. Goodness
knows, he could not ascertain what was discussed
in the joint party room, because he was not in the
room; and we must assume that no Liberal Party
or National Country Party member went to him
and informed him that the matter was raised in
the joint party room.-

Therefore, Mr MePharlin had every right to
raise the question in the IHouse. If he, as an ex-
chairman of the back-bench commit tee looking
into the tax, got some kudos in the Press as a
result of that question and as a result of being
approached for his comments, he was entitled to
it. Do not forget the halls in this building were
ringing with the fact that the figures put forward
by the Minister were not correct. Surely the
member for Mt. Marshall was within his rights,
and if he obtained some headlines, so much the
bettei for him.

I do not know what is the answer to the
criticism levelled at him; maybe it is that We
should not talk to the Press or that we should not
talk to the ABC reporters.

I turn now to discuss how this measure affects
different people in different areas. I have a
transport operator in my area-

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: Only one?
The Hon. TOM McNEIL: He is the one I

approached to ask some questions. Whilst I am
glossing over it, let us not underrate the fact that
the Minister's initial figures were incorrect: they
were botched up. No matter how many figures
are put forward now to point out the benefits to
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country people, the fact remains that the initial
figures were botched. The figures which appeared
in The West Australian contained an additional
error in the way they were added up incorrectly.

Apart from the initial figures being wrong, this
matter has been pushed through with too much
haste. Perhaps if more time were spent on
ascertaining the feelings of those in the
community who will be afrected by the tax, a
better picture could be obtained in respect of the
amount of the levy. The levy was announced
initially to be 4c a litre for diesel fuel and Ic a
litre for super petrol. Suddenly, arter the figures
were round to be incorrect, the levy was changed
to 3c and 0.9c respectively. By what criterion -was
it decided that the levy should be reduced by 25
per cent in the case or diesel fuel, and 10 per cent
in the case of petrol? Who made the decision that
this was in the best interests of the community?

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: The reason is that the
miscalculation was made in respect of diesel fuel
and not in respect of petrol.

The Hon. TOM McNEIL: Then why was the
levy for super petrol changed?

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: Quite.
The Hon. TOM McNEIL: Somebody must

make a decision, but we must consider whether
there is a more equitable way of doing this.
Certainly I was a member of the back-bench
committee that looked into road maintenance tax.
I am aware that when I was a member of that
committee we were considering a levy of 2c a litre
on diesel fuel and 0.2c a litre on super petrol. The
reason for the levy of O.2c on super petrol was
that such an amount would not disadvantage too
many people. We were aware that truck operators
would be quite happy with 3c, 4c, 5c, or even 6c a
litre on diesel ruel when compared with what they
were paying for road maintenance tax.

What disadvantages people in the
country-and in many respects the people in the
metropolitan area-is that if the price of super
petrol is increased by O.9c a litre the final increase
in the country will be greater, and that is what
will affect the people in my area.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Surely they will not
complain about 15Sc a week.

The Hon. TOM McNEIL: Perhaps it would be
15e a week in Mr Withers' reckoning; but the
difference between the price paid by country
consumers and that paid by metropolitan
consumers can still amount to l8c a gallon; and
that is a rortune when one takes into account the
number of times a person fills his petrol tank. It
could amount to as much as an additional $3
every time the tank is filled.

It has been pointed out by other speakers that
perhaps this levy should have been sheeted home
once and for all to the Federal Government. In
my opinion there is no doubt of that. I can recall
that when Mr Wordsworth was the Minister for
Transport he was Concerned that the Federal
Government was not prepared to come to the
party and assist this State with additional funds.,
The State was suffering at that time and had been
suffering for a couple of years.

Recently the Premier of this State had reason
to travel to the east and remonstrate with Mr
Anthony in respect of the guidelines for the
export of minerals. Surely the present situation is
such that he could have taken another magic trip
to the Eastern States in an endleavour to convince
the Federal Government to come to the party in
respect of road maintenance tax, instead of
disadvantaging the State in the way it has.

Another aspect which I did not hear Mr Gayfer
mention tonight is that country shire councils will
be disadvantaged.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Will they ever!
The Hon. TOM McNEIL: An average country

shire council will pay additional fuel charges of
between $750 and $1 200. That is another charge
which will eventually find its way back to the
ratepayers by way of additional rates.

I will not delay the House much longer. I
merely point out that I have presented a list of
possible amendments. I will decide later in the
night whether I have sufficient support to proceed
with the amendments. It is quite obvious that the
feeling is not here tonight and, once again, we will
have a rubber stamp situation because the
decisions - have already been made' in another
place.'

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Why do you say it
is a rubber stamp situation? Do you say that
because members do not agree with you? How
can you say that when you are a lone person in
this place?

The Hon. TOM McNEIL: I do not know about
that; I would say quite a number of back-benchers
on the Government side are concerned about this
additional impost.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: There is not one
who would support you.

The Hon. TOM McNEIL: That is right,
because they are looking at a big black car
coming over the hill, and they want to get their
feet in the door. However, not everyone agrees
with the Leader of the House.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: More agree with
me than agree with you.
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The Hon. TOM McNEIL: That is because the
Minister has the numbers in the House.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You have not

been here five minutes and you have been in two
parties.

The Hon. TOM McNEIL: Mr President, the
Leader of the House, when harassed, always
addresses himself to you to evade an interjection.
Since you have called the Minister to order, may I
assume I am still addressing myself to you?

The Hon G. C. MacKinnon interjected.
The IHon. TOM McNEIL: Do you intend to

call the Minister to order, Mr President?
The PRESIDENT: I do. Order!
The Hon. TOM McNEIL: Thank you, Sir. Let

me conclude by saying that this impost on fuel
does not sit well with people in my province.
Whilst I agree with the legislation to remove road
maintenance tax, I certainly do not agree with the
amount of the levy that is being imposed in its
place.

THE HON. 3. C. TOZER (North) [9.09 p.m.]-
It is very hard for a member supporting this Bill
to follow a speaker like the Hon. Mick Gayfer,
who has covered the matter most ably indeed.
During the course of his speech be mentioned that
Mr Ray McPharlin, the member for Mt.
Marshall, was at one stage chairman of the joint
party committee inquiring into this matter. I
inherited that position, and I feel perhaps I should
have pulled rank on Mr Gayfer and got in before
him. However, I did not; and I will try to speak
Without covering-

The Hon. R. T. Leeson: So it was you who
made the mistake in-the figures!

The H~n. D. K. Dans: That lets the Minister
off the hook.

The Hon. J. C. TOZER: -the material that
Mr Gayfer has already presented.

The first time I was on my feet in this place
was on the 25th July, 1974, during the opening of
the new Parliament of that year. It was my
privilege to move the adoption of the Address-in-
Reply. I do not intend to read everything I said on
that occasion; however, I will read one paragraph.
It appears at page 9 of Hansard for the 25th July,
1974, and states-

Clearly, the road maintenance charges
amount to a direct tax on isolation. I suggest
that an alternative source of revenue has to
be found but, as an interim measure, its

application to foodstuffs and consumer goods
should be removed forthwith.

That paragraph followed some illustrations of the
penalty which the obnoxious road maintenance
contributions were imposing on the people living
in the north of Western Australia.

During the five intervening years, I have been
on my feet in this House, I suppose, half a dozen
times, and I have repeated the same theme. I have
spoken not only in the Legislative Council but
also in the party room and in committee meetings,
as well as at any other meetings and through the
Press, describing the manner in which I regarded
road maintenance contributions as a severe
penalty on the people who lived in North
Province.

In addition, I have asked a number of questions
on the matter Of road maintenance charges. I do
not want to go through all of them; however, I
will read the answer given to me by the then
Minister for Transport (the Hon. David
Wordsworth) -on the 1st November, 1977. I had
been pursuing the whole question of road
maintenance contributions. Mr Wordsworth's
reply appears on page 2823 of Hansard in the
following terms-

(a) This matter has been dealt with
exhaustively by successive State
Governments and the Australian
Transport Advisory Council over the
years and it is not the intention of the
Government to alter the system of
collecting road maintenance charges at
the present time.

(b) Further exemptions would destroy the
principle of equity. However, through
the Australian Transport Advisory
Council it is intended to pursue our
investigations into any other acceptable
and practical system for collecting
moneys for road maintenance purposes.

My immediate reaction to that answer was,
firstly, "What equity?" because it was the very
lack of equity that I was on about. Secondly, I
was encouraged to think that the Australian
Transport Advisory Council and the other
agencies to which the Minister referred were
pursuing investigations to see whether there was
an alternative to road maintenance tax.

I particularly draw your attention to that
answer, Mr President, because it indicates very
clearly that this Government and other
Governments in Australia had been pursuing the
matter well before the date of that answer, which
was the 1st November, 1977. However, the
position has remained unchanged until now.
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Road maintenance contributions cost the
consumer in Port Hedland $7 for every tonne of
goods which is transported there; the consumer in
Kununurra pays $13.50 for every tonne of
consumer goods transported from Perth. This is
on top of the huge freight charges with which he
is burdened. Naturally, the freight charge
includes the colossal fuel bill, the maintenance to
vehicles exacerbated by rough roads, extremely
high capital costs and, of course, another
Government levy, the iniquitous road permit fee
which amounts to $5 for every tonne of goods
transported north of Goldsworthy, with a
graduated figure up to that distance.

It costs the operator of a prime mover and
semi-trailer something in the order of $100000
per annum to keep that rig on the road. That
means he must recover $ 100 000 before he starts
paying himself any wages. Many subcontractors
who are operating these units who rail to come to
grips with the task of managing their small
business, find it impossible to pay themselves a
good wage or, if they do pay themselves a wage,
are forced to work such long hours that it destroys
their health.

When I referred to the Minister's answer to my
question, I questioned whether there was any
equity in road maintenance contributions as they
had been levied up to that time. I believe that the
5 per cent of the population of Western Australia
who live north of the 26th parallel are paying $35
a head per annum in road maintenance charges
while the remaining 95 per cent of the population
who live south or the 26th parallel pay something
in the order of $3.50 a head per annum. That is
why there is no equity in the road maintenance
charges as the system will continue to operate
until the 30th June, this year.

It is no wonder I used the term, "it is a tax on
isolation". Be assured that any haulier-it does
not matter whether he is a major prime contractor
or a single unit subcontractor-must pass on all
his operating costs, including road maintenance
contributions. If he does -not do so, he will go
broke, and go out of business. Clearly, it is the
customer for whom the goods are carted who pays
road maintenance chargs-not the fellow in the
truck.

The final objective, which was to eliminate road
maintenance contributions, has been achieved
very suddenly. However, a great deal of work has
been done on this matter. I mentioned the work
that had obviously been done at Government level.
In addition. Mr Gayfer already has mentioned the
combined parties' committee that has been
working on this specific matter.

This committee follows on the group to which
Mr Gayfer referred, which presented its report in
1974. The present-day Government members'
committee has been working for over 12 months
on the matter; in fact, a submission was presented
to the Minister for Transport in September, 1978.
In principle, that submission was very similar to
what is embraced in this Bill; where there are
changes, I will try to refer to them as I go along.

I do not want to belabour this next point
because Mir Gayfer explained it very well. When
the Minister for Transport came to our committee
with a proposal, it was immediately pointed out to
him that there was a discrepancy. This was some
days before the matter appeared in the Daily
News. Obviously, there is no need for any of us
to be disappointed or anything else that the
member for Mt. Marshall should get the
headlines in the Daily News and the other media.
However, it is silly for people to think he was the
only man who perceived this discrepancy. As soon
as the figures were put before our committee, the
matter was pointed out most strongly to the
Minister concerned.

The Hon. R. Thompson: The Minister
answered the question in the other House by
saying, "I will have the figures checked." He did
not say it had been raised in the party room, or
anywhere else. Going on the answer, that was the
first time he had been approached.

The Hon. J1. C. TOZER: In our party, our
discussions are regarded as confidential and not to
be published far and wide until they are
Government policy decisions. I think this is very
important.

The termn "user pays" has been used a lot. In
fact, it has been overused. Under the terms of the
Road Maintenance (Contribution) Act, the
contributions were received from 3 500
vehicles-those vehicles in excess of an eight-
tonne tare weight. The other 700 000 vehicles
which were under eight tonnes did not contribute
at all, or course, they were paying their licence
fees, and they were paying for fuel, on which
excise was paid. Part of the excise was in turn
returned to the State for road expenditure.
However, under the terms of the Act the 700 000
vehicles were not contributing to road
maintenance.

The rationale behind this rather amazing state
of affairs was that the heavy trucks did more
damage. Everyone acknowledges that the heavy
units did more damage; but do they consider that
the light vehicles do no damage? I will quote a
comment by an expert; it is not my comment-on
axle load alone, they do a fifth as much damage.
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Even if we said they did a tenth as much, or a
hundredth as much, there is no justification for
the fact that they made no contribution under the
terms of this Act.

Let us not forget that the painting of the white
lines on the freeway is just as much a part of the
maintenance of the roads of Western Australia as
is the grading of the road between Tom Price and
Nanuta rra.

In relation to my comment that the 700000
vehicles were not paying money under the terms
of this Act, we also return to the fact that the
consumer at the other end is paying. It was the
people in remote areas who were being penalised.
In fact, they were paying the road maintenance
charges. In addition, they were all owners of light
vehicles. They have cars the same as anyone else.
Probably they used their Cars more than other
people, although apparently that is open to
question.

There was a matter of evasion. During the
course of our committee discussions, we received
submissions from all sorts of people-from the
National Country Party, from the Farmers'
Union, from the Pastoralists and Graziers
Association, from the Automobile Association of
Australia, from the Transport Commission, from
the Royal Automobile Club, from the Road
Transport Association, and from several other
trucking bodies and operators. When we were
interviewing the representatives from the trucking
bodies, we came to the conclusion that there was
at least 50 per cent evasion of the payment of all
road maintenance contributions.

I know that the SWATS report came up with a
figure which was somewhat under half that; but
the fact of the matter is that we had the truck
drivers there. They told us that they could not
have survived, they would not have remained
solvent if they had not been avoiding the payment
of the road maintenance contributions.

IDuring the last week or so, after the Bill was
publicised, a number of people approached me in
relation to it. No doubt the same thing occurred
with other members of Parliament. A number of
truck operators approached me. Some of them
owned several road' units; some were in the
industry in a small way. They complained about
the punitive effect of the proposed 4c-which has
now been reduced to 3c-a litre for diesel fuel as
the levy to be raised.

When I quizzed those people, gave them
figures, and asked them to do their sums, in every
case if they continued to complain it emerged that
they were the people who were not making their
road maintenance contributions in full. It is not

my intention, and it is certainly not the intention
of the Government, to protect these people.

One driver, who owns his own prime mover,
with a rigid body and a trailer
behind-pantechnicons-said that the *drivers
could smell the inspectors when they were on a
trip. He said that if they did not see a white-
coloured car with blue numbers on the number
plate, that trip somehow seemed not to be listed
on their return. If they saw any car, or any
circumstances which indicated an inspector might
be in a position watching them go past and
recording their registration plate, that trip would
be recorded. That is the way, by and large, the
evasion was carried out.

The Minister mentioned in the second reading
speech that the existing Act was -adminstratively
cumbersome," to use his words--cumbersome in
relation to the Transport Commission. When I
speak of the Transport Commission, I am also
speaking of the inspectors who move far and wide
around the countryside. In addition to that, many
operators find it impossible to keep up with the
three-monthly returns that they have to furnish.
The task is difficult enough for the big companies;
but it is almost impossible for the small operator.
It becomes a burden that is almost intolerable.

The switch of emphasis from a specific road
maintenance contribution to a fuel tax is not as
strange as one might have thought. During our
investigations as a committee we found that at
least one major company had come to an
arrangement with the Transport Commission that
the company would not bother about
ton ne/kilometres any longer. It would just provide
to the Transport Commisssion the figures for its
fuel usage and, because the type of unit was
known, the tonne/kilometres would be calculated
from that point.

That is a desirable procedure for a company to
carry out. However, it would be applicable only to
a large company in which the records would be
such that it would be easy to learn what Fuel was
being used by what types of units.

That example illustrated to us that our
suggestion for a levy on fuel was completely
acceptable as an arrangement, because the
Transport Commission was using it in principle in
that instance.

Our committee reached the conclusion that in
fact the inequity should be removed. We felt that
the way in which this could be achieved was that
the funds needed for road maintenance should be
linked with fuel usage. In this way, we continued
to follow the principle of the user paying.
However, we insisted that all users of fuel on the
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roads should pay, not just the 3 500 heavy diesel
units which were travelling around the country
areas.

When this Bill was introduced I and members
of my committee welcomed the philosophy behind
it, because it embraced the principle of placing
the burden on all road users through the levying
of a charge on fuel. In the event, a new
perspective was introduced, and it was that the
package bringing licences into general
consideration was presented. Obviously, the
purchasing of a licence in itself does not have any
direct relationship to road usage. Clearly, a
widow who has -inherited a Holden sedan and
travels but a few kilometres pays exactly the same
licence fee as a commercial traveller who is
driving the Same Sort of vehicle but is covering
100 000 kilometres a year. It was equitable that
some alleviation of the cost of licences be applied.
So while it bad not been part of our committee
considerations, it was a principle readily
embraced.

I repeat what
iiitrodtfcing the
been planned; it

has
Bill
was

been said by the Minister in
and by MrGayfer: It had
clearly understood that there

was to be a I5 per cent rise in light vehicle
licences and a 30 per cent rise in heavy vehicle
licences. In raising that $7 million or $8 million,
those increases would have been a very heavy
impost indeed, far heavier than anything
suggested in this Bill and encompassed in the
matters discussed by the Government parties'
committee which had been working for 12
months.

I refer now to the Minister's second reading
speech which contains many things with which I
would agree and others with which I could argue.
For example, the Minister said the road
maintenance charge which was also levied in
Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria, and
South Australia was based upon equity principles.
I do not believe that; however, it is an arguable
matter which has been argued over a very wide
circle for a long time, and I am sure it will
continue to be argued.

The Minister went on to say that the heavy
commercial vehicle users, when compared with
the lighter vehicle users, were not making an
adequate contribution for the greater wear and
tear they caused to the roads. This is something I
cannot understand at all, even after studying what
the SWATS report had to say on the matter.

In discussing this subject the Minister used the
words. "so long as it remained the standard
legislative approach throughout Australia, the
Government had strong reason for continuing this

legislation in Western Australia." The Minister
was referring to the road maintenance
contribution. Of course, it was far from standard
legislation. Other States had imposed charges on
many of the vehicles referred to by Mr Gayfer. It
was a very different kettle of fish as far as the
situation applying in those States was concerned
because four-ton-plus vehicles paid road
maintenance charges. The change is not nearly as
necessary in those States, because there is a far
wider spread of the impact of road maintenance
contributions.

The Minister spoke of consequential
amendments to the Road Traffic Act and I will
have something to say about this at the
appropriate time when we discuss that Bill.

The Minister went on to speak of the pressing
road needs of the State in so far as Western
Australia is facing a continuing shortfall in
funding for roads, especially from Commonwealth
sources. A lot of people have tried to lay the
blame for this reduction in funds from
Commonwealth allocations; and I am sure the
Main Roads Department specialists would be only
too happy to tell us that this problem arose from
the establishment of the Bureau of Transport
Economics which was one of the bodies that
emerged in Canberra in the early 1970s. The
bureau prepared a report from its ivory tower in
Canberra which clearly removed any advantages
Western Australia might have had in respect of
the vast distances and sparcity of population
which Commonwealth Governments had
previously taken into account when contributing
funds for, roads and road upkeep; and this lower
percentage of road funds is continuing.

I blame the Fraser Government for
perpetuating what happened, just as much as I
blame the Whitlam Government for starting it.
There is no reason that sanity cannot be returned
to the formula applied to the disbursement of
road funds, and that full account be not taken of
the special needs which States like Western
Australia have.

The Minister went on to speak about these
special needs, and from his comments we see how
much of the total are to be found in North
Province. The Minister enumerated the problems.
He also referred to roads in the south-west in
need of upgrading and to the colossal task
confronting all road authorities in providing the
metropolitan area with a big metropolitan urban
roads programme.

There is no doubt in my mind that every
member here would agree that, logically, the
extra moneys to replace that being lost by the
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cancellation of the road maintenance
contributions should come directly from the excise
collected on fuel and going straight to the
Tresury coffers. It is my understanding that at
the present time only 40 per cent of the total
collections are being returned to the States,
whereas when the tax was first introduced it was
on the basis that all of it would be returned to the
States for roads. Goodness knows how the
Commonwealth practice gradually changed from
the situation where the money was set aside for
road works, to the stage where it was just another
item in Consolidated Revenue. Logically the
Commonwealth should have been able to find the
money we are losing from the cancellation of the
road maintenance charges.

Mr Dans has questioned the constitutional
validity of the move being made. Naturally my
committee explored this matter quite thoroughly.
I shall read a small passage from a letter by the
Attorney General addressed to our committee, as
follows-

There has been a considerable amount of
divergence of opinion in the High Court
regarding Section 90 cases and it is now
possible to suggest that if a licensing system
is established which is tightly fitted within
the confines of the Sleigh Case formula, it
may be constitutionally valid,

The earlier part of the letter referred to the High
Court challenges in relation to the validity of fuel
taxes in other States. Mr Gayfer referred to the
fact that South Australian legislation was applied
through retail outlets and, in any event, the New
South Wales legislation was being applied
through retail outlets also. However, those
provisions were removed purely for political
reasons just prior to State elections.

The Minister goes on in his second reading
speech to describe the licence fee which will
consist of a flat fee of $500 pir annum plus 0.9c
per litre of motor spirit (petrol) and 3c per litre of
road use diesel fuel based on sales in the previous
I 2-month period. This was the important part of
the recommendations made by the joint party
committee. The figures are prepared, at present,
by all fuel companies for the purpose of
Commonwealth excise. We were seeking to
introduce a State levy based on the same figures
already collated. This system was very simple for
Fuel companies to apply and in fact they accepted
our requests readily in most cases. I should like to
read a passage relating to BP Australia Limited.
It reads as follows-

As the levyings of the road tax is to apply
to the two products which are also liable to

Commonwealth Duty, we suggest that a
parallel system be adopted. At the time of
payment by the company of Commonwealth
Duty, payment of Road Tax could also be
made to the State Government.

BP was very specific on the matter. Ampol
Petroleum Limited had this to say-

... we suggest that the licence fee be
assessed in the case of motor spirit from the
weekly Customs clearances of bonded stocks
ex warehouses, and distillate assessed
monthly off the distillate reconciliation of
duty free/paid product sold.

It is obvious the company suggested that system
because it had the figures available. However, the
arrangement organised by the Minister with the
fuel companies is clearly simpler and they will
find it much easier to implement. The required
revenue also will be obtained.

The Minister referred to the need to obtain
funds to make good the erosion in our road funds
in recent years due to cast inflation. For that
reason, he went on to say that the levy On Petrol
and road use diesel fuel was desirable.

This is an aspect which gave me, as a road
man, great pleasure, because not only will we
replace in full the road maintenance charges, but
also we will build up a surplus which will enable
us to pursue an even more vigorous road
programme than we have had in the immediate
past. This is very essential in the province I
represent. This knowledge made the increased
impost an easier pill to swallow.

1 will not talk about the 20 per cent reduction
in the licence fee, because we will consider this
matter when we debate the next Bill. The
Minister referred to other matters which have
been canvassed thoroughly by Mr Gayfer. It is
interesting that no provision has been made for
exemptions for motor spirit users or for the use of
diesel fuel in road vehicles on public roads, thus
minimising administration costs. The Minister
refers to exemptions in the case of diesel fuel used
on farms, stationary engines, power generation,
railways, or for other non-road use purposes.

I welcome the funds which will not only replace
the amount lost as a result of the abolition of road
maintenance tax, but also will provide an
additional $4.5 million. These funds will be paid
directly to the Commissioner of Main Roads and
will be deposited in a Main Roads Trust Account
for construction and maintenance of roads. The
proposal, however, will be administered by the
Transport Commission. That is exactly the same
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situation as applied under the Road Maintenance
(Contribution) Act.

Finally the Minister referred to the net yield of
$10.8 million; that is the $6.3 million lost as a
result of the abolition of road maintenance
charges, plus a further $4.5 million. It is worth
noting that the Minister mentioned also a figure
of $7.8 million would have been collected as a
result of the increase in licence fees. That
increase, of course, is no longer necessary.

It seems to me that, if we are talking about the
net yield, we should understand what the gross
yield is. The levy on petrol at 0.9c per litre will
return $ 12.8 million. -Approximately 700 000
vehicles will contribute that amount. The levy on
diesel will yield $5.7 million and a total of 3 500
vehicles will contribute.

In addition, 50 per cent extra licence fees will
be paid by people who previously made road
maintenance contributions. As a result, on top of
the $18.5 million we will earn another $2 million
which gives a total of $20.5 million. At the same
time, however, we will have a loss of 20 per cent
on almost all licence fees paid by the 700 000
vehicle owners I mentioned previously. There will
also be a reduction of 50 per cent in the licence
fees levied oii light diesel vehicles and greater
relief for those which fall into the special
categories. That will create a loss of $9.8 million
which we must deduct from the figure of $20.5
million. We will therefore be provided with a
return of $10.7 million. I seem to have lost
$100 000, but we willI not worry about that.

It is noteworthy that the people who
contributed to road maintenance tax under the
terms of the old Act would have paid a total of
$6.3 million in 1979-80. They will pay now $5.7
millIion as a result of the new fuel levy. In addition
to that, of course, they will pay another $2 million
in extra licence fees.

I accept with enthusiasm the Bill before us
tonight. I shall have a few comments and
criticisms to make in relation to the Road Traffic
Act Amendment Bill which is an integral part of
the package placed before us. I will not oppose its
passage and I do not intend to move any
amendments to that Bill.

Reference has been made by several people to
the possibility of road hauliers carrying fuel
across the border. Already this has been pointed
out to me in very strong terms by some of the
road users, and I think it is something which will
transpire.

I have little doubt that at Timber Creek across
the border between Kununurra and Katherine a
major fuel depot and Filling station will be

established unless there is some equity in the cost
of fuel between the Northern Territory and
Western Australia. There will be an impact on
the fuel outlets on the Eyre Highway on this side
of the border, and the same applies to Kununurra
in the north. I think probably a major fuel dump
will spring up at. perhaps, Penong on the Eyre
Highway or even at Nullarbor Station. I do not
know which it will be, but probably it will be the
first place past the South Australian border.

There is no doubt in my mind that this will
create a problem, but not a problem of the size
referred to by Mr Dans. People will not carry
heavy weights in fuel if it reduces their 'load
carrying capacity by three or four tons, because
obviously those three or four tons would be worth
some hundreds of dollars to them. However, it
will be a factor, as many of our long haulage
vehicles now are equipped with tanks to hold 200
or 250 gallons which would enable them to travel
well over I1000 kilometres. So it will be a
consideration. Perhaps such a tank could get a
haulier to Norseman all right as I have no doubt
he will fill up somewhere just across the border.
With regard to the comments made by MrI Dans,
if a man were able to carry 300 gallons with him,
he would not get to even Broomne in the north.

As I said, 1 have great pleasure in supporting
the second reading of the Bill.

THE HON. R. THOMPSON (South
Metropolitan) [9.53 p.m.]: Possibly I am. the only
member in the Chamber who will be consistent in
his approach to this subject. I was in the Chamber
when the original Bill was introduced in 1965 and
I opposed it then. I have always opposed the Act.
I agree that thi Act must be repealed and some
other substitute found.

I do not intend to make a long speech this
evening but wish to ask- the Minister several
questions which I would like answered. The
Minister is often very reluctant to answer
questions as they are asked. He always Seems to
foul them up somehow and one does not receive
the answers one seeks. I know the Minister has an
adviser with him, and rather than wait until the
Committee stage I will ask now for several points
to be clarified.

The marginal note of clause 4 of the Bill is
"Application of funds existing or arising under
repealed Act", and subclause (2) states-

(2) The following moneys shall be applied
by the Treasurer on and only on the
maintenance of roads in the State, including
grants to the Councils of Municipalities
constituted under the Local Government Act,
1960, that is to say. .. .
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My question is: Will any local council or
municipality be disadvantaged when this new Act
comes into operation?

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: They will, in fact, be
advantaged.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: I am not asking
Mr Tozer, because he does not know the answer. I
am asking the Minister.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Can you suggest
how they might be disadvantaged? It might be a
help.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: I think we all
know the 'answer but I am asking the Minister
whether any local authority will be disadvantaged
when the Road Maintenance (Contribution) Act
is repealed. That is the question I want answered?

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth. It could be read in
numerous ways.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: I refer the
Minister to clause 4 of the Bill. Does the Minister
want me to read the whole clause? Does he
understand what clause 4 means?

The Hon. G. E. Masters: Of course he does!
The Hon. R, F. Claughton: You obviously think

he needs help and reassurance.
The Hon. R. THOMPSON: I refer now to

clause 9 which is designed to amend section 3 of
the Act. A new interpretation is involved; that is,
the licensing of vehicles and ships. Does this mean
that the word -ships." includes fishing boats of
any class provided they have diesel engines? Is it
the intention of the Transport Commission to
license these ships when they are already licensed
by the Harbour and Light Department? I ask this
question, because further on clause I I states-

"diesel fuel" means a petroleum or shale
product used or capable of use in
propelling a diesel engined road vehicle;

If the diesel fuel is capable of propelling a diesel
engined road vehicle, it must also be capable of
propelling a diesel engined Fishing vessel. Does the
Minister understand the import of my question?

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth; I think so, yes.
The Hon. R. THOMPSON: The last two lines

in proposed new section 47N(2) (b) read-
...and used in propelling diesel engined

road vehicles on roads.
My purpose in asking that series of questions is
that as I have said in this Chamber before,
fishermen are primary producers, but they have
never had the benefit of the Commonwealth
excise exemptions. Is it the intention under the
legislation to exempt them from paying this

proposed levy? If it is the intention to exempt
them, whereabouts in the Dill is there an
exemption clause? I cannot ind one. Neither can
I find where other people will be exempted,
because there is no exemption clause in the Bill.

Proposed new section 47X reads-
The Governor may make regulations for or

with respect to-
(a) the records to be kept by licensees;
(b), the periods within which applications for

licenes are totbe made;
(c) the issue of duplicate licences;
(d) fixing and imposing penalties of not

more than one hundred dollars for any
breach of the regulations; and

(e) any other matter which is authorized or
required to be prescribed or is necessary
or convenient to be prescribed for
carrying out the provisions of this Part.

The reference is to that part only, but it seems to
be all-embracing as far as the regulations are
concerned. I believe the members of this
Chamber, when we go into Committee on the Bill,
are entitled to know these things. Many people
wall be disadvantaged by what is not included in
the Bill. I am not opposing the legislation for the
sake of opposing it; I support the repeal of road
maintenance tax.

There is no exemption for lawn-mowing
contractors who use large quantities of petrol.
These machines are not used on the roads; they
are used on ovals, and most of them use petrol.
There is to be exemption only for certain classes
of vehicles which use diesel fuel on roads. There is
to be no exemrption for the person who uses petrol,
Or Motor spirit, for any other purpose. Even a
farmer who might still have an old petrol driven
header will not be able to claim any exemption for
the petrol he uses in that machine.

We hear quite a lot about the boating
fraternity. Possibly, there are 100 000 outboard
motors in Western Australia.

The Han. D. J. Wordsworth: One hundred
thousand?

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: Yes, possibly,
because many boats have two outboard motors. I
have two on my boat. Many outboard motor boats
are not registered with the Harbour and Light
Department because they are under six
horsepower. All those people who use outboard
motors will make a contribution towards the
upkeep of roads, but they will receive no benefit.
They will still pay licence fees for their cars and
trailers, but they will make a contribution towards
road maintenance in purchasing petrol which they
will use offshore on the water.
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Probably the most disarming feature of this Bill
appears at page 11. Proposed new section
47N(2)(a) sets out that the fee payable for a
licence that will have effect for any period ending
on or before the 30th June, 1980, shall be $500
together with-

(a) an amount as prescribed for the
purposes of this paragraph in relation to
that period for every litre of motor spirit
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;..

The same wording relates to diesel fuel. I am not
happy with the proposed new section because we
do not know what the prescribed rate will be after
1980. It will not be referred back to Parliament.
Once it is prescribed nobody will be able to do
anything about it. A member of Parliament will
not be able to introduce a private member's Bill to
alter the rate.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You know better
than that; regulations have to be tabled and they
can be amended.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: *We know the
success rate, too.

The Hon. ft. THOMPSON: There will be no
hope of altering regulations. The Government will
say that they are a taxing measure, and that will
be it. Of course, this is a taxing measure.

The Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: Regulations are
capable of amendment; they are capable of
disallowance.

The Hon. ft. THOMPSON: Well, they should
be brought back to Parliament the same as
Budget items are brought to Parliament. I would
like the Minister to tell me of any other
legislation under which fees are
prescribed-which will net something like S16
million a year-which does not come before
Pa rlinamen t.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Yes, the fees
charged by the Fremantle Port Authority.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: The handling
fees?

The Hon. D. J1. Wordsworth: Well, the various
port authority charges.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: That is a different
category altogether.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: Can those charges
be disallowed?

The Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: Of course, any
regulation which is tabled can be disallowed.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: Of course, they
cannot.

The Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: Of course they
can; all you need is the numbers.

The Mon. R. THOMPSON: Once the money
has been collected how is it possible to give it
back to overseas shipping companies?

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: A former Labor
Premier (Mr J. T. Tonkin) tried to do that with a
stamp duty tax.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: I do not know
what the Minister is talking about.

The Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: I hope your
memory is not that bad.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Will the honourable
member direct his remarks to the Chair?

The Hon. ft. THOMPSON: I believe this is the
most objectionable provision in the Bill.
Parliament should be the master of its own
destiny. This amendment will affect every person
in Western Australia. Port authority charges.
even though they can be disallowed, do not affect
everybody in Western Australia.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: the Fremantle Port
Authority is a trading concern. it is in a different
category altogether.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You are changing
the subject. Mr Thompson asked what other
charges could be changed by regulation, and the
Minister replied with an example.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon. ft. THOMPSON: I agree with Mr

Claughton. This is a taxing measure.
After listening to Mr Gayfer, it would appear

that everybody will come out square, or pay just a
few dollars extra.

The Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I did not say that at
all.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: I did not say that
the honourable member said it; I said after
listening to him people would get the idea that
there would not be any steep increases, and that
they would be $8 or $12 only. Of course, what Mr
Gayfer said was confusing or else Mr Gayfer
himself was confused; one or the other.

The Hon. ft. F. Claughton: It is the poor
suburban car owner who is confused.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: Let us talk about

the suburban car owner. Probably 60 per cent of
the suburban car owners who will have to make
contributions to road maintenance costs would
never take their cars out of the metropolitan area.
I am guessing but I would say probably. 60 per
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cent would never venture outside the metropolitan
area.

I think I observe the principles of
statesmanship, and I agree that roads must be
built all over the State. However, I think the tax
is a bit heavy on the metropolitan car driver. As
has been said previously, it will hit the person who
uses the MTT buses. School bus operators will
have to increase their charges and the Education
Department will have-to pay them. In referring to
buses, I am picking out one small section.

It is an inflationary measure, and I hope in the
future we do not hear members of this Chamber,
and particularly the Premier, blaming the
unionists for the rate of inflation. Whenever the
Government is in trouble, its favourite tactic is to
blame the unions for this, that, and everything
else. We will be faced with an increase in water
charges in the near future, if we can place
credence on what is printed in the Press. Yet we
have the Government extorting another $4.5
million from car owners in Western Australia.

At least provision should be made for
exemption of the organisations and departments
which carry out a public service, such as the MTT
and other bus operators throughout the State.
They should be exempted because their role Is just
as important as that of stock transporters. Both
bus operators and stock transporters carry out the
same function-that is, carting bodies-and if it
is fair enough for stock transporters to be
exempted it is fair enough for bus operators and
the MTT to be exempted. Probably no thought
has been given to that.

When the original Road Maintenance
(Contribution) Bill came before us in 1965,
hardly anyone wrote to or got in touch with the
Labor Party. The people thought it would be fair
legislation. I was sitting next to the member who
handled the Bill for the Labor Party at that time,
and he said, "There doesn't seem to be a great
deal of opposition from the operators." He went
to no end of trouble to Find out whether they were
happy with the legislation and he could not get
any response. The major operators would not
confide in a Labor member. But three months
after the legislation became applicable and the
transport operators had to pay road maintenance
charges, we received something like 136 letters in
one week.

Therefore, no significance can be placed on the
apathy of users at the present time. I think a
great deal of apathy prevails among the average
motorcar owners in the metropolitan area.
Probably, under the Fraser and Court
Governments, they are used to paying 2c or 3c a

litre extra each week for petrol. They know they
are being ripped off by both Governments and
they have probably accepted it. But judgment day
will come and I think the Government will pay for
this legislation in the long run.

THE HON. D. W. COOLEY (North-East
Metropolitan) [10.15 p.m.): I must confess that
after listening to Mr Thompson and Government
members, and particularly Mr Gayfer and Mr
Tozer, I am a little confused about this issue. It is
no wonder the Minister and Government
members were confused. We have heard this
evening about the manner in which the so-called
committee presented its recommendations in the
party room. Mr Gayfer, as usual, gave a very
illuminating adress in respect of the whys and
wherefores, and told us how he participated in the
deliberations of the committee.

It seems to mte everybody will gain. Apparently
the farmer will gain by the legislation. Had there
not been something in it for the farmers we would
have heard a different story fromn Mr Gayfer
tonight. So, the farmers will cop something out of
it. According to Mr Gayfer the driver of a
Fairlane car will make a cop out of it. We have
heard from Mr Masters and Mr Withers that the
average car driver will not be badly off.

The Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Did I say anything
about the driver of a Fairlane?

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY; Yes, if I recall
correctly. Mr Tozer and Mr Withers said the
people in the north-west are particularly happy
about the Bill. Where will the money come from?
That is what I would like to know. The Minister
said in his second reading speech there will be an
excess of $4.5 million. Everybody is happy, nobody
will be affected by the legislation, yet the
Government will make a profit of $4.5 million
over and above the amount it is collecting at the
present time.

Some people have had the wool pulled over
their eyes. I feel very sorry (or the Minister, who
is a very honourable man in the Parlianment. He
had the wool pulled over this eyes and had to
suffer a lot of embarrassment because of the bad
information he received from the committee. I
feel a great deal of sympathy for him because he
Was badly embarrassed. It is no wonder we are all
confused about the legislation.

The Hon. 0. N. B. Oliver: Speak for yourself.
The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Mr Oliver would

not know. The wall of silence has descended again
on the other side of the House, as it did in relation
to the Essential Foodstuffs and Commodities Bill.
We have heard all these claims that nobody will
suffer from the levy, but I suggest we should be
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worried about it because somebody will surfer.
Greenmount will be janmmed up again because of
the ramifications of the Bill, and Government
members will be running in with amendments to
the respective Acts. It will not be very long before
the new licence fees about which Mr Gayfer
spoke-the 30 per cent and 15 per cent
increases-are introduced. Great Eastern
Highway will be jammed up with trucks when the
real impact or the legislation is felt.

I am rather pleased that MrT Tozer supported
the legislation, because he will come up for re-
election next year and I do not think he will be
very popular with the people in the north-west
who will have to suffer the consequences. If this
extra money is to be collected, somebody will have
to pay it. Where was the chief demonstrator at
last week's "Stop the Grayden takeover" when
the trucks were jamming up Great Eastern
Highway?

The Hon. G. E. Masters: Trying to get past
them.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: That is about all
he would be doing.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Urging them on.
The I-on. D. W. COOLEY: Had it been the

Transport Workers' Union jamming up the
highway, we would have heard wailing and
lamenting from Mr Masters.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: You certainly would.
The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: However,' Mr

Masters is not where the action is when these
things are going on. He is always hiding behind
some skirts-

The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon:- D. W. COOLEY: -like he hides

behind the skirt of the Leader of the House.
The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable

member must refrain from deviating from the
contents of this Bill and members must refrain
from these unruly interjcctions.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: It was the
jamming up of the highway on Greenmount hill
which caused the introduction of this Bill. The
Government caved in shamefully to these people,
because Mr Bjelke-Petersen took some steps to
relieve road maintenance tax.

We have said all along that we are not opposed
to the abolition of road maintenance tax, but we
are opposed to the sneaky manner in which it has
been handled. Just a little while ago Mr
Thompson outlined some of the weaknesses in the
Bill. We will charge people more now to skim
along in their craft on the river, and yet these

people do not do any damage to the roads. What
a ludicrous situation!

The Hon. G. E. Masters: What would you
suggest?

The Hon. D. K. Dans: A person who has a
diesel-powered boat will not pay.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Mr Leeson asked
what we would do about the people who buy
diesel fuel for boats at a garage. How can we
identify them?

This legislation should be adjourned until we
meet again in the next part of this session. As my
leader pointed out, the Government has used the
same tactic in regard to any controversial
measure. In another place this Bill was discussed
until 4.00 a.m. today and probably we will be here
until the early hours tomorrow. This tactic is used
so that the legislation can be pushed through
without the public knowing what is involved.
However, such a tactic will not work all the time;
the chickens will come home to roost. The
Government has made a mistake about this Bill,
and there will be repercussions. I hope that these
repercussions are to the detriment of the
Government as it should be censured for the
tactics used.

According to the Minister's second reading
speech, the real justification for the
implementation of road maintenance tax was
uniformity. The Minister said-

The Government was fully aware of the
defects of this taxing measure but so long as
it remained the standard legislative approach
throughout Australia the Government had
strong reasons for continuing road
maintenance tax in Western Australia.

I suggest that is fair enough, but why should we
be one out now? To my knowledge no other State
has introduced such legislation.

The Hon. T. Knight: Somebody has to set the
lead.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Do not tell me that
MrT Neville Wren, after hearing about our
legislation, will rush off to introduce something
similar. Do members think that the New South
Wales Government. with all the problems it has-

The Hon. G. E. Masters: Certainly it has
problems.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: -will want to rush
into something like this?

The Hon. I. 0. Pratt: What are all these
problems that Mr Wren has?
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The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: I would miss it if
"Little Sir Echo" could not be heard throughout
my speech.

The Hon. 1. 6. Pratt: I am only trying to find
out about Mr Wran's problems. You do not listen.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: I do listen, but I do
not hear what the honourable member says.

The Hon. 1. G. Pratt: I just want to find out
what problems Mr Wran is concerned about.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: After reading the
Dill I can see no reason that it should not be held
over until the second part of the session. Proposed
new section 47M would have the same effect then.
This would allow the Ministers for Transport in
each State to get together to discuss the
legislation. Mr Rushton could say, "We have a
good suggestion over here in Western Australia.
What about all the States adopting uniform
legislation? Perhaps we could all approach the
Federal Government and ask it to adopt
something similar'. At the present time not even
Government members know the full implications
of this Bill, and that was evidenced in the
speeches we have heard this evening.

The Government intends to rip $4.5 -million off
the people. Somebody must pay. If it is not to be
the Fairlane driver, the farmer, the pensioner, or
the vehicle owner in the north-west, who is to
pay?

The Hon. D. K. Dans: The woman always pays,
Mr Cooley.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY; It may prove that
the legislation is the best possible solution.
However, at the moment all we know is that there
is confusion. Certainly there was confusion in the
party room, and Government members had to
approach Mr McPharlin to obtain the real
information. The Government then adopted the
figures he gave.

The Hon. V. J. Ferry: What a comedian!
The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Government

members then come here and say that everything
is under control and that the Bill is to be passed
through this Chamber in one sitting. What is the
reason for the rush? It may be that, when
Parliament reassembles in August, we all agree
that it is a good proposition. The other State
Ministers for Transport may believe it is a good
idea, and certainly Government members seem to
be confident that similar legislation will be
adopted in the other States. The Federal
Government may then come to the party, with the
result that the charge levied against the people of
Western Australia may not be so high. Perhaps
the levy may then be only O.l1c per litre.

The Hon. Neil McNeill: Mr iohn Tonkin
already gave the answer to that in his Bill of
197'.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: We are now in,
1979, and with due respect to the honourable
member, we are trying to get rid of road
maintenance tax. However, we Want to replace it
with something that is acceptable to everyone. We
cannot agree to a proposal when there is so much
confusion about it.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: What snakes you
think there is confusion? We are only confused
when we listen to you.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Mr Touer and Mr
Gayfer indicated very clearly this evening that
there was confusion in the party room-confusion
all around. If we could consider this matter over a
few months rather than the next four or five
hours, perhaps the Government could come up
with something much better.

The Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Such as?
The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Something that

may be a little less costly to everyone.
The Hon. H. W. Gayfer- Such as?
The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Some measure that

would be less harsh on the public generally.
The Hon. H. W. Gayfer: You would prefer a

50 per cent increase on licence fees?
The lHon. D. W. COOLEY: That will be

coming, and then we may hear about it from the
National Country Party. Certainly in the near
future OPEC will put up the price of fuel, and
some way or other the Federal Government will
increase the excise. Already the oil companies
make millions of dollars profit at the expnse of
the consumer, and now we will have an additional
tax placed on fuel by the State Government. Of
course, this tax will not stop here. Further on in
the Bill there is provision to amend the rate of tax
from time to time. Make no mistake about it; the
tax will be increased. So, the already Suffering
motorist will be hit again. Over the last two or
three years the price of petrol in this State has
increased approximately 100 per cent, and yet the
motorist is to be hit again.

I know there must be some equity; but it is not
the motorists who are tearing up the roads. As the
RAC has pointed out, the heavy vehicles that are
coming into and moving around the State are
doing the principal damage to our roads.

The Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Do you oppose the
removal of road maintenance tax?

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: That tax is not
working well according to what has been said this
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evening, and according to information I have
received.

The Hon. N. E. Baxter: Tell us your plan.
The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Perhaps the

situation would be different if we had a chance to
consider the matter. However, we have had a
garbled report from the committee, we have the
Minister confused, and now we are confused; and
we are told the Bill must be passed this night.
Why should there not be a delay so that the
matter can be debated in a couple of months'
time? I hear no interjection or respo3nse to the
effect that that cannot be done. The licence fee Is
not required to be paid until June, 1980, and the
fee is based on sales effected between April, 1978,
and March, 1979. Therefore, why can we not
have an opportunity to consider the matter?

The Hon. V. i. Ferry: What about motor
vehicle licence fees?

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: If there were a
delay of a few months it would simply mean that
the proposed excess of $4.5 million would be
reduced slightly and the Government. might have
to have a small deficit in its Budget-which it
should have. It seems this Government thinks it is
a crime to have a deficit, yet its counterpart in
Canberra. brings down a Budget with a deficit in
excess of $3 000 million. I am asking members
tonight-and they can reply by way of
interjection or through the Minister-why we
have this indecent haste to pass these Bills.

The Hon. T. Knight: So we will have the money
to continue with our programme. You know that
is the reason.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: The Government
will not obtain the money until June, 1980. Can
members opposite advise me of any way in which
the proceeds of this levy can be obtained before
June, 1980?

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: If this Bill is not
passed the current tax will continue.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Are Government
members frightened of the truckies again? It
must be a weak Government if it capitulates to a
small band of truck drivers. Good Lord, the
Government knocks hell out of the unions when
they strike, but if there is any suggestion of truck
drivers blocking the highways it makes a special
arrangement with them and rushes a Bill through
this Chamber.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: They will block the
highways again shortly.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Yes, they will.
The Hon. G. E. Masters: You sound pleased

about that.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I think it is disgraceful.
The Hon. G. E. Masters: You have a smile on

your face.
The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: There may be .an

answer to this matter and if so, the Opposition
might support it. At present there is no road
maintenance tax throughout Australia, so we have
uniformity. I suggest we should retain uniformity
with future legislation.

The H-on. J. C. Tozer: There is no uniformity at
all.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Yes there is
because now there is no road maintenance tax;
but we will be the odd State out when we impose
this levy.

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: We did not have
uniformity before.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: No, but we should
have it. The Federal Government ought to play its
part. If members opposite were doing the right
thing by the people they represent they would be
pressing -the Federal Government to do something
about the matter so that the Lax would not be so
high. This Government has been let down badly
by its counterparts in the Eastern States. This was
said by Mr Gayfer and confirmed by Mr Tozer.

The Hon. Neil McNeill: I agree with you, too.
The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Members opposite

should be in Canberra trying to persuade the
Federal Government of the need to achieve
uniformity in this area.

The Hon. T. Knight: That would be militant
action.

The Hon. D. W. COOLEY: Is the member
frightened of militant action by his own people?

Many other aspects could be studied in respect
of this matter. Mr Leeson's point is quite valid
that a large number of the trucks which tear up
our roads come from the Eastern States, and they
can bring in sufficient fuel. to get them in and out
of Western Australia. They can buy fuel at the
border which, I think, is less than I1300 miles
from Perth; and they can return to the border
without buying more fuel but still damaging the
roads. Mr Tozer shakes his head, but that is a
positive fact.

The main thrust of my argument is that in view
of the conflusion that is obvious on the port of
many Government members, and in view of the
lack of information presented in this Chamber,
the measure should be deferred until the spring
session.

THE HON. N. E. BAXTER (Central) 110.36
p.m.): There is no doubt that Mr Cooley is really
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confused. The reason he is confused is that he has
not studied the Bill.

The H-on. D. K. Dans: You should try telling
that to the Farmers' Union.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Mr Cooley referred
to the Minister having the wool pulled over his
eyes. I am afraid the wool has grown over Mr
Cooley's eyes to the extent that he keeps running
into the fence. If he sat down and studied
proposed new sections 47M and 47N on pages 10
to 13 of the Bill he would see what is the situation
in regard to licences and the amounts to be paid
by licensees. I will not go into those matters
because unless he studies them for himself he will
only become more confused.

Members 6n the Government side are not
confused. They realise that there are and will be
anomalies in legislation of this nature. No
legislation is perfect when first presented to the
Parliament. Even measures that have been on the
Statute book for many, many years have been
found to be imperfect. If all the legislation which
passed through the Chambers of this Parliament
were perfect, we would not need to be here.
Therefore, it is silly to intimate that we must have
perfection in legislation.

The Hon. D. W. Cooley: Tell me the reason the
Bill must be passed tonight.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: It must be passed
because road maintenance tax has been
abandoned in the other States of Australia. The
States have accepted in principle that road
maintenance tax should be phased out. The
Parliament will not assemble again until the end
of July or the b eginning of August. What will
happen in the meantime? Should we let the
measure lie and then start again from the
beginning in August?

Naturally, in matters of this nature
Governments prefer to have the legislation on the
Stature book as quickly as possible, particularly in
a pre-election year. Were Mr Cooley and Mr
Dans in government, they know darn well that if
legislation of this nature were proposed they
would want to get it through the Parliament in
the early part of a pre-election year.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Because it is unpopular.
The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: The Government is

within its rights in doing this. I believe it is acting
judiciously.

I listened closely to what Mr Tom McNeil had
to say. There is no doubt that he was briefed by
his cronies in another place, and he was not
briefed very accurately.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Is that the only
place in which he has any cronies?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Where else could he
get any? His reference to the Government losing
an amount of $15 million and gaining an amount
of $20 million was quite misleading;, and it was
presented to mislead the public and because he
thought he might get some kudos from the Press.

The situation boils down to this: The
Government will forfeit some $6.3 million in road
maintenance tax. It will receive somewhere
between $ 10.5 million and $11 million from the
proposed fuel tax. That places the whole matter in
a light different from that conveyed by Mr
McNeil.

The Hon. Tom McNeil: What are the figures,
then?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: The member said
there is some concern in the country. It is rather
strange that we have not heard any great outcry
from country people in respect of this legislation.
I believe country people are quite satisfied with
the Government's proposal to phase out road
maintenance tax and replace it with a fuel levy.

It is rather strange members have made such
a song and dance about the proposed increase of
0.9c a litre on petrol and 3c: a litre on distillate. In
the last six or eight months, the public has faced
two major increases in the price of fuel, the first
occurring when the Commonwealth
Government-with overseas influence--decided
to increase the price of Australian crude oil, and
the second which was the result of an increase in
excise duty. From memory the price increased by
over 3c per litre in each instance. Was there a
great outcry from the public on those occasions?
Of course there was not.

It has been forecast that petrol could be 35c a
litre in the not-too-distant future. I do not put this
forward as an excuse for increasing the price of
fuel irresponsibly. However, this fuel levy is to be
introduced for the express purpose of restoring
equity to a situation which has become untenable
under the operation of road maintenance tax.

Mr Tom McNeil made great play of the figures
he had in his possession. He and his cronies are
quite aware it is very difficult to obtain precise
statistics relating to the amount of distillate and
petroleum used in Western Australia; many
factors are involved, as Mr Gayfer went to a great
deal of trouble to explain.

Mr Tom McNeil also claimed members on this
side were upset that Mr McPharlin gained some
kudos by reporting a miscalculation to the Press. I
can assure the honourable member that neither I
nor my colleagues in the National Country Party
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were the least bit upset. It did not matter two
hoots to us.

The Hon. Tom McNeil: You were green with
envy because he beat you to the punch.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I have been in this
Parliament for too long to turn green with envy
over anything any member may do. Mr President.
I have a tanned complexion; do I look as though I
have turned green over the last week or so? It is
nonsense to suggest I am envious of Mr
McPharlim.

Mr Tom McNeil also said the member for Mt.
Marshall was not advised of what had transpired
in the committee meetings. God almighty, we
know Mr McNeil is a new boy in this Chamber
but surely he is not so naive as to expect
somebody from the Government parties to run to
Mr McPharlin and tell him what transpired at a
private meeting!

The Hon. Torn McNeil: That is what you were
going crook about.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I am not going
crook.

The Hon. Tomn McNeil: You have made great
mileage out of the fact that Mr McPharlin asked
the question.

The I-on. N. E. BAXTER: The honourable
member's party is trying to make mileage.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: They arc not a
party. they are four individual members.

The I-on. Tom McNeil: We would not ask you
to join.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members know it is
out of order to interject; it is absolutely out of
order to interject on the interjectors. I suggest the
honourable member continue with his speech.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: It is ludicrous to
suggest any member of the Government parties
should run to the member for Mt. Marshall and
tell him what happened during committee
meetings.

The Hon. R. Thompson: You are only sour
because he made you look like a mob of idiots.

The Hon. Tom McNeil: Mr Gayfer said that
Mr McPharlin grabbed the headlines.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Is anyone going to
worry about that? It is just too silly for words.

The Hon. Tom McNeil: He showed up the
brains of the Liberal and National Country
Parties because they did not come up with the
answer.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Members of the
Opposition, and the Hon. Tom McNeil have
claimed the shire councils wilt be disadvantaged

by this levy. However, the shire councils will be
able to obtain exemption certificates for their
road maintenance machines, The only area in
which they may be disadvantaged is in the
operation of their petrol-driven trucks and
utilities. However they will receive a 20 per cent
across-the-board licence reduction, the same as
everybody else.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: You are not going to tell
us they are going to save money, are you? You
must have a Government full of pickpockets to be
able to raise an additional $3.5 million.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Local governing
bodies will not be disadvantaged to a great
degree. This Government will keep a close watch
an the situation and if it appears local government
is suffering a real disadvantage, the levy will be
adjusted, or some arrangement will be entered
into to assist it. Parliament will resume only a
short while after the levy commences operation
and we will be able to watch the situation to see
whether local government is affected to any great
degree.

The Hon. R. Thompson: Do all local authorities
receive contributions from road maintenance tax?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Indirectly, yes; they
receive funds from the Main Roads Department
trust fund.

The I-on. R. Thompson: They will be
disadvantaged.

The INon. T. Knight: They will not be
disadvantaged at all. It will be better than having
no income.

The Hon. N.' E. BAXTER: Mr Leeson
expressed concern about the position of boat
owners. I believe this section of the community
will be treated the same as other non-road users
in that they will be able to obtain a customs
exemption certificate for the purchase of their
fuel.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Boat owners will not
have exemption.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: The Government
will be making arrangements to enable the
wholesalers to provide exemption of the levy for
nion-road users or distillate.

The Hon. R. T. Leeson: I do not think that is
true.

The Hon. R. Thompson: It is completely false.
The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: If members

opposite believe it is false, let them stand and say
SO.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Are you trying to tell me
a person who owns a diesel-powered pleasure
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launch will be able to obtain a customs exemption
certificate?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Yes: he will be
entitled to an exemption certificate as a non-road
user.

Mr Thompson raised the issue of fishermen.
They will be granted a 20 per cent reduction in
vehicle licence fees, the same as everybody else.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I have asked

members to refrain from carrying on a cross-fire
of interjections. It has reached the stage now
where the Hansard reporter is having extreme
difficulty in taking down the member's speech.

The IHon. R. Thompson: The member should be
responsible in his remarks.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask members to
cease interjecting, and I ask the honourable
member on his feet to speak up as he continues
his speech.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Mr President, I am
doing the best I can under Very adverse
circumstances.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: If you stick to the script
you will get by.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Mr Dants has a very
loud voice and it is hard to be heard over the top
of him.

Mr Thompson also referred to lawn-mowing
contractors. What has been the position of lawn-
mowing contractors over the last eight months?
Have they had any concession on the 7c rise that
has occurred in the last six to eight months? They
have made no representations to anybody about it,
or done anything about it. However, they, have
passed their costs on. Like other people who will
be disadvantaged by this measure, they can pass
on their costs to the clients.

Opposition members interjected.
The I-on. R. Thompson: Can't you read the

Bill? It says, "road operated vehicles". Don't you
know what is in the Bill?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I did not say
anything at all about that.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member may proceed.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I was not referring
to road-operated vehicles. I wyas talking about the
price of fuel, and the fact that the lawn-mowing
contractors, if they so desire, can pass on the
additional costs to their clients. There is no price-
fixing machinery, to my knowledge, in this State
or in the Commonwealth which ensures that a
lawn-mowing contractor keeps his price at a set

figure. He sets his own price. I have employed
lawn-mowing contractors, and their prices vary.
They charge a pretty fair price, and they earn a
pretty good living. There is no way that they
would not pass their costs on to their clients. They
will have to meet the additional costs incurred by
the small rise in the price of petrol through this
legislation.

School buses were referred to. If they are diesel
buses, they will receive the 50 per cent plus the 20
per cent concession, and they will pick up quite a
bit of the extra they have to pay for the fuel.

As Mr Gayfer explained, some of the figures
for trucks go right across the board. The impost
on the licence allowance does not have a great
deal of effect.

1 could go on and pick out a lot of anomalies. I
could pinprick about them. However, let us get the
legislation *onto the Statute book. If any problems
do arise, the Act can be amended. In the
meantinie,-no great harm will be done to anybody.

THE HON. R. F. CLAUGHTON (North
Metropolitan) [10.53 p.m.]: I can only say that
the last speaker has really confused whatever
confusion existed before. I understood the
proposal we were dealing with as the removal of
the road maintenance tax and the imposition of a
petroll tax to replace it.

We have heard the remarks of Mr Gayt'er and
others. We. have read the debates of 1971 and
1973 when the Tonkin Government endeavoured
to repeal the road maintenance tax and bring in a
replacement for it. From those, we realise that
without question the road maintenance tax was
held to be proper because it hit at the main users
of the roads-the heavy vehicles which caused the
most damage to the roads. However, we have
heard Mr Baxter saying that the poor, urban
lawn-mower operator should not have anything to
complain about because this will mean only a
small extra charge on him, and he will be able to
pass it on to his customers. I do not think the
lawn-mower operators would be pleased to hear
those remarks by Mr Baxter, because rightly they
could say, "What have our operations to do with
the subject matter of this Bill?" There is nothing
in the operation of the cutting of lawns that
benefits from the imposition of this tax.

That is one of the areas of confusion. The
question of exemption is another.

The Government has done nothing at all to give
any indication in the debate so far, in this
Chamber and in the Legislative Assembly, of its
intention to cater for the new procedures to be set
up after the Bill has been proclaimed. All of the
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matters referred to by the previous speakers are
perfectly valid.

It is nonsense to suggest that every diesel-
powered boat owner has access to a pump on a
jetty, because they put their boats in the water
along the length of the Western Australian coast.
Of course, the users of petrol motors are entitled
to no concessions at all.

In its public statements, the Government has
indicated a group of people who would receive
exemption. In the process of this debate it has
become quite clear that all the owners of petrol-
powered boats will receive no exemptions at all.
They will be caught by the new legislation.

The Opposition has asked that the progress of
this Bill be delayed. We say that the rush we are
being subjected to is not necessary. For my part, I
have had little opportunity to study the details of
the Bill. F have had little opportunity to gain
access to the factual information that might have
helped me to make more sense of the proposals
before us.

In 1971 and 1973 the Tonkin Government
adopted a different procedure. The Bill was
available for study for a considerable time. There
was no urgent necessity as is being expressed by
the Court Government which is trying to rush and
pressure members of Parliament. Ample time was
made available for debate on those measures.
That procedure could be followed with this Bill.

To indicate its good faith in that request, the
Opposition has indicated it is prepared to return
to the Parliament at any stage after the
adjournment of the present part of the session. It
would return so that this legislation could be dealt
with. That would be a more reasonable process
for the Government to adopt than the long sittings
and very limited time for examination in this case.
Certainly the same applies to those people outside
the Parliameiit who are interested in the
legislation. They have very little appreciation of
the processes of Parliament itself.

For a long time, the Labor Party has had the
policy of abolishing the road maintenance tax. It
made two attempts to do so when it was in
Government. Mr Gayfer has indicated that a
committee of his party was convinced of the need
to abolish the tax in 1969. Mr Tozer's party has
restudied that position in 1979 and decided that
the reasons for removal of the tax discovered
earlier still apply.

In 1973 the Hon. J. Dolan presented an even
better expression of the problems involved in
relation to the road maintenance tax. I shall read
part of the Hon. J. Dolan's speech which is to be

round on page 2192 or Hansard, Volume 2 of
197 3. M r Dolan had the fol lowi ng to say-,

'"that it falls heavily on those situated in
isolated areas remote from railways;

that most sections of the farming
community, including the Farmers' Union,
are strongly opposed to the tax;

that the collection of the tax poses many
administrative problems for the transport
commission;

that the truck owner drivers are involved in
much book work in complying with the
requirements of the legislation;

that much unfavourable publicity has
arisen because of the many prosecutions
imposed; and

that other States in Australia with similar
legislation have also found this to be an
unpopular taxing method.

I only regret that the Opposition at thst time in
this Chamber did not accept those arguments of
which they were all. fully aware. The taxing
proposals put forward by the Tonkin Government
were confined more to the people who were
causing the damage to the roads than are the
present proposals which cover the whole spectrum
of the population. The Tonkin Government's
legislation would have been a fairer tax when
considering the philosophy behind the imposition
of the tax in the f irst place.

All road users regardless of the size of their
vehicles and the damage they cause already
contribute through petrol charges and licence
fees. What we are doing with this proposal is
raising a tax in respect of the problems caused by
heavy vehicles. It is unjust that the charge should
be spread across such a wide proportion of the
community and include such people as lawn-
mowing contractors and boat owners, neither of
whom by any stretch of the imagination could be
seen as having a responsibility to pay for road
maintenance in the way in which these funds are
proposed to be used.

I agree there is a need for more funds for
roadworks. I have made that comment in respect
of my own electorate and lack of extensions to the
Mitchell Freeway. It is very important that the
freeway be extended at the earliest possible time.
One of the marked failures of this Government is
its inability to make an impression on the
Australian Government when putting a case for
the special needs of Western Australia. This
shows up in the matter of roads as well as in other
areas which I shall not bring up in this debate.
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I appreciate the problem; my party and I would
fully support the abolition of the road
maintenance tax. We would like wholeheartedly
to be behind the Government's proposals, but we
feel we have not been given the opportunity to
study properly the alternatives, and this applies
also to the road users. We would have preferred
the Government to allow some delay to enable a
proper study to be done.

In this evening's paper there is a report on the
City of Stirling, which covers a major portion of
my electorate. The article states-

Stirling City Council is to protest to the
Government over the new policy.

The council is concerned about the extra costs it
will have to bear.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Is that why it is
going to protest?

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: It is a large
shire.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: It benefits from
the funds from the main roads account.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: Of course, it
does; that is beyond question. The Minister makes
the most inane interjections.

The Hon D. J. Wordsworth: I wonder why it
complains?

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: I do not know
whether the Minister is aware of it, but so far as
the extra costs are concerned the shire will have
to raise them from the ratepayers. As far as it has
been able to, the shire has been keeping its costs
down, It has a very great demand on its resources
as do most other local authorities, but this
authority in particular does have a very great
demand made on it.

The City of Stirling would have to find the
extra costs for fuel arising from the passage of
this Bill and, because it has its budget coming up
shortly, it already has had to eliminate a large
number of projects its ratepayers would have
liked to be carried out. It would need extra funds,
but it will have to find them by increasing charges
to its ratepayers.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: You have named
the one shire that seems to have trouble in
carrying out its roadworks and spending the
money allocated to it.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: I am pleased
to have this sort of information from the Minister.
This authority has been involved in extra road
construction because the Mitchell Freeway has
not been extended. Had it been, the City of
Stirling would not have found it necessary to
carry out this extra road construction. It has had

to upgrade its roads to take the increased traffic
until such time as the freeway is extended. I do
not wish to go too deeply into that subject at this
time. It has a problem in spending its funds. I
could mention one area in which it cannot spend
its funds, because it cannot get a decision from
the Minister concerned. I have been asking
questions about this matter and perhaps the
Minister for Lands really should not pursue this
matter too far, because he might find he would
turn up more than he would want to turn up.

What I and other Opposition members have
been saying is that we would like time, even if it is
only a fortnight, to further consider ilhe Bill and
whatever different proposals we can find. We
have said that it may well be that this Bill will
turn out to be the best proposal, but we do not
know that at this stage; that is why we find it
difficult to support the Bill.

I would like an answer wheg the Minister
replies to some of the matters raised by myself
and dther Opposition members. We will have only
that amount of time between his reply and the
Committee stage to give consideration to his
answers and, of course, that is a very limited
period. If the Minister waits until the Committee
stage'to reply to various points raised it will be
even more difficult for us to deal constructively
with this legislation.

THE HON. D. J. WORDSWORTH
(South-Minister for Lands) [11.09 p.m.]: I think
today ought to be a red letter day, because
practically every member has indicated how
happy he is to see the end of the road
maintenance charges. It is a pity the galleries are
not full. As always seems to happen on such
occasions they are empty.

The situation in this case has been slightly
different in that there has been obvious
participation by so many people in the
preparation of this alternative tax. We have had a
great deal of support from back-bench members
in the speeches they have made and the ready
manner in which they have attempted to answer
the questions posed by members opposite. I thank
back-bench members of the Government for that.
I shall endeavour to be brier, but J will try to
cover the main points raised by the Opposition.

One of the first matters which comes to mind is
the fact that the Opposition feels also it would
like to get rid of road maintenance tax.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: We have made the
move twice.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH:
Regrettably, however, members opposite do not
seem to have an alternative to put in the place of
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road maintenance tax other than perhaps what
might have been presented by the Tonkin
Government some considerable time ago. Of
course, that alternative involved increasing licence
fees on commercial vehicles-the heavier
vehicles-rather than increasing licence fees for
motorcars. One might be excused for wishing to
have another type of tax in this day and age,
because a completely different situation exists.
The whole world is suffering an energy crisis and
a great emphasis is placed on reducing the
consumption of petroleum products. Indeed, that
is exactly what this legislation endeavours to do
and I believe it does it very successfully.

Increasing licence fees will not encourage
conservation of petrol. In fact, when licence fees
are increased most people tend to use their cars as
much as they can in order that they get their
money's worth. I believe this Bill is a sensible
approach in a country which is short of energy
and has a very definite energy policy. I believe the
measures contained in the Bill will encourage the
motorist where possible to leave his car at home
and he will realise that if he keeps down his
mileage he can save money on today's registration
fees.

It has been pointed out that, had this measure
not been introduced, licence fees would have
increased and the motorist would have been faced
with increased costs in that regard.

The criticism has been made that all States
have not moved together; but I do not believe that
is a valid criticism. One State has to move first
and I believe the Government should be
complimented on the fact that it was able to find
an alternative. I might add that we have been
looking for alternatives for a considerable time,
not only at State Government level, but also
through ATAC conferences which are attended
by Federal and State Ministers for Transport.

Indeed, when I was Minister for Transport
some time ago we asked our officers to prepare an
alternative means of obtaining revenue which
could replace road maintenance tax. The Hon.
John Tozer has drawn attention to that. In fact
we did arrive at an alternative which regrettably
the Minister for Transport in the Commonwealth
sphere would not allow us to discuss, with the
result that the State Ministers walked out of the
ATAC conference at Darwin and reported to the
Prime Minister that they felt the whole subject of
road maintenance tax and its alternatives should
be dealt with on a Premier-to- Prime Minister
level. The Ministers felt a tax on fuel was the
obvious solution and they believed it should have
Commonwealth backing.

Members opposite have asked why we are
taking this action. They ask why New South
Wales was not doing something about the matter.
I have wondered this myself, particularly in view
of the tact that the transport deficit in New South
Wales will be approximately $5 million this year;
that is the deficit of one department in one State.
This is at a time when we are looking at the
overall Australian situation and a Budget deficit
of $2 million.

We have taken this action because the
Government of this State is willing to face the
problems of the day and introduce legislation so
that we do not find ourselves in the ridiculous
position in which the Labor Government in New
South Wales has found itself.

We have endeavoured to co-operate with
Federal and State Governments in Australia. We
were the first State to introduce legislation
covering straw companies. As I have mentioned,
we wanted ATAC to handle the matter, but
regrettably that has not occurred and it is most
unfortunate that the Federal Minister for
Transport who refused to discuss this matter at
the conference also pulled out the rug from
underneath road maintenance tax. For those
reasons, this State had to agree quickly to repeal
road maintenance tax on the 30th June. Had that
not occurred, we may have had more time in
which to arrive at an alternative. Nevertheless, we
have had a number of weeks in which to work.

The Hon. Mick Gayfer and the Hon, John
Tozer have explained in detail the workings of the
committee that was involved in this matter. Mr
McKenzie referred to the work carried out by the
SWATS committee. It is evident that the
department had been looking at alternatives for a
considerable time. The SWATS report
highlighted the fact that there should be a'higber
tax on diesel than on petrol. This is one of the
interesting matters which has arisen, because
when members examine the Federal tax they will
find that it is levied equally on diesel and petrol
and no extra charge is made for the damage
caused to the roads by heavy diesel-driven trucks.

I do not believe I need to point out that the
Federal Government is collecting 200 times as
much as we collect from road maintenance tax.
Mr McKenzie seemed to be of the opinion also
that the Federal Government raised all the money
before the States introduced road maintenance
tax. Of course, this is not so. The States have
always charged a licence fee for the use of the
roads and that money has gone into road funds.
Therefore, the money spent by this State on roads
over a great number of years has been made up of
both State and Commonwealth contributions. The
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State contribution has not come only from road
maintenance tax which in fact has been a fairly
minor part of the whole contribution.

Mr McKenzie asked also why the extra $4.5
million being raised by this tax represented only
7 h per cent. Of course, it is 7 per cent of the
total funds raised by the State. The Leader of the
Opposition in another place referred to a 70 per
cent increase in taxes. Of course, that is not
correct. It is not hard to realise that the $4.5
million, which is the extra amount being raised by
this substitution-

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: The figure of $10.8
million is a 70 per cent increase on $6.3 million.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The $4.5
million is 71/ per cent of this State's total
contribution to the road programme.

The Hon. D. W. Cockey interjected.
The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: But we are

referring to the whole of the money the State
raises and it is 7 / per cent and does not equate
with the increases in inflation since the last
increase was imposed.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: That refers to the
$4.5 million.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: That is
quite correct. It is $4.5 million compared with $60
million which is our total State contribution. As
has been pointed out, because of the increased
inflation since the last rise in the licence fees,
regrettably we are slipping even though we are
raising only that amount.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: Your Government
has a shocking record on inflation.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: As was
pointed out, the National Party has endeavoured
to take credit for the amendments made in
another place, but that is utterly ridiculous. The
situation has been amply explained by various
members and is highlighted by the involvement of
back-bench members in this alternative tax. Mr
Gayfer told that story admirably. Although Mr
McPharlin was able to quote the figures to the
Press, the committee was already working on the
apparent differences.

The Hon. D. W. Cooley: I think he was the real
hero.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: It is history
now how those incorrect figures were arrived at
and I think most people realise that the State
Government asked the Australian Bureau of
Statistics for the amount of fuels sold in this
State. The Government was given a figure
relating to the quantity on which excise was paid
to the Bureau of Customs in this State. The

bureau overlooked the fact that some of the
wholesalers pay their excise to Canberra and, of
course, that had not been included in the original
quotation.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: You did not ask the
right questions, obviously.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Fortunately
the error was soon discovered by our own
committee which had been working out various
ratios of taxes and licence fees. Since then the
figures have been double-checked, not only with
the Bureau of Statistics which realised that it
should have added the two figures together, but
also with the Bureau of Customs and the fuel
companies. Without doubt it is an exact figure
now.

I do not have to point out that the substitute
tax is a fee based on the fuel consumed and is in
no way a tax on the fuel itself.

As most members will be aware from speeches
that have been made, the Federal Government
allows certain users of fuel to be exempt from
excise and they include farmers and gthers. The
fee which is being placed upon wholesalers will be
based on the same figures, and therefore those
who do not have to pay excise will not have to pay
any added amount which may be put on petrol as
a result of this legislation.

I am fairly sure other States will follow suit on
this legislation. The problems that have been
mentioned in regard to vehicles which come
across from South Australia with full tanks will
be overcome when that State and the Northern
Territory also introduce some alternative to road
maintenance tax. I believe their substitute will be
similar to our own.

We have been endeavouring to persuade the
Federal Government to accept the full
responsibility of an alternative tax for road
maintenance tax, and while this has been
unsuccessful, I understand that we have had an
assurance from the Prime Minister that, should it
be necessary for the legislation to be backed up on
a Federal level, it will be. Perhaps this is the Sort
of assurance which makes it much easier to adopt
this form of collection which is very similar to the
tobacco legislation. That legislation has been
successful and has not been subject to appeal.

Repeatedly the question of the added costs to
local government has been raised. I remind
members that local government already has an
agreement with the Federal Government in
regard to excise so that that duty does not have to
be paid on fuel consumed in the course of road
construction, but only on the fuel that local
government uses for its normal vehicles. So, in the
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same way, most of the local government work will
be exempt from this tax and I think this perhaps
answers part of the question asked by the Hon.
Ron Thompson which was whether local
government will be disadvantaged.

Certainly local government would be
disadvantaged far more if the legislation were not
passed, because we would be down by so much in
relation to the money received for roadworks.

The B-on. R. F. Claughton: You said you would
raise another $7.8 million.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I said that ,if we did not pass this legislation, of course we
would not have the same funds available if we
only repealed the road maintenance tax.

The Hon. R, F. Claughton: I think the Minister
is confused.

The Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH:
Undoubtedly the shires would be greatly
inconvenienced if the legislation were not passed.
They could in future have higher costs, but
certainly nothing in the order of the 4c per litre
which has been mentioned. Obviously they will
have to pay extra for the fuel they use in the
administration of their shires; that is, the cars and
other vehicles they have.

The I-on. R. F. Claughton: They also have
garbage trucks, and so on.

The Hon. R. Thompson: So your straight
answer is that they will not be disadvantaged by
the passage of this legislation?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I did niot
say that. I said they would be far -more
disadvantaged if we did not pass the legislation;
and I have said they will have added costs
through the tax applicable iii regard to the
administration of their shires:- I have answered the
question in a straightforward manner.

The Hon. R. Thompson: Will you answer this
question? Will they get the same amount of
money from the legislation as they do in their
contributions from the road maintenance tax?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: As the
honourable member knows, there is a schedule in
the back of the Main Roads Act and it has been
indicated that all the runds raised under the
legislation before us will go straight into the main
roads fund. A schedule at the back of the Main'
Roads Act sets out the way in which the money IS
to be allocated to the shires, and those provisions
will remain.

The Hon. D. K. Dana: Local authorities will
incur added costs over their whole operations.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Not over
their whole operations at all.

The Hon. 0. K Dans: They will,
The Hon. 0. J. WORDSWORTH: No, they

will not. I tried to point out that in their road-
making and roadworks they will not incur added
costs.-

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Let us discount those.
Every delivery made to a council will carry an
extra burden.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The
Minister has indicated that if anomalies arise and
it is demonstrated that the shires are greatly
inconvenienced-but I am sure they will not
be-he has the ability to adjust the grants which
are made to the Shires, under the act.

The Hon. R. Thompson: Mr Tozer said some
people would be advantaged.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I hope the
honourable member is convinced. Mr Leeson
raised a few red herrings about fishermen!

The Hon. R. T. Leeson: Can you explain that?
The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I think it is

well understood, except perhaps by someone who
lives so far from the sea. I have been told by a
boat owner who sits behind me-and I think he is
in a position to know because he is one of the
"Rotto" crowd who travels backwards and
forwards-that usually diesel engines are installed
in boats which stay in the water.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: That used to be the case,
but it is not now.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: One does
not see diesel outboard motors.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: But you see diesel
inboard-outboard motors.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: That is
getting into a bigger type of motor:" I have been
assured by my colleague that such boat owners
already have an exemption certificate. That being
so then, of -course, like the other people who are
already exempted by the Federal Government,
they will not be subject to this tax. This will be a
fee on wholesalers. So, the owner of a larger type
boat will in most cases not be in a position where
he has to pay any tax.

The Hon. R. Thompson: Is the Minister telling
me that licensed fishermen receive exemptions for
diesel powered boats?

The Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH: Licensed
fishermen are covered by the definitions which
appear at page 5 of the Bill, where it is stated-

"wholesaling petroleum products"
means-
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(a) selling motor spirit where that
motor spirit has not previously been
sold in the State; or

(b) selling diesel fuel for use only in
propelling diesel engined road
vehicles where that diesel fuel has
not previously been sold..

In other words, the emphasis is put on the diesel
engined road vehicles.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: But you are not
answering the question with regard to relief from
excise for licensed fishermen.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The
definition refers to wholesaling diesel fuel for use
only in diesel engined road vehicles.

The Hon. R. Thompson: Okay. Tell us how the
licensed fishermen will get an exemption.
' The Hon. D. i. WORDSWORTH: Because the

tax will be on the wholesaler. I do not know
whether the fishermen referred to by Mr
Thompson are subject to other taxes. I am
surprised to hear that ishermen pay a tax when
Mr Masters tells me he does not pay it.

The Hon. R. Thompson: But he is a primary
producer!

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I think these
questions should be asked in Committee.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I am inclined to
agree.

The Hon. 0. J. WORDSWORTH: Thank you,
Mr President. However, Mr Ron Thompson did
ask me to try to solve some of his problems before
the Committee stage.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: He is also mixing
retailers with wholesalers.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Mr Tom
McNeil flew a flag for his leader, but I believe as
a result of the debate which has taken place that
certainly has been shot down, or is at half mast. I
think he, too, failed to appreciate the manner in
which the shires already are excluded from tax on
roadworks.

The Hon. R. Thompson: Can the Minister tell
me under what clause of the Bill exemptions will
be available?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I havealready pointed out that the provision is in the
definitions.

The Hon. R. Thompson: To whom will people
apply for the exemption?

The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: They will not

have to apply.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I do not
recall any other specific matters which were
raised, and which I have not been able to cover. I
feel that most matters will be raised further
during Committee.

I do not have to remind members that road
maintenance tax has been a thorn in the side of
country people for a long while. Tonight we heard
excellent speeches from Mr Gayfer and Mr
Tozer, who represent different groups of people
and different areas. I need not add to their
remarks, and I cannot add to the enthusiasm with
which they spoke.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: In view of the jumping
up and down by the Farmers's Union. they have
shown they are out of touch with the rank and
file.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: That might
be the opinion of the Leader of the Opposition.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Well, the Minister has
received letters from the Farmersr Union.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: That is
right, and it is amazing how this legislation covers
so many of the points raised by the Farmers'
Union. This is a just and equitable charge on all.
Like the road maintenance charge, it is not a tax.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: A rose by any other
name!.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: This
legislation was arrived at as a result of' a lot of
work, and credit must go to the back-benchers, to
the Minister for Transport, and to those who were
able to incorporate their ideas into the legislation,
I feel we can do nothing other than support the
Bill.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (the Hon. V. J.

Ferry) in the Chair; the Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
(Minister for Lands) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title-
The Hon. D. K. DANS: I will avail myself of

the opportunity to speak to the short title in order
to make a short statement with regard to out
attitude. As I have said previously, we do not
intend to move any amendments to the Bill
because we realise that would be futile. More
importantly, that would be against the principles
enunciated by my party.

Whatever the Minister calls this Bill, it is a
taxing measure; it will be the means of collecting
money from the public. It has never been our
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policy that we should defeat money Bills or taxing
Bills in this House, and we stand by that!
However, it is possible we will vote against some
clauses.

I have been amazed at the emphasis placed on
the theory that no-one will be any worse ore.

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: That is not true.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: After listening to Mr

Gayfer. I consider that point has been
emphasised, and I cannot understand where the
revenue will be raised. It seems to me people will
be considerably worse off, and in a few months'
time, rather than lauding the back-bench
committee, those who are bestowing the accolades
will be ducking for cover and letting the
committee take the flak.

In respect of local government, the emphasis
has been placed on plant and everything else, but
local government will be subject to all the other
increases in the community; and what the
Government cannot get into its head is that this is
4c a gallon in addition to recent increases in the
price or petroleum products and others which are
yet to come. They were mentioned by Mr Baxter,
who tended to pass them off in a cavalier fashion.
At some stage it may be argued in this
Committee that we are not responsible for that.

I have been reading in tomorrow's paper, which
has just been delivered, that the biggest factor in
inflation today is the cost of energy. The
Government might reflect on that.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Surely you knew
that before you read it in tomorrow's paper.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Of course I did. I am
just reiterating it.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Don't you think
the Government knows it, too?

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Yes, but the
Government did not give the Parliament the
opportunity to consider the Bill earlier. Had we
been given more time, perhaps we would have had
a unanimous decision on the Bill. It is strange to
me, and it must seem strange to the public at
large, that other States have not brought in
similar legislation: Parliament is to go into recess
this week and will not resume until August. With
this problem confronting the people, surely it
would have been better to have a full examination
of the Bill and recall Parliament to deal with it.

I think the Committee will be aware of our
stand in this matter.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 to 9 put and passed.
Clause 10: Section 2t amended-

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: I could ask my
question on any clause. Where in the Bill is
provision made for exemptions? I asked the
question earlier but it has not been answered. The
legislation contains no provision for exemption. It
is of no use the Minister standing up and saying.
"it can be done here or there." It is not spelt out
anywhere how exemptions will be provided. Will
it be done by regulation? To whom will people
apply for exemption? And will the retailer of
diesel fuel be advised about it?

The Hon. G, C. MacKinnon: Where does the
retailer come into it?

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: A person has to
buy diesel fuel from somewhere.

The Hon, G. C. MacKinnon: It is not on the
retailers. Read the Bill.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON; Where will the
exemption come from? People cannot buy diesel
fuel from the fuel company. Does the Leader of
the House mean that if a person uses Ampol he
must get his fuel from Ampol?

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: It is a wholesale
levy.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: Of course, but the
person must have an exemption from the
wholesale levy. There is no provision in the Bill
for this exemption.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Sit down quietly
and read it.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: Had the Leader of
The House been handling the Bill we might have
been given a sensible answer. We can never get
answers from the Minister who is handling this
Bill.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: As has been
pointed out so often, this is a charge on those who
wholesale fuel. It is a fee of $50O plus a levy
according to the quantity which is sold wholesale.
The definitions state who those wholesalers will
be. Clause I I contains a definition of what
".wholesaling petroleum products" means.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER; Mr Thompson
should have risen on clause 11 which contains a
definition of "wholesaling petroleum products".
In paragraph (b) of that definition he will see how
the allowance is made. The charge is levied on
"'selling diesel fuel for use only in propelling diesel
engined road vehicles".

People buy diesel fuel from drum depots, and
those who have an exemption certificate from the
Bureau of Customs give the depot the number of
the certificate, which is marked on the advice note
that goes to the wholesaler, who will not pay
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customs duty and will not be charged the fuel tax
of 3c a litre.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: It is all very well
for someone who does not know what he is talking
about to make stupid remarks like that. The
owners of diesel engined boats do not buy fuel
from drum depots. Most of them buy it from the
Fremantle Fishermen's Co-operative. Fishing
companies have bowsers on jetties, and there are
bowsers at marinas and so on. What Mr Baxter
has said is rubbish.

The Hon. N.' E. Baxter: They can buy it from
drum depots if they want to.

The Hon. R. THOMPSON: Has Mr Baxter
ever tried to get diesel fuel at Green Head where
there is no anchorage? Scattered along our
coastline are fishing boats which use diesel fuel. I
would say 90 per cent of them use diesel fuel.
How do they apply for exemption under this Bill?
They do not currently get an exemption from
customs duty on diesel fuel. Even if they go to a
drum depot, how do they get an exemption and
who issues the exemption? That is what I want to
know.

The G. E. MASTERS: I have some
understanding of diesel fuel for boats, and that is
what Mr Thompson is talking about. He must
know the answer if he has dealings with Fishermen
who have diesel-powered boats. If one has an off-
road vehicle, which could be a boat, one applies to
the Bureau of Customs which issues an exemption
number, and one quotes that number when one
draws fuel. Fuel can be drawn at jetties, yacht
clubs, or fishing boat harbours. I understand that
one can purchase drums of fuel and simply quote
the exemption number. That is how it is done
now.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Sometimes the yacht
club holds the exemption.

Clause put and passed.
Clause II.- Part IlA added-

The Hon. TOM McNEIL: I move an
amendment-

Page 11, lines I to 3-Delete all words
after the word "licence" down to and
including the figures "1980".

The provision would then read, "The fee payable
for a licence shall be five hundred dollars together
with-".

I have moved this amendment to prevent
government by regulation and to retain the status
quo. I believe that any future proposal to alter
fees must be brought back to this Chamber for
consideration.

The Hon. G. C. MacKiNNON: Mr Chairman,
would you advise me whether the amendment is
in order? I have a reeling that it would limit the
amount that can be collected under that provision.

The CHAIRMAN: On perusing the Bill and
the proposed amendment, it appears to me the
amendment is in order. The amendment would
alter the date rather than the amount collected.

Amendment put and negatived.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: Although I do not wish

to move an amendment, I would like to record my
opposition to proposed new section 47N(l){a). As
I said in my second reading speech, 0.9c a litre is
really 4c a gallon. The Government should
reconsider this matter because it will mean that
every motorist in Western Australia will be
paying two lots of tax on his petrol. I do not want
to go into the history of fuel tax in this country
but I would just like to point out that the original
intention of collecting this tax was that the money
could be spent on the very thing we are talking
about; that is, roads. Successive Governments
have misused this tax.

No doubt the Government referred this
measure to the Crown Law Department, but the
advice of this department is not always correct. In
my opinion the legislation will give rise to many
constitutional problems. I am sure that eventually
someone will take an action to the High Court in
regard to this legislation.

The tax to be imposed on diesel fuel is 13c a
gallon. No matter what the Government says
about the legal advice it sought, we all know that
legal people never seem to agree with one another.
I believe this legislation is open to challenge.

I want to pose a question to the Minister. If a
person or company institutes action in the High
Court and the High Court finds that this tax is
invalid, where do we go from there? It is no good
saying that such action will not be taken, because
we all know that anyone can institute legal action.
Certainly it is dangerous to speculate on the
decision of any court when a complex legal and
technical issue is involved.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Leader
of the Opposition said that a car owner would be
paying twice for a product.

The H-on. D. K. Dans: And a truck owner also.
The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Probably

motorists are paying twice already-once for a
licence and once for the fuel.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I have completely
divorced licence fees from the fuel tax. I know the
motorist must pay for his licence and insurance,
but he is also paying excise on the fuel.
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The H-on. D. J. WORDSWORTH: As has been
pointed out, we have reduced the licence fee.

The Hon. D, K. Dans: I am appreciative of that
and I will talk about it later.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Leader
of the Opposition asked me what would happen if
we lost a case in the High Court. I can only say
that if we sit and do 'nothing now we will get
nowhere.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Possibly you will adopt
one of the schemes brought in by one of the other
States and therein lies the problem.

Clause Dut and passed.
Clauses 12 to 16 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the

report adopted.
Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.
D. J. Wordsworth (Minister for Lands), and
passed.

ROAD TRAFFIC ACT
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the

sitting.
THE HON. D. K. DANS (South

Metropolita n- Leader of the Opposition)
1 12.01 a.m.J: We support this Bill because of the
minor benefits it grants to vehicle owners. I will
not go through all of the provisions of the
measure; however, it contains one or two matters
which lead me to became a little suspicious. In his
second reading speech the Minister said-

The Bill 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.

The first thing that springs to my mind is the
Biblical saying, "The Lord giveth and the Lord
taketh away." We have no guarantee that the
sugar-coated pill being offered to vehicle owners
will not be varied in the very near future. The
Minister went on to say that at present changes in
vehicle and drivers' licence fees can be
implemented only by amending the Act. He said
this method is inflexible. I do not know why it has
taken the Government so long to realise that.

The Minister went on to say it is desirable that
the practice followed by other State
instrumen tali ties of adjusting their charges by
means of regulation should be applied also for the
adjustment of vehicle and drivers' licence fees. He
said it is essential that these fees should be
adjusted, at least to keep pace with the cost of
inflation.

Whilst I support this Bill, a great deal is
contained in those few words. When debating the
previous Bill I said that the charges to be imposed
will without doubt be inflationary. I place the rate
across the board at 4 per cent. I could be wrong;
it may be less in some cases and more in others.

However, already in the very next Bill we find
the Government making provision to adjust
licence fees. Whilst it may be said that
regulations may be tabled and disallowed, the
Minister simply stated that it is~essential that the
fees should be adjusted at least to keep pace with
inflation.

If the next CPI Figures reveal a terrific surge in
inflation, it is possible the Government will use
this provision to table regulations for an increase
in licence fees. In my opinion it is no accident that
this provision is included in the Bill; I find it
strange such a provision has not been included
previously. Therefore, Sir, you will excuse me for
being suspicious.

We must support the Bill, but it contains a
provision enabling the Government to remove by
regulation any concession being offered now to
truck or car owners.

The other provision which intrigues me is
contained in clause 3 which provides for a licence
fee of $10 for stock carriers. Proposed new
su bsection (I12a) of section 19 reads 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.

I would like th Minister to tell me whether that
provision includes a farmer or primary producer
who carts his own stock.

The Hon. J. C. Tozer: Read the Bill.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: I want the Minister to

give me an answer; that is the reason he is here. I
want him to tell me whether that provision means
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a truck, in order to be eligible for the concession,
may be used only to transport stock.

Many primary producers put sheep and cattle
carriers on the back of their trucks and then,
quite sensibly, when they are not carting sheep or
cattle they remove the carriers and use the trucks
to cart superphosphate or some other material.
Will farmers be required to use their trucks only
to cart stock? For that matter, stock carriers also
may use their trucks to carry other produce.

I would like the Minister to answer those two
matters. First of all there is no doubt that the
stage has been set already for an. increase in
licence fees, no matter how well the back-bench
committee worked. The push of inflation that the
new charge will create across the board will be
felt quickly, so any relief by way of licence fee
concessions may be removed simply by tabling a
regulation. Secondly, what is the situation in
respect of farmers who transport their own stock?

The Opposition supports the Bill.

THE HON. J1. C. TOZER (North)
(12.09 a.m.J: I objected to the road maintenance
contributions, but I am well satisfied with the
changes effected by the legislation we have
debated tonight.

The Minister provided details of the new
licensing in his second reading speech, and the
Bill contains a schedule of fees. Mr Gayfer gave
some figures arising directly from the schedule
when he spoke to the previous Bill. I have with me
the same table, but it has been updated to provide
for the levy of 0.9c a litre on petrol and 3c a litre
on distillate.

I would like quickly to describe just exactly
what wilt be the impact of the changes in licence
fees and the other changes which have been made
tonight.

I do not intend to go through the entire table; I
will mention one or two examples which may be
indicative and typical of the situation. For
example, a Falcon with a 4 100cc motor attracts a
licence fee of 365. Under this legislation, the
proposed licence fee will be $52. On the
assumption that the owner travels 16 000
kilometres a year, he will have an additional fuel
cost of $22, which brings his total cost to $74. In
other words, this man will pay an additional $9
per annum.

In the case or a Mercedes 3 000cc diesel
motorcar, the present licence fee is $58; under
this legislation, the proposed licence fee is $23.
Again assuming an annual mileage of 16 000
kilometres, this person will pay an additional fuel
cost, caused by the 3c per litre levy, of $48, giving
him a total of $71, or an additional $13 per
annum.

In the rigid truck category, the licence fee for a
Dodge eight-tonne vehicle is $351; the proposed
licence fee is $28 1. Assuming a 20 000 kilometre
vehicle usage, the owner will pay an additonal $72
for fuel, making a total of $353. In other words.
that person will pay $2 more per annum than he
did before this legislation. However, all other
categories of rigid trucks will pay slightly less
than before.

I move now to the articulated trucks, all of
which will be diesl powered. I will quote the
bottom of the scale and the: top of the scale on the
list I have in front of mae. The owner of an
International three-axle unit at present pays a
licence fee of $229 and a road maintenance
contribution of $703, p total of $932. rhe
proposed licence fee is $458 and, assuming an
annual mileage of 33 000 kilometres, he will pay
additional fuel costs of $396, giving a total of
$854. In other words, this man will be the gainer
by $78 per annum.

In the case of a five-axle Volvo, the present
licence fee is $442, remembering that is a half fee
because the owner is a road maintenance
taxpayer. At present, he is paying $3 880 in road
maintenance charges, giving a total of $4 322.
The proposed licence fee will double to $884.
Assuming an annual travel of 100 000 kilometres,
this person will pay additional fuel costs of
$1 560, giving a total of $2 444. This man in fact
will be the gainer by $1 878 per annum.

Mr President, it would take too much time for
me to read the entire table and I request that it be
taken as read and included in Hansard.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Before I put the
question, I should like to say that this is an
absolute deviation from what has been permitted
in the past. I personally believe it is a practice we
ought not to permit. However, because the House
is in charge of its own destiny, I shall put the
question, which is that leave be granted to allow
Mr Tozer to include the table in Hansard.

1535



1536 [COUNCIL)

Leave granted.
The following table was incorporated in

Hansard by leave of the House-

PRESENT AND PROPOSED VEHICLE FEES

MOTOR CARS
Honda Civic 1500cc
Coruina 2000cc
Falcon 4l00c
Fairlane 4900c
Mercedes 3000cc Diesel
RIGID TRUCKS
Beford 4 lonne
Dodge B tonne
Dodge 5 tonne Diesel
Toyota 7 tonne Diesel
ARTICULATED

TRUCKS-DIESEL
International 3 axle
Volvo 4 axle
Volvo 5 Axle

Present
Licence

Fee
31
65
91
58

24$
351
282
331

229
3"4
4"2

Read
Mice

Charon

703
1812
3880g

Total
Present

Charge
NI
43
65
9t
58

245
351
282
331

932 458
2156 61184 322 824

The Hon. J1. C. TOZER: I thank the House.
Mr Dants, Mr Cooley, and others have asked

from where the additional funds are going to
conic, If they had listened to the examples I just
quoted from the table-Mr Cooley does not seem
to be paying much attention -even now-they
would know-

The Hon. D. K. Dana;, We are discussing the
Road Traffic Act Amendment Bill, not road
maintenance.

The Hon. J. C. TOZER: That is exactly what I
am talking about; namely, the change in licence
fees. I am saying that every one of those motorcar
users is going to pay more money. I make no
apology for that. That is where the $12.5 million
will come from; I believe it is fair that those
people should pay for their share of road use.
They will receive a 20 per cent licence reduction
and diesel users will receive a 50 per cent licence
reduction. However, of course, as the Minister
explained in his second reading speech, they will
avoid a 15 per cent increase which would have
been imposed.

This chart also reveals the alteration in the
position of the hauliers. I have already mentioned
the case of the owner of a ive-axle Volvo truck
who will save $1 878 per annum. This man to date
has been penalised to the tune of $3 880. He is
not being advantaged at all; he is a little less
disadvantaged. Do not forget my earlier comment
that the consumer pays. The saving of $1 878
represents something like 0.Olc per kilogram of
what a consumer will pay to a supermarket at
Tom Price. In other words, the consumer at Tom
Price must buy 100 kilograms of goods before he
will receive the advantage of Ic.

I am happy costs are not going up. Even though
this man will pay double his previous licence fee,
he will enjoy a substantial annual saving on what

he was paying before. I am satisfied as long as a
programme of upgrading our roads is pursued.

Having said that, I wish to draw attention to
what I personally regard as a remarkable
inconsistency in the licensing part of the package
we have put forward. We have accepted that a 50
per cent reduction should apply to all light diesel
vehicles-in other words, wagons Up to aL tare
weight of 5 865 kilograms. There are good
reasons for this, because most of these people did
not pay road maintenance charges before this
legislation was introduced, therefore a 3c per litre
levy on diesel fuel would be punitive.

In any case, it would be wrong for the
Government to discourage the use of diesel fuel.
It is a most efficient fuel and in this large group
of 700 000 vehicles it is desirable that we so
arrange our licensing schedule as to encourage
rather than discourage diesel users in a time of
dwindling petroleum reserves; of course, diesel
also causes less pollution. By the way, I have no
doubt that in due course the licensing schedules of
this legislation will need to be further revised to
provide for vehicles which are using LPG and
other fuel alternatives.

That will happen in due course when such
usage becomes more common.

The 50 per cent licence reduction will not apply
to the heavy vehicles. The reason given by the
Minister is that the people who are being freed of
the road maintenance charges will benefit. That is
not much of a reason at all. However, that is all
right, and I- accept it. One must recognise there
would be very few vehicles in this category which
would be petrol users. Therefore, there is no need
to provide an incentive for them to use diesel.

Not only do we not allow the 50 per cent
licence fee reduction, but we add an additional
penalty to those vehicles by not allowing them the

Annual
Travel
Kims
16,001)
16A00
16.000
16,000
16.001)

Proe'd
Licence

Fee
25
34
52
72
23

196
23l
113
133

4661
Foci

Cos
13
15
22
27
48

Total

Char
49
74

71

242
353
258
311

854
1 5342444

Result
+ g3ain
- extra

7 3p-a.

* lp..

* 22 p.&

*187B ps.

ISS00U 46
20,00 72
18,000 145
18.000 178

33,00 396
6000 846

IO0.000 1560
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general 20 per cent reducticin which we are
applying to all of the other 700 000 vehicles in
Western Australia. We make the concession of 20
per cent for very good and valid reasons; but for
some unexplained reason we do not apply it to the
small group of vehicles which have, in fact,
carried the total load of road maintenance
charges to thik time.

I ackcnowledge that in the two Bills before us
tonight we have attained a real user-pays formula,
and that is good. However, for some reason the
inequitable position that existed before has been
continued, and we have had to leave this small
anomaly at the end. The 20 per cent licence fee
reduction is not enormous. It is less than S200 for
the five-axle Volvo that I have quoted on my
scale. However, we have perpetuated the anomaly
in this small way.

To illustrate my point, I refer to the schedule to
this Bill. For a vehicle of 5 865 kilograms, the
licence fee, calculated from the tare weight
amount which is shown on the schedule on the
RAC 50-horsepower rating, is $442. In the next
category up, which is only 255 kilograms more, or
the weight of one wheel, the fee is $912. That is
more than double. That is a strange thing we have
done.

Although I hold that opinion in relation to this
part of the Dill, I have stated several times tonight
that I am well satisfied with the package, so I will
not flog a dead horse and try to do anything about
that. However, I think that as time goes by it may
well be that a future Government will look at this
and say, "Why should that anomalous situation
continue?" In fact, the 20 per cent licence
reduction should apply to this group of vehicles
also.

I do not oppose the second reading of this Bill.
THE IHON. D. J. WORDSWORTH

(South-Minister for Lands) 112.25 amr.]: I will
sum up the debate on this Bill. Several points
have been raised by the Leader of the Opposition
in his objections to fees being raised by
regulation. I think that was the gist of his
comments.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Not fees, but licences.
The Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH: Licence

fees. He agreed that we could lose the sugar
coating.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Very quickly, if I read
your second reading speech correctly. You spelt
that out in it.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: It
mentioned quite honestly that correction could be
made to cope with future inflation. However, as I
see it, the main purpose is that if we do ind any
(49)

anomaly in the legislation, the Government will
have a chance to correct it It has been pointed
out that this is almost experimental legislation.
The Government was not able to change the
previous Bill, because it applied to all road users
and to all wholesalers. However, as members have
noticed, if it is proved that a group of people is
being disadvantaged, the Government has a
chance to correct the situation in the licensing
section. 1 believe that that shows the advantage of.
being able to do something by way of regulation.

There arc other disadvantages, of course, in
having to bring the Bill to the Parliament all the
time. It is appreciated that it takes a long while
for changes to take place. If the Parliament does
not meet-

The Hon. D. K. Dans: In other words, you have
got a quick method of changing it.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: That is not
necessarily so. One has to move slowly in bringing
a matter before the House.

The Hon. D. K. Davis: I am talking about
regulations.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Even with
regulations, one could not change the scale
tomorrow. One has to put it in print, and inform
people. It always lakes two or three months to
carry the matter through, even when it has been
through the Parliament.

The other point raised by the Opposition dealt
with the farmer who carts stock in his own utility
with a crate on the back of it. Mr Davis asked if
-the vehicle could be registered as a stock ca rrier
at $10.- I think that is what lie is suggesting. The
Bill states explicitly that a person carrying on the
business of a stock transporter is entitled to the
concession. It would be difficult for the farmer to
convince the registration authorities that he was
in t business of stock carting if he had a fairly
insignificant Sort of unit.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: That $10 will not apply
to farmers who cant their own stock!l

The Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH: It may be
argued that if one is carting stock in a large
transport, and it is somewhat of a business, it
would apply.

the Hon. D. K. Damn: What you are saying is
that the stock transporter has to he engaged
wholly in carrying stock? He cannot carry them
now, and at another time-

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: This is the
original difficulty that arose when we considered
the situation. For example, there are people in
Esperance who have 12 trucks. This is designed to
give those people a reduction in the licence fee to
cover the extra money they are paying for fuel.
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Mr Tozer felt that there were difficulties in
relation to those who used to pay the road
maintenance tax dnd, those who did not. He dealt
with one particular matter. He felt that those
people should enjoy the 20 per cent reduction, as
others will. Once again, if there are difficulties in
this, it will be able to be changed by regulation.
There is a chance then that any anomaly which is
discovered could be corrected reasonably easily.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.-

In committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without debate,

reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.
D. J. Wordsworth (Minister for Lands), and
passed.

House adjourned at 1232 a.m. (Thursday).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

LAND: CLEARING

Woowbe.o

90. The Hon. H. W. GAYFER, to the Leader
of the House representirg the Chief
Secretary:

(1) Relative to timber that has been bull-
dozed on a portion of the Department
of Corrections farm West of
Woo roloo-

(a) have any arrangements been made
with the Wundowie Charcoal Iron
Industry to use the timber for con-
version to charcoal;

(b) if not, why not?

(2) Is clearing of this land for the purpose
of increased primary production?

(3) Has the possibility of salination and
pollution in the area b~en evaluated?

The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON replied:

(1),(a) Yes.

(b) Not applicable.

(2) Yes.
(3) The necessary steps have been taken

to minimise salinity. Liaison has been
undertaken with the Agriculture De-
partment regarding development. It is
anticipated that only 50 per cent of
available land will be cleared thus
leaving considerable areas. Areas
which have been overcleared in the
past, prior to the Department of Cor-
rections taking control, will be re-
forested. The Forests Department
has been contacted regarding this
matter.

TRAFFIC: PEDESTRIAN CROSSING

Overpass or Underpass: Albany Highway

91. The Hon. W. M. PIESSE. to the Minister
for Lands representing the Minister for
Transport:

Referring to my correspondence with
the Minister on the 23rd November.
1977, would the Minister advise what
progress has now been made towards
provision of a pedestrian crossing on
Albany Highway to service the Carousel
Shopping Centre?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

As advised to the honourable member
by my predecessor in answer to her
inquiry of the 23rd November, 1977,
the responsibility for initiating the pro-
vision of pedestrian grade separation

facilities rests primarily with the local
authority concerned which, in this case,
ts the Canning City Council.
To date, the council has not considered
the project to be of sufficient priority to
include it in its submission for funds
from the urban road pool. Council prob-
ably considers that the present divided
carriageway which provides a safe
refuge for pedestrians crossing the
highway. together with 'the traffic
signals -at, Cecil Avenue. provides a
satisfactory level of pedestrian safety.

ANIMALS
Prevenion of Cruelty' to Animals, Act

and Sleet-jawed Traps
92. The Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT. to the Leader

of the House representing the Chief
Secretary:

Further to the Minister's letter to me of
the 31st August. 197R. con cerni.ng my
submission for the bannng of steel-
jawed traps, will he advise-
(I) Has he received the further sub-

mission from the RSPCA refer-
red to in that letter?

(2) Tf not. will he expedite this matter
in view of-
(a) the fact that it is now over

four years since I asked the
Government to act in this
matter: and

(b) the need to update the Pre-
vention of Cruelty to Animals
Act ge~nerally, particularly in
respect of penalties for
cruelty which at the moment
are totally inadeciunte be-
cause they have not been
changed since 1970?

The Hon. G. C. MacKtNNON replied:
(1) No.
(2) The society is reviewing all

aspects of the Act and exoects
to he able to make a submission
within three months.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOLS
Alternative Courses

93. The 1-b,. R. HETHERINGTON. to the
Minister for Lands representing the
Minister for Education:

Will the Minister advise me whether
funds will be Provided in the next fin-
ancial year for the establishment of
alternative courses in high schools?

The Hon. D. 3. WORDSWORTH replied:
Yes.
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RAILWAYS: FTLEMANTLE-PERTH

Closure: WA NFL Attitude

94. The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE, to the Minister
for Lands representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the
WANFL viewpoint expressed by
the General Manager in the "Football
Budget" publication of the 5th May.
1979, indicating that the League whole-
heartedly supports the campaigak to
oppose lte closure of the Perth-
Fremniatle railway passenger service?

(2) In view of the League's claim that
because of its proposed $5 million
development at Subiaco. the retentio-i
of the rail passenger service is essetial,
will the Minister have the Government
re-consider its decision to cease
passenger services on the line on the
2nd September, 1979?

The Hon. 1). J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Based on their capacity to perform
similar transport tasks, the MTT is
confident buses can cater for football
crowds at least equally well as trains.
For normal matches at Subiaco, few
passengers travel by train.

For the finals, approximately 5 per
cent of total attendances are carried
by rail.

This is hardly sufficient reason to
justify retention of the rail service
when the task can be performed as-.well
or better by bus.

SONIC EAR TOY

Importation Ban

95. T'he Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT, to the
Attorney General:

(I) Did the Minister see in the Weekend
News of the 171h February, 1979, the
pictures of a new device bein~g manu-
factured in Britain called the "Solic
Ear" and described as a toy which could
pick up conversations 25 metres away?

(2) As I have now received advice fromn
Londo-i that this device is due to be
placed on the market within a few
weeks, will the Minister approach the
Federal Attorney General with a view
to having its importation into this
country banned in view of the very seri-
ous threat to privacy such an instrument
would pose?

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon (for the Hon.
1. G. MEDCALF) replied:

(1) No, I did not see the icem mentioned.

(2) Not on the facts before me at present.
The Listening Devices Act outlaws
eavesdropping by the use of this sort
of apparatus.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Bamga

96. The Hon. R. HETHERINGITON, to the
Minister for Lands representing the Minister
for Education:

(1) Is the guidance officer at Balga High
School about to leave the school?

(2) If so, when is it intended to replace him?.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) From the first day of second term.

POLICE: DEMONSTRATION

Helena Valley-Soya Association
97. The Hon. D. W. COOLEY, to the Leader

of the House representing the Minister for
Police and Traffic:

(1) Was approval obtained from either the
Police Department or the Perth City
Council for the demonstratioa arrarged
by the Helena Valley-Boys Association
in the Hay Street Mall on Saturday,
the 12th May, 1979?

(3) (a) If approval was not obtained,
were the names and addresses of
any of the demonstrators, includ-
ing the Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly, Mr 1. Thompson, and
the Government Whip in the
Legislative Council, Mr Gordon
Masters, taken by the police; and

(b) if so, will charges be laid or warn-
ing letters written to the offenders?

(3) If the answer to (2) (a) and (b) is
"No", and in view of recent actions
takei against protestors on building and
development sites, and members of the
Labor Party involved in demonstrations
from time to time, is the Police Depart-
went adopting a double standard in
taking action against demonstrators?

The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON replied:

(1) No. This was not a demonstration. The
most it could be defined as is an
assembly under section 52 of the Police
Act.
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(2) (a) Yes, one person's ame was taken,
Mr 1. Thomps-u was known to
the police. Section 50 of the
Police Act provides that a person
with whom the police are
acquainted does not have to supply
his name and address on demand,
Mr Cordon Masters' name was
not taken.

(b,) No; no offence was committed by
the participants, as they dispersed
as requested, and were therefore
not in breach of section 54B of
the Police Act.

(3) No,

EDUCATION: SCHOOLS

"Under-a ge" Children in Year One

98. The Hon. Rt. HETHERINGTON, to the
Minister for Lands representing the Minister
for Education:

(1) Will the Minister advise me whether
tests hitherto available for "under-age"
children who wish to enter Year I of
primary school, are to be withdrawn
next year?

(2) From 1980, will there be any provision
to allow advanced "under-age" children,
to enter Year I of primary school?

The

(1)

H-on. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

The tests referred to are those concern-
ing exemption from school for school-
aged children not ready to begin formal
studies.

(2) No.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Revenue and Expenditure
99. The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE, to the Minister

for Lands representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Is the revenue obtained by Westrail
from the combined passenger and
goods traffic on the Perth-Fremantle
section of the railway, in excess of the
operating expenditure?

(2) If so, by how much?

(3) With the withdrawal of the Perth-
Fremantle passenger services, will any
surplus revert to a loss situation?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) This information is not available. Rev-
enue derived from the operation of
goods services on any particular section

of line is not recorded nor would it be
practicable to do so unless all goods
carried traversed that section of line
only.

(2) and (3) Answered by (1).

RAILWAYS

A dvertising Signs

100. The Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT, to the
Minister for' Lands representing the Minister
for Transport:

(1) Is it a fact that advertising on railway
property is in the hands of a private
con tractor?

(2) When did this commence, and who is
the contractor?

(3) What are the conditions of the lease in
respect to-
(a) its length; and
(b) financial arrangements?

(4) In view of public criticism of the visual
pollution created by many of these
signs; will the Minister consider abolish-
ing advertising on railway property
when the present contract expires?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) December, 1970-Australian Posters
Ply. Ltd.

(3) (a) Ten years with the right to renew
for a further 10 years;

(b) the financial arrangements in com-
mercial contracts are confidential
to the parties concerned.

(4) The situation will be reviewed at the
expiration of the contract.

EDUCATION: SCHOOL BUSES

Pilbara and Kimberley

101, The Hon,. R. HETHERINGTON, to the
Minister for Lands representing the Minister
for Education:

With reference to the recent announce-
ment by the Minister for Education that
school children in the Pilbara and the
Kimberley will have air-conditioned
buses on longer routes in future-

(1) How long must the bus moute be
before air-conditioned buses are
used?

(2) What school bus routes in the
Pilbara and the Kimberley will the
new policy affect?
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(3) When and where will the first air-
conditioned buses be used?

(4) When is il expected that air-con-
ditioned buses will be in opera-
tion on all routes entitled to them
under the new policy?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) to (4) Discussions are currently
being undertaken with the parties
concerned, and when guidelines
are established all interested
parties will be advised.

TRAFFIC: PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS

Crossing Attendants

102. The Hon.P. E. McKENZIE, to -the Leader
of the House representing the Minister for
Police and Traffic:

Referring to question No. 75 on
Thursday, the 3rd May. 1979, con-
cerning rates of pay and allowances for
crosswalk attendants-
(1) Would the Minister advise t he

conditions under which the 11.9
cents per kilometre mileage allow-
ance is paid?

(2) Will the Minister increase the
casual rate loading to 20 per cent
to bring it in line with the stand-
ard referred to by the Minister for
Labour and Industry in his answer
to question No. 64 on Thursday,
the 26th April, 1979?

(3) If not, why not?

The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON replied:

(1) The motor vehicle allowance is
payable when a relief attendant
uses his own vehicle to travel on
relief duty to a locality where the
normal attendant is absent.

(2) The loading to cover non-payment
of public holidays, annual and
sick leave will be reviewed when
the annual determination of the
hourly rate of pay is made.

(3) Answered by (2).

EDUCATION: SCHOOLS AND
HIGH SCHOOLS

Asian and Foreign Languages

103. The Hon. Rt. HETHERINGTON, to the
Minister for Lands representing the Minister
for Education:
(1) In how many-

(a) high schools;
(b) primary schools;

are Asian languages at present being
taught?

(2) Will the Minister provide me, as soon
as he is able, with a list of schools
teaching foreign languages (including
Latin) setting out-
(a) what languages are taught; and
(b) in what years each language is

taught?
(3) If the answer to (2) is 'Yes", can the

Minister advise me when I may expect
to receive the list?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) (a) Fifteen Government high and
senior high schools;

(b) fifteen departmentally arranged in
Government schools.

(2) Yes.

(3) This answer is contained in papers
which I would ask to be tabled. Unfor-
tunately they cannot be incorporated in
Hiansard.

Thre paper was tabled (see paper No. 180).

EDUCATION
Retraining Courses

104. The H-on. Rt. HETHERINGTON, to the
Minister for Lands representing the Minister
for Education:

Will the Minister advise me whether it
is proposed to mnake funds available to
establish and staff courses to enable
young people who cannot find employ-
ment to return to school?

Thq Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:
The department provides courses and
slaff for students who have been unable
to find employment and who wish to
continue their schooling.

HOUSING: GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES'
HOUSING AUTHORITY

Rents

105. The Hon. Rt. HETHERINGTON, to the
Attorney General representing the Minister
for Housing:

Will the Minister advise me-
(1) Whether, apart from government

employees with special rents under
their awards, the rents for different
classes or types of Government
Employees' Housing Authority
houses are uniform throughout the
State?

(2) What criteria are usedfor calcula-
ting the rents for GEHA houses?
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The I-on. 1. G. MEOCALE replied:

(1) Yes; there are standard rents for
particular house designs, but spec-
ial rents are providcd for isolated
areas.

(2) Government Employees' Housing
Authority top house rent is
equated to State Hfousing Commis-
sion top rent.
Rents on other Government Em-
ployees' Housing Authority house
types are based on a relativity
arrived at by GEHA on advice of
the State Taxation Department.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Karrata

106. The Hon. R. HETH-ERINGTON, to the
Minister for Lands representing the Minister
for Education:

(1) When the Minister for Education was
recently in Karratha did he see the
gymnasium at the Karratha High
School?

(2) Can the Minister advise if the Educa-
tion Department has any proposals to
provide a satisfactory gymnasium for
the Karratha High School?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:
(1) The Minister advises that he has seen

the area being used for physical educa-
tion on several occasions when visiting
the school.

(2) There are no proposals at present to
provide a gymnasium at Karratha
Senior High School, as considerable
public funds are being provided to assist
with the shire recreation centre project.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOLS

Wick/hon and Roebou,'ne

107. The Hon. R. HETHERINGTON, to the
Minister for Lands representing the Minister
for Education:
(1) Is the Education Department consider-

ing a proposition to provide a Year 10
high school at Wickham or Roebourne?

(2) If such a proposition is being con-
sidered, can the Minister advise a
tentative timetable?

(3) If such a proposition is not being con-
sidered, will the Minister for Education
examine it?
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The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No.

(3) Not applicable.

EDUCATION

Aboriginal Community Sc/roofs

108. The Hon. R. HETHERINGTON, to the
Minister for Lands representing the Minister
for Education:

(I) How many applications have been re-
ceived since the 1st January, 1978, from
Aboriginal communities for community
schools?

(2) How many of these applications have
been granted?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) Tentative inquiries were received from
Turkey Creek, Billiluna, and Lake
Gregory. A firm advice was received
from Noonkanbah.

(2) Noonkanbah has
approval.

received qualified

HERDSMAN LAKE

Mining

109. The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON. to the
Attorney Central representing the Minister
for Mines:

(1) Have commercial deposits of diato-
mnaceous earth, silica and peat, been
located in Herdsman Lake?

(2) If so, where are these deposits located?

(3) If these deposits are not commercial,
how will this affect the concept plan for
the Lake?

(4) If commercial-
(a) what is the value of funds being

provided to implement the con-
cept plan;

(b) for what precise purpose are the
funds to be used; and

(c) how are the funds to be
guaranteed?

(5) How much of the planned exploration
has been completed?

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF replied:

(1) Not to the knowledge of the Minister's
department.

(2) to (5) Answered by (1).
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HERDSMAN LAKE

Mining

110. The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON, to the
Attorney General representing the Minister
for Conservation and the Environment:

(1) Has the Environmental Review and
Management Plan for the mining opera-
lion proposed by the Malina Mining Co.
on Herdsman Lake, been completed?

(2) (a) If not, when is it expected to be
completed; and

(b) when will it be made public?

The Hon. 1. a. MEDCALF replied:
(1) No.
(2) (a) and (b) Applications by Biala Pty,

Ltd. for the tenements in question
are being heard in the Warden's
Court today. Until the question of
tenement approval is resolved,
Mallina Holdings Ltd. is not under
any obligation to prepare an envir-
onmental review and manage-
ment programme. The requirement
for the preparation of such a docu-
ment has been recommended by
the Environmental Protection
Authority to be listed as a condi-
tion of approval.


