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ROAD TRAFFIC (CHARGES AND FEES) AMENDMENT REGULATIONS (NO. 6) 2014 — 
DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 
Pursuant to standing order 67(3), the following motion by Hon Ken Travers was moved pro forma on 
17 September — 

That the Road Traffic (Charges and Fees) Amendment Regulations (No. 6) 2014, published in the 
Government Gazette on 13 June 2014 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 18 June 2014 under the 
Road Traffic Act 1974, be and are hereby disallowed. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.35 pm]: I do not tend to move disallowance of regulations 
motions, particularly those relating to fee increases, unless I think they are absolutely beyond the pale. I have 
moved this disallowance motion because these regulations will change the way fees are charged in regional 
Western Australia. They will set up a framework that will allow a different fee to be charged for a motor vehicle 
inspection depending on where we live in the state. 

My view is that for initiatives that require people to do things such as get a gun licence or have their motor 
vehicle inspected—whatever the requirement of the government is—there should be a universal tariff. It should 
not matter where we live in the state, how we present or where we present to have that service conducted for us, 
we should all pay the same fee. That has always been the case with motor vehicle examinations, but these 
regulations will change that. They will allow the government to set different fees for different parts of the state 
of Western Australia. For people who live in Perth, the standard fee for the initial examination of a light vehicle 
in Western Australia will be $88.45; however, for people who live in the Pilbara, it will be $104.90, and for 
people who live in the Kimberley, it will be $101.45. That is respectively a 19 per cent and a 15 per cent increase 
on what is paid in Perth to have exactly the same service provided to the constituents of those areas. How on 
earth are we ever going to encourage people to live in regional Western Australia if we start setting fees 
depending on where people live? 

The government will say that these fees are set according to the regional price index, but does the government 
charge a lesser fee in the areas where the regional price index suggests it is cheaper to live than it is in Perth? No, 
of course it does not; it charges the same fee as in the Perth metropolitan area. 

The government will argue that this change is required because it has privatised the inspection of motor vehicles. 
No longer will public servants do it; there will now be what will be called “authorised inspection centres”, where 
private motor mechanic companies, authorised by the department, will carry out those inspections. The 
government will say higher fees are required to cover that. I say to the government that if it wants to privatise 
those services—I am not a fan, but if it does, that is fine—it needs to set up an alternative mechanism so that no 
matter where people live, they pay the same. Come up with a mechanism by which the same fee is charged 
across the state, with a component of it, as it always has been in the past, subsidising the cost of that service in 
regional Western Australia. This just adds to it. If we increase the cost somewhere like the Kimberley or the 
Pilbara and in two years’ time we have a regional price index, because it is now more expensive to have motor 
vehicle inspections done the regional price index will be even higher when the next review is done and, of 
course, it will compound the issue. This issue we are debating this afternoon comes down to a very, very simple 
question: do we, as a house of review, believe that there should be a single universal tariff for fees like this when 
they are charged in regional Western Australia? It is my view and the view of the Labor Party that the answer to 
that question is yes. Today this house has an opportunity to indicate whether it shares that view with the 
Labor opposition: one fee, one charge no matter where someone lives. They are getting the same service; the 
amount that someone has to pay to have an inspection as required under the act should not depend on where they 
live. Members, where does this stop? Today we are dealing with the motor vehicle examination fees, what will it 
be tomorrow? I have no doubt that it costs more to get a gun licence in regional Western Australia than it does in 
Perth, so do we set a higher fee in regional Western Australia? Do we go down the path that we know people 
have wanted to go down in the past of having different electricity charges for domestic consumers depending 
upon where they live in regional Western Australia? Where does this nonsense stop? Where is the line that says 
some fees and charges will be universal and some fees will be charged depending on where someone lives? 
I think this is a fundamental question we have to answer and each member in this house this afternoon has to 
answer it when they vote on this matter. Do they believe a different fee should be paid according to regions and 
do they want to increase the cost of living in areas where it is already higher than in the metropolitan area? I do 
not think there is any more that I can say other than to outline to members what this is about. It is simple for the 
government though: if we disallow this, it can come back with a new scheme by which everybody pays the same 
fee and there is then a subsidy paid to those areas to allow those authorised inspection centres to receive what 
they require to do the work. I urge the house to support this disallowance. 
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HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [5.43 pm]: I rise to support the motion moved by 
Hon Ken Travers this afternoon. As a member for the Mining and Pastoral Region, many of the regions 
I represent are being hit by high fees as a result of this policy decision. As Hon Ken Travers said, the 
Barnett government’s decision to abolish the universal tariff for motor vehicle examinations will mean that 
people in the regions pay significantly more for services than those in the metropolitan area. According to the 
information on this issue presented to Parliament some months ago, residents in the Gascoyne are paying over 
four per cent more, residents in the goldfields–Esperance region are paying about four per cent more, residents in 
the Kimberley region are paying about 14.5 per cent more—almost 15 per cent more—and residents in the 
Pilbara region are paying about 19 per cent more. I think this sets a very dangerous precedent. Why are people in 
regional Western Australia being charged more to access government services? If, as Hon Ken Travers rightly 
pointed out, we start here, it could then become a very slippery slope and what will we start charging more for 
next? Will we start charging more to attend schools in the regions? What other services will we start charging 
more for in regional Western Australia? 

Residents, particularly in the Pilbara, are being hit the hardest. They have the biggest increases in the state. We 
know that the Premier has form. He tried to abolish the universal tariff for energy prices in the 1990s. I think the 
Treasurer, Hon Mike Nahan, is also on the record in a previous life saying that he supports the abolition of the 
universal tariff for electricity in this state. It is now being done with vehicle examination fees. What next will 
residents in the regions be forced to pay more for? I have to say that WA governments of all persuasions have 
supported universal tariffs. However, for the first time, under the Barnett–Redman Liberal–National government, 
regional residents are taking it in the neck. Regional residents are being forced to pay more to access services; 
the same services that residents in the metropolitan area access. People in the regions are paying more. 

Western Australia has just been through a mining boom. Many people living in regional Western Australia 
missed out on many benefits from the boom, yet in this case we are saying, “You live in the regions; you cost 
more in the regions.” It has cost government more to provide services in the regions, basically because of the 
mining boom, “But tough, you live in the regions, so you’re forced to pay more.” I say this is a travesty. I do not 
agree with this. The Barnett government should reverse these unfair and discriminatory fees in the Pilbara, and 
also in the Kimberley and right around this state. 

We have a scheme in this state called royalties for regions. If the government decided that it needed to pay more 
to some of the service providers in the regions, why can it not use royalties for regions to subsidise some of these 
services? 

Hon Paul Brown: We are the panacea for everything! 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Hon Paul Brown, I am disgraced. I am not disgraced; I have often been disgraced! 
I am disgusted that residents in the regions are being forced to pay more under this policy. I hope that 
Hon Paul Brown, indeed I hope that members of the Mining and Pastoral Region in this chamber this evening, 
will support Hon Ken Travers’ motion to disallow these fees because it is residents in that electorate who are 
being forced to cop it. Residents are being forced to pay more by virtue of living in the regions. With that, 
I conclude my remarks. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.47 pm]: I rise tonight in support of Hon Ken Travers’ motion. The 
point is not lost on me, and I hope it is not lost on members opposite, that a metropolitan member of Parliament 
is standing up for the people of regional Western Australia. That is a great thing, and I certainly will support that. 
The charges should be the same for everybody. That is how things have always been. We have always paid the 
same price for a postage stamp or a unit of power. We have always paid the same price to have motor vehicles 
inspected, should they need to be. The fortunate part about the — 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown is a regional member, so I know he will support what I am saying. He 
is a member of a regional electorate. I would be preaching to the converted with Hon Jim Chown — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! 

Hon DARREN WEST: Of course, regional members will support me. That is the beauty of the 
Legislative Council. I am sure that there will be people who will receive copies of the transcript of this debate 
later. The Legislative Council is made up of 50 per cent regional members and 50 per cent metropolitan 
members. It would be expected that any desire to increase charges disproportionately in country areas compared 
with metropolitan areas would not get through the Legislative Council because it is made up of 50 per cent 
regional members who would not stand for the thin end of that wedge. I am quite sure that I am accurate in that 
assumption. 
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It is even more difficult to attract and retain professionals in the regions. If we say to them that a lot of their costs 
will be increased and the government will discriminate against them because they live in regional areas, it will 
make it very difficult for us to attract and retain the quality professionals that we need in the regions. We need 
blue-collar workers to come out into regional Western Australia. Western Australia drives the economy—
everybody knows that. All the wealth that is created in Western Australia is created in the regional areas. Why 
would we therefore put in a regressive move that would discriminate against regional workers, their families, 
regional companies and those who do business in the regions? I am quite sure that the Legislative Council would 
not stand for such a regressive move. 
A point was raised about where this would end. Do we now expect that the Liberal–National government would 
support doubling the price of a postage stamp in Kununurra compared with the price in Perth? Would the 
Liberal–National government support doubling the price of power in Geraldton compared with the price in 
Perth? This is where this could end. This is the thin end of the wedge that we as the Legislative Council need to 
stop here and now. 

I will wind up my remarks very shortly. I once again thank Hon Ken Travers, a metropolitan member, for 
bringing to the house a motion that supports regional Western Australia, as I am quite sure that with his support 
we will have the numbers in the Council to win this debate. I urge my fellow regional Legislative Council 
members—Hon Mark Lewis, Hon Ken Baston, Hon Robin Chapple, Hon Dave Grills, Hon Jacqui Boydell, 
Hon Brian Ellis, Hon Jim Chown, Hon Marty Aldridge, Hon Rick Mazza, Hon Paul Brown, 
Hon Robyn McSweeney, Hon Nigel Hallett and Hon Col Holt—to stand with me and Hon Ken Travers on this 
motion. I urge them to stand up for their electorates and stand up to Barnett and Redman, the leaders of their 
parties. I urge them to stand up for their electorates and for the people who actually elected them to this place. 
I look forward with intense interest to see whether any regional member will not support this disallowance 
motion, and I will certainly be making it public out in the electorates because regional people need to know who 
is actually standing up for them. Members opposite should keep that in mind, but I am sure they will support 
Hon Ken Travers’ disallowance motion because it will benefit their electorates. 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.52 pm]: Those were interesting comments 
from the other side on this disallowance motion. Obviously members opposite are a little out of touch on what 
happens in regional Western Australia. One of the unfortunate circumstances of living in regional WA is that 
goods are a lot more expensive than in the metropolitan area. One of the reasons that this fee restructure has 
come about for authorised inspection stations is quite simply to keep them operating. Until this measure was 
introduced by the former Minister for Transport, they were declining in number. In fact, 13 had actually folded 
up business because the charges at the time were not enough to fully compensate them for the work and time 
they put into inspections. Members have talked about goods in the Pilbara and the goldfields being quite 
expensive. However, I note with interest that since this measure was introduced, the authorised inspection station 
in Newman that had closed has now reopened. The same applies in the goldfields for Boulder. In fact, there are 
now 111 AISs operating in regional Western Australia under this fee structure, and the number is increasing on 
an annual basis; whereas before this measure was introduced, they were declining. I say for the interest of 
members that 44 586 vehicles were inspected across regional WA by an AIS in the last financial year. For people 
who live out in regional WA, a number of vehicles have to be inspected on an annual basis. All omnibuses for 
carrying more than 13 people, all taxis and all registered buses have to be inspected. A lot of mines in the Pilbara 
are moving people backwards and forwards on a daily basis from their camps and from the towns to mine sites. 
They all have to be inspected annually for these mine sites to operate. It is therefore absolutely essential that we 
have as many of these facilities as possible throughout Western Australia. I will refer to some of them. There are 
11 in the midwest; 17 in the goldfields; 11 in the great southern; 10 in the Kimberley; 14 in Narrogin; 13 in the 
Pilbara; 20 in the south west; and 15 in the wheatbelt. They provide an essential service to the community. 
Obviously, members opposite have no idea what happens in regional Western Australia and what is required 
from a community perspective, as we hear again and again in this house. When a vehicle requires inspection for 
whatever reason, people want the provider of that service to be as close as possible, as opposed to applying for 
a permit to, at some stage, drive the vehicle maybe thousands of kilometres or at least hundreds of kilometres. 
That is what this is about. In the next few minutes—I hope to have this wound up by six o’clock—I will go 
through what has taken place. Hon Ken Travers said it was inappropriate. It just so happens that the Road Traffic 
(Charges and Fees) Amendment Regulations (No. 6) gave effect to new vehicle inspection fees, and the 
department’s justification for the amendment of the inspection fees is based primarily on a costing and pricing 
model, which ensures that the fees are calculated on a full cost recovery basis. The increase was a first step 
towards aligning inspection fees with existing higher market rates to improve authorised inspection station 
retention rates by making the performance of vehicle inspections more attractive financially. In fact, regional 
AISs retain 100 per cent of the prescribed inspection fee for each vehicle inspection undertaken. 
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The Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation met on 13 August 2014, when it raised concerns 
regarding the Department of Transport’s costing model as the vehicle inspection fees were initially shown as 
over-recovering costs. That is a concern. Of course, the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation is 
the final arbiter on this matter. In October 2014, the department responded to the committee, advising that, as 
requested, it would undertake the costing exercise to provide costing details that demonstrate that the fees will 
not over-recover when they are next amended. An extensive review of the charges and fees was conducted 
subsequent to the refinement of the costing and pricing model to provide a clear association between the fee and 
the recovery of the costs incurred in the provision of a particular service. The Department of Transport website 
provides detailed advice to customers regarding the regional price index that applies to these fees. 

Excuse me, Madam Acting President; I think I may have lost — 

Hon Kate Doust: Just wing it. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Okay; I will wing it. 

Permits, at a cost of $22.80 per permit, are required to get vehicles to authorised inspection services and the 
permits are available for 48 hours. The department is not aware that any regional inspection stations had been 
dissatisfied with the rate of the fee increases for vehicle inspection services. Representative samples of 
authorised inspection stations’ cost of delivery of inspections have been undertaken and show that the majority 
of inspection stations are not able to derive any benefit by continuing inspections under the previous fee 
structure. In fact, this change in the fee structure came about through a number of emails and letters to the 
Minister for Transport and to local members, indicating that they were losing these services in regional WA. 
There is a clear and positive commitment that the department is listening to the industry and to the people we are 
servicing. As I said, more than 44 000 people in regional Western Australia were serviced by AISs in the last 
financial year. The initiative to apply the regional price index was raised with the Department of Transport by 
the Motor Trade Association of WA, which was attempting to seek a better financial outcome for its members in 
regional areas and to retain the services. 

As I stated earlier, since the application of the regional price index to regional AISs, there have been no further 
resignations, and feedback from providers has generally been very positive. Since July 2014, DOT has had no 
complaints from members of the public about the fees being charged by the regional AISs for the provision of 
these services. 

Quite frankly, I could go on ad infinitum, but I think I have spoken about the gist of the reasons these charges are 
as they are in regional Western Australia, and the government benches will not support this disallowance motion. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Liz Behjat) casting her vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (11) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Darren West 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Adele Farina Hon Ken Travers  

Noes (19) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Jim Chown Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Col Holt Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Donna Faragher Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Mark Lewis Hon Nigel Hallett (Teller) 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Robyn McSweeney  
 

            
Pairs 

 Hon Sally Talbot Hon Brian Ellis 
 Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson Hon Phil Edman 
Question thus negatived. 

Sitting suspended from 6.02 to 7.30 pm 
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