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National Highway and Roads of National Importance. The Committee is asked to:

1.

Review the Commonwealth role in road funding and identify the most effective means of
fulfilling that role;

Assess the adequacy and extent of the National Highway as currently declared in meeting tt
objective of providing a national road system that meets the needs of industry and the
community;

Assess the level of funding required to adequately fulfil the Commonwealth role. This should
take into account the current condition of the asset, depreciation and maintenance requireme
as well as new investment required to meet demand growth, changes in technology (especis
increased weight limits for heavy vehicles) and community expectations of road standards;

Examine whether current administrative arrangements have an adequate performance focus
promote effective and efficient use of funds and adoption by States and Territories of best
practice, and provide an effective Commonwealth/State interface; and

Assess the scope to supplement Government funding through innovative arrangements for
private sector involvement in the provision and maintenance of roads infrastructure and the
scope for pricing of road services to reflect full resource costs.

In undertaking this review the Committee is to take into account the National Commission of Audit
principles of clarifying the roles and responsibilities of Governments with the overriding objective of
improving the outcome to clients and achieving value for money for the taxpayer.
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ARGENT, Mr Trevor, Director, Investment and Planning, Department of Transport, 33-37 Warwick
Street, Walkerville, South Australia 5081

PAYZE, Mr Rodney John, Chief Executive, Department of Transport, 33-37 Warwick Street,
Walkerville, South Australia 5081

ZEICMAN, Mr Andris, Senior Economist, Department of Transport, 33-37 Warwick Street,
Walkerville, South Australia 5081

ACTING CHAIR (Mr Peter Morris) —I formally declare open these proceedings of the House of
Representatives Standing Committee on Communications, Transport and Microeconomic Reform. Our inq
is into federal road funding. Today’s inquiry is part of a 12-day set of hearings around Australia, which
includes inspections. We welcome your appearance here. We have also noted your submissions. | will asl
couple of questions to begin with and then our main committee members will follow. | know that they are
anxious to raise with you certain issues that are in your submission. Some $140 million has been allocate:
the realignment of the Mount Barker Road, part of the national highway link between Adelaide and
Melbourne.

The inquiry is not seen to be a forum for advocating the funding of specific road projects. With the
nature of inquiries, it keeps coming forward in that fashion but that is not its major role.

We are investigating the underlying principles for funding Australia’s national road system. Althougt
this committee does not require the swearing of oaths, committee hearings are the legal proceedings of th
parliament—they are an extension of the proceedings of the parliament—and as such warrant the same
respect as the proceedings of the House itself. Mr Payze, is there any brief opening statement, in addition
what you have in your submission, which you would like to make?

Mr Payze—I would like to make an opening statement which gives emphasis to some of the points
that are in the submission. | will first set the national context for our submission. The importance of transp
to the economy and social wellbeing of this country goes without saying. Transport can be seen both as a
cost and as an opportunity. Either way, however, a good transport system facilitates cost efficient producti
and trade with other countries.

The economic prosperity of Australia in the future will depend on how the nation can compete in
increasingly competitive global markets. It is in that overall context that we need to have a look at the
importance of road funding. In this task, Australia needs national unity and cohesion, which can be achiev
through a policy of national development aimed at achieving national goals. We should see our transport
services no longer as separated modes but as integrated systems. It is, however, the road system which
provides connectivity between all modes.

The main point of our submission is that a strategic approach to national road development and
management, having regard for the role of other modes and for the interfaces between modes, seems
paramount to the economic and social wellbeing of the nation. South Australia sees a need for continued
increasing Commonwealth leadership in developing the strategic framework for any national road investme
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In that regard | point to three things: leadership in the setting of national goals and objectives for ar
national road investment program, in developing the performance standards and the criteria for evaluation
investment options, and in the managing of the investment program. However, any national road investme
strategy must have regard for matters of equity and regional diversity. Also, criteria for evaluating investm
opportunities need to balance the economic, the social and the environmental objectives.

The last point on national context that | would like to make is that cooperation and involvement witt
the three levels of government—Commonwealth, state and local—in achieving national transport goals is ¢
paramount importance to this state.

| would now like to address some specific points about the role of the Commonwealth. South
Australia believes that there is a strong continuing role for the Commonwealth in the road sector in Austra
Firstly, it is in the area of taxation redistribution. The federal system in Australia is such that the
Commonwealth raises the majority of taxation revenue whilst the state and local governments have a sma
and narrower taxation base, which allows them to raise only limited amounts of revenue.

Without Commonwealth redistribution of its revenue to the states, much of the economic infrastruct
for which state and local governments are responsible in a management sense could not be adequately ft
In the absence of changes to the system of federal-state financial relations, and more particularly to the
Australian taxation system, the redistribution of funds from the Commonwealth to state and local
governments in our view must continue.

Secondly, as previously stated, the Commonwealth also has a critical role to play in the formulation
and the achievement of national goals, objectives and outcomes. The Commonwealth is able to provide a
perspective that transcends state and regional interests. Therefore, it can provide leadership in setting futt
directions, planning for those outcomes and the standards at the strategic and national level.

Thirdly, in the area of road funding generally, the leadership role which the Commonwealth is able
play, through its involvement in road funding, has been reflected in the past in the way that it has acceler:
the introduction of initiatives at the state level, such as competitive tendering, quality management and
microeconomic reform generally. It has also promoted and facilitated the introduction of nationally uniform
policies and legislation through the National Road Transport Commission. These outcomes will lead to
efficiency and effectiveness at state level as well as nationally, and they should be continued. Road fundir
plays a very integral part in providing for that to happen.

Briefly, in terms of the national highway system, South Australia strongly endorses the
Commonwealth’s objectives for that system and for it to continue having a fairly significant role to play in
the program management associated with the national highway system. You would be aware that the
Commonwealth funds national highway construction and maintenance, although these activities are mana
by the states. South Australia supports the continuation of this arrangement of responsibilities under
performance agreements negotiated with the Commonwealth.

Under such performance agreements, the national highway objectives would be explicitly stated aft
consultation with the states. It is difficult to see, therefore, what value would be added by any increase in
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Commonwealth involvement with the day-to-day activities of actually managing that road system or part of
the road system. So South Australia believes that, whilst there is a role for the Commonwealth as a funde
roads, responsibility for managing roads—that is determining the needs and managing the assets—should
with the states.

| want to make some general statements about road funding. | think it needs to be said that, given
what | have already stated about the limited revenue raising capacity of states and local governments, for
equity reasons South Australia supports the continuation of the distribution by the Commonwealth of untie
funding for both arterial and local road purposes. Under the current arrangements, untied funds for the art
roads and the local roads have been set by the Commonwealth. It was indexed at $350 million in 1991-9Z
While the South Australian government has supported the untying of arterial and local road funds, we beli
that consideration needs to be given as to whether the indexed level is adequate in the light of changes ir
usage patterns which are occurring on arterial and local roads as a result of both micro-economic reform :
technological developments in the transport area.

Whilst the Commonwealth has untied funds for state arterial roads, there continues to be some spe
tied funding of road programs such as the black spots program. In principle, South Australia has no major
objections to such funding arrangements, provided that those specific programs deliver desirable outcome
and are consistent with the national strategic objectives. | should say, though, that in the case of the curre
black spot program, we recognise that there are demonstrable benefits to all parties in that program, wher
benefits greatly exceed costs. That clearly justifies the program as it is currently constructed.

Lastly, in terms of the administrative arrangements, | would just like to make a general statement tt
we would see the administrative arrangements that currently exist as broadly appropriate. However, in our
submission we have made suggestions of where we think the administrative arrangements can be improv

The one area that | think is most worthy of this committee’s attention is the ability to be able to
effectively plan and program road projects with any sort of degree of certainty with a funding profile that h
30 June completion on it—in other words, annual allocations. In terms of specific works associated
particularly with maintenance and enhancements, we believe there is the basis for this committee to consi
and recommend a rolling three- to five-year program. | am sure that, given that situation and with some
certainty in specific projects following the approval of a project in concept form, the states could deliver
those particular road programs much more efficiently than is now the case. It is not my intention to comme
any more about the private sector; however, | am happy to answer questions about private sector
involvement.

ACTING CHAIR —I am sure we will come to those, Mr Payze. Thank you very much. | will
apologise for our chairman. Our chairman is not able to be with us for today’s proceedings, and he has as
me to stand in instead.

Listening to your contribution and looking through your submission in respect of the financial
arrangements between the three levels of government and the support for untied grants but then reduced
administrative input, are you satisfied that the three levels of government—the present system—is the bes
way to go? Wouldn't it just be simpler to hand the money at the federal level, if you want the federal peop
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out of it, to the state treasuries and let each of the state governments, in their own wisdom and own local
knowledge, determine what should go to roads and would should not?

Mr Payze—In terms of specific provisions for roads, if we just take a very general contextual view ¢
roads, | think there is some basis, as | said before, for the Commonwealth to look at redistributing funding
back to the states by way of untied grants.

However, my view is that, if we are to see the national transport network and the road transport
network specifically as a national network—and, after all is said and done, | do not see it changing its
function at state borders—I believe we need to take a strategic approach to the way in which we invest in
improvements to that network; that is, specific achievement of national objectives, whether they are in
relation to trade, in relation to export trade, in relation to equity or in relation to environmental issues. Unle
we do that, | believe we will be passing back to the states a responsibility to take a fairly parochial view tc
issues which are of a clearly national purpose.

Therefore, | see that we need to have three levels of Commonwealth involvement. One that deals
specifically with a national investment strategy for transport, specifically related to the road transport
network.

ACTING CHAIR —Of which roads are a part?

Mr Payze—Yes. Coming down a level then, in order to deliver that redistribution of revenue raising
back to the states for arterial roads and local roads for which they have a specific responsibility to manage
there may be issues surrounding national agendas, such as competition policy and micro-economic reforn
put disabilities back on the states, which | believe untied funding can deliver. Then the third level is in
respect of specific programs, such as the black spot program or whatever else might come out of a review
national goals.

So | do not see that we can achieve that national framework and that national perspective if we jus
go ahead and deliver back the redistribution of revenue through the untied grants system.

ACTING CHAIR —Are you processing or in any way prioritising proposals that go forward for the
black spots program?

Mr Payze—There is a committee that deals with the administration of that program in this state, anc
they are prioritising projects accordingly.

ACTING CHAIR —I am going to ask the member for Corangamite to ask questions in a few
moments, but before | do | have another question. Do you see the linkages to the national highway syster
adequate? Do you support the view of an extension of it, or would you rather that system remain and hav
the other categories of roads?

Mr Payze—I think that, until we can actually reach some sort of consensus of view about the
outcomes that we want to achieve from a national road network, it is very difficult to make other than
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parochial statements about whether the national highway network should be extended. | believe, if we are
achieve national objectives, we need to consider connections to ports and airports. We need to resolve th:
issues surrounding the role of any national highway network within the urban environment—both of which,
believe, are somewhat contentious.

ACTING CHAIR —In respect of the untied funds out of that program that come into the state of
South Australia at both the state level and the local government level, are you satisfied that all of those fu
have actually been applied to roads?

Mr Payze—I am satisfied to say that my minister committed that the untied arterial road funds will
be placed through the state budget and expended on roads, yes.

ACTING CHAIR —AnNd in the local government?
Mr Payze—I cannot speak for the local government.

Mr MCARTHUR —That was my question. | just wanted to pursue that untied funding argument. Is
your department confident that, if the Commonwealth continued the untied funding arrangement, you woul
get your fair share of funds over a 10-year period?

Mr Payze—Could | just ask for an explanation of that question? Is that in terms of all road funding
being untied?

Mr MCARTHUR —Yes, so that the state government would not use some of that untied money for,
say, the health budget or the education budget in the South Australian government activities.

Mr Payze—I could only answer that question by saying that the current arrangements that provide
specific purpose payments under section 96 of the constitution enable conditions to be placed by the
Commonwealth. Untying would relieve the ability to be able to make any conditions to those. Those funds
would therefore be at risk of state government treasuries to make a judgment. | cannot guarantee what th
state governments would do.

Mr MCARTHUR —I am asking you what your department’s view is.

Mr Payze—Our department’s view would be that, if the funds have been determined to be specific
for road funding purposes, they should be used for road funding purposes.

Mr McCARTHUR —Which one are you more confident about? If the state governments get untied
grants, are you more confident that the state government will give you the money, or would you prefer the
Commonwealth to give you some tied grants which you knew were going to flow to you but had some
strings attached in terms of some of the administrative supervision? Which bet do you want to take on?

Mr Payze—No, | do not know that | would take a bet on either of those. | think there is a role for
both and | would take a risk, as | have established, on both. There is a purpose for direct hypothecation t
direct improvements to a national system of road transport. | also think there is a need for the redistributio
of revenue back to the states with the quantum being based on some notional needs of the state for road
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transport.

Mr McCARTHUR —Is your view to this committee that South Australia is better allocating a sum of
money to roads, hospitals and education rather than the Commonwealth if these grants are untied?

Mr Payze—I think the state is better able to determine the needs for road expenditure in the state &
to manage the delivery of road projects in the state. | am not saying that the state has the same ability as
Commonwealth to raise the revenue for those purposes.

Mr HARDGRAVE —I welcome your evidence this morning. In a lot of ways it has got me more and
more convinced that a lot of these untied grants in fact have not worked. Whilst the states are well able a
well placed to look at more localised imperatives, it is this national agenda business that | keep coming be
to and which we are obviously focused on. Who puts that agenda together? Obviously you would want an
input into it. You want to be able to compete for ideas and compete for funds and put a submission. Woul
that be the way you would see it working?

Mr Payze—The states and the Commonwealth need to be seen to be working very much in
partnership to determine what the national transport goals are. | think there is a lot of effort happening in t
regard in terms of work that is being done under the Australian Transport Council umbrella and the work ¢
the National Transport Planning Task Force and the subsequent review of that. | am not despondent abot
actions that are happening. | think that we need, however, to start getting some focus on what they are as
distinct from the process of delivery.

Mr HARDGRAVE —A concern that is developing, in my mind anyway, is that there tend to be state
based, often political, imperatives that will override the importance of the national outcome, the national
agenda. You are quite right in suggesting infrastructure to ports, et cetera, should occur, but then perhaps
local freeway linkage, which might be politically worth while, may suddenly soak up the funds. This is whe
untied grants may in fact be money being poured into a bucket and not getting to what the outcomes shot
be. Do you think that is a fair comment?

Mr Payze—I think that is a risk.

Mr HARDGRAVE —So there is a risk of that occurring. Would it be reasonable for the
Commonwealth to perhaps look at ways and means of tying the states down to achieving certain national
outcomes?

Mr Payze—Prior to the 1970s—the chairman might remember—when we had grants distributed
generally to the states and the states determined where they spent them without any Commonwealth
involvement in trying to focus significant investment to the national good, it was fine. We had guaranteed
funding. Whether we achieved the most effective delivery of road programs out of that system, | would
guestion. | actually see the need for differentiating between the need to redistribute revenue for road fund
purposes generally and the need to achieve a national investment strategy for roads.
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Mr HARDGRAVE —Following that through, is there a mismatch at borders? Do you find that? The
member for Prospect made an aside to me just then. | suspect that at the Queensland-New South Wales
border there is a huge mismatch where you have an airport that straddles the state borders of the two sta
and the national highway in that Gold Coast area is completely mismatched.

ACTING CHAIR —Give him a break. He is a South Australian. He is not going to be able to answe
that.

Mr HARDGRAVE —I do not want you to talk about New South Wales and Queensland; | am talkin:
about South Australia, Victoria, et cetera.

Mr Payze—Let us say that there has been a significant difference in standard between the national
highway on the South Australian side and the national highway on the Western Australian side up until the
time that Western Australia managed to get an investment.

Mr HARDGRAVE —So you could literally get, even if it is not the case | know,—

Mr Payze—There is connectivity across every state border. There may be idiosyncrasies surroundir
investment priorities.

Mr HARDGRAVE —So you could literally end up with a four-lane highway on one side of the
border and a dirt track on the other side?

Mr Payze—You could.

Mr HARDGRAVE —And that is because of a paucity of national outcomes being thought of?

Mr Payze—Yes.

Mr HARDGRAVE —Okay.

Mr LINDSAY —Mr Payze, would your department have close relations with the federal department’
Mr Payze—Yes.

Mr LINDSAY —What suggestions have you heard over time as to how the model of the way that tf
federal department works might be changed for the better?

Mr Payze—I have spoken about the need to establish some very clear transport objectives for the
national road investment strategy. | am being very general there, and | am not saying necessarily the nati
highway investment strategy because it could be other than that. In other words, | am seeing the national
highway development strategy as part of that. | have spoken about the need for that. | have spoken about
need to retain specific purpose payments to achieve national road investment objectives.
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| believe that, if we have a look at the way in which the national highway system is being
administered at the moment, there could be some improvements made to the way in which funding is
distributed between the three levels of investment. | will explain what | mean by that. With any extensions
the system or major new investments, we could, and we are quite prepared to, live with the approval proc
on a project basis.

Coming down to enhancements to the system as it exists at the moment though, | believe that we 1
to reach some agreement on the performance standards that we can expect from the national highway s\
and work towards developing performance agreements between the state and the federal government on
we would deliver those performance standards and how we can be guaranteed rolling funds to do that. W
we go down the next level to maintenance, | think of bulking up maintenance needs, provided that there is
also a service level agreement between the state and the federal government on what outcomes are to be
achieved, and then guaranteed funding for that sort of work should occur. | understand that we have disct
that proposition.

Mr LINDSAY —You avoided what | asked you, but | understand why you avoided what | asked yot
| will go in another direction. You said in evidence this morning that administrative arrangements are
basically appropriate.

Mr Payze—Generally appropriate.

Mr LINDSAY —This committee has had several pieces of evidence to say that the approval
requirements that go through Canberra are onerous and delay things tremendously—they can delay proje:
two to 11 months, for example. Has this state suffered that and, if so, what would be your suggestion to
overcome that?

Mr Payze—I think it is fair to say that we have suffered delays in the approval process. | will ask M:
Argent to answer that more specifically.

Mr Argent —My comment is that in regard to the example of 11 months that was quoted we have
certainly never experienced that sort of delay. There have been occasions when the process has brought
some delays. But | should make it clear to the committee that the process that the federal government
requires of us in the project approval process is not unlike or dissimilar to the process we go through with
our own state government for state projects so it introduces, in our view, a discipline that we are comforta
with. Our only area of improvement might be the time it takes for bits of paper to move around buildings a
to be signed by ministers, and | guess that it is not much different in Canberra and in Adelaide.

Mr LINDSAY —We received evidence that would suggest that that process might be a duplication ¢
what happens in the states. If that process were removed, would that concern your state?

Mr Argent —I would not think so.

Mr LINDSAY —In evidence this morning, you talked about how determining the needs and managil
the assets should rest with the states. But this committee has received evidence that the federal governm
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should set the national priority, the outcomes it wants to achieve, because there is always the problem of
decides what the priorities are. If the federal government moves in that direction, have you a suggestion a
what sort of model should be used for the Commonwealth to end up with a national view across all of the
states? Would you guys expect input into that? How would it be managed? How would you get your five- or
or 20-year vision so that it was equitable to everybody, equitable to the regions, socially equitable? What
the mechanism the Commonwealth should use?

Mr Payze—That is a very complex question.
Mr LINDSAY —It is something we need to wrestle with, though.

Mr HARDGRAVE —To paraphrase Mr Lindsay’s question, what is the Department of Transport
South Australia’s rationale for road construction? Do you spiral out from Adelaide? Do you start from the
Western Australian border? How do you do things?

Mr Payze—We start by trying to define strategic outcomes first. Then we have a look at the
opportunities that exist to achieve those outcomes and then we look at the investment priorities, the optior
investment priorities. At the moment | think we are tending to deal with road investment on a very ad hoc
basis, project for project, with each project having to stack up on its economic worth as distinct from whetl
there are other issues of regional development, of regional diversity, that need to be directed into that ben
cost equation. | do not think you can do that. The process is very difficult and | can only see a process of
cooperation and partnership to reach agreement on the national goals. Then the objectives and the projec
will flow out of that, quite frankly. It is difficult to contrive a process that will meet the sort of criteria you
are suggesting that everybody will be satisfied with.

Mr LINDSAY —Okay. One more question, in relation to roads of national importance. What is your
view on that? Do you think that process should be led by the Commonwealth?

Mr Payze—My personal opinion is that roads of national importance should be seen in the same
context, if you like, as the national highway system development. If there is a justification for roads of
national importance, why are they, other than by definition, different from an add-on or extension to the
national highway network? | do have some difficulty with that.

Mr ROSS CAMERON —You are executive director of the department of transport, so that includes
roads and other—

Mr Payze—It does not include direct responsibility for public transport; it does not include direct
responsibility for commercial port operations. It does include responsibility for transport policy advice, the
management of the road transport system in South Australia that the state has responsibility for and other
marine facilities and rail safety.

Mr ROSS CAMERON —Does anyone ever feel that your responsibility for transport advice, coupled
with your direct responsibility for the road network may produce a conflict of interest in terms of strategic
advice that may be biased in favour of, say, road transport as against public transport?

COMMUNICATIONS, TRANSPORT AND MICROECONOMIC REFORM



Wednesday, 30 April 1997 CT&MR CTMR 437

Mr Payze—I would like to think not. In fact, | would like to think that all our advice is unbiased. |
would have to say that in a cultural sense my department is an extension of the highways department; | s
hold a statutory authority position of Commissioner of Highways. So the culture comes out of the road
transport agency.

Mr ROSS CAMERON —What about this issue: | feel | am a patriotic Australian and all this
discussion about national goals and national priorities appeals, but what would you say to a cynical persol
who said, ‘That whole argument is really advanced as a stalking horse for the bottom line, which is to give
roads authorities a point of external leverage in their competition for funding against other state budget
agencies’?

Mr Payze—I just do not go along with that, necessarily. | think if you do not set national objectives
and you just perpetuate ad hoc decision making then you will not achieve national goals. The view that yc
are expressing that this is just a means by which road authorities can get their fair whack is not the case.
political process is established to do that.

Mr ROSS CAMERON —I am not necessarily expressing that view.

Mr Payze—I have another comment to make on top of that: how you achieve that is quite a comple
issue indeed.

Mr ROSS CAMERON —In relation to this question of national goals and priorities and the subsidiar
guestion of where roads fit into the broader transport priority, when people talk about South Australia’s
transport needs | do not hear at the moment a lot of discussion about the national highway scheme. The |
talk would be, say, the Darwin to Adelaide rail link. | hear people talking about the need to upgrade the
airport terminal. If you took those two projects you would be talking about a Commonwealth contribution o
possibly $250 million on the railway, and | understand the airport would cost you, say, $120 million. We at
talking about substantial sums of money. Should the decisions about road funding or about a national
highway network, for example, be subordinated in the decision making process of Commonwealth
involvement in a total national transport strategy?

Mr Payze—If you accept that we have a system of roads and that the Commonwealth should take
some responsibility for a national network of roads—I agree with that and that is part of our submission—
then it is not unreasonable to suggest that there ought to be continuing funding to maintain that network tc
requisite standard. Investment decisions on top of that base that relate to transport initiatives should be
compared with other transport initiatives. In other words, roads should not be seen as the sole investment
opportunity in the transport area to achieve national goals. However, if we do not set national objectives |
are we going to make judgments on the need to see our economy as a series of regional economies as
distinct from just a national economy and how do we foster regional economies by the provision of
satisfactory infrastructure to support regional development?

If we were just to invest on the basis of rational economic decisions our risk is that most of the
national funding would be spent east of the Divide. In a national context to achieve national objectives I th
that that is a real risk. Issues surrounding this nation’s view of transport sustainability have yet to be
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addressed.

Mrs CROSIO—In your submission to us you emphasised a continual rolling program of at least thre
to five years. What is the time gap that you are experiencing now?

Mr Payze—We get funding allocations on an annual basis.

Mrs CROSIO—Before you begin construction of a certain piece of the highway or whatever you
know that you are going to have a certain amount of continuity. Is it a gentleman’s agreement type of thin
It is not there on paper too?

Mr Payze—The approval process requires a three-stage approval. Once stage three approval is giv
for a project it is notionally accepted that there will be guaranteed funding to complete that project.

Mrs CROSIO—Have you ever had an experience in the past where that has not followed through?

Mr Payze—We have proceeded with stage one and stage two and then we have stopped on a nun
of projects before stage three approval has been given.

Mrs CROSIO—In your submission you were a little concerned that the coming through of some of
the monthly payments is being manipulated.

Mr Argent —The formula that has been used to date relies on estimates of forward expenditure for
the payments to be made. It is rather a complicated little formula. Wherever estimates are used it gives a
wonderful opportunity for the recipient of those funds to manipulate them if they wish. They are not going
get any more at the end of the day but the actual flow can be manipulated. However, | understand that sir
our submission was prepared the federal Department of Transport and Regional Development at officer le
at least are introducing some changes that will overcome some of those problems that we have alluded tc

Mrs CROSIO—So you are very modestly saying that it may not have occurred if you had not put tt
submission in before this committee?

Mr Argent —I would not suggest that at all.

ACTING CHAIR —Could I just ask you to spell out the process as it is now.

Mr Argent —I am not an accountant, but the process at the moment is that the monthly payment is
calculated from consideration of the expenditure to date—the forward estimates, the estimate for the
following month and the month after that. Three-quarters of that is taken into account. That is the formula.
is quite a complicated little process. Whilst what has been spent is factual, it is the second month that is tl
opportunity for manipulation if one wishes to do so.

Mrs CROSIO—My next question also follows on from that, particularly in your submission when
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you were talking about your national highways. A consensus of view has come up in this morning’s addre:
to us and also that administrative arrangements need to be changed. Just from your point of view, how wt
you suggest that those administrative arrangements are changed to form a better consensus of view betw
the Commonwealth and the states on national highways?

Mr Payze—If | can start from the investment that relates to the maintenance of the national highwa
network. | think there should be agreement on bulk annual provisions, which are determined on the basis
the service levels of maintenance that are required to keep that network up to a reasonable standard of
operational efficiency. That could be a three- to five-year allocation.

| think there is a need to reach agreement on the performance standards we expect of the network
from a traffic point of view, which would also bring to bear the requirements to upgrade certain sections of
the network in an operational sense—whether it is the provision of passing lanes or service centres or
realignments on some curves—to get a consistent service level for the network. | think funds for that purp
could be agreed and funded on a bulk basis annually and provide notional allocations for three to five yea

When we get to extensions and major improvements to the network, | believe that we would be qui
happy to accept the three-stage approval process on a project basis as we do now. We believe that the fe
government and officers need to be involved in major projects very early in the planning process to judge
conceptual viability of a project rather than making judgments at the back end that this is the time that we
will construct it.

Once you have made a decision that this project has viability, there is a commitment to proceed wi
various activities after that. To have significant expenditure to achieve land acquisition and pre-constructio
activities and have that investment sit while it waits for funding for construction purposes as the latest stac
in my view is inefficient.

Mr McDOUGALL —You have spoken a lot about strategic planning but at the same time you have
acknowledged that even you yourselves work on a demand basis and a fixed basis rather than a planned
of the future. You have said mainly that the responsibility of strategic planning—I believe this is the way y
have put it—lies with the federal government. What sort of strategic planning has the South Australian
government done both on the road network for the future and also on an integrated transport strategic pla
Have you got one in place? Have you got one under way and when do you propose to have it out?

Mr Argent —I will answer the questions in the sequence they were asked. We talked about the
national highway system first of all as an element of the road system. The state develops, as all states are
required to, a forward strategy for the national highway system. There is only five years, admittedly, but w
undertake that and we prepare one of those on an annual basis and review that.

In a broader context, we are in the process of developing a road network strategy for the state. Abc
that, a transport strategy which will be the government’s blueprint for all modes of transport is in the proce
of being developed. To answer your question specifically, there is not one in place; there is one under
development at this time.
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Mr Payze—There is a planning strategy for the metropolitan Adelaide area which is committed to b
government and publicly published. That planning strategy addresses all aspects of urban development ar
the interface of transport and other services to urban development. So there is a public document that de:
with the urban metropolitan planning strategy, but, as Mr Argent has said, there is no formal transport
document relating to it.

Mr McDOUGALL —As we expect this inquiry will be reporting to the parliament some time in
November, will those plans be available? Can they be submitted to the inquiry for future reference?

Mr Payze—I| am not too sure we can make a commitment on that specifically. But, if they are
completed by that date, | would have no problem with having them delivered to the committee, subject to
minister being happy for that to occur.

ACTING CHAIR —Mr Payze, in your submission you make a number of mentions in response to a
guestion of the national transport planning task force, but you have not mentioned anything before us in
response to questions. | gather from reading your submission that is a very important part of the foundatic
of what you are putting to us.

Mr Payze—What we are saying is that we think there have been efforts. We should continue in tho:
areas developing a set of national transport goals. Then we should develop a road investment strategy th:
links with those goals as a process. | think it has started, and | would not want to say that we have been
working in a vacuum.

Mr McDOUGALL —In light of that and the question basis that this is a funding inquiry into roads,
will those plans incorporate how you plan to use the private sector in a funding, in a construction and in a
maintenance operation and how you plan to develop the concept of using developer contributions in all fol
of industry and in urban development, both urban wise and rural and regional? Will that also be incorporat
in the strategic plan?

Mr Payze—An examination of the options for private sector funding will be included. | think | need
to make some comments about private sector investment in road infrastructure. There are a number of ar
of private sector involvement in road program delivery. In terms of competitive tendering and the use of
private sector investment, at this point in time | think we are almost wholly delivering the national highway
program by competitive tender. | do not think you are referring necessarily to that.

The only reason the private sector will invest in public infrastructure is if they can get a return on
their investment. That means that any investment must have a revenue stream to the operator to make it
commercially viable. That brings to bear issues such as whether to put in tolls or shadow tolls or whether
governments should put in equity investment to match a private sector investment to make it commercially
viable.

When we are looking at private sector investment, we should not look at replacing any government
responsibility for the road network. It should be an opportunity to bring specific transport initiatives on-
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stream earlier than they would have otherwise been delivered through the normal taxation system.

Mr McDOUGALL —Would you agree that private sector involvement might be in the form of
development contributions on the basis that the money that they are going to raise is not directly on a toll
a shadow toll but through the profitability of a development which will flow from being able to have a
transport route—whether that be road or rail—to a port or an airport to achieve their investment objectives
Would you include that type of funding contribution in your strategic plans, rather than the idea of a cash
flow to get cash out simply by a toll method?

Mr Payze—If there was a single, clear beneficiary, your case might have some merit. When we stal
looking at urban development and developers’ contributions, you get into the political area, and | do not w
to comment on that, because the issue for me is whether new development should have to pay a price fol
urban infrastructure that has traditionally been provided through the taxation system.

ACTING CHAIR —Mr McDougall, he is saying on page 15 of his submission that they do. The
answer to your question is yes, in your submission there—specific projects, on page 15 of your submissio

Mr Payze—Yes.

Mr McDOUGALL —My real argument is how much of that is being considered within a strategic
framework of planning, in relation not only to roads but to an integrated transport system?

Mr Argent —Certainly from our perspective, in terms of the emphasis on roads, we are trying to lift
our sights above that to the broader context of transport. It is fair to say that in South Australia, whether w
like it or not, because we do not have—in the road sense at least—the sorts of volumes that generate the
private sector opportunities in the eastern states. We have been very selective in our thinking in that regal
We have not ignored the opportunity. There are two cases cited in there for road projects at least that do
offer—we think—some opportunity for private sector involvement in the future. To answer your question a
the broader transport level, | have to be honest and say that we have not wrapped our minds around that
this stage.

Mr McDOUGALL —I have one final question. We have had evidence from Austroads, and | think |
have a bit of an understanding of what they do. In your discussions and your points in regard to planning,
you see Austroads as a vehicle for that drawing together of the states which will enable them to make a
combined contribution in planning to the federal body? If not, which body exists that could be that vehicle
and, if the body does not exist, how many should we scrap to create the body that is going to work?

Mr Payze—Austroads has a role to play. But Austroads is representative of road transport agencies
around the country, and | believe we need a much broader perspective than just Austroads.

Mr McDOUGALL —Does it exist in the current framework?

Mr Payze—No, | do not believe so. But the framework under the Australian Transport Council is
being reviewed at the moment.
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Mr WAKELIN —I will try to cover three or four areas where | have been. In terms of subject they
relate to state national strategy and trade, which you mentioned in your submission. | am particularly
interested in the transport task related to the changes in AN and how—in your strategic thinking—that is
affecting things and what some of the outcomes from that might be. In your submission, you mentioned
changing grain pathways—and the state relies significantly on grain exports. Could you make some gener
comments on that general issue of the integrated transport task, which is following on a little bit from Mr
McDougall.

Mr Payze—If | can simply say that we have been doing some work with the grain industry, looking
at the consequences of two distinct changes to their transport system. Firstly, the use of much larger ship
large deadweight, which will have an implication in terms of commercial development of our ports and the
cooperative bulk handling as a result of that. We have had a significant strategic look at the way in which
they will handle the storage and transport of grain and whether they have the capacity to handle storage ¢
port terminals or whether they should be looking at a different strategy of rationalising their storage systen
inland of the ports—and then the interrelationships between those storage facilities and the commercial pc
with the railway and road network—to achieve the sort of delivery rates required by the industry. It is not i
its final stages but our belief would be that, if we rationalise the storage facilities, there could be a change
the road transport need to actually service those storage facilities, which could impose a greater load on t
local road system for local catchment and transport to strategic storage facilities.

That is the basis of what was in our submission, which attempts to address the fact that we can
achieve economic benefits outside of the road transport system that actually impose a cost on the road
transport system. Unless we get some redistribution there, we will have some difficulty with the way in
which local government and we can handle it.

Mr WAKELIN —Hypothetically, if the Eyre Peninsula AN sale resulted, at some future point, in ralil
falling over, it would have huge implications for the road system. Have you considered that?

Mr Payze—I| am not too sure that | am in a position to make a direct statement about that at this
inquiry. We are examining the implications of AN transferring from a public sector ownership authority to
the private sector. We are not in a position to be definitive about the combination surrounding what option
might result from that change of ownership, but we are examining all options.

Mr WAKELIN —I understand that. But in a strategic sense the national transport task, the state
transport task, the rail, the integrated transport system and the way rail may emerge in the future certainly
have to be part of your thinking, don’t they?

Mr Payze—Absolutely.

Mr WAKELIN —As you may recall | have a particular interest in research and | will lead on to that.
With regard to technological change, it seems to me we have great difficulty in keeping up. We have the r
train issue and we have done some work with passing lanes and that sort of thing, which is appreciated ir
regions. But | think we have this issue of the transport industry being ahead of the ability to provide the
infrastructure. | quote Highway 1, for example, with some pretty near misses and fatalities occurring.
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| am interested in your strategic view about the ever increasing road trains, which have a greater
demand—I think we would all agree—on the national highway, and the ability in road safety to get past: ju
practical things. Our ability to provide that infrastructure is not keeping up, | suggest, with the demands on
that capital investment. Could you make a comment on that?

ACTING CHAIR —If there are any questions that you are not in a position to respond to, there is n
problem in responding with a note later.

Mr Payze—I would like to make the comment that the demands on the transport system are brougt
about by various aspects of change, one of which is the drive of industry to be more efficient and to look :
different types of vehicles. Whether it is a change to the load on the road system or a change to the dem:
by way of the number of vehicles on the road system, there is always the need, therefore, to look at chan
That is part of the strategic process.

Mr WAKELIN —What | am trying to get to in this inquiry is exactly about that general process:
national and state responsibilities. What | am trying to get an oversight on is that we, it seems to me, have
great difficulty keeping up and whether we have better mechanisms. That is part of the role of the inquiry:
try and assess where we have these clearly more dangerous situations emerging because of changing
technologies and what effort is being made in terms of strategic investment. They are the sorts of issues t
am trying to get at.

Mr Payze—We are examining all of that; in fact, the whole issue of mass limits review is on the
agenda right now. The need to be able to express a very positive view about the introduction of mass limi
needs to have the other side of the equation, which is the consequences on the road infrastructure. We al
trying to get to grips with that at the moment in terms of which system.

Mr WAKELIN —Do you see something emerging out of research which is helping us? | think you
have been involved with international research over the years.

Mr Payze—I am Chairman of the Australian Road Research Board. We have been doing a lot of
work in terms of the productivity of road transport vehicles. But it is being driven by the Austroads nationa
research agenda.

Mr WAKELIN —My last question is on the administration of the black spots program. Could you
offer us any words of wisdom on the issue? They have come and gone—they were there, then they were
gone and they are back again. Internally within the state, are you finding particular issues which impinge c
their effectiveness? Can you answer from a national perspective as well? So can you tell us the guideline:
nationally through to a state perspective?

Mr Payze—The decision as to the program being there, gone and there again is a Commonwealth
political one and | would not make a comment on that.

Mr WAKELIN —No.
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Mr Payze—Trevor, do you wish to make a comment on that?

Mr Argent —Bearing in mind the timing of the announcement of the black spot program and setting
up the administrative arrangements for 1996-97, | think the reaction by everybody is, ‘It's all flown very
nicely, thank you.” 1997-98 is yet to be tested, but | have no reason to believe that the arrangements that
have been put in place are not working. They are effective and should work well.

ACTING CHAIR —Mr Payze, can | just say to you that that is a very important question. Maybe yo
can follow that up with some more information on the likely impact of that—the implications for
maintenance, the implications for road damage, the implications for suspension systems. We can liaise
between the staff on that.

Mr ALBANESE —You informed us that you had responsibility for roads effectively but not public
transport. What department in South Australia has this? Is there a separate department?

Mr Payze—There is the Passenger Transport Board. There is very strong liaison between the two
authorities but they both report to the same minister.

Mr ALBANESE —I guess my question comes down to coordination on both your level and in terms
of when we are considering this inquiry’s terms of reference. Do you see any problems with the way in
which you coordinate, re assessment of the economic and, most importantly, the environmental sustainab
of public transport use as opposed to building a new road? Are there any contradictions with that separati
of powers that you have at the moment, do you think?

Mr Payze—I would say no, provided the liaison is good at the strategic level, and it is.

Mr MCARTHUR —We had a submission from the Royal Automobile Association of South Australia,
who are coming before the committee later in the morning. They recommended:

. . . that a commercialised entity, referred to here as the Federal Roads Corporation, be formed. It should be establist
with a clear mandate to direct road investment towards projects which satisfy explicit national economic and other
objectives.

What is your reaction to that proposal?

Mr Payze—I have not given it any great thought. | would have to simply ask the question as to wha
benefits such a framework would have over what we have got at the moment.

Mr ROSS CAMERON —When | got off the plane early this morning, it was a beautiful Adelaide
morning but we walked about 100 yards across the tarmac to the covered area. What do you do when it
rains?

Mr Payze—We provide umbrellas. In truth, the state is looking at a redevelopment of the air termine
and that is a very, very significant and important issue for this state.
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Mr ROSS CAMERON —My question is this: what is more important—that we coordinate more
effectively the planning and delivery of federal road funding or that we more effectively integrate all
transport priorities across the various modes?

Mr Payze—We see a national road investment strategy as part of an overall transport investment
strategy to be achieved nationally.

ACTING CHAIR —I have a couple of quick questions to leave with you, and you need not respond
now because we are running out of time. You mentioned on page 11 of your submission:

. . . the current amalgamation of Local Government Authorities into larger economsg.unit

Can you elaborate for us on the significance of that, because it does not tell us anything about that? Coul
you tell us something also, as road administrators, about what you see are the priorities of the future
expenditure between maintenance and construction?

Terms of reference No. 4 refers to best practice. Given your extensive involvement across the road
industry professionally, can you tell us something in response about where you see the benchmarks are ir
terms of construction and maintenance and where you are drawing the examples on performance in relati
those? On behalf of the committee, thank you very much to Mr Argent and Ms Hunter for arranging this
afternoon for the Mount Barker experience. Thank you for your participation and your promptness in
response. Mr Zeicman, there will be another day for you. You shan’t escape.
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[10.10 a.m.]

CASS, Mrs Janice Dora, Member, Road Transport Reference Group, Local Government Association of
South Australia, 16 Hutt Street, Adelaide, South Australia 5000

HURN, Mr Brian Morgan, Vice President, Local Government Association of South Australia, 16 Hutt
Street, Adelaide, South Australia 5000

VAN EVERY, Mr Bruce Edward, Member, Road Transport Reference Group, Local Government
Association of South Australia, 16 Hutt Street, Adelaide, South Australia 5000

ACTING CHAIR —Welcome. We have looked at your submission and have some questions which
we would like to ask you. What part have each of you played in the preparation of the submission?

Mr Hurn —Each of us has had meetings.
ACTING CHAIR —A joint effort.
Mr Hurn —It is a joint effort, yes.

ACTING CHAIR —The proceedings of the committee are an extension of the proceedings of the
parliament. We do not swear an oath before this committee, but they carry with them the same responsibi
as participation within the parliament. We thank you for your attendance and for the submission. Is there &
brief opening statement which you would like to make before we begin questions? Otherwise it comes out
your question time.

Mr Hurn —I will try to be very brief and, if you will excuse my levity and impertinence, | heard
beforehand that we were concerned about rain at the Adelaide airport. As farmers in this state, we are
desperately needing two or three inches of rain. The sooner that comes, the quicker—

ACTING CHAIR —We will remind the honourable member when he returns.

Mr Hurn —Thank you for giving us the opportunity to provide evidence on this most important iSSue
It is patently obvious that the road infrastructure in this state, particularly rural, arterial and local roads, is
deteriorating and has deteriorated to such a degree that it is having a detrimental effect on the economy,
environment, on road safety and trauma, on the cost of living and the social impact both on individuals an
on the nation as a whole. Therefore, we believe it is imperative that the Commonwealth, state and local
governments combine to develop and coordinate a strategic plan to provide adequate funds to rectify this
situation immediately, on a fair share equity basis which meets the needs of all industries and of all
communities.

The Australian Local Government Association has made a submission, developed in consultation w
state associations. The South Australia Local Government Association strongly agrees and supports it. In
speaking to our submission, | would like to introduce my colleague Jan Cass, the Mayor of Loxton. She is
going to speak on the effects that rail closures have on the roads and the safety and environmental aspec
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that have been caused by that.

ACTING CHAIR —You are not each getting an opening statement. Otherwise, there will not be any
guestions.

Mr Hurn —Okay, then Mr Van Every will deal with that. We believe that the roads are a very
important issue for local government. It is known that a local government association cannot sustain the le
of funding that is required to maintain and upgrade these roads, particularly in rural areas where the rate
revenue is limited because of the population base. We believe that this is exacerbated by the state rate
capping that has put limits on local government to provide infrastructure and will have a big bearing on
future councils’ ability to be able to provide, upgrade and seal roads.

We also believe that, together with the constant decrease in untied road grants from the
Commonwealth, it is virtually impossible for the local government to maintain roads, especially the local
roads—and local government is responsible for 80 per cent of the roads in Australia, as | believe you well
know, Mr Acting Chairman.

It is realised that all tiers of government have their budgetary constraints, but ways really must be
found. Funding for the national highway system must be extended to the roads of national importance—th
is, to the link roads and the special local roads that link the major roads in our state and our nation. Becal
of the close of the rail services, those link roads are being used by heavy transport. They are virtually beir
torn to bits and they are very hard to maintain.

As an example, for instance, in the mid-north in 1993 there were 11 important link roads that were
identified as needing urgent upgrading. Eleven of those roads took about 189 kilometres, and to seal thos
would cost over $16 million. So far there have been only two of those done.

The latest study in the northern areas where there are four councils—and they have identified
important link roads for grain and tourist transport, et cetera—shows there are some 235 kilometres of ros
there and the annual cost of maintaining those roads is estimated at $674,000. We believe that that is goi
continue. The cost will increase to maintain those roads. But, if they get down too far, there will be a far
greater cost to upgrade them. We believe that this is clearly unfair on the local residents who can and shc
expect equal social justice. The importance of these roads should not be ignored, particularly in the nation
wider view of perhaps defence and tourism in the economy.

These are only small examples in part of South Australia. | would like to table a research documen
prepared by the South Australian Centre for Economic Studies which shows the figures for the whole of tt
state. | believe that you have just been handed those. | believe that you are also aware of the South
Australian deep sea ports in the rail grain report that has been handed to you.

| would just like to reiterate the fact that this is not just a matter of roads. As has been said, there a
no votes in roads, but there certainly are votes in road safety, road trauma and accidents, the environmen
cost of living, the cost to industries and the social aspect for rural people who basically would look for equ
social justice. | think that | could leave it there, in view of your determination that Mayor Cass—
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ACTING CHAIR —I was just trying to help so we get an opportunity to raise some issues with you.
We will incorporate what Mayor Cass wants to say on that. | have before miengteect of increased road
transport of grain: final draft prepared for local government associations by the South Australian Centre fo
Economic Studies, October 1995.

Resolved (on motion by Mrs Crosio):
That the document become an exhibit for the purpose of the inquiry.

ACTING CHAIR —Mrs Cass, listening to what Mr Hurn has said, and reading through your
submission, is your association happy with the existing set of arrangements between the three levels of
government or does it see a better system?

Mrs Cass—We believe there should be a better system put in place. We believe we are perhaps at
bottom of the tier and we get what is left over.

ACTING CHAIR —There are a lot more of you, though.

Mrs Cass—There are a lot more, and we maintain a lot more roads. Many of those roads are unses
and are very difficult and very costly to maintain. We believe there are increasing problems coming about,
many of them not of our own making. For instance, the report you have just been handed is purely about
roads that are at risk because of AN’s closure of railway lines in the early 1990s in South Australia and th
impact that has had on local government.

That closure left silos on rail lines that were sometimes many kilometres of dirt roads from the near
bitumen road, but they still have to be serviced. Increasingly, the people are wanting to service those with
heavier transports and longer and bigger transports—B-doubles in many cases. We believe that is extrem
dangerous. It is dangerous from the point of view that those unsealed roads cause a lot of dust. If you ha
not driven on unsealed roads you have no idea of the dust problem from semi-trailers.

Many of the roads that service those silos are narrow and not suitable for transport of that heavy si
It is extremely dangerous for the rest of the community trying to pass those vehicles, even on-coming
vehicles. It is difficult because once you move off that road, you are on to a grader wheel. Once you get it
that grader wheel you have to be extremely careful that you do not lose control of the vehicle. You cannot
see once the vehicle goes past. You cannot stop, because if you stop you are at risk of being hit from bel
if anyone is coming up behind you. If you keep going, you are at risk as soon as you pull back on the roa
If there happens to be a second trailer behind and you do not realise it, then it is very easy to hit it. Those
roads really are very dangerous and that certainly was not of our doing. It was a decision of AN to close.
believe it was probably at the direction of the federal government, actually.

Mr HARDGRAVE —I was pleased by that comment about things being away from arterial roads. It
seems to me that one of the problems that has developed over time is that state authorities have allowed
things to be put in places that are a long way away from arterial roads. It seems to me to put tremendous
pressure on what should be normally local roads. That has obviously been your experience.
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Given that there is obviously always a hit for the federal government to be funding everything, | tak
it you are not literally meaning that suburban streets should be funded by us, but you see a need for local
road funding. | wonder if you could flesh this out a little more. Is this more to compensate for the fact that
things are so far away from what normally would be an arterial road, or are you trying to do new things?

Mr Van Every —The difficulty with funding is twofold. There is the rate capping issue that was
raised earlier in terms of constraints on local government’s purse. It is the rural areas, where the rate base
sparse and you still have those large distances and costly roads to maintain, which provide the difficulty fc
local government. The problems exist more in the rural areas. Rate capping, combined with the distance &
the ability to raise rates through land based taxes, is a difficult way to fund roads in those remote areas.

Mr HARDGRAVE —So you really are talking about major arterial roads linking communities?

Mr Van Every —It is a combination. In terms of some of the areas, there is social equity. You have
three or four ratepayers fronting onto a road that is maybe 15 kilometres long. The difficulty of those three
ratepayers to fund their access is an equity issue, | believe. That is one of the issues we would like to rais
conjunction with the major linking roads.

Mr HARDGRAVE —I would imagine, with the greatest of respect, three or four ratepayers on a 15-
kilometre gravel road are going to have Buckley’'s getting a two-lane bitumen curb and channelled road wit
you cannot get arterial links for 300,000 or 400,000 people to use.

Mr Van Every —With respect, they are not seeking a sealed road or anything greater than their
existing road. It is the difficulty of maintaining even the gravel surface due to climatic conditions and so on

Mr HARDGRAVE —It has been implied by a number of the different state submissions that there is
a great grey area about whether local government actually spends the money they are given on roads, th:
lot of great swimming pools are being built in a few different councils.

Mr Hurn —I understand that we are under parliamentary privilege here. It is the first time | have be:
under it. | understand what you are saying but | think we can well justify and substantiate where the mone
is going. | believe that the three tiers of government each have a responsibility. What we are looking at is
that it has to be commensurate with what it is responsible to the whole nation for, if you like. The highway
the rural arterial roads certainly and the special local link roads are very important.

There are some state and federal governments which have big areas of land from which they get s
income—forestry et cetera—and the local government has to pick that up and service those roads. That is
why we believe there has to be whole study on this inequity and we cannot put it on a per capita basis. It
should be on perhaps what people’s contributions are to the nation’s wealth and on the road length. For
instance, you might have one or two grain growers on the west coast who are contributing $2 million or $:
million to the national wealth in export, yet they have to buy a lot of fuel and repair a lot of trucks. | think
you understand that story.
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ACTING CHAIR —The short answer to Mr Hardgrave’s question is that money provided by federal
government to local government intended for roads is in fact spent on roads.

Mrs Cass—Four- or fivefold over.

Mr HARDGRAVE —What is good is that we have inspired some good comments in the evidence w
were just given.

Mr ROSS CAMERON —This issue of social justice and equity gets rolled into virtually every
submission the inquiry has received. | just want to understand exactly what you mean by it. You make the
statement in your submission:

Remote rural communities should be subsidised by more populous regions as their economic input benefits not only tl
immediate community, but the Australian economy overall.

The implication is that urban roads do not benefit. Is that the implication, that urban roads do not benefit 