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TAXIS — DRIVERS 
Motion 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [1.39 pm]: I move — 

That the Council calls on the Barnett Liberal government to explain why it will have taken more than 
three years to introduce a demerit point and probationary system for taxidrivers since it was first 
promised by Minister Buswell in April 2011. 

Let us hope that with this motion, which seeks to get the government to explain itself, we will not, once again, 
see the cone of silence come down across the chamber, like we did with the last motion. Let us go through the 
sorry, sad history of this government’s performance on transport. We have just dealt with public transport and 
now we turn to the government’s failure to deliver on its commitments to taxidrivers. All I ask is for the 
government to explain itself. This is not a motion seeking to condemn the government. We are asking for an 
explanation and for the government to break its cone of silence. The history of taxis in this state is a long and sad 
story. When I was the shadow Minister for Transport, the level of problems in our taxi industry was one of the 
things that horrified me. There was clearly a group of rogue taxidrivers in Western Australia operating outside 
the law. I sought to highlight and publicise the way in which it operated. Out of that we uncovered within the 
taxi industry drivers with serious criminal convictions being allowed to drive. In fairness, and to acknowledge 
some of the things the government did, the government cleaned up its systems to provide better communications 
between the Department of Transport and the police department and ensure that people who were charged or 
convicted of serious offences would no longer work in the taxi industry. That led to the situation in April 2011 
when then Minister for Transport Troy Buswell put out a press release. The press release commenced — 

Recalcitrant taxi drivers would have their taxi licences suspended under a proposed new demerit point 
system to raise industry standards. 

It went on to state — 

… the new system, which is part of the State Government’s Taxi Action Plan, will also include 
a probationary period for new drivers and more thorough entry and training requirements. 

“A demerit system will provide a mechanism for the Department of Transport to identify, discipline and 
weed out drivers who cannot meet the acceptable standards,” … 

It then went through, in very broad terms, what this system was going to be like. I must say that it was 
disappointing even back then that we did not get a clear picture from the government about what it proposed to 
do. It pointed out some of the sorts of behaviours that might be captured, but there was a lot of concern that it did 
not address the point. At the time, I always argued that there was a lack of accountability within the taxi industry 
to ensure good outcomes and that the inability to have a proper complaints mechanism within the government 
was a problem. I asked the minister: how does someone make a complaint about taxidrivers and how do they 
find the number to put in a complaint? The then minister told me to google it. If the person who googled it was 
lucky enough, they would find the number but if they rang it on the weekend, they would not get a response. 
I have found on a number of occasions that I have not been happy with the taxi service. I tested the number by 
ringing it and leaving a message but I do not think I ever got a call back. There were clearly failures within this 
government delivering on the taxi system. 

Back in April, 2011, then Minister Troy Buswell promised us that we were going to get a demerit point system 
and probationary drivers, as outlined in the motion. I suspect that many members in the chamber, certainly those 
who have joined me on this side of the chamber, were not even in Parliament in 2011 and they probably feel like 
they have been in Parliament forever. This motion would predate the time in this Parliament of many members 
on the other side. In June 2011, the then Minister for Transport told us that we would have permanent on-road 
compliance officers who would issue infringements to drivers for not wearing the correct uniform, not displaying 
their identification or for their vehicle being unroadworthy. The second two points are particularly important. 
I am not sure whether we need a department to be enforcing whether taxidrivers are wearing their uniform, so 
long as it is clean, neat and appropriate clothing. I would argue that is the job of the taxi industry to do, but some 
of those other issues were important. The minister went on in that press release of 6 June to state — 

Today’s announcement is the third initiative of the Taxi Action Plan, which also includes the 
introduction of a demerit point system and the release of additional lease plates to meet demand. 

It again referred to those initiatives. It went on to state — 

… the Government will soon commence the $7.74million roll-out of the new Taxi Camera Surveillance 
Units … to give police a greater ability to investigate and prosecute crimes in taxis. 
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I might add that those crimes were occurring against taxidrivers and taxi passengers; it was not one or the other. 
Surveillance units have helped clean that up. 

The government stated that it was releasing its 2 000th taxi plate and in September 2011 it again talked about 
things such as the introduction of new taxi camera surveillance units, the development of a new demerit point 
system and more thorough entry and training requirements. Throughout 2011, the opposition had prosecuted the 
case and the government told us it had a solution and was going to bring legislation into Parliament. 
In November 2011, it came to my attention that the government had changed the system for how people could 
become taxidrivers. Previously, people had to go through a psychological test to become a taxidriver. It was 
about not only looking at their past behaviour and whether they had a criminal record, but also drilling down and 
doing a proper test to establish whether the people who were applying to be taxidrivers were the appropriate type 
of people. The problem with the demerit point and probationary system is that it will catch people who commit 
offences after they become taxidrivers. Previously, we had a system to try to weed out some of those people 
before they even got into the system but that was removed in July 2010. I was calling for an effective screening 
mechanism, a proper complaints system and the immediate removal of drivers who failed to meet community 
standards. It was a demonstration of the sort of bipartisanship Hon Simon O’Brien talks about. I was out there 
calling for and was prepared to put forward positive alternative ideas. 

By July 2012—remembering that many members in the chamber this afternoon still had not arrived in 
Parliament by that stage—I put out a press release pointing out that there was more evidence of a failure to 
remove rogue taxidrivers. I pointed out what I thought was a very serious concern. A press release states — 

… a driver charged in February with unlawful wounding had not been suspended from driving and later 
pleaded guilty to sexually assaulting a passenger. 

It was my view that — 

“It is unacceptable that people who have been charged with serious criminal offences can still be 
permitted to drive taxis,” 

The then Minister for Transport sent out a letter telling everybody that if taxidrivers get charged, even if the 
police do not prosecute, the government will come after them and will take their licence off them. As a result, we 
got the sorts of changes that I talked about earlier—better cooperation between the police and the 
Department of Transport. I am very proud of the fact that I was able to achieve those changes to make it a bit 
safer for people, although some very sad sexual assaults occurred in a multipurpose taxi, which I will come to 
a little later. It is always a great shame that that ever occurred and it distresses me to this day to even think about 
it.  

Nothing eventuated before the election. Then, in September 2013, the then Minister for Transport, Troy Buswell, 
put out a press release headed “Action taken to improve taxi industry” that had three dot points at the top. They 
read — 

• A new framework will regulate taxi driver standards 

• A taxi driver penalty point system will be introduced 

• Greater enforcement of higher standards within the taxi industry 

All current members of this place had arrived in the chamber by that stage. The press release further states — 

Major reform of the taxi industry reached an important milestone today, with the introduction of the 
Taxi Driver Licensing Bill into State Parliament. 

Transport Minister Troy Buswell said the Bill included the Taxi Driver Penalty Point system 
(TDPP), — 

The government even had an acronym for it — 

which targeted the minority of taxi drivers who breached regulations. 

I agree, and want to make it clear, that it has always been my view that the minority, not the majority, has been 
the real problem in the taxi industry. The press release further states — 

The Bill is the next step in the Liberal National Government’s Taxi Action Plan, which aims to improve 
safety, standards and restore confidence in the taxi industry in Western Australia. 

We later heard from Hon Phil Edman, and I do not know whether he was completely convinced that he had 
confidence in the taxi industry. The press release continues — 

Mr Buswell said the TDPP was a major part of the reform package and would be used to remove 
recalcitrant drivers from the taxi industry. 
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I had moved my motion on 19 June 2013, and in September 2013 we finally got a package of measures into 
Parliament that were supposed to deal with these issues and were part of the plan to clean up the taxi industry 
and remove recalcitrant drivers. That begs the question of whether we were allowing recalcitrant taxidrivers to 
remain in the industry between 2011 and 2013; I would suggest the answer is yes. The press release further 
states — 

The Minister said the penalty system would be similar to the motor vehicle driver’s licence system 
where taxi drivers would accrue penalty points for a breach of a number of prescribed offences—
most of which related to taxi regulations. 

Some offences include: 

• refusing a fare without good cause 

• unlawfully terminating a fare 

• refusing to carry an assistance dog 

• failing to take a passenger on the most economical route. 

“When the number of points exceeds a certain threshold their licence to operate as a taxi driver will 
be suspended or cancelled,” … 

The press release further states — 

“Currently, the State Government has limited means of removing taxi drivers who, while not 
committing criminal or serious misconduct, repeatedly breach the taxi regulations. 

It is kind of ironic, three years on from that time, to read things such as — 

“When I was appointed Minister for Transport, the strongest message I received from taxi drivers 
was that they wanted a system where the ‘bad apple’ drivers could be removed from the industry. 
This Bill will ensure that can happen.” 

The press release further states — 

Other features of the Bill include: 

• formal legal recognition of the Taxi Driver Code of Conduct 

• stronger powers to define driver entry standards; training and testing regimes; and the power to 
specify the remedial driver training to follow disqualification. 

The Taxi Drivers Licensing Bill 2013 was then introduced into the other place. We then had the absolutely 
amazing situation of government members in the Legislative Assembly filibustering on it. Member after 
member got up and told their tale about — 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Their terrible taxi tales. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Their terrible taxi tales! 

During this afternoon’s previous debate, Hon Simon O’Brien called for us to grow up, and pointed out that 
oppositions have a job to do and governments have a job to do, and sometimes we need to make sure we try to 
modify that approach and how we go about these things. But I have to say that I had never seen a government, 
for weeks, filibuster and hold up its own legislation that, by that stage, we had been waiting more than two 
years for. Government members completely and utterly delayed that legislation. 

The legislation then arrived in this house; I think it was Hon Jim Chown’s first bill. We used to draw crowds 
into this house, as you will recall, Madam Deputy President, as we scrutinised that legislation and found point 
after point and error after error. The parliamentary secretary was, I think, let down in some cases by his 
advice, and he either was unable to explain that bill or incorrectly explained it to the house. Although we had 
been waiting almost three years by that stage for it to come into place, which was plenty of time for the 
government to have its act together, it still could not put that bill properly into place. To the government’s 
credit, it accepted some opposition amendments. We again pointed out that the government simply did not 
have a proper complaints mechanism, and we were greatly concerned about how the government would deal 
with some of the changes. 

There was the celebrated case when a member asked a question about working with children checks. We were 
assured in the house that if someone rang up a taxi dispatch service in Western Australia, they would be able 
to get a driver from a group of drivers with working with children checks to go and get their child. Of course, 
that member, being a diligent member of this house, left the chamber and rang the taxi dispatch services in 
Western Australia and found that not to be the case. Of course, the parliamentary secretary had to apologise to 
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the house for that advice. Although it is improper to bring the Chair into the debate, I think everyone knows 
who that member was—it was Hon Adele Farina, a member for South West Region. Even when we finally got 
the legislation in, a range of issues were raised with it, some amendments were moved and there were still 
issues surrounding the proper way to deal with taxidrivers. 

Then, of course, we went back into the vacuum; the cone of silence came down around the government once 
again. We waited and waited, and asked questions about when the bill would be proclaimed and when we would 
get this new system. We were told consultation was happening and that this and that was going on but in the 
meantime we found that the world had moved on, and the on-demand industry, including groups like Uber, came 
to Western Australia and thumbed its nose at the government of the day. It said, “We don’t care what your 
legislation is. We are going to go out there and offer competition to the taxi industry, in complete denial of the 
law. We will not even care about the law. We will just do what we want to do; come and catch us if you can.” 
Interestingly, my view is that the government could have caught it if it wanted to, but it chose not to. One can 
only speculate as to why that was the case, but we know there were very close links between this government 
and people representing Uber in this state. There is no doubt in my mind that a simple cross-check between 
people with F-class licences and their car registration numbers could have occurred and then the people 
operating as Uber drivers in this state would have been very quickly caught, but the government chose to ignore 
the law. By this stage, every taxi in the state had to have a camera in it. In fact, anyone who wanted to put a new 
taxi on the road had to put a camera in it. I will give credit where it is due: even though the taxi video and audio 
recording were onerous standards—although I still to this day do not believe we have sufficient protection 
around the information captured by those CCTV cameras and the audio—it was a good measure. The 
government funded it with the money that sat in the taxi industry development account. In my view, those 
cameras were probably the single most important thing in helping clean up the taxi industry in this state. 
Thankfully, they led to the capture of that filthy pig who raped that young disabled woman. The camera not only 
provided all the evidence necessary to convict him for the offence against that young woman, but also captured 
him offending against others of the most vulnerable in our community. I give credit where credit is due. Those 
cameras were crucial in capturing that filth. I have no better way of describing it. He was a piece of filth, who 
had previously engaged in inappropriate behaviour towards women. I am glad he is where he should be, and 
I hope he stays there for a very long time. In my view, the use of cameras was probably the most important thing 
at that time in cleaning up the taxi industry. However, we still did not have a demerit point or probationary 
system. The laws of the land were also being completely flouted by groups such as Uber. Other groups such as 
Shofer, which is a modern provider, have sought to work with the government and comply with the laws of the 
land. As I understand it, there was an issue with Shofer around the $60 minimum fee for a small charter vehicle. 
The Shofer on-demand transport vehicles have cameras. 

Hon Jim Chown: Do you mean C-H or S-H? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Shofer as in the on-demand transport system. 

Hon Jim Chown: There is another group that is S-H. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is the one I am talking about—S-H-O-F-E-R. I have got somewhere the name of 
many of the new on-demand companies that are coming into the industry. 

Hon Phil Edman: Have you used Shofer? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I have not. Interestingly, I have spoken to the CEO of Shofer. I should say that 
I was once with someone and we wanted to share a cab home, and they went to use Shofer, and the Shofer driver 
could not find us, even though we were at the Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre. That was probably 
a teething problem. There are issues there, and I am sure there are plenty of other examples of that. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: You’re so hard to find! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes! Anyway, that is another story for another day. I will continue to use taxis, because 
they are the regulated, legal on-demand service, although Shofer does meet the requirements, because they are 
licensed SC vehicles, and our trip was from the city to Joondalup, so I am sure it would have been legal. 

Hon Phil Edman: Has anyone from the ALP used Shofer? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know. 

Hon Phil Edman: What about Uber? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have never used Uber. In my view, Uber is illegal and should not be operating in this 
state, and your lot should be cracking down on them. If the government wants Uber to operate in this state, it 
should change the law and bring in the legislation. That is the point that I am getting to now. We have been 
waiting for five years, and time has now overtaken us and we are told that the world has changed and we need to 
go to the new world. We got the on-demand — 
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Hon Jim Chown: Reforms. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The discussion paper is the first thing we got. 

Hon Jim Chown: The green paper. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Nothing happens quickly with this government. We got a green paper. 
Hon Jim Chown: We’re about listening to electors rather than telling them what they need. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government did tell them what it was going to do, and then it did not deliver it. The 
government told the people in 2011 what it was going to do. It told them in 2013 what it was going to do. It just 
does not deliver it. The government might hear the people, but it does not act for them. That is the problem with this 
government, Hon Jim Chown. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is a lot of volume and background chatter in the chamber. 
Just understand that Hansard needs to be able to hear the speaker, who I do admit has a loud voice, but if the 
background chatter could die down a bit, that would be helpful.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure that Hansard will ignore the rest and just listen to me, and I will make sure that 
they can. 
It is interesting that I cannot find in the green paper anything about a demerit point or probationary system. I look 
forward to Hon Jim Chown explaining to me where in this paper we can find those issues, which are so crucial. 
I also cannot find in the green paper anything about whether the Department of Transport will have a central 
complaints system. Section 5 of the green paper is headed “Achieving Accountability”. One of the joys of the 
government’s policy documents is that when we print them on A4 paper, we often lose the page numbers, so it is 
hard to quote the page! However, I believe it is page 34 because, according to the index, that is where the section on 
accountability begins. It states — 

The regulation of on-demand transport is quite different and varies across the State and between individual 
sectors. At one end of the spectrum, there are regular passenger transport vehicles which are subject to 
‘light touch’ regulation only. At the other end is the metropolitan taxi sector, where regulation is more 
prescriptive. In addition to rules relating to vehicle and driver safety, there are regulations governing 
a range of issues including driver uniforms, — 

We are back there again! It continues — 
vehicle uncleanliness, security equipment and community courtesy.  

There is nothing in the green paper about demerit points and a probationary system. There is nothing about the 
issues that we talked about in 2013, such as unlawfully terminating a fare, refusing to carry an assistance dog, and 
failing to take a passenger on the most economical route. The green paper refers to dividing up accountability and 
transferring accountability to the operators. In one sense, I would agree with that. However, this is a regulated 
industry. The government licenses the drivers. If the government licenses the drivers, it needs to take some 
accountability. However, there is nothing in this document about accountability. Will we still have a demerit point 
and probationary system for drivers? In fact, now it will not be just a T-extension on a person’s driver’s licence. 
Drivers will also need to have an extension on their F-class licence. I cannot find one word in this document about 
that. If I have missed it, I am happy to be corrected. We are told that the government has made its decision and it is 
going to happen. I have searched high and low for the government’s final response to the green paper. However, 
again, I cannot find it. We are told bits and pieces. Little bits are dribbled out. However, we still do not have 
a response to this issue. We are told that later in the year we will get another bill. We will grow old waiting for that. 
Hon Simon O’Brien will finish his career as the father of the house by the time this government finalises its taxi 
reforms in this place. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: I’m glad you think this government is going to last so long! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think it will be about another nine months. 
The document goes on to give examples—I think I am now on page 35—of how taxi operators and dispatchers are 
not taking accountability. That includes not taking steps to ensure the general cleanliness and quality of vehicles 
dispatched, and inadequate or non-existent procedures for reducing the risk of an unaccredited driver working as 
a taxidriver. Is the government now going to completely absolve itself of any responsibility for a demerit point and 
probationary system and leave it to the companies to take responsibility for issues such as unaccredited drivers? 
Another example is ensuring that the driver is safe from the passenger and the passenger is safe from the driver. The 
government is also transferring that responsibility to the operators. Where does the government sit on this? We still 
do not know, because we do not have the government’s response. Is it a demerit point and probationary system? 
What will underline and sit behind this new system? Most of the people who provide on-demand transport will 
have F-class licences rather than T-extensions. We do not know what will happen. In 2011, five years after the 
government told us it would fix the problem, and three years after I moved the motion and we debated a bill in this 
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house, we are still none the wiser. Even 12 months after the government told us it was going to reform the on-
demand taxi industry, we still do not know what the government is going to do. 
The paper also contains a section headed “What should industry be accountable for?” It states in point 4 — 

The driver—the person who drives the vehicle being used to carry fare-paying passengers. It is proposed 
that the conduct of on-demand transport drivers should be governed by a driver-specific licensing 
framework such as an amended Taxi Drivers Licensing Act 2014 or similar legislation. 

The unproclaimed bill will apparently be the regulatory mechanism. However, we do not know how, or why. Will it 
apply to F-class licences or T-extensions? What will happen here? Is the government walking away from this? 
Interestingly, figure 5.1 goes through what the chain of accountability should be across the sector. It mentions 
key things like drivers and passengers being safe, drivers being paid for dispatched work, drivers of dispatched 
vehicles being properly licensed and dispatched vehicles being roadworthy, insured and licensed. Those things 
are covered by the dispatcher, the licensee, the owner and the driver. However, we do not know who will 
ultimately wear the responsibility when things go wrong. The discussion paper includes three ways of dealing 
with inappropriate behaviour — 

For any kind of criminal act, as with any other industry, the criminal justice system will take precedence 
and take action against the offender. There will be some repercussions whereby a dispatcher, owner, 
licensee or driver who is guilty of an offence may, in addition to any criminal sanction, be deemed not 
fit or proper to continue to operate. If they are a licence holder, then their licence may be revoked. 

If it is an international taxi dispatch service application like Uber, how will the government do that? Uber has 
thumbed its nose at the government and ignored it to date. The government now tells us that it will turn around 
and tell Uber drivers they will be de-licensed. No, the government has to have a system in place to get the drivers 
out. To date, the government has not been very good at getting rid of recalcitrant drivers. In fact, the only thing 
the government has done so far is destroy the lives of a whole range of hardworking Western Australians by 
devaluing the plates that the Liberal government encouraged them to invest in in 2008. The government 
promised that it would reform the industry and put value back into plates, but it has failed. The government is 
still not addressing those concerns. I have been through the discussion paper, but it still does not state what the 
government will do. It still does not fully explain how this regulatory system will work, even though there is 
a green paper and, supposedly, the government has made a decision. I hope that the parliamentary secretary is 
able to lift the cone of silence and give us some little insight into how these important issues will be managed. 
As I mentioned earlier, in my view, cameras in taxis are crucial. Of course, at the moment, only metropolitan 
taxis are covered by the Taxi Act, which requires cameras to be in place. In November 2015, the 
Bunbury Herald called for compulsory cameras in taxis in Bunbury. Taxidrivers in Albany have called for them. 
I think that drivers in the north west and even in Kalgoorlie have also called for compulsory cameras at various 
times. Calls for compulsory cameras have been made across the state. Again, I am unclear whether or not 
cameras in taxis will be compulsory. If members read the discussion paper, there are all these options, but what 
is the government’s final position? Even if there will be no demerit points or a probationary system and the 
government ditches what it said was important five years ago and says that times have moved on, will it ditch 
cameras in taxis? That is the one thing that has helped not only get rid of bad drivers, but also capture people 
who have committed heinous criminal acts. Will the government get rid of those cameras? With the new 
on-demand transport system, will the government allow people to get in and out of these new vehicles without 
the protection of cameras? One of the great things about cameras is that they protect both the drivers and the 
passengers. It is not one or the other; it protects both, and I think cameras go a long way. The government is 
about to remove that. How long will it be in till it unwinds again? It is not beyond the realms of possibility. Uber 
drivers are not all above reproach, as an article in The Weekend West on 27 February 2016 points out. It states — 

An Uber driver who put his hand up a 20-year-old woman’s skirt as she sat in the passenger seat of his 
Jaguar was fined $2000 yesterday over the assault. 

Interestingly, he was also a taxidriver, but he was operating as an Uber driver at that point. Will we keep the 
regulations for taxidrivers and allow them all to go off and become party to a whole range of applications that 
are springing up across the world today? Hundreds of them are coming into operation in Western Australia. In 
my view, a lot of them will be very good service providers. There is Shofer, ingogo, GoCatch, WA Cabs and 
Oiii, but how many others are there? How big will these companies need to be to become on-demand operators 
through an app? Will dodgy drivers be allowed to be involved with no overarching regulations? The government 
says drivers’ licences to operate might be removed if there are complaints but how will I be able to complain to 
the department? People cannot complain to the department today about the taxi industry and poor performance. 
Will there be a solution in the future or will a return to the bad old days be allowed with no cameras and 
complete unaccountability? If the government can catch bad drivers, it might remove their licences, but if they 
are like Uber drivers, they may just thumb their noses at the government and say that they will operate anyway. 
We are talking about people’s lives—the safety of passengers. We are particularly talking about the safety of 
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women. We still do not have a solution five years after starting this debate. It is a disgrace. I want to know 
whether all on-demand vehicles will be required to have cameras; and, if not, why not? Cameras have made 
a difference. We also need a proper complaints mechanism system, unlike the rest of it. 
This is not the only time this government has failed to deliver. I do not know whether some of my colleagues 
will go into the whole sorry saga about multipurpose taxis and this government’s failure to deliver. In 2012, we 
were told what a great outcome we would have because this government was going to fix MPTs. The two 
ministers who were there at the time have now both gone and the government is still coming up with yet another 
solution to that. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: It is even worse than it was in 2012. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. We will get another solution to the problem. There is complete chaos. Maybe it is 
chaos that killed the Metro Area Express, but in a different way. There is complete chaos in this transport 
portfolio. As all the good work done by Hon Simon O’Brien was unwound by Hon Troy Buswell, Dean Nalder 
is now unwinding all Troy Buswell’s good and bad work. The bottom line in all this is the passenger—the safety 
of the people who use these systems. If an on-demand driver takes a person the wrong way, who will be held 
accountable? Under the demerit point system, the driver would have ultimately lost their licence through gaining 
demerit points. It has been a couple of years now since Uber started to come into this state and thumb its nose at 
the state government. It is not like it arrived suddenly; there was plenty of warning. We have been talking about 
Uber for a long time and the government still does not have solutions to put the safety of passengers front and 
centre in the state of Western Australia. 
At the same time, taxidrivers who are hardworking, long-term participants in the industry have had the value of 
their plates absolutely destroyed. This government could do some simple things. It could remove some of the 
government-leased plates from the industry because there is now clearly a great demand for that. Government 
members talk about 60 per cent of taxis’ work being rank and hail, so why does it not reduce the fleet back to 
something closer to 60 per cent of what it was? The government could do that by using its $20 000 of 
compensation to buy back the leased plates to try to restore some value to those poor, hardworking drivers who 
bought plates because Hon Simon O’Brien told them to! He was going to restore the value of plates; that is what 
he told taxidrivers in 2008. This government walked away from it. The government does not have a plan to make 
people safe. It does not have a plan for probationary systems but it is destroying the superannuation of 
hardworking people, which the government encouraged them to invest in. That is where we are at after eight 
years of this government’s meddling with the taxi industry in Western Australia. There has been eight years of 
promises and failure to deliver. It is an absolute disgrace and I hope that we eventually get a proper plan, which 
is implemented. I hope we do not get filibustering from government members in the other place and that they 
make sure passengers are protected. I have just given the government one way it could do that, but I hope that we 
can somehow restore some value to the plates of the drivers that the government is ripping off. 
Remember that in 2004 the then Labor government tried to bring in reforms that would have allowed for orderly 
reform of the taxi industry and the Liberal Party opposed them. I bet those in the taxi industry now wish that they 
had taken our deal back then, because they would have got $220 000 for their plate and they would have got 
$240 000 if they had spent more on it. What is a plate worth today? It is worth nothing; it cannot be sold. We 
could fix this tomorrow by removing some of those plates to bring taxi numbers to the level that the government 
says is the demand for the hail-and-rank work, which is going to be the last bit left, but we have to get on and fix 
safety. We have to make sure that there is enough money in this industry, not in plates but in the ability to put 
cameras in those taxis and those on-demand vehicles, otherwise we are going to see a slippage back to the bad 
old days when people were not feeling safe catching taxis. My stepdaughters still refuse to this day to get in 
a taxi because of their experiences in taxis, even though only a small group of taxidrivers probably created that 
perception. We need to fix the industry; this government has failed to do that. We also need an explanation from 
the government today and not just a recounting of history and saying that it is all too hard. Why has that not 
happened? The government could have delivered. It had money in the budget to deliver the taxidriver licensing 
bill and chose to simply not do that. The government has failed in many areas in the transport portfolio and taxis 
are right up there on the list, just after public transport. 

Visitors — Nedlands Primary School 
THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): I take this opportunity to welcome more students from 
Nedlands Primary School to the chamber and to the Parliament of Western Australia. I welcome you and hope 
you have a very interesting day visiting Parliament. 

Motion Resumed 
HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [2.21 pm]: I am pleased to rise this afternoon to make 
a contribution to Hon Ken Travers’ motion, which was put on the notice paper in 2013, at a time when this 
matter was certainly a very timely issue. Prior to Hon Ken Travers putting this motion to the house there had 
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been a number of disturbing instances over the years, which was giving the whole taxi industry a really bad 
name and reputation. Yes, it was probably only a few bad apples that were causing those problems at that time; 
nonetheless, the taxi industry’s reputation suffered. In 2012, Hon Ken Travers put out a media release, as shadow 
spokesperson for transport, prior to putting this motion before the house, around the evidence of the failure of the 
government and the then transport minister to remove rogue taxidrivers. A number of very sad and disturbing 
instances were occurring, some of which were sexual assaults of women in taxis, and nothing was being done. 
I will refer to some of my colleague’s comments in that media release, dated Sunday, 15 July, which states — 

The Barnett Government is still allowing taxi drivers who have been charged with serious criminal 
offences to remain on the road … 

… it was revealed a driver charged in February with unlawful wounding had not been suspended from 
driving and later pleaded guilty to sexually assaulting a passenger. 

I assume that would have been very unacceptable to anybody, and I think that anyone on either side of this 
chamber should have been outraged, yet no any action was taken by the government and the then transport 
minister, Troy Buswell, according to the media release, repeatedly claimed that the Department of Transport was 
taking a zero tolerance approach to taxidrivers who did not meet a good character test. The media release 
continues — 

“In March this year, the Minister released correspondence to taxi drivers that made it clear that if 
Department received any evidence of criminal activity, even if Police did not investigate or press 
charges, their license would be suspended or cancelled. 

“It is clear the Minister has failed in this task. Mr Buswell must why explain this driver was not 
immediately suspended when the Department first became aware of the allegations earlier this year? 

“Western Australians should feel safe when travelling in taxis.” 

“We need to urgently weed out the rogue drivers who are damaging the reputation of the whole 
industry. 

As we know, it did not involve every taxidriver; a few were giving a very serious and damaging reputation to the 
whole industry, but it was enough for people to feel very unsafe to be travelling alone in taxis. As a female, I can 
understand that. We put our safety first always, especially if we are in a situation in which we feel vulnerable. 
I do not think it is acceptable that when catching transport, whether it is a female or a male, we are put into 
a situation in which we feel any vulnerability. This was happening in 2012, quite some time ago. Then 
Hon Ken Travers put this motion on the notice paper in 2013. 

I guess in one instance we can understand why in 2014, when the taxi industry was going through a pretty tough 
time in terms of its reputation, Uber came into the market with such force because the government and the 
minister at the time were not doing a lot to clean up the taxi industry. I think it was in August and 
September 2014 that the government was briefed that Uber was coming into the market and then in October of 
that year uberX came into the market. Both Uber and uberX came into the market unregulated and at the time the 
government really failed to handle the situation. No compliance processes or procedures were in place, so in 
some ways Uber and uberX were left to do pretty much whatever they wanted to do in the industry. In July 2015, 
the government released its green paper. Apparently, it consulted widely around the green paper and apparently 
it listened to people and different stakeholders, and quite a number of submissions were received. That occurred 
back in 2015 and we did not hear much after that. 

In December 2015 the government announced its reforms of the taxi industry and the deregulation that was 
going to occur, which was going to be in two stages. The first part of the reform was going to happen in July this 
year and the second half was to be introduced later on this year, towards the end of the year. I refer to an article 
published on 19 May this year, titled “WA taxi industry offered help as Uber drivers to be licensed under 
deregulation legislation”. It states — 

The West Australian Government has announced details of financial assistance for taxi drivers to 
help them adapt to proposed laws deregulating the industry and legalising ride-booking services 
such as Uber. 

Legislation is set to be introduced to State Parliament as part of the Government’s long-awaited reforms 
to license services like Uber. 

Transport Minister Dean Nalder said stage one of the changes would create a “new on-demand transport 
license category” to help reduce the regulatory burden. 
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There will be a $27.5 million “transition assistance package” to help the taxi industry adapt including 
$20,000 compensation payments for conventional taxi plate owners. 

As my colleague stated in his contribution, in 2008, Labor proposed to deregulate the taxi industry but offered 
a much more significant compensation package, which the Liberal Party opposed. The Labor Party offered 
compensation of $225 000 per plate. That is quite a lot more than the $20 000 being offered today. Times have 
changed and that was in 2008. The article continues — 

Meanwhile a cap on owned taxi plates, currently set at five, will be lifted to “allow the taxi industry to 
respond to the increasing competition”. 

Mr Nalder said the Government held 448 unallocated taxi plates to help manage supply through the 
transition process. 

It states further on — 
… the changes aimed to simplify the industry regulations across the board and “make them consistent 
across both taxi and on-demand so that they’re operating under the same regulatory framework”. 
He said taxis would still be the only service that could operate at taxi ranks and take passengers that hail 
them. 
Uber has been operating in WA for two years, with Department of Transport officials prosecuting some 
drivers for breaches of regulation. 

It goes on to refer to how the taxi industry remains concerned about the legislation and the proposed reforms. 
Howard Lance, from the Transport Industry Forum of WA states — 

“What gets up our nose is that the Government is basing this on an ERA report which is flawed and an 
RAC report which is flawed,”... 
“What I’m very concerned about is a) the public, they’re going to be worse off, because standards will 
drop. 
“We have an industry with people who have invested quite a bit of money over the years, even those 
who don’t own their plates, people are going to lose thousands of dollars over this.” 
He said the industry had been locked out of discussions with the Government. 

There was meant to be a consultation process around the green paper being developed, so it is concerning if the 
taxi industry did not feel it was consulted through that process. He goes on to say — 

“What we’re led to believe is they are going to open the floodgates to every man,” Mr Lance said. 
“The Minister said the other week that he couldn’t see any reason why mum and dads or anybody can’t 
pick up other people in a car for hire.” 

We certainly still have a very unhappy taxi industry, which is nothing new. I think it has been pretty unhappy 
with the government for some time now. The impact of some of these changes on private plate owners is the 
devaluation of their private plates. I think that is partly because it has taken the government a long time to bring 
in any changes, so there has been quite a lot of uncertainty around what will happen in the taxi industry. Also, of 
course, there has been the introduction of Uber. The minister has also stated that he will reduce lease fees from 
approximately $13 000 to $1 000 per annum, and that will have an impact on the value of the private plates. 
Private plate owners have been negatively impacted by not only their plates being devalued due to the 
introduction of Uber to the market some two years ago, but also the minister now reducing the cost of leased 
plates, which they feel will impact on their private plate value. Probably one of the other interesting points to 
make is that a lot of mum-and-dad taxi plate owners operate in this state as small businesses. Many have 
invested their life savings into this business which, until now, has been regulated and competitors have been 
unlawful. That means that the taxi plate value has been significant and some people have invested their life 
savings on the basis of the law as it stood then. Changes such as those happening now create a lot of concern 
with a lot of mum-and-dad operators who have been operating in the industry for a significant amount of time. 
They are now really concerned about what will happen when they try to sell their taxi plates, which they now 
feel are worthless. They invested a lot of money into those plates many years ago in the hope that when they 
were ready to sell them, that would give them the savings they would need for their retirement. One such taxi 
plate owner, Pat Hart, is extraordinarily concerned about what will happen to her in retirement. On 15 April an 
article on the ABC News titled “Veteran taxi driver fears forced retirement without savings after deregulation 
makes plates worthless.” The article about Ms Hart states — 

… says she fears she will be forced onto the pension if Government deregulation plans makes her taxi 
plates worthless. 
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Pat Hart has been driving taxis in Perth since 1978. 
She bought her taxi plates from the West Australian Government a decade later for about $70,000. 
“The Government used to issue what they called ‘premium plates’ to drivers who’d been in the industry 
for a reasonable amount of time, and it was like an incentive to stay in the industry,” she said. 
Ms Hart planned to sell her taxi plates for about $300,000 to fund her retirement, until the 
State Government flagged its plan to deregulate the industry. 
“There have been no plates sold for the last six months, so you may as well say [they have] no value at 
all,” she said. 
“It means that I won’t be a self-funded retiree anymore. I’ll have to go cap in hand to Centrelink.” 
Taxi driving is not the most glamorous or the highest-paid job, but you expect that you can at least have 
a reasonable retirement at the end of maybe 40 years. 

Perth taxi driver Part Hart, a 68-year-old, believes the government should offer financial compensation to plate 
owners similar to the assistance package being provided to potato growers. The article continues — 

“If the government can afford to pay the potato board it surely can afford to pay the taxi industry,” she 
said. 
“There’s a lot more cab drivers out there than there are potato growers. I know potato growing is a hard 
business, but so is the cab industry. 
[There are] owners out there that have invested heavily in this industry and I don’t mean just 
monetarily. They’ve invested their lives.” 
Ms Hart said deregulation of the industry in other states had caused the value of taxi plates to fall by 
two-thirds of their previous price. 
“I’ve put my heart and soul into this industry,” she said. 
“I’ve never had a complaint, always maintained a good car. 
“Taxi driving is not the most glamorous or the highest-paid job, but you expect that you can at least 
have a reasonable retirement at the end of maybe 40 years.” 

That is one of the disturbing stories we have heard about mum-and-dad operators who have invested a lot of 
money or made a high investment. However, over the 30 or 40 years Ms Hart has been operating her taxi, she 
has been planning to self-retire by, hopefully, selling her taxi plate for around $300 000. Now she is probably 
looking at around $20 000. We have to ask: is this compensation of $20 000 fair? Clearly, the taxi industry does 
not feel it is. That is a concern for the government that it really needs to address. When I catch taxis and talk to 
drivers about what is happening in the industry, they indicate that they are really feeling the pressure. The 
situation on Friday and Saturday nights is not what it used to be five or 10 years ago. A lot of the time owner-
drivers do not bother going out on Saturday nights because it is not worth it. They are very upset with the 
minister and this government. I think it will cause real repercussions for the government. I certainly hope the taxi 
industry is given some certainty soon because it deserves it. It is an industry that has been left for too long with 
no action being taken.  

They need to know what will happen and they need to know quickly, because for a lot of them their retirement 
and livelihood is on the line. 

HON PHIL EDMAN (South Metropolitan) [2.40 pm]: I want to correct a few things that Hon Ken Travers 
said. I do not expect to speak for long on this motion, because I have spoken on a similar motion in the past. 
Uber is a global product and is not just available in Western Australia or Australia; it is everywhere. This 
government is dealing with Uber and its ridesharing service, but Uber is not only in Western Australia but all 
over the world. Shofer is a very good product. I do not know whether members are aware, but Shofer is a unique 
Western Australian company. It is found nowhere else in Australia or the world; it is based only in Perth. 
Shofer has 88 vehicles. I have used Shofer, too. I like the fact that I will not be driven by someone under the 
influence of drugs or alcohol, because drivers have to blow into a breath-test machine before they can drive their 
vehicle. Shofer’s vehicles also have cameras. 

Hon Ken Travers: They try to comply with the law in terms of SCVs and the like. I agree with you that they are 
trying to do the right thing. 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: Yes; and the other good thing with Shofer compared with Uber is that when someone is 
not within 12 minutes of an Uber car, they are not going to get a ride, whereas, with Shofer, even if they are 
48 minutes away, the client is guaranteed to get that ride. I think Shofer is a good service. 
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The member spoke about phone apps and services, which I am using a lot, as he knows. 

Hon Ken Travers: Still? 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: Yes; as well as trains. I love trains. The apps that Hon Ken Travers referred to do not 
provide any service and they do not work! I would love it if someone could show me that they worked. I use 
apps from Swan Taxis, which is excellent, and Black and White Cabs, and my favourite is the London cabs, 
which is an excellent app—as are the Uber and Shofer apps. I do not think the rest of them work at all, either 
something is not right or they are inactive, because I have not had any luck with them. 

From my personal experience, I agree that all these vehicles should have cameras. I have started to see the 
rollout of cameras in Uber cars; it has been slow and drivers are not forced to have them, but some Uber drivers 
have cameras in their cars. Not all of them have cameras, but some drivers have chosen to install them. I have 
said to them that it is good they have a camera in their car, and I have asked them why they have one. It is 
a safety issue for them, not for their customers. I have spoken to a lot of drivers and they all have different 
stories, but every now and then there is an issue. It could be that they have picked up a drug trafficker or 
someone under the influence of drugs, and the drivers—they are not all men; I have met a lot of women who do 
this—feel unsafe and they have had some near misses. I think this is an accident waiting to happen—I really do. 
I have had my own near-miss experiences with some of these drivers, and I have reported them. I do not know 
what a camera costs, but surely it cannot be that much. I note that some of these Uber drivers are starting to put 
in cameras, just as every Shofer vehicle has a camera. 
Uber is one company in Western Australia but it offers us three choices—uberX, UberASSIST and 
UberBLACK. uberX is the cheaper service and UberASSIST helps people with disabilities. I have done a bit of 
research into this. If a person is disabled and needs assistance because they are in a wheelchair, or whatever their 
handicap is, Uber services people with disabilities faster than the taxi service. 
Hon Sue Ellery: That wouldn’t be hard because the taxi service is so bad at servicing people with disability. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: I am happy to be corrected, but from my research I do not think the service to help people 
with disabilities has ever been of good standing, even before Uber, Shofer or any of these other services were 
here. 
The last thing I want to say, which I have said before, is that nothing has happened since we debated this issue in 
the house and we had all those taxidrivers and Uber drivers all yelling and screaming in the public gallery. The 
taxi industry has cleaned up its act. I use taxis. I do not have a problem with them and I do not feel unsafe. The 
taxi services have caught up with the rest of the world and they have some very good apps. I do not know 
whether members have used the taxi apps. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: On Tuesday night, when I leave this place, members will see me in a London cab that will 
take me back to Rockingham. Time and again I have said to every single taxidriver I meet that they should tell 
their union or their board to go out and market their product, because the general public is probably not aware 
that Swan Taxis, Black and White Cabs or London cabs have these apps available and that they are really good. 
I use them and I think they are excellent. The taxi industry should just spend some money on a bit of marketing, 
whether it be on radio or TV, as the taxi industry has done in New South Wales and Queensland, and go out and 
get back that market share. I guarantee the industry that if it sells its apps and its service to the people of 
Western Australia, it will get some of its customers back. That will not happen if people in the taxi industry just 
sit and complain and whinge that the government is not doing enough. Members know that I have always said 
this government is not perfect and there is a lot of room for improvement, but if members think that if I was 
a taxidriver that I would wait around for this government to do something so I could feed my kids and make 
a living, they would have to be kidding. I would be getting out there and doing whatever I could to survive, 
which means marketing my business. They have a good business to sell. The technology is good and it is useful. 
As well as members getting up in this place and advertising their service for them, they need to get off their 
backsides and do it themselves; they need to get out there in the marketplace and push their service. I have said 
that before. 
Do members know what has happened since we had that debate? I cannot remember when it was, but it was not 
that long ago. Zip—nothing has happened. I have been looking closely to see whether the taxi industry has been 
advertising. The only thing I could find was that the taxi industry on the other side of Australia had the 
commonsense to market and advertise its product to get some market share back. The taxi industry in 
Western Australia has not done that. It just wants to complain. Its members are upset and they want someone to 
do something about it. That is fair enough, but why cannot they also help themselves? I have not seen any 
evidence of them trying to help themselves by selling what I think is a good industry. The industry has scrubbed 
itself up and it has technology that is just as good as Uber and Shofer. 
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HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [2.47 pm]: It is good to stand and talk to this motion today 
that was moved by Hon Ken Travers nearly three years ago. I thank Hon Ken Travers for the detailed history on 
the motion. At the time the motion was moved we had already been waiting a significant length of time for the 
demerit point system and the probationary system for taxis. Like so much else in the taxi industry, the 
government has failed not only in its implementation of those reforms to the Taxi Act, but also on other promises 
it made to the people of Western Australia to improve services, standards, quality and deliverability in the taxi 
industry. What makes this motion important nearly three years later is that this government has failed to deliver 
on every aspect of the provision of service, quality and standards for the people of Western Australia in the taxi 
industry. As we heard from Hon Ken Travers one reason for this is simply bad management, and lack of 
prioritisation. The taxi industry was left high and dry without any clear direction from the government on how it 
was going to develop the taxi industry, ways it was going to support the taxi industry and its expectations of the 
taxi industry.  
What we have is just a complete mess, and several thousand owners and drivers have been left without any real 
recourse and, as we heard from Hon Samantha Rowe, without any real compensation for their life savings, which 
they have poured into their taxis. The same can be said for multipurpose taxidrivers. The lack of support and 
compensation for taxidrivers extends to not only the taxi plate owners who are affected by this—they are 
seriously affected by the government’s mismanagement and chaos in this area—but also taxidrivers; that is, 
those people who do not own a plate and do not have an investment, but who have spent their lives serving the 
people of Western Australia by driving a taxi. They, too, are seeing a dramatic drop in their income because of 
the introduction of ridesharing services. They are also seeing a dramatic drop in their income as a result of the 
government’s inaction and failure to inform the industry about how it should operate. The government has failed 
not only taxi plate owners, but also the drivers—the people who work from week to week and rely on the fares 
that they get every day. 

From that broad perspective about taxis and what is happening in the industry, I want to look specifically at one 
section of the industry that has equally been ignored and has suffered as a result of being ignored by the 
Barnett Liberal–National government—namely, multipurpose taxis. As members know, multipurpose taxis are 
taxis that have been modified to take on board passengers who use wheelchairs. Such passengers do not transfer 
out of their wheelchair; they transfer straight into the back of the taxi. They are usually the HiAce van–type 
multipurpose taxis, which are quite distinct from the standard conventional sedan. It is that group of taxis that 
I want to talk about, because despite a range of promises during the 2008 and 2012 elections to improve this part 
of the industry, drivers, owners and taxi users have seen that part of the industry deteriorate significantly over 
time. In 2012, for example, the government identified that the industry needed support and assistance and that 
people with disability had the right to access transport services to take them to and from work, school, 
appointments and everyday activities. The government at least acknowledged that multipurpose taxis played an 
important role in that. In 2012, it made a series of promises—a package of initiatives to improve the operation of 
multipurpose taxis. In that announcement, the government promised $1.59 million to increase incentives to 
drivers to encourage them to join the industry as multipurpose taxidrivers. It also announced a number of 
subsidies—$550 000 per annum—for vehicle modifications, because one of the main concerns then, as it 
remains now, was that there just were not enough taxis on the road, so people were being forced to wait a long 
time. The government promised $550 000 in subsidies for modifications to increase the number of multipurpose 
taxis. That was in 2012 and, as we will see, it is still a sad and sorry state because none of the goals have been 
met by this government. 

Here is one measure. I have been pursuing these issues in estimates over a long time—that is, the three years that 
I have been here, which, to me, is a long time. I have asked regular questions about the number of plates that are 
licensed for MPTs—the number of taxi plates that have been issued to run MPTs—and how many MPTs are on 
the road. The number has decreased. In June 2015 the number of taxi plates licensed and on the road was 110. In 
March 2016 the number of taxi plates licensed and on the road was 109. This is despite the promise by the 
Barnett government that the number of taxis would increase from 100 to 150. There are no wins there. Nothing 
has changed since 2012 when those promises were initially made. That is one basic measure of the reliability of 
multipurpose taxis—there are just not enough on the road. 

Another measure is how long people have to wait for an MPT after initially booking one. There has been a lot in 
the media about wait times for conventional taxis. Some taxi companies have suggested that a 10 to 20-minute 
wait is quite a reasonable time to wait for a taxi in a peak-hour period, but it is not a reasonable time for a person 
with a disability, of course. The percentage of times that people living in the inner suburbs of Perth have 
requested a taxi and that taxi has been on time is about 50 per cent, so about 50 per cent of the time when 
a person requests a taxi it does not arrive on time. Similarly, in the outer suburbs, 70 per cent of the times when 
people request a taxi it does not arrive on time. When I say “taxi”, I mean a multipurpose taxi. Interestingly 
enough, when one considers the July 2014 figure, the on-time taxi figure for the inner metropolitan area was 
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51.7 per cent. When one looks at the February 2016 on-time taxi figure, guess what? It is exactly the same 
figure—51.7 per cent. From July 2014 to February 2016, the wait time for people living in the inner suburbs of 
Perth has not changed. In those two years, nothing has changed. When we wait for a taxi now, it will be on time 
only about 50 per cent of the time. 

Hon Phil Edman interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is similar for multipurpose taxis; I am talking about multipurpose taxis. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Will you take an interjection? Once they start to run late, they are then late for everybody else. 
If you have a number of medical appointments or therapy appointments in a week, for example, you can expect 
to be late for those appointments, which means everyone else who is on the appointment list after you is late as 
well. It is crazy — 

Hon Peter Collier: Are you interjecting on the interjection or on the speech? 

Hon Sue Ellery: Yes. It’s a crazy system that has to be fixed. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am allowing the interjection. Hon Sue Ellery makes a really important point, 
particularly because she has had firsthand experience of this and it has not changed since. 

Hon Phil Edman: What’s the name of the mob that run the taxis that you — 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: That is what they are called—multipurpose taxis; MPTs. If Hon Phil Edman is 
asking me the name of the taxi dispatch service, I will get to that in a minute when I talk about how, when the 
government actually tries to make some change, it gets it so howlingly wrong that people with disability are, 
again, left high and dry. 

Before all those interjections, I was saying that the figures have not changed for the inner or outer suburbs of 
Perth from July 2014 to February 2016. They are exactly the same wait times—70 per cent in outer Perth. That 
means that people with disability cannot have an ordinary life, particularly if they rely on taxis as their primary 
form of transport. When we put that together with there being no accessible public transport in a lot of areas of 
outer metropolitan Perth—take, for example, Ellenbrook—people with disabilities are, essentially, trapped in 
their homes with no choice about the kinds of lives they could lead if they were able to access transport. 

Hon Phil Edman: They can use uberASSIST. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I will get to uberASSIST, but it does not cater for the groups of people I am 
talking about. Remember how right at the start I described the type of taxi I am talking about? Those people do 
not transfer from their wheelchair or from their scooter into a taxi. UberASSIST currently assists only people 
who can transfer from their wheelchair and have someone help them fold up the wheelchair and put it into the 
taxi. A little further down the track I will talk about the London cabs company that assists those people. Right 
now I am talking about promises made by this government that have been broken over a long time, and, as 
a consequence, have let down people with disability and their families in many ways. Of course, that means that 
people with disability and their families’ lives cannot change. The government has let them down badly. MPTs 
have not changed, and their lives cannot change; essentially, they are trapped. 

Hon Ken Travers also talked about service and being able to make a complaint about conventional taxis, and that 
the government had promised to sort out how complaints could be made to improve the reliability and quality of 
service. Complaints are an integral part of quality assurance of any service, not just taxis, and complaints are 
certainly important to the quality of service for taxis and multipurpose taxis. The minister told him to google 
how to make a complaint. Of course, I have googled how to make a complaint about multipurpose taxis. The 
results come up with the Department of Transport’s website, but of course there is no direction on how to make 
a complaint from there under the heading for multipurpose taxis. People can also ring the taxi dispatch service, 
but that assumes people are able to use the telephone to make a complaint in a very direct way; a lot of people 
cannot do that. 

First of all, people with disability cannot make a complaint about a multipurpose taxi unless it is a serious 
complaint, which I will get to shortly. The process is not clear for conventional taxis or for people who use 
MPTs. Despite there being no clear way to make a complaint about the level, type and quality of service, some 
people managed to do it. The complaints for multipurpose taxis, members would be surprised to know, has 
increased threefold in three years. The number of complaints about MPTs in 2011–12 was 11, and in 2013–14, 
38. Nearly all those complaints were about driver standards and behaviour. If people cannot complain about their 
drivers’ standards or behaviour, there is nowhere else for them to make a complaint if they cannot do it 
themselves. In some of those cases, no offence was established, meaning the person who made the complaint did 
not have the guidelines on what constitutes good driver behaviour or the expected standard of driver services. 
That goes right back to what Hon Ken Travers was saying: that is because the government has let down the 
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industry and passengers by not going ahead with driver standards and reliability measures in the first instance. 
Once people get to make a complaint, it may not be treated as such because people do not have the standards 
available to them to be able to say what is good or bad behaviour. It is clear to neither drivers nor passengers, 
because the government has not at all progressed any measures around service standards and reliability. 

Another indicator of the success or otherwise of the industry is how many taxi plates have been issued or 
returned. Remember that we have around 109 taxi plates operating right now, but we really should have 150. 
One of the problems is the number of taxi plates that have been issued, compared with the number returned. In 
2014–15, 31 MPT plates were issued, but 67 were returned. What does that say? That says a couple of things. 
Firstly, plate owners are not staying in the industry. You know what? I do not blame them, because of the way 
the industry has been treated by this government, without any clear direction and support for on-demand 
transport. We had the green paper that made reference to MPTs, but the government has not responded to that at 
all. The government has not told us the collation of comments on the green paper. Yes, it put it out for 
consultation, but what did people say about it? We do not know, because the government has not told us. Yes, 
some recommendations and suggestions were made. What did people say about it? We do not know, because the 
government has been less than transparent about this. We do not know, and, more than that, the government has 
not made a full response to the green paper.  

One way of fobbing off the industry is to say, “Let’s put out a green paper and everyone can have their say.” 
That is what happened; everyone mostly had their say and we still do not know from this government what the 
collation of those comments were. 

I will go back to driver satisfaction. In 2014–15, 31 plates were issued and 67 were returned for multipurpose 
taxis. In 2013–14, 100 plates were issued, and in the same year 79 were returned. That is an extraordinary 
number of plates that have been issued and, more importantly, have been returned. There could be a number of 
reasons why plates are returned but, genuinely, it can be a measure of how tough it is out there for the industry to 
basically operate, for drivers to get the jobs that they need to get in order to make the money to operate well. 
Back in 2012 the next promise that government made to people with disability around MPTs was that it would 
increase the lifting fees. Lifting fees are a certain amount of money that drivers who are licensed for MPTs get if 
they take a passenger who uses a wheelchair. If they use the lift on their MPT, they get about $30 a ride. One of 
the problems with the lifting fees is that it has been severely curtailed for those multipurpose taxi drivers who are 
now choosing not to use the one taxi dispatch service. It is a significant problem and will continue to add to the 
wait times that people with disability are experiencing around MPTs, both in inner and outer Perth. One of the 
problems with the lifting fee is that it is not accessible. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
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