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TAXI DRIVERS LICENSING BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 October. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [12.53 pm]: I rise to support the Taxi Drivers Licensing 
Bill 2013, and in doing so I put on record that I am not the lead speaker.  

I am sure all members agree that the taxi industry is very important to the Western Australian economy and 
provides a great service to the people of this state. It has been hard to work out the real intent of this legislation, 
and I have gone through it in some detail. It seems to pull together three of the current pieces of legislation that 
regulate the taxi industry and consolidates them into a new bill, which will in time become an act. The key focus 
of the new act will be the regulation of drivers and vehicles for road safety purposes.  

It is clear that the legislation before us today is also in large part about regulating the behaviour of taxidrivers, 
improving the standard of service and, basically, restoring public confidence in the taxi industry. In recent times 
the taxi industry has received some fairly adverse publicity. Complaints have been made, and some have been 
investigated by police. No doubt they have been cause for concern, because when people step into a taxi they 
would rightfully expect that the taxi will come on time once it is called and that when the taxi arrives that the 
driver is a competent driver who can drive to a standard. People would also expect that it will be a pleasant 
journey and the driver will be able to do something simple, such as having change available when the transaction 
occurs and the passenger pays the fare; and not taking the longest route, but rather going on the shortest route, 
and so on. It is very important that people have confidence in the taxi industry. Unfortunately, there has been a 
loss of confidence over time. This legislation aims to restore that confidence in a very important industry.  

I understand that a forum held at Ascot Racecourse in February 2011 was attended by taxidrivers. Some very 
clear messages came from that, including that the government needed to take steps to deal with the minority of 
drivers in the industry who gave other drivers a bad name through inappropriate practices, poor customer service 
or offensive personal conduct. I do not want to labour the point, but the irony of this is not lost on me, because 
the honourable Minister for Transport, Troy Buswell, would obviously have been at that conference. When we 
talk about standards of behaviour, the fact that the Minister for Transport—given his own record of behaviour—
was trying to sell a message to taxidrivers in the state about how they had to lift their behaviour, seems to be 
quite ironic. We know from the public record the sorts of antics that the Minister for Transport has got himself 
into time and again.  

Point of Order 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Madam Deputy President — 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: No—not yet! 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order, members! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The member clearly made an imputation against the character of someone in the other 
place, and I ask her to withdraw it.  
Hon Kate Doust: It is fact.  
Hon PETER COLLIER: It is an imputation, and the member has cast an aspersion against the character of a 
member in the other place.  
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I am not convinced there is a point, although I will concede it may be considered 
by some to be on the margin. On that basis, I ask the member if she would like to consider withdrawing that 
statement.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No. I am sorry, Madam Deputy President.  
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: On that basis, I give the call to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to continue.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I think the question of standards is very important. If we are going to talk about 
standards, the point needs to be made that the standard of behaviour should be the same for everybody. If 
members in this house find that offensive, then we have some very serious problems.  

The point I was making is that we cannot have one set of standards for the personal behaviour of taxidrivers and 
a separate set of standards for members of Parliament. It does not matter who it is. A decent set of standards of 
behaviour should be applied equally to everybody. I am amazed that the Leader of the House took offence at 
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that, because clearly he does not hold that view. If the Leader of the House does not hold that view, then we 
certainly have some serious problems.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point at which I left off was about how standards should apply to 
everybody. The Leader of the House took as an offensive comment my reference to the transport minister. Mr 
Deputy President (Hon Brian Ellis), I apologise for not apologising to the Leader of the House, but I think to 
apologise would eventually mean that we on this side would not be able to say anything because the 
Leader of the House would be getting up every two minutes. The fact is that it was a good point to make, 
because clearly the standards of professionalism of people in the taxi industry are at the heart of the bill before 
us, and it is a fair to say that the standards of professional behaviour should apply to everybody. 

This bill sets out the standards around which a highly reputable, professional occupation can be built and 
maintained, and it is important that it does so. The bill states that it will be a serious offence for anybody who is 
not a licensed driver to drive a taxi. That implies that in the past people have driven taxis without a proper 
licence to do so. That is of concern to everybody. When the minister responds to the second reading debate, 
perhaps he will tell us whether that is the case; and, if so, how frequently it has occurred. The bill also states that 
it will be a serious offence for anybody to drive a taxi who is not licensed to drive a taxi or for anyone causing or 
permitting an unlicensed person to drive a taxi. They are clearly very serious matters. The bill also prescribes 
disqualification offences for a range of offences, one example being that a sexual assault committed against a 
passenger may be prescribed as a disqualification offence.  

When I read through this legislation, it seemed to me that a lot of the detail about offences and penalties will be 
dealt with by way of delegated legislation. It is somewhat concerning to me that so much of it will be done in 
that way and that we will not see a lot of the detail. I understand that it will take quite some time for those 
offences and penalties to be negotiated and drafted, and it would be good to get some sort of feedback from the 
minister on the time frame we are talking about here. 

Under the bill, conduct offences applying to taxidrivers will be created. For example, it will be an offence for a 
taxidriver to refuse to carry a passenger’s assistant animal, which clearly has occurred in the past. I would be 
interested to know how frequently that has happened. It is a fairly poor reflection on the industry for a taxidriver 
to not be sensitive to the very important need of people who rely on assistant animals and to not allow them into 
the taxi. It will be an offence for a taxidriver to refuse a fare except in particular circumstances, such as a 
perceived threat to the taxidriver. It will also be an offence to fail to take a passenger via the most economical 
route. That is something we might expect in Singapore or Bali, but we probably would not expect to be taken the 
long way round in WA. I see that my colleague Hon Alanna Clohesy is shaking her head to indicate that it 
happens. Once again, it would be interesting to know just how often it happens. I suspect that if a taxidriver 
realises that somebody he has picked up is a local person, it is less likely to happen. However, perhaps an 
interstate or international visitor could well fall victim to these sorts of practices. 

There is a lot of information in the bill and the explanatory memorandum. I do not doubt that there is a need to 
reform the industry. Given the population growth in this state over the last decade and the projected growth into 
the future, there is no doubt that WA will experience an ageing demographic; and that as that demographic gets 
older and older, there will be an even greater reliance on the services provided by the taxi industry. It is therefore 
important that we get this right. 

In terms of the demand of a growing community, I want to refer to the “Taxi Industry Board: Strategic Plan 
2009–2014”. The plan was amended in 2011, but it provides a very good chart that demonstrates the demand for 
a growing community. It states — 

The Australian Bureau of Statistics has estimated that by June 30, 2025 the population of Perth — 

That is, not counting regional areas — 

will be approximately 2.229 million people up from 1.661 million at the end of 2010. In subsequent 
reporting the ABS noted that in the twelve months ending March 31, 2009 the State’s population grew 
by 67,000 (annual growth of 3.1% against a national average of 2.1%). The ABS also estimates that 
Perth will continue to grow faster in percentage terms than any other Australian capital city. 

The percentage of the Perth population aged 65 years and older in 2010 was 13.9 per cent and by 2025 it will be 
18.3 per cent, which is a considerable increase. Western Australia’s population percentage aged 65 years and 
older will increase from 13.9 per cent to 19.2 per cent, which clearly means that there will be additional pressure 
on the demand for services from the taxi industry.  
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It is fair to say that the reforms are long overdue and long-awaited, and it will be good if they can stop some of 
the behaviours that we know occur in the taxi industry, such as overcharging, taking people the wrong way or 
not assisting people who may need it. Everybody has an example of a bad taxi experience, but by and large we 
would all say that bad experiences are the exception, not the rule. We rely on the taxi industry, and by and large 
it does a very, very good job. We cannot imagine what it would be like without those services. When I went to 
Westfield Carousel not long ago, people were queuing up waiting for taxis to take their shopping home. I do not 
think we can be too critical of the taxi industry because it provides an overall excellent service. I hope the Taxi 
Drivers Licensing Bill 2013 will strengthen that. I know that my colleague Hon Ken Travers has, on numerous 
occasions, put out press releases reminding the government of the need for reform, and I notice that he also put 
out a press release in November 2011 about the need for the minister to ensure that there are appropriate 
standards for taxidrivers. It is good that the government and minister have responded to that call. This is a very 
important piece of legislation that I think augurs well for the future, but I am concerned about the volume of 
regulations that will be associated with it and the current lack of detail on those regulations.  

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [2.11 pm]: I am not the opposition lead speaker on the Taxi Drivers 
Licensing Bill 2013, but I am pleased to speak to it. The second reading speech states that the government’s 
intention is to provide a single, comprehensive piece of legislation, yet when we read the bill, it fails to deliver 
on that intent. We do not have details of the code of conduct that underpins the legislative scheme, and we do not 
have any detail of the range of criminal conduct that may result in a taxidriver being no longer considered a fit 
and proper person to hold a licence. Although I was unable to attend the briefing provided to members of the 
opposition, I understand from my colleagues that the code of conduct is yet to be written and decisions are yet to 
be made about the criminal offences that may result in the cancellation of a taxi licence. We have been told that 
the intention behind this bill is to provide a complete, comprehensive legislative framework and are being asked 
to consider and pass it, but much of the detail we should be made aware of and should be able to consider in this 
place is not actually available to us.  

The second reading speech also states that the bill aims to give the public confidence that certain standards will 
apply to drivers across the board. It is interesting that more than three years have passed since the Minister for 
Transport gave an undertaking to introduce a demerit points system and legislation that would provide 
confidence in terms of standards and ensure a high level of professionalism across the industry. It seems to have 
taken a very, very long time for this government to process that legislation, and whether it will, at the end of the 
day, deliver greater public confidence remains to be seen. This bill is really focused on the small minority of 
taxidrivers who may not provide a professional service. Most do, and they certainly, as a whole, provide a very 
valuable community service. Most of them do it professionally and with due care and courtesy; that has certainly 
been my experience when hiring a taxi in this state.  

In country and regional areas, where public transport is woeful and getting worse under this government, people 
rely heavily on taxis, especially the elderly, people with disabilities and people who find the cost of purchasing, 
maintaining and running a vehicle prohibitive. A great reliance is placed on taxi services in country areas. On the 
flipside of that, being a taxidriver is not the easiest job in the world. It involves long and unsociable hours and 
having to deal with passengers who may be under the influence of alcohol or drugs, which cannot be very 
pleasant, and who can be abusive and sometimes racist. Taxidrivers do not have it easy, and I would not like to 
be in the position of having to deal with a person under the influence of drugs or alcohol.  

Since the massive increases in the cost of living delivered by this government, country taxidrivers have been 
telling me that business has been tough. The use of taxis is one of those things that people elect to do without 
when they are struggling to stretch their dollar to meet their water, power and gas supply bills, as well as putting 
food on the table and paying the mortgage or rent. Country taxidrivers are telling me that business is down and 
that the number of passengers under the influence of drugs and alcohol and displaying erratic and abusive 
behaviour has increased, making the job more stressful and dangerous. Country taxidrivers have raised with me 
their frustration that the safety measures provided for taxidrivers in the metropolitan area have not been extended 
to those in regional WA who are confronted with the same sorts of issues. When the parliamentary secretary 
provides his reply to the second reading debate, I ask him to give the house some indication of when the safety 
measures rolled out through taxis in the metropolitan area will be rolled out to taxis in regional WA, particularly 
given the incidents in Bunbury and Mandurah that have given rise to concern about getting those safety measures 
rolled out as quickly as possible.  

The second reading speech states that the bill aims to deliver a highly reputable and professional standard of 
conduct by taxidrivers, and that taxidrivers who fall short of that standard will have their licences cancelled and 
find it difficult to return to the industry. As I earlier explained, the standard will be embodied in a code of 
conduct that is yet to be drafted. Members, yet again Parliament is being asked to pass a bill with a stated 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 31 October 2013] 

 p5726b-5744a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Peter Collier; Deputy President; Hon Adele Farina; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Sue 

Ellery; Hon Alanna Clohesy 

 [4] 

objective, without being able to consider whether the bill will do what it says it will because we do not get to 
consider the code of conduct because it is not yet drafted. Members have heard me say before that that is not 
good enough. Parliament should know and understand the law it is making and its implications at the time it 
considers a bill. The only way that can be achieved is by all the information being presented to Parliament at the 
time it considers a bill. Yet again, this government expects the Parliament just to take on trust that it will deliver 
all the additional detail that is missing from the bill in a way that Parliament will be satisfied with.  

The first draft of the bill provided that the code of conduct was not a subsidiary piece of legislation, and 
therefore was not even reviewable by the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation. I am pleased to 
note that as a result of strong representation by the opposition, the government has amended the bill to make the 
code of conduct a disallowable instrument. That is a positive step; however, it is important to note that the power 
of the committee in reviewing delegated legislation is limited. It does not have the capacity to provide the full 
range of scrutiny that could be provided by Parliament when considering a bill. It is my strong view that the code 
of conduct, particularly given that it plays such a pivotal role by setting the standard with which taxidrivers are 
required to comply, should be a schedule to the bill. That would enable Parliament to properly scrutinise the 
matter, and by failing to do so the executive is seeking to fetter the scrutiny role of Parliament, which in my view 
is not acceptable and should be strongly resisted by all members on both sides of the house.  

We are told that the code of conduct will identify the sorts of behaviours that will constitute inappropriate 
behaviour and that will attract demerit or penalty points that will lead to suspension of a taxi licence in the event 
that the maximum number of demerit points has been accumulated. Yet, as members of Parliament considering 
this legislation, we do not know what those inappropriate behaviours and standards will be determined to be, and 
whether that is reasonable, and nor do we know the number of demerit points that those inappropriate behaviours 
will attract, and whether that is reasonable. These measures have the capacity to significantly impact on the lives 
of people—taxidrivers in particular. However, we are being denied the opportunity to consider the implications 
of those measures and whether they may have unintended ramifications. That is not acceptable. The code of 
conduct forms a central part of the legislative scheme that is proposed by the bill. Therefore, it would have been 
far more preferable to have had the code of conduct included as a schedule to the bill.  

Clause 33 of the bill provides for cancellation and disqualification of a taxi licence when a taxidriver is 
convicted of an offence under this bill or another written law. Yet, as I have explained, we do not know what 
those offences will be, because the bill leaves that to be prescribed by regulation. Members, as a matter of 
principle, we should not entertain, much less pass, bills that provide for offences that may lead to the 
cancellation or disqualification of a person’s taxi licence—which effectively is their means of livelihood—to be 
prescribed by regulation. Surely, as members of Parliament, we should demand that this information be 
contained in the bill. I remember when we were in government and did not have control of the house, and when 
on the odd occasion a minister had not provided a sufficient level of detail in the bill, that we were frequently 
required to provide that detail in the bill. It is interesting that now the Liberal Party is in government and sitting 
on the other side of the chamber, it has a completely different view about how much detail can be provided in the 
regulations. We in this place are tasked with the job of making good laws—laws that people can pick up, read 
and have a level of clarity about. However, the reality is that anyone who picks up this bill once it becomes an 
act will have very little detail about the extent and nature of the scheme and how it may impact them. That is a 
great deficiency in the bill.  

Given the serious repercussions of this bill and the loss of livelihood, the bill should specify the offences that 
will give rise to disqualification or suspension of a taxi licence should a person be convicted of one of those 
offences. Parliament has the right—in fact, the duty—to know the detail of the legislative scheme that it is being 
asked to pass. Further, Parliament has the duty to ensure that the legislation that we pass in this house is clear 
and the community can understand the scope of the legislation. In my view, the form in which this bill has been 
provided to the house prevents the house from properly performing its duty in this regard. 

It is interesting to note that although the second reading speech provides some comfort by suggesting that a 
conviction for a serious offence such as sexual assault will result in cancellation or disqualification of a taxi 
licence, I understand from colleagues who attended the briefing that the officers at that briefing hedged a bit on 
that matter. They said they were not clear about whether that would in fact be the case, and they suggested that 
some discretion might be given to the chief executive officer of the Department of Transport to consider 
extenuating circumstances. Given that we are dealing with a person who has been convicted by a court of a 
serious offence such as sexual assault, I am concerned to learn that the CEO of the Department of Transport may 
be given the power to exercise some discretion as to whether the offence will result in the disqualification or 
cancellation of a taxi licence. It defies comprehension that if the court has found a person guilty of a serious 
offence, we would contemplate giving that CEO that discretion. I would, therefore, be obliged if the 
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parliamentary secretary in his reply to the second reading would inform the house whether my colleagues who 
left the briefing with that understanding were correct in that understanding; and, if that is the case, if he could 
outline the government’s justification for providing the CEO with that discretion. The parliamentary secretary 
should provide the house with a list of those offences that the government intends to prescribe by regulation, 
because, without that information, we as members of this house cannot do what we are employed to do and 
properly scrutinise the policy of the bill and its ramifications. 

The bill provides in clauses 30 and 32 that the chief executive officer of the Department of Transport must be 
satisfied that the licensee is not a fit and proper person to hold a licence, or that the licensee is mentally or 
physically unfit to drive a vehicle such as a taxi. The requirements for both suspension and cancellation are 
exactly the same. The bill provides no distinction as to whether a suspension as opposed to a cancellation should 
be considered by the CEO. The ramifications of those two options are vastly different. However, the bill 
provides no guidance as to when one should be preferred over the other. That is another failing of the bill, and 
greater clarity needs to be provided about this matter. Further, the bill does not specify the period of suspension 
or cancellation, and whether certain offences will attract longer periods than others. It is not clear whether this 
will be prescribed by regulation or will be at the discretion of the CEO. The parliamentary secretary also needs 
to provide some clarity on this matter, because it is not clear from reading the bill.  

Clause 33 of the bill, which deals with cancellation or disqualification arising from a conviction for a prescribed 
offence, states clearly that the period of disqualification will be prescribed by regulation. However, that is not 
specified in the bill with regard to a clause 30 suspension or a clause 32 cancellation. I seek some clarity on 
whether that detail will be prescribed in the regulations or left to the discretion of the CEO of the Department of 
Transport. If it will be left to the discretion of the CEO, I ask the parliamentary secretary to tell the house 
whether it is intended that guidelines will be prepared to guide the CEO in the exercise of his or her discretion; 
and, if that is the case, I ask the parliamentary secretary to also table those guidelines so that the house can 
scrutinise those guidelines. As the bill is currently written, we have no understanding of the circumstances under 
which the CEO would consider a suspension as opposed to a cancellation of a taxi licence. That is a fundamental 
issue, and we should have a clear understanding of that before we pass this bill.  

The bill establishes a demerit system for the cancellation or disqualification of a taxi licence if the maximum 
permitted number of demerit points has been accrued. The bill provides that the number of penalty points for a 
penalty point offence will be prescribed by regulation, and that a different number of penalty points may be 
prescribed for the same penalty point offence, depending on whether the offence is a first or subsequent offence, 
and the circumstances in which the offence is commissioned. That makes this a far more complex demerit point 
system than applies to a driver’s licence. The bill also provides in clause 38(5) that different periods of 
disqualification can be prescribed for the same offence. Therefore, we again have this added level of complexity. 
Exactly how it will work, and the ramifications and implications, are completely unknown to us and something 
that we are not able to consider during the passage of the bill, because that information has not been provided to 
us. I again ask the parliamentary secretary to provide some clarity on that matter. 

At best, this bill provides a framework for the penalty point system with most of the detail left to be prescribed 
by regulation. It is my view that more detail should be provided in the bill rather than left to regulations. As a 
result of this not being the case, Parliament is being asked to pass laws to establish a system without being able 
to consider whether the system as proposed will have unreasonable or unintended implications. It is less than 
ideal and for the reasons that I have already stated, members on either side of the house should not be 
entertaining bills in this form.  

From reading the bill it is not clear to me what happens if a taxidriver accrues 12 penalty points and, between the 
time that happens and the time the CEO determines to suspend or cancel the taxi licence, the driver accrues 
additional penalty points. Are those additional penalty points extinguished in serving the suspension from 
accruing the original 12 demerit points or will they carry over to the next calculation of 12 demerit points. Again, 
the bill was not clear to me. I ask the parliamentary secretary for some clarification of that when he replies to the 
contributions to the second reading debate.  

My colleagues who attended the briefing informed me that most complaints in the first instance will be made to 
dispatch. If the complainant, dispatch and the taxidriver are able to resolve the complaint, even if it is a penalty-
point offence — 
Hon Ken Travers: An offence that would attract demerit points.  
Hon ADELE FARINA: Yes; even if it is an offence that would attract demerit points, there is no obligation on 
dispatch to inform the Department of Transport about that complaint. To me that seems odd, to say the least. An 
established offence under the act and regulations attracts penalty points. The complainant rings dispatch and 
lodges a complaint. However, if dispatch and the taxidriver are able to persuade the complainant not to persist 
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with the complaint—it concerns me that in that situation undue influence could be exerted on the complainant—
dispatch has no obligation to inform the Department of Transport that that complaint and that offence occurred. 
However, if the complainant phones the Department of Transport rather than dispatch, the Department of 
Transport is made aware of it and will be able to act on it and issue, I assume, an infringement notice and penalty 
points. I cannot say that the bill has been rushed to Parliament because it has taken three years — 
Hon Ken Travers: No-one knew what was in it.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Despite having taken three years, a lot of work needs to be sorted before this bill is 
passed by us, because it is not clear to me. Whether a complaint is likely to result in penalty points being accrued 
by a taxidriver should not depend on with whom a complaint is lodged. It also raises some very serious concerns 
about the possibility of undue influence, for want of a stronger word, being exerted on passengers to drop 
complaints. That is something we should all be concerned about. I ask the parliamentary secretary to explain that 
in a lot of detail to satisfy members in this place that this system will work fairly and justly right across the 
board, and it will not be a hit-and-miss exercise, which it appears to be.  

The other thing that concerned me when reading the bill was clause 35, which on the face of it appears to 
introduce retrospectivity into the bill as it provides — 

(1) If the CEO becomes aware that a licensee, or a person who has held a licence within the 
previous 3 years — 

 (a) has been convicted of a penalty points offence; or 

 (b) has been dealt with by infringement notice for an alleged offence that is a penalty 
points offence, the CEO must cause the penalty points offence, and the number of 
penalty points that apply in relation to that offence, to be recorded against that person 
in the penalty points register.  

To me, that seems to introduce an element of retrospectivity, which, traditionally, Parliaments have rejected 
because of the implications. It is also not clear to me whether by doing so the CEO is simply recording a 
historical fact or whether those penalty points, which are then recorded retrospectively for that offence, will 
count towards the calculation of the 12 demerit points that will result in the suspension of a taxidriver’s licence. I 
seek some clarification on whether that is the government’s intent or whether it is something else. If it is 
something else, what is it? I also ask the government to explain why it thinks that retrospectivity is justified. The 
government needs to satisfy at least me, if not all opposition members, that this is reasonable in all the 
circumstances. I strongly suggest to the government that it reconsiders that provision.  

I want to raise a number of other issues with the bill, but I will go through them very quickly. Part 6 of the bill 
deals with enforcement. Clause 42(2) provides that an authorised officer may direct a passenger to — 

(i) give such information as is required; or 

(ii) answer a question put to the person; or 
(iii) state the person’s name and address; or 
(iv) produce a document or record that is in the person’s possession or under the person’s 

control; 
(e) inspect the vehicle; 
(f) inspect, retain or make copies of any document or record produced … 

I find this extraordinary. Why is the authorised officer required to have this power over a passenger in a taxi? It 
is certainly much broader than what currently exists. I understand that an authorised officer may want to get the 
name and address of a passenger, but certainly to ask a passenger to produce documents or provide information 
when they do not fall within the ambit of the act seems ridiculous to me. The government needs to provide a 
very clear explanation of the rationale to this and why it is considered necessary, particularly when it is far 
broader than what currently exists.  

My other concern is the privacy of the passenger. If the passenger is to provide the authorised officer with some 
information that may be incriminating against the taxidriver, I do not think that passenger would be too pleased 
about having to disclose their name and address, potentially in the presence of the taxidriver. The bill mentioned 
nothing about the privacy measures intended for any of the information obtained from passengers. I seek 
clarification from government and the parliamentary secretary on those matters.  

I refer to clause 10, which provides that it is an offence for a person to forge or fraudulently alter a licensed 
document or use a licence document that has been forged or fraudulently altered. That offence carries a fine of 
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$2 500. Offences for fraud or falsification of a record under the Criminal Code carry much tougher penalties, 
some as much as seven years’ imprisonment and fines up to $24 000. I ask the parliamentary secretary to explain 
the basis on which the penalties under the bill were determined and why there is such a huge gap between what 
can be imposed under the Taxi Drivers Licensing Bill and what can be imposed under the Criminal Code for 
similar, if not the same, offences. I also seek clarification on whether it would be open to police to prosecute 
under the Criminal Code instead of under the Taxi Drivers Licensing Act, when it is passed, and whether the 
person could be liable for prosecution under both. That is a matter we at least need on the record.  

While I understand that warrants may need to be given verbally, I am very concerned about the provision that 
states that noncompliance with a direction under a warrant by the authorised officer can carry a penalty of 
$2 500. My concern is that in the case of a warrant being issued verbally, the authorised officer does not have the 
capacity to provide the person on whom the warrant is served with the document. The person cannot actually 
ascertain whether the direction being given to that person is within the power of the warrant. That raises a whole 
lot of legal ramifications. I ask the parliamentary secretary how the government sees this working and how it 
intends to protect against the legal ramifications that could arise in that situation. Also, what measures are in 
place to ensure that abuse does not occur under that circumstance whereby orders can be given and the person 
who has been given the orders has no capacity to judge whether those orders are within the power of the warrant 
that has been issued?  

In my view, taxidrivers should be very concerned, as should members from both sides of the house, that so much 
of the detail in this proposed scheme for taxidriver licensing is unknown and has been left to be prescribed by 
way of regulations. Its reasonableness cannot be properly scrutinised by Parliament. The other concern that 
taxidrivers should have is that the level of discretion in so many areas across this scheme is being left to the CEO 
or any person he authorises to act on his behalf. That can raise a whole lot of irregularities in terms of the 
practice of this scheme. If I were a taxidriver, I would be very concerned. I would be demanding greater clarity 
to be incorporated in the legislation as opposed to prescribed by regulations. Members should give this very 
careful consideration. As I said, members of Parliament have an obligation to scrutinise legislation. We need to 
know the implications of any laws we pass. We have an obligation to make good laws. When so much detail of a 
proposed legislative scheme has been left to be prescribed by regulation, or to be prescribed in some instrument 
which is not a disallowable instrument so cannot even be considered by the Joint Standing Committee on 
Delegated Legislation, we are not fulfilling our obligations as members of Parliament. If a student presented a 
schoolteacher with an assignment that was half completed, it would be given back to the student and they would 
be told to finish it. I think we should be doing the same with this bill.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.42 pm]: I commence talking about the Taxi Drivers Licensing 
Bill 2013 by placing on the record very clearly my view that Western Australia is very fortunate to have a vast 
number of highly competent, highly skilled and well-trained taxi operators. The problem in Western Australia is 
that a group of taxi operators have not met those high standards. It is often forgotten in debates about taxidrivers 
the many good drivers who are out there. I often say to people that we all remember the bad taxi trips, but very 
few of us ever remember the really good ones. I make a point of remembering the very good drivers. I can assure 
members that when they do that, they will start to realise that there are more good drivers than bad ones. I 
wanted to get that on the record from the very commencement of my contribution to this bill.  

As my colleagues have mentioned, particularly Hon Adele Farina, this bill is simply a framework bill. The real 
detail about what changes will occur within the taxi industry in Western Australia as a result of the passage of 
this bill, if there are any significant changes, we will only become aware of them at some point in the future—
hopefully before 18 months’ time when the bill is formally brought into operation, as I understand is the 
government’s plan. But we do not have the detail before us. I say to the parliamentary secretary at the outset that 
as a result of our briefing, I understood the government has now started to brief the taxi industry on matters that 
will be contained within the code of conduct. During the briefing, we asked if we could also be provided with the 
presentations or material that was provided to the industry. We were briefed on a Tuesday, and the briefing was 
to occur on the Thursday of that week. I have checked with my office this morning—we still have not received 
that material. We have a framework bill with very limited information in it. I understand that information has 
been provided to industry yet the government has not even had the courtesy to provide that same information to 
members of this chamber who have an interest in this bill.  

Hon Sue Ellery: And who have to vote on it.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. I find that absolutely disgraceful and completely disrespectful to the parliamentary 
process. When we look at the bills before the house at the moment from this government, they show a 
government that is dominated by the executive. The government is introducing legislation that grants powers to 
the executive and takes it away from the Parliament. As Hon Adele Farina has very clearly detailed in her speech 
this afternoon, the real meat of this bill will be by regulation. I appreciate that one of the key elements of that 
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regulation will be the code of conduct. In the original version of the bill introduced in the lower house, even the 
code of conduct was not going to be disallowable. I accept and acknowledge that the government, as a result of 
the issues and concerns raised by us during the briefing on this bill, has amended the bill to allow for that item to 
be disallowable. I agree with Hon Adele Farina that a lot more of the framework should have been included in 
the substantive legislation. When we get onto the issues around the types of offences that will cause an operator 
to lose his or her licence, there are three statutory offences listed in this bill. It is proposed that other pieces of 
legislation will result in a driver being automatically disqualified from driving. That may include offences under 
this legislation. I find it an extraordinary situation that the government is asking us to pass a piece of legislation 
in which matters of quite significant substance are not actually included in the legislation before us. What other 
potential offences may be prescribed? I have looked at that. It is very difficult for an opposition to put forward 
recommendations on all of those matters and to carry out the necessary consultations.  

I will put on the table now one way that we could possibly do it. I would be happy to have an indication from the 
government of a willingness to accept this. Even if the parliamentary secretary cannot accept this, he could give 
me a good explanation as to why. Included in this legislation could be amendments to the Working with Children 
(Criminal Record Checking) Act to make a taxi operator a prescribed occupation that requires a working with 
children card. Most people who use taxis would hope that our taxidrivers are able to meet the standards required 
to obtain a working with children card. That would be one way that the Parliament could at least send a very 
clear message about the minimum standards that we require of drivers to be successful in holding a taxidriver’s 
licence. As members will know, that bill provides a comprehensive process for assessing whether people are 
suitable to be working with children. I think that is a good starting point. Parents should feel confident to put 
their children in a taxi. I am not talking about a five-year old, but I do not think it is unreasonable to occasionally 
put a 12-year-old in a taxi to get them home from somewhere. That is one way this Parliament could put some 
meat on the bones. I am happy to engage with other members around the chamber about that.  

The way in which this government is introducing framework legislation with the detail to be written in 
regulations is causing me increasing concern. I noted the Leader of the House’s comments yesterday when he 
complained that the opposition had not given enough scrutiny to legislation that has been coming through this 
place.  
Hon Peter Collier: True.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am prepared to set this as an example of scrutiny of legislation.  
Hon Peter Collier: It’s about time.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think the minister will live to regret that. This house has often passed bills when there 
was agreement on them. Even when the minister was in opposition he allowed bills to pass with limited 
comment.  
Hon Peter Collier: You spent one minute on the geothermal bill. Do you think that is appropriate?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: We agreed with it. The minister’s biggest problem — 
Hon Peter Collier interjected.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Has it not gone to a committee?  
Hon Peter Collier: No. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Part of it has. 
Hon Peter Collier: It took about a week in the other house to pass.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to put this bill under extensive scrutiny. My challenge to the minister is for 
his government to answer the questions we want answered on this bill.  
Hon Peter Collier: That’s what we are here for.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to challenge the minister today.  
Hon Peter Collier: I am delighted to see that you’ve risen to the occasion. Good to hear. 
Hon Phil Edman: We’re the government; we’re here to help.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is a first time for everything, is there not, Hon Phil Edman? 
We will not be able to scrutinise this bill in the way I think this chamber should because it does not contain 
enough detail. The minister’s government has not provided that detail. Despite this bill being proposed for three 
years, the government has not done the work with the taxi industry to provide that detail. When we get to the 
committee stage we will go through it and show just how clearly this legislation lacks detail. From listening to 
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the debate this morning, I gather that members opposite do not like the history of matters being raised. They 
would like to skate over and ignore the history because it puts them in a bad light. Nelson Mandela understood 
that we can move forward only when we understand the past, we accept the past and we reconcile the past.  

Let us think about the history of the taxi debate in this state. In 2008 a policy was written by, I think, Hon Simon 
O’Brien in his heyday, when he was the shadow Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. I will quote from the 
policy document under the heading of “Public Transport—Taxis”. Unfortunately the pages are not numbered, 
but it is in section 4 and reads — 

The taxi industry is an integral part of the Western Australian transport system providing a personalised 
and specialised service to the community. The Liberal Party believes that an important role of 
Government is to ensure the maintenance of a professional and efficient taxi service, thereby assisting 
in meeting the mobility and public transport needs of Western Australians and providing vital support to 
our Tourism industry.  

Western Australian taxi patrons are entitled to expect that if a taxi is booked it will attend, or if a taxi is 
called for will attend within a reasonable time.  

It states further on —  

A Liberal Government will restore confidence in the State’s taxi industry through a range of measures 
based on the following principles:  

I will not waste time going through all the principles. In 2008 this Liberal Party said it would restore confidence 
in the taxi industry. It made a number of commitments that, interestingly, it walked away from not long after it 
was elected. As is increasingly the case, this government did that in 2008 and, in 2013, it thought, “We can 
perfect this art of making commitments that are different from Labor’s commitments”, and walking away, but 
saying after the election, “What’s the problem with our walking away from our election promises, because we’re 
now agreeing with you?” The problem is that the Liberal Party should not have made those sorts of 
commitments before the election if they were not the right thing to do.  

In 2008 the Liberal Party was apparently going to restore confidence in the taxi industry. Interestingly, the 
problems we had with taxidrivers over the last five years of our government were not as prevalent as they have 
been over the past five years. The number of complaints about the quality of drivers has increased on this 
government’s watch. The fundamental issue is that if we want to restore faith in taxis, we must make sure people 
have faith in taxidrivers.  

The other things the government said it would do it has not achieved. When this government was elected, it did 
away with psychological testing of taxidrivers. It is my view that that is one of the reasons we have seen an 
increase in unacceptable behaviour by a small group of taxidrivers. This government allowed people into the 
industry who should not have been in the industry, but it did not do enough to get them out when it realised they 
were a problem. That continued for a while and blew up as a result of a range of issues raised by the opposition 
in April 2011.  

By that stage Hon Simon O’Brien had lost his position as Minister for Transport and Hon Troy Buswell had 
taken on the job. That in itself was quite interesting. On 14 April 2011, Troy Buswell put out a media statement 
headed “Demerit point system, probation and better training for taxi drivers”. From being heavily involved in 
this matter in 2011, I know there was widespread support for that process. People wanted to see the detail but 
they recognised the need to tighten standards and fix the problems with taxidrivers. The opening lines of that 
media statement are as follows — 

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

Transport Minister Troy Buswell said 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 explains that drivers who accrue 12 points will lose their licence and for new drivers it will be six points. 
He said that the government would engage with the industry on the details of the new demerit point system and 
its implementation, and that the proposed changes may require legislative change. Back then the minister 
understood the requirement to bring on this legislation. His press statement also states — 
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“This new system provides the framework we need to improve the standards of the taxi industry, and 
now we will talk to the industry about what type of behaviour may constitute mild, moderate and severe 
offences and the number of points allocated for each type of offence,”  

He goes on to say — 

“I expect this demerit system would deal with a range of behaviour—from those drivers who refuse 
short-distance fares, to those who refuse passengers with guide dogs.”  

The new system will be enforced by the Department of Transport, with compliance officers to 
investigate customer complaints and carry out random inspections.  

It goes on to say — 

Criminal offences will continue to result in the suspension of the ‘T extension’, as is presently the case. 

On the big issues, we will see no change. That was back in 2011. We are now in October 2013. Other than 
having a framework piece of legislation on which the government now says it will consult with the industry on 
the detail, how much further advanced are we? In fact, it was interesting to note in the parliamentary secretary’s 
second reading speech that — 

Under this bill, conduct offences applying to taxidrivers will be created. For example, it will be an 
offence for a taxidriver to refuse to carry a passenger’s assistance animal.  

No different to his media statement in April 2011! The second reading speech continues — 

… to refuse a fare, unless in particular circumstances such as a perceived threat to the safety of the 
taxidriver … 

It is very similar to the suggestion that taxidrivers refuse short-distance fares and fail to take passengers via the 
most economical route. In two years, all we have seen added in terms of the detail of this legislation is the most 
economical route, although I would have thought that most of us would have assumed that was the case in the 
first place; and secondly, the qualification, such as a perceived threat to the safety of the taxidriver. I must say 
that I agree with that qualification. It is not unreasonable for taxidrivers to indicate they are not prepared to go to 
a location when they feel their safety would be put at threat. I do not disagree with that. It will be interesting to 
work out how that is determined. To some degree, there is already in place an informal mechanism for 
determining that. However, when I speak to taxidrivers, one of the complaints is that often the formal 
mechanism is slower at identifying those problem areas than the informal network of taxidrivers. The taxidrivers 
themselves have worked out addresses or locations that are not safe, that regularly cause problems for them. 
Given that it is still a reasonably close-knit industry, the word gets around to become common knowledge within 
the taxi industry well in advance of when the more formal system starts to apply. In terms of detail, that 
provision will be one of the great challenges for the government.  

However, what has the government been doing in the last two years? Where is the work that was supposed to 
have commenced back when the minister issued that release in 2011, because it is not in this bill? When we 
asked for the detail, we were told that it is still to be done. What has the minister been doing? He certainly has 
not been developing a transport plan for Perth because we know that is a chaotic mess as well. That is a debate 
for another day as well; namely, on a daily basis, the change of the minister’s transport plans across 
Western Australia, as well as his priorities, even on simple matters that should have been reasonably easy for the 
minister to sort out. We have not seen any significant movement between that media release and where we are 
today. It is worth remembering the excitement, I would say, that release was received with. An editorial appeared 
in The West Australian of 15 April 2011—that is, the day after the minister’s release went out—under the 
heading, “Taxi demerit point plan is a timely move in right direction”. A timely move! No—I could not 
completely agree! I wonder whether the editorial writers of The West Australian would agree that now, some two 
and a half years later, receiving a framework bill without any substantial detail included in it, it is still a timely 
move or whether it is a disgrace. Of course, the whole editorial went on to state — 

With the increasing number of complaints about the taxi industry, Transport Minister Troy Buswell’s 
plan for a crackdown with demerit points for bad drivers is a welcome move.  

Complaints have included inappropriate sexual behaviour, with four drivers charged in the space of one 
week over sexual assaults, leading to Mr Buswell in February warning women not to catch taxis alone.  

Other complaints have involved allegations of overcharging, standover tactics and fraud as well as 
drivers refusing to take short trips or not turning up at all. All the signs point to an industry in desperate 
need of an overhaul.  

It then goes on to state — 
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Mr Buswell’s plan is especially timely in view of the imminent flood of new drivers as a result of the 
staged release of 300 new taxi plates. There have been legitimate concerns that new drivers could 
compound the problem of a rogue element operating unchecked and bringing down the industry’s 
standards.  

The industry has generally welcomed the plan for a system of demerit points for bad behaviour which 
could eventually result in drivers losing their licences.  

The editorial goes on to talk about the types of offences we have already talked about this afternoon that might 
incur demerit points. The editorial concludes — 

But the industry needs to weed out those who do not do the right thing, present an acceptable face to the 
public it serves and deliver the service which customers are entitled to expect. It is to be hoped that the 
new system will live up to its promise of ensuring this happens.  

Two and a half years later, we are told that in 18 months’ time we might finally get this system in place—
seriously! At the time the Minister for Transport made that warning that the editorial refers to; that is, warning 
women not to catch taxis alone. He also said this matter was his priority. If this is his priority area, taking 
something like four years to implement what is basically a pretty simple system in my view, then I would hate to 
see what is happening to the areas and items in his portfolio that are not priority areas! Again, if we had more 
time, I could probably give a good list of what those matters include, but again it is a debate for another day.  

The editorial also pointed out some of the more serious offences that I think everyone in this chamber would 
accept; namely, if a driver has been convicted of an offence, such as a sexual assault, they should be out of the 
industry. As a starting point, I would have thought there are two clear areas where people would want taxidrivers 
out of the industry, and they are when a driver has demonstrated any sexual impropriety or when they have 
shown blatant dishonesty, particularly with respect to finances. Depending on the severity of the offences, I 
would think people would want those people out of the industry for at least as long as those offences stay on 
their criminal records. But of course we do not know whether that will be the case.  

As I said earlier, under the bill before us today, there are only three statutory offences included. They are all 
offences that are actually offences within the bill itself that would result in the driver losing his or her licence. 
Certainly, a good start in one area would be requiring drivers to have a working with children card. We can talk 
about the mechanisms behind how we can do that, should we get to that point in the debate and there is a 
willingness by members to proceed down that path. As I said, the real crux of this bill will be contained in the 
code of conduct. Those prescribed offences will be a very important part of this legislation. The other part with 
respect to the demerit points will be around the code of conduct.  

Looking at the preparation and training provisions, the bill provides the mechanism, but again we have only 
some general information around how it will occur. At this time I am reminded of a cartoon that appeared back 
in early February 2011 in the local community papers. The cartoon featured a taxi rank. There was a line-up of 
taxis with the drivers, as they often do, sitting on the boots of their cars having a good laugh. There is a person 
who corresponds with me on Twitter occasionally. I will just say that his name is Ed because if I use the name 
that he uses on Twitter, I suspect it would be considered unparliamentary. Looking at this cartoon and looking at 
his picture on Twitter, I wonder whether Ed is one of those drivers sitting on the back of the taxi. I think Ed is 
known to Hon Peter Katsambanis as a fellow Collingwood supporter. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: And a very good taxidriver too, I may add.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have not had the fortune of him picking me up. I am looking forward to the day when I 
do. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: I suggest you could use him. He is a very good driver. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: He strikes me as a good chap. As a former train driver, he has a keen interest in these 
matters. The three drivers are sitting on the backs of their cabs waiting for the next fare. Underneath is the 
caption “Trouble in the ranks”. There is a picture of a person whom I presume to be the Minister for Transport, 
judging by his attire and headwear, which is synonymous with the current Minister for Transport. The caption 
coming out of his mouth is “I’m here to address your behaviour.” The drivers are laughing at it. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: What’s he holding?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: A chair. That is the interesting issue around the code of conduct. I suspect it may be one 
of the reasons we cannot look at the code of conduct. If we were to have that debate about the code of conduct 
today, it would draw some quite interesting contrasts between what we may expect to be the standard of 
taxidrivers and the standards that have been set by the Minister for Transport by his own conduct and behaviour 
over the years. 
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Hon Liz Behjat: What would that be?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the member wants me to repeat the behaviour of the Minister for Transport — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Order! Hon Ken Travers has the call.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I find the response from members opposite fascinating, indicating that they do not 
believe that these are related matters. I think it goes to the very heart of this matter. I believe that this is one of 
the reasons we do not have the code of conduct before us to consider today. Let us remember that the original 
intention of this government was for that code of conduct not to be subjected to parliamentary scrutiny.  

I give credit to the Minister for Transport. He is a smart operator. I suspect that he realises that continuing to 
persevere with that specific provision that would remove it from that scrutiny provision would have caused him 
more harm than removing it as he has done. I find it fascinating that despite requesting information about the 
consultation with the industry that was commencing—I noticed and appreciated the minister’s looks of concern 
when I raised that earlier—even that was not provided to the opposition, despite a request for it to be provided. 
While I am mentioning that, we also asked for some information about the number of offences that are being 
reported. Again, we have not been provided with that at this stage. I come back to my key point that in 2011 we 
were told that consultation with the industry would be starting. We are now told in October 2013 that 
consultation with the industry will now be starting. I wonder whether in 2015 we will be told that consultation is 
now starting with the industry.  

Hon Adele Farina touched on something that I wanted to go through. The other key area that will determine 
whether this bill works relates to the whole complaints process. For a very long time I have had grave concerns 
about the complaints process that operates in Western Australia with respect to taxis. It is an interesting 
structure. If we were to contact the department—it is not easy to find a number to contact the department—about 
a serious offence such as a sexual assault, it would be referred to the police. That is completely appropriate 
because those matters should be dealt with as criminal offences, first and foremost, and subsequently come back 
to the department. Originally, until some of these issues were raised, that process was not occurring. Often there 
was not a good exchange. Some good things have come out of some of the work that was done by people like me 
and a number of other people to raise concerns about this issue, particularly Kent Acott from The West 
Australian. He deserves a lot of credit for highlighting some of the problems with drivers still working in the 
industry who have been convicted of offences. As a result of that, we started to see a tidying up and, as far as I 
can see, a better process with respect to those high-level offences. 

Most other offences are referred to what are called the taxi dispatch services. They are the people who operate 
the taxis. In WA, one large dominant company effectively controls an overwhelming majority of the market. A 
second company is of a reasonable size and then there are a couple of quite small taxi dispatch services. Most of 
the complaints from people about overcharging or refusal to pick them up are referred to the taxi dispatch 
services. They do their own internal investigation and the matter is resolved at that level. It has always been my 
contention that that is not necessarily a good thing. I am not questioning their integrity; I have absolute high 
regard for the management of both the major taxi dispatch services that operate in Western Australia, from the 
dealings I have had with them. I have always found them to be people of absolute integrity, with a concern for 
and commitment to the industry. But they have their problems in what they have to do to manage their industry. 
The drivers are not their direct employees; they are effectively independent operators who contract to the taxi 
dispatch services for work. I understand that on occasion those taxi dispatch services have got rid of people from 
their companies because they have found them unacceptable, only to find out later that those people turn up 
somewhere else in the industry, driving taxis.  

Unless we reform the complaints system to go along with the reforms to demerit points that are proposed in this 
bill, there is a real risk that we will not see the reforms that people expect from this legislation. My view is that 
all complaints need to be referred to the taxi company in the first instance. The point of contact should be well 
advertised and promoted within the taxis themselves. I am told that under the new system—I am not sure how 
this will work—if people go to the taxi dispatch services, which I assume will still be the main point that people 
are referred to, they will need to be told that they have the right to have the matter pushed up to the department, 
for want of a better term. I am yet to see how that will effectively work. The better system would be for it to be 
managed by the department, which would decide what matters can be referred down, wait for the report and have 
it come back.  

I think Hon Adele Farina gave an example, which was discussed during our briefing on the bill. If someone felt 
that they had been overcharged—this starts to question the honesty and integrity of the driver; it could be an 
innocent mistake—and the matter is sorted out between the driver and the taxi dispatch service and the passenger 
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does not ask for it to be referred to the department, no action will occur under the procedures that are proposed in 
this legislation. In my view, that defeats the point. The whole point of demerit points is to say that we might give 
taxidrivers the benefit of the doubt on overcharging once; we might give them enough demerit points to do it two 
or three times; but if they do it four times, I do not know—it depends on how many demerit points are set out in 
the bill. We will not know that, of course, until we get the code of conduct. But, clearly, it is intended that for 
some offences the driver will be given a chance. It will be tougher on new drivers, but they will be given the 
benefit of the doubt a couple of times and then they will be out. If those matters never make it to the department 
to note the demerit points, a driver could operate for years and years, sweet-talking their way out of complaints 
and convincing passengers not to raise them with the department, and continuing with behaviour that we are 
trying to stamp out with this legislation. 

My view is that without that major overhaul, without a central complaints line operating 24/7, we will find it 
very hard to cover this. One area that causes great concern to most of us is whether, when we get into a cab, the 
driver is actually a licensed driver. This bill is about regulating licensed drivers. It certainly makes it an offence 
for people who drive when they are not licensed and it makes it an offence for people who assist someone to 
drive a taxi when they are not a licensed driver. 

Members might be aware that when they get into a taxi, they are supposed to be able to see an identification card 
of the driver displayed in the cab. I always make a point of looking for that ID card. Often it is very hard to find 
that photo ID. Years ago it always used to be mounted on the—what is it called? 

Hon Helen Morton: The dashboard. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Dashboard; that is it, thank you. It used to be mounted on the dashboard of a taxi. 

I understand that with airbags and the like in taxis now, the driver has to be careful about that. It is not as easy 
these days to mount an ID card on the dashboard in the way that it once was able to be mounted, so it seems to 
be commonplace to put it on the visor on the passenger side. For those members who are not as challenged 
height-wise as I am, it may be possible to see it there; but when I talk to people slightly shorter than me, even 
they say it is hard to see it up there. I challenge the notion that it is ever possible to see it at night-time. I have 
looked in some cabs and not seen a photo ID on display anywhere. 

My view is that if there were a 24-hour complaints line, I could get out of that cab and ring that 24-hour 
complaints line. I have actually challenged drivers about their photo ID. I have even had a driver get quite angry 
with me for even asking to see his photo ID. Another one grabbed it out of the glove box. Another one grabbed it 
and flashed it in front of my face and I have to say it was very hard for me to work out whether it was him or 
somebody else. On two occasions I rang and left messages on the complaints line and never heard anything back 
about them. A better system would be for me to call a 24-hour number, for the call to be taken by a call centre 
and for it to be referred out to the compliance officers, who we are told are now out there on the roads doing this 
work. They would find out from the taxi dispatch company where the taxi was, go around and pull up behind the 
taxi, check whether the driver was licensed and, if the taxi was not displaying ID, issue an infringement notice. 

This bill will create a discrete taxi licence that drivers will be issued with. It makes provision for the licence to 
be displayed in a matter determined by the director general. I accept that one needs to be flexible with some of 
those matters and that they probably need to occur by regulation to allow for changes in technology and the like. 
But what concerns me is that we get a general idea that the department is looking at some ideas but it is unable to 
give us a specific, definitive answer about those matters. Perhaps when we get to the Committee of the Whole 
stage, the parliamentary secretary will be able to give us a more definitive answer on the display of those IDs and 
how it will operate. 

I have to place on the record that one of the things I have concern about is my understanding that the taxi licence 
issued that needs to be displayed is about the same size as a current driver’s licence. I am told that the 
photograph will be slightly larger than the photo on a driver’s licence, but my view is that it is still a very small 
document. I do not know whether members have their driver’s licence with them—I could bring out mine and 
show it to them—but it is not a particularly large document.  

Hon Helen Morton: They are not very flattering. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They never are very flattering. But they do not have a particularly large photo. Even if 
we made the whole of the driver’s licence the photo, I am not sure that it would be a particularly large photo. It is 
questionable, even if it were displayed in a special stand in the middle console, whether someone in the back of a 
cab at night would be able to see it. I think that a lot more work needs to be done on how the department can deal 
with that issue. 
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I put on the record that I have some serious and grave concerns about producing smaller taxi IDs. I will say, as 
the Minister for Disability Services is in the chamber, that those concerns are particularly relevant to people in 
wheelchairs who use multipurpose taxis. Making sure that they are displayed in various places throughout the 
taxi so that people can see them from all around the taxi will be quite an important part of this. 

Another part of that issue is that when we as consumers of taxis are uncomfortable after getting out of a cab 
about whether the driver was licensed, there should be a process whereby we can become the eyes and ears of 
the industry to help tighten up the system. No matter how many inspectors there are, they cannot be everywhere 
and anywhere. I suspect, knowing again the nature of the industry, that there will be an informal network so that 
the areas where the inspectors are operating will be pretty well known to most other drivers. We need to help the 
industry and the department to identify drivers who are not licensed and to assist them—be their eyes and ears—
to get around to dealing with those drivers immediately. 

There are a couple of other issues I want to place on the record. I understand the licence will operate for two 
years and in the initial phase-in, people will get one for between one and two years. I put on the record that I 
urge the government to do a bit more work in that area. I think we will see significant problems in that phase-in 
process. I am happy to go through that in more detail when we get to the committee stage if the parliamentary 
secretary wants me to explain why I think that will be a problem. We had a reasonable debate about it in the 
briefing, so I am sure the minister is aware of the issues we raised at that point. 

This bill will cover taxidrivers from one end of the state to the other. It will provide for different standards to be 
applied in different areas of the state, depending on the circumstances. I understand and accept the reasons for 
that, although it would be useful to get a clearer understanding of exactly the different levels of training that the 
government expects in the different areas of the state. I understand the point about London taxidrivers having 
knowledge of the geographical make-up of Perth. We would expect someone driving a taxi in Perth to have a 
greater understanding of that than someone who was driving a taxi in Manjimup. I do not know whether there is 
still a taxi in Manjimup but there used to be. A person driving a taxi in Manjimup or Newman would have less 
knowledge of Perth. I would be keen to get a greater understanding of whether there is any intention to 
significantly lift the geographical training currently required of drivers.  

I noted a press article the other day about a review conducted of Mandurah taxis. It is probably an issue for 
another day, but it was interesting to look at the performance statistics of Mandurah taxis versus Perth taxis. I 
hold the view that we should be combining Perth and Mandurah into one taxi area. Currently, country taxis 
operate under the Transport Co-ordination Act 1966, and Mandurah is considered a country taxi area; whereas 
Perth taxis operate under the Taxi Act. I have long held the view that we are at the point of needing, if not a 
complete amalgamation, a stronger relationship between those two areas. That area between Rockingham and 
Mandurah is a major growth area and I think it makes sense for taxis to operate across that area. I have no doubt 
that there is a lot of crossover between those two areas of people in Secret Harbour and those around Warnbro 
and Port Kennedy going down into Mandurah and back and forth. I would be intrigued to know whether the 
government has any intention of doing any reform work on that. I think the Taxi Drivers Licensing Bill 2013, 
certainly in terms of the standards and training for those two areas, would be a good starting point for the reform 
to occur. When we get into Committee of the Whole, it is my intention to seek clarification from the government 
and place on the record information on other clauses.  

I think Hon Adele Farina also raised the issue of the powers that will be given to an authorised officer with 
respect to directing drivers and passengers to give information or answers to questions put to them. My reading 
of that is that it is an extension of the current powers contained within the Taxi Act, which certainly requires 
people to give their name and address. I certainly have no difficulty with that. It is a power given to police 
officers and everybody else. If we are going to provide a power to direct people to provide information or 
answers, as we do in a number of acts, there should be checks and balances in place. I do not see those checks 
and balances in this legislation. The opposition will be looking for a better explanation from the government as 
to why it feels this power is necessary, and why we are giving, essentially, a taxi inspector more power than a 
police officer. I suspect police officers would love to have this power over vehicles they stop. When we get into 
the Committee of the Whole, I would like the parliamentary secretary to allay my concerns on that paragraph of 
the second reading speech. I am certainly looking for the government to put on the record why it thinks those 
powers and the penalties that would then apply if people do not comply with that direction are necessary, and the 
sort of information and questions that the government thinks will be demanded to be provided. Again, there may 
be some legitimate questions that could be asked of a passenger, but how far and wide are they? As Hon Adele 
Farina said, what is to stop them asking quite personal questions that a person may not particularly want to 
divulge the answers to and would, rightfully, indicate that they are not prepared to answer and get themselves 
into all sorts of trouble, even though they are not specifically trying to deliberately frustrate the work of the taxi 
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officer. It is a quite extraordinary power, and I think it deserves a bit more explanation than has thus far been 
given.  

I think I have covered all the areas I wanted to during the second reading debate.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: At last!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am more than happy to go through a few bits if Hon Robyn McSweeney wants me to 
scrutinise the legislation in more detail. I could raise other matters, but I think they would probably be better 
done during the Committee of the Whole stage, so that we can clearly pose the questions and get the answers 
from the government on the record on the various clauses.  

To recap, I think it is fair to say that we are concerned that this bill is simply a framework and that the detail is 
yet to come. We are extremely disappointed that, despite the ongoing commitments and promises from this 
government over five years now—from the current minister, for more than two and a half years—that it would 
be working on this area, we are dealing with a framework bill without the detail promised to us in April 2011. 
We believe there needs to be a greater prescription within this bill of the offences that would automatically 
preclude someone from becoming a taxidriver. Although we accept that we are not going to get a copy of the 
code of conduct because it is still being worked on, we expect the government to provide to this house more 
detail than has been provided to date on what the code of conduct will contain and how it will operate. We want 
to know how we are going with respect to the number of complaints within the taxi industry. I am putting 
forward positive suggestions that we need to review and reform the whole complaints issue. We also need to deal 
with the size of the licences.  

The final thing I think needs to be put on the record is that the other area that will attract good drivers to this 
industry is to ensure that we have a viable industry. The reality is that if drivers cannot make a good living out of 
the industry, there will be a decline in people prepared to step up and do the job. There are two problems within 
that. The first is the time it takes for good people to get a licence. I realise there has to be reasonable checks and 
balances, but I think a lot more work needs to be done on reforming the system so that it can be sped up and 
people are encouraged to simultaneously apply and complete different aspects. At the moment very much the 
sense in the industry is that people have to jump one hurdle before they can get to the next with respect to 
medical tests or CrimTrac checks. When I talk to country taxi operators, they say that the minimum is about six 
weeks; when I talk to metropolitan ones, they say that it generally takes around three months. We need to do 
more work on reducing the time that that takes, because people are not going to wait for that long. People who 
turn up in any of the towns in the north of the state will not wait around for six weeks to get a taxi licence; they 
will get another job or move to another town. Likewise, good people in the metropolitan area will not wait 
around for six weeks, and certainly not for three months. Only a pretty dedicated person would be prepared to 
wait that long to get a taxi licence. That is a real issue that will also need to be reformed if we are to clean up the 
taxi industry and get good people to apply for and go into the industry.  

The other area that we need to work on is ensuring that there is a viable return for taxidrivers. It is interesting 
that the Liberal Party attacked Labor for the reforms that we made in the 2000s in respect of lease plates, and 
that even though the Liberal Party promised at the 2008 election that it would get rid of lease plates, it has now 
adopted them. I support that position. But it is an example of how the Liberal Party misleads people before 
elections. The Liberal Party has also aggressively supported the release of new taxi plates into the industry. 
There is no doubt that in a growing community, we need to release new taxi plates. But that needs to be done in a 
responsible way that does not undermine the viability of taxidrivers. The release of more taxi plates should not 
be seen as the single blunt instrument that can be used to get a better service for taxi customers. There are a 
number of other mechanisms that could be used by the government. The most recent statistics from the 
Department of Transport with respect to jobs covered and key performance indicators show that despite the 
constant release of additional taxi plates, the number of jobs per taxi is declining, and the performance of the taxi 
industry is not improving. That tells me that we have clearly not got the balance right. We need to use the 
existing taxi fleet better and more efficiently so that drivers will get the returns that they entitled to get, and 
customers will get the service that they expect. That is why I have been arguing strongly for some time that the 
current government approach of using the single blunt instrument of releasing more taxi plates is not working 
and is now actually counterproductive. That means that it will be harder to get good people to stay in the taxi 
industry, because they are not getting the returns that they are entitled to get. We need to work with the drivers 
and the industry to see how we can manage the fleet better. There are opportunities to do that because of the 
reforms that were made in the 2000s by Hon Alannah MacTiernan and put through this place by a very 
competent parliamentary secretary at the time — 

Hon Helen Morton: And who was that?  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think it might have been me—and they were opposed by members on the minister’s 
side, I might add. There is now a value within those licence plates, and that provides an opportunity to reward 
drivers and thereby increase the efficiency of the fleet.  

We can also look at discussing with the taxi industry the requirement that a condition for the issue of peak plates 
should be that they be issued only for vans. That requirement was removed because the cost of operating a van 
was greater than the cost of operating a vehicle. For many years, everyone wanted to have a gas-powered taxi, 
because that was the most efficient taxi to run. However, new technology has since come out, and there is now a 
push to move into hybrid vehicles, because they are the most efficient to operate. To follow the traditions of 
members in the other place, my little taxi story that I can tell is that when I went to Queensland for a colleague’s 
wedding, I got picked up in a Prius taxi. Hon Alannah MacTiernan had started a trial in Perth of using Prius 
taxis. This taxidriver was actually the owner of a significant chunk of this taxi fleet on the Gold Coast, and he 
told me that he still drove taxis a couple of days a week to keep his hand in. He said that he had moved virtually 
his whole fleet over to Prius vehicles, because that was the most efficient vehicle that he could find. That does 
not completely fix the problem, because there is not yet a hybrid van, but that would certainly help with the cost 
of it. I am not going to get into a debate here about the London cabs. We will probably need to see more detail 
about some elements of that trial to understand fully what the impact will be and how it will be managed, and 
there are also some issues about the viability for those operators and for other drivers. But I accept that from time 
to time we need to trial new things. A lot more work needs to be done with the drivers so that they will 
understand how that trial will operate.  

However, if we are to fully restore the public’s faith in the taxi industry, we also need to look at other 
mechanisms. One of those mechanisms could be whether a condition of a taxi licence should be that taxidrivers 
can be directed as to when they operate and when they get jobs, because that will enable the taxi dispatch 
services to better manage their fleet, and, in return, taxidrivers will be provided with greater financial incentives.  

I have put those ideas out here today, and I hope we can get on with them. I do not want to have to wait until I 
am the Minister for Transport to start to implement these reforms. People have been waiting too long already, 
and I have made that point. I want to see these reforms sooner rather than later. I am happy to sit down with the 
government to try to find pathways to get a better taxi industry and better outcomes for taxidrivers. That is an 
offer that, I have to say, we never got from the current government when it was in opposition. We need to focus 
on getting a good outcome for taxidrivers in terms of rewards; a good outcome for anyone else who makes a 
contribution to the industry, such as the owners of the vehicles and the taxi dispatch services, because they also 
need to be adequately rewarded for the cost input that they have put in; and a good service for the passengers. As 
I have said, we need to find new and innovative ways of dealing with the taxi industry and not just use this single 
blunt instrument of constantly issuing new plates.  

I think we have actually oversubscribed the market. If we deregulated the taxi industry and said that anyone 
could put a taxi on the road, we would not have any more taxis than we have currently, because, in my view, we 
have gone beyond the number of taxis that we need. We need to focus now on improving the efficiency of the 
fleet for both drivers and the public. I do not think it is beyond us as human beings to find a way to do that. That 
will require that we work closely with the drivers and make sure they understand that this is about benefiting 
them. That has never happened before in Western Australia. We have never had an opposition that has been 
prepared to work with the government to put in place real reforms that will help both taxidrivers and taxi 
customers. 
I will conclude my comments on this bill with those remarks. If we are serious about reforming the taxi industry, 
a whole range of issues will need to be dealt with. I know that my colleague Hon Alanna Clohesy, one of the 
members for East Metropolitan Region, is a strong supporter of the taxi industry and shares my desire to work in 
this area. So, with those comments, I indicate that we will be pursuing the detail of this bill in Committee of the 
Whole.  
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.50 pm]: I want to make some 
comments on the Taxi Drivers Licensing Bill. I start by saying that the taxi industry is an important one. It has its 
difficult and challenging moments. Not too many people sitting in this chamber would want to drive around on a 
Friday or Saturday night taxiing people who have been affected by alcohol, so we need to acknowledge the 
difficulties that taxidrivers face.  

In the second reading speech the parliamentary secretary informed us that this bill does a couple of things. This 
bill puts into one piece of legislation a range of factors that regulate the industry. The second and more 
controversial thing that this bill does, which has attracted a lot of attention, is legislate for the conduct of 
taxidrivers as professional drivers. We were told in the second reading speech that a forum for taxidrivers was 
held in February 2011 to seek their opinions on how the industry might be improved. Out of that and subsequent 
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meetings, the government got the message from the industry that it needed to take steps to deal with that small 
element of the industry that was not conducting itself professionally and that had brought the industry into 
serious disrepute over a series of incidents of inappropriate sexual behaviour, assaults and generally poor service. 
It is good that we are debating this bill as a consequence of that. It is certainly overdue and that point has been 
made by others.  
It is worth acknowledging that despite the fact that it has taken too long, if we think about the behaviour and the 
conduct we are trying to regulate, we realise that we are trying to regulate people who work alone and who are 
not in direct sight of anybody supervising their work. To put in place a structure that will regulate, oversee and 
monitor their behaviour when their workplace is the front seat of a vehicle is not an easy task to do. I 
acknowledge that it is right that it has taken some time; I just think it has taken too long. 

A number of factors led to a greater focus on the conduct of that small group of undisciplined drivers. One is the 
general evolution of the cultural change with drink-driving. People are much more aware of the need to make 
alternative arrangements if they have been drinking. It is the case that public transport has not kept up with the 
spread of our suburbs so people cannot necessarily rely, for example, on trains or buses; they need to rely on 
taxis instead. The industry was expanded by the release of plates without a commensurate investment in training 
around these issues. Another factor is our tight labour market. People can earn a lot more money in the mining 
and resource sector. All those things combined to create a perfect storm so that if there were to be rogue 
elements, this is an industry in which they could easily emerge, as has happened. That perfect storm, if you like, 
led to circumstances in which there were a series of very serious incidents involving some drivers. That 
subsequently led to the minister warning Perth women that they needed to be very careful when using taxis. That 
was an extraordinary event in metropolitan Perth. It is really disappointing that we got to the point at which 
women were being told they have to think twice before they get into a taxi. That was an extraordinary set of 
circumstances. It was disappointing that it took so long for this bill to come before us. We still do not have the 
code of conduct so that we can satisfy our concerns that WA women can be confident that a system is in place to 
deal with any issues that might arise.  
I am interested to hear from the parliamentary secretary at the committee stage on the government’s expectations 
around that code of conduct and what the sticking points might be. What is the government’s bottom line on 
what should be in that code of conduct? This is an opportunity for us to address that confidence issue and to 
make sure that women have no need to be anxious when they get into taxis. The bill is overdue and a bit 
underdone because that code of conduct is not in front of us some two years after we were first told that the 
process had started to work towards that code of conduct.  
I also want to hear from the parliamentary secretary on the matter raised by Hon Adele Farina. What happens 
with a complaint of serious assault depends on whether the allegation is lodged with dispatch, the police or 
someone else. We need to be absolutely satisfied that at whatever point the report is made, it is handed on 
immediately to the appropriate authorities so that people can be confident that they need to make the complaint 
only once for it to be passed on to the appropriate authorities.  

I am not a regular user of taxis these days; I use them going to and from the airport. In the past 19 years or so my 
most common use of taxis has been the multipurpose taxis to transport my mum, particularly in the past 
two years when she was unable to transfer herself in and out of a vehicle and she had to go in her wheelchair in 
the back of multipurpose taxis. We had regular dealings with some absolutely fantastic drivers. We had a couple 
whom we used regularly. They were caring and considerate. They could not always be on time, but that was a 
function of the system, which did not have enough resources in place to deal with the fact that the people they 
were transporting were going to appointments that ran over time et cetera. They could not get just any taxi to 
transport them if their appointment went over time. Although they could not always be on time, the vast majority 
of them were courteous and caring. However, I have one nightmare story. On a Saturday afternoon I was taking 
mum from the nursing home to see my brother at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. The taxidriver was on time, so 
that was great. He was on his mobile phone and he proceeded to open the back doors, drop the tray where the 
wheelchair goes and then put one hand on the back of the wheelchair to wheel mum in, all while still talking on 
his mobile phone. I told him we could wait. I said that he could finish his phone call and then push mum into the 
taxi using two hands, thanks very much. If looks could kill, the look that — 

Hon Ken Travers: As good as one of your looks?  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. I was quite polite. I thought: okay, mate, if this is an important call, you can make it, 
but you have to wheel her in with two hands. He ended the call quite unhappily, pushed the wheelchair onto the 
tray, lifted up the tray, hopped up into the back of the taxi and then proceeded to lock down the wheelchair with 
straps. He managed to whack my mum on the head with the metal clasp of the strap, at which point mum looked 
at me with the look that I had just given the taxidriver. He apologised. Nevertheless, we just got on with the trip. 
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We got to the hospital and I wrote his number down and I told him I would make a complaint because it was 
ridiculous. I rang and the nice person at the other end of the phone said that they could not take my complaint 
and asked me to ring back on Monday. The assertive consumer that I am, I rang back on Monday. However, that 
is not a satisfactory way to record my complaint because I think most people would not ring back on the 
Monday. They would get over it and forget about it and move on.  

Hon Ken Travers: Did you call the taxi dispatch service or the department?  

Hon SUE ELLERY: On the Saturday afternoon, I just rang the dispatch service. But I was not referred to any 
other number; I was not told to lodge a complaint a particular way. I was just told, “There is no-one here who 
can take your call; ring back on Monday.” That was probably 18 months ago. I hope that things have changed 
since then. I hope that there is somebody looking at a complaints system that can take a complaint immediately 
when it is recorded, even if they refer people to a particular number, although I think that is less than 
satisfactory.  

As I said, I am not a regular user of taxis these days. I mainly use taxis to travel to and from the airport. I do not 
drink at work functions or at Labor Party functions—I am quite unusual in that sense. I do not find myself in a 
position in which I have to ask the question: am I safe to drive? If I do not absolutely know that I have got a lift 
home, I do not drink. It is not an issue for me; that is how it works for me. It is the case that more people are 
using taxis than they used to because of a range of things, including a cultural change.  

I reiterate the point I made earlier: this bill is overdue. It is still underdone because we still do not have the code 
of conduct. I hope the government can provide a bit more information about its expectations of what will be in 
the code of conduct. That will be a really important step towards rebuilding the confidence that the industry lost 
when the behaviour of some rogue drivers brought parts of the industry into disrepute. Because this legislation is 
overdue and because it is an important first step, the Labor Party will support the bill, but I hope we get a bit 
more information from the parliamentary secretary about what we can expect from the code of conduct.  

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [4.01 pm]: It is great to look at a bill such as the 
Taxi Drivers Licensing Bill 2013, even though I, like a number of my colleagues, have some reservations about 
its lack of detail. I thought about people who rely on taxis as a mode of transport. Those groups include people 
travelling from A to Z; people going out or coming home from a night out who do not have a vehicle for 
whatever reason; tourists entering Western Australia; families relying on taxis to drive kids to and from school, 
particularly when a parent is unable to either drive or, for some reason, be there; and, of course, people with 
disabilities. Taxis provide a great form of independence to people with disabilities who, for whatever reason, are 
unable to drive. As Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich pointed out, taxis also provide a great deal of independence to older 
Australians and people on low incomes. I looked at the bill from the perspective of those groups of people to see 
whether it would provide an enhanced experience of using a taxi. I should say that I found the bill extremely 
wanting in whether it would provide an enhanced experience for those groups of people. As pointed out 
previously, there is no single piece of legislation covering taxis. This piece of legislation was meant to 
encapsulate all matters related to taxidrivers, but I am pretty sure that this bill does not do that.  

I question the relationship between this bill and the Taxi Act in relation to the rights of drivers, but I will come 
back to that. One reason this legislation does not cover that, as others have mentioned, is that there is no code of 
conduct associated with this bill so we are not able to look at it right now, even though the code of conduct is the 
linchpin to this bill. It is what draws together the rights and responsibilities of not only taxidrivers, but also 
consumers. We have not had an opportunity to look at that, yet that is the crux of the bill. From the outset, I find 
that very disappointing. I find it particularly disappointing because I want to look at the bill from the point of 
view of people with disabilities, older people and people who really need some support in using taxis and other 
modes of transport.  
The bill aims to give public confidence about a set of uniform standards. It also aims to ensure a high level of 
standards. I do not understand how that can be done without a code of conduct. I also do not see the relationship 
between that and how it will actually deliver public confidence. Once the code of conduct, hopefully, is brought 
before us, I hope the parliamentary secretary can answer this: How will consumers know what is in the code of 
conduct? How will they know how to access the code of conduct? How are they going to interpret the code of 
conduct? How will they see how the code of conduct is implemented? Of course, that comes back to the 
complaints mechanism, which I will talk about in a minute.  

In my experience, most taxidrivers are good—they are reasonable, they take the shortest route, they charge the 
correct fare and they present in an acceptable manner. As others have pointed out, this bill obviously targets 
those drivers who breach those standards. Drivers themselves are concerned about the first level of breaches. If a 
driver is found to have breached the code of conduct—when we eventually see it—how does that driver get a 
first warning? What procedural fairness is involved in that process? If taxidrivers are found to have breached the 
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code of conduct, how are they told about that and how are they warned that they are in danger of breaching the 
code of conduct? They are worthwhile questions that I hope the parliamentary secretary can answer during the 
committee stage.  

The bill brings about a statewide licensing framework, as we have heard in detail from Hon Ken Travers. The 
question for me, though, is the relationship between this statewide licensing framework and the current drivers’ 
licensing system, and how those two systems will integrate with each other and how information will be shared 
between the two licensing systems. For example, is it possible to have a taxidriver’s licence while not having a 
current Western Australian driver’s licence?  

Another thing this bill is meant to be aimed at is developing entry-level standards and training, but I do not think 
that we have any detail about the training mechanisms or the training curriculum. If a code of conduct is to be 
implemented, in order for drivers and consumers to have their rights met in relation to this, the training 
curriculum needs to be informed by the code of conduct. There is certainly no detail in this bill or in the 
regulations about how those two will work together. I hope the parliamentary secretary might be able to give us 
details about that.  
The next thing I want to focus on is the complaints mechanism. If we have a code of conduct that I hope will be 
explicit in explaining passengers’ and drivers’ rights and responsibilities, and a driver breaches the code of 
conduct and the consumer is aware of the conduct, how will the complaint be dealt with? As Hon Ken Travers 
and Hon Sue Ellery have pointed out, the current complaints mechanism is very difficult to access. Like them, I 
have tried to access the taxi complaints mechanism and, to be quite frank, have given up in frustration. As an 
active consumer I have tried on several occasions. If the current complaints mechanism is difficult for someone 
like me to access, how will it be made more accessible for people who have a low level of literacy, a low level of 
English or a speech impairment, for example, or who are quite shy and do not have the experience I have in 
being an assertive consumer? We will see a complaints system that will not help us identify problems in the 
industry in any systemic way. We will see a complaints mechanism that only a few hearty consumers will be 
able to access and have their say on. I would like more detail—I hope the parliamentary secretary can answer 
this—on the relationship between the complaints mechanism and the code of conduct.  

The next point about the complaints mechanism is how consumers will know how to access it. Recently the 
complaints phone number was pointed out to me by a taxidriver. I had not realised that it was on view in the cab. 
Part of the reason I did not know was that the range of stickers across the dashboard of the cab made it difficult 
to know where to look; nonetheless, the complaints number was pointed out to me. But I still want to know how 
consumers will know their rights.  

We were told that an online system may be developed for consumers, but that is not a particularly good thing. If 
a driver has been abusive and the passenger is a woman alone at night and is feeling unsafe, she is not likely to 
raise that issue with the driver. She is more likely to want to get home safely, run inside and lock the door. She is 
certainly not going to look for the driver’s registration number or even look for the complaints number. More 
work needs to be done in this area.  
Hon Jim Chown: The passenger can always take the numberplate of a car as it disappears into the distance.  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Consumers have had that experience and, for some, it can be difficult to relate the 
registration number to whoever was driving the cab on the night. As we have already heard, not all drivers use 
their taxi identification number. I reiterate that when people are feeling unsafe and nervous, they will not stand 
and wait for the taxi to drive off. They will try to avoid letting the taxidriver know where their house is because 
they will be feeling unsafe.  

Hon Ken Travers: Throw them the money and run away was the example of my stepdaughter, as she was so 
scared.  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am sure many women have experienced that.  

On the other side of the complaints mechanism is drivers’ rights of appeal. I come back to my earlier point about 
the relationship between this and the Taxi Act in which I understand the quality and type of vehicle is outlined. 
The problem for many drivers is that they do not own the vehicles, and many of them could breach presentation 
standards. I have been in a number of vehicles in which I have felt physically unsafe. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 5754.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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