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MOTOR VEHICLE REPAIRERS BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 November. 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [5.55 pm]:  One Nation supports this Bill.  The second reading speech 
stated that the Labor Party was taking strong action to protect consumers from shonky motor vehicle repairers.  
That word is probably not appropriate.  A person can be a fully qualified repairer and do good work, and still be 
a shonky character.  One of the problems this Bill needs to deal with is that of inexperienced or incompetent 
repairers.  There are shonky repairers, but inexperienced or incompetent repairers should also be addressed.  The 
second reading speech states that the Bill is designed to protect consumers in their dealings with motor vehicle 
repairers, and will serve to promote high standards of workmanship in the industry.  One would hope that would 
happen, but in an industry in which price is a factor, consumers, in buying a price rather than a product, 
sometimes get exactly what they purchase.  People may go to a repairer and screw him down to a price.  I do not 
know whether “screwed” or “nailed” is the word to use.  I suppose they are the same things, except that one is 
threaded and the other is not.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I think we get the honourable member’s meaning.  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  If a consumer screws a repairer down to a price, he sometimes get exactly what he pays 
for, which is very poor workmanship.  The consumer can also pay the top price in the marketplace and still get a 
bad job.  The second reading speech stated that poor quality repairs were cited as the major reason for 
dissatisfaction with repairers.  My experience in the industry shows me that repairers who must work within a 
price frame have to meet their costs.  Major franchises have very experienced staff and high-quality, high-tech 
equipment.  People go to such repairers thinking they will get a good repairer, and generally they should, but the 
work could be done by a first-year apprentice, for which the motorist will be paying $85 or $90 an hour.  The 
foreman is overseeing the job, but the customer is sitting in the front office, thinking he is in a major franchise - 
be it for Mercedes, General Motors or Ford - and that he will get a good job.  It may be an oil change or just a 
basic service, and it could be done by a first-year apprentice.  Apprentices must practise on something, as long as 
it is not my job.  This causes problems, though not major problems, but it is a supervisory thing which must be 
addressed.  

The Bill provides for licensing of motor vehicle repair businesses and the certification of individual repairers.  
That is excellent.  The week before last, I mentioned the practice of cut and shut.  Hon Paddy Embry asked me 
what a cut and shut was.  For those who do not know, vehicle repairers can buy the front end of a car smashed in 
the rear end, and the rear end of another car of the same model, smashed in the front end.  They cut the two cars 
in the centre and join the halves together.  Accordingly, a car may have a red Commodore front end and a white 
Commodore back end.  The car is put together and painted.  It can be done quite well, but it is the wrong way to 
buy a motor vehicle.  God knows what could happen.  I can remember quite clearly when I was a car dealer in 
1986, another car dealer and repairer came to me with a BMW 323 two-door coupe.  I remember it clearly, 
because I nearly got into trouble.  It was an absolutely gorgeous looking motor car.  Everything was right about 
it.  It smelt right, and it looked right, but the price was wrong.  The idiot gave me such a low price that I thought 
it could not be right for such a car.  There had to be something wrong with it.  I put it up on the hoist.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Before the dinner break I had reached the crucial part of my speech.  However, I repeat 
that One Nation supports the Motor Vehicle Repairers Bill 2002.  I was talking about a particular motor car, 
which will show why this Bill is very important for disreputable or shonky dealers versus registered, qualified 
dealers.  When I had my BMW and Honda franchise, an extremely good-looking BMW 323 motor car was 
brought to my front door by a dealer, whom I suspected.  Everything on the car was right; the mileage, the paint, 
the tyres and the wheels were right.  The whole car had sell, sell, sell written on it.  I was ready to buy the car 
and was about to price it.  The dealer gave a price rather than my putting a price on the car.  The price that was 
offered seemed suspicious to me.  It was a fire sale-type price for an outstanding car that did not deserve that 
price.  It alerted me to the fact that something could be wrong with it.  As I said prior to the dinner break, I took 
the car back into the workshop and put it up on the hoist.  After removing some of the tar on the undercarriage 
during the inspection, we noticed that there was a weld mark on the base of the car at the back of the front seats, 
which indicated that some panel work had been done to the car.  Further investigation under the mats showed 
that I was in fact buying two motor cars - the rear end of one BMW and the front end of another BMW, which 
had been joined together.  God knows what would have happened.  What alerted me to the situation was that the 
fool offered me the car at a bargain-basement price, which made me examine the vehicle further.  That sort of 
thing happens in the panel business.  They are called bunky yards.  I have seen some horrible things undertaken 
in bunky yards by people who are unqualified backyard mechanics.   
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It would probably horrify most members to know that the drain holes at the base of a front mudguard can block 
up and the mudguards can rust out.  I have seen cars that have been smashed in an accident and their mudguards 
have been bogged up by using coke cans as part of the panel work.  If a coke can is flattened and a bit of bog is 
put over it with newspaper behind it, the job will look good.  The car will look sparkling.  However, if the car 
has a smash, the coke can that was used as part of the panel work will fall out.  Instead of putting in a piece of 
panel, a coke can or something that will hold the bog together with newspaper is put in.  These are not isolated 
incidents; they are regular occurrences.  The floors of motor cars rust out regularly, particularly on the driver’s 
side.  It is easy to flatten a coke can, put a bit of bog over it and a bit of rubber over that, and when the coppers 
look under the car, they can find no holes and no leaks.  However, coke cans are not the greatest thing to hold a 
car together in an accident.   

I am glad the Government has introduced this Bill.  It is a good Bill that will remove these people from the 
industry.  The second reading speech indicates that, to be a certificated repairer, a person will be required to 
satisfy the board that he or she is suitably qualified, either through training or experience, to perform repair 
work.  If the Government is sincere about this and it polices it, this Bill will ensure that the people who take 
short cuts are removed from the industry.  The second reading speech also states that owners should not be left 
with an expensive problem to sort out if a repairer proves to be incompetent or goes bankrupt.  I have seen that 
happen regularly.  A person’s car is being repaired, the motor has been pulled out and there are bits and pieces 
everywhere, but the person has already paid for this and that.  If the repairer goes bankrupt, the person cannot get 
his car back to have it fixed.  If that person is having a bit of panel work done, and the liquidator puts yellow 
stickers on everything and puts a chain across the gate, his car could be stuck there for three months.  That is 
why this Bill is so important; it will get rid of the Johnnies-come-lately and the fly-by-night merchants.   

The second reading speech also states that the Bill establishes a motor vehicle repair industry compensation fund 
to compensate owners of vehicles who suffer loss as a result of incompetent repairs or when the repairer has 
gone bankrupt or becomes insolvent.  It goes on to say that the Bill will also allow the board to conciliate 
disputes between owners of vehicles and repairers, with the assistance of authorised officers when required.  I 
am not clear on this, and I would like the minister to listen to the next part of the second reading speech.  It goes 
on to say that the Bill makes it clear, however, that it is not a function of the board to conduct any arbitration of 
disputes.  If there is a problem, it goes to a disputes board, there are witnesses, there is the mechanical side of the 
situation and everyone agrees but no-one can make a decision.  I am not happy with that.  The Government 
should look at that because the next step is to say to the repairer or the owner that he is in the wrong and then 
issue an order to have it repaired.  That does not read correctly.  Have I read it wrongly?   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  No, you have not, but there is another Bill that will deal with that.  It sets up the board and 
deals with the board’s powers.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  It is shame to go to another board.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  No.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The two Bills are linked together.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I take the point.  I am pleased about that.  The second reading speech implies that the 
problem is established, everyone agrees who is right and wrong and they shake hands and walk away.  I am 
happy if that is the case.   

The second reading speech goes on to say that motor vehicles have become far more sophisticated and it is no 
longer possible to adequately service or repair motor vehicles without diagnostic equipment, tools etc.  As a 
former BMW dealer, I know that every six months or 10 000 kilometres, a red light flashes to remind the driver 
to service his or her car.  That makes it easy for the person.  However, backyarders can override the red light so 
that they can do the service at any time.  They tell the owner not to worry about the red light because they will 
turn it off, and they turn it off for good.  That irritated me when I was a BMW dealer because it cost the owner a 
couple of hundred dollars to have the system reconnected.  The backyarders also tap into the car’s computer 
system, which messes up the programming.  Registered and qualified dealers, such as BMW dealers, Honda 
dealers and Mercedes dealers, have sophisticated computerised equipment that marries up to each particular car 
and they employ a person who is trained to use it.  That is why it is important that car owners have their car 
serviced by those people rather than by a Johnny-come-lately or a backyard repairer who says that a service by 
an authorised dealer would cost $220 but that he could do it for $120 or $125.  Someone who pays $125 gets 
only $125 worth of repair or servicing.  The reason this Bill is very good is that it will eliminate the extent of that 
occurrence.  No Bill will eliminate shysters, shonkies or the like, but this Bill will help those people who play the 
game right.  It could also help the Government, if it is prepared to get off its hands, to better address these 
situations and ensure that the system flows through so that people get what they pay for.   
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In conclusion, One Nation congratulates the Government.  It thinks that this Bill is a step forward and supports 
the Motor Vehicle Repairers Bill 2002.   

HON NICK GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Housing and Works) [7.41 pm]:  I thank all 
members who have spoken.  I will make reference to their contributions in due course.  A number of members 
raised some concerns and questions to which they wanted me to give consideration in my response to the second 
reading debate.  In particular, Hon Bill Stretch wanted me to deal with a number of questions.  I will do my best 
to deal with them.  I am sure the honourable member will not mind if I deal with his questions last as he asked 
more questions than did the other very substantial contributors combined.  I do not say that to be critical of other 
contributors.   

First, Hon Barry House inquired whether the regulations relating to this Bill had been drawn up; and, if not, 
when it was envisaged that they would be drawn up.  I am advised that the regulations have not been drawn up at 
this time.  The regulations, particularly those relating to classes of repairers and tool and equipment 
requirements, will need to be developed in close consultation with industry and, in particular, the proposed 
Motor Vehicle Industry Board that will be created under another Bill that is before this House but has not yet 
been dealt with.  That is the Bill to which I referred when Hon Frank Hough was speaking.  It is envisaged that 
that board will be one of the primary stakeholders and that close consultation with it would be a prerequisite for 
developing appropriate regulations.  I am advised that the New South Wales Motor Vehicle Repairs Act, on 
which this Bill is largely based, was recently amended to allow classes of repair to be prescribed by regulation; 
previously, each class was prescribed in the Act.  Prescribing the classes of repair and tool and equipment 
requirements by regulation provides a safeguard because, as we know, regulations are disallowable by 
Parliament.   

Hon Barry House was concerned to know what licence and certification fees would be payable and how they 
would be allocated and implemented.  The advice provided to me is that regulation of the industry is expected to 
be self-funded by the industry; that is, it will occur principally through licence and certification fees.  The licence 
fee has yet to be determined, but is expected to be similar to that charged for a motor vehicle dealers licence, 
which I am advised currently costs $1 088 for three years.  The certification fee for individual repairers is 
expected to be a nominal once-off fee of about $40.  The fees will be implemented by regulation, which again 
provides a safeguard.   

Hon Barry House proposed that the industry have access to a written-off vehicle register.  The matter of writing 
off vehicles relates to the licensing of motor vehicles, which is not dealt with by the Minister for Consumer and 
Employment Protection but falls within the portfolio of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  Concern 
was raised about people with farm machinery who do many of their own repairs.  Repairs to farm machinery are 
not regulated by the Bill.  The definition of “motor vehicle” in clause 3 specifically excludes vehicles 
constructed or adapted principally for use in primary production.  The Bill does not regulate owners of vehicles 
carrying out repairs to their own vehicles.   

Hon Robin Chapple sought clarification about whether the licensee or the individual repairer would be affected 
if the board took disciplinary action.  I am advised that that would depend on the circumstances of each and 
every case.  For example, if an individual repairer consistently performed substandard, or even dangerous, 
repairs, perhaps to get a bonus for completing work faster than the standard repair times, he could face 
disciplinary action.  If the licensee had no system in place to check the general standard of repairs performed by 
his employees, he too could face disciplinary action.   

Hon Murray Criddle expressed some concern about a number of matters.  He commented on clause 90 of the 
Bill, which relates to the compensation fund, and asked for clarification of the purpose of borrowings from the 
Treasurer.  The compensation fund and the education and research fund will be funded primarily from a portion 
of the licence and certification fees.  The Bill provides for one per cent of fees to be paid to the compensation 
fund and one per cent to the education and research fund.  The percentage payable can be varied by regulation.  
The Bill provides the Director General of the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection with the 
capacity to borrow moneys from the Treasurer to supplement the compensation fund because the exact amount 
of compensation that may be claimed cannot be predicted.  I am advised that in New South Wales, less than 
$20 000 is claimed each year.  That will give some indication of the sort of money we are talking about.   

Hon Murray Criddle said there was concern in rural areas by persons currently performing motor vehicle repairs 
about who will need to be licensed.  Provision is made for exemptions; that is, regulations can be made to 
exempt any person or class of person from the provisions of the proposed Act.  The provision was intentionally 
drafted as wide as possible to provide maximum flexibility to address unforeseen circumstances.  Prescribing 
exemptions by regulation enables there to be a parliamentary safeguard.   
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I will turn to the issues raised by Hon Bill Stretch in a moment.  I will first deal with those of other honourable 
members.  Hon Paddy Embry expressed concern about people who used mobile workshops and who serviced 
their own vehicles.  I essentially dealt with those matters in my earlier comments.   

Hon Frank Hough delivered a very informative speech to the House.  I know what it is like to deliver a speech 
that has essentially been adjourned twice!  Hon Frank Hough commenced his contribution 13 days ago and then 
got his second go before the dinner adjournment.  He recently concluded his remarks.  The House is indebted to 
him for his contribution because he has certainly added a flavour to how repairs can be carried out in a way in 
which they should not be carried out.  He spoke about the Bill in a way that showed a degree of practical 
experience and has enabled us to deal with this Bill not just in terms of making law in the abstract.  He pointed 
out on behalf of his party that he supported the Bill.  I thank him for his support of the Bill.   

Hon Bill Stretch raised a number of points.  I have been provided with a copious set of notes to deal with the 
points he raised.  When Hon Bill Stretch made his contribution in the House, he chose to adopt a procedure that 
was very helpful to me and also to the House.  Rather than go through each and every point that he wished to 
have addressed, he mentioned the main ones and then provided me with a list of questions and invited me to 
attempt to answer them.  I will do my best.  The first issue concerned the New South Wales legislation and 
whether it had reduced the number of complaints.  This Bill is based on New South Wales legislation that has 
been in operation for more than 20 years.  I am advised that statistics have been collected since 1981.  Over the 
first 10 years of operation, the number of disputes rose from 1 400 to 1 741, with an average of 1 590 per year.  
In 2001-02 the New South Wales council assisted in the settlement of 1 556 disputes.  Before the New South 
Wales legislation was passed, complaints about this area of activity were received by the New South Wales 
Department of Consumer Affairs.  I am advised that the appropriate statistics were not kept prior to 1980.  
Therefore, I cannot take that aspect any further.   

Hon Bill Stretch inquired about the questions that were asked by the then Ministry of Fair Trading in July 2000.  
I seek leave of the House to table a copy of the questionnaire used in the survey.   

Leave granted.  [See paper No 1758.]   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  That answers that line of questions.  The next question was whether the survey 
questions asked whether respondents were prepared to pay extra for the benefit of having people and firms 
licensed.  That issue was raised in the questionnaire and the honourable member and other members will be able 
to analyse that information.  I am advised that just over two-thirds - 67 per cent - of respondents stated that they 
were willing to pay extra if a licensing system were introduced.  Of those respondents, 13 per cent said that they 
would be prepared to pay extra only if the amount were small.  That was a pretty honest response from those 13 
per cent.   

The next issue concerned what the requirements of the board would be to be satisfied that workers were suitably 
qualified.  I am advised that qualification requirements will be determined in consultation with the proposed new 
board that I referred to earlier and other stakeholders, after the relevant legislation, which I foreshadowed, has 
been passed.  I dealt with the issue of consultation in my earlier comments. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  Will that be by regulation?   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Yes; that will be by regulation.  Another piece of legislation that is before the House - 
it is on the Notice Paper - will set up a board.  When we get around to debating that legislation, we will get the 
full picture.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Tomorrow.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The Leader of the House anticipates that we can do that fairly soon.  I am obliged to 
him.   

Hon Bill Stretch made reference to the second reading speech and the issue that owners should not be left with 
expensive problems.  The question asked was whether this meant that all work would be paid for in the main 
before a job was commenced.  The comment about owners not being left with expensive problems was in 
relation to the proposed compensation fund, which is designed to provide a source of compensation for owners 
of vehicles who suffer loss when a repairer proves to be incompetent or goes bankrupt.  In the case of 
incompetence, the owner would claim compensation only if he or she had exhausted other avenues of redress.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  But not including civil action?   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Other forms of redress would be civil action.  That would be a form of redress.  A 
question was asked about the percentage of fees to be paid into the compensation fund and the education and 
research fund.  I referred to that earlier in answer to a question posed by another member - I think it was Hon 
Barry House.  I am now going through the very searching questions asked by Hon Bill Stretch.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 2 December 2003] 

 p13873b-13878a 
Hon Frank Hough; Hon Nick Griffiths 

 [5] 

Hon Barry House:  That is why we asked them.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I know, and I am very pleased to have the opportunity to answer them.   

The next issue raised was the type of education and research that was envisaged to lift standards of 
workmanship.  The advice I have been provided with is to the effect that no decision has been made on how 
funds might be expended, but in New South Wales the relevant council encourages excellence through 
apprentice of the year awards and has sponsored such things as an interactive CD-ROM that outlines career 
opportunities in the automotive industries.  Decisions on this sort of expenditure will rest with the proposed 
board and will be subject to the approval of the director general of the department.  

The next issue was workshops without diagnostic equipment and specialised tools being barred from approval.  
The advice is that all applicants for a licence will be required to have sufficient resources, which includes any 
tools or equipment that may be prescribed.  It is envisaged that minimum tool and equipment requirements will 
be prescribed for different classes of repair work and that it is likely that some specialised tools will be required 
for different classes.  It is unlikely that diagnostic equipment will be required for all classes.  I note the word 
“likely” in the advice, so I am not talking in absolutes.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  At least it is not medical.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I do not think we are engaged in bionics in that sense.   

With regard to clause 22, the question was asked whether a person now holding a licence can be refused a 
licence under any Act.  The Motor Vehicle Repairers Bill introduces a licensing system for motor vehicle 
repairers for the first time.   

It was put that the penalty under clause 33 seemed excessive, especially if the firm or person had ceased 
operation as a repairer.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  But aren’t they deemed to have a licence for 12 months?  

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  In terms of this issue I will need to check that.  The Bill makes provision for licensees 
to give the board written notification within 14 days when a person ceases to be a member of a firm or body 
corporate for any reason and provides for a maximum penalty of $2 000.  The purpose of that is to preserve the 
integrity of information held on the register and to ensure that the register is accurate, noting that we have three-
year licence renewals.  I am advised that the penalty is equivalent to that in the Motor Vehicle Dealers Act, 
which imposes a similar notification requirement on motor vehicle dealers.   

Reference was made to another part of the Bill with respect to what may be considered to be an excessive 
penalty for an administrative matter - I mentioned in passing clause 34.  It was queried whether notification had 
to occur in the event of a change in directors, accountants or secretarial staff.  The particular provision relates to 
the proposed inclusion of only a new member or partner as a licensee of a firm.  The provision requires licensees 
to seek the approval of the board to include a new member in a firm and allows the board to refuse approval.  It 
provides a mechanism for change and is not an offence that attracts a monetary penalty.  However, if a licensee 
fails to comply with the clause and effects a change without the approval of the board, he could be subject to the 
range of disciplinary action set out under part 6 of the Bill.   

With regard to clause 37, the proposition was put that this provision would mean that the board could say who 
was allowed to be a director of a company, and that if, in an extreme case, the wife of the principal of a small 
company was refused permission to become a director, the company could face serious taxation and 
management problems.  Again, I am advised that the relevant clause merely spells out the effect of the board’s 
refusal to approve the addition of a new partner or director; that is, the licence ceases to have effect 14 days after 
notice of refusal is given to the licence holder and is subject to a further application for change.  The Bill 
requires licensees to seek the approval of the board to include a new person concerned in the management or 
conduct of a company and allows the board to refuse approval.  There is a similar requirement in the Motor 
Vehicle Dealers Act.  It was suggested that this part of the Bill would unfairly impede the rights of a business to 
make changes to the directorship of a company.  The clause merely allows the board to apply the same general 
criteria test to a proposed new director as it would to a new licence applicant.  A decision by the board to refuse 
to include a new director is open to appeal, providing a safeguard in the provision.   

Reference was made to whether the commissioner or the board would be in charge.  The point was made that 
only one of these should be allowed to make an order.  Again, I refer to the relevant clauses in passing and note 
that we are dealing with the second reading stage of the Bill.  Clause 67 states that - 

The Board may make an order under section 68 or 70 of its own motion or on the application of the 
Commissioner.   
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Clause 67 does not allow the commissioner to make orders against any person; it merely gives the commissioner 
the right to ask the board to conduct an inquiry.   

Hon Bill Stretch inquired about the estimated cost of setting up the board, and the wages and salaries of those 
working for the board.  The advice is that the cost of introducing the licensing system in the first year, including 
set-up costs, has been estimated at $906 000, which includes $247 000 for the wages and salaries of those who 
will be working for the board.  It was asked how many staff it is envisaged will be employed by the board in 
administration, compensation and technical, education and research roles.  I am advised that the board will not 
be an employer but it will be supported by staff from the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection.  
The number of staff required to support the board will depend on the number of potential licensees in the 
industry.  Based on the industry estimates of the number of potential licensees, the number of staff required 
when the licensing system is fully operational for their respective roles is one full-time equivalent for 
administration, 4.5 FTEs for licensing, three FTEs for conciliation, seven FTEs for compliance and one legal 
FTE.   

A point was made in, I think, a written document provided by Hon Bill Stretch - not in his oral observations - 
that 1 000 plates are issued a year, so the average complaint is worth $500 and the cost is $500 000.  I suppose 
that is arithmetic.  If we suppose that 500 000 vehicles are registered in WA and are covered by the Act and they 
have an average of one service a year at an average cost of $150, a 10 per cent increase in costs due to the 
legislation is another $15, which is a cost to the consumer of $77.5 million.  That is an observation based on 
someone doing some calculations.  I think Hon Bill Stretch was passing on the observations of a constituent -   
Hon Bill Stretch:  Did you check the maths?  

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I know Hon Alan Cadby is in the Chamber and that if the maths were wrong, he would 
pull me up.  However, I am pretty confident that the member’s maths is correct.   
Hon Bill Stretch:  I did not check the figures.   
Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I am merely informing the House of the information that Hon Bill Stretch provided 
me.  The figures seem to be pretty reasonable.  Observations were made about the number of people in the State 
who would have to be licensed and that a fee of a certain amount would bring in a certain amount of money.  It 
was proposed that this would not cover the costs of the operation.  The advice provided is based on industry 
estimates that 4 500 licence fees will generate revenue of between $1.6 million and $1.8 million annually, which 
is expected to fully fund the new licensing scheme.  In these observations, the question was asked: why should 
499 000 car owners be subjected to extra costs?  A constituent of Hon Bill Stretch provided some advice in 
writing.  He said that he would make a small bet that of the 1 000 complaints received a year, 250 complaints 
were made by owners who bargained down the original price, 200 complaints were made by people who would 
complain even if they were given a new vehicle, and the rest might have been legitimate.  I think Hon Frank 
Hough was referring to similar issues in his observations.  I have been advised that the number of complaints 
made is a reflection of a level of consumer dissatisfaction; it is not an accurate measure, because everybody 
could be dissatisfied from time to time.  The object of the Bill is to not only raise standards sufficient to avoid 
complaints being made, but also protect consumers in their dealings with motor vehicle repairers.  It will also 
serve to promote high standards of workmanship in the motor vehicle repair industry and improve the standard 
of repairs to motor vehicles in general.  I think they were the issues raised by Hon Bill Stretch’s constituent.  He 
made some other observations, but they are not questions about the legislation.  I trust that I have answered 
members’ questions.  I have done my best.  I commend the Bill to the House. 
Hon Bill Stretch:  You have done very well.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I am most obliged. 
Hon Barry House:  You have done so well that we do not need to go into committee.  I think you should dedicate 
this Bill to Mr Bloffwitch and Hon Cheryl Davenport. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I dedicate this Bill to the people who have done a considerable amount of work.  I note 
the roles played by Hon Cheryl Davenport and Mr Bloffwitch.  The two other people who have played a 
significant role in advocating what the House now has before it are Mr Rodney Style Snr and Mr Rodney Style 
Jnr, who are father and son.  Those two gentlemen will be very pleased indeed if the House supports the Bill.   
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages without debate, and passed. 
 


