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Despite efforts to make conventional public transport accessible for all 
Western Australians, there remain a group of people with severe functional 
impairment who cannot access public transport.

It is well established that transport is a key enabler for realising greater 
social and economic participation, and this understanding has been 
codified in a range of Commonwealth and state legislation and standards.

Consistent with the approaches taken in other Australian jurisdictions, the 
Taxi Users’ Subsidy Scheme (TUSS) was created more than 20 years ago to 
subsidise the cost of alternative, on-demand transport for people who 
could not access public transport because of disability, to enable this group 
to meet their transport needs. 

Since then, there have been significant shifts in the way that social 
supports are delivered to people living with disability and frailty, to the 
accessibility of the public transport available to them, and to the 
technology and transport services we use in our everyday lives. 

With changing community and driver expectations it is, therefore, timely 
that the TUSS has been comprehensively reviewed in light of these changes 
to determine what changes should be made to maintain currency and 
effectiveness of the supports provided by the Western Australian State 
Government. The key findings of this project, as well as the main options 
for reform, are discussed on the  pages that follow. 

The detailed findings of this report are presented in Chapter 3 and are 
arranged into the following sub-chapters:

Executive summary

3.1 Policy objectives

3.2 Eligibility for the TUSS

3.3 Access to transport subsidies

3.4 Payments and administration

3.5 Member and community expectations

3.6 Cost and sustainability
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Executive summary

Policy objectives

What is the State Government’s policy objective regarding the TUSS or a
similar future scheme?

Summary of key findings:

• Transport is a key enabler for people with disability and frailty to realise
greater social and economic participation.

• The Transport Portfolio’s Disability Access and Inclusion Plans make
public commitments to provide accessible transport.

• There remain a group of people with severe disability who cannot access
all public transport.

• The TUSS is a unique support in Western Australia (i.e. the NDIS/WA
NDIS and TUSS are not interchangeable).

Implications:

Based on the research undertaken to date, the following is suggested as the 
policy objective for the TUSS:

“Facilitating access to an affordable transport system by ensuring that 
people with functional impairment, who otherwise face significant barriers 

to accessing public transport, are subsidised to access on-demand 
transport.”

Key findings
Eligibility

Who should be eligible for the TUSS?

Key findings:

• There was little evidence to support a major overhaul of the current criteria, 
although it is clear that people with some kinds of disability may be excluded 
from the TUSS where there may be a genuine need.

• A requirement to be permanently unable to use public transport is unrealistic, 
given that accessibility can be different under different circumstances.

• There may be a need for greater clarity and specificity with respect to the WA 
criteria.

Implications:

• The current emphasis on an applicant being permanently prevented from using 
conventional public transport could be reduced.

• The TUSS could make use of automatic ‘qualifiers’ to evidence applicants’ 
eligibility for the TUSS, such as those described in section 3.2 of this report.

• The TUSS should not deny applicants on the basis of them being eligible for any 
other schemes (e.g. NDIS), but encourage members to access these supports first 
if they are eligible.
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Executive summary

Access to transport subsidies for members

Key findings of this review:

• The existing process is manual and is not entirely ‘web-accessible’ (for vision
impaired people using screen reader software).

• The current assessment process double-handles the assessment form, is
heavily reliant on the evidence provided by an applicant’s GP, with the
external assessor never directly interacting with the applicant.

• Many applications fail on first submission due to basic errors made by the
applicant or their GP. This creates additional work for administrative staff.

Implications:

• Consider migrating the primary application form to an accessible, web-based 
format, with inbuilt validation checks and options for completion by people 
with Power of Attorney. Within this, remove the requirement to provide 
printed photographic identification and accept digital copies of personal 
identification.

• Consider including automatic qualifiers in the application process, such as 
those listed in section 3.2.

• Consider emulating parts of the Disability Support Pension Impairment Tables 
(those listed in section 3.2) to develop a set of eligibility criteria that are 
consistent with other Government support schemes.

• Provide access to a paper form upon request and have a process in place for 
DoT to input this information into the digital version.

Key findings

Access to transport subsidies for drivers

Key findings of this review:

• Many members would like the choice to use their TUSS discount to travel
with providers other than taxis.

• Several app-based providers have already expressed interest and would be
able easily customise their technology to meet the requirements of any
reformed scheme.

• Regardless of the provider, a number of stakeholders did also emphasise
that maintaining the safety of vulnerable TUSS members is a priority.

• Some regional taxi providers noted concerns about the viability of their
business should the Scheme be expanded to allow non-taxi OdT providers to
access the TUSS subsidies.

Implications:

• Consider making the TUSS open to OdT providers other than taxis, subject 
to application and approval by DoT. Conditions could include:

• driver background checks
• minimum training requirements
• ability to provide access to live data in order to monitor fraud and 

misuse
• vehicle registration and safety requirements.
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Executive summary

Payments and administration

How should the TUSS be paid?

Key findings of this review:

• The current payment mechanism was found to be highly convoluted, predominantly paper-based and reliant on accurate manual record-keeping.

• Feedback from all stakeholders has consistently confirmed that the current voucher-based process results in frustration for drivers and members, lost
productivity and may lead to higher rates of fraud or misuse. Analysis of TUSS voucher data suggests that as much as 12 per cent of the subsidy spend per
annum could potentially be fraudulent or related to misuse.

• Members and taxi operators suggested that moving to a digital payment mechanism could resolve many of these issues.

• Some noted that other states have moved to card based models and that there are already other card based transport supports offered in Western
Australia (i.e. the Age Pension Fuel Card).

• App-based OdT providers are able to customise their software to meet the needs of a reformed TUSS. This may also enable a digital scheme that does not
require members to use a card.

Implications:

• That DoT could investigate digital infrastructure for interacting with taxi companies and work with other approved OdT providers to develop individual 
solutions for facilitating payments for the TUSS. 

• Options for an electronic card-based Scheme that could be individually costed and compared include:

• integration with the existing Smartrider card

• development of a new smart-card system

• use of an existing Point of Sale system

Key findings
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Executive summary
Cost and sustainability

How can the TUSS remain sustainable?

Key findings of this review:

• Analysis of Scheme voucher data revealed that 10 Scheme members have each attracted subsidies upwards of $30,000 over the course of a year, with some taking
more than 1,000 subsidised trips in 2016.

• Most members strongly opposed the introduction of a cap on the value or number of subsidised trips that can be taken by a member within a particular period of
time. Many felt that the existing per-trip cap needs to be lifted to account for longer trips.

• Any time period-based cap on usage of the Scheme will face strong opposition from members, as well as the disability and ageing peak bodies.

• Across the board, providers of a range of different types of transport supports (including taxi subsidy schemes) in Australia were unable to explain how their original
entitlement figure was derived.

• Analysis of Scheme voucher data indicates that if caps were to be increased to account for inflation since the last increase, subsidy spend would increase by
approximately $255,000 or 2.2 per cent. If the caps were removed the spend would increase by approximately 3.3 per cent, or roughly $375,000. These estimates
do not take into account any changes in usage patterns (i.e. additional longer trips) that could result from changes to the caps, and as such should only be taken as
indicators of potential change.

Implications:

• Consider maintaining the existing discount rate, but increase the cap per trip in line with the Urban Transport CPI. Maintain the driver co-payment for eligible MPTs, 
but do not open this to any new entrants.

• Control overall spending through a set of enhanced inbuilt controls and live monitoring using a digitally-based model:

• A future software solution should be able to produce exception-based reports that highlight any anomalies, high usage patterns, potential misuse and fraud.

• Develop automatic notifications corresponding with the exception reports that alert TUSS members via SMS, email or phone that their membership has been 
the subject of unusual usage patterns. 

• For suspected widespread misuse of the TUSS, distribute warnings via letter, email or text to drivers and members. Regular application of this method has 
been shown to be effective in changing behaviour in other sectors without further investigation or prosecution.

Key findings
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Executive summary
Main options for reform

Based on the research and consultations within and outside of the DoT to date, the diagram below represents the main options for reforming the TUSS. Outlined on 
the following pages are the options most likely to be chosen using the evidence available. These are detailed further in Section 4.

Element Options

Policy objectives “Facilitating access to an affordable transport system by ensuring that people with functional impairment who otherwise face significant 
barriers to accessing public transport are supported with a subsidy to access on-demand transport.”

Scheme model Subsidy-based model

Eligibility Maintain current criteria
Eligibility broadened to focus on functional impairments rather than 
specific disabilities, with automatic qualifiers based on ACAT and DSP 

assessments

Exclusivity Eligibility not affected by access to other programs/supports Eligibility affected by access to other programs/supports

Application and 
assessment No change Adjust current process by introducing an 

accessible online form

Adjust current process by introducing an 
updated online form and some integration 
with RAS, ACAT, WA NDIS and DSP where 

possible

Entitlement
Cap per-trip only Time-based cap (e.g. annual) 

only
Both subsidy and time-based 

cap No cap

Eligible transport 
providers Open to taxis only Open to all OdT providers

Payment 
mechanism Paper voucher Digital with paper as a back-up
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Decisions required to progress implementation

To progress reform of the TUSS, there remains a set of decisions that need 
to be made regarding the format of any changes, largely based on the 
extent to which there is stakeholder support and funding available to 
progress any necessary changes. Any changes also need to be considered 
in the context of broader industry reforms that are currently being 
considered by Government. 

Selection of an option for each element of the TUSS: 

While there may be clear evidence for some of the options outlined in 
section 4.2 as compared with others, for some the decision requires 
further internal discussion within DoT or broader stakeholder consultation 
to ensure that any of the changes made are made in the public interest.

Choices that are less contentious or have a clearer impetus to be made 
are in relation to the following elements:

• Policy objective

• Scheme model

• Application and assessment

Where DoT does not have a clear view on its preferred option further 
consultation could be undertaken to determine the implications of 
choosing particular options as compared with others. 

A Discussion Paper could be used to outline the rationale for change and 

recommend direction for discussion with stakeholders

Refinement and detailed scoping of each of the chosen options into a 
consolidated implementation plan:

Each of the options, their comparative risks and benefits have been 
described at a high level in section 4.2, however to progress 
implementation there is a need to further detail the characteristics, 
approach and estimated cost of implementing each option once one is 
chosen for each element of the scheme.

Realistically, there will be costs involved in progressing some elements of 
the reform that do not fall within the scope of the current budget, and 
thus will be progressed over the longer term. 

Executive summary
Implementation and transition
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Introduction

A consultant was engaged by the Department of Transport to provide advice 
on the scope and delivery of a scheme or alternate arrangements that will 
assist people with disability who cannot access public transport to meet their 
transport needs through on-demand transport services. 

The scope of work included a review of the existing Taxi Users’ Subsidy 
Scheme, identification of areas for improvement, and identification of range of 
options for the delivery of an enhanced scheme or alternative arrangements or 
services. 

Taxi Users’ Subsidy Scheme

The TUSS provides an important subsidy to residents of Western Australia who 
are unable to use public transport due to a permanent and severe disability. 
There are three specified categories of disability that the TUSS subsidises; 
severe mobility disability, severe vision disability (legal blindness) and severe 
cognitive/intellectual disability. The TUSS is not means-tested and membership 
is not affected by other transport related supports that an applicant may 
receive.  There are currently just over 15,000 TUSS members.

TUSS members are entitled to a 50 per cent subsidy on taxi fares, to a 
maximum subsidy cap of $25 per trip (i.e. total value of $50). Members who 
use a wheelchair can receive a higher subsidy of up to 75 per cent of the trip, 
capped at $35 subsidy per trip. 

Payments are made via a voucher system. Members sign vouchers covering 
the subsidy amount which are given to a taxi driver on completion of a trip. 
The balance of the payment is made by the member as per a normal fare. 

The driver then cashes in the voucher for the remaining value via a third party 
contracted by DoT. The clinical assessment of application is also outsourced. 

All other administrative elements of the TUSS, including assessments and 
provision of vouchers, are handled by the DoT.

In 2015/16, the TUSS cost a total of $12.9 million.

Impetus for this project

The TUSS has operated in this manner for over twenty years. Over this time, 
members’ expectations have changed and technology has altered the way 
people interact with on-demand transport. 

There are major, ongoing reforms to the way older people and people with 
disability interact with supports, moving from passive consumers to more 
active customers. 

The largest driver of this change in Western Australia is the Western Australian 
Disability Insurance Scheme (WA NDIS), which is centred on providing choice 
and control for individuals accessing supports. 

A combination of these factors have provided the impetus behind this project. 

1.1 What is the Taxi Users’ Subsidy Scheme?
1. Project overview
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01

Phase one – Review of the TUSS
We reviewed the current state of the TUSS 
and produced:
• Fraud analysis.
• Short summary report. 

02
Phase two – Stakeholder consultation
We conducted consultations with:
• 18 TUSS members. 
• 26 Stakeholder organisations.

Phase three – Options development
• Options paper.
• Options assessment workshop.

Phase four – Future state and high 
level transition planning
• Final report.

The summary below provides a high level overview of the phases of work undertaken during the project and related deliverables. 

1.2 Stages and key deliverables
1. Project overview

A more detailed description of the scope of work and review methodology is contained in Appendix 5.



2. Context
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2.1 Accessible transport in Western Australia
2. Context

Barriers to public transport for people with disability

Despite efforts to make conventional public transport accessible for all 
Western Australians, there remain a group of people with severe functional 
impairment who cannot access public transport. The issues faced by people 
with disability accessing public transport may involve:

• a lack of wheelchair access to get to bus stops or train platforms

• inability to climb stairs on older buses and a lack of wheelchair straps for 
larger electronic wheelchairs on buses 

• difficulties getting to or from points of public transport i.e. the door to the 
bus stop

• inability to read time tables or way-finding signs

• the additional time and physical effort required to transfer between trips.

Imperative for accessible public transport 

It is well established that transport is a key enabler for realising greater social 
and economic participation. This understanding has been codified in a range 
of Commonwealth and state legislation and standards that effectively create 
the impetus for maintaining the TUSS. 

Disability Discrimination Act (1992) and Disability Standards for Public
Transport (2002)

The Commonwealth Disability Discrimination Act 1992, specifically prohibits 
direct and indirect discrimination on the grounds of disability. The Act allows 
the creation of disability standards that define specific rights and obligations 
in a range of areas, including public transport. 

The Disability Standards for Accessible Public Transport  were formulated in 
2002 to provide certainty to operators and providers of public transport 
services under the Act, effectively setting the minimum standards and 
requirements for disability access. The Standards apply to all State or 
Territory agencies that act as operators or providers of public transport.

The aim of the Standards is to remove discrimination on the basis of disability 
from public transport over a period of thirty years. This is primarily being 
driven by the replacement and upgrading of infrastructure, conveyances and 
premises, and the requirement that all new items comply with the 
requirements set out in the Standards.

Disability Services Act (1993)

In addition to the requirements set out by the Commonwealth, the Western 
Australian Disability Services Act requires that all local government, and 
selected State Government agencies develop a Disability Access and Inclusion 
Plans (DAIP).  These DAIPs assist public authorities to plan and implement 
improvements to access and inclusion across seven outcomes areas, including 
that people with disability have the same opportunities as other people to 
access the services of a public authority, such as conventional public 
transport. 
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2.1 Accessible transport in Western Australia
2. Context

Role of the Transport Portfolio

The Western Australian transport portfolio comprises three agencies; the 
Department of Transport (DoT), the Public Transport Authority (PTA), and 
Main Roads WA. 

The agencies within the portfolio work to provide an intelligent and 
integrated transport system and services. As the lead agency for transport 
in Western Australia, DoT’s primary purpose is to provide and enable safe, 
accessible and efficient movement for the economic and social prosperity 
of Western Australia. The Department has expressed its commitment to 
continually improving access and inclusion for people with disability, their 
families and carers, in its DAIP. 

The Public Transit Authority is also required to produce a DAIP but has 
further developed this into a Accessibility Policy. The policy clearly 
outlines that the PTA is committed to providing people with disability with 
access to ‘PTA bus, coach, train and ferry services’. 

The DAIPs and related documents created by each agency evidence their 
commitment to the provision of access for people with disability. 

The TUSS is one mechanism by which the DoT contributes to meeting 
these commitments.

Policy rationale for the TUSS

Consistent with the approaches taken in other Australian jurisdictions, the TUSS 
was created to subsidise the cost of alternative, on-demand transport for people 
who could not access public transport because of disability to enable this group to 
meet their transport needs. 

The TUSS pre-dates the Commonwealth and Western Australian disability 
legislation documented on the previous page, and has not been codified in its own 
legislation nor outlined in a policy document. 

There are several unstated assumptions that appear to underpin this model, 
including:

• conventional public transport is subsidised by the government, and that this 
subsidy should be somewhat portable, and part of it extended to people who 
cannot access public transport due to disability.

• there is an inherent value in providing further support to people with disability 
to help them participate more fully in society and the economy.

The outcomes or objectives of the TUSS are currently not clearly articulated. 
Mechanisms for reviewing the TUSS, and maintaining the value of the subsidy 
overtime have not been established. The lack of legislative formalisation has made 
prosecution of fraud difficult.

The organic and undocumented development of the TUSS is common to many of 
the other transport-related disability supports reviewed as part of this project, and 
most stakeholders who administer these schemes could not provide detail in 
terms of the rationale behind the rate of entitlement or subsidy set, or design of 
their schemes. 
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2.2 Changes in the external environment
2. Context

Introduction of the National Disability Insurance Scheme

In 2010, the Australian Government commissioned the Productivity Commission 
to carry out a public inquiry into a long term disability care and support scheme. 

In late 2011, the Council of Australian Governments agreed to a National Disability 
Insurance Scheme (NDIS) with launch in four trial sites in New South Wales, South 
Australia, Victoria and Tasmania in mid-2013. For these jurisdictions, the NDIS will 
be progressively implemented, with the full scheme expected to be operating by 1 
July 2019.

Until recently, all states and territories other than Western Australia, had agreed 
to implement the Federal NDIS. While WA signed the bilateral agreement to 
follow suit on 1 February 2017, the recent change in government has created 
some uncertainty as to what form this may eventually take. There is the possibility 
that the NDIS may be administered by the WA Disability Services Commission (WA 
NDIS).

It is unlikely that the NDIS nor the WA NDIS will replace the need for the TUSS, as 
they do not overlap with the Scheme in terms of the cohorts they cover (e.g. 
people over 65 are not eligible for the NDIS), the policy rationale underpinning 
their existence, and the level of transport support offered. This delineation is 
discussed further in section 3.1.

What is changing?

The NDIS represents one of the most significant reforms in social services since 
the introduction of Medicare. 

Historically, disability service providers have been funded with ‘block grants’ and 
clients have accessed services from the suite offered by service providers in their 
area.

Rather than allocating funding to service providers, individuals will have 
their own funding packages, which they will use to “purchase” services 
(including transport) from a range of providers. 

In this way, disability services will become more market-oriented, with 
higher levels of competition between providers and the entry of new 
providers into the marketplace.

Commonwealth Home Care Packages Program

The Commonwealth Home Care Packages Programme is an individualised 
funding model for older people living at home to access care services in 
the community.

Under the Commonwealth Home Care Packages Programme, consumers 
can access level 1, 2, 3 and 4 packages (4 being the highest value at almost 
$50,000 per year) after being assessed by the Aged Care Assessment 
Team (ACAT), which are managed by an aged care provider on behalf of a 
consumer.

From February 2017, home care packages are allocated directly to clients, 
who are able to choose their home care provider and move their funds to 
different providers if they are not satisfied. 

Importantly, clients are also able to choose the services they access, and 
determine how these services are provided.  There is scope for individuals 
to purchase transport supports with their package funds where an 
allocation has been made in their annual Care Plan. In this sense, access to 
transport through a home care package is not ‘on-demand’ in the same 
way as TUSS, which enables a member to vary their use of the subsidy 
depending on dynamic circumstances. 
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It is well established that access to transport is a key enabler for realising 
greater social and economic participation.1 Persistent difficulty accessing 
transport is commonly referred to as “transport disadvantage”, which has 
been shown to disproportionately affect people with disability, people in the 
bottom income quintile, those living in outer-urban areas and Indigenous 
Australians.2

Access to public transport is particularly important for people with disability or 
frailty in order to participate fully in the community and the economy. 
Recognition of this issue in public policy is contained within the National 
Disability Strategy and codified in a range of Commonwealth and state 
legislation and standards.3

However, despite efforts to make conventional public transport accessible for 
all Western Australians, there remain a group of people with severe disability 
that cannot access public transport. Research undertaken in other jurisdictions 
has shown that this can be for a number of different reasons, including:4

• Difficulties accessing train platforms due to malfunction, vandalism or 
cleanliness.

• Issues with boarding and de-boarding from buses.

• Accessing bus and train stops that are not wheelchair accessible.

Consultations undertaken in the course of this review identified some 

additional barriers that people with disability and frailty experience in 
accessing public transport, which include:

• Physical difficulty with managing the number of ‘transfers’ required in a 
given trip, e.g. if a person in a wheelchair is required to take multiple bus 
legs to reach their destination, then this can be physically demanding (even 
with wheelchair accessible buses).

• Difficulty accessing bus stops, both because many are not wheelchair 
accessible, but also because there may not be a suitable crosswalk nearby 
to facilitate safe passage to it for a vision impaired person.

• Difficulty with making unfamiliar journeys on public transport, particularly 
for people with vision impairment.

• Issues with using some forms of public transport for people using large, 
electric wheelchairs.

It was established during this project that accessibility of public transport for 
people with disability or frailty is not ‘black and white’, in that it can be 
accessible to some people at different times and not at others, and for 
different reasons. It is, therefore, important to have choice of a range of 
transport options, including those that facilitate door-to-door access, for 
people with disability or frailty.

2. Context

2.3 Transport needs of people with disability

1 https://infrastructure.gov.au/transport/disabilities/
2 https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/relationship-between-transport-and-disadvantage-austr
3 https://infrastructure.gov.au/transport/disabilities/
4 https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/relationship-between-transport-and-disadvantage-austr
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This chapter describes the findings of the review of the TUSS in relation to the ‘review framework’ that was developed at the beginning of the project 
(see Appendix 1). The review framework covers six areas:

3. Review of the TUSS

Overview

• What is the role of the WA Government in meeting the transport needs of people with disability or frailty?
• What outcome is Government seeking to achieve through facilitating access to transport for people with disability?
• How can Government best achieve these outcomes and meet individuals’ ‘reasonable’ transport needs?
• What other programs and services are frail older people and people with disability able to access that contribute to meeting transport needs?

3.1 Policy 
objectives

• Who should be eligible for the TUSS? 
• Are there cohorts or groups who are currently not eligible for the TUSS who could benefit from subsidised transport? Are there groups who are currently eligible for whom benefits 

are limited?
• How do the eligibility criteria for the TUSS compare with eligibility for similar schemes in other states and territories?
• What impact should access to transport through other aged care and disability programs have on eligibility for subsidised, on-demand transport through the TUSS? 

3.2 Eligibility for 
the TUSS

• How do eligible people access the TUSS? What is the process? How can this process be improved? 
• What types of transport providers can/cannot access subsidies?  Should this be changed?

3.3 Access to 
transport 
subsidies

• What are the strengths and weaknesses of current TUSS administration and payment arrangements?
• What are the opportunities and risks of new technologies for administration and payment arrangements?

3.4 Payments 
and 

administration

• Does the current TUSS meet member and community expectations?

3.5 Member and 
community 

expectations

• Are there opportunities to achieve costs savings or efficiencies?
• Is the TUSS sustainable in its current form?
• Is the current subsidy level appropriate?
• Should there be a cap? If so, what should it be?

3.6 Cost and 
sustainability



3.1 Policy 
objectives
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What is the role of the WA Government in meeting the transport needs of people with disability or frailty?

One of the key questions considered as part of this review is the delineation in the role of the WA Transport portfolio in meeting the accessible transport needs of 
people with disability and frailty, as compared with the role of other State and Federal Government agencies such as the Disability Services Commission (DSC) and 
the National Disability Insurance Agency. 

It has been established through consultations that the NDIS/WA NDIS is not intended to replace other mainstream services, and the financial sustainability of the 
system depends on other services continuing to be provided in an accessible way by mainstream providers. The most commonly cited examples of this are education 
and transportation, where near universal access is enjoyed by the majority of people. For these services the onus remains on the mainstream provider to adapt their 
services to ensure they are accessible. 

In the case of the TUSS, its role as one part of a suite of measures aimed at ensuring that transport is accessible for people with disability in WA see it sit within the 
mainstream remit of the WA Transport portfolio. As such, having determined that the introduction of the NDIS does not negate the need for a TUSS or similar 
scheme, the WA Government retains responsibility for administering such a scheme under its Transport portfolio. This also has implications for TUSS eligibility, 
which are discussed in section 3.2. The role of the Transport portfolio as compared with the main disability support agencies is further illustrated in Figure 1 below.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.1 Policy objectives

DSC

Disability specific supports.

NDIA

Disability specific supports that are 
‘reasonable and necessary’.

Transport portfolio

Ensuring transport options are accessible to people with 
disability.

• ‘Reasonable and necessary’ support for an individual to meet their transport needs –
activity tested against work, employment or training commitments.

• Training to help a participant to learn how to use public transport 

• Modifications to private vehicles to make them suitable to transport a person with 
disability 

• Mobility aids and equipment that allow a participant to meet their transport needs.

• Provision of ramps and lifts at public transport hubs.

• Ensuring timetables are provided in accessible media.

Agency 

Examples

Taxi Users’ Subsidy Scheme.

Figure 1: Delineation of responsibility for transport support between disability agencies and the Transport portfolio
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What outcome is Government seeking to achieve through facilitating access 
to transport for people with disability?

Various consultations undertaken with the Department of Transport OdT 
team, as well as a review of the Government’s existing commitments under 
current Transport portfolio DAIPs have demonstrated that the goal of the TUSS 
or its future equivalent should be:

“Facilitating access to an affordable transport system by ensuring that people 
with functional impairment who otherwise face significant barriers to 

accessing public transport are supported with a subsidy to access on-demand 
transport.” 

How can Government best achieve these outcomes and meet individuals’ 
‘reasonable’ transport needs?

The TUSS already enjoys support from a range of stakeholders as a way to 
achieve the outcomes set out in 3.1(c) above. Members value the flexibility 
and independence that the TUSS enables, offering an affordable and safe 
point-to-point transport system.

The TUSS allows members to take trips to unfamiliar destinations or at times 
when using other forms of transport could be difficult, due to safety 
considerations or lack of alternative options (i.e. family are unavailable or 
works to a public transport hub means that public transport is inaccessible). 

Members indicated that the door-to-door service enabled by the TUSS is a 
major strength, highlighting that whilst public transport can get a member 
within a short distance of their destination, for example a bus stop on the 

correct street, it cannot always provide assistance with the first or final stage 
of their journey. This was a particular focus for members with vision 
impairment, for whom the riskiest part of an unfamiliar journey is often the 
final section of the trip (for example navigating the car park between the bus 
stop and the entrance of a shopping centre). 

For members who are involved in activities that require regular trips or 
commuting, using the TUSS saves a significant amount of time when compared 
to public transport. Members identified difficulties transferring between public 
transport options as the major cause of delays, and that trips can often take 
twice as long to complete. 

These sentiments were echoed by peak bodies that represent people with 
disability and older people. Transport providers also emphasised the 
importance of the TUSS.

What other programs and services are frail older people and people with 
disability able to access that contribute to meeting transport needs?

There are a number of different kinds of support available to older people and 
people with disability in WA that either directly or indirectly facilitate their 
access to different kinds of transport, including:

• block-funded programs that facilitate people’s access to education, 
community activities or healthcare

• additional social security payments to account for someone’s special 
transport needs

3. Review of the TUSS

3.1 Policy objectives
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What other programs and services are frail older people and people with 
disability able to access that contribute to meeting transport needs? 
(continued)

• Federal individualised funding programs that facilitate access to a range of 
different kinds of support, including transport, for people who are eligible.

The key implication of this is that a number of State and Federal Government 
agencies provide services and supports to assist people with disability or frailty 
to meet their transport needs, where conventional public transport is not 
appropriate and where access to other forms of transport are otherwise 
unaffordable. 

One agency in particular – the Disability Services Commission – may soon 
assume responsibility for the WA NDIS, which will provide access for eligible 
Western Australians living with disability to individualised funding to meet 
their needs, including transport. The Commonwealth Home Care Packages 
Programme also facilitates access to transport in a similar way. Establishing 
crossover with these programs during consultations will be key. 

The impact of adjacent reforms in the disability and aged care sectors mean 
that some TUSS users will have access to multiple sources of funding to meet 
their transport needs, including on-demand transport. 

For WA NDIS participants who self manage, they will be able to use their funds 
to directly pay a taxi driver.  For participants who do not self-manage and for 
recipients of a Home Care Package, they are able to access taxi services 
through use of a taxi voucher provided by a service provider. 

For recipients of Home and Community Care (HACC) services, this does not 
provide access to on-demand transport, rather access to subsided transport 
through designated HACC providers with variable models of service delivery, 
however generally limited to community transport (using a regular bus, 
volunteer drivers or subcontracted OdT providers). 

It is important to note that the majority of other States and Territories have 
not modified or limited access to their taxi subsidy schemes in light in the 
introduction of the NDIS or availability of other transport supports, and where 
changes have been made they were subsequently reversed due to adverse 
outcomes.

A non-exhaustive list of other transport supports available to older people and 
people with disability in WA, and the extent to which they crossover with the 
TUSS, is provided in Table 1 on the following page.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.1 Policy objectives
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Table 1 below compares the TUSS with other supports offered to people with disability and older people. Several of the supports listed also provide services beyond 
transport. Where the support differs from TUSS, it is coloured in red; where it is different, green, and where there is some variation, yellow. This table shows the 
unique offering of the TUSS as compared with other supports available.  

3.1 Policy objectives

Other transport supports offered to people with disability or frailty

Features TUSS Public 
transport

HACC  
transport DVA Mobility 

allowance PAT School Bus WA NDIS/ 
NDIS

Home Care 
Package

On-demand Yes No No No Yes No No Yes No

Are trips
purpose tested?

No No Sometimes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Means tested No No Yes No No No No No Yes*

Covers same 
cohort as TUSS

Yes Yes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes

Annual value 
cap

No No No No Yes No No# Yes Yes

Disability 
accessible 

Yes Sometimes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Different to TUSS  

Variable

Same as TUSS

* Access to Home Care Packages are not means tested but contributions can be required from wealthier recipients.
# Trips are, however, limited to the number of school days in a year.

Table 1: Transport-related supports in Western Australia

3. Review of the TUSS

What other programs and services are frail older people and people with disability able to access that contribute to meeting 
transport needs? (continued)

Source:  
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3. Review of the TUSS 

3.1 Policy objectives – summary of key 
findings and implications 

Policy objectives

What is the State Government’s policy objective regarding the TUSS or a similar future scheme?

Summary of key findings:

• Transport is a key enabler for people with disability and frailty to realise greater social and economic participation.

• The Transport Portfolio’s Disability Access and Inclusion Plans make public commitments to provide accessible transport.

• There remain a group of people with severe disability who cannot access all public transport.

• The TUSS is a unique support in Western Australia (i.e. the NDIS/WA NDIS and TUSS are not interchangeable).

Implications:

Based on the research undertaken to date, the following is suggested as the policy objective for the TUSS:

“Facilitating access to an affordable transport system by ensuring that people with functional impairment, who otherwise face significant 
barriers to accessing public transport, are subsidised to access on-demand transport.”



3.2 Eligibility 
for the TUSS
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Who should be eligible for the TUSS? 

Eligibility for the TUSS is currently technically limited to those that cannot 
access public transport. In reality, TUSS members are already using public 
transport, and the requirement that their disability or frailty permanently 
prevents them from doing so is difficult to police. As mentioned in section 
3.1(a), it is also unreasonable to expect that the accessibility of public 
transport is the same for a person with disability or frailty in every 
circumstance.

Therefore, members would ideally be encouraged to utilise public transport as 
frequently as possible, given:

• it reflects the already mixed use of transport options by people with 
disability and frailty; and

• there are potential cost savings realised for the TUSS in doing so, by 
reducing the frequency with which the TUSS is used for transport.

For the same reason, members that have access to private transport should be 
encouraged to utilise this option as frequently as possible.

In general, consultations indicated that stakeholders did not find any aspect of 
the existing eligibility criteria problematic, however there does appear to be 
scope to streamline some aspects of the existing eligibility criteria to be 
consistent with other government schemes, and as such reduce the need for a 
separate assessment of disability frailty to be undertaken. 

Use of automatic qualifiers, such as assessments for other types of 

government support, could somewhat reduce the need to have a separate 
application process and associated costs for the TUSS. Reasonable automatic 
qualifiers could include: 5

• evidence of having been assessed as eligible for a Level 4 Home Care 
Package by an Aged Care Assessment Team

• evidence of a rating of more than 20 points on any of the following 
tables of the Department of Social Services Impairment Tables, which 
are used to assess eligibility for the Disability Support Pension:

• Functions requiring Physical Exertion and Stamina 
• Lower Limb Function
• Visual Function
• Continence Function
• Functions of Consciousness

• a rating of 30 points on any of the following tables of the 
Department of Social Services Impairment Tables:

• Spinal Function
• Mental Health Function
• Brain Function
• Intellectual Function

• evidence of combinations of these ratings could also be considered 
in line with the Disability Support Pension.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.2 Eligibility for the TUSS

5 https://www.dss.gov.au/our-responsibilities/disability-and-carers/benefits-payments/disability-support-
pension-dsp-better-and-fairer-assessments/review-of-the-tables-for-the-assessment-of-work-related-
impairment-for-disability-support-pension/social-security-tables-for-the
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Who should be eligible for the TUSS? (continued)

Given that many people would not be willing to be assessed for one of 
these other government supports, there may still be individuals who do not 
fit any of these criteria but still require transport assistance. Therefore, 
there is still a need to retain an assessment that is administered by the 
DoT.

Are there cohorts or groups who are currently not eligible for the TUSS 
who could benefit from subsidised transport? Are there groups who are 
currently eligible for whom benefits are limited?

In WA severe but episodic illnesses are not covered, whereas some 
jurisdictions make these cohorts eligible. Although not raised as an issue by 
stakeholders, people with severe emotional and behavioural disorders are 
ineligible for TUSS in WA.

Given its broad coverage and robust criteria, it is possible that the elements 
of the existing Disability Support Pension Impairment Tables could be 
emulated to address this potential gap in eligibility for the TUSS. 

Overall, however, stakeholder feedback did not suggest that there needs to 
be any wholesale change to the eligibility criteria for the TUSS or a future 
scheme.

It is difficult to estimate the impact that broadening eligibility to include 
people with severe emotional and behavioural disorders may have on the 
total number of TUSS members. The Australian Bureau of Statistics’ 2015 
Survey of Disability, Aging and Carers, Australia,

7 estimated that there are 

18,600 people living with profound or severe core activity limitations, 
who’s primary condition relates to:

• Psychoses and mood affective disorders.

• Neurotic, stress-related and somatoform disorders.

• Other mental and behavioural disorders.

A further 14,900 people live with moderate or mild activity limitations due 
to these conditions. These figures exclude people with intellectual and 
development disorders, who are likely already eligible for the TUSS under 
the cognitive and intellectual impairment criterion. 

The figures only give provide an idea of how expanding the eligibility 
criteria may impact the TUSS, as not all people from within these groupings 
would choose to apply for membership should the criteria change. Further 
they may still be ineligible as their disability may not impact their ability to 
access public transport.

By way of comparison, the survey estimates there are almost 140,000 
people with either profound or severe (45,000 people), or moderate or 
mild (95,000) disabilities living in Western Australia, and the current TUSS 
membership is 15,000, representing an uptake rate of approximately 10 
per cent. 

3. Review of the TUSS

3.2 Eligibility for the TUSS

6https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/relationship-between-transport-and-disadvantage-austr
7http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/4430.02015?OpenDocument
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How do the eligibility criteria for the TUSS compare with eligibility for similar schemes in other states and territories?

As shown in Table 2 below, WA’s eligibility criteria for its TUSS are broadly consistent with those in other states and territories at a high level. Main 
differences between the WA TUSS and schemes in other jurisdictions are:

• use of the word “disability” (which not everyone would associate with) versus “activity limitation” (which is broader)

• coverage of emotional and behavioural disorders within the criteria

• specification of specific disabilities within the criteria, i.e. Mobility, Vision or Cognitive disability are all specified within the WA TUSS.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.2 Eligibility for the TUSS

Table 2: Eligibility criteria for similar Australian schemes
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3.2 Eligibility for the TUSS
3. Review of the TUSS

What impact should access to transport through other aged care and 
disability programs have on eligibility for subsidised, on-demand transport 
through the TUSS? 

As noted in 3.1, although there are other transport related supports offered 
to the cohort covered by the TUSS, these are generally tied to a particular 
purpose (i.e. transport to and from medical appointments for DVA Gold Card 
holders, or for employment and training like the NDIS). Comparatively, the 
TUSS provides a more flexible form of transport support.

For a number of members, the TUSS is the only disability-related support 
that they access. For some, this was because they were not eligible for any 
other support, but for many this is simply because they only require 
assistance with transport. 

Members who have been involved in the WA NDIS trials or the Perth Hills 
Trial of the NDIS noted that the TUSS remained their central transport 
support, and that supports offered for transport under the individualised 
funding models were either an adjunct to the TUSS or tied to a specific 
purpose, limiting their flexibility when compared to the TUSS.

Stakeholders were, in general, strongly opposed to the idea of members 
eligible for the NDIS being made disqualified from being eligible for the 
TUSS. Many cited an attempt to introduce such changes in the Perth Hills 
NDIS Trial Site, which was met with strong public opposition and a 
subsequent decision to roll-back the decision.
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3. Review of the TUSS 

3.2 Eligibility for the TUSS – summary of key 
findings and implications 
Eligibility

Who should be eligible for the TUSS?

Key findings:

• There was little evidence to support a major overhaul of the current criteria, although it is clear that people with some kinds of disability may be
excluded from the TUSS where there may be a genuine need.

• Many TUSS members access public transport. A requirement to be permanently unable to use public transport is unrealistic, given that accessibility
can be different under different circumstances.

• Other jurisdictions clearly describe the functional impairment associated with disability rather than the disability itself when presenting membership
criteria. There may be a need for greater clarity and specificity with respect to the WA criteria.

Implications:

• The eligibility criteria could move towards criteria that cover a range of different functional impairments, rather than only those associated with
cognitive, mobility or vision impairment.

• The current emphasis on an applicant being permanently prevented from using conventional public transport could be reduced. Rather, it could focus
on the significance of a person’s barriers to accessing public transport and encourage use of public transport where possible.

• The TUSS could make use of automatic ‘qualifiers’ to evidence applicants’ eligibility for the TUSS, such as those described in section 3.2 of this report,
which may reduce the administrative burden associated with processing TUSS applications. Further, it may be helpful to streamline the TUSS eligibility
criteria to be consistent with those used to assess eligibility for the Disability Support Pension – but only those listed in section 3.2 of this report, as
not all are appropriate.

• The DoT may consider the merits of not denying applicants on the basis of them being eligible for any other schemes (e.g. NDIS), but encourage
members to access these supports first if they are eligible.



3.3 Access to 
transport 
subsidies –
members and 
drivers



35

How do eligible people access the TUSS? What is the process? How can this 
process be improved? 

We undertook a process-mapping workshop with relevant ODT staff to 
understand the existing TUSS application processes and the mechanisms that 
enable a member to take a trip using the TUSS. One of the outputs from this 
workshop, a process map describing the application process from a member’s 
perspective, is provided in Appendix 6.

The existing application process is paper-based, difficult to access for people 
with vision impairment and requires assessment by a medical practitioner. 

A range of issues with the existing application process were highlighted during 
review discussions:

• ODT staff estimated that as many as 50 per cent of initial applications are 
provided incomplete and require further information from the applicant or 
applicant’s doctor.

• Each process contains manual handling of applications or vouchers.

• Reliance on mailing of forms and notification results in slower processing 
times.

• Vouchers result in additional time and resources spent on processing, 
notably the outsourcing costs involved in contracting an external voucher 
processor.

• The external assessment is outsourced to an occupational therapist, who 
has no contact with the member by phone or in-person.

• The process may potentially duplicate other assessments conducted by 
other service providers (ACAT, ACROD, WA NDIS and Centrelink).

• Additional costs incurred by applicants to revisit the doctor due to minor 
oversights in applications.

• Disability providers noted that the current application form was not 
accessible to people with vision impairment.

There are a number of potential improvements that could be made to the 
TUSS application process, including:

• moving the application form into an accessible web-based format, with 
inbuilt validation checks – this would significantly reduce the need for 
rework by applicants

• utilising automatic qualifiers in the application process, such as those listed 
in section 3.2

• removing the requirement to provide printed photographic identification –
rather require in-car verification of identity via PIN and request digital proof 
of identification

• emulating parts of the Disability Support Pension Impairment Tables to 
develop a set of eligibility criteria that are consistent with other 
Government support schemes.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.3 Access to transport subsidies for 
members
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What types of transport providers can/cannot access subsidies?  Should this 
be changed?

Currently only registered taxi providers can access the subsidies provided to 
TUSS members. Further, only drivers of specified multi-purpose taxis (MPTs) 
are able to access additional co-payments ($10 per trip before 6pm and $30 
after 6pm) to compensate for the additional cost involved in transporting 
wheelchair users, as well as to encourage the supply of wheelchair accessible 
taxis generally. 

The majority of TUSS members and peak bodies consulted as part of the 
review stated that they would like the choice to use their TUSS subsidy to 
travel with other OdT providers.  

Other OdT providers (Uber and Shofer – note: no others were consulted) also 
expressed interest and emphasised how ‘easy’ it would be to customise their 
technology to meet the requirements of the TUSS. In particular, these 
providers spoke about being able to provide the Department with flexible 
reporting options, as well as a sophisticated ability to build controls into their 
systems. Both had already considered how this could be done and had 
positioned themselves to respond to any changes to how the TUSS operated. 

Regardless of the provider, a number of stakeholders did also emphasise that 
maintaining the safety of vulnerable TUSS members is a priority, and that DoT 
has a responsibility to ensure that appropriate safeguards are in place to 
prevent harm to members.

Some regional taxi providers noted concerns about the viability of their 
business should the Scheme be expanded to allow non-taxi OdT providers to 
access the TUSS subsidies. This was more pronounced for services located 
nearer major metropolitan areas, with relatively remote providers reporting 

that new OdT providers had yet to expand to their regions, and hence pose 
little threat to their on-going viability. 

Co-payment

Consultations identified that the co-payment for drivers of MPTs (accessed 
when providing services to wheelchair users) while an effective incentive to 
increase the supply of wheelchair accessible vehicles on the road, is complex 
to administer using a paper voucher model.   

Further, the co-payment is seen by some as an unsuitable way of addressing 
market failure, as it does not address the causes of the market failure itself –
being higher costs associated with operating wheelchair-accessible vehicles. 

It was discussed that any move to allow other types of providers to access 
TUSS subsidies should not immediately make available the co-payment to new 
entrants, while this issue is addressed.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.3 Access to transport subsidies for drivers
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3. Review of the TUSS 

3.3 Access to transport subsidies for 
members – summary of key findings and 
implications 

Access to transport subsidies for members

Key findings of this review:

• The existing process is manual and is not entirely ‘web-accessible’ (for vision impaired people using screen reader software).

• The current assessment process double-handles the assessment form, is heavily reliant on the evidence provided by an applicant’s GP, with the
external assessor never directly interacting with the applicant.

• Many applications fail on first submission due to basic errors made by the applicant or their GP. This creates additional work for administrative
staff.

Implications:

• Consider migrating the primary application form to an accessible, web-based format, with inbuilt validation checks and options for completion 
by people with Power of Attorney. Within this, remove the requirement to provide printed photographic identification and accept digital copies 
of personal identification.

• Consider including automatic qualifiers in the application process, such as those listed in section 3.2.

• Consider emulating parts of the Disability Support Pension Impairment Tables (those listed in section 3.2) to develop a set of eligibility criteria 
that are consistent with other Government support schemes.

• Provide access to a paper form upon request and have a process in place for DoT to input this information into the digital version.
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3. Review of the TUSS 

3.3 Access to transport subsidies for drivers
– summary of key findings and implications 

Access to transport subsidies for drivers

Key findings of this review:

• Many members would like the choice to use their TUSS discount to travel with providers other than taxis.

• Several app-based providers have already expressed interest and would be able easily customise their technology to meet the requirements of
any reformed scheme.

• Regardless of the provider, a number of stakeholders did also emphasise that maintaining the safety of vulnerable TUSS members is a priority.

Implications:

• Consider making the TUSS open to OdT providers other than taxis, subject to application and approval by DoT. Conditions could include:

• driver background checks
• minimum training requirements
• ability to provide access to live data in order to monitor fraud and misuse
• vehicle registration and safety requirements.



3.4 Payments 
and 
administration
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What are the strengths and weaknesses of current TUSS administration and 
payment arrangements?

The current voucher-based payment arrangements was the clearest area of 
concern across all stakeholder groups consulted, including internal DoT staff. 

The voucher system was viewed as a primary enabler of fraudulent use of the 
TUSS, given the lack of verification and confirmation of transactions, and the delay 
between the trip occurring the voucher being processed and validated. 

Members found the payment process to be cumbersome, time consuming and 
complicated. For vision impaired members the requirement to sign and confirm 
the subsidy claimed by a driver is impossible, meaning that they have no control 
over the amount claimed or the number of vouchers taken.  

The process map in Appendix 6.3 shows the administrative process involved in 
processing a TUSS voucher and receiving payment from a driver’s perspective. 

The process map also shows the steps involved in claiming the value of voucher by 
a driver themselves or a taxi company other than the third party voucher 
processing contractor.

Regional taxi providers cited particular issues caused by the voucher arrangement, 
including the considerable amount time required to administer the TUSS and check 
the vouchers, and instances of incorrect or delayed payments. Several noted that 
they had raised these concerns with both the DoT and the party contracted to 
undertake the voucher processing, but their concerns had not been addressed.

What are the opportunities and risks of new technologies for administration and 
payment arrangements?

Members and stakeholder organisations consulted and the DoT staff at the options 
workshop supported a move to a digital payments model. There are a series of 
opportunities that arise from using a digital model, with benefits accruing to 
members, drivers, transport providers and ultimately the DoT. 

These could include:

• savings from no longer requiring an external provider to process paper 
vouchers

• savings realised via ‘front end’ controls that prohibit certain use type of misuse, 
for example:

• prevention of more than one member accessing subsidy for a single trip

• cooling off periods between trips to prevent them being taken in quick 
succession.

• reduced transaction times, with a fast and easy verification and payment 
process

• generation of a rich set of data, including member usage rates, trip duration, 
trip route and subsidy paid

• live monitoring of member and driver usage of the TUSS, potentially including:

• ‘flags’ that highlight patterns of heavy or potentially fraudulent use

• automatic live messages or other feedback loops to contact members or 
drivers, which may address heavy usage.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.4 Payments and administration
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What are the opportunities and risks of new technologies for administration 
and payment arrangements? (continued)

The move to a digitally administered model presents some risks for further 
consideration:

• Costs and risks related with the implementation of a digital model. These 
need to be considered within a broader understanding of the value of the 
opportunities outlined above.

• Transfer of the system from a manual one to a digital model will need to be 
communicated to members, and there may be a group of users who will 
struggle to adjust to the change. 

• Current OdT providers who interact with the TUSS would also need to be 
aware of and engaged early to facilitate the smooth implementation of any 
changes.

• If the TUSS is opened to new OdT providers, payment models that can 
reconcile accounts with these companies would need to be arranged with 
each provider (new OdT providers indicated this would be possible). 

• The likely need to retain a ‘fall back’ manual system that can operate in areas 
with intermittent connections to telecommunication systems.

What are the main factors which contribute to TUSS fraud and misuse? How 
can these be mitigated in any future TUSS?

The major contributor to fraud and misuse is the paper-based nature of the 
payment model. Initial discussions with the DoT identified that fraud and misuse 
of the TUSS is known to take the following forms:

• Staged trips: Drivers may collude with passengers to break larger trips into 
several smaller trips, to overcome the per-trip cap on subsidies. Further 
analysis of voucher data for the previous three years found that 25,017 

vouchers were used for trips involving the same member and driver taken 
within 10 minutes of each other.

• Group travel: Several members may take the same taxi trip from slightly 
different locations to a common location (e.g. hospital), but both use a 
voucher for the trip, meaning that part of the trip is double-subsidised. 
Further analysis found that 71,516 vouchers were claimed for overlapping 
trips for the same driver but different member. 

• Blank vouchers: Members will provide taxi drivers with blank vouchers, or 
their voucher book, sometimes to cover the gap in fare not covered by the 
subsidy. These blank vouchers are then used by drivers to subsidise a fare 
that does not actually occur. 

In total, $4.1 million worth of potential fraud and misuse was identified in three 
years of voucher data provided by DoT (see table 3). The manual completion of 
trip details by drivers and transposition of vouchers into the payment system, 
means there are likely to be errors in the voucher data, and the analysis 
presented below should be considered with this in mind. Additional detail on the 
tests undertaken is contained in Appendix 2, which summarises a separate 
deliverable prepared on fraud and misuse for DoT. 

3. Review of the TUSS

3.4 Payments and administration

Trip year Potentially fraudulent subsidy Percentage of total subsidy

2016 $1,306,550.60 12%
2015 $1,500,289.47 13%
2014 $1,271,343.45 12%
Prior 2014 $59,619.45 11%
Total $4,137,802.97 12%

Table 3: Breakdown of potential fraud and misuse of TUSS

analysis of DoT voucher data. Prior 2014 value pertains to vouchers that indicate trips were taken but 
not processed before 2014. 



42

What are the main factors which contribute to TUSS fraud and misuse? How 
can these be mitigated in any future TUSS? (continued)

The paper voucher model contributes to fraud and misuse in the following 
ways:

• It allows driver or members to forge trips and claim subsidies without 
having to link them to fares.

• It means that the process lacks live controls that prohibit fraudulent claims.

• It creates a time lag between claiming and review of submissions for 
fraudulent use, which reduces the ability of DoT to monitor fraud and 
misuse effectively and in a timely manner. This is currently a very manual, 
resource intense and ad hoc process.

• It creates unnecessary complexity for drivers and members which leads to 
unintended misuse.

The issues identified above could be mitigated though the following steps:

• Moving the TUSS to a digital model designed in a consumer-centric way to 
reduce complexity for drivers and members.  

• Designing a set of controls that would address the current vulnerabilities of 
TUSS better. This would likely involve setting a range of controls into a 
digital model that would mean prohibited trips would not receive any 
subsidy. 

• Better defining consequences for fraudulent use for both drivers and 
members, and clearly communicating these expectations to both groups. 
This should be an on-going process with targeted reminders sent to 
members and driver suspected of fraud or misuse. 

A digital system is, however, not impervious to fraud. Other controls and 
ongoing monitoring will remain an important part of managing TUSS usage –
some of these are suggested in Box 1 to the right.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.4 Payments and administration

Example controls and exception-based tests to identify fraud and misuse

Controls

• Control 1: Reject trips for the same member within 10 minutes of each 
other.

• Control 2: Reject overlapping trips for the same member and driver.

• Control 3: Reject overlapping trips for the same member but different 
driver.

• Control 4: Reject overlapping trips for the same driver but different 
member.

• Control 5: Reject duplicate trips based on same member, driver, trip date, 
start and end time.

Exception-based tests

• Test 1: Identify members who receive a subsidy more than four times in a 
day.

• Test 2: Identify drivers who provide a subsidised trip more than 10 times in 
a day.

• Test 3: Identify unusually heavy usage patterns for members.

Box 1: Example controls and exception-based tests to manage fraud and misuse
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If the TUSS is to continue, what alternative payment methods could be 
utilised? 

During consultations, members and taxi operators consistently suggested that a 
‘card-based’ payment mechanism for taxis would be the best approach to 
modernising the TUSS, which many felt was long overdue. 

A range of options for payment mechanisms were identified over the course of 
consultation with interstate scheme administrators, other transport related 
support providers and OdT providers, including:

• Developing a new electronic card for taxi providers and encourage app-based 
OdT providers to modify their own software to integrate with the TUSS. Work 
with taxi providers individually to link existing terminals to the TUSS. 

• Modifying and utilising PTA’s existing Smartrider card to act as an ‘identifier’ 
that interacts with existing taxi terminals to trigger a subsidy payment to taxi 
drivers and cause the meter to reflect the remaining out-of-pocket fare, up to 
a cap. Provide financial incentives to take public transport for part of a TUSS 
journey.

• Investigating the use of restricted-use EFTPOS card to facilitate the use of a 
capped allocation.

• Utilising the existing Point of Sale technology currently used in Victoria for 
taxis and encourage app-based OdT providers to modify their own software 
to integrate with the TUSS.

• Utilising the existing technology currently used by Black & White Taxis for 
taxis and encourage app-based OdT providers to modify their own software 
to integrate with the TUSS

The options workshop also identified that:

• the adoption of any new payment mechanism must take into account how 
this will shape the OdT market for people with disability.

• the need to remove intermediaries in the payment processes (i.e. third party 
contracted to process payments).

• a card based model may be quickly outdated and a step change to another 
model may help future-proof the TUSS (see below)

An alternative model of payment facilitated entirely via an app was raised at the 
Options Workshop. The alternative model was based on the following:

• Larger providers engaging directly with DoT to find ways to integrate their 
existing app based payment models (i.e. flagging TUSS members across their 
platform, applying the appropriate subsidy to fares and periodically settling 
the balance of payment with DoT).

• Creation of ‘fall back’ application that would provide access to the subsidy for 
new entrants and smaller providers that do not have their app or the capacity 
to develop one. This could be based on a list of approved providers. 

This would require:

• Members having access to a smart phone and be capable of using app based 
OdT, and/or

• Members having a membership card and having drivers enter the members 
details into the app via a drivers portal. The app would authenticate the 
member’s entitlement and submit the correct claim to be processed.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.4 Payments and administration
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3. Review of the TUSS 

3.4 Payments and administration
Payments and administration

How should the TUSS be paid?

Key findings of this review:

• The current payment mechanism was found to be highly convoluted, predominantly paper-based and reliant on accurate manual record
keeping.

• Feedback from all stakeholders has consistently confirmed that the current voucher based process results in frustration for drivers and
members, lost productivity and may lead to higher rates of fraud or misuse.

• Members and taxi operators suggested that moving to a card based payment mechanism could resolve many of these issues.

• Some noted that other states have moved to card based models and that there are already other card based transport supports offered in
Western Australia (i.e. the Age Pension Fuel Card).

• App-based OdT providers are able to customise their software to meet the needs of a reformed TUSS.

Implications:

• That DoT investigate digital infrastructure for interacting with taxi companies and work with other approved OdT providers to develop individual 
solutions for facilitating payments for the TUSS. 

• Options for an digital Scheme that could be individually costed and compared include:

• integration with the existing Smartrider card

• development of a new smart-card system

• use of an existing Point of Sale system,

• working with app-based OdT providers to facilitate payments via these platforms



3.5 Member 
and 
community 
expectations
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Does the current TUSS meet member and community expectations?

Broadly, stakeholders were of the view that the Scheme does meet member and 
community expectations, although there are areas for improvement. 

Consultation with members revealed that they value the flexibility and 
independence that the TUSS enables, offering an affordable and safe, point to 
point transport option. The TUSS allows members to take trips to unfamiliar 
destinations or at times when using other forms of transport could be difficult, 
due to safety considerations or lack of alternative options (i.e. family are 
unavailable or works to a public transport hub means that public transport is 
inaccessible). 

Members also indicated that the door-to-door service enabled by the TUSS is a 
major strength, highlighting that whilst public transport can get a member 
within a short distance of their destination, for example a bus stop on the 
correct street, it cannot always provide assistance with the first or final stage of 
their journey. This was a particular focus for members with vision impairment, 
for whom the riskiest part of an unfamiliar journey is often the final section of 
the trip (for example navigating the car park between the bus stop and the 
entrance of a shopping centre). 

For members who are involved in activities that require regular trips or 
commuting, using the TUSS saves a significant amount of time when compared 
to public transport. Members identified difficulties transferring between public 
transport options as the major cause of delays, and that trips can often take 
twice as long as they should to complete. 

These sentiments were echoed by peak bodies that represent people with 
disability and older people. Transport providers also emphasised the importance 
of the TUSS.

There remain some areas where the TUSS is not meeting expectations:

• Voucher model viewed as being antiquated by members and peak bodies. 
There is a strong desire to see the TUSS modernised.

• The current trip cap on the subsidy is a barrier for some members.

• A majority of members expect to be able to take trips with OdT providers 
other than taxis in the same way the general population (and access their 
subsidy when doing so).

Generally, members did not indicate that their expectations would change in the 
future. It was noted that modernising the TUSS to allow for greater integration 
with smartphones and other hand held devices would be useful, along with the 
functionality for members to track their own use of the subsidy (to ensure fares 
are correctly charged). 

The following page summarises feedback received from members during the 
consultation phase of the engagement.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.5 Member and community expectations
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Consultation with members
Member usage varied considerably 

For most members, their ability to use of
alternative modes of transport was limited
in some way. and they preferred not to
have to rely on other for transport.

Members access a range of other transport 
options

Current trip cap on the subsidy is a 
barrier for some members

I use the TUSS a 
couple of times 
per week when 
my daughter is 

working. 

I am entirely 
reliant on the 

TUSS and use it 
nearly every day.  

I only use the TUSS as an 
option of last resort…like if 
my converted van is being 

serviced. 

I only use the TUSS at 
night when my vision 
makes it impossible 
for me to use public 

transport  

Issues with customer 
service for people 
with disability

Occasional issues were noted
including taxi providers leaving the
meter running while filling out the
voucher, or filling it out while
driving.

Members felt that the current trip
cap was too low and this was
compounded by the lack of
indexation to the amount.

Members are open to the inclusion of
other OdT providers

Some expressed reservations, however most
noted that opening the TUSS would not oblige
them to use other OdT providers, and felt that
this choice to do so should be left to the
individual members.

Change to a digital system was a priority for
members

Members were particularly keen to change to a digital
system, noting the administrative burden a paper
based system placed on both themselves and taxi
drivers.

I also get lifts from friends 
or family but I prefer not 

to ask them too much 
because I want to 

maintain my 
independence. 

Please note quotes are indicative only. 

Members were highly 
supportive of the TUSS

Members were strongly supportive of the
scheme. In particular, TUSS members value the
flexibility and independence that the TUSS
enables, offering an affordable and safe, point to
point transport option.

I wouldn’t like to 
see the TUSS 

capped because 
what if there was 
an emergency? 
Like if my mum 

was sick and 
suddenly I had to 

go to hospital 
every day? Your 
needs change. 

It can be the difference 
between choosing to 

go out or not – going to 
dinner to a restaurant 

for the first time.

Taking the TUSS away 
would further reduce 
access to employment 

and entrench 
disadvantage. The TUSS 
system empowers many 

blind people in being 
able to get to work. 

Lots of people like me, on the Disability 
Support Pension, can’t afford to live in 

the city, so the cap is really limiting. 

I already use Uber 
without getting the 

subsidy, so it would be 
great to be able to use 

it with the subsidy. 

I wouldn’t personally 
use Uber but if others 
want to that’s up to 

them. 

3. Review of the TUSS
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Current expenditure 

Analysis of data provided by the DoT shows that the total cost of the TUSS for the 2015-16 year was $12.931 million. The majority of this was subsidies paid, with nine per 
cent of total cost being spent on the administration of the TUSS.

3.6 Cost and sustainability

Payment for voucher 
processing

$205,229

Other administrative 
costs 

$54,457

Outsourced assessment 
costs 

$86,700

DoT administrative staff 
costs

$756,067* 

Total subsidy cost

$11,828,243

Including metro and country lifting payments

using DoT data

3. Review of the TUSS

Total TUSS costs 
2015 - 2016

$12,930,704 

* Includes approximate allocations for managerial and ICT support  made by DoT 

Figure 2: Total TUSS cost for 2015/16 financial year 
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Sources:  Analysis of DoT data

Younger people use the 
TUSS more than older 
people on a per member 
basis.

3. Review of the TUSS

Figure 4: Annual per capita subsidy costs by member age cohort, 2011-2016

Current expenditure (continued)

The figures below show the distribution of subsidy costs by age cohort,  Figure 3 by total spend on subsidies for each age cohort and Figure 4 on per member spend 
on subsidies for each age cohort. Figure 3 shows that, given the higher proportion of members who are older people (65+), this cohort constitutes the largest 
proportion of annual spending on subsidies. However, as shown in Figure 4, younger people actually use the TUSS more heavily on a per member basis.
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Are there opportunities to achieve costs savings or efficiencies?

There are a number of opportunities to achieve costs savings and efficiencies, 
including:

• Implementation of a digital model could result in a reduction in fraudulent 
and heavy use of the TUSS, as noted under 3.4.

• A digital model would remove the need to pay a third party to process 
the TUSS vouchers ($205,229 per annum), although there may be 
additional spend required to maintain and monitor the new model.  

• A digital model, combined with streamlined application processes, 
could mean that DoT can reduce or reallocate the staffing resource 
allocations assigned to the administration of the TUSS.

• A proportion of existing applications that are independently assessed by a 
private occupational therapist could instead be automatically approved 
based on previous assessments an applicant has already had undertaken 
(i.e. for the Disability Support Pension, residential aged care or Level 4 
Home Care Packages). 

Further cost savings could also be realised via a cap or annual limit on the 
total vale of subsidy members can access. The review revealed that other 
transport supports are controlled via this mechanism. 

Members were, however, generally opposed to any cap or limit. 
Implementing such a cap or limit would primarily impact a small number of 
members who are heavy TUSS users. 

Is the TUSS sustainable in its current form?

Controlling overall spend on subsidies will help to ensure its sustainability.

As outlined in Figure 5 below, total annual spending on subsidies has increased 
over the past three years by approximately $1.2 million. Meanwhile, 
membership numbers have decreased slightly over time (see Figure 5 below).

This means usage of the TUSS on a per-capita basis has increased, with each 
TUSS member using $785 in subsidies in the 2015-16 financial year, up from 
around $672 in 2011-12. There is, therefore, a need to more closely monitor 
and better understand the reasons for these cost increases, so that the 
ongoing sustainability of the TUSS can be ensured.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.6 Cost and sustainability

Figure 5: Total TUSS cost for 2015/16 financial year 
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Is the current subsidy level appropriate?

The TUSS currently provides a subsidy for members’ individual taxi trips equal to:

• 50 per cent of taxi fares up to the value of $25 for non-wheelchair members

• 75 per cent of taxi fares up the value of $35 for wheelchair members.

The current subsidy available to members was, in the main, seen to be 
appropriate by stakeholders consulted with as part of this review. In addition, the 
subsidy rates are broadly in line with those available in other jurisdictions. 
Consultation with members also revealed that the current subsidy model 
encourages use of alternative transports where possible, as members are 
required to contribute out of pocket to all TUSS trips. This in turn serves to limit 
total subsidy usage and contributes to the overall sustainability of the TUSS.

An alternative subsidy level was discussed at the Options Workshop, which would 
involve members paying a variable minimum contribution, representing the full 
amount they would otherwise have contributed to taking public transport for an 
equivalent distance. The remainder of the fare would then be discounted as per 
the rates set above and the caps removed. The rationale behind this option was 
to incentivise public transport where practical and better reflect the pricing 
model applied to conventional public transport.

Should there be a cap? If so, what should it be?

Time period based cap

Analysis of TUSS voucher data revealed that 10 TUSS members have each 
attracted subsidies upwards of $30,000 over the course of 2016, with six taking 
more than 1,000 subsidised trips (i.e. almost three trips every day) in 2016.

In addition, a number of drivers and members were found to have an unusually 
high number of vouchers claimed in a single day. The most extreme example is a 
member who was found to have claimed 19 subsidised trips totalling more than 
six hours in four different taxis over the course a single day.

A question has, therefore, arisen regarding whether a ‘reasonable’ annual, 
monthly or daily cap on usage should be introduced.

The above usage patterns were shared with stakeholders, including members, 
during the consultation phase of this engagement. While most were surprised 
and somewhat sceptical about the legitimacy of the vouchers claimed in these 
circumstances, most still strongly opposed the introduction of an annual cap on 
the value or number of subsidised trips that can be taken by a member within a 
particular period of time. 

Furthermore:

• It has been established in consultation with DoT that, while cost saving is a 
current focus for the WA Government in general, there are not currently cost 
pressures associated with the TUSS specifically, and that this was not the 
reason for commissioning the review.

• This review found that simply modernising the way the TUSS operates, 
without any change to subsidies, could result in savings from both having 
greater capacity to monitor TUSS usage and by delivering process efficiencies 
– see Box 2 on the following pages for more information.

A time period based cap, while potentially financially prudent, may therefore be 
difficult to secure broad stakeholder support for.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.6 Cost and sustainability
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Should there be a cap? If so, what should it be? (continued)

If a cap was introduced, there are a number of almost equally valid ways that it 
could be determined:

• The cap could be based on caps in place in other jurisdictions, for example 
the Victorian Multi Purpose Taxi Program, which has an annual cap of 
$2,180 for members not eligible for a cap exemption. Noting, however, that 
representatives of this scheme could not explain how this cap was 
developed when asked.

• The cap could be based on historical mean or median subsidy usage, for 
example taking the mean or median annual subsidy usage from 2016 and 
using this as the permanent annual cap (with indexation). Noting, however, 
that:

• use of the TUSS varies considerably across the membership cohort 
• this would not necessarily reflect a ‘fair’ allocation in every case.

• The cap could be based on the existing three-tiered NDIS transport 
allocation caps, which are determined based on a person’s employment, 
education and social commitments. Noting, however, that:

• members have reported that the NDIS allocation is often insufficient to 
cover the cost of their transport needs

• the Federal Court recently ruled in favour of a man who challenged the 
existing caps, so these are already the subject of some contention.8

• The cap could be determined based on a number of “reasonable” trips 
taken per day. For example, usage could be limited to two trips per day, or 
730 trips per year. The South Australian Transport Subsidy Scheme limits 
usage in this way, although its allocation is 80 vouchers every six months 
rather than 730 over the course of a year. Noting that:

• there were 21 members who used more than 730 TUSS vouchers in 

2016 – these members would need to reduce their usage under a 
capped system

• if a two trips per day cap was in place in 2016, subsidy spend would 
have been approximately eight to nine per cent less.

Per trip cap

A large proportion of members and peak bodies reported that the existing per 
trip caps were insufficient and did not account for the longer distances 
travelled by people living in outer metropolitan suburbs. 

The current caps on per-trip spend were found to be a barrier to social and 
economic participation for members who live in outer metropolitan suburbs, 
which is consistent with evidence that shows that people living on the ‘urban 
fringe’ face greater barriers to accessing transport in general.9 It was noted by 
stakeholders that increases in the cost of housing have meant that many 
people on fixed incomes have moved further away from the city centre. The 
caps have a differential impact on these members. 

3. Review of the TUSS

3.6 Cost and sustainability

8 http://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-03-28/federal-court-rules-in-favour-of-autistic-
man-over-ndis-funding/8393532
9 https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/relationship-between-transport-and-disadvantage-
austr
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Per-trip cap (continued)

While WA’s per-trip cap is similar to a number of states and territories, such as 
Queensland ($25) and the Australian Capital Territory ($24 and $37), it is 
significantly lower than those in New South Wales ($60) and Victoria ($60). 
None of the representatives of interstate schemes were able to explain how 
they derived the cap amount for their trip – in this sense, it is not problematic 
for WA to also start from an arbitrary base. 

The per-trip cap, while arbitrary, has not kept pace with inflation in taxi prices 
over time, which creates the perception that it is not currently fair. It may, 
therefore, be of value to increase the current cap in line with CPI since the 
date of the last cap increase (2009). 

Analysis of TUSS voucher data provided by DoT indicates that if caps were to 
be increased to account for inflation over the past 6 years,10 to $32 for non-
wheelchair and $44 for wheelchair-using members, the total subsidy spend 
would increase by approximately $255,000 or 2.2 per cent. If the caps were to 
be completely removed the subsidy spend would increase by approximately 
3.3 per cent, or roughly $375,000.   

It is important to note that these estimates are modelled on historical usage 
patterns (FY2016) and hence do not take into account any behavioural 
changes (e.g. taking longer trips more often) that may occur should the caps 
be changed. Increases in total fare expense noted above will likely still be 
curtailed by the subsidy model, which incentivises members to reduce overall 
fare, as they are required to pay at least a portion of their fare cost out of 
pocket.

3. Review of the TUSS

3.6 Cost and sustainability
Potential ways of keeping costs under control without annual cap

• Moving towards a digitally-based TUSS where usage can be tracked 
live.

• Applying algorithms to the TUSS that produce exception-based 
reports which highlight any anomalies, high usage patterns, potential 
misuse and fraud.

• Develop automatic notifications corresponding with the exception 
reports that alert TUSS members via SMS, email or phone that their  
has been the subject of unusual usage patterns.

• For suspected widespread misuse of the TUSS, distribute warnings 
via letter, email or text to drivers and members. Regular application 
of this method has been shown to be effective in changing behaviour 
in other sectors without further investigation or prosecution.

• Focus on automating any processing associated with the payment of 
drivers, taxi companies and members, which may reduce staffing 
requirements. 

• Improved enforcement and publication of outcomes of enforcement 
as a method of deterrence.

Box 2: Potential ways of keeping costs under control without an annual cap

10 ABS, Urban Transport item 2009 to 2015. Projected cost impacts are based on 2016FY figures, are purely indicative and should not be taken as a real projection of any savings in future years. 
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3. Review of the TUSS 

3.6 Cost and sustainability – summary of key findings and 
implications 

Cost and sustainability

How can the TUSS remain sustainable?

Key findings of this review:

• Analysis of Scheme voucher data revealed that 10 Scheme members have each attracted subsidies upwards of $30,000 over the course of a year, with
some taking more than 1,000 subsidised trips in 2016.

• Most members strongly opposed the introduction of a cap on the value or number of subsidised trips that can be taken by a member within a particular
period of time. Many felt that the existing per-trip cap needs to be lifted to account for longer trips.

• Any time period-based cap on usage of the Scheme will face strong opposition from members, as well as the disability and ageing peak bodies.

• Across the board, providers of a range of different types of transport supports (including taxi subsidy schemes) in Australia were unable to explain how
their original entitlement figure was derived.

Implications:

• Consider maintaining the existing discount rate, but increase the cap per trip in line with the Urban Transport CPI. Maintain the driver co-payment for 
eligible MPTs, but do not open this to any new entrants.

• Control overall spending through a set of enhanced inbuilt controls and live monitoring using a digitally-based model:

• A future software solution should be able to produce exception based reports that highlight any anomalies, high usage patterns, potential misuse 
and fraud.

• Develop automatic notifications corresponding with the exception reports that alert TUSS members via SMS, email or phone that their membership 
has been the subject of unusual usage patterns.

• For suspected widespread misuse of the TUSS, distribute warnings via letter, email or text to drivers and members. Regular application of this 
method has been shown to be effective in changing behaviour in other sectors without further investigation or prosecution.
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4.1 Options for a 
future TUSS
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Overview of options

Based on the research and consultations within and outside of the DoT to date, the diagram below represents the main options for reforming the TUSS. Outlined on 
the following pages are the options most likely to be chosen using the evidence available.

4. Future of the TUSS

4. 1 Options for a future TUSS

Element Options

Policy objectives “Facilitating access to an affordable transport system by ensuring that people with functional impairment who otherwise face significant 
barriers to accessing public transport are supported with a subsidy to access on-demand transport.”

Scheme model Subsidy-based model

Eligibility Maintain current criteria
Eligibility broadened to focus on functional impairments rather than 
specific disabilities, with automatic qualifiers based on ACAT and DSP 

assessments

Exclusivity Eligibility not affected by access to other programs/supports Eligibility affected by access to other programs/supports

Application and 
assessment No change Adjust current process by introducing an 

accessible online form

Adjust current process by introducing an 
updated online form and some integration 
with RAS, ACAT, WA NDIS and DSP where 

possible

Entitlement Cap per-trip only Time-based cap (e.g. annual) 
only

Both subsidy and time-based
cap No cap

Eligible transport 
providers Open to taxis only Open to all OdT providers

Payment 
mechanism Paper voucher Digital with paper as a back-up
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4.2 Potential scheme 
design
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4.2(a) Policy objectives
4. Future of the TUSS

Option: Focus on public transport barriers associated with functional impairment

Description The policy objectives of the TUSS would be: 

“Facilitating access to an affordable transport system by ensuring that people with functional impairment who otherwise face 
significant barriers to accessing public transport are supported with a subsidy to access 

on-demand transport.”

Why choose this 
option

• It confirms its role as a measure to address the disadvantage faced by people who cannot access public transport due to barriers 
caused by functional impairment.

• A large proportion of the TUSS cohort needs access to the membership because of frailty, which is seen as different to disability, 
therefore “functional impairment” is a more appropriate way to describe this cohort.

• “Functional impairment” is the terminology used to assess eligibility for the Disability Support Pension – it is contemporary 
practice.

Why not to
choose this 
option

• By confirming that it is a measure designed to act as surrogate for public transport technically means that members who would
otherwise be unable to access public transport due to it simply being unavailable in their area would continue to be ineligible 
for the scheme.

• May imply that the scheme is being opened to other OdT providers by including the words “on-demand transport”.

Requirements • Clarity regarding what fits within DoT’s definition of “functional impairment”.

• A clear definition of what “affordable” and, consequently, a “subsidy” entails.

Supported by the:

Literature -

Current state review -

Stakeholders Y
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4.2(b) Scheme model
4. Future of the TUSS

Option: Retain a subsidy-based model

Description The model for delivering the TUSS would remain as it currently functions; providing support to members via a subsidy. 
This reduces the cost of OdT fares for members by a fixed percentage or amount, meaning that there is an out of 
pocket payment made by the member. 

Why choose this 
option

• Members already understand how a subsidy-based model works and have not expressed any fundamental problems 
with it. This means that keeping it would avoid any need for significant re-education.

• The requirement to make an out-of-pocket contribution means that members have an interest in not over-using the 
TUSS. 

• It acknowledges that transport needs are variable and change with circumstances, making budgeting for them over a 
year difficult. It can allow unlimited trips per year (current state), or be changed to have variable caps (potential for 
enhancement).

• It more accurately reflects the nature of public transport support afforded to all Western Australians (i.e. there is no 
limit on the value a person can access via conventional public transport – which is effectively a subsidised service). 

• As compared to an individualised package of funding, this does not require as specialised a needs assessment. Given 
the policy focus of the TUSS is on providing access to transport, not addressing a person’s functional impairments 
necessarily, this more closely reflects the aims of the TUSS.

Why not to
choose this 
option

• Without caps on spend per year, there is a risk that the scheme becomes too costly to be sustainable.

• The volume of transactions and unlimited capacity to use the subsidy means that there will always be some 
administrative effort to monitor and maintain the scheme.

• It may limit the types of providers that can be accessed under the scheme and therefore reduce choice and control.

Requirements • Agreement on a subsidy rate.

• A mechanism through which to discharge an appropriate subsidy amount.

Supported by the:

Literature -

Current state review -

Stakeholders Y
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4.2(c) Eligibility
4. Future of the TUSS

Option 1: Maintain existing eligibility criteria

Description This option would involve maintaining the existing eligibility criteria, which have the following requirements:

• Members need to be permanently unable to access public transport.

• Members would need to have a severe and permanent cognitive, mobility or vision-related disability that prevents them from 
being able to use public transport in all circumstances. No other form of disability currently qualifies.

Why choose this 
option

• By limiting it to people with permanent cognitive, mobility or vision-related disability it captures a narrow cohort of people with 
disability, thereby limiting the scope and expenditure related to the TUSS. 

• The criteria are already well-understood by DoT and its external assessor.

• There is an existing form and assessment process for this option.

• Stakeholders did not express any issues with the existing eligibility criteria.

Why not to
choose this 
option

• It uses the term “disability”, whereas a large proportion of the TUSS member cohort are frail aged persons, who would not 
necessarily associate themselves with this term. “Functional impairment” is more contemporary terminology.

• It may potentially exclude some people with functional impairments that would genuinely limit their use of public transport, 
such as severe or extreme impairments relating to functions requiring physical exertion and stamina, brain function, continence 
function, functions of consciousness, mental health and spinal function. Excluding people would not be in line with the 
Transport Portfolio’s DAIPs.

• It requires a separate assessment to be undertaken by a person’s medical practitioner, which has to be independently verified
by an occupational therapist, even if the applicant has already had a similar assessment undertaken for the purposes of an ACAT 
assessment or for the Disability Support Pension.

• TUSS members frequently reported using public transport and stated that it was not realistic to expect all forms of public 
transport to be inaccessible at all times

Requirements No further requirements.

Supported by the:

Literature N

Current state review N

Stakeholders N
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4. Future of the TUSS

Option 2: Eligibility broadened to focus on functional impairments rather than specific disabilities, with automatic qualifiers

Description This option would involve revising the existing eligibility criteria for new scheme entrants to reflect the following:

• Remove the requirement to be “permanently” unable to access public transport, rather focus on whether a person faces 
significant barriers accessing public transport the majority of the time due to a severe and permanent functional impairment.

• Expand the types of functional impairments that enable an applicant to gain access to the scheme to include the following 
functional impairments at the following degrees of severity (as defined within the Department of Social Services Impairment 
Tables):11

• Severe impairment of:
• functions requiring physical exertion and stamina (NEW)
• lower limb function (covers “Mobility Disability”)
• visual function (similar to “Vision Disability” but not the same as TUSS)
• continence function (NEW)
• functions of consciousness (NEW).

• Extreme impairment of:
• intellectual function (NEW) 
• brain function (similar to “Cognitive / Intellectual Disability”)
• spinal function (NEW)
• mental health function (NEW).

• Provided a person would otherwise have access to public transport in their area, provide automatic access to the scheme upon 
receiving evidence that a person has been assessed by a medical practitioner for the Disability Support Pension as having one of 
the above functional impairments at the abovementioned levels of severity. (Note that eligibility for the DSP would not be an 
automatic qualifier in itself).

• Likewise, provide automatic access to people who can provide evidence of having been assessed by the Aged Care Assessment 
Team as being eligible for a Level 4 Home Care Package or for residential aged care.

Supported by the:

Literature Y

Current state review Y

Stakeholders Y
4.2(c) Eligibility

11 https://www.dss.gov.au/our-responsibilities/disability-and-carers/benefits-payments/disability-support-
pension-dsp-better-and-fairer-assessments/review-of-the-tables-for-the-assessment-of-work-related-impairment-
for-disability-support-pension/social-security-tables-for-the
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4. Future of the TUSS

Option 2: Eligibility broadened to focus on functional impairments rather than specific disabilities, with automatic qualifiers (continued)

Why choose this 
option

• It provides the most consistency with assessments for other kinds of government support relating to disability or frailty. 

• By relying on existing assessments made within the aged care and disability sectors, it may provide significant opportunities to
streamline aspects of the assessment process (discussed separately under Option 3 in section 4.2(e)) and remove some need for
DoT to make an arbitration regarding someone’s functional barriers to accessing public transport.

• It recognises that the accessibility of public transport is not ‘black and white’, and thus it is not realistic to stipulate that 
applicants should always be unable to access public transport.

• It most comprehensively covers those functional impairments that made make public transport inaccessible for some people, 
thus is less exclusionary and thus better satisfies the requirements of the Transport Portfolio’s respective DAIPs.

Why not to
choose this 
option

• Without knowing the size of this cohort in Western Australia that would ordinarily have access to public transport, it has the 
potential to expand the size of the existing membership base considerably, thus increasing overall costs. E.g., as at 30 June 2015 
there were 2,344 older Western Australians in receipt of a level 4 Home Care Package and 14,656 living in residential aged care.
There were also 56,966 Western Australians in receipt of a Disability Support Pension (noting that the assessment criteria 
changed in 2014, so this does not necessarily represent the number of people who would qualify under the existing criteria).

• The assessments undertaken for the purposes of ACAT and the DSP may not be easily accessed by DoT or provided by 
applicants, which would lessen the overall benefit to the assessment process of using them as automatic qualifiers.

• Stakeholders have not actually raised the exclusion of people with particular types of functional impairments from the program 
currently – this said, only members of the TUSS and disability peak bodies were consulted with. 

• These criteria would require revision of the assessment form and education of staff on the new criteria. 

Requirements • Undertaking some further analysis to understand the potential impact on membership numbers of expanding the criteria.

• Revising the existing eligibility criteria with support from an external body or bodies – for example, the Royal Australian College 
of General Practitioners and National Disability Services.

Supported by the:

Literature Y

Current state review Y

Stakeholders Y
4.2(c) Eligibility
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4.2(d) Exclusivity
4. Future of the TUSS

Option 1: Eligibility not affected by access to other programs/supports

Description Access to the TUSS is not currently affected by a person’s access to or eligibility for other programs or supports, such as the NDIS 
or aged care. At one point, some TUSS members had their membership cancelled due to qualifying for the NDIS, however this 
decision was reversed. This option would involve maintaining the existing rules regarding exclusivity.

Why choose this 
option

• Stakeholders have reported strong opposition to removing crossover between the TUSS and other programs, such as NDIS, as 
the level of entitlement able to be accessed is not the same.

• Other jurisdictions that have made similar attempts to cancel the membership of taxi user subsidy scheme members who are 
eligible for the NDIS have, in most cases, subsequently reversed this decision due to public backlash.

• There are many other government transport supports and it would be nearly impossible to account for all of them when 
considering whether to provide a TUSS membership.

• The NDIS has clearly stated that it is the role of mainstream agencies (such as Education and Transport) to make their services 
accessible to NDIS participants.

Why not to choose 
this option

• For individuals already receiving some financial support to use accessible transport through the NDIS or Home Care Packages, 
there will be a degree of crossover in the level of funding available to these individuals.

• This will mean that individuals eligible for the NDIS will still be eligible for the TUSS, which will continue to cost the DoT

Requirements • No changes required.

Supported by the:

Literature Y

Current state review -

Stakeholders Y

Sub-option 1a: Eligibility not affected by access to other programs/supports, but deduct TUSS subsidies from NDIS 
participants’ packages

Description Assuming the NDIS is managed by the WA Disability Services Commission, this would involve using data 
matching to recoup TUSS subsidies from an NDIS participant’s transport allocation within their NDIS package, 
with any subsidies over and above this paid for by the DoT.
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4.2(d) Exclusivity
4. Future of the TUSS

Option 2: Eligibility affected by access to other transport programs/supports

Description This would involve considering a person’s eligibility for, or access to, other kinds of transport support in determining whether they 
should be eligible to be a member of the TUSS.

Why choose this 
option

• It would remove any ‘double-dipping’ with the TUSS, in that a member would not be able to use the TUSS as well as other kinds 
of support.

• It would save money and ensure that only those people who receive no other support are receiving the subsidy.

Why not to choose 
this option

• The NDIS has clearly stated that it is the role of mainstream agencies (such as Education and Transport) to make their services 
accessible to NDIS participants. As such, DoT has the primarily role in making its transport services accessible to citizens.

• It will not be seen positively by stakeholders. 

• This approach was taken in relation to the Perth Hills NDIS Trial Site, which was subsequently reversed. Decisions in several
other jurisdictions have resulted in the same outcome. 

Requirements • It would either require significant data-matching between various State and Federal Government agencies to identify crossover 
with the main kinds of transport-related support, or simply reliance on applicants to advise of other supports they are 
receiving.

Supported by the:

Literature N

Current state review -

Stakeholders N
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4.2(e) Application and assessment
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature -

Current state review N

Stakeholders N

Option 1: No change

Description This would maintain the assessment process as is, meaning that there would continue to be a PDF application form requiring 
hardcopy submission with photographic identification and sufficient medical evidence from a medical practitioner. It would also 
retain the independent assessment of the form that is made by an external occupational therapist.

Why choose this 
option

• It does not require any changes to be made.

• The form, once printed, is accessible to people who are not computer literate and not vision impaired.

Why not to choose 
this option

• The existing PDF application form is not fully accessible for people who are vision impaired and use screen-reader software.

• Paper forms risk individuals making transposition errors and are a slow mode of transporting information. The current process
was identified to be highly convoluted and prone to re-work as part of the current state analysis.

• There is no existing linkage within the form with other kinds of government support, e.g. aged care or the NDIS.

• The paper forms are currently independently verified by an external occupational therapist, which incurs a cost, and does not
involve any direct interaction between the occupational therapist and the applicant.

Requirements No further requirements.
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4.2(e) Application and assessment
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature -

Current state review Y

Stakeholders Y

Option 2: Adjust current process by introducing an accessible online form

Description This would involve converting the application form (with existing or revised eligibility criteria) into a web-based form that is 
accessible to people with vision impairment. There would be the option to submit a photograph online and medical practitioners 
would be able to supply medical evidence using a linked web form. It would include automatically validated fields, to reduce the
number of incomplete forms submitted or errors in the information provided. An option to call DoT to have the form completed 
on a person’s behalf would be available for people who cannot use or access a computer.

It would also require a separate form to be completed by a treating medical practitioner (similar to the one currently used for the 
Victorian Multi-Purpose Taxi Program).

Why choose this 
option

• It would make the application form accessible to people with vision impairment and screen reader software.

• It would reduce the risk of manual transposition errors.

Why not to choose 
this option

• This may not be accessible for people who are not computer literate and thus a manual process would still be required.

• Applications may still require independent verification by an occupational therapist, which incurs a cost, and does not involve 
any direct interaction between the occupational therapist and the applicant. There may, however, be a potential to bring this
function in-house if it proves to be more cost effective.

• There would still be no linkage to applications for other kinds of government support, e.g. aged care or the NDIS.

Requirements • Support from an accessibility consultant, e.g. from VisAbility WA, to convert the form into an accessible, online format.

• Testing with a group of consumers and medical practitioners.
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4.2(e) Application and assessment
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature -

Current state review Y

Stakeholders Y

Option 3: Adjust current process by introducing an updated online form and some integration with other schemes where possible

Description This would involve converting the application form into a web-based form that is accessible to people with vision impairment. There 
would be the option to submit proof of identification online and medical practitioners would be able to supply medical evidence using a 
linked web form. It would include automatically validated fields to reduce the number of incomplete forms submitted or errors in the 
information provided. An option to call DoT to have the form completed on a person’s behalf would be available for people who cannot 
use or access a computer.

It would also require a separate form to be completed by a treating medical practitioner (similar to the one currently used for the 
Victorian Multi-Purpose Taxi Program).

It would also involve manual or automatic (depending on the ability to extract information from my.gov.au) verification of access for 
other Federal Government supports, such as the Disability Support Pension, NDIS and aged care. This could automatically qualify a 
person for entry to the scheme and verify a person’s identify without the need to undertake a separate assessment or collect additional 
documentation in all circumstances.

Why choose this 
option

• It would make the application form accessible to people with vision impairment and screen reader software.

• It would reduce the risk of manual transposition errors.

• There would still be linkage to applications for other kinds of government support, e.g. aged care or the NDIS, which may improve 
the efficiency of the application process.

Why not to choose 
this option

• Non-automatically verified applications may still require independent verification by an occupational therapist, which incurs a cost, 
and does not involve any direct interaction between the occupational therapist and the applicant. There may, however, be a 
potential to bring this function in-house if it proves to be more cost effective.

• It may not be technically feasible.

Requirements • Collaboration with the Commonwealth Government to gain access to elements of my.gov.au with applicants’ consent.

• Applicants’ consent.

• Support from an accessibility consultant, e.g. from VisAbility WA, to convert the form into an accessible, online format.

• Testing with a group of consumers and medical practitioners.
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4.2(f) Entitlement
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature Y

Current state review N

Stakeholders Y

Option 1: Cap per-trip only (under a subsidy-based model)

Description This is the current method of determining a person’s entitlement under the TUSS – there is a $25 cap per trip on the subsidy 
provided for each trip taken by non-wheelchair users and $35 for wheelchair users. 

Within this model, there may be scope to increase the value of the cap for each category of member in line with CPI, as 
mentioned earlier in this report. This was estimated using FY2016 figures to effect an increase in total subsidy spend by 2.25 per 
cent.

There may also be scope to consolidate the existing membership types to two groups – removing the need to have three 
categories of membership available to members.

The rate of subsidy would remain the same.

An additional charge, equivalent to the contribution required to travel the same distance by public transport could be applied to 
trips (i.e. a minimum of $2.20 up to $12.60). This may encourage members to use public transport.

Why choose this 
option

• While there was some desire for the cap to be raised, stakeholders did not raise any fundamental issues with the fact that 
there is currently a cap per TUSS trip. 

• It is flexible to the diverse needs of people with disability and frailty and does not limit overall usage.

• It is consistent with the approach taken by many other states and territories, as identified in the literature.

• Having a cap encourages members to be frugal due to the required co-contribution.

Why not to choose 
this option

• It allows unlimited use of the TUSS in a time period, which was shown in the current state review to result in high levels of
voucher usage by both members and drivers. 

• The existing caps are arbitrary and there is no reason identified for the difference in cap between the wheelchair and non-
wheelchair bound members.

• Having a cap adds a layer of complexity to administering the scheme.

Requirements • Potentially an increase in the amount of the cap. 

• Integration with any new payment mechanism.
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4.2(f) Entitlement
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature -

Current state review Y

Stakeholders N

Option 2: Time-based trip number or value cap (e.g. annual) only (under a subsidy-based model)

Description This would involve removing the existing per-trip caps and instead instating either:

• a cap on the number of trips that can be taken within a specified period, e.g. up to two trips in 24 hours.

or

• a cap on the dollar value of subsidies able to be used within a specified period, e.g. $10,000 a year.

The rate of subsidy would remain the same.

For example, a person could receive a 50 per cent subsidy for trips of any value, up to a limit of $10,000 a year.

Why choose this 
option

• It is fiscally conservative and emphasises reasonable use of the scheme, in that it would reduce the total amount that an
individual member could use in a period of time, having a beneficial impact on the sustainability of the TUSS going forward.

• It may help to mitigate the impact of fraudulent use of the TUSS.

• There are similar caps in place in Victoria ($2,180 annually for non-wheelchair using members) and South Australia (80 
vouchers every six months) in addition to per-trip caps. 

Why not to choose 
this option

• It is not supported by stakeholders.

• There is no equivalent cap on the use of public transport over a period of time, which raises an equity issue.

• Having a cap adds a layer of complexity to administering the scheme.

Requirements • Requires agreement on a time period and a view on what is reasonable. Section 3.5 of this report describes some examples of 
what could constitute a ‘reasonable’ time-based cap.

• Further consultation with stakeholders.
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4.2(f) Entitlement
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature Y

Current state review Y

Stakeholders N

Option 3: Both trip and time-based trip number or value cap (under a subsidy-based model)

Description This would be a combination of the first two options. The rate of subsidy would remain the same.

For example, a person could receive a 50 per cent subsidy on each trip up the value of $25, up to the value of $10,000 each year.

Why choose this 
option

• It is fiscally conservative and emphasises reasonable use of the scheme, in that it would reduce the total amount that an
individual member could use in a period of time, having a beneficial impact on the sustainability of the TUSS going forward.

• It may help to mitigate the impact of fraudulent use of the TUSS.

• There is a similar cap in place in Victoria, which is $60 per trip for all users and up to $2,180 annually for non-wheelchair using 
members.

Why not to choose 
this option

• It is not supported by stakeholders.

• There is no equivalent cap on the use of public transport over a period of time, which raises an equity issue.

• Having a cap adds a layer of complexity to administering the scheme.

Requirements • Requires agreement on a time period and a view on what is reasonable. Section 3.5 of this report describes some examples of 
what could constitute a ‘reasonable’ time-based cap.

• Further consultation with stakeholders.
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4.2(f) Entitlement
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature N

Current state review N

Stakeholders Y

Option 4: No cap (under a subsidy-based model)

Description This would involve maintaining the existing subsidy rates and uncapping use of the TUSS entirely. For example, a member could 
have 50 per cent of taxi fares of any value subsidised as many times as they would like in a year.

Why choose this 
option

• It provides a flexible benefit to members, which does not disadvantage members who live further from metropolitan areas.

• Having no cap may reduce complexity associated with administering the scheme. 

Why not to choose 
this option

• It could lead to significantly higher costs associated with administering the TUSS. However, estimates show that if caps are 
completely removed from voucher transaction data in 2016, subsidy costs would only increase by an estimated 3.3 per cent.

• The impact of misuse and fraud could be increased if there is no cap to protect against overuse.

Requirements • Financial capacity to absorb the risk of any increases in subsidies used.
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4.2(g) Eligible transport providers
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature -

Current state review -

Stakeholders N

Option 1: Open to taxis only

Description This is the current model, where only registered taxi providers are able to access subsidies.

Why choose this 
option

• Taxis are still more highly regulated than other OdT providers and this may provide some real or perceived level of safety and
comfort to members and DoT.

• Taxi providers are currently required to accept TUSS vouchers and this may be more difficult to enforce for other OdT 
providers. 

• Some regional taxi providers have indicated that if the TUSS is opened to other providers it may threaten the viability of their
business. 

Why not to choose 
this option

• Stakeholders would like the choice to use other forms of transport with the TUSS subsidy.

• Taxis are comparatively more expensive and a discount-based subsidy being used with other providers may result in lower 
subsidy costs to providers.

Requirements • No changes required.
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4.2(g) Eligible transport providers
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature -

Current state review -

Stakeholders Y

Option 2: Open to all on-demand transport providers

Description This would involve opening the scheme to all on-demand transport providers, including charter vehicle drivers. 

Why choose this 
option

• It provides choice for members in the transport provider they use their subsidy with.

• It may result in some cost savings to the DoT through competitive pricing. 

Why not to choose 
this option

• It may make the scheme more open to fraud if there are not appropriate controls established to prevent illegitimate 
registration as a subsidy recipient.

• It could be complex to facilitate the payment of subsidies to a range of OdT providers. 

• There could be genuine or perceived safety implications that affect members or drivers.

• It may negatively impact the viability of taxi providers in regional areas.

Requirements • It may be prudent to introduce a set of additional requirements for charter vehicle providers to receive subsidies under the 
scheme, to the extent that these requirements are consistent with those mandated for taxis. 

• It will require a mechanism through which the DoT can transact with OdT providers other than taxis. 
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4.2(h) Payment mechanism
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature N

Current state review N

Stakeholders N

Option 1: Paper voucher

Description This would maintain the paper voucher system that is describes in various places throughout this report.

Why choose this 
option

• There are established processes for operating this model and maintaining it would lead only to marginal cost increases over time.

Why not to choose 
this option

• It is complex for drivers and members to understand.

• It is convoluted to administer.

• It is vulnerable to fraud and misuse.

• Fraud and misuse are difficult to identify and monitor.

• It is not timely.

• There is a cost (both to the Department and on industry productivity) involved in processing vouchers.

• There is a risk of manual transposition error.

• It is seen as outdated by all stakeholders consulted.

• It is difficult for users to track their spending.  

Requirements No further requirements.
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4.2(h) Payment mechanism
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature Y

Current state review Y

Stakeholders Y

Option 2: Digital model with paper back-up

Description At a high level, this option involves migrating the existing payment mechanism to a model that relies on electronic transmission of 
information between the driver, DoT and the member to facilitate the payment of the subsidy to the driver. There are a number 
of potential ways this could work and some of these are discussed in section 3.4 of this report. 

Why choose this 
option

• Members, stakeholder organisations DoT staff supported a move to a digital payments administration model. There are a series of 
opportunities that arise from using a digital model, with benefits accruing to members, drivers, transport providers and ultimately the DoT. 
These could include:

• savings from no longer requiring an external provider to process paper vouchers

• savings realised via ‘front end’ controls that prohibit certain use type of misuse, for example:

• prevention of more than one member accessing subsidy for a single trip

• cooling off periods between trips to prevent them being taken in quick succession.

• reduced transaction times, with a fast and easy verification and payment process

• generation of a rich set of data, including member usage rates, trip duration, trip route and subsidy paid

• live monitoring of member and driver usage of the TUSS, potentially including:

• ‘flags’ that highlight patterns of heavy or potentially fraudulent use

• automatic live messages or other feedback loops to contact members or drivers, which may address heavy usage.

• There are likely to be cost efficiencies gained through automating existing payment processes, as well as better monitoring of how the 
scheme is currently used.
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4.2(h) Payment mechanism
4. Future of the TUSS

Supported by the:

Literature Y

Current state review Y

Stakeholders Y

Option 2: Digital model with paper back-up (continued)

Why not to choose 
this option

• There are costs and risks related with the implementation of a digital model. These need to be considered within a broader 
understanding of the value of the opportunities outlined above.

• Transfer of the system from a manual one to a digital model will need to be communicated to members, and there may be a 
group of users who struggle to adjust to the change. 

• Current OdT providers who interact with the TUSS would also need to be aware of and engaged early to facilitate the smooth 
implementation of any changes.

• If the TUSS is opened to new OdT providers, payment models that can reconcile accounts with these companies would need to 
be arranged with each provider (new OdT providers indicated this would be possible). 

• The likely need to retain a ‘fall back’ manual system that can operate in areas with intermittent connections to 
telecommunication systems.

Requirements • Investigating the requirements of individual OdT providers and how they would need to interact with the new payment 
mechanism.

• Transfer of the system from a manual one to a digital model will need to be communicated to members.

• Current OdT providers who interact with the TUSS would need to be made aware of and engaged early to facilitate the smooth 
implementation of any changes.

• Payment models that can reconcile accounts with new and existing OdT providers would need to be arranged with each 
provider
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4.3 Implementation and transition
4. Future of the TUSS 

Decisions required to progress implementation

To progress reform of the TUSS, there remains a set of decisions that need 
to be made regarding the format of any changes, largely based on the 
extent to which there is stakeholder support and funding available to 
progress any necessary changes. Any changes also need to be considered 
in the context of broader industry reforms that are currently being 
considered by Government. 

Selection of an option for each element of the TUSS: 

While there may be clear evidence for some of the options outlined in 
section 4.2 as compared with others, for some the decision requires 
further internal discussion within DoT or broader stakeholder consultation 
to ensure that any of the changes made are made in the public interest.

Choices that are less contentious or have a clearer impetus to be made 
are in relation to the following elements:

• Policy objective

• Scheme model

• Application and assessment

Where DoT does not have a clear view on it’s preferred option further 
consultation could be undertaken to determine the implications of 
choosing particular options as compared with others. 

A Discussion Paper could be used to outline the rationale for change and 
recommend direction for discussion with stakeholders

Refinement and detailed scoping of each of the chosen options into a 
consolidated implementation plan:

Each of the options, their comparative risks and benefits have been 
described at a high level in section 4.2, however to progress 
implementation there is a need to further detail the characteristics, 
approach and estimated cost of implementing each option once one is 
chosen for each element of the scheme.

Realistically, there will be costs involved in progressing some elements of 
the reform that do not fall within the scope of the current budget, and 
thus will be progressed over the longer term. 
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4.4 Potential performance measures 
4. Future of the TUSS 

On-going monitoring and performance measurement

Once a decision has been made about the design of an enhanced Scheme, a framework of performance measures and an on-going monitoring plan should be 
developed to help ensure that the Scheme continues to deliver on it policy objectives whilst remaining sustainable and equitable. 

Table 4 sets out an example framework which links policy and administrative objectives to measures that could be used to assess the performance of an enhanced 
TUSS. An indicator and source is also identified for each measure. Note this framework is indicative only and should be customised once DoT select a preferred option 
for an enhanced Scheme.

Policy objective Measure/ indicator Source Frequency

“Facilitating access to an 
affordable transport 
system by ensuring that 
people with functional 
impairment who 
otherwise face significant 
barriers to accessing 
public transport are 
supported with a subsidy 
to access on-demand 
transport.”

Affordability Subsidy caps (if relevant) are adjusted in 
line CPI.

• ABS – Urban transport item. • Annual review – with
recommendation made 
in relation to subsidy 
increases.

Equity Usage rates by cohort groups including 
age, impairment type and location.

• Internal DoT data • Annual review

Member satisfaction Percentage of members satisfied with 
elements, for example:

• Timeliness of OdT services
• Administrative assistance
• Subsidy levels. 

• New member survey 
(potential)

• Qualitative feedback from 
phone calls/other interaction 
with members

• Annual review

Table 4: Breakdown of potential fraud and misuse of TUSS
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4.4 Potential performance measures 
4. Future of the TUSS 

On-going monitoring and performance measurement (continued)

Administrative Objective Measure/ indicator Source Frequency

The administration of the 
Scheme is cost effective and 
efficient.

Administrative 
costs

Application
processing times 

Applications 
requiring amending

Percentage of administrative costs remains 
constant, or within a small tolerance, 
overtime. 

Average turn around time for new 
applications against set KPI – need to set 
baseline.

Number of applications requiring 
amending by applicant or medical 
professional– currently dependent on 
external factors but could be minimised 
under new application arrangements.

• Annual comparison 
of administrative 
costs.

• Internal DoT data

• Internal DoT data

• Annual review

Fraud minimisation Suspected fraudulent use – measured by 
number of SMS, email or letter alerts sent 
to members and drivers breaching controls 
or tests – should a live monitoring and 
control model be implemented. 

• Internal DoT data • Annual review

Total Scheme costs Summary reporting of total scheme costs –
including subsidy, and all administrative 
spend.

Summary cost divided over total number 
of members to show spend per member.

• Internal DoT data

• Internal DoT data

• Annual review
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Appendix 1: Review questions and consultation guides

A1.1 Overarching questions
The purpose of this framework is to outline a set of guiding questions that will underpin the project. It is based on seven broad themes, which will be explored during 
the course of the project and will inform the design of a future TUSS or other options. This framework provides a structure and key questions for the project as a 
whole, and will guide our advice and findings.

Theme High-level questions

1. Role of 
Government
and TUSS
objectives

- What are the transport needs of people with disability? What is the role of Government in meeting these needs, and what is the role of the 
individual?

- What outcomes is Government seeking to achieve through facilitating access to transport for people with disability?

- How can Government best achieve these outcomes and meet individuals’ ‘reasonable’ transport needs? What role should subsidised, on-
demand transport play?

- What other programs and services are frail older people and people with disability able to access which contributes to meeting transport 
needs?

- What transport subsidy schemes are in place in other Australian States and Territories? Internationally? What can we learn from their 
experiences?

- How have other Australian State and Territory transport subsidy schemes been impacted or adjusted as a result of disability and aged care 
sector reforms? On-demand transport reforms?

- What should be the objectives of a subsidised, on-demand transport scheme for people with disability? How do these compare to the current 
TUSS’s objectives?

2. Eligibility - Who should be eligible for the TUSS? How does this compare to current eligibility criteria?

- Are there cohorts or groups who are currently not eligible for the TUSS who could benefit from subsidised transport? Are there groups who are 
currently eligible for whom benefits are limited?

- How do the eligibility criteria for the TUSS compare with eligibility for similar schemes in other states and territories?

- What impact does access to transport through other aged care and disability programs (including home care packages, HACC and the Western 
Australia’s version of the NDIS) have on eligibility for subsidised, on demand transport through the TUSS?

Table 5: Overarching reform questions
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A1.1 Overarching questions (cont.)

Theme High-level questions

3. Access to 
transport
subsidies

- How do eligible people access the TUSS? What is the process? How can this process be improved?

- What types of transport providers can/cannot access subsidies?

- Should the types of transport providers who can access subsidies be changed?

- What are the benefits and risks in changing the types of transport providers that are able to access subsidies?

- Is the current subsidy level appropriate?

- Is the current cap on subsidy per trip appropriate?

- Should there be a cap on the total subsidy paid for each member per annum? If so, how should this be determined?

- Are there TUSS members who are using the subsidy to an extent that could be considered unreasonable

- How could the deregulation of taxi fares and the removal of other pricing controls affect how any future

4. Payments and
administration

- What are the strengths and weaknesses of current TUSS administration?

- What are the strengths and weaknesses of the current payment arrangements?

- What are the opportunities and risks of new technologies for administration and payment arrangements?

- What are the main factors which contribute to TUSS fraud? How can these be mitigated in any future TUSS?

- If the TUSS is to continue, what alternative payment methods could be utilised (including individualised funding/budgets, direct payments to providers, and/or 
new use of new payment technologies)?

Table 5: Overarching reform questions (cont’d)
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A1.1 Overarching questions (cont.)
Theme High-level questions

5. Member and
community
expectations

- Does the current TUSS meet member and community expectations?

- Have the expectations of members and the community changed over time?

- How will member and community expectations change in the future?

- How should Government respond to these changes?

6. Cost and
sustainability

- What is the current cost of the TUSS? Including subsidy costs, administrative costs – both Departmental and outsourced costs.

- Is the TUSS sustainable in its current form?

- Are there opportunities to achieve costs savings or efficiencies?

7. Future of the
TUSS

- What are the options for Government in facilitating access to subsidised transport for people with disability?

- What impact will changing the level of subsidy and subsidy cap per trip, and introducing an annual subsidy cap, have on TUSS cost?

- What are the main implementation considerations?

- How will any modifications to the TUSS, or a new TUSS, impact on current and potential future members?

Table 5: Overarching reform questions (cont’d)
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TUSS Member interview

Questions

Accessing the TUSS
1. How long have you been a TUSS member?
2. How often do you travel using the vouchers? How many trips would you take in a week?
3. What type of trips do you typically use the TUSS for? 

– For example getting to medical appointments, visiting friends and family, or commuting to and from work.
4. Is the TUSS is easy to use? Is it simple to book and pay for a taxi?
5. Are you able to access taxi transport when you need to?

Meeting your transport needs
6. What other types of transport do you use? (e.g. private car – driver, private car – passenger, buses/trains, community transport)
7. What are the barriers to you using other types of transport?
8. What does the TUSS allow you to do that you would not otherwise be able to?
9. Do you have any transport needs that are not able to be met?
10. In addition to the TUSS, do you receive any other supports? E.g.:

– Aged care services – HACC services, a Home Care Package
– Disability services – funded by the Disability Services Commission or through the WA NDIS
– Mobility Allowance from the Department of Human Services 
– Other supports 

Improving the TUSS
11. What changes would you make to improve the TUSS? E.g.

– Administrative processes (application, accessing replacement vouchers)
– Payment mechanisms (vouchers versus electronic payment)
– Interaction with providers (e.g. phone, app)
– Choice of provider/type of provider
– Links with WA NDIS, aged care services

12. Do you think your transport needs will change in the future? 
– Do you think the TUSS will help you meet these needs?

13. Do you have any other comments?
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Peak Bodies (disability)

Questions
Meeting your members’ transport needs
1. What forms of transport do your members typically use?  How different is this from the general population?
2. What are the most common barriers that impact on your members’ use of different modes of transport? (prompt:  barriers may relate to physical access, proximity, availability, safety, 

need for supervision, affordability, other)
– Public transport – trains, buses
– Private transport – private vehicles (self-drive or passenger)
– Taxi/on-demand transport

3. Outside of the TUSS, what other transport related support would your members access? E.g.
– Community transport
– Transport support through aged care services/packages
– Transport support/subsidies through Disability Services Commission or WA NDIS
– Mobility Allowance 
– Other supports or payments

4. Do you members have transport needs that are not able to be met?

Current TUSS
5. What role does the TUSS play in meeting your members’ transport needs?  What does the TUSS allow your members to do that they would not otherwise be able to?
6. Do you think eligibility for the TUSS is appropriate?
7. Do you think the level of subsidy available through the TUSS is appropriate?
8. Are your members able to access taxi transport when they need to?
9. Do you think your members’ expectations of the TUSS will change in future?  How? How can Government respond to these changes?
10. Are there any improvements that could be made to the TUSS to ensure it better meets the needs of your members? 

Impact of reforms
11.   How do you think the TUSS should intersect with the WA NDIS?   
12.   Do you think the TUSS needs to be modified or reformed in light of the introduction of the WA NDIS?  If so, how?
13. Do you think the TUSS needs to be modified or reformed in light of recent aged care reforms (and access to transport support through aged care programs/packages)? 

– If so,   how?
14. Do you think the TUSS needs to be modified or reformed in light of on-demand transport reforms, and increasing use of alternative on-demand transport (such as Uber, Shofer)?  

– If so, how?
15. Do you have any other comments to make about the TUSS?
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Government Departments (similar schemes)

Questions

Supporting people with disability meet transport needs
1. Could you provide an overview of the range of strategies and services in place which support people with disability to meet their transport needs? (eg improving access to public 

transport, encouraging innovative community transport models)
2. What role does subsidised taxi/on-demand transport play in meeting people’s transport needs?

Current taxi subsidy scheme
3. Could you describe the scheme that operates in your jurisdiction? 

– How long has the scheme been operating
– How many clients/members does it have and how many trips does it subsidise per year?
– Who is eligible for the scheme?
– Who utilises the scheme?  (e.g. mix of older people and people with disability, metro versus regional)
– Do members typically access other transport supports? (e.g. provided by disability/aged care sector, mobility allowance etc.).  Does eligibility for these other transport supports 

impact on access to the scheme?   
4. How are payments made under the scheme?

– How do scheme members/clients pay for taxi trips? (e.g. voucher, electronic card, other)
– How are subsidies paid to transport providers?
– What controls or safeguards does the scheme have to reduce fraudulent claims? 

5. How much does the scheme cost?
– What subsidy arrangements are in place? (subsidy per trip, subsidy caps, cost-sharing arrangements
– How have subsidy rates been calculated?
– What are the total subsidy costs per year?
– How much does it cost to administer the scheme?

Changes to the TUSS and impact of reforms
6. Have you made any recent changes to the scheme?  Are you considering any changes or reforms to the scheme? (e.g. changes to subsidy arrangements, changes to eligibility, 

individualised budgets)
7. What impact has the introduction of the National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) have on the scheme (if any)? – e.g.:

– eligibility
– subsidy arrangements (rates, caps etc.)
– administration and payment arrangements

8. Have you made changes to the scheme in light of reforms in the aged care sector? (e.g. home support/HACC, home care packages)
9. Have you made changes to the scheme, or considering changes, in light of reforming regulation and provision of on-demand transport?

– Have you considered allowing non-taxi transport providers such as Uber to access subsidies? 
10. Are you considering any other reforms to the provision of transport support for people with disability in general?
11. Do you have any other comments?  

A1.2 Consultation questions (cont.) 
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Transport Provider 

Questions

Your organisation and its disability related services
1. Please briefly describe your organisation and the services it provides.

– Size
– Geographic coverage
– Number of drivers etc.

2. How do you accommodate the needs of people with disability? E.g.:
– Accessible transport services
– Tailored services (e.g. for people with limited mobility, severe cognitive impairment or blindness)? 
– Accessible booking/dispatch services

3. Are drivers provided with or required to do any specific training to provide services to people with disability? If so what does this involve?

Current TUSS
4. Please describe your organisation’s involvement with the TUSS?
5. How would you describe the administration of the TUSS?
6. Have you received any feedback on the voucher based payment model currently used by the TUSS?   
7. Are you aware of instances of fraudulent or inappropriate use of TUSS vouchers? If so have you put in place any controls or taken any action to reduce or control fraudulent use of the 

vouchers?
8. What are the strengths of the TUSS?
9. Are there any improvements that could be made to the TUSS to ensure it better meets the needs of your members? 

Developments in transport provision 
10. What are the main trends and developments in the taxi industry? E.g.

– Supply of and demand for taxi transport?
– Introduction of new payment technologies, mobile booking/payment apps
– Other trends/developments

11. How do you think these trends and developments can benefit people with disability?
12. Do you have any other comments?

A1.2 Consultation questions (cont.) 
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Transport Provider (New entrants) 

Questions

Your organisation and its disability related services
1. Please briefly describe your organisation and the services it provides.

– Size
– Geographic coverage
– Number of drivers etc.

2. What do you believe sets your service apart from more traditional on-demand transport providers such as taxis? 
3. How do you accommodate the needs of people with disability? E.g.:

– Accessible transport services
– Tailored services (e.g. for people with limited mobility, severe cognitive impairment or blindness)? 
– Accessible booking/dispatch services
– Driver education and training 

Developments in transport provision and on-demand transport subsidy schemes
4. What are the main trends and developments in the on-demand transport industry that could benefit people with disability? 
5. Are you aware of, or participating in, any initiatives that aim to better meet the transport needs of people with disability – in Australia or internationally?
6. Have you had any experience with the Western Australian Taxi Users Subsidy Scheme?  
7. Have you had any experience with other jurisdictions’ on-demand transport subsidy schemes (in Australia or internationally)?
8. Based on your understanding of on-demand transport subsidy schemes, do you think these schemes meet the needs of people with disability?   Why or why not?
9. How could on-demand transport subsidy schemes be changed or reformed to better meet the needs of people with disability?  
10. Do you have any other comments?
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Disability Services Commission

Questions
Current transport support 
1. What factors contribute to a person with a disability’s need for transport support?
2. What are the most common barriers that impact on people with disability’s use of different modes of transport? (prompt:  barriers may relate to physical access, proximity, availability, 

safety, need for supervision, affordability, other)
− Public transport – trains, buses
− Private transport – private vehicles (self-drive or passenger)
− Taxi/on-demand transport

3. What should be the Government’s role in assisting people with disability meet their transport-related needs?  What obligations should individuals and their families have?
4. What is the Commission’s current role in funding or providing transport supports? 

– Transport services
– Transport subsidies or payments (incl. direct payments, individual funding allocations)

5. What benefits does this transport support provide for people with disability?  

WA NDIS 
6. What kind of transport supports/funding can be accessed through the WA NDIS for eligible participants?   
7. How will the level and nature of transport support allocated to a WA NDIS participant be determined?

− Will access to TUSS impact on the level or nature of transport support provided to a WA NDIS participant?
9. What does the Commission believe to be ‘reasonable and necessary’ supports in the context of transport? What is the underlying rationale behind these considerations?
10.Are there any limitations placed on a participant in terms of how they can use their transport allocation?
11.How will WA NDIS participants be able to pay for on-demand transport services such as taxis?

– How does this work for organisationally managed funding?
– How does it work for participants who self-manage their funding?

12. Will access to the Commonwealth Government’s Mobility Allowance impact on a participant’s access to WA NDIS transport support (and vice versa)
13. Are transport providers required to register with the WA NDIS in order to provide services to NDIS participants? 

– If so, what requirements do they need to meet?
14.What have you learnt from the WA NDIS and My Way trials relating to meeting participants’ transport needs? 

– Have there been innovative or different approaches taken by participants or providers?
Intersection with the Taxi Users Subsidy Scheme
15. How do you think the Taxi Users Subsidy Scheme should intersect with the WA NDIS?   
16. Do you think the TUSS needs to be modified or reformed in light of the introduction of the WA NDIS?  If so, how
17. Are there opportunities for greater alignment or integration of the WA NDIS and the TUSS

– If so, how could this work? 
18. Do you have any other comments? 
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Other government 

Questions

Current transport support 
1. Please describe the support that your agency provides for older people and/or people with disability to meet their transport needs.

– What is the nature of support? (eg transport services, individual payments, subsidies)
– Who is eligible for this support?  What are your eligibility criteria?
– Who utilises this support? (eg client characteristics, numbers of clients etc.)
– What is the cost of the program(s)?

2. How is the level and nature of transport support determined?  
3. What are the current administrative arrangements?

– How are new members or client applications assessed? 
– How is the support provided? (eg payments made directly to recipients, services subsidised or provided free of charge)

4. Does access to other disability/aged care or income support affect eligibility for your agency’s programs? (eg WA NDIS, Mobility Allowance, home care services/packages, other 
supports)

5. What benefits does this transport support provide for older people and/or people with disability?  

Impact of reforms
6. What impact has the introduction of the National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) have on your programs (if any)? – eg:

– eligibility
– subsidy arrangements (rates, caps etc.)
– administration and payment arrangements

7. Have you made changes to the support in light of reforms in the aged care sector? (eg home support/HACC, home care packages) (Fuel Card, DVA and DOH only)

Intersection with TUSS
8. How do your agency’s programs/supports intersect with TUSS (if at all)?
9. What role should subsidised on-demand transport play in supporting older people/people with disability to meet their transport needs?  
10. Do you have any other comments?  
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A2.1 Results of voucher analysis
We completed a data analytics review on the Taxi Users' Subsidy Scheme voucher and Taxi Dispatch Service data covering all trips from January 2014 to December 
2016 (inclusive). The primary results of this analysis are detailed below. In total, there were $4.1 million worth of subsidies over this three year period that were 
paid for with vouchers that failed one or more of the tests designed to identify potential fraud. 

Test Area Key Findings Key Implications / Recommendations

General Profiling of 
members and drivers 
looking for trends or 
issues related to key 
metrics such as volume 
of trips, subsidy 
amounts, out of pocket 
costs, total costs etc.

There were a number of higher volume drivers and members, which 
should be closely monitored for misuse. In particular:

• The top 30 members account for 7.2% of the subsidies (Inc. lifting 
fee) in the 2016 calendar year. 

• 12 members have a calculated out of pocket that could be 
considered excessive, at between $10,000 and $15,000.

• The top 10 drivers account for almost 10% of all subsidies paid in 
2016. The highest of which was $154,000.

• A quarter of all subsidies for 2016 went to only 34 drivers. They only 
accounted for just under 15% of all trips taken.

• DoT could determine what thresholds it deems to be excessive 
in terms of volume of vouchers, subsidy amount and member 
out-of-pocket costs. 

• Vouchers for members and drivers exceeding these thresholds 
could be investigated on an individual basis to determine the 
extent of fraud/misuse. 

• Any further testing should include the verification of paper 
vouchers to account for any potential data capture errors that 
may be present in the data provided.

• A reformed TUSS could include automated measures to identify 
heavy usage by members and drivers, and generate 
correspondence to make them aware that their use is being 
monitored. This has been shown to curb the use of other 
government subsidies.

Identification of 
members with an 
excessively high 
number of trips.

Members whom are travelling an excessive number of times in a single 
day could indicate fraudulent usage – for example, from drivers 
holding voucher books, members sharing vouchers with other people 
not covered by the scheme or splitting longer trips into shorter ones in 
order to try claim the full amount of the trip through subsidies. 
Examples of this are:

• One member (33795) had 19 trips recorded in a single day across 
four different drivers. The first trip started at 11:05am and the last 
trip ending at 10:50pm. Based on the start and end times recorded, 
the member was sitting in taxis for 6hrs 32mins. The same member 
had 144 other days with a high number of trips.

• Three members had over 100 days with more than five trips 
recorded. The most significant of which was member number 74909 
whom had 208 days considered excessive.

• Members with an excessive number of claims on a single day or 
across multiple days could be investigated to determine the risk 
of fraudulent vouchers. This should be done using other testing 
undertaken in this analysis, however should be verified back to 
the original source to confirm data accuracy.

• A reformed TUSS may include daily usage caps, as well as 
automated rejection of trips that occur within a certain time of 
another. 
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A2.1 Results of voucher analysis (cont.)
Test Area Key Findings Key Implications / Recommendations

Identification of drivers 
with an excessively high 
number of trips.

A excessive number of vouchers within a single day could be indicative of 
fraudulent vouchers. There were several instances where the number of trips was 
considered excessive including:

• 30 drivers recording one or more days with more than 20 trips.

• One driver (40392) having the highest number of trips in a single day with 35 
trips recorded. The first trip at 1:10am and the last trip ending at 1:22am the 
next day. Based on the start and end times recorded, the driver had a total trip 
time for that day of 17hrs 32mins. The same driver had 2 other days with a high 
number of trips with 33 & 31 Trips recorded.

• One driver (C11967) had more than 114 days with over 20 trips per day.

• Drivers with an excessive number of claims on a single day or across 
multiple days (driver with multiple high volume days) could be 
investigated to determine the risk of fraudulent vouchers. This 
should be done using other testing undertaken in this analysis 
however should be verified back to the original source to confirm 
data accuracy.

• A reformed TUSS may incorporate automated recognition of drivers 
who provide an abnormal number of subsidised trips in a day. This 
could generate a prompt to the driver, making them aware that their 
use of the TUSS is being monitored.

Delays in the time taken 
to submit vouchers 
delay the process for 
accurately tracking 
member spend.

There were 2,500 vouchers were submitted excessively late, over one year after 
the trip. The most excessive of which was a trip that occurred on 15 January 2005 
and submitted in March 2015. This could be indicative of data transposition issues 
rather than excessively late submission, as it is likely this was intended to instead 
read “15 January 2015”.

Generally speaking, most vouchers were submitted within 28 days of the trip 
(84%)

• Instances where vouchers submissions were deemed to be
excessively late in the analysis could be verified back to the physical
voucher to determine the risk associated with inaccurate data 
capture. Inaccurate data capture could result in overpayment or 
payment to incorrect drivers causing additional remediation work as 
well as reflect badly on the TUSS. If this is the cause, DoT could 
consider additional verification of key voucher details (at a minimum) 
if not already being undertaken.

• A reformed TUSS is, however, unlikely to operate using paper 
vouchers. Therefore, the delays currently experienced are unlikely to 
prevail under a different mechanism. 
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A2.1 Results of voucher analysis (cont.)
Test Area Key Findings Key Implications / Recommendations

Vouchers that may be 
fraudulent based on multiple 
fraud indicators being 
present. 

There were $4.1 million worth of subsidies that were paid for with vouchers that failed one or 
more of the tests designed to identifying potential fraud. Examples include:

• One member having 8 trips back to back with the same driver, all within 10 minutes of each 
other. In total, the member was in the vehicle for almost 3 hours.

• 1,626 vouchers that are duplicated (809 duplicate groups). One example included a trip that 
was claimed 4 times at the 50% subsidy and at the $25 limit (based on the same trip date, 
time, member and driver).

It should be noted that the following trip splitting examples are based on the date and time 
the trip was recorded.  Where there have been data entry issues, this will result in false-
positive results.

• 3,162 instances where multiple vouchers have been submitted for the same member and 
driver where the voucher date and times overlap.  Total subsidies for these trips totalled 
$372,000.

• 2,111 instances where a driver submitted multiple vouchers for different members, but the 
voucher date and times overlap. Total subsides for these trips totalled $3.6m.

• 4,927 instances where members have used multiple vouchers with different drivers but the 
voucher date and times overlap.  Total subsides for these trips totalled $333,000.

• Vouchers that have failed on one or more tests could 
be investigated further to determine whether the 
voucher is fraudulent or has been used to the rules 
of the subsidy scheme (trip splitting). 

• Any further testing should include the verification of 
paper based vouchers to account for any potential 
data capture errors that may be present in the data 
provided.

• A TUSS that automatically refuses transactions that 
fail any of these tests could potentially save the State 
Government more than $1m in subsidies per year 
(assuming the $4.1m referred to in the key findings 
was evenly distributed across the three years). 

Members with a high 
number and % of trips with 
the same driver are more 
susceptible to collusion in 
voucher fraud.

There were several relationships between members and drivers that could be investigated 
further, including but not limited to:

• 67 member-driver relationships where the total subsidies across the three years was over 
$30,000. Two of these relationships were 100% exclusive where all the member’s trips were 
with the same driver.

• 208 relationships where over 90% of the members’ trips (across the three year period) 
were with the same driver, involving a total of almost $2.5m of subsidies.

• Relationships that are of higher exclusivity and 
higher volume could be investigated to determine 
whether the relationship may be enabling the 
processing of fraudulent claims or trip splitting.

• A reformed TUSS could include automated measures 
to identify strong member-driver relationships 
(though it is recognised that in many cases driver-
member relationships can be positive)

Appendix 2: Voucher analysis



100

A2.1 Results of voucher analysis (cont.)
Test Area Key Findings Key Implications / Recommendations

Fraudulently increasing the 
value of the trip in order to 
claim the full subsidy amount 
in order to either offset the 
member out of pocket cost or 
increase profit (double 
dipping).

Increasing the cost of the trip on the voucher can be used to reduce 
member out of pocket. Using the distance travelled recorded to calculate 
high $/km we found:

• The majority of fares (86%) fell within a calculated rate of between $2/km 
and $6/km.

• There were a small number of vouchers where the distance travelled may 
not have been recorded (0km).

• 1,270 vouchers had a calculated rate of over $20/km. A high level review 
of these identified that most trips were less than 1km indicating charges 
like flagfall may be inflating the price.

• Vouchers with excessive $/km rates could be confirmed for their 
accuracy and assessment made for the risk of fraudulence. 
Consideration should be given for charges not related to the 
distance/time in the taxi such as flagfalls.

• A reformed TUSS could incorporate automatic reconciliation with 
the taxi meter system, as well as other metering systems used by 
other ODT providers. 

Identifying whether vouchers 
have been adjusted, or are for 
a non-existent trip, through 
identification of vouchers that 
do not correspond to the data 
recorded in the Taxi Dispatch 
Service (TDS) system.

As Job Numbers are only recorded for a small portion of vouchers and the 
driver/taxi IDs do not map completely between the two data sources, the 
ability to verify all data to a secondary source was limited. Issues with 
vouchers that could be investigated include:

• 40,000 (25%) of the vouchers matched to a TDS dispatch indicated there 
was a variance as to whether a wheelchair was used or not. Most of which 
(99.6%) indicated that the a wheelchair was used according to the voucher 
but not used based on TDS data.  This may indicate that the driver claimed 
a lifting fee when no wheelchair usage was used.

• 2% of driver/days indicated that there were more vouchers than 
dispatches recorded for a driver on a particular day.

• Investigation could be undertaken for those vouchers where the 
TDS data contradicted the validity of the claim. 

• A reformed TUSS may need to operate independently of the TDS, 
given taxis may be only one form of ODT with which the TUSS 
operates. Any reformed mechanism may incorporate special 
subsidies for members using wheelchairs, however this is still to be 
decided. 

Appendix 2: Voucher analysis



101

A2.2 TUSS vouchers submitted over time
This chart summarises the number of vouchers submitted in the TUSS system between January 2014 and December 2016 (inclusive). The chart shows the trend 
over time for submitted vouchers that were paid, highlighting the variance between the total trip cost and the trip subsidy amount paid. The variance between 
the trip cost and the subsidy amount is fairly consistent and the trend in the trip costs follow the change in the number of vouchers submitted.

TUSS Voucher Data (Jan 2014  - Dec 2016)

Voucher Status Number of Records Trip Cost ($) Subsidy Amount ($) Trip Distance

Approved 1,798,222 $47,296,953.34 $33,741,625.06 16,303,831 
Rejected 1,509 $42,630.30 $32,061.60 13,724 
Grand Total 1,799,731 $47,339,583.64 $33,773,686.66 16,317,555 

analysis 

Appendix 2: Voucher analysis



102

A2.3 Member usage trends – Top ten 
members by subsidy

analysis 

These charts profile members and the associated subsidies being paid for the 2016 year 
(based on submission date). 

There are a number of members whose subsidy totals and calculated out of pocket 
(incorporating the lifting fee in the subsidy amount) for the 2016 calendar year are 
considered high and could warrant further investigation. These include

• 30 members with over $20,000 worth of subsidies accounting for 7.2% of all subsidies 
(Inc. lifting fee).

• 12 members have a calculated out of pocket cost of between $10,000 & $15,000 for 
the 2016 calendar year.

• Six members have over 1,000 vouchers/trips indicating they took almost three trips 
per day, every day of the year.
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A2.3 Vouchers that may represent fraud or misuse

The graph to the left highlights the number of vouchers that have failed one or 
more of these tests and the value of subsidies associated with these vouchers. 

Some notable examples of specific test failures are:

• Overall, there are 157,000 vouchers worth $4.1 million in subsidies that have 
failed one or more tests ($1.4 million in 2016; $1.5 million in 2015 and $1.3 
million in 2014). This represents approximately 12% of all subsidies paid over the 
three year period.

• One member having eight trips back-to-back with the same driver, all within 10 
minutes of each other. In total, the member was in the vehicle for almost three 
hours.

• 1,626 vouchers that are duplicated (809 duplicate groups). One example included 
a trip that was claimed four times at the 50% subsidy and at the $25 limit (based 
on the same trip date, time, member and driver).

analysis 
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Number of vouchers with exceptions

A risk profile of vouchers was undertaken incorporating a number of tests, which were focused on identification of fraudulent trips or trip-splitting.
The following is a description of each of the tests performed and the number of vouchers that had exceptions in these tests.

• Test 1: Trips with the same member & driver within 10 minutes of each 
other (25,017 vouchers)

• Test 2: Overlapping trips for the same member & driver (6,499 vouchers)
• Test 3: Overlapping trips for the same member but different driver (10,512 

vouchers)
• Test 4: Overlapping trips for the same driver but different member (71,516 

vouchers)
• Test 5: Vouchers used out of sequential order (Note: the sequential order is 

based on the time being entered correctly, there may be instances where 
the time was entered as a PM trip instead of AM, therefore putting the 
sequence of the voucher use out of order) (55,892 vouchers).

• Test 6: Vouchers that were duplicated based on same member, driver, trip 
date, start & end time (1,626 vouchers)
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A3.1 Profiles of taxi user subsidy schemes in 
Australia
Table 7 below is a summary of the taxi user subsidy schemes in place in other jurisdictions within Australia, by eligibility criteria, subsidy entitlement, mode of 
delivery, annual cost and number of registered users. 

Taxi Transport Subsidy Scheme in 
New South Wales 

Multi Purpose Taxi Program (MPTP) 
in Victoria 

Taxi Subsidy Scheme in Queensland Taxi Subsidy Scheme in ACT

Jurisdiction NSW Victoria Queensland ACT

Eligibility Severe or permanent disability that 
prevents the individual from using 
public transport

Severe or permanent disabilityhat 
prevents the individual from using 
public transport

Severe disability or emotional and 
behavioural disorders severe or 
permanent disabilityhat prevents 
the individual from using public 
transport

Severe or profound activity 
limitation that prevents the 
individual from using public 
transport

Entitlement Subsidy covers 50% of the total fare 
with a maximum subsidy of $60 per 
journey

Subsidises 50% of a taxi fare with a  
maximum subsidy being $60 per trip

50% of the total fare with a 
maximum subsidy of $25 per trip

50% of fare up to $24 or 75% of fare 
up to $37 

Mode Paper based docket system MPTP card to use through the taxi 
EFTPOS machine 

Smart card system Smart card system 

Annual TUSS Cost $24.7 million in 2014-2015 $60 million in 2014-2015 $14 million in 2014-2015 $1.5 million in 2013-2014

Number of registered 
users 

46,500 members 208,000 members 12,961 members Unknown 

Table 7: Taxi user subsidy schemes in Australia – snapshot 
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A3.2 Profiles of international taxi user 
subsidy schemes

Total Mobility TUSS used in New Zealand London Taxicard TUSS in the UK Regiotaxi and Valyss used in Netherlands 

Jurisdiction New Zealand United Kingdom Netherlands

Eligibility Eligibility is not determined by specific impairment –
rather individual’s ability to undertake components 
of the journey. 

Emphasises vision loss as well as eligibility for 
a number of other payments.

Older people and people with disability. 

Entitlement Varies between local councils - maximum 
entitlement of 50% for each taxi trip is nationally 
consistent

Required to pay a flat fare of £2.50 and can be 
subsided from £10.30 to £12.80. 

€4.20 for trips less than 20-25kms and 
subsided at €0.20 per kilometre for 30km then 
$1.31 for each km onwards. 

Mode Varies between local councils – generally a paper 
based voucher system – electronic card in Wellington 
and Auckland

Card used for electronic payment. Paper based discount card. 

Total scheme cost $9 million in 2004-2005. £11.7 million in 2014-2015. €240 million in 2010

Relevance to TUSS • Similar to Australian jurisdictions – 50% 
entitlement 

• Use of electronic card 

• Use of electronic card 
• Entitlement to certain amount rather than 

percentage 

• Entitlement per kilometer rather than 
percentage or fixed amount.

Table 8 below is a summary of the taxi user subsidy schemes in place in jurisdictions other than Australia by eligibility criteria, subsidy entitlement, mode of 
delivery, annual cost and number of registered users. 

Table 8: International taxi user subsidy schemes – snapshot 

Appendix 3: Similar schemes in Australia and internationally
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A3.3 Other transport-related supports 
Other transport supports available 

In addition to the TUSS, there are also a number of transport-related supports available to various groups to access to transport in Western Australia: 

Name Department Eligibility Entitlement
Country Age 
Pension Fuel Card

WA Department of 
Transport

• Live in a non-metropolitan area of Western Australia 
• Receiving either an Age Pension, Carer Payment, Disability Support Pension, Wife 

Pension or Widow B Pension from Centrelink, or a Department of Veterans' Affairs 
Service Pension, Age Pension or Income Support Supplement.

A Country Age Pension Fuel Card allows the 
cardholder to purchase up to $575 of fuel and taxi 
travel from participating providers, (ie. to purchase 
petrol, autogas, diesel and taxi fares).

Mobility 
Allowance

Commonwealth 
Department of 
Human Services 

• 16 years of age or older
• Cannot use public transport without substantial assistance because of disability, 

illness, or injury
• Travel to and from home for paid work, voluntary work, study or training, or to 

look for work

Standard fortnightly rate of $93.20 Mobility 
Allowance

Repatriation 
Transport TUSS

Commonwealth 
Department of 
Veterans Affairs 

• Hold a DVA Health Card — For All Conditions (Gold) DVA will provide assistance towards travelling 
expenses to medical treatment 

• Hold a DVA Health Card — For Specific Conditions (White) DVA will provide assistance towards travelling 
expenses for the treatment of accepted disabilities

School Bus  
Transport 
Assistance49

WA Public 
Transport 
Authority 

• Be enrolled at an education support facility in a Government or non Government 
facility. 

• Not able or competent to make their own way to the facility safely. 
• Be regularly attending the facility.
• Be under 19 years of age.
• Attend the closest appropriate Government (including a LDC) or non- Government 

facility to a student’s residence 

Transport by a contract school bus and/or a 
Conveyance Allowance (see below), paid to their 
parents/carers.

Table 9: Other transport supports available in Australia – snapshot 
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A3.3 Other transport-related supports (cont.)
Name Department Eligibility Entitlement
WA NDIS Disability Services 

Commission 
• Aged less than 65 years, and 
• An Australian citizen or the holder of a permanent visa or a protected 

Special Category Visa, and
• Permanently residing in a WA NDIS area, and 
• Meet the disability requirements, have a disability which: 

• is attributable to an intellectual, cognitive, neurological, 
sensory or physical impairment or to one or more impairments 
attributable to a psychiatric condition; and 

• the impairment or impairments are, or are likely to be, 
permanent; and 

• are likely to require support for your lifetime.

Entitlement to reasonable and necessary mobility supports, 
including mobility equipment, vehicle modifications, travel 
training to use public transport and additional transport 
expenses that arise due to disability.

Patient 
Assisted Travel 
TUSS

WA Country 
Health Service

• Permanent residents in a WA Country Health Service (WACHS) region
• Travelling more than 100 km one way to the nearest eligible medical 

specialist service including a Teleheath service
• Travelling more than 70 km (each way) to access specialist medial 

treatment specifically for cancer or dialysis

PATS provides assistance towards travel expenses (usually in 
the form of an airfare or petrol allowance) and accommodation 
where eligible. Additional transport assistance in the form of 
taxi or airport shuttle vouchers can be available if 
recommended by your doctor. Taxi vouchers are not routinely 
provided but in limited and exceptional circumstances will be 
considered. 

Home Care 
Packages 

Commonwealth
Department of 
Health 

• No minimum age requirement
• A person needs to first be assessed and approved as eligible by the Aged 

Care Assessment Team (ACAT) which consider a person’s physical, 
medical, psychological, cultural, social and restorative care needs to 
determine the type of services and supports that would be most 
appropriate to meet the person’s needs.

HCP are funded for 4 levels depending on the care and services 
required. Each package level is funded at different subsidy 
rates, a HCP could fund the provision of transport services by an 
aged care provider where it was part of their HCP plan 
negotiated with the broker. 

Home and 
Community 
Care (WA 
Health)

WA Department of 
Health 

• No age restriction. 
• Individuals must be assessed by the Regional Assessment Team for 

eligibility based on level of frailty or disability, and ability to carry out 
essential everyday activities.

Transport is charged at per one way trip: 
• $2.50 as part of a centre-based day care or group bus; 
• $5 up to 10kms 
• $8 for 11kms to 30 kms 
• $10 for 31kms to 60kms 
• $15 for 61 kms to 99 kms  

Table 9: Other transport supports available in Australia – snapshot cont.  

Appendix 3: Similar schemes in Australia and internationally



Appendix 4: 
Stakeholders 
consulted



110

Appendix 4: Stakeholders consulted

A4.1 Stakeholders consulted
# Organisation Representative Date

Government departments administering similar schemes

1 Taxi Services Commission (VIC) Manager, Accessible Transport Services 12 April, 2017

2 Transport for NSW Principal Manager, Transport Social Policy 26 April, 2017

Agencies responsible for NDIS

3 Disability Services Commission
Regional Manager, WA NDIS South West
Senior Policy and Planning Officers

5 May, 2017

4 National Disability Insurance Agency Trial Site Manager, Perth Hills (delegate) 8 May, 2017

Government departments administering transport supports

5 Department of Human Services Director Payments (Mobility Allowance) 19 April, 2017

6 Department of Transport
TUSS Coordinator, Country Age Pension Fuel 
Card

8 May, 2017

7 Department of Veterans’ Affairs Acting Director,  Gold and White Card Travel 7 April, 2017

8 WA Country Health Service Manager, Patient Assisted Travel TUSS 19 April, 2017

9 WA Department of Health
A/Director, Subacute Community and Aged 
Care Directorate System Policy & Planning 
Division

20 April, 2017

10 WA Public Transport Authority Manager, Country Transport - School Bus 
Service

21 April, 2017

Stakeholder consultation – Government representatives 
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Appendix 4: Stakeholders consulted

A4.1 Stakeholders consulted (continued)
# Organisation Representative Date

Peak bodies

11 Australian Community Transport Association Board Director, WA 8 May, 2017

12 Blind Citizens WA Administration/Advocacy Officer 10 April, 2017

13 Ministerial Advisory Council on Disability
Chairperson (consolidated feedback from 
council members)

Written feedback.

14 National Disability Services State Manager 27 April, 2017

15 National Seniors Chair, Policy Advisory Group 12 April, 2017

16 People with Disability WA Executive Director 13 April, 2017

17 VisAbility WA Access and Data Services Analyst 10 May, 2017

Transport providers

18 Black & White Cabs Managing Director 5 May, 2017

19 Swan Taxis Finance Manager 9 May, 2017

20 Uber Public Policy Associate 10 April, 2017

21 Mandurah Taxis Business Manager 27 April, 2017

22 Busselton Taxis Business Manager 16 May, 2017

23 Geraldton Greenough Taxis Accounts Manager 9 May, 2017

24 Shofer Executive Director 21 April, 2017

25 Rise Network Transport Coordinator 8 May, 2017

26 Lotterywest Senior Manager, Grants Strategy, Governance 
and Engagement

5 May, 2017

Stakeholder consultation – Peak bodies and transport providers



Appendix 5: 
Project scope 
and method



113

A5.1 Scope
The scope of this engagement was as follows:

— Completion of the following tasks:

• Develop a concise set of questions that will underpin the review
• Develop, in consultation with DoT, three basic, high-level customer journey maps from the perspective of users, drivers and the DoT
• Undertake a literature review to determine the models used in Australian and international jurisdictions
• Undertake analysis of the potential fraud and misuse associated with the TUSS and the cost implications of this. 
• Undertake up to 15 consultations with existing TUSS members (i.e. people with disability) or their family members or carers, over the telephone 

where necessary, for approximately 30 minutes, with flexibility to undertake additional consultations as required.
• Undertake up to 15 consultations with relevant TUSS stakeholders for up to one-hour each, with flexibility to undertake additional consultations 

as required.
• Develop options for the future of the TUSS and workshop this with key DoT stakeholders. 

— Preparation of the following deliverables:
• Project Plan
• Short summary report, detailing the outcomes of the literature review and desktop analysis
• A brief report detailing the potential quantum and cost implication of fraud and misuse associated with the TUSS. 
• A draft options paper, used in the Options Assessment Workshop
• This Report (Draft and Final) 

For the avoidance of any doubt, the scope was specifically excluded:

• Detailed financial modelling based on econometric data.
• Prediction of future policy changes that are unknown at time of delivery.
• A detailed change management plan for the new or revised model.

Appendix 5: Project scope and method
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A5.2 Method
Appendix 5: Project scope and method

Method and approach 

The approach to the engagement was broken into four phases of work:

1. Review of the TUSS

Initially, a set of guiding questions to be answered during the engagement 
were generated in conjunction with the DoT. These questions were based on 
seven broad themes that encompass the major areas to be covered by the 
review, namely:

• Role of government and TUSS objectives
• Eligibility
• Access to transport subsidies 
• Payments and administration
• Member and community expectation
• Cost and sustainability
• Future of the TUSS

Section 3 of this report sets out our findings against each of these themes.

Once the parameters of the review were set, a workshop was conducted 
with DoT staff who administer the TUSS. This workshop allowed us to gain a 
better understanding of the TUSS’s operations, in terms of processes used 
for assessing for applicants, and how transactions between members and 
drivers occur. In addition to the workshop, the DoT provided summary 
statistics of TUSS use and other supporting documentation.

Concurrently, desktop research was undertaken to better understand the 

broader effects of disability and aged care reforms for on demand transport 
for people with disability. It was during this phase that an environmental 
scan, covering other schemes and related services, both in other jurisdictions 
and overseas was conducted. The output of the workshop and 
environmental scan was combined to create a summary report.

Following the delivery of the summary report, the possibility of conducting a 
more in-depth analysis of alleged fraudulent or inappropriate use of the TUSS 
was discussed. It was decided that a deeper interrogation of the TUSS data 
held by DoT would be a valuable exercise, and we conducted a separate 
fraud and misuse engagement, the findings from which are discussed in this 
report.

2. Stakeholder consultation

To better understand the role the TUSS supporting people with disability and 
how it might be improved, extensive consultation was undertaken with 
members, disability peak organisations, government agencies that 
administer similar schemes and transport providers.

Member consultations were generally conducted over the phone and lasted 
for approximately 30 minutes. Consultations with over stakeholders lasted an 
hour and were more often conducted face to face. 

In total, we spoke with 18 TUSS members and 26 stakeholder organisations. 
The stakeholder organisations and the titles of the representatives consulted 
are listed in Appendix 4.

Phase 1: Review of current 
TUSS

Phase 2: 
Stakeholder 
consultation 

Phase 3: Options 
development and 

analysis  

Phase 4: Future 
state and 
transport 
planning
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A5.2 Method (continued)
Appendix 5: Project scope and method

Method and approach 

Options development and analysis

The third phase of the review involved collation of the consultation findings 
and research to inform the development of reform options for the TUSS. The 
outputs of phase one and two were summarised into an Options Paper, which 
was presented to the DoT during an assessment workshop. 

The Options Paper detailed a series of interdependent enhanced options for 
each component of the TUSS, conceived of as:

• TUSS model, focusing on whether the TUSS should remain as a subsidy or 
move to a individualised allocation.

• Eligibility, covering which criteria should be set for people wanting to 
become members of the TUSS.

• Assessment, which detailed options on how the criteria might be assessed 
and how the process could be improved.

• Entitlement, covering the options and implications of adjusting the caps 
and limits imposed on the quantum of support offered.

• Eligible OdT providers, which focused on the options to open the TUSS to 
new providers, and related benefits and risks.

• Payment, the final options focused on the payment mechanism used for 
transactions in an enhanced TUSS, with an emphasis placed on moving 
away from a paper based model.

The assessment workshop involved DoT staff involved with administering the 
TUSS and other members of the OdT staff who have experience working on 
the TUSS. At the end of each workshop section we considered the options, 
and identify potential risks and benefits of pursuing one or more of the 

options presented.

Future state and transition planning 

Phase four focused on developing a high level future state and transition plan 
for an enhanced TUSS. The output of phase four is this report, which 
summarises the review and builds on previous deliverables.

TUSS model

Eligibility

Assessment

Entitlement

Eligible OdT providers

Payment 

Phase 1: Review of the 
TUSS

Phase 2: 
Stakeholder 
consultation 

Phase 3: Options 
development and 

analysis  

Phase 4: Future 
state and 
transport 
planning
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How do eligible people access the TUSS? What is the process?

We undertook a process-mapping workshop with relevant ODT staff to understand the existing TUSS application processes and the mechanisms that enable a 
member to take a trip using the TUSS. One of the outputs from this workshop, a process map describing the application process from a member’s perspective, is 
outlined in Figure 6 below.

Appendix 6: Process maps

A6.1 Application process from TUSS member perspective 

Applicant becomes aware 
of Scheme 

Applicant contacts DoT 
and obtains an 
application form

Applicant completes Part 
A of application form and 

has a colour photo 
printed

Applicant visits doctor or 
other specialist  – Part B 

is completed and the 
photo is certified by same 

doctor 

Application is mailed to 
DoT with proof of 

residency
DoT assesses application

Member status granted

If accepted 

Request for further 
information

If incomplete

Applicant receives 
welcome pack containing 

membership card and 
voucher book via mail

Upgrade assessment 
made by DoT

Applicant revisits doctor 
or specialist to obtain 

additional information or 
provides other required 

information

Member requires 
upgrade Refusal of application

If rejected

Renewal process – every 
5 years

Re-ordering vouchers 
done by mail 

based on interviews with DoT staff

Figure 6: Process map – Application process from TUSS member perspective 
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We also worked with the OdT team to develop a map of the TUSS application process from DoT’s perspective, which identified a number of areas for improvement, 
which is shown in Figure 7 below.

Applicant makes initial 
contact with DoT – 

primarily by phone but 
also by email and in 

person

DoT check application for 
completeness – 

approximately 50% are 
incomplete

Application entered into 
DoT system and logged 

with applicant ID

Returned to applicant 
highlighting issue – if 

simple query done over 
the phone, more 

complicated requested in 
writing  

Hard copy application is 
scanned – includes 

assessment sheet, cover 
sheet and applicant photo 

Application  incomplete

Application complete

Application form provided 
to applicant – most often 

hard copy but also 
available to download 

Application submitted to 
DoT via mail

Applicant provides 
additional information 

required

Applications are sent to 
external assessor

External assessor 
reviews and makes 
recommendation on 
applicant’s eligibility 

DoT receives assessed 
applications from external 

assessor and audits 

DoT generates new 
membership number, 

member card and 
voucher book

If approved

DoT informs rejected 
applicants

If rejected

DoT generates new 
membership number, 

member card and 
voucher book

Welcome pack, including 
membership card and 

voucher book distributed 
to new member

Automation of application process with inbuilt 
validation could reduce error rate

Online web-form submission could automate this 
step

based on interviews with DoT staff

Figure 7: Process map – Application process from DoT perspective
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Driver responds to 
dispatch or is hailed by 

member
Driver picks up member

Driver validates member 
– checks member card, 

takes voucher book, logs 
current odometer reading, 

time and location in 
voucher book 

Driver completes trip

Driver submits vouchers directly to 
voucher processing contractor in 

person or via drop box

Voucher checked by 
contracted third party 
using DoT software

Rejected due to incorrect 
information 

For example data entry 
error 

Payment provided

Driver calculates subsidy, 
completes voucher and 

take remaining fare 
payment from member

Correction made in 
consultation with DoT

Invalid trip – Rejected

No payment made 

Driver submits vouchers to their 
own taxi company 

Taxi company aggregates and 
submits vouchers for processing on 

behalf of drivers

Taxi company provides 
payment to driver

A digital model could automate these 
steps

The process map to the right 
shows the administrative 
process involved in processing 
a TUSS voucher and receiving 
payment from a driver’s 
perspective. 

The process map also shows 
the steps involved in claiming 
the value of voucher by a 
driver themselves or a taxi 
company other than the third 
party voucher processing 
contractor.

based on interviews with DoT staff

Figure 8: Process map – Payment from a driver’s perspective

Appendix 6: Process maps

A6.3 Payment process from a driver’s perspective
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