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TAXI AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; Hon Adele Farina (Parliamentary Secretary) in 
charge of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN:  There is a notation which indicates that there was a supplementary notice paper in 
December 2005 with respect to this bill.  Given our temporary relocation to the Legislative Assembly chamber, 
not all documentation is available at this moment.  However, the Clerks are endeavouring to check their records.  
I am told that it may be an old paper that has been superseded.  I am happy to proceed with the bill.  If something 
turns up, we will obviously deal with it.   

Clause 1:  Short title -  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I speak on behalf of the opposition on the Taxi Amendment Bill 2005, which was last 
considered in quite extraordinary circumstances on 1 December 2005, our final sitting day last year.  I will take 
the committee back to that day, and describe how the bill was referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation, 
which reported on the bill today.  I will not be moving any amendments to this bill.  As it is customary to 
indicate one’s attitude to subsequent clauses during consideration of clause 1, I now indicate that those clauses 
will not be opposed by the opposition.  I am taking this opportunity to speak to those clauses because they will 
not be debated.  There is no need for them to be debated.  I aim to expedite this debate, as I have done in the 
past.   

A couple of extraordinary situations have arisen.  The first is the way in which this bill was dealt with on 1 
December.  I indicated during the truncated second reading debate that I would make some remarks during the 
committee stage.  Secondly, the standing committee reported on this bill only today at this day’s sitting, literally 
within the last sitting hour or so. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I interrupt Hon Simon O’Brien to say that I am advised that my reference to the 
supplementary notice paper is due to a misprint on the notice paper.  There is no supplementary notice paper for 
this bill; therefore, we can proceed with the haste about which Hon Simon O’Brien spoke. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank you for that, Mr Chairman.  In the past five years there has been a lot of 
smoke and mirrors around the place and obviously the misprint you mentioned is further proof of that!  I note 
that the Business Program of 1 December did not refer to a supplementary notice paper.  As I was saying, 
normally when a standing committee reports on a bill an allowance is made for members to at least examine the 
report before debate on the bill resumes.  It is therefore extraordinary, and should not be seen as standard 
practice, that we receive a report on one day and debate resumes on the bill that same day.  I hope this is not an 
indication to members that it will be the norm for us to receive a report on a bill one day and resume debate on 
the bill that same day. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It will be done only by agreement, as it was on this occasion. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Indeed.  I make it clear, because we are presently located physically in the chamber 
normally inhabited by the minister who is in charge of this bill, that I do not want any question hanging around 
this chamber when we depart that might encourage her to continue to behave in the cavalier way that she 
reserves, as do other members of the Legislative Assembly, for the goings-on in the gentlemen’s house of this 
bicameral Parliament!  Despite that, the opposition is quite happy to deal with this bill now, although I will take 
the opportunity to do all those things by addressing my remarks simply to clause 1.  I will canvass a few matters 
in the report, but I will reserve a detailed examination of the report for another occasion when it is considered as 
its own order of the day.  There are some further matters that arise that to my mind need to be brought to the 
attention of the Committee of the Whole at another time.  As I indicated, I do not wish to move amendments to 
the bill at this time.  I will simply deal now with any comments I have that touch on other clauses, and not refer 
to any other clause in the committee stage.  That might truncate proceedings, in accordance with your wishes, 
Mr Chairman.  I therefore thank the Committee of the Whole for that latitude. 

The bill has been gestating for a couple of years in response to indications from the multipurpose taxi industry 
that arrangements needed to be varied considerably because of the economic circumstances in which MPT 
operators were finding themselves.  These matters have been referred to and discussed on other occasions and 
recently the Standing Committee on Legislation, of which I was a participating member, took a substantial 
amount of evidence from interested parties.  That, in itself, was a worthwhile exercise, simply to give 
stakeholders an opportunity to have a public say.  Many stakeholders felt that they wanted to have their concerns 
voiced in a public way and appreciated the opportunity to do so.   
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The bill was introduced in the Assembly in 2005 and in due course found its way to the Legislative Council.  As 
I have already indicated, the second reading debate was resumed on 1 December 2005, the very last sitting day 
of the parliamentary year.  According to the Hansard, debate was resumed at 5.32 pm.  At that time there were 
only about 20 minutes of the sitting year left in which to deal with it, not to mention adjournment debates and 
other procedural matters to be dealt with before 6.00 pm.  As lead speaker for the opposition on this matter, that 
time constraint confronted me when the debate was resumed.  I made it clear in my remarks that it was ridiculous 
and unacceptable for the government to expect the opposition to examine in the time available a bill so important 
to a lot of people.  I noted at the time that it had been within the government’s hands to bring on this bill earlier 
in the day, when we could have dealt with it.  We did not deal with this bill on that day through all stages 
because the government did not give the chamber enough time to do so.   

I do not intend to revisit the second reading debate.  However, it is certainly worthwhile recalling the 
circumstances at the time.  As I said in my remarks at that time, even though it was not possible for us to deal 
with the bill by six o’clock, we would not oppose the bill.  To indicate the opposition’s good faith, I quite 
obviously truncated my remarks on the second reading debate.  We wanted to vote on the second reading so that 
at least the policy was clear and we could demonstrate our support for the bill.  The record shows also that no 
other opposition member spoke on the bill.  In other words, no other member took up any time.  Hon Murray 
Criddle and Hon Paul Llewellyn spoke, respectively, very briefly and the vote was passed without dissent.   

At the time, the parliamentary secretary said that she understood that we did not have much time but that it was 
important that the bill be passed.  She wanted the house to pass it without scrutiny in the Committee of the 
Whole.  However, we did not have time to deal with it in committee.  She had heard that people had raised some 
concerns and if we passed the bill without further discussion, she would try to get back to us over the Christmas 
break with answers to our concerns.  However, that is not how we do things in the Legislative Council, nor 
should we.  The parliamentary secretary showed the height of optimism thinking that we would deal with this 
bill in that way.  We did not do that, not because we were being obstructive but because there was not enough 
time.  It is not acceptable for the government to say that we will not allow time for scrutiny of a bill; we will pass 
it on a wing and prayer and answer any queries over the Christmas recess. 

Hon Adele Farina:  I did not say that. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The parliamentary secretary says she did not say that.  At the conclusion of the debate 
on 1 December, during her brief closing address, Hon Adele Farina stated - 

In view of the time constraints and the fact that certain members have indicated that they want the bill 
to be dealt with by the Committee of the Whole, I am happy to address the issues that have been raised 
in committee if that is the intention.  

Hon Norman Moore:  Do you think you can do it in three minutes?  I assure you that you cannot.  
We all know that did not happen.  Hon Adele Farina continues - 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I understand that members have some issues and I am happy to respond to the 
members in detail over the recess.  We need to deal with this bill urgently because MPT owner-drivers 
have been asked to submit by 7 December expressions of interest for the buyback scheme.  We will 
then need to offer a lease arrangement to them and we cannot draw up the leases until the legislation is 
in place.  I ask members for their support to proceed through the remaining stages of the bill. 

That sounds to me like the parliamentary secretary wanted us to proceed through the remaining stages of the bill 
and that she said she would provide members with answers to their questions over the Christmas recess.  That is 
what the parliamentary secretary said.  It is there in black and white.  We have been there; let us move on. 
However, in the dying minute or so of the parliamentary sitting for the year, the bill was sent to the Legislation 
Committee for report as a mechanism for making some progress over the recess.  That is the recess during which 
we were promised answers would be given.  What better place is there to send it than to a committee so that at 
least the process of getting answers could be formalised?  I must have had a rush of blood to the head, because I 
offered to be a substitute member of that committee and take on the workload.  I am delighted to say that the 
committee accepted my offer and I spent many hours in the pleasure of its company going through the bill.  The 
fruits of our labour are contained in the report that was tabled just this morning. 
That was the environment in which the bill was dealt with as far as it possibly could have been on that day.  It 
could have been dealt with entirely but the government did not prioritise it.  Instead of dealing with this bill, we 
spent a couple of days arguing over the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure’s Perry Lakes Redevelopment 
Bill.  I am looking at the notice paper for 1 December 2005, and I note all the bills on the notice paper that are 
ahead of the Taxi Amendment Bill, which is listed right at the bottom: the other bills include the terrorism bills 
and the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill, Stamp Amendment Bill, Stamp Amendment (Assessment) Bill, Stamp 
Amendment (Taxing) Bill, Censorship Amendment Bill, Tobacco Products Control Bill, Defamation Bill and the 
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Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill.  These were all listed ahead of the Taxi 
Amendment Bill, which had to be put through at the last minute.  It would be disingenuous for the government to 
suggest that the opposition has delayed its passage.  However, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure was 
up to the task of being disingenuous.  After the house rose on 1 December - this is entirely relevant to how we 
view this bill and its short title - we discovered a letter that was written by Alannah MacTiernan in her capacity 
as Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and which was sent to a number of taxidrivers.  I have a copy of a 
two-page letter addressed to Mr Peter Robert Dove of 2 Duff Place, Booragoon, WA 6154, reference No 2-8905.  
The minister states in part - 

As you may be aware, the Government does not hold a majority in the Legislative Council.  The 
Liberals and the Nationals, all of whom had previously indicated their support for the Bill to the MPT 
Owners Group, combined to prevent the passage of the Bill before Parliament finished its business for 
the year. 

We did not combine to prevent the passage of the bill; we expedited it as far as we could.  It is disingenuous for a 
minister of the Crown to write to interested parties indicating that that is what we did.  That did not happen. 
Hon Norman Moore:  It is actually a lie. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is.  In her letter, the minister says what the Legislative Council should or could have 
done, including sitting until the cows come home or until next Shrove Tuesday.  Most current members of this 
house, and former members of this house who are ministers of the Crown, ought to know that Parliament must 
conduct its business during certain times.  It cannot decide to come back over Christmas and deal with a bill; it 
cannot decide to do it on the weekend; and it cannot be done by a few members getting together in a pub.  The 
house has set sitting times, during which the legislation, including clause 1, is debated.  Furthermore, the 
minister’s letter states - 

I seek your continued support in getting the legislation considered by the opposition parties in the 
Legislative Council at the earliest opportunity.  You may wish to express your concerns about the delay 
and future consideration of the legislation by contacting the Hon Simon O’Brien and the Hon Murray 
Criddle of the Legislative Council. 

I was contacted about that correspondence.  One of the letters I received, and I received several, was from 
Dr Peter Singleton, who wrote to me on 6 December 2005, the day after the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure’s letter.  He wrote expressing how surprised and annoyed he was to hear that my colleague 
Hon Murray Criddle and I had combined at the last minute to block passage of the bill in the upper house, 
especially as I was then the shadow Minister for Disability Services.  Dr Singleton then goes on to describe how 
he has been using multipurpose taxis for many years, since he is now confined to using an electric wheelchair.  
Although he admits there are still many problems with the way that the current government runs the MPT 
service, he believes the bill would have brought substantial and much-needed improvements.  He then elaborates 
upon that aspect. 
I thought it was interesting that Hon Murray Criddle and I were accused of blocking the passage of the bill in the 
upper house.  Dr Singleton’s letter, which runs to several pages - and I would not be discussing this had I not 
first sought Dr Singleton’s permission to do so - describes the agony his driver goes through and the litany of 
complaints of his driver.  It was Dr Singleton’s driver who received a letter from the minister, the letter to which 
I just referred, and who then promptly encouraged some of his disabled passengers to contact Hon Murray 
Criddle and me.  He wound them up and got them all very upset.  Dr Singleton wrote -  

Finally, we come to the crucially important issue of political and personal integrity.  
So, my political and personal integrity is now under question.  The letter continues - 

I have heard that you and your colleague each gave a clear promise to support the new Bill . . .  
Yet, at its third and final reading, only a short time later, you voted against legislation which you had so 
very recently promised - 

Emphasis added - 
to support, on the grounds of the need for more “debate”! 

The letter continues in that tone.  I have not read out the full letter, but I can tell you, Mr Chairman, that the tone 
was that of someone who was greatly anguished and concerned about the future or otherwise of the MPT service 
that he relies on.  At the minister’s specific urging, Dr Singleton’s driver had got into the ear of Dr Singleton and 
other passengers to tell them how the bill was under threat and how the opposition had knocked back the bill, 
blocked third readings and had voted against it.  These were complete untruths, of course.   
Dr Singleton has more degrees than you could put in a thermometer.  He has a BA(Hons), an MA and a PhD.  I 
believe he also has motor neurone disease.  He wrote a three-page letter, presumably painstakingly typing one 
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letter at a time to pour out his personal anguish to me.  His anguish was directly derived from this government’s 
misrepresenting what had happened with this bill and the opposition’s intentions to proceed, or otherwise, to 
clause 1, which we are now considering. 
I cannot put this into Hansard, but members can see the letter I am holding up.  This letter, on three pages of A4 
paper, was probably painstakingly typed one letter at a time.  Members will not see this in Hansard, but I invite 
members who are in a position to do so, to view the signature I am now holding up of this distinguished 
academic, so racked is he with the pain of his disability.  He went to that much trouble to write that letter all for 
nothing. 
I spoke to Dr Singleton and we struck up a good rapport and I explained to him what had happened.  He 
apologised that he had got the wrong end of the stick, and he told me where he had got it from.  I was not very 
impressed, and I bet nobody else in this chamber would be very impressed if they received that sort of contact. 
The committee duly met, and we now have its report.  After receiving many submissions, the committee found 
that its terms of reference were such that the appropriate recommendation to return to the house was that which 
is contained in the report as recommendation 1, the sole recommendation of the committee, which is - 

The Committee recommends that the Taxi Amendment Bill 2005 be passed without amendment. 
Of course, as this committee knows, that is parliamentary language for saying that the standing committee is not 
proposing an amendment.  I take the time to put that on the record, because I know that others will pore over the 
record, and from what I have already seen in the process of this bill, if we are not very careful, these matters will 
be misrepresented to vulnerable people.  In that recommendation, the standing committee is saying, as much as 
anything else, that there is no mechanism at its disposal that it can employ to change the bill.  The policy of the 
bill was decided, the bill went to the committee, and then the committee examined the provisions of the bill to 
see whether it was consistent with that policy.  The committee decided that the bill was consistent with the 
policy as outlined in the second reading speech, and it did not propose any amendment.  However, if the 
committee had proposed an amendment, it would have found its intentions thwarted, simply because many of the 
issues raised as matters of concern by witnesses were outside the scope of the bill. 
I can say, as a member of the standing committee and as a member of this chamber, that there is no purse string 
at my fingertips which I can tweak or tug and which will result in the changes that some people would like in the 
amounts that the government proposes to pay under its buyback scheme, because that is not in the bill.  The bill 
sets up a mechanism for a buyback scheme, but the conditions of that scheme, including the buyback figure, are 
at the administrative discretion of the government.  We note and discuss that in the report, but we were not 
capable, as a committee, even if we were of a mind to do so, of proposing that some other sum, for example, be 
offered as a buyback amount.  I am not saying that the committee would or would not have been of a mind to 
suggest a different sum; it is just that the matter did not arise.  Therefore, we could not address it, for or against. 

There is substantial discussion of these issues in the committee report.  I will not go into that now and, as I said, I 
will not debate other clauses, because the purpose of a committee report is to avoid that.  However, I will go to 
paragraph 6, on page 13 of the report, just to quickly mention the issues raised in submissions.  These are issues 
which were raised in submissions and which were outside the scope of the committee’s inquiry.  However, we 
draw them to attention.  There were divergent views on the proposed buyback scheme.  Some people supported 
it; a few did not.  Those who did not support the buyback scheme were divided into a couple of groups: first, 
those who just did not like the idea of taxi plate buyback, because they feared it would extend over the whole 
taxi industry and that this was the thin end of the wedge, which it probably is; and, second, those who opposed it 
because they thought they were not getting enough compensation.  The majority of people we heard from 
supported the buyback, although some of them did so grudgingly because they thought that a little was better 
than nothing.  As I have already indicated, the buyback figure of $108 000, which is discussed elsewhere in the 
report, is a matter for the government and is not actually referred to in the bill.  It is not for us to make it 
$109 000 or drop it to $50 000.  It is $108 000, until the government, by administrative decision, should choose 
otherwise, and I do not believe, from all I have heard, that the government will.  That is discussed in detail at 
paragraph 6.   

There is another matter that is worth noting at this time, because it is the only opportunity I will have.  This 
might give some comfort to drivers that some of their issues can be taken on board.  The draft agreements that 
we have seen do not provide for a driver to be released from his or her ongoing contractual obligation if he or 
she is bona fide incapacitated.  We received a submission about that issue, and the committee thinks it is a valid 
concern and asks, through the report, for it to be clarified by the government.  The government need not do so 
now, but in its response to the committee’s report.  Another issue that was raised was vehicles that are due for 
replacement within the next few years.  If drivers are required to continue in a buyback pool and their vehicle is 
due for replacement, they are concerned about getting another vehicle, at great expense, to operate for maybe six 
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or 12 months until their contractual obligation runs out if they want to get out of the industry.  Perhaps the 
agreement should contain provisions to address that issue.   

Another issue that the standing committee asks the government to consider and respond to in due course is that 
the lease be subject to oversight by the State Administrative Tribunal.  The suggestion has been made that the 
agreement should provide that when someone is being kept in the industry under the terms of the bill, no lease 
fee should be charged for the three years of that requirement.  That might be a bit of carrot to add to the vast 
amount of stick that seems to abound in this area.  We also received representations about a wheelchair-lifting 
fee.  A range of other matters are also recorded in the report, not the least of which was an observation that 
Combined Taxi Management Pty Ltd stood to get special treatment under the bill because of its unique 
circumstances, and I think that probably is the case.  However, the point was raised and it has been noted.   

In its report the committee also makes a number of observations about the bill.  In addition to the one to which I 
have already referred - that is, the committee notes that the bill is consistent with the purpose outlined in the 
second reading speech - it also notes that the bill provides owners of transferable multipurpose taxi plates with 
the opportunity to recover the cost of their capital investment.  That is why the opposition supports the bill.  If it 
were not for the bill, a transferable MPT plate would now be worth virtually nothing - very little, diddly-squat, 
two-thirds of nothing.  The government, of course, has been issuing lease plates at well below market value, 
which has greatly depressed the desire of anyone to buy a transferable MPT plate.  Indeed, there have been very 
few transactions over the past few years.  If it were not for the buyback scheme authorised by this bill, people 
who had paid $108 000, or whatever other sum, would not be able to recover their capital.  I suspect that many 
plate owners borrowed money from the bank to buy their plates as a speculative investment; they do not own the 
plates, yet they still owe money on those plates.  There is no question that for that reason - among other 
considerations - the opposition has to support this bill; otherwise, there is no way that plate owners will get their 
capital back.  It is as simple as that.   

The opposition notes some of the helpful suggestions made by the Standing Committee on Legislation.  I hope 
that the government gives some sympathetic consideration when progressing the buyback scheme.  When I refer 
to the government, I am talking about the executive government.  I think some officers in the department have a 
good understanding of this issue, because they deal with it every day and they have a reasonable and sympathetic 
view of the industry.  Nonetheless, I commend the Standing Committee on Legislation’s report to the Committee 
of the Whole.   

In closing my observations on behalf of the opposition, I record my thanks for the way in which I was received 
as a participating member on the Standing Committee on Legislation.  That committee is chaired - indeed, it is 
well chaired - by Hon Graham Giffard.  I was delighted to be associated with that committee, and I am distraught 
to think that I will no longer be meeting with its members.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  We will have to contrive some reason for you to come and join us again.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Unless Hon Graham Giffard wants to have another look at this bill, I do not see that 
happening in the near future.   

One other matter I will raise takes me back to where I started when I spoke of the deceit that has been part and 
parcel of this bill.  People in the industry with varying points of view have lied to me.  We may have to return to 
this matter and investigate that aspect on another occasion, because it is not a part of this bill.  What is a part of 
this bill is the way in which the government has conducted itself in progressing the bill through Parliament.  The 
conditions of 1 December 2005, which I have already described and which have brought us to clause 1 at the 
committee stage, were a disgrace.  When the minister wrote the letter to which I referred earlier on 5 December, 
she was exercising deceit on behalf of the government.  That deceit was designed to deceive vulnerable people, 
be they multipurpose taxi operators who are feeling the pinch, or vulnerable people with disabilities, like 
Dr Peter Singleton, who was caused substantial pain after receiving that letter and advice from me, Hon Murray 
Criddle and Hon Paul Llewellyn.  We had another dose of that as recently as last week.  I came out of the 
penultimate meeting of our committee to be told by my office staff that they had just received a string of 
complaints - I think they were meant to be threatening phone calls - from people and passengers in the MPT 
industry who were concerned that I was blocking this bill once again.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are; you’ve just wasted another half an hour.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Does Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich think this issue is a joke?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Don’t yell at me because I’ll get scared. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is pathetic.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  We are dealing with clause 1. 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I do not consider it a joke when an electorate officer and a volunteer from my office 
receive threatening phone calls.  They were capable of dealing with that situation, but it might have caused them 
considerably more stress than resulted.  Fortunately, I was not far away and could advise them regarding what I 
thought it was all about.  Nonetheless, it leaves a nasty taste in one’s mouth.  I found out where it had come 
from.  Two days ago I saw a bunch of MPTs at the front of Parliament House, and I wandered over to them 
because I had met many of these drivers previously.  I asked what brought them here.  They said they had been 
told by the minister’s office that they had to come out and support the bill because it was being blocked again.  I 
do not know when this minister is going to learn, or when some twit in the minister’s office is going to 
understand, that that is not how this bill should be dealt with.  It is not how the upper house works and it should 
not be how an office of a minister of the Crown works. 
I have just about covered all that I can legitimately cover in considering clause 1 of the bill.  I will be revisiting 
these matters on another occasion because, like some of the submissions that the committee received, this sort of 
behaviour goes well beyond what should be acceptable in how we deal with legislation.  If any smart alecs on the 
other side think I am not dinkum about that, they can sit tight and watch: I am very dinkum about it when I see 
people with disabilities being scared, like those people who have reportedly suicided because they have been so 
wound up because they have been told they will not get their money back, and when people have rung my office 
in an attempt to intimidate and threaten a volunteer and an electorate officer.  I take that situation very seriously 
and I view it very dimly. 
However, to again show the goodwill that the opposition exhibited on 1 December, and as a result of the 
situation that exists, the genuine concern that people have about this bill and the damn lies that they are being 
told about its progress, we are prepared to bend the rules - no, I will not say bend the rules - we are prepared to 
cooperate, even though the committee report was tabled only this morning, by dealing with this bill right now.  
We will progress this bill today.  We will not oppose it; we have not opposed it.  It is very sad that the conduct of 
this government has caused me to take this long to explain the circumstances in which we now find ourselves. 
To return to clause 1, we support the short title of the bill. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I take this opportunity to make some brief comments because, as I understand it, this will 
be my only opportunity before the passage of this bill is complete to comment again on our support for the bill 
and the Standing Committee on Legislation report.  I have some sympathy with Hon Simon O’Brien’s comments 
with regard to the processes that led to this bill going to the committee.  Having said that, it was a business 
management issue that meant that we did not deal with it in a timely manner.  It was unreasonable to expect the 
house to deal with the Taxi Amendment Bill in such a short time before rising at the end of last year.  That was 
problematic and it led to the Greens (WA) supporting the opposition’s call for the reference of the bill to a 
committee.  It was my intention all along to ensure that this bill be addressed out of the heat of the chamber so 
we could hear from people who had an interest in it.  I think the committee process has achieved that.  I found it 
an interesting committee of inquiry.  I will not go into detail, although a few of the issues that were raised by 
means of submissions or witnesses did not specifically relate to the bill, but contained some interesting 
information regarding the provision of services, particularly for people with disabilities and the taxi industry as a 
whole.  I hope the government will take note of the additional matters raised, because it will assist in achieving 
two things: fairness for the taxi industry, and the provision of a reliable service for people with disabilities.  I 
assure members that all of us on the committee were mindful that these were the things that we needed to 
achieve.  The committee report came out with a recommendation that the bill be passed without amendment.  I 
support that recommendation.  The Greens have said all along that we support the Bill and are more than happy 
to assist in ensuring its efficient passage through the house, hopefully today, so that the industry can get itself on 
a more even keel.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 2 to 9 put and passed.   

Title put and passed.   
Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.  

Third Reading 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.17 pm]:  I move -  

That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [3.17 pm]:  The opposition will support the third reading.  I 
want to make it absolutely clear that there was never any suggestion that the opposition would not support the 
third reading.  I am sure that letters will be going out from a certain minister’s office.  Therefore, I want the 
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record to show that we have supported this bill and have sought to expedite it at every stage, to the extent we 
have been able to; and we certainly will now.  It is a tragedy that the indispensable special adviser to the 
minister, Mr Piercy Porter, could not be sitting at the parliamentary secretary’s elbow today to witness this 
wonderful event.   

Question put and passed.   

Bill read a third time and passed. 
 


