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PERSONALISED TRANSPORT OMBUDSMAN BILL 

Mrs STUCKEY (Currumbin—LNP) (3.54 pm): The Personalised Transport Ombudsman Bill 
2019 was introduced on 12 February by the Minister for Transport and Main Roads and the committee 
report was tabled on 29 March. The committee made eight recommendations, which is quite unusual 
and suggests this bill is deficient on a number of fronts. All bar one of these recommendations was 
supported or supported in principle by the government. In the minister’s introductory speech he said— 

The bill has three key policy objectives. The main objective is to establish an independent Personalised Transport Ombudsman 
to help resolve complaints for the personalised transport industry. The second objective is to support the continued enforcement 
of fare evasion and related offences under the new smart ticketing solution. The third objective is to improve enforceability and 
clarifies the operation of existing provisions.  

Let us take a look at the first objective—the establishment of a Personalised Transport 
Ombudsman who, according to the minister, will be responsible for helping to resolve complaints 
relating to the personalised transport industry in a timely and cost-effective way. The ombudsman will 
be required to perform its functions independently, impartially and in the public interest and its services 
will be provided to the public free of charge. Additionally, the minister cannot direct the ombudsman or 
staff in the performance of its functions. That is kind of a relief, is it not? Stating that this role operates 
independently is promoting an unrealistic expectation. The minister continues— 

Importantly, the ombudsman’s role has clear limitations. It will not investigate certain matters, including a complaint about 
government policy or legislation or alleged offences under relevant transport legislation.  

If this position is supposedly independent, why can it not investigate government policy? If it is 
bad policy and it affects taxpayers, why should it not be investigated? This Labor government allowed 
unfair competition to our small businesses in the taxi industry. It did nothing and then offered paltry 
compensation. In fact, the taxidriver who drove me in from the airport was very concerned about the 
emergence of Uber, DiDi and others in Townsville because he said that at the moment they have not 
had to compete against them. This role is sounding more like the ombudsman that you get when you 
are not really getting one. There is something very Monty Pythonesque about it. How can this position 
be effective with such controlled scope and limitations? 

Recommendation No. 3 in the committee’s report No. 17 to the 56th Parliament of Queensland 
endorses the Minister for Transport and Main Roads reconsidering the Personalised Transport 
Ombudsman’s ability to make binding decisions. This was not supported, with the government giving 
the following response— 

The PTO— 

the Personalised Transport Ombudsman— 

will be responsible for helping to resolve complaints relating to the personalised transport industry in a timely and cost-effective 
way by providing, for example, information and mediation services. It was never intended that the PTO would make binding 
decisions.  
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I draw honourable members’ attention to the statement of reservation by non-government members, 
the honourable members for Hervey Bay and Callide, who said— 

Our initial concern is that the constraints placed on the newly created position mean that there appears to be limited scope 
available to the Ombudsman to effectively resolve complaints relating to personalised transport services. It will not investigate 
certain matters including complaints about government policy, or legislation or alleged offences under relevant transport 
legislation.  

They refer to it as a ‘toothless tiger’. The statement of reservation continues— 

However, it is our view that these issues should be resolved by the Government agencies working together with the industry 
rather than attempting to shift the responsibility for finding a solution to the Ombudsman.  

In essence, the government is helping to create the very issues that the ombudsman would now 
be examining. In recent years new business models have entered the personalised transport space and 
have given rise to numerous operational and enforcement issues. Labor’s tardiness in addressing these 
issues as they occurred has led to friction, conflict and confusion amongst key players. Labor stalwart 
Dallas Fraser, a prolific letter writer on the Gold Coast, is annoyed at the speed being travelled along 
shared pathways and the lack of courtesy shown. Another constituent wrote to me, the Premier and the 
minister earlier this year very concerned about the minister’s decision to pass a declaration that limits 
speed on footpaths rising from 10 kilometres per hour to 25 kilometres per hour just before Christmas 
last year. My constituent wanted to know how raising the speed limit could possibly be in the public 
interest. 

Mr BAILEY: Mr Deputy Speaker, I rise to a point of order on relevance. As fascinating as the 
member’s contribution is, it has absolutely nothing to do with this bill.  

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr McArdle): Member, the minister has raised a point of order. I bring 
you back to the long title of the bill. 

Mrs STUCKEY: Thank you very much. The minister has responded to my constituent. I think he 
would be pleased to hear that. Most weeks there are letters in the paper about concerns about speeds 
on pathways. In July this year road safety experts reported that half of all e-scooter riders in Brisbane 
were breaking the law, which is a worry. 

Mr BAILEY: Mr Deputy Speaker, I rise to a point of order. It is the same point—relevance. 
Mr Deputy Speaker, you have just given the member an instruction and she continues to speak about 
matters that have absolutely nothing to do with the bill. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Currumbin, I understand that you are talking to issues that 
fall outside the long title of the bill. I ask you to come back to the long title of the bill. 

Mrs STUCKEY: The second objective of the bill is to support the continued enforcement of fare 
evasion and related offences under the new smart ticketing solution. The minister says that, in terms of 
the protection of fare revenue, we note the growing trend in fare evasion and associated antisocial 
behaviour on our public transport system. That is really cute. The minister notes the growing trend. It is 
not a trend; it is an epidemic.  

The Palaszczuk government’s track record on fare evasion is woeful. It has done nothing—which 
is, of course, the Premier’s motto—turning a blind eye to fare evasion, which has tripled in the last three 
years. This Labor government sat on its hands while fare evasion numbers on Surfside buses exploded 
from 425,000 in 2016 to 1,024,261 in 2017. This cost honest passengers in Queensland over $25 million 
in 2015-16 alone. Each day, 4,000 school students thumb their noses and refuse to pay, taking 
advantage of a policy that is designed to protect them, yet the government does nothing. The Step Up 
program, which educates students about acceptable behaviour on public transport, has been delivered 
to only a few schools. Why the delay? If the minister were committed to reducing fare evasion, that 
program should have been rolled out to all Gold Coast schools by now.  

On 21 June the headline ‘Coast worst on bus abuse’ appeared in the Gold Coast Bulletin, with 
the Transport Workers’ Union calling for more senior network officers—something that I have been 
calling on the minister to do for several years. Bus drivers tell of being smacked on the side of the head, 
spat on and treated like garbage, yet still there is no action from the minister. On 4 July, a bus driver 
was robbed at knifepoint by a male teenager who ran off with his money tin. On 22 August, an article 
on the Gold Coast Bulletin under the headline ‘Driven mad by fare evaders’ told the story of a 
grandmother who took her granddaughter on a school bus route and was shocked by the number of 
schoolkids who were getting on and not paying.  

The Palaszczuk government had an opportunity, in association with this bill, to get tough on fare 
evaders and instil some confidence in a demoralised general public who are paying passengers and 
who witness these individuals blatantly breaking the law, abusing drivers and other travellers and getting 
away with it. Those opposite and this minister give lip-service to a growing and serious issue.  
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The third objective of the bill is to improve enforceability and clarify the operation of existing 
provisions. This is a token attempt to fix a very serious problem that, left unresolved, will result in more 
hostile consequences that could have been avoided. Stakeholders do not support this bill and neither 
does the LNP. 

 

 


