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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 20 May on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 2877A–E 
(2015–16 budget papers) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 14 May 2015.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.26 pm]: I rise to make 
my comments today on the estimates of revenue and expenditure 2015–16. I did not get an opportunity to rise 
during the last debate on private members’ time, which is probably just as well because I am glad I now have an 
hour to talk about what I identify as the deficits in this budget. This budget is all about debt, deficit and 
desperation. I listened to Hon Brian Ellis’ final comments about the state’s debt levels when he said so what if 
his children have to deal with that in the future. I find that a particularly callous and poorly thought-through 
comment. It epitomises how difficult it will be for our children and the children of the future to pay off an ever-
increasing debt burden that this government has brought upon this state in the last seven years.  

I want to go through a range of matters pertaining to areas in my portfolio today. I will start by going through the 
parts of the documents that deal with the commerce portfolio. Again, I find that, as we have seen each successive 
year with this government, there is less and less detail in the budget papers. It was interesting to hear today some 
of the detail from members about what is in the budget documents. I particularly listened to Hon Phil Edman and 
a couple of the announcements he made today because that level of detail is not in the budget papers. Let us go 
through some of the areas in the budget to give us a bit of a guide, if you like. Under Commerce, reference is 
made to significant issues impacting on the agency. I think one of the most significant issues impacting on the 
Department of Commerce over the last seven years has been the steady decline in staffing numbers to work 
across the spread of that portfolio. We have certainly seen that impact across the respective sectors of the 
portfolio on the delivery of service to the members of our community. In fact, I think we find that now some of 
the sectors simply no longer exist or have been diminished to such an extent that we can barely call them an 
office or an agency within that department. Budget paper No 2, under “Reducing Costs without Compromising 
Standards”, states — 

The Government is proposing to abolish the licensing of employment agents and replace it with a 
negative licensing scheme that will retain the existing level of protection for job seekers. 

There is a lot of discussion about employment agents and we have heard some interesting stories of recent times 
about people being brought in to do work by body hire firms. Those people do not necessarily receive the same 
levels of protection for not just their wages and conditions, but also their safety arrangements. The government is 
now proposing to remove that threshold whereby those firms are at least required to be licensed and to go 
through a series of checks to ensure they are fit and proper to run that type of business. These checks ensure that 
when somebody is employed through one of those firms to work for another party, that firm has gone through all 
the correct processes to make sure that the person has been appropriately trained, is aware of any safety 
requirements, has full knowledge of their responsibilities, and is full bottle on all their other entitlements. There 
are many examples of fly-by-night operators who simply set up shop, employ people and cream the money off 
the top, and then they have no further responsibility to the workers. A good example that comes to mind is that 
lots of organisations are now set up to entice young Western Australians to work overseas. These agencies are 
set up as recruitment and employment bodies to encourage young people to go off and work for extended periods 
in other parts of the world. It could be in places such as Canada, where a lot of young Australians are attracted to 
the snow and they get jobs predominantly in the retail and hospitality sector for the duration of the time they are 
there. From personal experience through my niece who took that opportunity, I know that the details are not 
always provided to these young people. Quite often, even at their point of exit from the country—or, on this 
particular occasion, on their stopover in Taiwan—they do not have the appropriate visas organised or the 
necessary information about pick-up or employment arrangements. They can get stuck halfway around the 
world. When I contacted the Consumer Protection Division to inquire about this particular company, I could not 
get any information; it was withheld. Rather than removing the licensing of employment agents, the government 
needs to tighten it. It is a massive growth area. In the mining sector, companies have reduced their capacity to 
employ people directly. They go through employment agents because they rely on them to do all the human 
resources nitty-gritty involved in employing people. The state government certainly uses employment agents in 
the hiring of staff—albeit, in most cases, allegedly temporary staff—to work across the public sector. We know 
that because a series of questions have been asked over the last year about the number of employment agents 
used and the number of staff employed through those agencies across the various government departments. 
Given that the government has been going through a period of cutbacks in the public sector, it was quite 
disturbing to see the relatively high number of staff employed in certain departments and the significant amounts 
of money that were doled out to the employment agents by the government to employ those temporary staff. It is 
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a growth industry in which significant amounts of cash can be made by the individuals who run those 
employment agencies. However, the government needs to be very cautious about how it manages this industry. 
The government talks about reducing costs without comprising standards, but if this is the only change that it can 
make across the Department of Commerce, I am a bit disappointed that it was not more creative and did not have 
a good look at other areas of the portfolio. 

Another area I am interested in appears further down the page under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. 
The dot point about the continued enhancement of housing and tenancy laws states — 

Work will continue on the review of the Residential Parks (Long-stay Tenants) Act 2006, with the focus 
being on the drafting of amendments to that Act to implement the review. 

I think it is very interesting that that is listed there because I have asked a number of questions over the last few 
years about this legislation and the review that has been ongoing now for three and a half years. I know that 
because I have engaged with the Park Home Owners Association to provide it with assistance. Yesterday, I was 
invited to a meeting in Serpentine attended by residents from a wide variety of residential parks. There were 
representatives from Bunbury and Busselton in the Deputy President’s electorate; there were people from Carine, 
Rockingham, Serpentine and Gosnells and a range of other park home facilities. About 120 people were at the 
meeting. One thing they talked about was their frustration with this government not finalising the review of the 
Residential Parks (Long-stay Tenants) Act 2006 and not moving on to introduce changes to the legislation that 
would provide them with some relief and comfort. This is a contentious area. As people age, they look at a 
variety of options, including whether they will stay in their own homes, downsize and move into something 
smaller, move into a retirement village, move into a national lifestyle village on a short-term lease or anything up 
to a 30-year lease, move into a residential park home or a caravan park, or look at public housing as an option. 
All sorts of opportunities are out there for people making those types of decisions at that point in their lives. 

Traditionally, a lot of these residential parks were established in caravan parks in tourism precincts. In my 
electorate, a significant number of caravan parks were set up with separate parts for the residential park homes. 
These groups of people have a lot of issues and they have highlighted some of the more significant ones. A court 
case is currently on foot about one particular park that charged a tenant an exit fee. Nothing in the legislation 
enables that to happen, and it will be interesting to see how that is resolved. A real concern of tenants in these 
residential parks is about the issue of tenure. In some cases people expend a significant amount of money when 
they have sold their home. Some will spend up to $300 000 or $400 000 to purchase a transportable park home. 
If members have not had the opportunity to walk into one, I must say that some of them are quite spectacular and 
substantial in size. Once one of these substantial park homes has been moved onto a lot, which is an expensive 
exercise in itself, people expect to stay there for a fairly lengthy period. Quite often people residing in residential 
parks have a misconception. They do not understand that they have not purchased the land that they are parked 
on; they are only leasing the land. This is a very difficult situation. In some cases, people do not necessarily get a 
longer-term lease arrangement. Some park homes—not all of them—provide for a lease of up to 30 years. Some 
provide leases on only a week-by-week basis. It can be a difficult situation for people if they do not have a good 
relationship with the person who owns the land they are residing on. These people would like to see better clarity 
of the issues of tenure. They would like to know where the government stands on them being charged entry or 
exit fees. There are issues down at Palm Beach in Rockingham. Defence Housing Australia has purchased the 
Palm Beach Caravan Park and that has been quite a difficult situation for the residents in that park. A number of 
them have lived there for an extended period—some for 20 years or longer. 

Yesterday, I spoke to a woman named Rose and her daughter. Rose, who is in her 80s, has been there for more 
than 20 years. The difficulty for Rose is that she cannot afford to move. It will cost $20 000 to $30 000 to shift 
her park home. But she has a far greater problem than that. Because of the age of the park home, if it were to be 
moved, it would fall apart and disintegrate. Rose is now getting quite desperate, because time is running short, 
about what her options are. She is being well supported by Mark McGowan in getting assistance down there. Her 
argument is quite valid. She made a decision to move to her park home more than 20 years ago in the full 
expectation that she would remain there. That park home is all that she owns. That is where she has put her 
major investment. She may now very well be forced to walk away from that park home without any money in 
her pocket or any form of compensation, simply because the land has been sold from under her.  

I know of another fellow who raised a similar concern yesterday. He has been told that it will cost $50 000 to 
move his park home to one particular park and $40 000 to move it to another. He does not have that kind of 
money at all, so he put a call out for advice about his options. He even sought legal advice, but his lawyers 
backed off because there was some sort of conflict as they were also acting for other parties involved in that 
situation. There are currently other problems in Carine and the people in the Carine residential park have already 
met with the minister about this issue. They are now in the position of having to find alternative arrangements. In 
most cases these people have invested all of their money into these places and are left with no other options. That 
will put the burden back on the taxpayer because if they cannot find anywhere else to live, they will start 
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applying to get onto the public housing waiting list. That has happened in Rockingham. I must say, having had 
discussions with the Mayor of Rockingham, Barry Samuels, that he is very sympathetic to the dilemmas these 
people are put in with this particular problem. 

There is a range of other matters that we canvassed yesterday. It was a very volatile meeting and I fully 
understand why these people are so passionate about this situation. In some cases they are really desperate to 
know where they will stand in the future and whether they will have a roof over their heads. They talked about 
how in some of the park homes they reside in, if they raise issues, the owners or managers disregard their 
concerns. In some cases if they raise issues, they get a black mark—I think they call it a warning or a 
counselling—and if they get three of them, allegedly they can be moved out, simply for making a complaint or 
raising an issue. One fellow talked about the fact that he was already on three black marks, one of which was 
because he complained about the noise of a truck that had been parked near his home. It leads to the tenuous 
situation of concerns about whether they stay or go. It is not as if these people are in a retirement village or their 
own homes where people have the freedom to speak up, make complaints and raise matters. They are in a much 
more difficult situation. The members of this group yesterday were talking about what they need to do to get 
some action. They asked why they had to wait three and a half years for this government to resolve the review of 
that legislation that was passed in 2006. I know it is not a perfect piece of legislation and much could be done to 
improve it, but we would be very pleased to see that legislation resolved. One person in the room asked me why 
it they had to wait so long when retirement village people have had their legislation revolved. I told them that 
that was not the case. The retirement village legislation itself was passed in 2012 and the first tranche of 
regulations came through about 14 months after that. It was just a few weeks ago that government announced a 
second tranche of regulations, but they will not be gazetted for another 16 months. The reality is that the 
legislation for the retirement village sector has not been finalised at all. That then led me to thinking about what 
else is outstanding. I have asked a series of questions about reviews. I must say that I provided a range of 
opportunities yesterday for that significant group of people about what action they could take to hopefully 
inspire or encourage the minister responsible to move on and finalise the review, make it public and announce 
when the legislation will be brought in. I do not understand the reason for the delay. I hope those people take up 
the options I provided them with, and I am sure over the next few months we will hear more and more about 
what is happening in the space of residential homes. 

I want to talk about what else is happening in the area of Commerce, because there is not just the delay of three 
and a half years to the residential park homes review, there are also a number of other reviews and I want to 
share the list I have collated to date. There are still a couple of outstanding reviews that are not on this list. The 
statutory review of the Construction Contracts Act 2004 commenced in October 2014 and was meant to be 
completed by early 2015. We are almost in mid-2015, so I am not too sure when that will happen. The “Review 
of Plumbing Regulations in WA” was finalised in November 2013 and I am still waiting for action on the 
review. I know some regulations were tabled recently in the plumbing area and I must say there is a very 
interesting new definition of “fit and proper person”, which I have raised questions about. Members will be 
interested to know that one thing canvassed under the category of who is a fit and proper person to change taps 
or fix a blocked toilet in WA is that if a plumber seeks to get or renew a licence and they have been busted for 
drink-driving, they can be denied that opportunity for five years. I thought that was a very negative standard to 
apply to a tradesman. It could preclude them from gaining employment. I understand that that standard is now 
being applied across a spread of occupations and I think it is a bit of a double problem for tradespeople when 
they have already been punished once by losing their driver’s licence and I imagine paying a substantial fine, and 
the government is now imposing a standard by which they could potentially lose their capacity to hold the 
licence required to do their jobs and income. I will come back to that issue at a later stage because I think it is 
worth pursuing. The government is applying a bit of a double penalty. 

I have already talked about residential parks. As I said, the discussion paper was released in August 2012. 
Nothing has been finalised; we are still waiting on that. There has been no indication from the government when 
it will be tabled. I understand that the minister has agreed to meet with the residential park homeowners group in 
the first week of June. I am not sure whether that is to talk about Carine or the review, but I dare say that the 
group will raise the review issue. There is also the “Proposed Reforms to Limited Partnership Laws” discussion 
paper. Again, that was released in November 2013 and we are still awaiting any further action on that review. 
There was the “Review of the Motor Vehicle Dealers Act 1973 and Motor Vehicle Repairers Act 2003”, which, 
again, was released in August 2013, and we are still waiting for a regulatory impact submission that was due on 
31 July 2014. I do not know where that is at now. The “Property Industry Codes of Conduct Discussion Paper” 
was released in May 2013 and public submissions were due by 28 June 2013. It is still currently being reviewed 
by the department, so who knows when they will be finished. There is also a review into tenancy arrangements 
in the boarding and lodging industry stemming from the “Review of the Residential Tenancies Act 1987”, which 
was released in January 2008. The minister has postponed any further policy work until early 2015. As I said, we 
are almost in mid-2015 and there is no news on where that is. The “Statutory Review of Retirement Villages 
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Legislation” was finalised in November 2010 and even though the government has announced the second 
tranche of regulations that go with that piece of legislation, we now know that they will not be finalised for 
another 14 to 16 months. There will be further delays and further problems for the residents in retirement 
villages who do not have the clarity on the issues that they have concerns around. They are a very active group in 
the retirement villages sector. 

On the matter of residential parks, the concerns about the lack of information stemming from this review are not 
just coming from the residents of these parks. I visited the Riverside Gardens Lifestyle Estate in Gosnells about 
two weeks ago at the request of Barry MacKinnon, a former Leader of the Liberal Party many years ago. Barry 
is a lovely fellow. He asked me to meet Mr Bill Walker, who is the owner of Riverside Gardens, because 
Mr Walker wanted to talk about what was happening with the review and to get some advice about what he 
could do to try to get a response from the government. As the owner of the property, he is very frustrated that he 
cannot get to see the minister and cannot get a response to his questions about when the review will be finalised 
and when the legislation will be introduced. He says that this lack of clarity and lack of information is stymying 
the opportunity for him to further invest in the park and to create change and perhaps expand. He said to me that 
this is also the case for a range of people operating in that sector. It is affecting both sides of the fence, if you 
like; the owners of the property and the tenants share the frustration that they cannot get an outcome from this 
government. 

There is also a review into the Industry and Technology Development Act 1998. I know that the review began in 
August 2012. I have asked the minister responsible a series of questions about where that review is at. At the last 
stage, I understand that the review was being reviewed, that the minister was not happy with things and that 
eventually it would go to cabinet. 

There are probably about 12 or 13 separate reviews that have been afoot now for extended periods. We have to 
ask: What is the delay? Why is one minister sitting on these reviews? Obviously, significant amounts of money 
and time have been expended to get these reviews going. All of them are probably essential. They cover diverse 
sectors of the community. The groups of people attached to each of these reviews are very frustrated and do not 
understand why they cannot get any response from the minister about why he is not finalising these reviews. I do 
not know whether the minister responsible, the Minister for Commerce, is just overburdened with his other 
portfolio as Attorney General—I see that he is quite an active participant in that area—and that prevents him 
from sitting at his desk and making decisions about how he will move forward on these reviews. We will keep 
pursuing this issue, because each of these matters needs to be resolved. They are causing great distress for a 
significant number of people. 

If the government had bothered to send a representative to the meeting yesterday, it would have had a very clear 
message from these tenants about how frustrating and distressing it is for them to not know where they stand and 
what sorts of changes will be put in place. All they want is a fairer playing ground so that they can get on with 
their lives and can have some certainty about the investment they have made in the residential park and some 
continuity in their tenure at the residential park. Nobody wants to be given a week’s notice to move on and have 
to find that amount of money. I know that, in theory, that is probably not the case, because there are currently 
time periods for people to move on, but they are not extended periods. That would be a terrible position for 
people in their 70s or 80s or beyond to be in. Thankfully, in Rose’s case, she has a solid community and a very 
supportive family backing her up, and I hope we can achieve an outcome. 

I congratulate the executive of the residential park homes group, because it has been exhausting every avenue it 
can at a state and federal level to try to get some response about what needs to happen, particularly to support the 
half-dozen or so people who are still at Palm Beach. If the government wants to do the right thing in this area, 
when it looks at the legislation, it could be very smart and talk about providing for much better disclosure 
arrangements in the contracts offered to these people. Yesterday people talked to me about how they get hit up 
for all sorts of additional costs that are not in their contracts. One example given yesterday was that one of the 
parks asked the residents to hand over the cost-of-living payment that was provided last year. The manager of the 
park home thought it was perfectly legitimate that they should get the additional cost because they read the 
meters. I was provided with the details of a range of problems that one of the committees had. I was told by the 
liaison committee for one particular park home—based on the information provided to me, some park homes do 
this well and some do not—that because of the negative attitude of the operators of the park home, there are 
currently vacancies on the liaison committee and people will not put up their hand because they are wary of 
being given a warning about being moved out if they raise matters and complain about things. It is a growth area, 
as people are looking at options. For a lot of people, it is probably a very viable option to move into a residential 
park home. The one at Gosnells has permanent fixed places so that people do not have to bring their own park 
home; they purchase the home on-site. It is a very well presented facility with great services available for the 
residents. However, on the flip side, I have been to others that are not as attractive because of either their 
facilities or the arrangements for residents. 
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A significant amount of work needs to be done in this area. Not everyone can afford to move into a retirement 
village. I think of the retirement village at City Beach that we had issues with last year. People were paying 
about $1 million to move into a unit. Not everyone has that kind of cash, so people look at more affordable 
options, and a residential park is one of those options. But it is still a massive investment, so we have to make 
sure that it is a fair and balanced playing field for those people and that all the costs they will be up for are fully 
disclosed when they move in. They do not need to be hit with surprise additional charges, entry or exit fees or 
other charges that they find quite difficult to manage at different points in their lives. I share their frustration 
with the lack of response from the government. It is unfortunate that the minister responsible is away on urgent 
parliamentary business today, but I hope that he reads Hansard and perhaps, upon his return, can provide a 
response to the house about why he has not done anything with those reviews. It is all very well to have the 
media statements that there will be a review that will look at change, but the work has to be done. At the end of 
the day, groups of people are waiting on an outcome, and I think that this particular minister has let these people 
down. 

In the earlier debate on the Asbestos Diseases Compensation Bill, there was discussion about the Law Reform 
Commission. I did have cause to look at that review as well and we have asked questions of the minister around 
that. Again, there has been no movement on that particular referral to the Law Reform Commission. It was 
allocated $800 000 last year. When we asked the minister responsible whether it would require additional 
funding to conduct that particular inquiry, he said that it would do it within the constraints of its budget. We now 
know that no further work has been done on that review, so it will be interesting to hear from the minister about 
how he will manage that and what assistance he will provide to the Law Reform Commission to ensure that it 
can deliver on that particular inquiry, which will hopefully educate and assist those interested members with 
their decision-making on whether they will support that legislation. 

I do not know whether it is just a lack of interest in that portfolio, whether the minister is overburdened or 
whether he just does not have enough people to assist him, but at some point he will have to make some 
decisions. Things move very slowly off that minister’s desk. He has to remember that, at the end of the day, the 
decisions that he makes will have significant impacts on a very important group of people. I hope that he reads 
Hansard upon his return and provides a more positive response to these people about any action he will take on 
their behalf to improve the situation they are currently in.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon KATE DOUST: Before lunch I was talking about what a dreadful budget this is and that it is all about 
debt, deficit and desperation. I had been commenting on how the Minister for Commerce must have a desk piled 
high with reviews and although he may have instigated them, he certainly has not finalised them and a lot of 
families in the state are waiting for an outcome. I encourage him to get on with the job he is paid to do. I look 
forward to his response to each of those matters in a timely manner.  

I will go further and talk about another aspect of the commerce portfolio; namely, WorkSafe. I refer to the 
“Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators” and to the government’s percentage changes and targets for 
reaching a range of different indicators. There will be a decline in financial support in that area and part of the 
reason provided under the “Explanation of Significant Movements” is that the average cost per inspection or 
investigation is expected to increase by $154.86, or 24.3 per cent, from the 2014–15 estimated actual to the 
2015–16 budget target. The reason given in the budget for the change is that it is primarily due to an expected 
decrease in inspections in line with changing regulatory requirements. It states that minimal changes to the 
number of investigations undertaken are expected. We know that this government has again been going through 
a review of the health and safety legislation and again it has been sitting on it for an extended period. The budget 
papers indicate that the legislation will probably be brought into this place next year. We have already seen in 
that department a decline in the type of frontline services that are available. I have been given two clear 
examples of how there has been changing practices in WorkSafe. In the beginning when the department was set 
up, it used to offer a wide variety of services. It would conduct targeted inspections, on-the-spot inspections and 
unannounced inspections. It also provided investigative services after a serious incident or fatality. There has 
been a real change in the culture of that organisation and part of it has been brought about because of cutbacks in 
funding and staffing arrangements. I have been provided with two clear examples that the service is not up to par 
and that working people have been left in a difficult position.  

The first incident involved a fellow who had been welding equipment that had been brought down from a mine 
site. This particular type of equipment had explosive materials attached to it. Normally those materials would 
have been cleaned off, but on this particular occasion that did not happen. As the man was welding, there was an 
explosion. The explosion was so fierce that it threw him backwards and blew off his protective visual gear. As a 
result, he has lost a significant portion of eyesight. The man told me that the prognosis is that he will eventually 
lose all his eyesight. He is probably in his 40s. He is a single father raising three children and paying a mortgage. 
Although he has been paid workers’ compensation, he has had difficulties accessing other funds. He fears that he 
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will lose his home and possibly the responsibility for his children because he does not have an income and his 
capacity to work in his current trade has been totally diminished because of the accident. This matter was 
pursued by his union and then, because of the frustration they had dealing the department, they came to me. I 
pursued the matter with his employer and his employer’s advisers. I have read through the WorkSafe documents 
and I have asked the minister questions about this matter in the house. When I queried the type of investigation 
that WorkSafe had conducted, the response was that it had conducted it up to a certain level, but because the 
parties involved had failed to provide further information, the investigation was stopped. What kind of 
investigation is that? Due to a serious incident a man will eventually lose his eyesight and he cannot work in the 
career path he has chosen. This matter will have a detrimental impact on him and his family. WorkSafe said that 
because it did not get information from a certain party, that is it—that is the end of the story.  

The same approach was replicated recently in the way the cyclone Olwyn situation on Barrow Island was 
managed. A significant number of workers were not evacuated in the appropriate manner prior to the cyclone. I 
asked the minister questions in this chamber about what had happened with the WorkSafe investigation into why 
people had not been evacuated. There had been some form of correspondence between the three separate unions 
representing the workers on Barrow with either WorkSafe or the minister prior to the event. The union 
representatives said that the company had not adhered to the agreed procedure and asked whether WorkSafe 
could investigate why the workers were not evacuated and why they were exposed to the risk of harm with the 
cyclone bearing down on the island. The response from the minister was that WorkSafe did not proceed with the 
investigation because the unions had not provided any further details by providing the names of those who had 
been affected or the names of those who had made the complaint. Again, is that any way to conduct an 
investigation? Should WorkSafe just give up at that point? When one compares those situations with an inquiry 
conducted by the police, would the police give up on an inquiry into a serious incident or a murder simply 
because the victim or the victim’s family could not supply them with information? I would have thought that if 
they did not get the information they needed, they would ask why they did not receive that information or they 
would pursue other lines of inquiry to complete the investigation. In two examples, a seriously injured worker is 
in a position of not having a finalised outcome in terms of the investigation into his situation and we do not have 
any answers as to why Chevron did not evacuate some workers from Barrow Island in the lead-up to the cyclone. 
As a tragic result of that decision, there was a serious accident involving a crane operator, a young man who 
sadly should have been evacuated. He had been booked on a plane and had his name called three times to board 
the plane but, as I understand it, he was kept on the job and whatever the circumstances of the accident, he is 
now without one of his legs and is still in hospital. I spoke with his father recently, who said his son is finding 
things very difficult. That particular example is further complicated in terms of the line of inquiry because the 
insurer for his type of work is Comcare. It operates outside the state system and there is no requirement for it to 
provide detail to WorkSafe or the Minister for Commerce about what it finds and what can be done to prevent a 
similar type of incident from happening again.  

I mentioned the issue around Comcare. The federal government is currently in the process of finalising 
legislation that will enable more employers to leave the state system and go into a federal arrangement with 
Comcare. Whilst that may be attractive to some employers—a number of large employers are currently operating 
within that system—there are some negatives for workers in the changes that will restrict their capacity to seek 
workers’ compensation in certain circumstances. In situations of serious incidents or fatalities, it will also restrict 
the opportunity for government to conduct an investigation or seek information and to provide proper advice to 
an employer about how the employer should remedy a hazardous event and prevent it from happening again. 
With regard to health and safety in the workplace, it will be interesting to see what comes up and what types of 
changes will be made when the government eventually presents its legislation to this place. I do not think many 
of the changes will be terribly positive towards working people; I think they will be bent more the other way. I 
will also be interested to see the government’s response to the Comcare changes as they roll through the federal 
Parliament, the potential exodus from the state to the commonwealth workers’ compensation systems, the 
detrimental impact it will have on workplaces and how businesses will go about that. When I think about that, I 
go back to the line about minimal changes being expected to the number of investigations undertaken, and the 
changing regulatory arrangements. I do not know whether that is code for a watering down or weakening of the 
legislation that is already in place and meant to provide a balanced health and safety playing field for both 
workers and employers. Over the last few years there has been a watering down of the roles and responsibilities 
of each of the players in that space. That is something we need to be very alert to over the next 12 to 18 months. 

I want to talk about mine safety issues. Tragically, this year we have had three deaths on mine sites—one in 
January and two just last week. There was a death at Aditya Birla Minerals’ Birla Nifty copper mine and another 
one on Friday at a Newcrest Mining Limited mine—both tragic and unnecessary deaths. The mother of one of 
the men who died spoke to the shadow minister responsible for mine safety and she is quite keen to get answers 
about why her son was put in that position. The Minister for Mines and Petroleum, Hon Bill Marmion, came out 
on each of those occasions to express his condolences to the families. He talked about how mine safety is his top 
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priority, and so it should be, but it is all very well to talk about it; we actually need the government to be better 
focused and engaged with the companies. We are not going to decrease the number of mine fatalities simply by 
changing the legislation; there has to be a significant cultural change, and that is the challenge for the Minister 
for Mines and Petroleum. He needs to be able to provide answers to the Parliament about what he is doing to 
engage with each of those companies and whether he is asking them: “What are you doing to change your 
processes? Are you training people adequately or in line with the appropriate standards? What sort of experience 
do people have before they are sent underground?” Both of the deaths that occurred last week happened 
underground. He really needs to give that industry a good kick up the posterior and get it moving. People tend to 
get lax with safety arrangements. Over the last year there have been around 15 mining deaths around the country, 
and that is of concern. There should not be any weakening in our resolve to ensure that people working in that 
sector are fully protected. 

It is interesting to look at the budget papers relating to the Department of Mines and Petroleum and its core 
priorities. Its core priorities, or significant issues, if you like, are predominantly around profitability and 
investment; there is actually no reference to mine safety being a significant issue. There needs to be a change in 
the government’s thinking to bump that priority up to the top level, above profitability and investment. Those 
priorities are important, but at the end of the day the government needs to do everything it can to encourage these 
companies to adhere to the law and to put safe work practices in place to try to eradicate potential hazards in the 
workplace. Companies need to guarantee that their staff are appropriately trained before they go out on the job; 
that would be a good start. It would be dreadful to see any further deaths occur on mine sites, and the opposition 
will keep raising this issue with Hon Bill Marmion. I have canvassed the issue of mine safety in the past and 
talked about how we are not going to change it via legislation; the legislation is there to underpin the safety 
practices. The challenge is in changing the cultures within the companies that operate in that sphere. 

A survey of mining sector employees was conducted some time ago and it would be worthwhile for the 
government to entertain the idea of engaging people to conduct that survey again to gather the views of people in 
those workplaces on mining health and safety—whether the companies they work for manage health and safety 
adequately and whether their health and safety systems are up to the appropriate standard. That information 
could give the government a much better idea about how the workforce thinks things could be done better. It is 
one thing to have management providing glossy pamphlets and visuals containing mission statements, 
benchmarks and the number of incident-free days; that is all fine, but the government actually needs to go and 
talk to the people on the ground and doing the work. That has been done in the past. It evolved as a result of a 
tripartite arrangement in the mining sector, and it is an initiative that would be welcomed again. The three 
tragedies we have had this year should be enough impetus for the government to garner those views to track how 
things are travelling. Things can change swiftly in the mining sector—sometimes within the one company. Quite 
often it depends on who is in management at the time and how they approach such things. Rather than focusing 
on profitability and investment as the top priorities for the mining sector, the government should regard mine 
safety and a reduction in fatalities and serious incidents as the genuine, number one, core issue that it should be 
focused on. 

I turn now to a recent announcement that the government made in the area of small business. Twenty-odd years 
ago, small business centres were established in about 25 different areas around Western Australia. These centres 
have provided a valuable service to small businesses, offering advice, technical information, networking 
opportunities, upskilling and a whole range of training opportunities. The government has recently announced, 
effectively, that those 25 centres are to close, after the government conducted a review that costed $80 000. At 
least that minister is prepared to finalise a review. As a result of that review, the Small Business Commissioner, 
David Eaton—not the minister—announced a couple of weeks ago that 12 zones would be set up. Various 
organisations have had to vie for the contracts for these zones.  

He flagged where those zones would be located and who would manage them. I think responsibility for the 
12 zones has been split between a range of local Chambers of Commerce and Industry. I know that Kalgoorlie–
Boulder has responsibility for the goldfields and Esperance. Gascoyne is managed by RSM Bird Cameron, 
which has been very successful in picking up at least four of these zones for small business centres. In a minute I 
will refer to some correspondence from a person in one of these zones who is not happy with the way this has 
been managed. Although the spin on these zones was that people would get better service and access to more 
advisers, the feedback from the small business centres is that they will create more difficulties. 

Hon Darren West is providing some assistance and I think Hon Mia Davies is also taking up this issue for the 
wheatbelt group. When four or five, or more in some cases, small business centres were located in a very broad 
region and they were able to utilise their local knowledge and relationships with these businesses to help them 
along, they will now be condensed into one. That is causing serious concern for the wheatbelt group. RSM Bird 
Cameron will also be managing the Pilbara’s Business Local zone. When we look at the vast areas associated 
with those zones, we can only wonder how RSM Bird Cameron will be able to get out there to provide the 
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service, build the relationships and provide assistance and support. It will make it a lot harder. I do not know 
how many of those services can be delivered online for these types of organisations. 

The other question being canvassed is around either conflict of interest or vested interest of the successful 
tenderers of these organisations. Although some of the existing small business centres were successful in 
maintaining management of these new Business Locals—there is one in Bunbury in the south west, one in the 
Kimberley and one in the great southern—the others went off to RSM Bird Cameron or a local Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry. The issue has been raised of how an accounting firm can have a full understanding of 
the range of services it needs to provide to assist a small business. Will pressure be applied to those small 
businesses to become a client of that particular accounting firm? The same would apply to a local Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry. Will that small business have to become a client or a member of that local chamber 
before any assistance can be provided to them under the banner of Business Local? There are some questions 
there. 

I pick up on the word “challenges” that was used earlier today. Although the government has basically backed 
away from providing this service, I think it will make it tougher again. The government has made a series of 
decisions that have made life more difficult over the past couple of years relating to increased tax, such as land 
tax, utility costs and deferral of the duties legislation. There has been a battering effect, if you like. This has 
sparked a lot of concern for many businesses, particularly those in the rural and regional areas. Commentary was 
made in Kalgoorlie about a week ago, and I made reference to it in a radio interview. The interviewer said to me 
that one of the staff members from the local small business centre was coming on after me but they just found 
out that they got the sack from their job so they had to go and sort that out. I said that that was a shame but they 
are not the only one; they are all going to go. I do not know whether the government has thought it through. 

In my last few minutes, I will just say that this is another example of the fact that the government does not 
necessarily think through all its decisions. We saw that replicated throughout the budget. We certainly saw that 
occur in my region of South Metropolitan in the past week or so with the Roe 8 decisions. We saw those poor 
families who were issued with that letter. A total of 77 properties, including 44 houses, have been impacted. I do 
not know whether it was a case of a lack of planning or lack of communication between a minister and his 
department or a minister and his Premier because every day this week there has been a different twist and turn 
for those people. Imagine the shock of getting a letter saying that your house is going to be resumed and bowled 
over. The next minute, when these people started to arc up about it, the minister said, “Oh, no, we got that 
wrong; we have to think that one through. I don’t know what happened there.” I would have thought that with a 
massive decision such as that—that it would resume the properties of those people— Main Roads would at least 
have run it under the nose of the minister. Now the Premier has come out saying that it was a clumsy decision. 
That epitomises a range of things. 

We also saw that clumsy announcement last night from the Treasurer, Mike Nahan, about Royal Perth Hospital. 
We know how many staunch advocates there were in this chamber for the retention of Royal Perth Hospital. 
Now the Treasurer is saying, “Maybe we need to demolish it rather than refurbish it.” We are constantly seeing 
these flip-flops, these changes of approach and this lack of direction. The boat is being steered by the Premier 
but without a tiller. His ministers are running behind the boat, not knowing what is going on. There is this 
constant changing of position. We see that in the manner in which the government conducts its business on a 
day-to-day basis. We see that in the disastrous way it put together this budget, which we will continue to pay for 
many generations. Our community still does not see the benefit that it should have from this boom. I reiterate 
that the government has squandered the boom and our community will pay the price and suffer the consequences 
in the future. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 
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