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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN JOBS BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 October. 

MR D.T. PUNCH (Bunbury) [10.59 am]: I would like to resume yesterday’s debate on the Western Australian 
Jobs Bill 2017. I was commenting on Hot Weld Fabrication, a company that had grown from a micro company 
into a very capable, high-capacity company. It is one of a number of fabricators in the Bunbury region and is more 
than capable of taking on government contracting and supply opportunities. Equally, we have some amazing civil 
contractors. I met with the Civil Contractors Federation recently and it was keen to pursue opportunities within 
government and have a better framework for being able to have a line of sight on contracting opportunities within 
government. I am sure that it will be making a very solid contribution to the interpretation of how this bill will roll 
out and how its members can take advantage of it. I am looking forward to briefing the Bunbury Geographe 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry, one of the largest regional chambers, on the opportunities of this bill. It is an 
incredibly proactive bill. It takes account of our obligations to the Australian Constitution and the free trade 
agreements at the commonwealth level, but it is absolutely proactive in working within that framework to drive 
opportunities for our local businesses in Western Australia. It does not leave it to chance as our predecessors did. 
It does not adopt a laissez-faire attitude. It is about government working actively with industry to pursue 
opportunities. I commend the bill to the house.  

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands) [11.00 am]: I rise to speak on the Western Australian Jobs Bill 2017. I was 
amazed when I received a copy of this bill and read it for the first time. I appreciate the briefing we received from 
the three members of the departments that will have to manage this particular bill. How this bill has come together 
reminds me of an episode of Utopia. There is nothing in this bill, that I can see, that ministers or the Premier cannot 
implement without an act of Parliament.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Rubbish, you did nothing, absolutely nothing.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We did a lot. I will get to that in probably about a half an hour, if I do not get interjections. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Speaker, I am being continually interjected on by the minister over there who did 
nothing and is doing nothing now.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will get back to the bill. We can work out the genesis of the bill like an episode of Utopia. 
It probably started with the bridge over to the new stadium. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The Labor Party decided there was an opportunity during the election when a bridge was 
being built overseas. The then opposition said, “Here is a great opportunity for the election. If a bridge is being 
built overseas, obviously there are jobs overseas and we would rather it be built in Western Australia. Let’s develop 
a policy around jobs in Western Australia.” I believe the genesis of this particular bill was probably the bridge 
being built in Malaysia by a subcontractor, a contract that Main Roads had let to a South Australian company. 
Each section of that bridge was nearly 100 metres long, so it was going to be fabricated in two sections, shipped 
to Western Australia and the two components bolted together in one operation. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not speaking to him, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Acting Speaker, I am losing my time. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Minister, the member has indicated he is not going to take your 
interjections. If you could please allow him to speak in silence, you can speak afterwards.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: If the minister listens, he might learn something. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister!  

Point of Order 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The minister continuously interrupts to the extent that I cannot even hear what the member 
is saying, and I am sitting next to him.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Hard luck, sit down!  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): I will manage that.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, please allow the member for Nedlands to be heard in silence. Other 
members can make their contributions after that.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Here we have a bridge that is being constructed in Malaysia. All the components are 
assembled. I have not gone up there, but I have seen a photo and members have seen photos as well. The 
components of the bridge have all been assembled and welding had started. There were some issues around the 
ownership of the fabrication yard, and when the Labor Party got into power there was an opportunity for the 
Labor Party to say, “Let’s kill that bridge; let’s create a story of creating more jobs in Western Australia” and it 
re-let the contract. We have not seen it; we do not know anything about the contract and we do not know the cost 
of rescinding the job from the South Australian contractor for its development in Malaysia. There will obviously 
be a cost, because I have seen the photos. All the steel was there.  

This is an episode of Utopia. The Labor Party comes into government and someone comes up with a great idea: 
“Lets create a jobs bill for Western Australia! Let’s promote that we are all about jobs!” As members on this side 
have already said, every single member in this house supports jobs in Western Australia. The bill is an absolute 
winner: “The Western Australian Jobs Bill.” No-one is going to argue against a bill that is all about 
Western Australian jobs. You beauty. Someone comes in and says, “We need a jobs bill.” The director general, 
who runs Infrastructure Australia — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Rob Sitch. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: — Rob Sitch says, “But minister, we already have policies around local content and 
selection of Western Australian companies.” The minister replies, “Yes, but what happens if we have 
a South Australian or a New South Wales company, Mr Sitch?” Mr Sitch says, “Unfortunately, because of mutual 
recognition arrangements and the Constitution, we have to actually take those. We cannot differentiate between 
Western Australian tenderers, and South Australian tenderers or New South Wales tenderers.” The minister then 
asks what they can do and says, “I know what we can do!” They can still talk about local content, but they will 
call it a Western Australian Jobs Bill. No-one will know, no-one will read the bill and say, “Well, actually, local 
content means New South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania, Queensland, Northern Territory, ACT and New Zealand.” 
It could also mean any free trade agreement that has been signed up by the commonwealth; I know there are 
threshold limits depending on how large the contract is. The Western Australian government might let a very large 
contract and there might be an overseas company that has a free trade agreement with Australia, and because it is 
under the external affairs power, we do not have a say in that. As we all know, under the Constitution any 
commonwealth act overrides the state act. This would probably be overridden if it was a large contract. Indeed, it 
may be that an overseas contractor might get a job and we cannot do anything about it, despite this bill.  

If I have time, I will go through all the elements of the bill one by one, and we will also be able to do it in more 
detail at the consideration in detail stage. My premise is that every single element of this bill, which I have read in 
detail, could be implemented by an individual minister making a direction to their department, including 
instrumentalities. I will use a typical example, such as the Water Corporation, which has a board. The minister can 
make a direction to the board and the direction could be, “I want a WA participation plan.” It is very simple. Every 
single minister sitting over there—we have got one interested minister sitting over there; well done, minister—and 
any minister who is watching on the monitor, could direct all departments under their power to implement 
a participation plan. There goes part 3. We do not need part 3 straightaway because the participation plan will be 
put in a statute, which means every single department when they go through a procurement process, because it is 
an act of Parliament, has to do it. But the minister just has to tell them they can do it. There is no difference. We 
spent nearly all week—we have not finished yet—implementing a bill that the government does not have to do, 
certainly for part 3.  
Let us look at part 2. Part 2 outlines a Western Australian industry participation strategy. Lots of strategies have 
been developed. 
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Mr D.T. Redman: Where is that? Have you seen it? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I have not seen it. How the government explains it is very convoluted. I would hate to be 
the person who has to write a plan. I do not know how they would write it. I will read out clause 5 — 

(1) The Minister must develop — 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Acting Speaker, I cannot talk. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: We know you don’t like WA jobs. Vote against the bill. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I love WA jobs. We all love WA jobs. WA jobs for WA. We are the party for jobs in WA. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Member for Pilbara, I call you to order for the first time. Please 
allow the member to continue his remarks in silence. Minister, there will be a chance for you to contribute later if 
you seek it. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for your protection. As I was saying, part 2 refers to the 
government preparing a Western Australian industry participation strategy. The detail of the bill states — 

(4) The strategy is not subsidiary legislation for the purposes of the Interpretation Act 1984. 
Further, if someone wins a tender and someone has not followed the strategy, it does not negate the contract. There 
might be a problem with someone not following the legislation and contravening the strategy, and we could have 
the power to make that contract null and void. But it specifically states that it is not. Why do we have a strategy 
that does not have any power? As Minister for Science and Innovation, I released the innovation strategy. That 
was a very good strategy that had dollars attached, and the government has not changed it. I suggest that we do 
not need part 2 or part 3 of the bill because we can implement those initiatives through normal operations. 
Part 4 refers to strategic projects, which are the very large projects. We will be able to determine whether this is 
true at the consideration in detail stage, but the way I read it is that the minister can raise the bar a bit higher. The 
minister can raise the bar on the big strategic projects and specify the specific elements of the participation plan to 
the procurement agency involved. When an agency develops a procurement project plan and people tender on it, 
it can include whatever criteria it likes. It could put that in now. Nothing is stopping an agency such as 
Water Corporation requiring that it see a tenderer’s participation plan as part of the tender process. For all the 
elements of the project, Water Corp could require the tenderer to specify how much WA content and WA labour 
it will use. It could be all the way through the supply chain. Let us pick a company. Let us say Civmec. Civmec 
may have to tender on a large road construction project, but it might have subcontractors. How far do we go down 
in the participation plan? 
I have been involved in tendering on very large projects. I was paid as a consultant for Leighton to provide a small 
element of help on its tender on a very large project, which incidentally it lost. Thiess got that project. Leighton 
invested some hundreds of thousands of dollars in tendering on a job that it did not get. It is already a very 
expensive thing to do. Everyone that is tendering—in this case, it would have been John Holland, Thiess and 
Leighton—has to go right through the supply chain and determine who will be the subcontractors, who the different 
organisations are and what WA content they will have in the goods and services and labour. Some subcontractors 
may use the same people and a range of complications will arise. Let us say that a tenderer is good enough to add 
that red tape to its tender and then puts in its tender. Terrific. Then the government agency involved—let us use 
Water Corp as an example—has to have someone evaluate the tenders and go through another layer of red tape. 
They have to look at the participation plans and ask: Are they true? Has the tenderer pulled some things out of the 
air? Is it dinky-di? Will it really have 30 Western Australian jobs right through the supply chain? Do we have some 
faith in the subcontractor?  

After the agency has done all that, it finds out that one of the subcontractors is from South Australia and does not 
have anyone from WA in its tender. The tenderer has been frank, put in its participation plan and said that it will 
use solely South Australian labour. However, another contractor might use only Western Australian labour. Under 
this bill, when it becomes law, the participation plans will be equal. They will have equal status because they are 
both local suppliers. The legislation states that a local supplier is one from Western Australia, South Australia, 
New South Wales, Victoria or Tasmania. The tenderers will have gone to all that effort to tender and someone will 
have gone through all that effort to evaluate the tenders, but they are the same. How long would it to take go 
through every individual before a contract even starts? 

Mr F.M. Logan: Are you aware that there is a very similar provision in place now in Victoria and it is working 
very, very successfully?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am just telling the minister — 
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Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The minister is trying to deflect from my main point, which is that this is a stunt. This 
does not have to be an act of Parliament. We are wasting this whole week on something that the Premier could just 
put out in a media statement: “All agencies will do a participation plan up to a certain threshold.” The other issue 
on which we do not have any certainty is the thresholds, because the government does not know. The poor old 
bureaucrats up the back there, who are, unfortunately, hiding, will come out at the consideration in detail stage. 
The government cannot tell us the thresholds, because it does not have any advice. 

My premise is that this bill is a total stunt. I do not know whether they would even make a Utopia episode about 
this. It is too far-fetched. Rob Sitch would say, “What? The government is bringing in a bill for a strategy that it 
can already implement without a bill?” The government is creating all this red tape, locking it up, and creating 
a minister — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Now that government members are interjecting, I will give them an example. From this 
side of the house, we — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will give members an example of how we can do this. For the red tape reduction strategy, 
did we bring in a bill? Did we bring in the red tape reduction bill? No. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You did. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, we did not. We had a strategy. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is the spin that government members use. They change the words. I got only one 
sentence out. I am explaining that the strategy and the minister involved had nothing to do with the bill. The 
Premier said that we will have a red tape reduction strategy. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You brought a bill in every year. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Acting Speaker, can you keep him quiet? 

Mr D.T. Redman: Repealing the bills was part of the strategy. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Exactly.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Ministers, the member has indicated that he is not taking injections. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am explaining how the process worked. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That minister cannot stop talking, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, the one next to the Minister for Emergency Services. Whenever anyone interjects on 
him, he goes off his face. Why does he not just keep quiet? I am giving an example — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Acting Speaker, I am speaking through you. For the red tape reduction strategy, bills 
came in, but they were repeal bills to get rid of acts of Parliament we did not need. We did not need a bill to tell 
the minister how to bring in a repeal bill; the minister just brought in the repeal bill to get rid of acts. It was not 
another bit of red tape in another bill to say how to do it. There was not a bill to curate it. The minister oversaw it 
and made sure that each minister reported to that minister in cabinet, and then it all happened. We did not have to 
go through this process, which is a waste of time. 

The final Utopia episode would have been about how this is done. The bureaucrats would have said to the 
Premier’s staff, “But we can already do this by policy.” If the government wants to achieve something for local 
content, it technically should be titled the “Australian and New Zealand Jobs Bill.” The episode would go, 
“What we want you to do, Mr Sitch, is call it the Western Australian Jobs Bill; no-one will know! Everyone—the 
public out there and the media up there—will just report that the government has put out a jobs bill and it is all for 
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jobs in Western Australia. People won’t read the detail and realise that it’s all a stunt!” Nothing can come from 
this except more red tape and more work for the public servants who are trying to put the Western Australian 
industry participation strategy together by trying to work out the pro forma required for companies that might want 
to tender on a job and the sorts of things that might be required to define Western Australian content and jobs. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am pretty disappointed in this bill. It is unnecessary. All it does is provide a smokescreen 
to the public that the Western Australian government is for jobs and that opposition members are not; but we are. 
We strongly support jobs and we created lots of jobs when we were in government. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [11.22 am]: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I do need to have this 
debate prior to — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Mr Acting Speaker, there was an agreement with the Whip. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Sorry; I have given the call to the member for Warren–Blackwood. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I have given the call to the member for Warren–Blackwood. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I absolutely agree with the comments made by the member for Nedlands, who referred to 
a Utopia episode. I have a better name for the Western Australian Jobs Bill 2017; I think it should be called the 
“Motherhood Bill.” Why the “Motherhood Bill”? It is because the bill says a lot but it does not seem to do very much. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Quite rightly, what is the hail from government members? The hail from government 
members asks, “Are you going to support it or not going to support it?” Of course, the politics of this — 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I think that the member should withdraw his comment that motherhood does nothing. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Members — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Members know the terminology. They have heard of motherhood statements. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I am on my feet. There is no point of order on that matter. Please stick to 
the matter of the bill, which I believe you are doing. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I was obviously using a common phrase that people use when they refer to motherhood 
statements. There was no reference whatsoever, as I was accused of by government members, to denigrating or 
playing down mothers, of course. It just shows the tactics deployed by the government on these sorts of issues. 

The point I was making is that the bill says a lot, but what does it do? The member for Nedlands was quite right. 
We put in place a whole range of things—I will talk about some of them in a little while—that fundamentally tried 
to address the issue of jobs for Western Australians. I understand that there is not a person in this house or in the 
state who does not want better outcomes for contracts that are supplied by government with opportunities to 
provide goods and services, building contracts or whatever it might be and to try to secure business for 
Western Australians and for Western Australian contractors if possible. 

As a member who represents the National Party, which runs only in regional Western Australia, of course the 
outcomes for regional Western Australia are a strong focus for us. The challenge here is a challenge faced by any 
government. We all have the same objective and we try to put rules in place to be able to fix the issues that occur 
when we think there has been an injustice if either a contract has been picked up by someone we think should not 
have picked it up and there is no local benefit, or when local businesses in our community should perhaps have 
access to contracts but they did not get access to them, and the contract went somewhere else. I will go through 
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some examples; there are some really ugly examples that even happened in our term. Every one of us has to fix 
these issues and fundamentally change how this works so we can land an outcome but, of course, the rules have to 
work within the constraints of a market economy. A contract needs to be market tested and we need to make sure 
no “jobs for the boys” are happening out there and that we are genuinely getting value for money in whatever 
service contracts are provided. The contracts have to be tested and, of course, rules around probity have to be 
adhered to. We need to operate within some bounds. As the government has found out, issues with interstate 
relations—constitutional issues—is one of the bounds that has to be complied with. How do we deal with that? 
We have a Western Australian Jobs Bill and, as highlighted by just about everyone who has talked on this bill, it 
could finish up providing a job to a New Zealander because we are signatories to constitutional issues. I make the 
opening remark that this bills says a lot, but I think it does very little, and it certainly can be done through other 
mechanisms. Every government has the challenge of fixing this, but I am not sure that this bill is necessarily 
a strategy to achieve it. The politics say that if we do not support this bill, apparently we do not support jobs in 
Western Australia so, of course the National Party will support the government’s jobs bill. The test will be on the 
government to make sure that the bill makes a difference. 
At the end of my comments this morning I will ask a few questions about some of the issues that will emerge as 
we work through the processes. We are seeing only this bill; we have not seen regulations and we certainly have 
not seen what is described as the Western Australian industry participation strategy. In many modern, 
contemporary bills, the enabling legislation is set up for other stuff to occur and, of course, the enabling legislation 
does not necessarily point the finger at the tools and mechanisms that are used to land the outcome that we all 
want. That is one of the challenges for this bill. It mentions strengthening existing policies. Existing policies are 
in place; we have modified them ourselves. I will go through a couple of examples. As a regional 
Western Australian and a member representing a regional seat, the issues I am going to talk about happened under 
our watch and I did not like what happened. However, I am going to raise these issues because they are the sorts 
of issues that the government has to try to solve.  
One issue was a contract that went to a school. Interestingly, these examples are all royalties for regions projects—
I will come back to the royalties for regions program in a minute because I think it applies here. The project was 
to upgrade a school and the issue was that we would have preferred a regional building contractor to do it. Regional 
contractors were available to do projects such as this. To meet the criteria, a significant builder from the 
metropolitan Perth area opened an office in regional Western Australia. They stuck an office assistant in there with 
one telephone, paid a bit of rent and paid some phone bills, and it was then able to tick the box to say it was 
a regionally located building contractor. Of course, it won the contract over local contractors and unfortunately 
local people missed out on working on the project. How do we manage that? How do we set up some rules? Our 
endeavour to put rules in place to try to get regional contractors to pick up that work failed because contractors in 
Perth were able to set up a regional office and therefore tick the box of being located in the region. I thought that 
was unfortunate. Nevertheless, they endeavoured to do it. 
Ms J. Farrer: That is exactly what happened in the Kimberley. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The government will have some bounds for what it defines as regional and subregional. 
Presumably, it will have some thresholds for what applies within that. That is the stuff we have yet to see. That is 
one of the challenges. I would like to see that fixed. If the government can achieve that, that will be a credit to it. 
The other concern was the issue of project scope. The Agricola Residential College project in Kalgoorlie was 
a $20 million project, using royalties for regions funds. The residential college supports those who attend the 
Western Australian School of Mines and TAFE in Kalgoorlie. Curtin University also had a role in it. The scope 
went out. I am relying on my memory; I do not have a cast of people behind me to support me in this discussion. 
The project was scoped up to be a modular design. The contractor that won it was based in Melbourne because it 
was the only business that could meet the scope of the project. That was unfortunate because a Western Australian 
business did not get to do it. The Melbourne-based contractor either went broke or went into receivership and 
could not deliver on it, and it finished up going overseas. That is an absolute travesty. Here is a significant regional 
project worth $20 million that finished up going overseas because of a scoping issue in the first instance and no 
capacity to shift that scope to try to get some local or regional benefit. That was a terrible example. 
The other example of service provision is the head contractor model for housing in regional Western Australia. 
The member for Kimberley would be all too familiar with this. I would be surprised if her office is not taking calls 
on this. 
Ms J. Farrer: There weren’t any Indigenous people locally from the Kimberley who were employed through that 
program. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I have some comments about that, too, because that is another really important issue. The 
head contractor model set up a structure sitting over all the housing maintenance, for example, which meant that 
a lot of people had local contracts to support the schools. People knew them, they were able to get in there quickly 
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and do these projects but there was this distance factor. Up in the member for Kimberley’s part of the world, people 
were asked to come big distances, replace a tap washer, go back out and then someone came in the next day to do 
something else. We did not have a coordinated approach to local contractors in housing. That was an issue that the 
member for Nedlands and I had issues trying to manage. I do not think the head contractor model has helped that. 
That came in during our time. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Under Troy Buswell. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes; I admit that. 

Ms J. Farrer: Most of those jobs were contracted out and a person had to go and ring a certain number here in 
Perth and the Department of Housing then organised contractors to do the work. It took weeks and weeks before 
any work was done. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I agree. 

Ms J. Farrer: But a lot of the Indigenous contractors who live in the Kimberley were not given a choice. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I agree. I am raising this because they are key issues. They are issues that we tried to resolve 
and sort out under our watch. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, you didn’t. You did nothing about it. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am putting it right on the table. The government’s challenge will be the same as ours. 
I guess that is the point I make. It was not for lack of effort on the part of at least three ministers. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What are you talking about? It was your policy. It was a stupid policy when you brought it 
in. We argued against it. We came into the chamber and moved resolutions. We asked questions and you kept it 
going. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: In regional Western Australia, I did not agree with it. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What did you do about it? You were the housing minister. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: No, I was not the housing minister when it was put in place. That was put in by Troy Buswell 
at the time. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: And you were the housing minister after him and you kept it going. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Of course I was. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: And you kept it going. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I did not sign off on the extension of that. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, you did. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: No, I did not. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Hell, yeah! You did. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The member can go and check that. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I will. I know because I asked you in estimates about it. We did a report into that in the PAC. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am making the point now. If that is exposing my underbelly, so be it, because I do not 
believe that in time, as we saw that play out, that was as effective as it could be. In some cases we have to test this 
stuff. It was well and truly tested. To my mind, it did not come up trumps. 

The other issue was the Esperance foreshore development. That RforR project went through the local government 
in Esperance. It contracted pretty significant development. There were foreshore revetment works along with 
landscaping and some planting of trees and shrubs and whatever else to beautify the foreshore. That part of the 
project was put out to tender. It did not go to an Esperance firm. An Esperance firm missed out and there was 
ballyhoo about it down there. An Albany firm picked it up. As a member for regional Western Australia, it was 
nice to see an Albany firm pick it up—another regional business—but unfortunately an Esperance firm did not 
pick it up; it missed out. We have this challenge of what a region is, how far do we define the boundaries of 
a region and what rules do we put in place to give some advantage to those who might be located in that 
community? Esperance is a relatively isolated community compared with other parts of regional Western Australia 
and, indeed, Perth and, if we take the worst example, somewhere in New Zealand. 

I have an apartment in Perth where I stay when I am in town. On hot days, I get a chance to swim in the pool. I got 
talking to a fellow from South Australia when I was in the pool a couple of years ago. When I asked him what he 
did, he said he was an electrician from South Australia and he had just won the contract to check all the 
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residual-current devices in schools in Western Australia. Again, that is a challenging example. There must be 
enough electrical contractors in WA to pick up those projects, certainly local ones, yet this person had the contract 
for that. I have given five examples of what occurred under our watch. I will be the first to highlight those issues, 
albeit exposing some of my arguments from an opposition perspective. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Member, I want to apologise. It was not you who renewed it; it was Bill Marmion, the member 
for Nedlands, while you were a member of cabinet. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I thank the member for Cannington. I know that. I am putting issues on the table. These are 
exactly the same issues that the government is going to face. It must endeavour to put a set of rules in place to try 
to sort it out. We need to start testing the bounds of some of those other structural constraints—that is, the issues 
of probity, market testing and constitution. Those are the bounds around which the government will have to try to 
put some rules in place to sort out what we and certainly the public see as some fundamental issues that need to be 
resolved. 

The reason I had a jibe at the member for Pilbara a little while ago—unfortunately, he is not here—about being 
careful what he said related to the issue of royalties for regions. I make the point, despite what the member for 
Cannington says is in the budget, that what has changed in royalties for regions is putting in place changes that 
effectively cut over 45 per cent of royalties for regions out of regional programs. I make the point today that those 
cuts to royalties for regions will have a far greater impact on jobs in regional Western Australia than this bill will 
ever create. What this government has done to royalties for regions will have a far greater impact on jobs in 
regional Western Australia than this bill will ever create. The member for Pilbara’s region has been a significant 
recipient of royalties for regions funding. I suggest that he check what job creation occurred, what businesses were 
able to set up and what happened in those areas. There was significant regional investment that made a difference 
in jobs. It was about fundamentally investing in regional Western Australia. This government has cut that off at 
the knees. It has brought in a jobs bill, saying that it is all for jobs in Western Australia, but it took out half the 
money that was creating those jobs in regional Western Australia. 

Ms S.F. McGurk: Sustainable jobs, member. They want sustainable investment. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Of course. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Not one cent has been cut from royalties for regions. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It has. I do not know how the member can hold a straight face. He is not silly; he is smart. 
I know that he understands how budgets work. Therefore, he knows exactly what is going on but for some reason 
he does not want to accept the argument. 

I will go through what I see as the issues with the bill. One issue is that value for money is its primary objective. 
I will pick up two points and use an example to describe it. Value for money is the primary objective, but who is 
the adjudicator and who is the person, people or organisation that provides accountability for that value for money?  

[Member’s time extended.]  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will use a school as an example. As a former school principal, I have been in this situation. 
A school goes out and gets bids for the supply of a bit of equipment. It gets two bids. Presumably, a bid in this 
case reaches the threshold for what this bill is asking to include in terms of a local participation plan. Two bids 
come in. The first bid is a low-cost bid—it is the lowest price of the two bids—and it also has a relatively minor 
amount of local content under the local participation plan. The second bid is a high-cost bid—it is higher than the 
first—but its local content is lovely; the local content describes local contractors and suppliers being involved. 
That school has to make a decision, or have a process that makes a decision, on which bid to accept in the context 
of the Western Australian industry participation strategy and the regulations that this government will put in place. 
What will be going through their heads? The first is that if they do not take the low bid, they will have to defend 
the argument for why they have taken the high bid. They are going to be looking for some cover. We know that 
there is a high level of risk aversion in government agencies. They do not want to be exposed to a question in 
Parliament about why they took a particular line. They are going to need the cover if they are going to depart from 
a low-cost option. I remember the education department writing up a set of procurement purchasing rules about 
buying video recorders. It spent a few days putting it together. Someone said, “Why don’t you go and buy a couple 
of video recorders with that policy?” It tied them in knots because of what they were presented with—a low-cost 
option versus another option that came in at a slightly higher price but for which the spec went well beyond the 
scope of the project. The challenge here is how to make those things work. The principle being put up is that it 
will not necessarily be the lower-cost bid that wins. We are making an argument that, given that higher level of 
cost, we are putting some sort of value on local participation by local contractors and suppliers. How do we value 
that and who adjudicates that to ensure that the people making the decisions have the political cover so that they 
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do not get into trouble? They are coming from a very risk-averse base. The challenge is to land the value outcomes 
that we all aspire to.  

We have not seen the WA industry participation strategy and we have not seen the thresholds that will supposedly 
be put in place. All of us like to see tiered thresholds. If there are low-cost contracts, a lower level of compliance 
is applied. As that builds up, compliance and probity needs to build up. We have not seen that either. One of the 
biggest barriers to regional contractors has been this level of compliance. I suspect that the government is going 
to butt heads a little with contractors. We did not get any clear indication of strong market testing of the principles 
that the government has put up. There has not been market testing to get the necessary feedback to say that if 
projects are put out, capacity will be at a level to put up a competent bid. When we were in government, we put 
up funds to support contractors to build capacity to make bids for both government contracts and resource sector 
contracts. Building capacity was a necessary investment to try to overcome that issue. That is one of the challenges 
the government will face.  

I want to pick up a couple of other issues. One will be very dear to the member for Kimberley’s heart. I do not 
think this bill mentions Aboriginal businesses at all. It does not refer to strategies. We were verbally told in our 
briefing that there are other strategies for getting a higher level of Aboriginal business engagement and Aboriginal 
employment. This bill does not make reference to it, but it is a really important issue. I will talk about what we put 
up in the Regional Services Reform Unit. It was mentioned yesterday by the member for Murray–Wellington when 
she talked about her electorate during the debate on the jobs bill. She aspires to a target of three per cent 
participation by Aboriginal businesses in her electorate. Three per cent was the target. The global number for 
Western Australia for the proportion of Aboriginal people in the workforce is three per cent and, therefore, that 
should be an appropriate target. Three per cent is fine for her electorate and it is probably fine for my electorate, 
but it is certainly not fine for the Kimberley. A three per cent participation rate of Aboriginal businesses and 
workforce is not an appropriate target for the Kimberley, nor for the Pilbara, the goldfields or many other regions, 
probably including the midwest. One thing we put in place as a government, which was very difficult because of 
push back from directors general and on a number of other fronts, was regionally based targets for government 
employment, government procurement and government-contracted services. I hope that the Treasurer has that on 
his agenda—it was on our agenda—because it has to be proactively forced. This bill makes no reference to that. 
There has been very little discussion of Aboriginal participation. This will be a big issue for the members for 
Pilbara, Kimberley and Kalgoorlie and for those electorates that have a high proportion of Indigenous population 
of workforce age and Indigenous businesses. We would like to have a much higher level of participation from 
those people and businesses in a range of government contracts and projects.  

I will talk about a couple of other issues before I finish. I asked a question about the level of resourcing from the 
government to support this. The answer I got was $1 million a year. I also asked what level of procurement for 
government contracts and services is bid for every year. The answer was $25 billion. If I have got this right—it 
was the number given to me in the briefing—government contracts and services are worth $25 billion a year. The 
government is putting in $1 million a year in extra resourcing to support the bill and local content strategy on the 
back of $25 billion of procurement and services. Is the government dinkum, because I would have thought that 
that looks a little underdone? 

The last point I raise to compare and contrast. The aim of this bill is to shift the dial towards allowing government 
contracts and services, including those of government trading enterprises, to go to not necessarily the lowest bidder, 
but the bidder that provides a greater level of local content and local service. That is the goal. We would like to 
know, and it is reasonable for the public to know, the gap between the lowest cost bid and the bids that actually 
win the contracts with a local participation plan. In other words, what is the cost of the baseline? The argument, 
which I agree with, is that we are providing jobs to businesses in regional Western Australia, which helps to sustain 
local schools and contributes to the economy. Therefore, there is value attached to that. How do we quantify that 
value? How do we justify that value? How do we adjudicate whether that value is right or wrong? I think it is 
reasonable to ask: if they do not take the lowest bid but take another bid, and we are setting up rules on how to 
achieve that and have it defended, what is the price gap? Everyone has their price. We get a bit frustrated in the 
regions because we all buy local. My former colleague Tuck Waldron used to use an example in here of someone 
who knocked on his door and told him how people were not buying local stuff, but the next time he saw this person, 
he was at a service station with a washing machine that he had bought in Perth. Our behaviours are tested by our 
pockets and everyone has their idea of what is a fair price. I for one want to do whatever I can to support regional 
Western Australia and my own community with my purchasing because I know that that supports those businesses. 
But there is the issue of price, and I will go somewhere else if I do not think a price is fair or gouging or something 
is going on. These are the challenges. Some of the best bureaucratic minds have been put to those challenges. The 
spirit of all governments, including ours, has been to try to iron out some of those challenges. I have told members 
some of the issues we had. I hope that was taken in the right spirit because they are challenges that the government 
will face.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 19 October 2017] 

 p4943b-4960a 
Mr Donald Punch; Mr Bill Marmion; Mr Terry Redman; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Yaz Mubarakai; Mr Tony 

Krsticevic; Ms Josie Farrer 

 [10] 

I think there is a fair bit of politics in the Western Australian Jobs Bill. It has been put on the table in this house—
of course, we will all support it. But, to me, it has more words than it has teeth. The issues that the government 
faces are exactly the same issues that we faced. I believe we had a red-hot crack at that. Once a government tries 
to put a set of rules around this issue, it exposes potential probity issues and issues around what is a fair thing in 
both the scope of projects and the level of local content, supply and support that is acceptable and what the price 
will be for that. Yes, we will support this legislation. I think there is a range of issues, not the least of which is that 
every government that has come into this house has endeavoured to try to solve this issue. The objective is fine; 
I support the objective. I am not sure whether the legislation we have seen today is the tool that will solve all the 
issues we have talked about. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [11.51 am]: The Western Australian Jobs Bill 2017 is part of a suite of 
initiatives by the McGowan government to put the important issue of local jobs for Western Australians front and 
centre. The legislation focuses on the supply of goods by local companies for government projects, thereby 
facilitating the creation of local jobs. I welcome this and other initiatives that will foster employment locally. 

Unemployment levels in my electorate are unacceptably high—way above the state average—and I see regularly 
the impact that has on not only individuals, but also their families and the broader community. The impact is 
palpable. For individuals it can include the resort to alcohol and drugs, and mental health issues. The economy 
must serve people and where there is market failure, the government is duty bound to intervene. 

Work is more than a way to make a living. As Pope Francis succinctly put it — 

There is no worse material poverty, I am keen to stress, than the poverty which prevents people from 
earning their bread and deprives them of the dignity of work. 

For many people, a job defines and is part of their identity, and once gone, they have little to take pride in. Loss 
of a pay cheque or, worse still, never having had one means loss of routine, security and connection to other people. 
It is little wonder that unemployment and the deterioration of both physical and mental health are frequently linked. 
Some research has suggested that the rate of male suicide amongst the unemployed in Australia is almost fivefold 
that of employed counterparts. The correlations between depression, suicide and unemployment are complex. For 
example, it is possible that unemployment causes poor health conditions such as depression, or it could be that 
having such conditions makes it harder to land a job as employers are looking for upbeat applicants. Similarly, 
social isolation and lack of networks such as those in the workplace are prevalent in the unemployed, which has 
a causal connection with depression. What is clear, however, is that the consequences of unemployment create 
conditions that foster depression and mental health issues, including suicide. 

There are different considerations for different sectors of the unemployed, and strategies need to be tailored and 
targeted to suit the special challenges that each poses. We hear much about youth unemployment, which is a top 
priority to address. We need to secure a hopeful future for young Western Australians, and all efforts to achieve 
that outcome are a sound investment. It is tragic that there is intergenerational unemployment, but by addressing 
youth unemployment, we can at least arrest that cycle. Today I heard of an Anglicare report that for every one 
entry-level job there are 4.8 applicants, so it is very important that we focus on youth unemployment and breaking 
that cycle. 

Without diminishing the significance of youth unemployment, there are two other categories that receive little 
attention that I would like to focus on in the time available. Firstly, there are older workers, and by that I mean 
workers over 45 years, and those from migrant and refugee backgrounds. In the context of the former, this is an 
acute problem in Western Australia with the contraction of the mining sector. For example, many older fly in, fly 
out workers are now finding themselves out of work and having to contend with a job market that actively 
discriminates against older applicants. The Australian Human Rights Commission’s 2016 report “Willing to 
Work” found that 27 per cent of people aged over 50 reported experiencing age discrimination at work and 
one-third when applying for a job. One-third of people gave up looking for work altogether. Age discrimination 
was found to be most prevalent against older women, who were more likely to be viewed as having outdated skills, 
being slow to learn or being likely to do an unsatisfactory job. The Human Rights Commission found that age 
discrimination was out in the open, with 40 per cent of companies prepared to admit that they avoided employing 
anyone over 55. Consequently, this has led to many applicants omitting their age or altering their CVs to make it 
less apparent how long they had actually been in the workforce. These findings are supplemented and supported 
by a survey undertaken by The Conversation journal earlier this year. In April this year, its report 
“Age discrimination in the workplace happening to people as young as 45: study” found — 

The most common form of perceived discrimination was negative assumptions about older workers’ 
skills, learning abilities or cognition. 
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Survey participants also reported limited … opportunities for promotion or training, working in an 
organisation that undervalued them and difficulty securing work due to age. 

Workers also describe — 

… subtle pressure from their colleagues and management to stop working in order to “make room 
for the younger generation”. This was regardless of their experience, enduring capabilities or working 
preferences.  
Workers also faced patronising attitudes, where employers or colleagues assumed they would struggle to 
pick up new technology or work systems quickly, due to their age. Some survey participants felt they 
were not afforded the same promotional or training opportunities as their younger colleagues. 
… 
Older job seekers reported being candidly or surreptitiously rejected through recruitment processes on 
the basis of age alone. Education, training and a steady working history were not guaranteed to help study 
participants in their search for employment.  
Some interviewees had found it necessary to accept work for which they felt overqualified. Job seeker 
services in particular were considered ill-equipped to assist older, highly experienced and often 
well-educated adults. 

The survey results also suggested — 
… that people experiencing work-related ageism tend to report poorer health, lower household incomes 
and lower total superannuation fund balances, than those who have not had this experience. 
Mature aged workers bring with them a range of favourable characteristics such as stability, reliability, 
loyalty, experience, wisdom and maturity. One way to tackle work related ageism is to firstly address 
negative perceptions regarding the competency of older workers.  

I can sound a note of optimism, however, because the demographics in Australia are changing. Currently, 
25 per cent of the population is over 55, but that will increase to 33 per cent in the next decade, and employers are 
having to reassess older workers. The more enlightened businesses are now realising older workers are an untapped 
resource; they bring a lifetime of experience, maturity and commonsense. Bunnings is a case in point. It 
understands that an ex-plumber or an ex-painter with a lifetime of experience can give the home handyperson 
really good practical advice. The other rationale for employing older workers is that the customer base itself is 
getting older and, in jobs requiring customer service or personal interaction, this is beneficial. 
Similarly, the abilities, qualifications and skills of migrants and refugees job applicants are undervalued, and 
discrimination occurs far too frequently, according to research. People from culturally and linguistically diverse 
backgrounds come to Western Australia with a wealth of skills, experience and aspirations. They are committed 
to pursuing employment as a means of securing economic security and contributing to their new home. However, 
they face multiple barriers in applying their skills and experience and fulfilling their aspirations in the employment 
market. This is compounded by Centrelink’s Jobactive requirements, which are inimical to smooth transition to 
work, and the transfer of settlement services to the Department of Human Services, which has no skills base or 
corporate understanding of how to handle such cases. A report published in August 2017 titled “Not Working: 
Experiences of refugees and migrants with Jobactive” co-authored by Fairfield Multicultural Interagency and the 
Refugee Council of Australia, sums up the issues confronting migrant and refugee job seekers extremely well. It 
focuses on barriers caused or made worse by the introduction of the Jobactive program, including — 

• Lack of specialised service 
• Choosing between learning English and looking for work 
• Streaming and the Job Seeker Classification Instrument (JSCI) 
• Compliance measures and implications 
• Limited support with resumes and interview skills 
• Job Plans and lack of understanding of rights and responsibilities 
• Under-use of interpreters and lack of translated materials 
• Inappropriate Work for the Dole placements 
• Over-reliance on, and lack of support for use of, technology to look for work, and 
• Being treated with disrespect. 

The report also identifies some longstanding barriers to employment. These include — 

• Lack of opportunities to attain relevant Australian work experience 
• Difficulties in the recognition of prior qualifications and experiences, and 
• De-skilling than upskilling. 
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Most powerful are a number of case studies and quotes from those working on the front line as well as job seekers 
themselves. The report quoted a settlement service provider in Perth as saying — 

We’ve now got a systemic payment suspension problem because as soon as a client misses their even one 
of their reporting, their payment is stopped. We are up to eighty, ninety clients who have their payments 
suspended for reasons that they do not understand for which the Jobactive will not help them.  

A Syrian refugee from Fairfield is quoted in the report as saying — 
Jobactive could not speak to me as I have no English so they gave me an Arabic newspaper and told me 
to look for jobs. The newspaper didn’t have a job section. Confused, I would just read the news for 2 hours 
until they would let me go. 

A Burmese refugee in Fairfield is quoted in the report as saying — 

Every time I attend my appointment, I request an interpreter service but my request is ignored by the 
Jobactive service and no interpreter is provided. 

I am proud to be part of a government that understands the human toll of unemployment. I am proud our highest 
priority is to secure more jobs for more Western Australians. I am proud to be a member of the Labor Party, which 
knows implicitly that if the dignity of work is to be protected, the basic rights of workers must be respected—the 
right to productive work, the necessity for safe workplaces, the right to decent and fair wages and the right to the 
organisation and joining of unions. I commend the bill to the house.  

MR Y. MUBARAKAI (Jandakot) [12.04 pm]: The purpose of the Western Australian Jobs Bill 2017 is to focus 
on small to medium Western Australian business and Western Australian jobs. An election commitment of the 
McGowan Labor government, and one I am most proud of, is the plan for jobs, which has led to this jobs bill that 
I take this opportunity to speak on. This bill has the right principles and objectives to help small and medium 
businesses regain the confidence that was lost after experiencing the biggest boom and bust in WA’s economic 
history. Times are tough, and should not be, after what was meant to be, for the next 20 years, WA’s time to grow 
and prosper. From 2012, Western Australia went from experiencing growth and investment to losing a chunk of 
its goods and services tax and experiencing a downturn in the resource sector. During this time, government 
intervention lacked concern for repair or a strategy to provide alternative ways to assist the economy from 
descending to a low point in Western Australia’s history. 

This bill will provide every possible support and assistance to local industry participation in tendering for 
government procurement, which is one of the largest sectors in the WA market, worth around 
$25 billion per annum. By including local small and medium business, we are creating a micro-economic platform 
that previously never existed, except in principle. Their participation in this framework allows them to grow into 
various other opportunities. When government supports business, we create jobs, which stimulates growth and 
prosperity in the community that benefits everyone. I am, and will always be, a small business entrepreneur and 
this bill brings optimism to many small and medium businesses struggling to survive in the current market. The 
last three years have been the worst this state has ever seen. Business owners have struggled to make ends meet 
and cash flow is a daily problem, and this has led to the worst economic crisis in Western Australian history. 

Not far from here is Perth’s central business district, a prime example that showcases the state’s current economic 
situation. We see the highest number of vacancies and closures, and it has been like that for three years with no 
sign of help or recovery. In my many conversations with business owners from all sectors of the market, not 
a single operator out there has described their situation as improving. They have experienced double-digit deficits 
year on year for the last three years with no sign of an end to a downward spiral that has caused chaos and unrest 
in the jobs market as businesses shut down. There has been no government intervention whatsoever. 

During the election campaign this year, Mark McGowan announced the “WA Labor Plan for Jobs”. That strategy 
has government participating and assisting small to medium businesses create jobs and support local content. The 
bill before us provides the opportunity for the government to step in to help restore confidence and positive energy 
back to the business sector. Small to medium enterprises make up 97 per cent of the market share in 
Western Australia. Yesterday I attended a breakfast at the Hyatt Regency hosted by WA’s peak business body, the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, where the Premier addressed the crowd with a quick 
snapshot of the government’s plans to repair the budget, stimulate tourism, and fight for a fair share of the GST. 
He covered many other topics, but most interesting were my many conversations with some prominent business 
operators about their views on the current government’s strategy in addressing the current downturn. I received 
positive messages about the market showing signs of stabilising and they are looking forward to investing again 
as the market indicates that the worst of the situation is behind them and is now in recovery mode. Over the next 
18 months, as investment grows and new projects are committed to, the jobs market will provide signs of recovery. 
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The previous government was out of touch, and local industry had lost faith in its ability to perform. This was 
evidenced at the election, when the message from the WA community was loud and clear. 

This bill will provide, through its participation strategy, diversification and growth of the Western Australian 
economy by targeting supply opportunities for local industry, increased access to and raised awareness of local 
industry capabilities and encouragement for local industry to adopt world’s best practice and innovation. This 
strategy will also support and promote apprenticeship training and job opportunities in Western Australia and—
the best part—increased opportunities for local industry to develop import replacement capacity by giving local 
industry, in particular small and medium enterprises, a full, fair and reasonable opportunity to compete against 
foreign suppliers of good and services.  

This bill will also provide guidelines through an independent body called the industry participation advisory 
service, which will serve the purpose of assisting business with their participation plans in the tender process and 
reduce red tape. The bill outlines steps that must be taken by the industry participation advisory service in the 
course of a procurement process for relevant supplies. It must make sure that prospective suppliers submit 
a participation plan outlining its local procurement commitments. Suppliers will be evaluated on their participation 
plans in accordance with the strategy. The industrial participation advisory service will incorporate in all contracts 
awarded that the successful supplier commit to its participation plan making sure that from its first inception to 
the final execution all commitments are fulfilled. This strategy’s operation and effectiveness will be reviewed at 
its fifth anniversary and, every year, also provide Parliament with an annual report on the implementation of this 
legislation and the Western Australian industry participation strategy. 

I am excited about our plans for Jandakot in the state budget and the direct impact it will have on the local economy. 
The almost $1 billion worth of infrastructure projects will deliver 3 500 direct jobs and innumerable indirect jobs. 
It will have an even greater impact on the local small businesses that will participate in these projects. Two major 
industrial precincts are in my electorate that would benefit from this bill—that is, the Jandakot Airport area and 
the Canning Vale industrial precinct on Bannister Road. Jandakot Airport is the only general aviation airport in 
the metropolitan area. It generates substantial economic benefits for the state economy. The airport occupies an 
area of 622 hectares, of which mixed business is projected to comprise 195 hectares or around 30 per cent. The 
development of the mixed business precinct has attracted leading-edge firms to the airport site and generated 
a number of spin-off service industries such as air tourism and training. With around 90 business tenants, the 
airport generates a payroll of more than $64 million. This is estimated to grow to $420 million when development 
of the airport is complete; 8 050 people will be employed in 300 businesses. 

Home to the new Swan Brewery, the industrial and logistics precinct in Canning Vale is one of Perth’s premier 
industrial lots. It also makes a substantial contribution to the WA economy. With 580 businesses, including a large 
manufacturing contingent, and more than 16 000 local jobs the precinct adds $2.1 billion in value to the 
WA economy, and is still growing! 

Before I close, I would like to discuss some of the objections raised by the opposition. I have been taking notes 
and have noticed phrases such as “window-dressing”, “question of addressing red tape”, “not convinced entirely”, 
“the bill should have been tested before it was implemented”, and “this is a test for this government”. Those were 
some of the objections that were raised, which I do not understand. The test was the eight years that the opposition 
was in government. We have inherited its mess and are trying to fix it. Instead of supporting repair measures, the 
opposition is asking questions about the intent to fix its mess without being able to outline what in the bill lacks 
merit. It is just fluff talk! This bill supports businesses and jobs and will increase confidence, allowing taxpayers’ 
money to circulate back into the economy instead of going overseas as it did when the opposition was in 
government. I am proud to be part of a government that is taking proactive steps to support the development of 
these precincts and help them reach their potential for the benefit of the WA economy. Many community members 
in my electorate of Jandakot will benefit from jobs within these precincts. I commend the bill to the house.  

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [12.15 pm]: I want to say a few words on the Western Australian Jobs Bill 2017 
and on how important it is to support Western Australians and Western Australian jobs. Over the last couple of 
days in this house there has been debate that our side of government did not do anything to support 
Western Australian jobs. That is not true. When we first came to government in September 2008 at the height of 
the global financial crisis, it was the Western Australian government’s investment in infrastructure projects that 
carried the people of Western Australia through the global financial crisis so we did not experience its impacts. 
Soon after that, we moved into the period of the mining construction boom. Members will remember that during 
our first term in government people came from all over Australia and the world to Western Australia because we 
did not have enough people in the state to fill the jobs that were available. To somehow imply that during our term 
in government we did nothing to create jobs is completely off the mark. Members would have to have been asleep 
during all those years to come up with a statement like that. It is obvious that we created a huge number of jobs. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 19 October 2017] 

 p4943b-4960a 
Mr Donald Punch; Mr Bill Marmion; Mr Terry Redman; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Yaz Mubarakai; Mr Tony 

Krsticevic; Ms Josie Farrer 

 [14] 

That boom in construction had a trickle-down effect through state government, through us being able to keep 
employees in our government departments. Generous wage increases were given to lots of public servants to make 
sure they stayed in our hospitals and that the police stayed in the police stations and all our jobs were filled. The 
member for Burns Beach, having been a police officer, would be well aware of the police officers who came from 
overseas to fill those jobs and the great job they have done since they have been here. 

We need to give credit where credit is due. We need to acknowledge the work that both sides of Parliament tried 
to do to make sure that jobs are available for the people in Western Australia and the difficulties that process 
presents. It obviously created a lot of difficulties for us when we were in government. One difficulty was having 
enough people for the work and we then had to pay them at the appropriate level to keep them in their jobs. Our 
state propped up the whole of Australia. We entered the next phase in our second term when the price of iron ore 
collapsed, the GST fell away and the construction boom ended. That created a range of new problems. That shows 
how in eight years a government can go through a massive rollercoaster ride. Government has to be nimble and 
light on its feet to be able to manoeuvre through these complexities, which will always present themselves. I will 
never oppose a bill to give jobs to Western Australians. I will never oppose anything that would create work for 
our children and our grandchildren in future generations to continue to generate wealth for the state and this 
country. The debate around the GST is a big issue for Australia and Western Australia. The way the formula is 
currently done, it is a disincentive for states that are lifting and carrying the load, creating opportunities but losing 
that wealth to states that are doing very little work to support their state economies or the national economy. An 
incentive needs to be built into the scheme so that if a hardworking state contributes and adds value, it needs to be 
recognised, not penalised, for that. The rest of Australia does not realise that by not reinvesting in 
Western Australia they are holding back the whole of Australia. They need to step back and look at that. Politics 
always gets in the way of good decision-making and doing what is right for the people of Australia, because every 
state wants to look after its own interests. Every political party wants to get re-elected and every federal member 
wants to look after their electorate, as do state members. It always comes down to other factors that play a role in 
our decision-making process. We can raise the bar and start looking at things from a national and state level. 

Something I say to people in businesses is that if there is someone else in their industry who is getting involved in 
their sector and they are helping to raise the bar, they are creating more opportunity by bringing customers to their 
area. They should not fight that; they should work with them, because the pie will grow. It is not about competing 
with each other and trying to see who can undercut whom, who can send who broke first so that they can have the 
cake to themselves, because there is always going to be someone new stepping into the market. There will always 
be someone interested in getting involved in that sector. It is about how to work collaboratively, within both 
Western Australia and the commonwealth. That is very, very important. We need to step back, reflect and have an 
intelligent debate about that. It is very easy, as we do in this house, to throw barbs across the chamber and say 
things to each other. That does not help our cause in so many ways. But that is politics, and I suppose we have to 
play within the parameters of what we are doing; we are all guilty of that. As I have said before, we can all do 
better in trying to make those statements more accurate and reflective of what is going on, rather than just making 
statements that we know are not true, are exaggerated or way off the mark, but we still make them and then lower 
the bar for everybody, when in fact we can focus on the technicalities. We can focus on the facts and the genuine 
issues because they are important and sometimes get lost in the debates in this Parliament. That is a concern 
because we move away from talking about the substance of what we are debating to talking in generalities and 
obviously not focusing on trying to make things better, which is what we are all trying to do. 

When we had our briefing on the Western Australian Jobs Bill 2017, we asked a lot of questions but there were 
very few answers. That is a concern. Why bring a bill to Parliament when the work has not been done? Yesterday, 
a member mentioned that it is a fancy looking box but that when we look inside, we see that it is empty. There is 
no doubt that it will have something in it at some point in time but at this time it is empty. The bill indicates that 
at some point there will be things in there such as the Western Australian industry participation strategy. We do 
not know what that is, what it will look like or what the substance of it will be, but it will be there, supposedly. 
One assumes it will be there. As we have seen with other debates in this Parliament, just because legislation states 
something should be a certain way, does not mean it happens. We can only hope there will be a Western Australian 
industry participation strategy. At the same time, there will be participation plans and regulations but again, we do 
not know what they will look like. There will be a commitment to strategic projects in which the relevant minister 
will be able to add certain clauses, conditions and expectations to the contract, but we do not know what that will 
look like either. We do not know whether that will be done in a way that favours certain supporters, industries or 
players and cuts other people out of the market. Who knows? Because we have not seen any of this, we do not 
know any of it. 

It is interesting, because there are a lot of very intelligent people in this Parliament. If we took away the politics 
from the bill and just said to someone, “What do you reckon?” They would say, “That is a good idea; tell me 
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what’s in it.” We could not really tell them what is in it yet because it has not been worked out. They would ask, 
“What’s the plan?” which we do not know, because we do not have the plan yet. They would ask what the rules 
and regulations are, which have not been done either. They would tell us to go away, do a bit of work and once we 
have put it together, come back and see them to talk about it and refine it to make it work. That is really what it 
should be about. It should be about how we can work collaboratively to look through what has been proposed. We 
can take it back to our constituents. The member for Jandakot talked about all the small businesses in the various 
parts of his electorate. We all have small to medium–sized businesses in our electorates—some more and some 
less. I am sure they would like to have some input into the Western Australian Jobs Bill. I am sure they would like 
to see it and ask what it means for them and how it can help them to employ more people, provide more 
apprenticeships and to add some value. I am sure they would have some good ideas. I am sure that their experiences 
would add some value to not only the bill itself, but also the debate of this Parliament. We all know that they are 
struggling. Everybody out there is struggling. There is not a person who I have spoken to who is not finding it 
difficult to operate in these economic circumstances. There are businesspeople out there right now—I am sure we 
all know them—who are losing their house and are going to be renting. In some cases, they have not made good 
business decisions; unfortunately, that happens. In other cases, the economic circumstances have turned sharply 
against them, but it is also important for the landlords who have the capacity to support small to medium businesses 
to step up to the plate and say that because times are tough at the moment, they are willing to take a haircut on the 
rental or the lease to support them through this difficult time, rather than just try to get every cent out of them that 
they can, resulting in them going bankrupt and the premises becomes vacant and unable to be filled with anybody 
else. It is about everybody recognising that we can benefit only by working together and helping each other out. We 
will always have more by sharing with others. That is the bottom line. Sometimes we seem to forget that because 
for some people it is all about “me”. It is all about how much they can get and how big they can grow and how 
much they can consume without thinking about all the others they need to bring along with them. At the end of the 
day, they will falter if they do not bring everybody on that journey. We have all seen that many times in business, 
in our personal lives and in every aspect of our life. If we do not include others and bring them on our journey, we 
will not succeed. Likewise in this Parliament, we need to bring everybody on that journey so that we can develop 
good policy, good strategies and good legislation. I do not think anybody begrudges that. We are in opposition now. 
We had our turn and the electorate spoke. Now it is up to the Labor Party to deliver for the community. I do not 
think anybody in opposition does not want the government to succeed in developing that policy. 

Ms J.J. Shaw interjected. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The member might laugh, but at the end of the day she has to remember that these are 
mums and dads, kids and people in the world who are relying on us for their livelihood, so it is not funny. We want 
everybody to succeed. At the end of the day, we should all be heading in the same direction for the same purpose. 
We may have different ways and ideas on how we get to that end result, but at the end of the day we all want that 
same result. It is up to us as an opposition to go through the details and ask if the government has done enough 
work, if it has consulted, whether the bill really is going to create the opportunities that the government says it 
will, or whether it is just for show. Is it for display purposes only and there is nothing more to it than that? I hope 
that this bill is not just for show or for display. I heard former ministers say that everything in this bill can already 
be done and the minister and the government can already do these things. This bill does not add anything new, 
whether we have a participation plan, a strategy, or regulations. Guess what? The government can do all that now. 
There is nothing new in this bill that the government cannot do now. Maybe during consideration in detail we can 
find out what these extra things are that this bill brings to this table. I hope that it brings something to the table and 
that it helps. It is very interesting that the second reading speech states — 

The bill requires the strategy to be consistent with section 92 of the commonwealth Constitution. The 
implementation of the strategy will also … be cognisant of the state’s obligations under treaties and other 
international agreements to which the commonwealth or the state is a party.  

Already, there is a very big caveat over this bill. In that context, this bill says to me that we are now creating 
legislation that reinforces that statement. It reinforces our legal obligation at a much higher level than before this 
bill was introduced to not only be conscious of section 92 and the treaty and its obligations, but also make sure 
that we give everyone a fair go. What do those treaties say? Every state and territory in Australia and New Zealand 
are equal. Everybody in that group needs to be given the same opportunities to apply for work in this state, or any 
other state for that matter. When members talk about South Australia getting the work, guess what—under this, 
South Australia is local. New South Wales is local. Even New Zealand is local. It is very, very concerning. How 
do we bring that focus back to creating jobs just in Western Australia? We do that in a number of ways. The 
Western Australian government and the commonwealth government both have big roles to play. It is a dual 
responsibility. As well, as I said before, local governments are also responsible. All three tiers of government need 
to work together to make sure that we can help the local industries. 
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The bill defines “local industry” as — 

… suppliers of goods produced, or services provided, in Western Australia, another State, a Territory or 
New Zealand; 

Statements in various documents state only that the government is supporting local industry. When we tell a person 
in the street that we are introducing a bill that is going to support local industry, they will say, “That is fantastic. 
We need that.” By the way, do they know what local industry means? To them it means their local hairdresser, the 
butcher, the manufacturing firm down the road, the car salesman and all the businesses around the area. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Maybe not the hairdresser for a couple of us, but I do visit my hairdresser Brad at Brad’s 
Barber Shop in Duncraig. He is a fantastic hairdresser and I recommend that people go there. He has just shifted 
premises down the road. He has a pool table and video games and beautiful coffee lounges so customers feel like 
they are at home as they sit there. It has a very friendly atmosphere. Come down and see Brad. I do, but not for 
a haircut. When we talk to people in the street and mention local industries, they do not think of New Zealand, 
New South Wales or Victoria. As a matter of fact, they think they are not doing anything to help us. 

Mr M. Hughes: They do not think of Malaysia. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: That is right. People have spoken about this: irrespective of what we put in a participation 
plan, the highest level criteria for any contract is value for money. Value for money will always be a consideration. 
Yes, other factors come into play, but, at the end of the day, if someone has 50 per cent local participation but 
someone else has zero local participation and is 90 per cent cheaper, guess what—that business will probably not 
get the job under the current regulations. All these other factors need to be taken into account. That is very 
important for people to remember. Do not give false hope. Tell them the truth. Tell them that we are trying our 
best and that we are hoping with all these agreements and caveats and all these barriers in the way, work stays 
local, but, at the end of the day, we need to make sure that we build efficiencies and productive gains. We need to 
produce the best product and raise our capability and look for sectors that we can perfect and in which we can 
become experts in the sphere of the world economy so that we have a competitive advantage in many different 
ways. We need to think at that level, rather than trying to sell the community a document that may not deliver 
anything. If four years down the track, a job is allocated to New South Wales or New Zealand and the people of 
Western Australia say, “How does that happen? What happened to the bill?”, we will hold up the WA jobs bill. 
“A job went to New Zealand. Can you please explain how that happened?” Members have to remember that at 
some point these things will happen and people will ask why it happened. Guess what—we in this Parliament 
knew that was going to happen. If the government is selling a message that does not tell people that, people are 
going to say, “Hold on, you lied to us. You did not tell us the truth.” 

[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is important to realise that. Recently, there was a big hoo-ha in this Parliament about 
the gold royalty increase and whether it was a good idea. I understand that the state government has a financial 
problem. We had that same problem. I understand that the Treasurer said that there was a $5 billion writedown 
that he did not know about and was unexpected, but we had a $40 billion writedown. These things are not new. 
These things happen. Some of them we know will happen, some we do not and they come out of left field. In 
today’s paper the Telfer boss said that now that the gold tax is dead, he will make sure that in the Pilbara—the 
member for Pilbara will be happy about this—Telfer will reinvest about $93 million to upgrade its investment and 
on an annual basis it will invest around $800 million a year for another four years in the economy. There was 
a good chance it was not going to do that if the gold tax went through because its operations are very marginal. 
There are 1 550 employees who still have a job. There is $800 million generated for the economy. What was that 
measure going to get us? It was going to get us less than $400 million of which 60 per cent was going to go to the 
commonwealth anyway. We were going to end up with $160 million over four years. Telfer is 
investing $800 million a year on top of the $93 million. On any measure, that was a good decision for just this one 
mine not to mention the hundreds of others that would have been impacted by this. 
We need to create a balance and understand that it is not all about trying to stop things from happening. It is about 
saying, “Hold on, there is a bigger picture. We need to look at this more carefully and strategically and see whether 
we are making the right decision.” Members need to reflect on that. It is not about budget wrecking. The way we 
pay off our deficit is by growing the economy and making it bigger. By making it bigger, we can generate more 
wealth and get more money coming in, and that is how we pay back debt and reduce our deficit as well as obviously 
the other measures that need to be taken into account. It is important to make sure that we understand that. 
We are going through public sector reform. I assume lots of people have been through different reform phases 
through their lives and working careers. I have definitely been through a number of them. When we have planned 
a reform, dotted the i’s and crossed the t’s and gone through all the detailed analysis of what needs to be done, 
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a lot of times we do not get it right. We still make mistakes along the way and that is with all the right intentions. 
We have gone from 42 departments to 25. We have got rid of expertise. People were on the books and were getting 
paid, but instead we paid them out and said, “See you later. We will pay out your contract and give you hundreds 
of thousands of dollars and thanks for coming.” Instead, we could have said, “Hold on, why don’t we keep them 
in the sector, keep their knowledge base and their expertise?” We have to pay them out anyway, so we may as well 
employ them. The difference between paying someone out and keeping them on is relatively insignificant.  
My late father used to work at the Midland Workshops and I remember him saying that when redundancies came 
along, many people took it, but the company did not pay attention to who was taking redundancies—and all of 
a sudden, after everybody had left, it thought, “Oh! Who’s going to do that job? John’s gone; Peter’s gone. There’s 
no-one to do it!” Guess what? The company got back to them and asked, “Do you want to come back and work 
on contract? We need you back. We paid your redundancy but there’s no-one who can do the work!” I am scared 
that this round of redundancies will create lots of problems because we cut down the public sector. We tried to 
reduce what was going on in the public sector. I am personally more a fan of partial targeted redundancies rather 
than voluntary redundancies because every organisation knows the areas and the people for whom it is time to 
move on to something else. That would add some efficiency because the government will find with redundancies 
that all the good people will take it. All the people with corporate knowledge will say, “Yes, we’re out of here! 
We can get jobs in the private sector” or, better still, guess what they will say? “We know from our internal 
experience that this department gets contractors in.” All they will do is sign up to a contracting firm and the money 
will come from a different bucket in the government system, which is therefore sort of lost in the budgeting process 
and can come off a different line item. That is what happens now. I am sure everybody knows it happens. There 
are contractors everywhere. I have no doubt that a number of people who are taking redundancy pay will be back 
the next day working in the same location, doing the same job as before they took the redundancy—and I reckon 
they will probably be making more money than they did when they were employed there. There are plenty of 
examples in which that has happened in the past. We really need to rethink the way we do this. 

Again, the payroll tax is an awful tax; everybody hates payroll tax. We were shafted by the GST system. We should 
have got rid of payroll tax. It should not be there at all. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Did you know that the GST is a payroll tax? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Yes, that is right: the more people you have, the more you generate. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, but you cannot rebate your payroll for GST. That means that you actually pay 10 per cent 
of your payroll as GST. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Yes. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: When people say that the payroll tax is a tax on employment, so is the GST; they act in exactly 
the same way in respect of their operations for payrolls. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Then it is even worse! 
Mr W.J. Johnston: The point I am making is that the argument against payroll tax is actually an argument against 
the GST as well. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I thank the member for that interjection. Like I said, I hate payroll tax. I think we should 
get rid of it as soon as we can. Obviously, as a state government, we have only so many mechanisms to raise 
revenue. There are not many mechanisms and they are all awful. They all stymie business, stymie investment and 
stymie employment and they do not help to build the economy. I think we need to really look at this bill in detail 
and be smarter about the way we create work. I know that members have talked about the footbridge going to 
Malaysia. My understanding is that local contractors did not have the capacity or the ability to do the bridge at the 
time. They were too busy because things were booming at that stage, so it went to South Australia. I am not sure 
why we did not know that South Australia was going to tender things overseas but—guess what?—lots of 
companies tender things overseas or get supplies from overseas. We do not get down to that level of detail to be 
able to be across those things. We have expectations and we expect people to meet certain standards but they do 
not always do that, unfortunately. People do not always do the right thing. I know that sometimes ministers are 
blamed—ministers are blamed for everything really! How is the minister to know who put a screw on a nut at 
some point in time and whether they put the nut on properly under the screw? That is the sort of thing ministers 
get pulled up for all the time in this Parliament. Members ask ministers, “What did employee 643 do on Wednesday 
at 3.00 pm?” They reply, “I’m sorry but, how do I know?” and the member’s response is, “You should have known; 
you’re the minister!” We play that game all the time—we throw blame at each other and make accusations—but, 
in reality, when we do that, we know it is not their fault. We used to be attacked by the former opposition all the 
time and the politics of it is that it does not matter whether it is a minister’s fault; the opposition will blame them 
anyway and think: hopefully the media will print a story and it will make them look bad. It really brings down the 
standard and a lot of times it will let off the contractors and public servants so I think we need to interrogate the 
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Western Australian Jobs Bill 2017 in the consideration in detail phase. We need to go through it in a lot more 
detail and try to make sure it delivers what it promises to do. Also, the title of the bill is very misleading. I think it 
should reflect the fact that under this bill, New Zealanders and people in other states are also eligible to get work 
in Western Australia. The people of Western Australia should know what they are getting and not be surprised 
when these things happen. 
I also wanted to talk about the “WA Labor Plan for Jobs” but I do not have a lot of time. It is interesting. I looked 
at it. It has 138 pages including: a cover page; 10 pages intentionally left blank; a contents page; an introduction 
page; a 16-page executive summary; 11 full-page chapter covers with no content; and a back cover. So there is 
nothing much in it really when we look at the detail. 
MS J. FARRER (Kimberley) [12.45 pm]: I rise to add my contribution to the debate on the Western Australian 
Jobs Bill 2017. I think this bill is a big step in the right direction and I know that small and medium businesses in 
the Kimberley will be hoping to see it enacted with gusto in the north west. 
Many of the towns and communities in my electorate, like most in the state, have seen big downturns in the local 
economies. It is often even more pronounced in regional communities due to the devastating impacts on services 
in towns that are unable to keep their doors open when other businesses and their services leave town. In Broome 
alone, we have seen many retail closures, hospitality closures and multiple building companies close over the last 
few years. Anyone travelling to Broome or Kununurra over the last year will have noticed these changes and the 
empty storefronts. The truly sad thing is that over the boom period, many of the communities that should have 
experienced large bumps in employment and training did not, because of the failure of successive state and federal 
governments to ensure that major government contracts and projects delivered local jobs and engaged local 
business. 
One of the most stark examples that I can remember, and that I raised previously time and again in this place, is 
the National Partnership Agreement on Remote Indigenous Housing funding. This was a significant funding pool, 
designed to transform many remote communities and towns with over $5.5 billion worth of investment into remote 
Indigenous housing over 10 years to 2018, and a commitment from the commonwealth to construct 4 200 new 
houses and 4 876 rebuilds. Nearly $300 million was allocated to the Kimberley region, with the capital processed 
through the Western Australian Department of Housing. Effectively, a single tender was put out for almost all the 
work and it was won by Pindan. In many of the communities, very few locals were employed. Aboriginal 
employment targets were met with people already employed by the company, non-locals, or it was alleged, people 
flown in from the eastern states from labour hire firms. Further, this huge expenditure meant very little opportunity 
for local businesses to provide materials or to even service the workforce. We have also seen this with the 
construction of the new courts in Kununurra. 
One of the worst examples of the failure of these arrangements was in Fitzroy Crossing. Here, almost nothing was 
spent in the local community. The company did not even use the existing work camp in Fitzroy, instead spending 
$2.6 million on constructing its own work camp, which was then largely run with everything shipped in from out of 
town, from outside the Kimberley region. This was one of the worst examples I have seen in my time; however, it is 
by no means the only example of government departments failing to adequately address local content and local jobs 
in the Kimberley. It is crucial that the government is truly committed to local jobs and development because we can 
see the great benefits that this type of commitment can have in my region, particularly in remote communities. 
When a local project or development truly engages with the local community, we see not only better employment 
outcomes, but we also see more young people, and older people, engaging in education and training, and we see 
improved literacy and numeracy, with people eager to take up opportunities. We often also clearly see an 
improvement in the overall wellbeing of communities. For example, young people who engage in employment 
and training often also become more involved in the management of their communities. There is also a sense of 
hope for the future. Old and young people can see a way forward for the community and for the next generation. 
Every job created potentially saves a life. As the Premier has said, the Western Australian government spends 
billions of dollars every year running schools, hospitals and public transport systems, and building critical 
infrastructure and delivering services across the state. This should correlate with local jobs and opportunities in 
the region. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 4974.] 
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