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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS — CONSIDERATION 

Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Chairman of Committees (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) in the 
chair. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Fifth Report —  
“Annual Report 2008–09”— Motion 

Committee was interrupted after Hon Nick Goiran had moved the following motion — 

That the report be noted. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Before we adjourned for question time, I was concluding my remarks in relation to the 
noting of this report. I indicated that I thought it would be remiss of me to conclude without having thanked the 
committee staff, and I think I had gotten to the point at which I had acknowledged the efforts of the principal 
research officer, Mr Scott Nalder, and I wanted to also make sure that mention had been made of the second 
research officer, Mr Michael Burton. I thank them for the support given to committee members during the period 
of time, most of which, of course, in terms of the reporting period, I was not a part of, but I did take up the 
position of chair at the conclusion of the reporting period. 

Question put and passed. 

Taxis — Peak-Period Operating Hours Trial — Statement by Minister for Transport 

Resumed from 31 March 2009.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I might seek your guidance. I am not sure whether I stood before any other member who 
might want to speak, but Hon Ken Travers wanted to speak but he is out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary 
business. He has asked that if no-one else wanted to speak, would it be possible for me to seek to have the matter 
adjourned, or whatever I need to do. 

The CHAIRMAN: Leader of the Opposition, I think you could move that the debate be adjourned on this 
ministerial statement. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I so move. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Leader of the Opposition has moved that the debate be adjourned on — 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am sure this would have been faithfully picked up by the Clerks, but I think the 
motion that would achieve the desired outcome would be that the matter be adjourned until the next sitting of the 
house. If we just adjourn it, it might just drift off into nothingness. I am sure that was what the Leader of the 
Opposition meant. 

The CHAIRMAN: We will take that as being the meaning.  

Consideration of statement adjourned, on motion by Hon Sue Ellery. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Sixth Report — “Parliamentary 
Inspector’s Report into Alleged Unauthorised Disclosure by the Corruption and Crime Commission” 

Resumed from 12 November 2009. 

Motion 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I think I now know what Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich feels like on most evenings in this place—certainly any time we 
get to notice of motions! My job this afternoon is to move that we note this report, which is the sixth report of 
the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, “Parliamentary Inspector’s Report into 
Alleged Unauthorised Disclosure by the Corruption and Crime Commission”. In doing so, I would like to make a 
few brief remarks.  

This is the sixth report of the committee. As I mentioned when noting the previous annual report, in this report 
the committee informed the Parliament of the close working relationship between the parliamentary inspector 
and the committee, and how that close working relationship ultimately led to a better report from the inspector 
being tabled in Parliament. As members may recall, the committee, in its second report concerning the 
relationship between the Corruption and Crime Commission and the parliamentary inspector, recommended that 
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the parliamentary inspector table his reports with the committee and that if, after 30 days, the committee had not 
tabled the report in Parliament, the parliamentary inspector could table the report directly with Parliament. I note 
that Hon Ken Travers dissented from this recommendation, saying that such a recommendation would dilute the 
independence of the parliamentary inspector. 

That said, the current parliamentary inspector, Christopher Steytler, QC, has so far had a very good working 
relationship with the committee and has not expressed any difficulty with the proposition that he table his reports 
with the committee. The point of the inspector tabling his reports with the committee is to allow time for 
reflection and, if appropriate, feedback from other parties, such as the CCC.  

In the circumstances of this report, I think that the procedure has worked very well. At issue was the 
parliamentary inspector’s investigation into whether there had been a leak from the CCC. Mr Steytler presented a 
report to the committee that concluded that his investigations did not disclose evidence of misconduct on the part 
of the CCC or any officer of the CCC; rather, it established that the procedures adopted by the commission in 
carrying out its function under section 86 of the act are and were appropriate. Upon receiving the inspector’s 
report, the committee convened quickly to consider it. On 11 November 2009, Mr Chairman, you will recall that 
the committee met in closed hearing with the inspector and separately with the Corruption and Crime 
Commissioner, Hon Len Roberts-Smith, QC, RFD, to consider the report in detail. In the course of discussing 
his report with the committee, Mr Steytler, the parliamentary inspector, provided additional information on how 
he had conducted the investigation. The committee suggested that the inspector might like to consider 
incorporating this additional information into his report. There was no suggestion by the committee that the 
inspector change any of his findings. The inspector agreed to this suggestion and informed the committee that he 
would incorporate this additional information into the report and submit a revised report to the committee, 
which, of course, is the report that we are now noting. The committee received a revised report from the 
inspector within a matter of hours after the conclusion of the closed hearing. As requested, the revised report 
contained the additional information. The findings in the revised report remain unchanged, and the committee 
resolved to table the revised report in its entirety.  

The committee believes that as a result of this process the inspector’s report was improved as it provided further 
information for Parliament, and, in fact, for this house, on how he had conducted the investigation. The 
committee’s report was also able to put Mr Steytler’s report in the relevant context by annexing the relevant 
newspaper article that triggered the investigation. I believe this report is an excellent example of how the 
committee worked proactively with the parliamentary inspector to provide Parliament with a concise and 
accurate representation of his investigation, secure in the knowledge that the views of the commission had been 
received and considered. Having the parliamentary inspector table these reports with the committee in my view 
clearly minimises the risk of unnecessary disputes arising between the office of the parliamentary inspector and 
the CCC, yet it enables the parliamentary inspector to report freely and fully on his investigations.  

Question put and passed. 

BHP Billiton Iron Ore Pty Ltd — Safety Measures — Statement by Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

Resumed from 1 April 2009. 

Hon JON FORD: I would like to make a few comments about this statement. This statement was made in 
response to a number of fatal tragedies that occurred specifically on BHP Billiton iron ore sites. One of the 
problems, of course, was that some —  

The CHAIRMAN: Order, member! For the purposes of the Parliament, you need to move that the report be 
noted.  

Hon JON FORD: My understanding was that there had been a previous speaker to this statement.  

The CHAIRMAN: Not according to our records.  

Motion 

Hon JON FORD: I move —  

That the statement be noted.  

Some of these tragedies were repetitive or close to being repetitive, and the Minister for Mines and Petroleum at 
that time, the Leader of the House, took pretty drastic action, and rightfully so, in a swift response that was 
welcomed by the opposition and the mines industry, because these sorts of things—although in this particular 
case it was restricted to a particular company—reflect on the whole industry. I am happy to say that BHP’s 
response to this pretty dire situation has been pretty good. It invited me to a number of workshops, of which I 
was able to attend one—a safety consultation with its contractors. At that workshop it laid out the law on what it 
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saw as acceptable behaviour, and tasks and targets that needed to be adopted if BHP was to improve safety in its 
operations. The most welcome sign that I can give members is that there has been a very tangible attitudinal 
change from the people I deal with most often in the BHP organisation, and that is the workforce on the iron ore 
cuts. An example that I can give is that when I was at a celebration in Newman with a bunch of drivers, miners 
and tradies, at about nine o’clock at night a number of them said, “We are on shift tomorrow and we need to go 
home.” I can tell members that even five or six years ago in that same crowd there would have been a different 
reaction to that. I saw the workforce adopting a significant change in attitude towards taking responsibility for 
their own safety. And I have seen that change in the way that BHP has approached safety in its own operations, 
at least in the ones that I have been closely engaged with. That is good.  

It would be churlish of me not to recognise that the minister had a significant input into that change of attitude 
within the company. The minister did a couple of things, and I am sure that we will never know about some of 
those things because they would have been behind closed doors. I can imagine some of the conversations that 
would have occurred between the minister and the senior executives of this company. I will touch on a couple of 
the actions that Minister Moore specifically talked about in his ministerial statement. The minister stated —  

The third action that is underway—this is the first time this has happened in Western Australia—is the 
exercising of a provision under section 17 of the Mines Safety and Inspection Act that allows the State 
Mining Engineer to issue a directive to mines inspectors to impose prohibition notices in the event that 
they come across an unsafe work environment at a BHP Billiton workplace.  

Then the minister explains it very well —  

Normally, when a mines inspector goes to a mining site and comes across a hazardous situation, he or 
she issues an improvement notice to the company. This means the company has to improve the situation 
to remedy the problem, but that operations can continue while it carries out the necessary work. For the 
first time ever, the State Mining Engineer has directed his inspectors to bypass this step and go straight 
to issuing a prohibition notice, or a stop-work notice, for any breach, no matter how minor, until the 
problem is remedied.  

That was a very significant change, and probably the main factor, in my view, that assisted the company in 
moving forward in a different direction. It is going to benefit the company in the long run, and, of course, 
everybody involved in that company.  

Something that I am concerned about is what I have seen in this place before in a number of other instances. The 
example that I use is a recent tragedy at the Perseverance mine, in which a bogger doing a normal operation went 
over a stope, which led tragically to another fatality. It was a normal operation. After a relatively brief initial 
investigation, the mine continued on with its work, as I understand it. It seems to me that it would be better, 
particularly in a case in which a normal operation that occurs right across the industry ends in a tragedy and a 
fatality, that that same order—that is, that the operation is stopped until the State Mining Engineer is satisfied 
that all reasonable steps have been taken to ensure that that will not occur again—should apply. Therefore, I 
think that that bar, once it has been set—the minister set it—should apply to those cases in which common 
everyday operations end up in a tragedy, because it should not happen and it shows that something is 
fundamentally wrong with the operation. Therefore, I would like to see the government apply that rule 
consistently in those types of tragedies, no matter where the operation occurs; that is, if it is an everyday 
operation and it results in a tragedy, the operation is stopped until it can be established why the accident occurred 
and every mitigation is put in place to ensure that, to the best of everyone’s ability, it cannot occur again. That 
might mean significant close supervision. 

The other matter is the section 45 review. Unfortunately, I have got more out of the findings of the section 45 
review from BHP Billiton than I have been able to get out of the government in questions in this chamber. I have 
been given the reason that because the results were achieved by the State Mining Engineer through the coercive 
powers of the act, we are not allowed to see that report. I think that is a mistake. If there is some impediment so 
that the actual report cannot be delivered, the minister can write his own report, which is an essay of the findings, 
and release it to this chamber and to the industry, because I know the industry is interested in that. It is what 
occurs in the aviation industry. If a piece of equipment crashes because of a failure, the information about that 
investigation and the causes is relayed to every single operator of that piece of equipment in the world, and later 
it is released generally across the whole of the aviation industry. That is to stop it from occurring again. 
Therefore, there needs to be a change in the way in which we report the investigation, so that the lessons learned 
can be applied across industry. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I want to make a few comments in response to the matters raised by Hon Jon Ford. 
In respect of the final comment he made about the Perseverance mine, until a definitive inquiry has determined 
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the reason for the fatality, I do not intend to speculate about it. I know the member has. I just make this very 
simple observation: that particular incident is one that I find very difficult to understand. It is almost 
inexplicable. I do not know why somebody would do that and what would cause that to happen. It could have 
been that someone had a heart attack. It could have been some other external problem that caused the fatality that 
led to that machine going over into the stope; I do not know. It just does not make any sense to me that that 
incident occurred, but I do not propose to speculate about the cause of the fatality until I know definitively, and 
that is what ministers are required to do and understand. 

As for closing down the mine until such time as we knew the outcome of that inquiry, that mine would have 
been closed for some months, and there would have been significant redundancies and layoffs to allow that 
closure to occur. However, what happens is that a section of the mine is closed for the time that it takes the State 
Mining Engineer to determine whether it is safe to reopen it. The minister does not get involved. The State 
Mining Engineer has a significant degree of independence from the minister in what goes on on mine sites. He 
will give his professional judgement about a site, and if it is his opinion that the site can be reopened, he gives 
that approval. If he believes it cannot be reopened because there are factors that may lead to further incidents, he 
will leave it closed. I do not believe that as a matter of course we should simply leave a mine closed until such 
time as we get an outcome on a fatality report, which I have to say takes far too long to be concluded. I have 
talked to the mines safety people, and the amount of time and the huge detail they have to go through to come up 
with a report on a fatality are unbelievable. Then it invariably goes to the coroner, and the coroner does his 
inquiry, so the process is very long and convoluted. It is something that worries me. I would much prefer to get a 
far earlier answer. However, I am not going to make a blanket decision or ask the State Mining Engineer to close 
every mine until such time as the inquiries have been completed, because it would have had a massive disruptive 
effect if, for example, BHP Billiton had had its iron ore operations closed. Some inquiries are still ongoing into 
the fatalities that occurred there. 

In respect of section 45 reviews, I have sought legal advice from the State Solicitor about making them public, 
and I have been told that using the coercive powers of the law to require this to happen precludes the minister 
from making those documents public. That has always been the case, I am advised. It occurred under the 
previous government, and it occurred under governments before that. I am happy to look at whether there is any 
way around that. BHP Billiton can make them available to the member, which obviously it has. They belong to 
the company, and if it wants to make them available to anyone else, it can. However, the minister cannot, 
because I have obtained them via the State Mining Engineer using his coercive powers, and the advice is that I 
cannot make them public. However, I think it is a good idea if they could be made public, because they would 
tell us what has gone on on a particular operation and what has been done to overcome the issues that led to the 
section 45 requisition being issued in the first place. 

In respect of BHP Billiton, I appreciate the member’s comments about the decision by the State Mining Engineer 
to require prohibition notices as a directive in respect of minor incidents I have some information that might be 
of interest to the member. The department undertook a three-month Pilbara-wide intensive audit program of 
BHP Billiton sites from May 2009 to July 2009, which resulted in 73 individual mine site inspections, 23 
meetings with site personnel, three presentations to site personnel, 171 interactions with elected safety and health 
representatives, nine verbal stop-work instructions given where rectification actions could be immediately taken, 
and 68 prohibition notices issued where rectification actions could not be immediately taken. Since this intensive 
blitz period, regular progress updates have been provided to the department over the period since the imposition 
of the section 45 requisition. In May 2010, Bureau Veritas HSE Pty Ltd was employed to conduct an 
independent audit of the progress in achieving the milestones set by the plan. On 2 August 2010, the formal 
section 45 assessment produced by Bureau Veritas was presented to the department—I have not seen it myself. 
This report verifies significant ongoing and sustainable improvements in the management of occupational safety 
and health at the BHP Billiton iron ore operations in the Pilbara. As a result of the report, the State Mining 
Engineer has instructed the department’s inspectors to return to normal processes when issuing improvement and 
prohibition notices.  

As a result of the quite appalling state of affairs at BHP Billiton, I share Hon Jon Ford’s view that the company 
has got the message. I certainly gave the company a strong message and I know that it had an effect which began 
at the top of the company and worked its way down; but, as the member is aware, it is actually better if the 
message starts at the bottom and works its way up. There is a need for both employers and employees to have the 
same attitude towards safety so that they work together to create safe environments; as opposed to a top–down 
regulatory system that can sometimes not hit the mark correctly or can lead people to feel they are being told to 
do things, when in fact it is better if they agree that things need to happen and think about doing those things 
themselves. It is therefore an ongoing issue. I just pray every day that we do not have any more accidents. 
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I say in conclusion that I will not make assessments or judgements about the cause of a fatality until I know 
exactly what is the cause. It is very unfair to everybody involved if we jump to conclusions well ahead of the 
appropriate inquiries being undertaken and concluded. 

Hon JON FORD: I thank the minister for his comments. I will make a quick response, as I know that other 
members want to speak. The Minister for Mines and Petroleum made the case in point about not speculating on 
the cause of an accident. In the Perseverance mine example, even had the person passed away as a result of a 
heart attack or some other illness, I have been told by senior BHP safety representatives that the vehicle should 
not have been able to go over the edge. BHP’s own rules are that there should be three barriers—and they are 
substantial barriers. I agree with the minister, and those representatives have indicated to me that it is 
inexplicable how that could possibly have occurred. 

Hon Norman Moore: He was actually creating another barrier that should have been there, which I find difficult 
to understand. 

Hon JON FORD: Yes. 

I am not advocating that the minister shut down the mine until the final result of the investigation is known. I am 
saying that the operation should cease until the minister is absolutely satisfied that it is not going to occur again 
in that operation. I will give an example. I was involved in a liquefied natural gas explosion on train 2—I think it 
was—on the Burrup Peninsula when we were removing a spill. There was a propane fire that resulted in a 
number of people being severely burnt. As a result of that, the operation was shut down until we were all 
satisfied that reasonable steps had been taken to ensure it would not occur again. That operation incurred a 
number of over-the-top recommendations that were implemented. Members can imagine the fitter sitting there 
flogging up a two-inch bolt on a large 40-inch flange and a fire truck with an eight-inch foam nozzle about three 
or four metres away trained on top of us. If he had let go of that foam nozzle, it would have blown us into the 
bay at Whitmore Island. But we were not going to have a fire. We had another fire team over the walkway above 
also aimed at us with a four-inch hose. But that would have blown us away as well and probably blown the fire 
team up into the next level. But every single step was put in place before we were satisfied that, if such a 
situation arose again that led to an explosion, nobody would get burnt. That is an example of safety over 
production. Eventually we found what the problem was, we changed our procedures and a lot of those mitigating 
actions were taken away. A lot of much more sensible measures were put in place. Indeed, those measures were 
adopted around the world; one being people wearing long cotton pants and sleeves, because most of the burns 
occurred on the backs of people’s arms when they covered their face from the explosion. That is, therefore, what 
I think we should do. If in the language I have used I said, “You should be doing that”, I should have said that 
that should be the instruction given to the mines engineer. 

Hon Norman Moore: I think that is what he does. 

Hon JON FORD: Okay. 

In regard to the section 45 review, the minister said that section 45 has been in place through governments over 
time. Of course what I am saying is that we are quite happy to change that situation and support the government 
in changing that in any format, as long as that information is disseminated through the industry in a way that 
does not point the finger at anybody. The best model for that is SPI reporting—special technical instruction 
reporting—which is the reporting model used in the aviation industry. I therefore just make that point that I have 
made before, and I thank the minister for his response. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The minister’s statement at the time was spot on the money. It was an important 
decision to be made at that time. As we know, a number of incidents led up to that decision, which was the final 
accident in a series of accidents. 

I also commend BHP at this time, because at any time there is an incident with BHP, that same morning or at the 
same time BHP phones my office and lets me know exactly what is going on at its earliest convenience. I believe 
it does that in the same way that it lets the minister know. I suppose that shows a level of corporate responsibility 
in that at the moment anything is going wrong, the company is willing and wanting to let the relevant members 
of Parliament know about the issue. 

One of the matters I would like to talk about in this place is that I originally worked for BHP. Prior to that, I 
worked for Hancock and prior to that Rio Tinto. I held a position with BHP as the occupational safety and health 
officer for some time. This is more of an observation: I believe that by the late 1980s to the 1990 period 
occupational safety and health in corporations had reached a quite significant level. In my getting out and talking 
to various industries, going underground and looking at some of the mines and having a dialogue with managers 
of various mines not only in this country but also overseas, it is my view that the ethos that existed in the late 
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1980s to the 1990 period has diminished somewhat. I do not believe it is corporate ethos that has declined; I 
believe it is still there. I believe the problem is that there is such a rush for production that at a middle 
management level we have reached a situation in which middle management has a series of benchmarks it must 
manage: environmental benchmarks, occupational safety and health benchmarks and, indeed, production 
benchmarks. As the various booms have come along—there have been a couple since then—the imperative that 
was there with occupational safety and health in the late 1980s has been overtaken to a degree by the imperative 
for production. In that same period there seems to have been a lot of outsourcing of employment to contractors. 
Indeed, a lot of the employment of apprentices has also been through contractual arrangements. My observation 
is that that has not been a particularly good step in terms of occupational health and safety. Back in the 1980s, 
both Rio Tinto and BHP each had apprentice pools of about 60 or 80. As those apprentices went through their 
whole apprenticeship process, they were trained at a very high level in occupational health and safety awareness 
in everything they did. Once the apprenticeship system started moving to contractors, that imperative—that 
corporate ethos—was not there. We know that a couple of the fatalities that occurred prior to the one the minister 
based his decision on in April 2009 had been associated with new apprentices doing things outside what we 
would normally have found acceptable in the days Hon Jon Ford and I were in the industry. In that regard, I 
think there is certainly a need to ensure that the ethos of occupational health and safety is carried down to the 
workforce to the point where it becomes an imperative rather than an impost. From my discussions with BHP, 
and from seeing some of its proposals and some of its directions subsequent to this incident, I think, to a large 
degree, BHP’s approach has improved.  

I will ask some questions of the minister in the next couple of weeks about some activities that are occurring in 
the iron ore industry in the Pilbara. They are causing me concern because people who are raising occupational 
health and safety issues within major corporations in the Pilbara also are finding themselves sidelined on the 
basis that the occupational health and safety concerns are considered to be potential imposts on production.  

I hope that the minister will see fit to investigate and answer those questions. The point that has been made about 
the section 45 requisition—that they are required to carry out an in-depth and thorough analysis of safety 
programs that are conducted on their sites—should be applied to some of the mine sites we have referred to 
through our questions. I note that, while we have been asking questions on occupational health and safety in 
mainly the Goldfields and the north east Goldfields area, those questions about which the minister has had some 
concern, have indeed brought results. For example, two mines have been shut down to rectify faults that have 
existed for up to three years. It is a concern that junior to middle-size mining corporations are placing some of 
their employees at risk.  

In any statements I have made to the media on any fatality—the BHP one or the more recent one at the OK 
mine—I have not made any determination about why or how those deaths occurred, because that is quite clearly 
the role of the mines inspector and the coroner to determine.  

I will use this opportunity to appeal to the minister that the questions Hon Jon Ford and I have been asking are 
not being asked in isolation; they are not being asked with any political motive; they are merely being asked 
because members of the mining fraternity—the workers—have indeed, either directly or through union 
representation, been coming to us with their concerns. We have not been asking those questions lightly.  

I take this opportunity to appeal to the minister to look at those questions with a view to ensuring that those 
issues we are raising are indeed dealt with through the inspectorate.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I want to respond to a couple of matters raised by the honourable member. It is not 
often I agree with Hon Robin Chapple, but on this occasion he has raised a couple of matters I thoroughly agree 
with. There is no doubt that the mining industry has changed significantly since the 1980s. I have been involved 
in mining communities almost all my life. There used to a traditional three, eight-hour shifts a day, and nobody 
would work on Sundays unless a particular matter had to be dealt with. Sometimes Saturday afternoons were 
free also. That has now all changed to 12-hour continual shifts. I am not sure that is a good way to go.  

Hon Robin Chapple: I agree.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I have always had some doubt about that, because 12-hour shifts, particularly on a 
very repetitive or onerous physical job, can be very tiring. I wonder whether fatigue is an issue that is not being 
addressed well enough. The notion of continuous shifts whereby mining communities do not recognise weekends 
anymore has had a detrimental effect on the social cohesion of a lot of mining towns. I have found that to be 
depressing in some respects. I will give members a simple example. I used to run the Tom Price Nameless 
Festival on a Saturday and Sunday. On the Sunday the whole town would come down to the local oval and 
engage in a range of activities. A few years ago I went to the festival’s thirtieth anniversary and due the 
continuous shift arrangement there would have been 50 people on the oval. I thought, “This is really not the sort 
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of mining community that it used to be.” That is something that the companies need to do something about. I 
have told them what I think. They have not agreed because they have other issues to deal with. In the 1980s, the 
iron ore industry was producing 35 million tonnes a year; now it is producing more than 200 million tonnes a 
year. The productive capacity of these operations has increased dramatically, but the number of people working 
to produce the vastly increased production has not gone up anywhere near the same level. People are working 
longer hours, there is more and more high technology, there are bigger and better machines and, indeed, there are 
a lot of contractors.  

A lot of mining companies engage contractors because they find that is the most efficient and cost-effective way 
of carrying out their mining operations. That in itself has a number of issues, which I will not go into right now, 
other than to say that I agree with the member about apprenticeships. When I lived in Tom Price all the kids at 
the school were guaranteed an apprenticeship with Hamersley Iron. It was a bit of a problem as a school 
principal. The kids did not have to do any work at school because they knew they would get an apprenticeship at 
Hamersley Iron. Some of them would come across to my office quite frequently for various reasons! There were 
significant training establishments at Tom Price, Dampier and Paraburdoo where young people were given a job 
and worked for the company. They got apprenticeships and went on to be tradesman in the company. I was there 
recently for a reunion, and a couple of the kids I had taught a long time ago in Tom Price had got apprenticeships 
with the company and are still there. They said that they have loved every minute of their lives in Tom Price. But 
that is not part of the contractors’ world. Again, I think that is a bit of a pity. 

I do not know whether contractors are doing enough training. I have a sneaking suspicion that the major 
companies are not doing enough either. They went away from training people. They closed their apprenticeship 
training centres and basically relied on the training providers outside the companies to deliver the tradespeople 
they wanted. That is why they got into trouble during the boom. They could not find enough workers with the 
skills they needed because they stopped training them. I hope that they have taken on board the need to do their 
own training to ensure that they can handle the next boom with qualified and capable tradesmen who have come 
through a good training process. 

Hon Robin Chapple is quite right: there has been a dramatic change to the mining industry since the 1980s, not 
always for the better. I make that comment because I am a bit sentimental about the mining industry and mining 
towns because I spent a lot of my life in them and very much enjoyed the lifestyle they provided. I have noticed 
a diminution of that sort of social cohesion that used to exist in towns, making them very pleasant places in 
which to live.  

I turn to the issue of questions in Parliament. As I said the other night, the total number of questions asked is 
well over 1 000. The total number of hours being consumed by staff of the Department of Mines and Petroleum 
is over 700. That is not acceptable. Those people who are answering questions, many of which have no basis at 
all but which all have to be investigated, has meant that these employees are not working in their job. They are 
not on the mine sites, they are not investigating fatalities or doing all the things that they are employed to do. I 
made the offer to Hon Robin Chapple and Hon Jon Ford that if they want to sit down with the resources safety 
section of the department and raise all the issues they want to raise, we can sit down and go through it all. I am 
not trying to deny them access to any information. Putting questions through the parliamentary process will not 
necessarily get them the outcome that they want. If Hon Robin Chapple’s concern is about particular issues, they 
will be dealt with. I also need to say to him that some of the people who are contacting him are considered to be 
disgruntled persons who have issues that go back many years and who will never be satisfied with any answers 
anybody provides to them. It is the member this year, it will be somebody else next year and somebody else the 
year after. Some of the names come up repeatedly. The people in the resources safety section know these people, 
they know what their issues are and they know that they are repetitive and repeat complainants who will never be 
satisfied with any answer they get.  

On the other hand, Hon Robin Chapple raised some issues about mines in Norseman, as did a union official who 
has made a very long and detailed series of complaints about the mines department inspectors. I have set up an 
independent inquiry. I will be interested to see what comes out of the inquiry. The mining companies and the 
departmental people are very anxious to give evidence to this inquiry because they feel that they have been 
maligned by people who have said in the paper that they have not been doing their job properly. The member 
knows and I know that the people who work in the resources safety section of the department are dedicated 
people who do their job to the best of their ability. We are increasing the size of that part of the agency quite 
dramatically with cost recovery. We will almost triple the number of inspectors. I am working with the Public 
Sector Commissioner to ensure that we can pay salaries that make us competitive with the mining industry so we 
can get people of significant calibre to work for the government to manage mine safety. That is part of the 
commitment that the government has made to do something about mine safety. Members should keep asking 
questions but if they take people away from their job for very lengthy periods, I will not allow that to happen. A 
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lot of previous ministers have used the excuse that I mentioned in the house the other night; that is, if the time 
taken to answer a question is considered by the minister to be excessive and if members have particular 
problems, they should raise them with the minister or the department. I invite Hon Robin Chapple to sit down 
with Malcolm Russell and Simon Ridge, the State Mining Engineer, any time. I know he has talked about the 
Reform and Development at Resources Safety strategy with the department and I gather he got a good 
explanation of that. We are very keen for him to be informed about what is going on but answering thousands of 
parliamentary questions is just consuming time that is not available to us to manage mine safety effectively.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


