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Hearing commenced at 3.11 pm 
 
BRADLEY, MR BRIAN 
Director General, Department of Commerce, 
sworn and examined: 
 
DE JONG, MS JULIE 
Acting Executive Director, Science and Innovation, Department of Commerce, 
sworn and examined: 
 
DRISCOLL, MS ANNE, 
Executive Director, Consumer Protection Division, Department of Commerce,  
sworn and examined:  
 
HORSTMAN, MR ROBERT 
Executive Director, Labour Relations Division, Department of Commerce, 
sworn and examined: 
 
GOODWIN, MR DAVID 
Chief Finance Officer, Department of Commerce, 
sworn and examined: 
 
LYHNE, MS NINA 
WorkSafe Western Australia Commissioner, Department of Commerce, 
sworn and examined: 
 
GOW, MR PETER 
Executive Director, Building Commission, Department of Commerce, 
sworn and examined: 
 
BOWRON, MR KEN 
Executive Director, EnergySafety, 
sworn and examined: 
 
The CHAIR: On behalf of the committee, welcome to the hearing this afternoon. Before I begin, I 
am required to ask you to take either an oath or an affirmation.  
[Witnesses took the oath or affirmation.] 
The CHAIR: You will all have signed a document entitled “Information for Witnesses”. Have you 
read and understood this document? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The CHAIR: These proceedings are being recorded by Hansard. A copy of the transcript of your 
evidence will be provided to you. To assist the committee and Hansard, could you please quote the 
full title of any document you may refer to during the course of the hearing for the record, and 
please be aware of the microphones and try to speak directly into them. We need to make sure you 
are in front of a microphone if you are actually giving evidence. I remind you that your transcript 
will become a matter for the public record. If for some reason you wish to make a confidential 
statement during today’s proceedings, you should request that the evidence be taken in closed 
session. If the committee grants your request, any public and media in attendance will be excluded 
from the hearing. Please note that the uncorrected transcript should not be published or disclosed. 
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This prohibition does not, however, prevent you from discussing your public evidence generally 
once you leave the hearing. Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty 
in assisting Parliament to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia, 
and we value your assistance in this matter.  
Members, it would greatly assist Hansard if, when referring to budget statements or volumes, you 
give the page number, item, program, amount and so on in preface to your questions. 
Just for your information, I point out that a delegation from the Parliament of Sabah has joined us 
this afternoon, and they have an equivalent committee in Sabah. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We will start with the easy things first, I think. If you go to 
page 867, I am very interested to find out about the second line item there, which is the total 
appropriations provided to deliver services. In 2010-11 it was $112.9 million; in 2011-12 it goes 
down to $105.1 million; and then it goes down to $99 million. I am just wondering whether Mr 
Bradley might be able to give me an indication of why there is this ongoing reduction until it starts 
to pick up a little bit in 2013-14. 
Mr Bradley: Yes, member. The 2010-11 budget is $14.2 million—about 11 per cent—less than the 
2009-10 budget. That reduction arises from the reduced grants program in the science, innovation 
and business division—it is down about $18 million. That has also been offset with increased 
funding from royalties for regions for the regional communications program, where there was an 
additional $8 million. There has been no new money—other than money being provided for iVEC 
of $3.6 million—for science and innovation programs. In part, that has been because the Science 
Council has not yet been established, and the government had taken a position that the Science 
Council needed to be in place because they were developing criteria and a funding model for future 
funding of science and innovation initiatives. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Was the Science Council establishment an election commitment, 
from memory? 
Mr Bradley: I do not believe it was. I think back in January 2009 we went out to tender for 
someone to review the science program. That report was submitted to government in June, and then 
an interim council was then commissioned, which looked at that report and reported to government 
in January this year on the way forward. Those interim positions expire on 30 June, with an idea 
that a fuller council will be appointed in the coming months.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In terms of the reduced grants to science and the reduction of some 
$18 million, would you have the information in relation to what programs have been cut or where 
that $18 million has been taken from; and if you do not have it with you now, would you be able to 
take that on notice and provide the committee with that information?  
Mr Bradley: I have not got a list of the funds, but, essentially, we just looked at the grant moneys 
that had been advanced where we had no contractual obligations to proceed with, and we took that 
money back. 
[3.20 pm] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Could you provide me with a list of where all the grants have been 
taken back from? I understand what you are saying. You had been making grants to a number of 
organisations over a number of years. You made a policy or a financial decision that for this period 
you are not going to do that. There are a number of people out there, and organisations, that are 
currently not getting the grants that they had been getting. I am wondering whether you could 
provide the committee with the names of all the people who had been getting the grants and who are 
now not getting the grants, and how much was their last grant for. Now, if you are telling me that 
the total amount of that equals $18 million, that is what — 
Mr Bradley: No, it will be close to that. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Close to that; fair enough. 
[Supplementary Information No A1.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I think Hon Ken Travers wanted to ask a question in relation to 
this. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You made a comment in your opening remarks in response to the original 
question from Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. You said that some of the money was offset by royalties for 
regions money. 
Mr Bradley: Some of the reduction. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes; so can you explain to me exactly how that occurred and what we are 
talking about then? 
Mr Bradley: If you go to page 877, you will see halfway down that there is royalties for regions for 
the regional communications program. That $8 million is in the estimate for 2010–11. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Right; and in 2011–12, you have $17 million, and then in 2012–13, you 
have got $15 million. 
Mr Bradley: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So that they are all offset. Items that you were previously going to do are 
now going to be funded through royalties for regions. 
Mr Bradley: No, this is new money. They are new initiatives. We have to go and develop a 
business case for that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Then how is it offset? 
Mr Bradley: The reduction is offset. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How? 
Mr Bradley: You asked for the sum totals. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But you are saying that the royalties for regions money is for new 
programs. 
Mr Bradley: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich asked you about what is happening to your budget 
and the fact that it is diminishing from, in 2008–09, $132 million, down to, I think, in 2012–13, 
when it hits $98 million. 
Mr Bradley: Yes. I am just saying that we have dropped some money and some money has come 
back to us in the final figure. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but she was asking for an explanation of why your budget is dropping 
by so much. What are you actually cutting out to achieve that? Was that not your question? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is right. Mr Bradley will provide on notice where the 
$18 million has been taken from in terms of grants. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understood that bit all right. What I could not understand was what the 
offset was, because there does not seem to be an offset. If you are saying that royalties for regions is 
new money, that is not offsetting against any of the functions you have been cutting, or is it to 
replace some of the functions you have cut? 
Mr Bradley: No, it is not to replace anything. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, it is for a communications program. 
Mr Bradley: That is right. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wanted to understand what their understanding of it was. That is all I 
wanted to clarify on that point. I will come back to it later, but I have other questions. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I just need to get clarification, because this royalties for regions 
regional communications program you have identified on page 868 at $8 million in 2010–11, 
$17 million in 2011–12, and $15 million in 2012–13. Then over at page 877, the figures are the 
same, but then there is reference to it at page 869, and the amount there in the second dot point 
refers to funding of $80.3 million allocated through royalties for regions for the regional 
communications project. So it appears as a $30 million-plus allocation in a couple of places here in 
the budget papers, and yet there is a direct reference to it as being an allocation of $80.3 million. I 
wonder, director general, if you might want to explain that to us. 
Mr Bradley: Yes. If we just focus on the $80.3 million, the $80.3 million is capital money, and in 
2010–11, we have $300 000; in 2011–12, the allocation is $30 million; and in 2012–13, it is 
$50 million, to give you the sum total of $80.3 million. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Right; so it is a capital component. 
Mr Bradley: Yes. The $41.2 million has been allocated under recurrent. Now, there was 
$1.2 million expended in 2009–10; $8 million, which we have referred to, which is listed on page 
877, and that is in 2010–11; $17 million in 2011–12; and $15 million in 2012–13. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can I ask some more questions on that particular point? Can you explain to 
me what the difference in the funding is for the recurrent and the capital works under royalties for 
regions, because the cash flow shown at the back of the document suggests that it is, all-up, 
$120 million you are getting from royalties for regions. With that funding, what exactly are you 
doing with the recurrent and what are you doing with the capital works? 
Mr Bradley: We have got to develop business cases to access the money, so we will take that on 
notice, I think. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: On what basis, then, has it been put in the budget? 
[Supplementary Information No A2.] 
Mr Bradley: Maybe this might answer the question: the business case for this project is prepared 
by WA Police and the Department of Corrective Services as a partnership collaboration between 
agencies. A project was originally prepared as two components, but only one, costed at $80.3  
million, was approved by cabinet with funding through the royalties for regions program. The role 
of the Department of Commerce has been to advise on the technical viability of the project; it was 
not involved in the business case preparation. The $80.3 million in funding is provided through the 
Department of Commerce because of its role in fostering cross-agency collaboration in this area and 
past history of successful telecommunications project management. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That kind of explains the $80 million—I am not sure that it does—but what 
about the $40 million? What is that going to be used for? 
Ms de Jong: Member, in my notes here with regard to the $40 million—I will just go back to the 
$80.3 million, which is specifically for infrastructure capital. This one here is that the funding will 
be used to pay a telecommunications mobile service carrier selected through a competitive tender 
process; so in working with other stakeholders, which are the police, DEC, fire and emergency 
services and regional and lands.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is for the $40 million? 
Ms de Jong: The $40 million, yes; that is correct. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Are you aware of whether the other agencies will have their budgets 
reduced by any amount as a result of this money being put into your budget? 
Mr Bradley: We cannot answer that question, no. I am not aware of it. 
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The CHAIR: Fair enough. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Madam Chair, I think it is one of the things that if we cannot get the 
answers here, I do not know where we get the answers from, because in previous budgets there has 
been a range of expenditure on radio networks. I am sure you have been involved in them. There 
have been tenders put out where part of the tender has been an upgrade to the regional network, and 
there have been a whole range of other programs. Are any of those programs going to be rolled into 
and be a part of this program now? Is that the intention with those numerous other projects which 
you might not have been directly involved in but which you would have had a coordination role in? 
Are they going to get rolled in? 
Ms de Jong: Member, how I understand it is that firstly the $80.3 million is quite specific in its 
outcome, and that is to do with providing emergency services infrastructure for the police and for 
FESA; it is quite specific in that outcome. The $40 million is for mobile coverage on all our 
significant highways. But, to answer your question quite specifically, no, I am not aware of other 
agencies having diminished program moneys for that. 
[3.30 pm] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The $40 million is for mobile coverage. So what is the $80 million for 
again then? 
Ms de Jong: The $80 million, I will just read it for you. This will address regional radio networks 
issues, replacing existing obsolete radio networks that underpin regional policing with fit-for-
purpose, reliable radio communications. It is quite specific for the police and for FESA. It will 
provide a communications network platform in regional Western Australia to enable the future 
migration of the other emergency services. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is that going to be stand-alone, with the intention that it not be in any way 
connected to commercial telecommunications networks? 
Ms de Jong: I would have to take that question on notice, member. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: My understanding is that the direction most people are going in nowadays 
is to actually subsidise the telecommunications network, and then you hang your police emergency 
communications. In the metro area, they use the 3G network a lot as their network for police 
communications. That is also provided by the commercial carriers. That is why I am getting 
confused as to how you differentiate between the $40 million and the $80 million. 
Mr Bradley: I cannot answer that question. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So there is $80 million in your budget and you cannot explain to us what 
— 
Mr Bradley: No, we just did. The subtlety that you drew just then, I cannot explain the difference. 
Ms de Jong: Member, you used the example of metro utilising 3G. My understanding is—I will 
probably have to clarify this—this is quite specific to regional and remote areas of Western 
Australia, and that may not be possible. I am not saying that is a 100 per cent surety, but these two 
programs are quite specific in addressing issues in the remote and regional areas. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: As an agency, were you never involved in any of those other discussions 
that were going on, prior to this money, about different telecommunications and ICT upgrades in 
regional Western Australia right across a whole range of agencies? If you go back through the 
budget papers in the past, there is a whole range of moneys that were being put into increasing and 
upgrading—including in police improving their networks. Do we know whether any of that work 
has now been rolled into this work? 
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Mr Bradley: I think the question you posed there was whether we have been involved, and I 
believe the answer to that is: we have been involved. That is the reason the money has come to us—
because of our cross-agency jurisdictional breadth of the service that we provide. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: My understanding is that in the fringe of the Perth metro area, some of the 
outlying areas of the Perth metro area, you have been working on improving the 
telecommunications infrastructure to link in with the emergency communications infrastructure. 
Ms de Jong: Member, this money that has just been approved is in the early stages of doing the 
planning around that. I would envisage that the team would be working very closely with those 
agencies that need to be engaged to deliver the outcomes from this money. I understand, from the 
team, they have been very much engaged with DEC and fire and emergency and the police 
department. I am not aware of other agencies being engaged in those discussions. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But is it possible that some of this money will be used in the outer 
metropolitan areas to improve the network—those parts of the outer metropolitan area that fall 
within the regional areas, as defined by the regional development commissions bill, which is what 
we now understand royalties for regions money can be spent on?  
Mr Bradley: Maybe as a point of clarification, I know there are some black spots out in, say, the 
Lockridge area — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I was thinking more on the fringes—so Serpentine-Jarrahdale, for 
instance; if there is a black spot in Serpentine–Jarrahdale. 
Mr Bradley: I suspect that in Serpentine–Jarrahdale, there is potential for that to occur, yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But that was also previously being funded under some of the money that 
the police were receiving, as I understand it. That is what I am trying to understand. Are you able to 
maybe take it on notice and give us a more detailed breakdown of both the money that you can 
identify that was previously made available in government budgets for telecommunications and ICT 
upgrades that potentially this program can be replacing the work that was being done on those, 
within the knowledge of your agency? 
Mr Bradley: Just for clarification, it is just within what our agency has the scope for. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But where you have been coordinating or have a coordination role. 
Mr Bradley: We can do that for you. 
[Supplementary Information No A3.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Before we move off this topic, I am just wondering in terms of the 
$39.7 million that you have been appropriated in the budget for mobile coverage, how did you come 
up with that $40 million figure? Was it based on some preliminary costings that might have been 
done by a consultant? On what basis was $40 million determined to be the figure? It just seems like 
a lot of money to have appropriated when you do not really know what cost the tenders will come in 
at. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The money in the forward estimates might be never-never land, but the 
2010–11 money must be real. 
The CHAIR: Which page are you referring to? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is still the same line of questioning. It is on page 869, dot point 
2. It is the $80.3 million for the emergency services component, and the $40 million is for the 
mobile coverage. I am just saying this mobile coverage is subject to tenders coming in, and I am 
wondering how this $40 million was determined. 
Ms de Jong: Member, as I understand it, my team was working with the agencies of FESA and the 
police, and they would have determined as a group through some costings, in particular for the 
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$40 million, which is to cover the black spots on our major highways, and that would have been put 
up to the Department of Regional Development and Lands, and they would have determined the 
ultimate figure that we received. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am assuming that there had been some costings done and that 
those costings would have been part of a report or might have been scribbled down somewhere or 
whatever. What I would ask for you to do is perhaps provide the committee with those costings so 
that we can have a look at the breakdown of how this $40 million was determined and on what basis 
this initiative was funded. 
[Supplementary Information No A4.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can I just ask for one final bit of supplementary information? 
The CHAIR: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can you provide us with the detail of, again, where your agency has been 
involved, procurement contracts that have been let in the past where, as part of the procurement 
contract, it was a requirement to provide additional telecommunications infrastructure in regional 
Western Australia, and what was the infrastructure that was provided? If it is not your agency — 
Mr Bradley: It is not our agency. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You were never involved in any of that work? 
Mr Bradley: No. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You never gave advice on it? 
Mr Bradley: No. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is interesting. My understanding is that there have been previous 
procurement contracts where it is part of the requirement for general government 
telecommunications contracts that they provide regional telecommunications infrastructure. 
Mr Bradley: No. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: My question comes back to earlier in the piece about the amount 
appropriated for science. On page 877, which is probably the best schedule — 
The CHAIR: We will just check what is happening. That is the alarm to leave the building. Let us 
adjourn to the foyer. 

Proceedings suspended from 3.38 to 4.05 pm 
The CHAIR: We will restart. Where were we? Hon Philip Gardiner was going to ask a question, 
but he is not back yet. Maybe we will take a question from Hon Phil Edman.  
Hon PHIL EDMAN: I refer to dot point 18 on page 870. This government has been a strong 
supporter of small business. Can the Director General of the Department of Commerce inform the 
committee about how it is assisting small businesses to reduce their levels of office fatalities and 
serious injuries? 
Mr Bradley: I invite Ms Lyhne to answer the question. 
Ms Lyhne: The government has running a program called the ThinkSafe Small Business program, 
which is about assisting small business in a very practical way to improve occupational safety and 
health practices. We acknowledge that small businesses sometimes need more assistance, a different 
language and a different way of educating and communicating, so this program is very much 
tailored to that. The program involves an independent consultant, paid for by the government, going 
out and actually working with small businesses to assist them in developing an action plan for 
safety practices within their organisation. In 2010–11 it is anticipated that 650 small businesses will 
access the program, and 30 per cent of the applications are from regional areas, so we have been 
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quite effective in getting the program out to regional and even remote locations in Western 
Australia. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: Thank you. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I refer back to where I was, roughly—page 877, I think it was. What 
concerns me about these numbers is the reduction in the line item, “Science and Innovation”, which 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich talked about earlier. Again, it goes from $41 million in 2009–10 down to 
$36.5 million for 2010–11, and then continues to fall significantly. I know Mr Bradley mentioned 
that that was partly because we have not got an interim council, but science, and the application of 
science, does not stop. Can the director general give the committee some idea of what those 
numbers might mean in terms of the change of outcomes that might have been envisaged? 
Mr Bradley: The information I can give is that the science funding for 2010–11 through to 2013–
14 will total $76 million, as shown on page 877, if one puts all those years together. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I am just looking at the “Science and Innovation” line item. 
Mr Bradley: Yes, that is it. This funding represents funds to be disbursed under existing grant 
contracts, and as those existing contracts expire, so the level of funding reduces. Any new funding 
and possible levels will be a policy decision to be made by the minister. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Okay, that is an intriguing answer, which I guess does not help my 
concern, but I understand what you are saying. I refer to page 871 and the line item “Index of 
funding leverage obtained for Western Australia from science and innovation research grants”. Let 
me take the case of what I understand to be the situation at the Gravity Discovery Centre. I 
understand that the US is considering that location plus one other in the US for an investment of 
$100 million for a major gravity research facility. I would have thought that that would have been 
typical of the kind of leveraging that investment in science would give to the state. Does that 
possible investment by the US come into your budget anywhere in terms of the support that we can 
give to making it happen?  
[4.10 pm] 
Ms de Jong: Thank you, member. With regard to the Gravity Discovery Centre, yes, I do 
understand that the Americans are very interested in their gravity waves project and are coming 
over here to visit onsite to determine whether they will put the significant amounts of sums into that 
project. I would suggest they would be seeking some funds from the state government as well. 
However, that proposal has not been put forward to the department. We have only heard of this 
through other avenues. If such a proposal is given the green light and the new Science Council and 
the minister deem that this is a viable project worthy of state government investment, it would come 
through to us to determine how to put that through the system for the funds that are required for that 
project. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Okay. Since we are on the Gravity Discovery Centre—I am sure you 
know what I am going to ask — 
Ms de Jong: Yes, member! 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I would feel that we would be embarrassing our state if an extension 
facility that is there for science education were to be closed down in advance of a prospective visit 
by these kinds of people. I am trying to work out how I can frame that into a budget question. My 
question is: do you share the same feeling of embarrassment, or are we going to have somewhere 
where those funds can come out of a budget line somewhere? 
Mr Bradley: Member, I cannot speculate about a level of embarrassment, but what I can tell you is 
that we have provided additional funding to keep the centre going through to 30 June—we provided 
$117 000 in January this year, and a further $35 000 last month. We have gone to tender seeking a 
consultant to examine the Gravity Discovery Centre in terms of developing a funding model that is 
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going to put it on a far more sustainable level for the future. So in those actions, we are saying that 
we want to keep the centre alive, and we will be looking to do that—and that will probably 
accommodate your previous concerns about the American investment. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER:I have one quick question about Scitech. Does Scitech come within 
your — 
Mr Bradley: It does. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Is Scitech going to have the same comb run through its sustainability, 
in terms of standing on its own, as the Gravity Discovery Centre is, because, as I understand it, the 
Gravity Discovery Centre is already the most efficient of any of these extension science services in 
the country based on subsidy per visitor? 
Mr Bradley: At this stage, it is not the intention to look at Scitech in that way. Scitech is the 
recipient of grant moneys. I think for this coming financial year it is $11 million. So in terms of the 
question that you have asked, no, we are not looking to examine Scitech in the same model. But 
what we do need is to find a funding model which is going to deliver longevity and continuity for 
the Gravity Discovery Centre. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I certainly agree. I would hope that the self-help that has been applied 
to the Gravity Discovery Centre gets the rewards, because I think it is the most efficient, as far as I 
can work out, of anything in Western Australia, and also in Australia, based on what I know of the 
Powerhouse Museum in New South Wales.  
The CHAIR: Do any other members have any questions while we are on this particular topic? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: In fact, I would not mind if you could give us what the level of subsidy per 
visitor is for each of the programs where you run an extension service. I am sure you will probably 
need to take that on notice as to what the actual subsidy per visitor would be. That would be useful 
to have for Scitech and for the Gravity Discovery Centre, and also if there are any other similar 
programs that you provide funding for. 
[Supplementary Information No A5.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I just want to clarify something. You said in answer to Hon Philip Gardiner 
earlier that the money on page 877 under science and innovation is for existing contracts that you 
have entered into. It would then be a policy decision of the minister if they wanted to provide 
funding over and above that. Does that mean that there is somewhere in your budget a pool of 
money that is available to them for that purpose, or would you be required to get a supplementary 
appropriation from the Parliament to fund any additional works over and above what is required 
here? 
Mr Bradley: Can I just clarify the previous answer. Included in the $36.4 million in that line item, 
there is new money there for iVEC of $3.6 million.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What is that for? 
Mr Bradley: The funding of iVEC, which is the facility at Curtin, which is the CSIRO, Curtin 
University and UWA program.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Linked to the SKA? 
Ms de Jong: It is the high-performance computing hub, member. 
Mr Bradley: The figures that you see there that run out, that is all contracted money under existing 
programs. When the Science Council is up and running and has developed its funding level, any 
future funding requests will be submitted to the council. The council will make a recommendation, 
and then the recommendation will go before cabinet; and, yes, we would have to seek an 
appropriation for the new money. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Right. That is what I wanted to clarify. So there is actually no money at the 
moment anywhere in the budget for the Science Council to operate? 
Mr Bradley: Well, that is part of our operating expenditure. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry—for any grant money that they want? 
Mr Bradley: That is right. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: My question is also on science, but more on promoting science and 
innovation. That is on page 873. How are you going to promote science and innovation? 
Ms de Jong: With regard to promoting science, currently our department runs two programs. We 
have our science awards, and we also have the innovator of the year awards. Within the innovation 
and entrepreneurship, this is across all educational sectors, and there are two components to that. 
One is the business competition and the schools competition. We also have for the schools the 
Science Talent Search 2010. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: The science talent search? 
Ms de Jong: Yes.  We also have the Value Adding Quest 2010. I am sorry. I do not think I can 
elaborate right now on that one. We also have our materials design and technology finalist awards. 
So they are part of the schools program for promoting science in schools. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: But you have also got business. That would be the same thing, I guess? 
Ms de Jong: The business competition is focused on supporting the state’s exceptional innovators 
who have developed an outstanding product and a technology or service that demonstrates 
economic, social or environmental benefits to WA. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN:  Okay. I was interested in that. Thank you.  
[4.20 pm] 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I refer to the outcomes and key effectiveness indicators on page 871. The first 
outcome is a fair trading environment that protects consumers and traders in Western Australia. 
Underneath that is the extent to which traders comply with regulatory requirements, which is 
between 95 per cent and 97 per cent. Below that is the extent of consumer confidence in Western 
Australia’s trading environment, which is down at 75 per cent to an actual in 2008–09 of 71 per 
cent. If traders are complying with regulatory requirements, which they seem to be doing because 
that figure is up very high, why is consumer confidence down at three-quarters, basically? The two 
would be linked, I would have thought. What are we missing in consumer confidence? Why is that, 
I would have thought, quite low? 
Mr Bradley: I refer to the commissioner for consumer affairs. 
Ms Driscoll: Firstly, I will explain why we are anticipating a reduction from 95 per cent to 90 per 
cent. It helps, member, to give some context to these figures more broadly. When we move to the 
new financial year, we will actually lose the trading standards function. Traditionally, that has 
comprised a large proportion of visits that have counted for the purposes of compliance. Often they 
are quite simple checks; for example, whether the markings on a package of cereal are correct 
relative to the law and whether the weight is correct. We have tended to have very high levels of 
compliance for that, in the order of 97 per cent for a high proportion of the tests. Essentially, 
moving into the new year we are widening the number of activities that are included in this count. 
To some extent, we are focusing on the areas where we believe the risk is greater and we will see 
lower figures as a consequence. It seems appropriate to us to not just dress up these figures for the 
purposes of what might look good, but also to make sure that our work effort is focused on 
activities that will reap the most effective compliance. 
In terms of consumer confidence, I could specifically talk about the sorts of levels of compliance 
that we get across different checks, if you are interested, but perhaps I will not go into it in too 
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much detail. The extent of consumer confidence is done through a survey process. I will make a 
couple of comments about that. What you get back through these surveys is often interesting. The 
economic uncertainty in the last year or two perhaps contributed to the lower level of confidence. 
Equally, there are several studies around that indicate that the extent to which people feel confident 
about things is often in direct relationship to their actual level of confidence. There have been 
surveys where the more people know, the more uncertain they are. We believe that that is perhaps 
an issue here in terms of last year’s performance. We have seen what has happened to Rick Hart 
and Kleenmaid. That tends to undermine confidence somewhat. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Basically, one in four people in Western Australia are not confident about 
trading. Is the trading environment strictly retail trading or does it include the banking and 
commercial environment? Can you expand on what a trading environment is? 
Ms Driscoll: There are many questions in the survey, and they cross beyond the direct realm of 
consumer protection. Interestingly, the survey also asked people to report on the personal instances 
in which they have suffered detriment. The most recent survey figures are up on last year. This is 
reporting on their sense of confidence, but there are other measures in the survey such as, “To what 
extent did you personally suffer detriment?” That is an improvement on last year’s figures. This is 
one reporting line against the survey. There is a host of information within the survey that presents 
quite different information, depending on the question. We have stuck with this question because it 
has been applied for more than a decade. It provides, therefore, a better measure than if we messed 
around and asked a lot of other questions. For the integrity of the process, we are trying to keep it 
consistent, even though there are some doubts about the value in assessing confidence as opposed to 
something more tangible like whether someone has suffered a detriment in the last 12 months. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Unless I missed it, you did not explain to me the trading environment. Is it 
people’s confidence in banking and things like that, with interest rates rising, or the way they have 
been treated by their banks? Does it include stockbrokers, the retail sector and medical services? 
Ms Driscoll: It includes areas like credit in the range of questions. The particular question, “To 
what extent are you confident about WA’s trading environment?” is a very general question. It is 
not specific. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Is it up to the respondent of the survey to determine what a trading 
environment is? 
Ms Driscoll: I cannot recall the precise question, but it is something like, “To what extent do you 
feel comfortable about the WA trading market?” 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: It seems extremely broad.  
The CHAIR: It would perhaps be useful to have a copy of that. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Could we get a copy of the complete survey? That would be quite helpful to 
look at. 
[Supplementary Information No A6.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In relation to the desired outcome, which is a fair trading 
environment that protects consumers and traders in Western Australia—you would be aware of that 
outcome—in June 2009 the then Minister for Commerce put out a public statement saying that he 
was going to introduce legislative amendments to create a fairer environment for retail tenants and 
small businesses. You would also be aware that he gave a commitment in relation to the 
establishment of a small business advocate. I wonder whether the director general might be able to 
shed some light on what has happened to this and why it has taken so long for there to be any 
movement in this area. 
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Mr Bradley: The second part of the question about the Small Business Development Corporation 
advocate is outside of our jurisdiction, but I will refer to Anne Driscoll for the first part of the 
question. 
Ms Driscoll: Amendments to the Commercial Tenancy (Retail Shops) Amendment Bill have been 
drafted. There were proposals, as I understand it, through the Small Business Development 
Corporation to develop the concept of a small business advocate. At this point, bringing this 
legislation forward has been delayed while we seek clarification on that because it will have some 
minor effect in this law to reflect that position. At this point it is ready, but it is awaiting 
clarification of that role so that it can encompass that concept into this legislation. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Is the legislation that has been drafted based on the work 
undertaken during Clive Brown’s period, dating back to 2003? 
Ms Driscoll: Yes. 
Mr Bradley: Very much so. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Are you aware that most small businesses think that this is totally 
obsolete now and does not go far enough? 
Ms Driscoll: There has been a detailed review and reconciliation of all the findings of that 
particular report. Many of the recommendations from that have already been introduced as law. 
This amendment picks up the balance of those that are still relevant. It is, and has been, the subject 
of negotiations in terms of the varying views about what is acceptable going forward. At this point, 
it is still proposed to introduce a number of measures. Some of them are important, such as the 
equitable rent review in particular, and being able to obtain information about other tenants within a 
shopping centre so that you are informed and therefore able to argue reasonably about what might 
be acceptable rates. 
[4.30 pm] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: With all due respect, Ms Driscoll, in the event that somebody is 
not happy about the rent that they are paying under the current arrangement, or any future 
arrangement that we know of, where can they take that complaint, apart than through a legal 
process? Where can they get redress?  
Ms Driscoll: Obviously, this is the sort of issue that is intended to be dealt with through the 
advocacy proposal, but in many respects all leases have challenges in terms of market rates and the 
arrangements that apply. There are a number of measures in terms of unconscionable conduct et 
cetera, and clearly the intention is to provide an outlet and more advocacy by virtue of this proposal 
through the Small Business Development Commission. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Ms Driscoll, can I get your professional advice on this? Do you 
hold the view that the amendments that were proposed back in February 2003 are still the best 
amendments or changes to the legislation, and did you put that up as a recommendation to the then 
minister?  
Ms Driscoll: Of course, I cannot offer a view in relation to the law, but in my case I was not 
associated with that law advancing. At that point I was not involved in this area of activity of the 
department, so I cannot comment either in terms of having a view or with any specific knowledge 
about details of the proposal.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: So you provided no professional advice to your minister on these 
matters? 
Ms Driscoll: We certainly have in relation to the current amendments that have been before the 
minister. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Some of these amendments go back to 2003, and clearly you 
would have heard from people in the small business sector and from retailers that these proposals 
are outdated and belong to another era, and surely you would have formed some sort of—it does not 
matter—you would have had some professional opinion on this. I am asking whether you conveyed 
any concerns at any time to your minister that perhaps time has moved on. 
Ms Driscoll: There are several things there. Firstly, the Small Business Development Corporation 
has been the primary point of consultation for the development of this law, so it is receiving 
information from a range of parties, and certainly it is representing small business through this 
process. It is the case that the former minister particularly, who was involved in receiving this 
particular proposal, was personally involved in a range of consultations. There has been a lot of 
opportunity for him to hear firsthand. This is also part of a national consistency framework, and 
whilst —  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Is that the Australian consumer law?  
Ms Driscoll: It is in relation to commercial tenancy. So, no, this is different to that. The clauses that 
we have mirror those in other states, with only a small number of exceptions. They are not template 
or applied law, but mirror law. Another consideration is getting that alignment as well, which, of 
course, assists business that may have operations across boundaries. Clearly, there is also balancing 
the needs of the owners of property relative to the tenant. There has been a great deal of 
consultation for an extended period of time to try to get a resolution that takes us forward. It may be 
incremental, and perhaps this is an opportunity to move forward further, but it is important that we 
keep moving in the right direction.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: My first question is a follow-up from the earlier point relating to page 
871—the extent to which traders comply with regulatory requirements. You explained that there are 
some fairly significant shifts in the way that you are measuring that and the trading standards and 
the like. I wonder why that was not included in a note to explain such a significant change.  
Ms Driscoll: In some respects the reality is that the pace with which these papers were prepared 
meant there was no opportunity for consultation with those of us who are involved in the 
operational side of things. Perhaps to provide some detail — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Are you saying that you were not involved in making the decision to set 
your budget target at 90 per cent for this year?  
Ms Driscoll: No, that is incorrect. I was. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would hope so.  
Ms Driscoll: I am sorry, it is more the notes in terms of why. I will just explain. Currently, we 
measure 17 000 activities for that 95 per cent that is listed there. Of those —  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy for you to provide that as supplementary information, I just 
wanted an explanation of why it was not included as a note. Because of the interruption, rather than 
going through a detailed explanation now, it can be supplementary information. However, I want to 
put on record my view that things like that should be included as notes to explain it to us.  
[Supplementary Information No A7.] 
Mr Bradley: Can I clarify what is being sought?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The details of the changes that have occurred in the way that is measured, 
which is the information that the commissioner was about to explain to us.  
Ms Driscoll: Why we are estimating 90 per cent for next year rather than 95 per cent. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Is that not outlined in the annual report as dot point (a) at the top of outcomes?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: It may be at the time the annual report comes out, but not at this stage.  
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My next question relates to page 877. Earlier we talked about that $36 million for science and 
innovation declining to $3 million. Again, I am happy for it to be provided as supplementary 
information, but can we get a breakdown for each year of exactly what that money is spent on? 
Mr Bradley: I can do that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Again, because of the disruption we experienced, I am happy for that to be 
taken as supplementary information. 
The CHAIR: It can be tabled now if it is available, or whichever is convenient. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I can now get to the questions that I wanted to ask.  
The CHAIR: Can we take a copy of that now? 
Mr Bradley: I can give a breakdown of those figures now, if you wish.  
The CHAIR: To try and save time, I ask if the committee clerk might be able to copy that. 
Mr Bradley: Yes. 
The CHAIR: Thank you.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: These are my questions that go to the way in which your budget is 
presented and its finances. Am I correct in assuming that that $36 million, $21 million, $15 million 
and $3 million should all be included in the total cost of services under the science innovation and 
business summary?  
Mr Bradley: Yes, you are. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If that is the case—and this is an issue that I am having a great deal of 
difficulty reconciling—if you go to page 869 of the budget papers, under “Service Summary”, point 
3 “Science, Innovation and Business”, the total cost of services seems to remain reasonably 
constant. It declines from $61 million down to $55 million. I can understand why there would not 
be significant shifts for the next two years because the royalties for regions money is coming in, but 
I do not know whether that fully replaces the money that you are losing under those science and 
innovation grants. In the final year of the forward estimates, I would have thought it would be far 
more than $6 million. Could you explain why we are not seeing a far greater decline, when we 
consider that in this financial year, of that $61 million, $36 million is science and innovation grants, 
and by the year 2013-14, you will get $55 million, of which only $3 million is science and 
innovation grants?  
Mr Bradley: I refer to the chief financial officer, Mr Goodwin.  
Mr Goodwin: Member, in part that relates to your earlier comment where you used the word 
“offset”. They are not directly offset, of course, but the grants in the science and innovation area are 
declining, as you noted, but there are also some substantial amounts of money flowing into the 
science and innovation group from royalties for regions, which is a few lines above that on page 
877. In that sense, the two amounts of money offset the total expenditure.  
[4.40 pm] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I can understand that the changes would not be as dramatic in 2011–12 and 
2012–13, although if you look at the eight and the 36 and add them together and then you look at 
the following year, there is a bit of a change. I understand that part of it, but I do not understand it in 
2013–14.  
Mr Goodwin: There is some decline in total costing in 2013–14, but that does not fully explain it. I 
do not have that level of detail here. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Maybe you can take that as a supplementary question. 
[Supplementary Information No A8.]  
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The CHAIR: Mr Bradley, can that sheet that you kindly provided be made public?  
Mr Bradley: That is fine.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The other thing that I am completely confused about is your total cost of 
services in a range of your summary areas. For instance, with consumer protection, we are seeing a 
decline from the 2008–09 figure of $58 million down to $55 million for this year, and over the 
forward estimates it continues to decline down to $49 million, but at the same time there has been 
an increase in your FTEs from 464 to 531. Likewise, with safety and employment protection, you 
have a decline in the total cost of services but an increase in your FTEs from 353 to 386. In science 
and innovation, you do get a decline in your FTEs. For service summary 1 and 2, can you explain 
how you can be getting less money but having more FTEs, particularly when there is a cap on FTEs 
within the public sector? What is driving the growth in FTEs? 
Ms Driscoll: Perhaps I can discuss the consumer protection line and the mix of issues such as FTE 
versus unit cost. The consumer protection line is affected by several things. Firstly, the Building 
Commission is now counted as part of consumer protection. My understanding—we do have the 
Executive Director, Building Commission here—is that it is proposed that the Builders’ 
Registration Board of Western Australia will join the consumer protection line in the next financial 
year, so that will affect FTEs in a positive sense. In the negative, we have the impact of the COAG 
transfers occurring at present. Going into 2010–11, we lose in the order of 30 staff for trading 
standards and credit functions, which essentially are just in small transition for a couple of months 
at the beginning of the year while we close files et cetera. It is currently projected in April that 
business names and REVS will also transfer to the commonwealth and we will lose a further 30. We 
have two sets of things happening, which is affecting the FTEs. 
In relation to the average costs for various activities, in particular, policy projects, again, COAG is 
affecting things here. We have a lump sum, if you like, to assist us in the COAG work that is part of 
a payment made by the commonwealth. That is listed here as flowing in both in 2009–10 and 2010–
11. The reality is that some of that will be a contained budget that will need to take us through 
several years. The other reality is that to some extent the COAG work has not flowed into 
achievement of bills being passed until next year, so it is affecting our unit costs essentially, and 
that is additional work, on top of the domestic legislation, that relates to COAG. Finally, a great 
deal of work has been done by the Building Commission in relation to the three building bills. 
Again, a lot of work has been put in the last year, but we have not seen the fruition of those bills, 
which is expected in the next sitting of Parliament. That explains some of our issues with unit costs. 
I could go into further detail, but I am not sure —  
Mr Bradley: With regard to the employment protection question that you asked, in terms of the 
reduction in money, the total cost of service for 2009–10 was $50.7 million. That has reduced to 
$48.4 million, but the FTE is still escalating, as you correctly pointed out. In essence, the reason for 
that is that we contributed money to the national safe work program, which was running around 
$870 000 per annum, and also the WA industrial relations review in the 2009–10 budget. Those 
moneys are not accounted for. There were back payments in terms of the safe work proposal. The 
implementation of the COAG reforms has led to some increase in FTEs.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How are you paying for them if you are not getting an increase? All of the 
arguments that Ms Driscoll gave us would be an argument for why your FTEs should be coming 
down, not going up. The transfer of functions should result in an decrease of FTEs in the 2010–11 
financial year. In consumer protection, there were 464 FTEs in 2008–09 and the total cost of the 
service was $58 million. This year the total cost of the service will be $55 million, but you will 
employ 531 people. Are you cutting the wages and conditions of all your employees. How do you 
employ more people but have a lower total cost of service? The sorts of amounts that you have just 
described to me, in relative terms, would explain the $3 million difference between the $58 million 
and the $55 million. 
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Mr Bradley: To try to short-circuit the answer, in terms of the FTEs—this may be the nub of the 
issue for the member—Treasury gave us different instructions on how to recount our FTE numbers. 
Previously, especially in the CP area, where there are a number of boards, those board personnel 
were not included in our FTE numbers. Now these boards are separately funded and these FTE 
numbers are included in our FTE count, which gives us the expansion in the FTE count. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: When those things happen, are you not supposed to back cast your figures? 
For instance, when all the elements of the Building Commission have come in, they should have 
been added in and an assessment made of their approximate cost in the 2008–09 figures.  
Mr Bradley: I can assure you that we back cast our figures. We have been doing that since we were 
DOCEP, because we have had changes to our jurisdiction just about every year.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is a constant battle. As members of Parliament, I do not think I have ever 
seen two sets of budget papers produced on the same conditions as the previous year. If you back 
cast it, that would not explain the dramatic growth in the FTE numbers. Rather than exploring it 
here, if you want to take it on notice, you can give us a more detailed explanation, because it leaves 
me a bit bewildered how you can employ significantly more people with less money.  
[Supplementary Information No A9.]  
[4.50 pm] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If there are any changes in the services that you are providing or reducing 
as a result of that—if there is anything in there along those lines—you can include that in there as to 
how you are doing it—grants or funding that you are doing or any other services you are reducing.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I must say, from what I read here, it is a very interesting plethora of 
activity you have within your department.  
Mr Bradley: You are not wrong! 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: You had an economic audit committee come in. You say they 
undertook a value-for-money audit of activities. Given the difficulty you have with that plethora of 
activity, I would have thought that they might have influenced what the outcomes and key 
effectiveness indicators might change to. There are lots of things that you are involved in, but there 
is no measure of whether that is working or not as a result of the work you are doing. Did they make 
any remarks about that in their report to you?  
Mr Bradley: I suppose the real answer is the report basically validated our concern that a lot of our 
savings of money could accrue if we were co-located. At the present moment we have nine 
metropolitan sites where our staff are working. We believe that if we got into one location, we 
could save, just on rent alone, in effect, around about $5 million per annum. We started to identify 
these savings for the previous government and we took that through to the value-for-money audit. 
The value-for-money audit also recognised that by getting into one location, you would also have 
economies of scale in other aspects of the agency, especially around development of policy, 
especially around legal departments, which are in various jurisdictions within the department itself, 
and also libraries et cetera. There were economies of scale that would flow from that, which would 
then give further savings as well.  
WorkSafe was basically taken out of the value-for-money audit, essentially because they felt that 
WorkSafe was performing at the maximum level, the only difference being that they recommended 
that we should go back to—and this may help the member opposite—zero-based budgeting. We 
should go back to zero-based budgeting and move forward. We are doing that in WorkSafe at the 
present moment, but for a different reason. It also had extensive commentary around the science 
and innovation area and how we should restructure that potentially to make further savings in that 
area. What essentially was happening, or has happened, is that we had the Department of Industry 
and Resources, which had a separate function. Part of that has come into us, and we are trying to 
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change the culture and do things differently. There were further savings from there, because when 
they first came in, I think last year when we were here we talked substantively about the Aboriginal 
economic department or division being abolished and what savings that would have. When they 
came across, I think we were talking around 117 or 120 FTEs. We are now looking at having a 
division of around 71 to 76 FTEs. That is really what has come out of the value-for-money audit, 
and we are implementing that at the present moment. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: That is helpful. I must say I am delighted to hear that you are doing 
zero-based budgeting. 
Mr Bradley: Our intention there is, rather than roll out zero-based budgeting across the whole 
agency in one go, we will be rolling out zero-based budgeting division by division as we move on. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In relation to the value-for-money audit, this comes on top of the 
three per cent efficiency dividend. 
Mr Bradley: Yes. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: You have done the value-for-money economic audit. I wonder 
whether you could provide those nine sites that you are currently located in, that you are going to 
consolidate your staff into the one site, and provide us the information of — 
Mr Bradley: Do you want them now?  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If you have got them now, that is fine.  
Mr Bradley: Cannington; 1 Adelaide Terrace; King Street — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can we get the actual addresses for these locations? 
The CHAIR: We will put that on notice. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, we will do that on notice because it is too hard, as the next 
question will be: what will happen to those sites once they are vacated?  
The CHAIR: Let me be clear: the member would like the sites identified, with the addresses? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. 
[Supplementary Information No A10.]  
Mr Bradley: Can I just advance that cabinet have already approved the site for us to move to in 
Stirling. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If we can have the address for that. 
Mr Bradley: I do not think I can give you the address for that. They have got to move a road 
et cetera to accommodate it.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Nothing is easy! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You have still got to build the building? 
Mr Bradley: Yes. The move is not going to occur until, at the earliest—if we are lucky—July 
2013; maybe 2014. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If you came to Joondalup, they would not have to move a road! 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: No; Stirling is great—that is where I live. It is a great place to live. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In terms of the efficiencies, the co-locating of the department’s 
existing multiple sites was the primary area in which you were going to deliver up savings. There 
were other efficiencies, as I understand it. I wonder whether you can provide the committee with 
what they might be. 
Mr Bradley: Yes. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: And the monetary value of them. 
Mr Bradley: No monetary value was prescribed to that in the value-for-money audit. It was 
basically saying the economies of scale will deliver you further savings. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can the committee obtain from you the actual value-for-money 
audit summary or findings, or however it came—it may have come as a schedule? What I really 
want to get is what has been identified in terms of the areas that you can harvest the savings from, 
and how much of a saving each of the relative initiatives will deliver to government. 
Mr Bradley: I probably am constrained in providing a copy of the actual report because that is still 
in the cabinet process, but I can provide details of our summaries. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is fine for my purposes. 
[Supplementary Information No A11.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Have you been asked to deliver up any more, other than your 
three per cent efficiency dividend and the value-for-money audit? 
Mr Bradley: No, I have not. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thirdly, I wonder whether you could provide us with a copy of the 
written instruction from Treasury to you in terms of the new way to count FTEs.  
Mr Goodwin: Sure. 
[Supplementary Information No A12.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In terms of the Building Commission amalgamation, that is 
another area that will come to you. I imagine that is also part of the harvesting of savings for 
government? 
Mr Bradley: It is part of the value for money. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Are there any other boards, committees, commissions or anything 
else that is going to come your way as a result of the value-for-money audit? 
Mr Bradley: No. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Do you think that will be the end of it?  
Mr Bradley: There is a proposal, as you know, for the government to collapse a number of boards 
and committees. That has previously been identified. They will come to us as an agency. A number 
of those boards and committees are contained within the ACL, Australian Consumer Law 
legislation, when it comes through.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I understand also in terms of the boards and committees that there 
has been a redefinition issued by the Premier in terms of what is a board or a committee.  
[5.00 pm] 
Mr Bradley: I am not aware of that.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They are going to give it to you. You will have to get across this. 
Apparently there is a redefinition of what is a board and/or a committee.  
Mr Bradley: We have our settlement agency, our real estate board —  
Ms Driscoll: Land valuers, motor vehicles, hairdressers. 
Mr Bradley: At the present time they are separate from the agency. They will be coming into the 
agency. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Will the board or committee be abolished or just brought in under the 
agency?  
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Mr Bradley: The initial board will be abolished and they will reconstitute an advisory board.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: You can take this on notice. Can we get all the boards and 
committees you currently have related to your agency? 
Mr Bradley: That are going to be merged? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, after they are abolished and then reconstituted. 
Mr Bradley: Will a matrix do? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That would be lovely; thank you.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can we also have the amount you expect to save from each of those 
abolitions? 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Settlement agencies are going to be nationally regulated, are they not? 
[Supplementary Information No A13.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Most agencies are not even aware their boards are being abolished, so you 
are doing better than most. 
The CHAIR: Given we started later and had an interruption, we will continue for another 15 
minutes. I hope that nobody has to be anywhere urgently. I do not know whether the traffic will be 
worse or better, but I am flagging that we will go to quarter past five.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I want to make sure that we get by supplementary information that 
last part of the question. You are going to provide a matrix, but we also want the savings that will 
be harvested from that initiative. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: By cost and FTEs. If there is none, just send it back and say there is none. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I refer to the sixteenth dot point on page 870—you have more dot points under 
“Significant Issues” than any other agency. There is a plethora. Responsibility for the 
administration of home indemnity insurance is an issue that has been huge in the past. Will having 
the BC now assigned responsibility give the public some sort of assurance that home indemnity 
insurance will be looked after quite well? There have been a huge number of problems in that area 
previously. Is this seen as a move for helping that along? 
Mr Bradley: With the collapse of HIH, yes, there were concerns around home indemnity insurance. 
In recent years there has been a level of confidence in the market that it is performing quite well. 
The difficulty that has arisen recently has been where Vero Insurance has elected to leave the 
building market, and the others were CGU Insurance and Lumley Insurance. I invite Mr Gow to 
explain where we are at in terms of the continuation of the home indemnity insurance program at 
the present time. 
Mr Gow: To put this in some sort of context, indemnity insurance is mandatory under our Home 
Building Contracts Act. A builder cannot get a building licence unless he can provide a policy of 
cover to the home buyer. That caused a lot of problems in the past when HIH went broke, because 
there were no insurers left in the market to continue to provide that cover. Governments have done a 
number of things since then. The act has been changed to allow a safety valve so that the minister 
can remove the need for indemnity insurance if needed. Governments across Australia that have the 
same indemnity insurance scheme have provided indemnities to insurers to reflect the fact that no 
commercial reinsurance was available. A number of things have been done in the seven or eight 
years since the HIH collapse. Most recently, two insurers pulled out late last year-CGU and 
Lumley—and at the beginning of this year Vero indicated it would pull out. We have worked 
closely with the large insurers remaining-QBE and a small remaining insurer, Calliden Insurance—
to effectively take over the business to keep the insurance scheme stable in Western Australia, while 
we have an opportunity to look at alternatives. When the Building Commission brings together 
builder registration, builder standards and a new consumer disputes process, it will be much better 
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placed to put the insurance component of this consumer protection regime in context. We will have 
a number of tools that we can use to protect people, and that will give the government a lot more 
options to look at. The intention is to stabilise so that we do not have a problem such as the one we 
had with HIH, and over the next three years look at what options we have. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Have we had to provide some sort of government guarantee to QBE to make 
sure it stays stable in the market? 
Mr Gow: We are doing two things. We are providing QBE the same indemnity that was provided 
to the withdrawing insurers, which effectively replaces market reinsurance. We are also providing 
short-term indemnity because, simply, Vero had the lion’s share of the market. There is not enough 
time for the new insurer to do the complete assessment of every builder, so they are taking them 
over, providing the insurance on the same basis as Vero, but the government essentially takes the 
premium and covers the risk until the proper due diligence is done; so there is temporary indemnity 
in place as well. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do we get paid for the reinsurance function we are performing? 
Mr Gow: Yes. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: You will be aware that some builders have claimed that they 
cannot get indemnity insurance and that is holding up their building projects. 
Mr Gow: Yes; I have heard that too. We are in virtually daily contact with the two major 
associations, MBA and HIA. We have made it clear to them that if any of their members or any 
builders are having problems, they should let us know. The registrar of the Builders Registration 
Board is there, and we have told the associations that he can chase up any individual issue with the 
insurers. So far no-one has come to him. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am a little bit concerned that there may be some deregulation in 
this area. As you will be aware, the minister put out a press release in May this year, saying that the 
government had agreed to retain the current mandatory scheme for a fixed period of three years to 
allow reform options to be considered and the arrangement for an orderly transition to a new system 
should it be required. That, to me, sounds like code for perhaps deregulation or the removal of the 
requirement for indemnity insurance. Can you give us some indication of what these new reform 
options might be and what a new system might look like in the event these reform options come to 
fruition? 
Mr Gow: There has certainly not been any decision on what an option should be. A number of 
options have been put to the government that we should look at, and we will do so, but that has not 
been done yet. We are more focused on getting this transition underway. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What are some of those options? 
Mr Gow: The options that have been put forward are things like a fidelity fund instead of an 
insurance system; removing mandatory insurance and making it a voluntary requirement; using the 
new building legislation that was talked about earlier, which provides a more comprehensive 
registration scheme for builders and others in the industry to use that to, if you like, monitor builder 
finances in the way the insurers currently do, so you do not need insurance to do that. 
[5.10 pm] 
We are moving towards national licensing in this area. That is largely why the three-year time 
period has been set, to take us up to when national licensing may come in. There may well be 
different arrangements that come out of national licensing. There are a number of things like that, 
and there are potentially others as well. We have not gone specifically out looking for broad input 
yet. 
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The CHAIR: I am just going to go to Hon Phil Edman, and then I will come back to Hon Ken 
Travers.  
Hon PHIL EDMAN: I have a question about something in the South Metropolitan Region, which 
relates to the fourth dot point on page 870. I did not make it to this launch in February 2010—I 
probably should have followed it up—but you spent $174 million, or there is a commitment, to 
upgrade that facility, and it states that you want to gain further defence and gas-related construction 
and maintenance projects. I just wanted to know what actually are the benefits of those new docks 
to those companies; what benefits are in it? Is it just the size or something else? 
Mr Bradley: Clearly, the benefit is to attract investment into Western Australia. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: Yes, I have got that. 
Mr Bradley: Also, if we can perform adequately in terms of servicing the Collins-class submarines, 
for which it was purpose built, the likelihood of attracting further defence contracts into Western 
Australia, located in that complex, is greatly enhanced. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: Why is that? Is it because it is larger, or is it because it has more facilities 
and amenities? 
Mr Bradley: The dock is more flexible than what is available in other parts of Australia in terms of 
South Australia. The size of vessel that it can take is, I think, a third greater than what is available in 
South Australia. It gives you greater flexibility. It also enhances the oil and gas sector, and with the 
Gorgon project taking off at the present moment, it is utilising that facility down there to its 
maximum at the present time. 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: I will have to go and have a look. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Getting back to the building insurance, are the large building companies 
self-insuring, or are they taking out premiums with the insurance companies?  
Mr Gow: No; the large building companies have to have insurance with an APRA-registered 
insurer in this market. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So there is no element of self-insurance in the way in which they structure 
themselves for the APRA insurance companies? 
Mr Gow: No. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What are your operating cash requirements to meet your cash flow needs 
on an ongoing basis? 
Mr Goodwin: The cash requirements are detailed in the statement of cash flows, which is towards 
the end of the budget papers. It changes from year to year depending on our needs. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I know what they are listed in the budget as, but what do you estimate to be 
the amount of cash that you require to have on hand to meet your cash flow requirements 
throughout the year, and at various time throughout the year? Is there a minimum amount of money 
that you feel you need to have to feel comfortable you can always meet your ongoing cash flow 
requirements? For Health, it is closer to $100 million, that is just to meet their monthly cash flow, 
and in fact there was an equity injection into Health last year so that they actually met their ongoing 
cash flow requirements. I am just trying to understand for you, as an agency, what you estimate you 
need as a minimum amount of cash at hand to meet your cash flow requirements. 
Mr Goodwin: I think, without the grants program, probably about $60 million. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Cash at hand of $60 million, or $6 million? 
Mr Goodwin: Sorry, are you talking about over the whole year? Are you talking about working 
cash? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 



Estimates and Financial Operations Monday, 21 June 2010 Page 22 

Uncorrected Proof - Not to be Quoted or Distributed 

Mr Goodwin: The director general thinks it is about $16 million. As I said, it is difficult to be 
precise because of the fluctuating nature of our commitments, including the grants particularly. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Are you confident that the amount you have listed in your cash flow 
statement as the cash at hand that you have over the forward estimates will be sufficient to meet 
your cash flow requirements? 
Mr Goodwin: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That drops significantly below the $16 million that the director general just 
suggested you would need. In the last year of your forward estimates, you drop to $2.3 million as 
your estimated cash surplus at 30 June. 
Mr Goodwin: Member, of course we try to minimise the cash balance that we have on hand. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Treasury will come and get it, if you do not. 
Mr Goodwin: There may be some element of that, but it is just plain wasteful. On a day-to-day, 
week-to-week basis, we draw down the cash from the Treasury that we need. If we have cash that is 
unspent from other commitments—it might be the capital works program or perhaps it is the 
grants—we would adjust our draw-down profile with Treasury accordingly.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Across all of the agencies—I am asking about all of your different 
functions—what is the current sort of trend in terms of complaints, requests for advice, inquiries, 
information? I know you have a range of different areas, and maybe you can take it on notice for 
each of the different areas, but is there an increase; is it running fairly stably; or is there a decrease 
in the engagement you have with the public in the lodging of complaints in the various forms in 
which you can take complaints, inquiries or requests for general information?  
Mr Bradley: I think I need to take that on notice to give you a more definitive answer. 
[Supplementary Information No A14.] 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I asked a question some time ago about the value audit. I think the 
outcomes and key effectiveness indicators need to be reviewed. Have you reviewed them in light of 
whether we can make an assessment of the judgements that you are exercising across this broad 
number of activities and the success of the outcomes that might be occurring? For example, we 
have the SKA, which is one of the ongoing ones, but as to the marine complex in Henderson, it is 
very hard to know whether that is successful or not, or how you might measure it. The Western 
Power distribution, with the overhead lines and the wooden poles and so on, who is accountable; 
and, if you are accountable, how are we assessing the success of that? Have you considered doing 
something like that in terms of the effectiveness indicators? 
Mr Bradley: It is difficult to know where to start to respond. We definitely look at our outcomes on 
a regular basis, and we are forced to do that because we keep getting added to and taken away in 
terms of an agency, so we keep looking at that. We also are mindful of the fact that we try to keep a 
level of consistency so that there is that measure of comparability with previous years when we 
present the budget statements. But we are also looking at ways of trying to improve the measure so 
that it does become more meaningful. I think if you were to compare the outcomes that are reflected 
today with the outcomes that were there five years ago, you would see a substantial improvement in 
that regard. I think they were just a collection of data that really did not represent a whole heap and 
did not mean a lot to individuals reading the budget papers. Now I think there is a more 
concentrated effort, and all our outcomes have to be endorsed by Treasury before they are printed. 
They do have a look at them when we sit down and work them through, and it is the same with our 
efficiency indicators. I think there is clearly a desire, from our perspective, to probably reduce some 
of the indicators, but also make them more meaningful to the outcomes that reflect the expenditures 
being appropriated. 
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The CHAIR: Thank you very much for your time. We will be forwarding any additional 
questions—if there are questions that members have not had the opportunity to ask—via the 
minister in writing in the next couple of days, together with the transcript of the evidence, which 
will include the questions that have been taken on notice. If members have any unasked questions, I 
ask them to submit them to the committee clerk at the end of this hearing. A response to these 
questions will be requested within 10 working days of receipt of the questions. Should the agency 
for some reason be unable to meet this due date, please advice the committee in writing as soon as 
possible before the due date, and the advice is to include specific reasons as to why the due date 
cannot be met. 
Again, on behalf of the committee thank you very much for your attendance today, and we will 
close the hearing. 

Hearing concluded at 5.20 pm 


