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Submission to the Educa�on, Employment and Training Commitee inquiry into the Work Health 
and Safety and Other Legisla�on Amendment Bill 2023 

1.0 Australian Meat Industry Council (AMIC) 

1.1 AMIC is the peak body represen�ng red meat and pork retailers, wholesalers, 

processors, and smallgoods manufacturers across the country. Our industry is one of 

the largest manufacturers in Australia today. We exist for a clear reason: to help our 

members achieve and maintain profitability and ensure our members are recognised 

for the crucial role they play in the agribusiness supply chain. 

 

1.2 We are the only industry associa�on represen�ng the post-farmgate Australian meat 

industry. We work with members, governments, and industry groups to influence 

policy and provide technical and other services to the industry. 

 

1.3 Our overriding goal is profitability for our members. To help our members achieve and 

maintain profitability, we work hard to solve our industry’s key challenges and provide 

a range of services that make it easier for our members to run their businesses, from 

finding staff to complying with legisla�on. 

 

1.4 The Australian Meat Industry Council is the voice of Australian businesses in the crucial 

and complex post-farmgate meat industry. Our 1500 plus members employ tens of 

thousands of people and are significant contributors to their local economies. 

 

1.5 We are con�nually working towards a more compe��ve and prosperous meat and 

livestock supply chain that is good for members, good for industry and good for 

communi�es. We do this by advoca�ng for effec�ve and strategic policy, suppor�ng 

our industry on important issues and providing members with tools to build and grow 

their businesses so they remain compe��ve and profitable within the Australian and 

global supply chain. 

 

2.0 Introduc�on 

2.1 AMIC have reviewed the changes proposed in the Bill and would like to provide a 

submission on behalf of AMIC’s members as to the possible implica�ons the passing 

of this Bill will have on our members for your detailed considera�on. We are 

concerned by a number of the changes and the significant cost implica�ons and 
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disrup�ons it could have to the industry, but with no associated tangible benefits 

apparent.  

2.2 We note that, in some instances, with the level of detail currently available, we can 

only approximate the full extent of the implica�ons of these changes, so we put 

forward this submission with the obvious caveat, that this is our best efforts to 

es�mate the implica�ons at this point in �me. We only submit on those changes that 

we believe (at this point in �me) will have an impact on our membership and are not 

listed in priority.  
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THE ISSUES  

3.0 Detailed Analysis of some of the issues  

3.1 Health & Safety Representa�ve powers and rights conferred.  

This bill seeks to expand the powers of a Health and Safety Representa�ve (HSR) up to and 

including HSR’s issuing ‘cease work no�ces,’ which have the resultant outcome, if 

implemented, of stopping work un�l the HSR withdraws no�ce or the issue resolves with a 

Work Health and Safety Inspector.  

 

3.2 The meat industry has issues with this for many reasons:  

3.2.1 The HSRs within industry are not safety experts, they generally only 

complete a 5-day training program. We submit that this would not be 

anywhere near enough sufficient knowledge to make the extremely 

significant decision as to whether a breach of safety issue may require a 

stop work. We also submit they may not possess the ability to 

appropriately liaise and advise site management on a work around. 

Closing down an area in a plant has mul�ple compounding affects, 

especially in the meat industry. The most significant could be, for 

example, animal welfare issues.  

3.2.2 An abatoir or any type of meat industry factory/processor/abatoir 

would have several HSRs for different departments and shi�s, these 

HSRs would normally only have knowledge of their specific departments. 

If a stop work no�ce is issued for one department, it may have an 

adverse effect on other departments within the factory. E.g., Animal 

welfare concerns, refrigera�on of product, market access, transport 

delays and poten�ally loss of business. 

3.2.3 The risk for industry in this instance is endless. It is not prac�cal for an 

abatoir to fully stop produc�on without a plan, live animals need to be 

removed from produc�on areas to yards/pens to ensure all animal 

welfare requirements are met (some HSRs would/may have no 

knowledge of animal welfare issues), processed bodies on a produc�on 

chain cannot be le� for an extended period of �me because of 

refrigera�on and hygiene requirements (Food safety standards must be 
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considered). Distribu�on or warehouse departments may be wai�ng on 

product to meet shipping/delivery schedules, not mee�ng shipping 

schedules can have major consequences for the whole product lifecycle. 

3.2.4 Whilst this is not the norm, another poten�al issue is if HSRs are strongly 

union affiliated there is a poten�al for them to use new powers to 

disrupt a business on unreasonable grounds. AMIC have seen instances 

like this occur where a union affiliated HSR has tried to stop a produc�on 

area due to ‘claimed’ extreme heat. The WHS Inspectors atended & 

provided the ‘all clear.’ Unfortunately, it has been observed that HSRs 

and Unions inten�ons/ac�ons are not always genuine.  

3.2.5 This bill proposes HSRs nominate their own Registered Training 

Organisa�on (RTO’s) for the training, this is not a prac�cal solu�on. The 

majority of industry is rural based and will not have a great selec�on of 

nearby RTOs. Business usually has an Admin/Training/HR person who 

would engage with reputable RTOs to deliver training on site, and this 

should remain.  

3.2.6 In the instance of HSR training, a meat employer may have several to be 

trained at the one �me, so normally a RTO would be engaged to deliver 

the training to all of the HSRs at the same �me on site. Otherwise, as the 

proposal submits, to allow HSRs nominate their own RTO, they could be 

hundreds of kilometres away and then be expected to be reimbursed for 

travel, accommoda�on, and �me. The benefits of the employer being 

able to choose seems very litle, as compared to the burden that this will 

place on the employer for effec�vely the same outcome.  

3.2.7 In rela�on to the proposal where HSRs are to accompany permit holders 

and be no�fied when permit holders are onsite, in the meat industry this 

is not prac�cal. In the industry, HSRs are usually skilled produc�on 

employees within their area of work, therefore it would be imprac�cal to 

remove them from their produc�on role, this would either cause a loss 

of produc�on or extra costs to replace the HSR whilst not in their normal 

role. Most factories would have a suitably qualified Safety Officer to 

accompany a permit holder, they would then relay communica�ons to 

the HSR, or this could also be conducted with a site/department 
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supervisor. This again, seems a change of litle benefit and more 

burden/cost/risk to the employer.  

3.2.8 The proposed �meline shortening – With the PIN �meline shortened 

and issued by a HSR, this is not prac�cal. Four days is not enough �me 

for a business to inves�gate, research and poten�ally manufacture a 

remedy for a PIN. The majority of our meat industry members are in 

rural communi�es and may have limited access to services, supplies, 

exper�se, and tradespersons to fix the issue. The shortening of the 

�meframe is unnecessary, imprac�cal, and further makes it exceedingly 

difficult for our already struggling rural members to comply and make 

ends meet. This needs to be kept at 8 days as a minimum, (even perhaps 

extended). We would submit that there should be “excep�on forms” or 

an extended length allowed for members who are in rural areas (as long 

as any immediate danger is ruled out).  

3.2.9 The Bill seeks to expand the informa�on seeking powers of HSRs to be 

able to request informa�on concerning the Workplace Health and Safety 

of workers in their work group. It also seeks to expand the powers of 

HSRs to request assistance from a 'suitable en�ty', which, for a HSR, may 

mean either a 'relevant union' or another en�ty authorised by the HSR 

to represent or assist them (excluding organisa�ons that are not 

registered or do not have coverage), as well as having the associated 

powers to accompany WHS entry permit holders when exercising 

func�ons at the workplace. 

3.2.10 It would seem this Bill is looking to expand union presence within all 

industries. Whilst AMIC acknowledge that they have a role, a lot of these 

changes could mean that any union within the meat industry could use 

these addi�onal powers to disrupt manufacturing plants. Past history 

would suggest that some Union representa�ves have no interest in 

working with industry. I would suggest the Government look to engage 

with the industry and provide guidance and support, not seek to further 

extend Union’s powers in the workplace. Proac�ve guidance, 

informa�on, materials and training would be much more beneficial to 

the industry.  
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4.0 Consulta�on to include unions. 

 

4.1 The bills seeks to extend consulta�on with the unions. There are some difficul�es that 

this could present for the employers that should be considered: 

  

4.1.1 The current provisions state engagement with HSRs, but we submit 

businesses should not need to include unions when consul�ng with 

employees and HSRs on maters for their respected areas/facili�es. 

Businesses are always looking to innovate, create efficiencies and reduce risk 

to employees, this is done via businesses doing their own due diligence, 

consul�ng with subject mater experts (manufacturers/other providers) 

employees and HSRs. Unions have no place in this consulta�on, they are not 

deemed subject mater experts in regards to improving businesses facili�es, 

and most certainly would not be deemed safety experts. Has the 

Government considered the impact on union’s workloads amongst these 

proposed changes and closing the loop changes? What if the union member 

did not have �me to assist, are we placing safety 

changes/improvements/upgrades/rec�fica�ons ‘on-hold’ whilst we consult 

with a Union? With the resultant outcome poten�ally someone weighing in 

who has no addi�onal knowledge or exper�se to bring to the picture? 

4.1.2 From our experience, a number of Meat Industry Union officials have not 

actually worked in meat establishments for many years (if not decades) and 

remain out of touch with the current environment the industry operates in. 

The benefits of bringing them in are well outweighed by the poten�al risks, 

costs, disrup�on, and hindrance that it could bring to the employer. As 

men�oned, if a union official is not abreast to an organisa�on’s setup, level 

of automa�on, and methods and processes, the �me spent bringing a union 

member up to date could be concentrated on fixing the issue and making 

sure it never happens again.  

4.1.3 This Bill provides the Unions more power and even less regula�on than 

employers are enduring. It certainly appears that Health & Safety Legisla�on 

Bill provides for the union to create their own loopholes to build on 

memberships, union revenue and remain largely unchecked during the 

process. This relaxa�on seems to place unions take on a regulatory role that 
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would normally be reserved for government bodies/agencies. These changes 

will place significant unrest in industry, and how we progress as an industry 

moving forward. There are so many ways for this to be manipulated in a way 

that does not equate to significantly improving safety, but increasing 

�meframes for rec�fica�on, Including placing more work through FWC, then 

there are challenges to legisla�on interpreta�on and rights, access etc. 

There will be botle necks when there is no need, let’s use the right qualified 

people to manage safety situa�ons. Unrest between unions and workplaces 

may arise, by allowing unions to take on regulatory roles without the same 

level of checks and balances that the Government endure. Unions have 

proven over years of working in industry that they do not have a grasp of 

safety requirements and legisla�on. Instead, they cherry pick where they 

think they can get leverage or access to create issues and not assist the 

business, worker or outcome. 

 

4.1.4 The provision that relates to providing unions with a greater access will take 

away the ability for business to engage directly with its workforce to build 

feelings of mutual trust and build an increased focus on an employee-based 

culture. Perhaps even more importantly, you are asking people outside of 

the organisa�on to make decisions on items that they are not experts in. It 

creates risk, disrup�on cost and could affect organisa�ons func�oning 

effec�vely. These meat industry organisa�ons represent large employers of 

people in both blue collar and white-collar workforces.  

 

5.0 Health & Safety Commitee 

5.1 The proposed provisions provide an organisa�on to have a Health & Safety Commitee to 

be established within 28 days. The current previsions allow two months. The current two 

months is reasonable, and workable in the meat industry. As previously discussed, each 

company may have HSRs on a site, and it does take �me to finalise HSRs for each 

department. This amendment to the bill is not prac�cal. This is not to say that each and 

every employer will u�lise those full two months in order to set up a commitee, but it 

does provide, amongst a great of deal of compliance burden, allow some la�tude to 

ge�ng a commitee set up with all of the relevant people involved.  
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6.0 Powers of the regulator 

6.1 There are significant amendments to powers of the regulator in the exis�ng provisions. A 

concerning part for industry is the powers to share informa�on with HSR’s and unions. 

AMIC strongly believe that this is not acceptable. All meat processing establishments 

value their intellectual property (IP), suppliers, produc�on records and compe��ve edge. 

Unions would inferen�ally share informa�on with officials/members from other 

establishments. Even if they did not mean to, it would be impossible for informa�on 

slippage not to occur and IP creep to occur across industry . Healthy compe��on 

benefits everyone. The customers, the suppliers, the employees, and the economy 

generally.  

6.2 Power to require produc�on documents within 30 days of entering a workplace, similar 

to the above point, produc�on documents are valuable IP to industry and have to be 

established as having a strong nexus to the issue at hand. This is too open and places our 

employers at risk of having to provide commercially confiden�al informa�on.  

7.0 The insurance prohibi�on 

7.1 The insurance prohibi�on should not cover insurance that covers WHS fines that 

could have come about by genuine mistake, mistaken advice, or something a 

reasonable person could not have foreseen occurring. AMIC notes that some 

reference has to be taken to defending the coverage of insurance for indemnity 

related to incorrect legal advice, but there is no coverage for genuine 

mistake/accident/or something that is not reasonably foreseeable. This may be 

sorted by the fact that a fine would not be issued if this was the case, but this is yet 

another one where the law should balance what a reasonable person can foresee 

and not burden industry with so much compliance and lack of support that it makes 

it almost impossible for companies (especially small companies) to operate under 

those condi�ons. Companies are living in fear of what is coming next, and there 

could be a poten�al for them overspending for fear of penal�es closing down their 

business.  

8.0 Remunera�on – Payment as if they have worked including over�me and penal�es. 

8.1 AMIC do not have issue with the appropriate en�tlements being paid to HSR’s, but 

there should be some s�pula�ons around over�me and penal�es and some 

flexibility for the employer to have some say over the hours that this training is 

performed so as to ensure they are not enduring significant to cost to have their HSR 



be t rained or attend their duties. This is a lso tied back to the issue of the HSR 

choosing their own training provider, the available times that their own t raining 

provider may be available cou ld only be in overtime hours, again creating an 

additional cost impost to the employee. Employers should have the outcome of 

having them be sufficiently t rained, it should not matter which RTO is used, and they 

should be able to direct when the t raining is done and by whom to li mit cost impacts 

(where reasonable). 

9.0 Increasing employee representative's rights 

9.1 This may cause s ignificant disruption and unrest amongst the workers due to freedom of 

association, now seeing it pressing towards a likeness to fo rci ng employees to become 

union members (in an industry with low union membership, covered by a sma ll union in 

potentia l merger talks with a union outside the industry), removing the freedom of 

association in its true form. 

9.2 There is already s ignificant coverage and protections available to employees under the 

current system. Some of the additional rights that are being proposed are not justified, 

beneficia l or practica l. There is a potential fo r misuse, and it pushes a significant decline 

in the encouragement of localised communication between the employe r and employee. 

AM IC would like to propose that the current range of protections that are already 

contained with the relevant Workplace Health and Safety Acts to protect employees and 

employee representative provide balance and protections for both the employer, 

employee, and employee representatives. The changes (as mentioned) are superfluous, 

and we submit a lters what was a lready achieved - a balanced system. 

10.0 Conclusion : 

10.1 Table One is a summary of the Bill objectives against summary of the AM IC issues. 

The Bill is said to be the result of wanting to achieve the following outcomes: 

TABLE ONE 

Bill Proposed outcome AMIC Summary of Issues 

strengthen and promote the role of AM IC do not have issue with 
health and safety representatives clarifying, strengthening and 

11 
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(HSRs), including clarifying powers they 
can exercise and func�ons they can 
perform at the workplace.  
 

promo�ng the role of HSR’s. However, 
clarity for employer cost implica�ons, 
dura�on and �ming for training all 
need to have clear s�pula�ons as to the 
requirements, to avoid significant cost 
imposts on the employer and their 
opera�onal needs. AMIC does not have 
an issue with ensuring the appropriate 
en�tlements being paid to HSR’s 
throughout this process however, there 
should be some s�pula�ons around 
over�me, penal�es, and some 
flexibility for the employer to be able to 
manage the work hours to ensure they 
are not enduring significant to cost to 
have their HSR be trained or atend 
their du�es. They should also be able 
to direct which RTO is being used. RTOs 
they may have beneficial supply 
contracts with. 

promote consulta�on about WHS with 
workers and their representa�ves; Work 
Health and Safety and Other Legisla�on 
Amendment Bill 2023 

No issues with workers being able to 
bring in a representa�ve if they are in 
fear of reprisal.  

clarify rights that WHS entry permit 
holders can exercise at a workplace to 
assist workers in rela�on to suspected 
contraven�ons of the WHS Act; 

We submit that addi�onal rights to a 
workplace health and safety reversa�ve 
(as in the authority) to produce a stop 
work no�ce, is a significant amount of 
power to provide someone who could 
poten�ally have had 5 days training and 
could be given with litle or no regard 
to the impact on all of the other parts 
of the plant and ac�vi�es outside the 
plant.  
 
We also submit that they should not 
have to leave their substan�ve post in 
order to atend the site with permit 
holders. A safety officer would be the 
appropriate person to assist as they 
would be the more qualified/senior 
safety employee with knowledge of 
en�re opera�ons. Produc�on will be 
affected if this is the case as the best 
technical experts to be HSRs also hold 
important produc�on posi�ons in the 
company.  

clarify which en��es or persons may 
assist workers and act as their 
representa�ves in rela�on to WHS 
issues by: – ensuring a relevant union 

We submit that increased involvement 
with the Unions, who are by no means 
safety experts, nor experts in each 
par�cular organisa�ons processes, 
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whose rules en�tle it to represent the 
worker’s industrial interests may assist 
workers or act as their representa�ves 
in rela�on to a WHS issue; and – 
excluding other en��es such as: 
associa�ons of employees or 
independent contractors; other en��es 
that represent or are purpor�ng to 
represent the industrial interests of the 
worker; en��es that demand or receive 
a fee from such bodies; and individuals 
connected with excluded bodies. 
Excluding associa�ons of employees or 
independent contractors which are not 
registered unions under the Fair Work 
(Registered Organisa�ons) Act 2009 
(Cwlth), or the Industrial Rela�ons Act 
2016 (IR Act) is consistent with 2022 
amendments to the IR Act;  
 

methods, safety and/or other 
procedures, levels of automa�on or 
skill within the workplace will not add 
value, but poten�ally add disrup�on, 
cost, and extend the �meframe of 
resolu�on.  
 
The exclusion of other en��es is not 
relevant as the increasing union input 
provides litle benefit; therefore, the 
inclusion or exclusion of outside 
associa�ons and independent 
contractors would also pose the same 
litle benefit.  

clarify and streamline the dispute 
resolu�on process;  

No issue with this change  

move certain proceedings from the 
Magistrates Court to the Queensland 
Industrial Rela�ons Commission (QIRC); 

No issue with this change  

amend the Category 1 offence to 
include negligence as a fault element, in 
addi�on to reckless conduct: 

No issues with this change 

enable HSRs to choose their training 
provider; 

This will provide significant issues, 
especially the ones in rural areas with 
limited access to RTOs.  
Also, central coordina�on of training 
with RTOs provides cost benefits 
through meaningful and cost-effec�ve 
supply contracts and lessens 
administra�ve burdens.  

prohibit persons from entering 
insurance contracts or being granted 
indemnity, or benefi�ng from these 
arrangements, to cover liability for WHS 
fines; 

No issue with these amendments, 
except for the fact that this should only 
apply for instances that are purposeful, 
or extremely reckless or negligent. 
Some insurance should be available to 
people if there was some form of 
genuine mistake, or incorrect advice 
given, or changes that someone could 
not have reasonably seen. This does 
not appear to be covered within the 
Bill. Must look at the compliance 
burden and allowing employers to act 
in fear of mistake and how much 
“reasonable” safety precau�ons an 
employer should have in place.  
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extend the 12-month deadline, to 18 
months, for a person to request the 
WHS Prosecutor bring a prosecu�on for 
a Category 1 or 2 offence; and  

No issue with these amendments 
(although note that recollec�on and 
inves�ga�ons will not be anywhere 
near as accurate with an addi�onal six 
months extended on to the �meframe).  

make other amendments to enhance 
the opera�on and administra�on of the 
WHS Act, including minor technical 
amendments for clarity or consistency. 

No issue with these amendments.  

  

10.2 AMIC appreciates and acknowledges the importance of appropriate workplace health 

and safety laws to protect both the employer and the employee (and other par�es 

who engage with the employer or employee). There is some concern that increasing 

the rights and powers of the Union, and the HSR’s to the extent that are proposed in 

this bill is going to be costly, disrup�ve, and not provide the improvements or benefits 

that it espouses. The Bill is extending power to those associa�ons that are neither 

regulators (and are not as strictly confined and monitored as regulators are) nor are 

they safety experts.  

There is much poten�al for the new proposals to significantly increase cost, increase 

union powers (yet not reduce safety issues), extend length of �me to resolve (with 

shorter �meframes provided) and empower representa�ves to assist in maters that 

they are not expert in, in any way. This could poten�ally elongate �meframes dilu�ng 

any benefits that the Bill proposed to provide.  

One of the key balances and objec�ves of the workplace health and safety laws was 

to ensure that people put in checks and balances and safety precau�ons that were 

reasonable for the size and the impact on the enterprise. The amount of cost and 

compliance privy to this same reasonableness test. What is reasonably foreseeable? 

What is imminent? Serious? How much compliance and safety requires to be 

implemented? How can a person or a union representa�ve have the exper�se or know 

how to make decisions which impact a whole enterprise (including people being 

employed by it). Decisions that have animal welfare impacts, biosecurity impacts, food 

health and safety standards and the list goes on.  

There has already been significant change and real struggle under the government 

changes and IR reforms, leaving the average employer wondering what is next and 

how to cope. Many of the changes in this Bill create poten�al implica�ons which could 

be severely detrimental and significant to the Meat in the short, medium, and long 
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term. There will be some that do not make it. There are par�cular changes (and 

compounding ones) that will result in whole business models falling over. If this were 

to strike a company in a rural area, the mul�plier effect to the town and the people 

becomes catastrophic. Complex, burdensome, costly regimes, creating fear and a 

real chance of error and penalty, stagnating investment, productivity, innovation, 

and service delivery in a timely manner.  

9.4 The issues that this Bill is intending to mi�gate are not quite right as they stand, we 

urge the decision makers to spend much time, working through (as described) what 

is a practical and rational reform under this Bill versus one that could ultimately 

ensue great cost and disruption to an already struggling industry.   


