
My name is Grant Fitton and I am currently employed by Polytechnic West as a Lecturer in 
Plumbing and Gas fitting. I am also the current secretary of the National Plumbing and 
Services Training Advisory Group (NPSTAG). My answers to the discussion paper questions 
along with my closing comments are that of my own personal views and not that of the 
organisations I work for and represent.   

 

 

 

1. Is the proposed scope of work sufficient to meet the basic plumbing needs of remote 
communities? 

 It could be suggested that it would meet the needs of any community or dwelling for that 
matter, regardless of location. 

2. Should the Plumbers Licensing Board have the power to add additional tasks to the scope 
of work covered by a restricted permit or licence where a need is identified? 

 No. 

3. Are there any drawbacks to introducing a restricted licensing or permit scheme for remote 
Aboriginal communities)? If so, what are they? 

The two options presented in point 4 page 11 in how a remote aboriginal community is to be 
recognised as being such, are vague if not disturbing, particularly option 2. If this restricted 
license is to go ahead and proliferate in the number of holders, there is the potential to see 
on a wide scale, plumbing services (water/sanitation) fall even further than is being 
suggested as current, well below the nationally required bench mark in meeting the AS/NZS 
3500 series in relation to installation and maintenance of plumbing services due to lesser 
qualifications and its subsequent training and assessment, no doubt being delivered by 
people with no plumbing qualifications.    

  

4. Are the three Certificate II qualifications discussed above appropriate to the types of basic 
plumbing repair work proposed to be covered by the Restricted Plumbing Permit (Remote 
Aboriginal Communities) scheme? 

No they are not. They in no way meet the minimum benchmark qualifications required to 
practise in the plumbing industry. 

5. If not, why, and what alternative qualifications do you suggest? 

The national industry skills council for plumbing, Construction and Property Services Industry 
Skills Council (CPSISC) has through endorsement of COAG implemented and maintained a 
national training package for the delivery and assessment of plumbing industry 
qualifications, this training package is referred to as CPC08. As indicated, this is a ‘national’ 
training package aimed at ensuring consistency in the training and assessment of people 
wanting to qualify in the plumbing industry, which then through regulation and compliance 
sees the installation and maintenance of all plumbing related systems meet a national 
standard as a means of safeguarding the Australian population’s general health regardless 
of location. As a result there are no alternative qualifications. 



6. Is it appropriate to require the holder of a Restricted Plumbing Permit (Remote 
Aboriginal Communities) to maintain a register of all work performed? 

If a restricted permit was to be created then it should have the same requirements as any 
other permit or license.  

7. Should there be a requirement that community administrators must ensure that a 
licensed plumbing contractor examines the work of the holder of a Restricted Plumbing 
Permit (Remote Aboriginal Communities) within a set period of time after any work is 
completed? If so, what should this period be?  

While no licensed contractor has the power of inspection and hence rectification notice 
capabilities why this would be suggested? This should be done by an 
inspector/compliance officer employed by the regulator.  

  

8. Are there any other compliance issues that need to be considered in developing the 
Restricted Plumbing Permit (Remote Aboriginal Communities) scheme 

The largest geographical plumbing regulatory jurisdiction in the world (Western Australia) 
currently employ no more than 7 ‘inspectors’ and given the fact that licensed contractors 
have no compliance powers other than self certification, then I would say there are a 
multitude of considerations.      

9. Would it be appropriate to create a class of restricted business licence for service 
providers operating in remote Aboriginal communities? If no, why? If yes, what systems 
should a provider be required to have in place to qualify for a ‘Service Provider Licence’? 

No. The regulations state that only a ‘natural person’ can hold a license. This is for good 
reason in making an individual accountable for any installation/maintenance of any type 
of plumbing system.  

10. Do you foresee any issues arising from having a dual system of occupational permits 
for individuals and business licences for service providers? If yes, what are they?  

Yes, for reasons mentioned in previous answer. No other jurisdiction in the country allows 
it, why should WA 

11. Would it be appropriate to require that a licensed plumbing contractor must examine 
the work performed by employees of service providers? If yes, within what period of the 
work finishing should the examination be required to take place? 

Simply, a licensed contractor should be employed by any suggested provider.   

 

12. Should the remote Aboriginal communities be specifically identified in the Plumbing 
Regulations or is a more flexible registration system preferable? 

13. If you think they should be specifically identified, which remote Aboriginal Communities 
should be covered by the restricted permit/licence scheme? 

It would appear that based upon the above two questions the authors of this discussion 
paper are currently unable to determine what defines a remote aboriginal community in the 
first instance, if so why are they not identified in the discussion paper (REFER TO Q3 
ANSWER)    



14. What funding options do you believe are appropriate to fund the administration and 
compliance elements of a restricted plumbing permit scheme for remote Aboriginal 
communities? 

I am in no position to comment on this question other than to say that the ACIL Allen review 
went into potential funding models. 

15. What is your interest in the proposal? 

i) Resident of a remote community. 

ii) Administrator of a remote community. 

iii) Licensed plumbing contractor. 

iv) Environmental health worker. 

v) Provider of service to remote communities. 

vi) Other (please specify). 

Plumbing lecturer (educator) 

16. Overall, what impact do you think the proposal will have on you? 

The only direct impact would be that if a ‘trained non-plumber’ where to try and use the 
qualifications suggested in the discussion paper in obtaining Recognised Prior Learning 
(RPL) into a qualification from the national training package for plumbing(CPC08) that they 
would be unable to, leaving it to up RTO academic staff having to explain as to why.   

17. Do you have a different model you prefer that ensures the basic plumbing services 
remain in operation in remote communities. 

Incentive for member(s) of remote communities to be apprenticed and trained in the 
plumbing trade using the nationally endorsed training package and therefore being issued 
with the subsequent qualifications. 

18. Do you foresee any financial benefits or losses arising from the implementation of a 
scheme to enable basic plumbing repair work to be conducted in remote Aboriginal 
communities by people who are not the holders of a full plumbers licence? 

I would suggest that there could be ongoing costs based on potential rectification work due 
to substandard practises. 

19. If yes, please say why and (if possible) provide an estimate as to how much. 

Your guess is as good as mine I would suggest 

 

I would like to finish my response to the discussion paper with the closing comments below; 

Both indigenous and non-indigenous people of Western Australia should not be in fear of 
contracting any illness and disease due to poor sanitation and/or water supplies, regardless 
of where they live. The extreme importance in regards to installing and maintaining any 
systems or infrastructures that provides safe drinking water and safe treatment and disposal 
of sanitary waste for any community is acknowledged by the fact that the carrying out of this 
work and any on-going maintenance is to be regulated under acts of parliament and 



subsequent regulations which in turn call upon certain Australian Standards & Codes of 
Practise that are to be adhered to.  

In relation to installation and maintenance of these systems and infrastructures, the WA 
Plumbers Licensing Act 1995 has legislated under it, the Plumbers Licensing and Plumbing 
Standards Regulations 2000 and as a minimum requirement under these regulations a set of 
national standards are to be follow (AS/NZS 3500 series). The WA Health Act 1911 has 
legislated under it, Health (Treatment of Sewage and Disposal of Effluent and Liquid Waste) 
Regulations 1974, which in turn calls up the ‘Code of Practice for the Design, Manufacture, 
Installation and Operation of Aerobic Treatment Units’.  
 
Under the Health (Treatment of Sewage and Disposal of Effluent and Liquid Waste) 
Regulations 1974, any person can, without the need for a license or restricted permit, install 
a septic tank and leach drain system based on approval to do so from the local council/shire 
or the Executive Director of Public Health (EDPH) as applicable and any such system 
installed shall be inspected by an Environmental Health Officer (EHO) and based upon 
approval, a permit granted to the property owner/occupier to use and ‘basically’ maintain that 
system. However, the installation and maintenance of Aerobic Treatment Units (ATU) can 
only be performed by ‘authorised people’ but this is not say that this person needs to be a 
licensed plumber. Nowhere in this discussion paper is it suggested that neither the WA 
Department of Health nor any jurisdictional shires within which a ‘remote aboriginal 
community’ is located has been consulted? Based on the STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
as found in the discussion paper and based on the aforementioned acts and regulations, 
they certainly should be. 

Lastly I find the proposal of the introduction of a restricted permit to be insulting on two 
fronts. Firstly it is insulting to any qualified plumber and current plumbing apprentice to 
suggest that there could be people legally allowed to perform plumbing work of any kind 
after having completed lesser qualifications and training than they have done or are doing. 
Secondly it is insulting to remote aboriginal communities and their members to suggest that 
any required training and qualification should be less than as expected for any other 
Australian. I would suggest that implementation of a restricted permit for remote aboriginal 
communities would not by any means ‘close the gap’, rather it would have the opposite 
effect and widen it further.    

    

 

Grant Fitton 

 

 


