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  Introduction 
On 15 September 2016, the Queensland Parliament established a Coal Workers’ Pneumoconiosis 
Select Committee (CWP Select Committee) to conduct an inquiry into the re-emergence of coal 
workers’ pneumoconiosis (CWP) in Queensland.  

This paper seeks to provide contextual information and analysis to assist in the consideration of 
the CWP Select Committee recommendations regarding the future of the Safety in Mines Testing 
and Research Station (Simtars), most specifically, the future of fee for service activities.  

Note: This document provides general information only—it does not reflect government policy. 

About Simtars  
Background  
Simtars was established in 1983 by the Queensland Government following inquiries into the 
tragedies at the Box Flat Colliery and Kianga No 1 Colliery underground mines in 1972 and 1975, 
respectively. 

The inquiry into the events at Box Flat recommended that: 

… a Safety in Mines Organisation be established. It is envisaged that the 
Organisation would not carry out the extensive research programmes dealt with in the 
establishments in the U.S.A., Great Britain or Europe, but rather that emphasis be 
placed on the practical demonstration of matters related to safety in coal mines and in 
giving mining personnel the opportunity of gaining first-hand experience in the correct 
methods of dealing with full scale underground mine fires and the hazards associated 
with the varying conditions that may occur.1 

 
While the inquiry into the accident at Kianga No. 1 recommended that:  
 

An autonomous Safety in Mines Research Organisation be established urgently in 
Queensland to examine among other items:- 

(a) Spontaneous combustion and the determination of proneness of the various 
coals; 

(b) Effective ventilation systems for pillar extraction in seams liable to 
spontaneous combustion; 

(c) Rapid means of effective sealing; 
(d) Early warning systems (including portable gas analysis instruments) for 

detection of heatings. 
(e) Effective firefighting techniques in various underground mining conditions.2 

 
Operations began in 1986, with purpose-built analytical and research facilities at Redbank (near 
Ipswich) commissioned in 1988. In 1997, Simtars opened an office and laboratory in Mackay to 
serve the Central Queensland region. 
  

                                                      
1 Queensland Government, Mining inquiry – Box Flat Colliery: report, findings and recommendations, November 1972, p. 3, 
<http://www.mineaccidents.com.au/uploads/box-flat(1).pdf> [accessed 1 February 2018]. 
2 Queensland Government, Report on an accident at Kianga no. 1. underground mine, December 1975, p. 16, 
<https://publications.qld.gov.au/storage/f/2014-06-13T04%3A38%3A33.219Z/kianga-mining-warden-report.pdf [accessed 1 
February 2018]. 
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Purpose 
Simtars’ published purpose statement is: 

To support the responsible use of Queensland's mineral and energy resources 
through the provision of research, testing, engineering, scientific and training services 
that enhance industry safety and health outcomes.3  

Funding 
The CWP Select Committee explains that: 

The safety and health fee or levy was introduced in 2008 to establish a framework to 
recover the costs of safety and health activities by the State government for coal 
mining, quarrying and explosives activities.4  

The CWP Select Committee further notes that: 

Simtars draws only 50 per cent of its funding from the levy, and the remaining 50 per 
cent from fee for-service offerings. Some additional Simtars funding is also attracted 
from research bodies, such as ACARP [Australian Coal Industry Research 
Programme], for collaborative research projects.5  

This levy portion of its budget helps fund Simtars' efforts to improve safety and health outcomes of 
mine workers, including emergency preparedness and response activities, health surveillance and 
whole-of-industry safety research. 

Fee for service work offers, as the CWP Select Committee notes, ‘a beneficial and fiscally 
responsible approach to service provision6, while cautioning that ‘these commercial offerings may 
detract from or influence the strategic focus of Simtars operations’.7 

The CWP Select Committee also noted (but did not specifically recommend) that the Department 
of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy should re-examine the Simtars funding approach as part 
of its work to re-evaluate the levy, to ensure it is sufficient to meet needs in relation to CWP. 

Fee for service activities 
Simtars provides services to domestic and international customers on a fee for service basis. 
These services are focused on enhancing the knowledge, skills and capabilities required to 
strengthen mine safety and health in Queensland, and to respond capably should emergencies or 
disasters unfold. These services include: 

• certification 
• combustible dust and dust management 
• spontaneous combustion testing 
• engineering 
• environmental monitoring  
• gas analysis and gas monitoring  
• lab and research 

                                                      
3 Queensland Government, 2017, ‘About Simtars’, <https://www.dnrm.qld.gov.au/simtars/about-us/about-simtars>, 
[accessed 1 February 2018]. 
4 Coal Workers’ Pneumoconiosis Select Committee, 55th Queensland Parliament, Black lung white lies: inquiry into the re-
identification of coal workers’ pneumoconiosis in Queensland, report no. 2, May 2017, p. 75. 
5 As above, p. 76. 
6 As above, p. 76. 
7 As above, p. 77. 
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• occupational hygiene 
• delivery and development of safety and health training courses 
• emergency response. 

Simtars is a Registered Training Organisation and provides nationally recognised training and 
qualifications in mine safety in Australia and overseas. It is an ISO9001 accredited body and is 
accredited to perform IECEx (International Electrotechnical Commission System for Certification to 
Standards Relating to Equipment for Use in Explosive Atmospheres) product and equipment 
certification. It is also a provider of occupational hygiene sampling and monitoring services. These 
services include respirable dust sampling and monitoring.  

In performing these services, Simtars operates as a commercial entity contracting with mine 
operating companies—separate to, and independent from, the Mines Inspectorate in the 
Department of Natural Resources Mines and Energy. 

Recommendations 
The CWP Select Committee made a series of recommendations that may impact Simtars’ 
operations:  
 

• Recommendations 1–8 are concerned with the structure of a new entity to regulate 
resources safety and health, and would be expected to have some influence on the day-
to-day running of the functions currently offered by Simtars.  
 

• Recommendations 16–18 will have an impact on the funding of functions currently 
delivered by Simtars.  
 

• Recommendations 14, 23–29, 33–35 and 37 may have an impact on operations, including 
fee for service work. 
 

Recommendation 9 deals directly with Simtars:  

The occupational hygiene services currently offered by SIMTARS on a fee for service 
basis should be discontinued. The officers who currently provide those services 
should be redeployed to the Mine Safety and Health Authority to undertake research 
and/or occupational hygiene inspection activities within the inspectorates. 

 
See Appendix 1 for details of these recommendations. 

Matters for consideration  
Appropriateness 
The CWP Select Committee considers that: 

… “our state’s research body on mining safety and health should be more 
appropriately [PMO emphasis] focused on the identification and dissemination of 
research and technological breakthroughs, to support a responsive and cutting edge 
industry. […] the committee considers that SIMTARS’ current fee-for-service offerings 
sit uncomfortably with these aims [PMO emphasis]”8 and that… the occupational 
hygiene services currently offered by SIMTARS on a fee for service basis should be 
discontinued.9  

                                                      
8 Coal Workers’ Pneumoconiosis Select Committee, 55th Queensland Parliament, Black Lung White Lies: Inquiry into the 
re-identification of Coal Workers’ Pneumoconiosis in Queensland, Report No.2, May 2017, p13 
9 As above, p. 7. 
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While Simtars has a clear responsibility in the area of research, it is also clear that there is no legal 
impediment to the provision of services for a fee. The organisation does not enjoy any obvious 
competitive advantage over other providers and operates on a level playing field.  

Simtars delivers dust monitoring services in approximately 15% of coal mines and 70% of quarries. 
This share certainly doesn’t suggest a monopoly of provision, although Simtars is reputed for high-
quality and technical competence in this area. There are no obvious barriers to entry, beyond the 
technical expertise required to provide the service. The regulations do not explicitly or implicitly 
require that the service be provided by Simtars, as clearly evidenced by the relatively minor market 
share in coal mine dust monitoring.   

However, the CWP Select Committee argues that Simtars’ reliance on external funds may 
influence its priorities, and offers rejected research proposals as evidence of this.10 It is apparent 
that the Select Committee does not consider fee for service activities to be necessary or desirable 
activities for Simtars, and suggests refocusing staff efforts on research or occupational hygiene 
activities as part of the proposed regulator model.  

While the CWP Select Committee considers that fee charging activity ‘sits uncomfortably’ with its 
preferred aims for the organisation, the draft Bill includes functions that replicate those currently 
offered by Simtars (s.11(d) and s.11(e)) and suggests that the authority should have the power to 
charge a fee for the services it provides (s.12(c)). This suggests that the Select Committee is not 
discomforted by fee for service per se, but with the occupational hygiene services element of the 
fee for service offering. 

Capacity and capability 
Evidence presented to the CWP Select Committee also points to conflicting views regarding the 
capacity of the private sector to fill the void if Simtars exits the market. Specifically, the Select 
Committee notes ‘that there is significant faith in the monitoring services provided by Simtars’,11 
that there are ‘concerns about sometimes ‘patchy’ services and variability in the diligence of 
private sector provision in the occupational hygiene sector’,12 also noting ‘that there is a significant 
body of professional expertise within the private sector’.13  

While it is considered legitimate for Simtars to participate in the market, the question of whether it 
is legitimate for Simtars to exit the market must also be answered. It is not clear if the market has 
the capacity and capability to fill the gap left by a Simtars’ exit.  

Impact on the organisation 
In terms of service delivery, the impact would be relatively contained within the organisation—
Simtars would no longer provide respirable dust monitoring services to industry. As fee for service 
income from this stream of work is anticipated to be $0.95 million in 2017–18, the loss represents 
approximately 16% of Simtars’ fee for service income, or approximately 8% of their budget. This is 
a relatively modest sum, but as staff are to be redeployed to other inspectorate activities, this is a 
sum that would need to be raised through a revised funding mechanism. See Appendix 1 for 
further details on funding and the potential impacts. 

Intent of the recommendations 
A key concern in the CWP Select Committee’s recommendations has been to improve levels of 
perceived independence on the part of the regulator. Simtars is not the regulator and performs no 
regulatory functions. Nevertheless, it is understood that the cessation of fee for service activity in 

                                                      
10 Coal Workers’ Pneumoconiosis Select Committee, 55th Queensland Parliament, Black lung white lies: inquiry into the re-
identification of coal workers’ pneumoconiosis in Queensland, report no. 2, May 2017, p. 159. 
11 As above, p. 141.  
12 As above, p. 140. 
13 As above, p. 142. 
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relation to occupational hygiene may contribute to the perception of enhanced independence, 
given the perceived risk of regulatory capture that exists in activities between the regulator and 
industry. It is not clear why the Select Committee recommends the cessation of only one type of 
fee for service activity when Simtars provides a wide range of services for a fee. 
 
While the independence of the regulator is a matter of particular concern in the CWP Select 
Committee’s report no. 2, it is further noted that the Select Committee is primarily concerned with 
the enhancement of health protection for coal mine workers. It appears counter to the CWP Select 
Committee’s intent to reduce the availability and, potentially, the quality, of dust monitoring 
services at a point in time where: (a) dust monitoring has been determined by international experts 
as pivotal in the effective safeguarding of coal miners’ respiratory health, and (b) where there is 
dubiety on the part of the Select Committee as to the capacity and capability of other providers to 
fill the space left if Simtars were to exit the market.  

Government versus private provision 
The phrasing of the CWP Select Committee’s recommendation lends itself to two different 
interpretations:  

1. The fee for service element should be discontinued, allowing for a scenario in which 
service is still provided, but no fee is charged.  
 

2. The service should be discontinued in its entirety.  

The Project Management Office (PMO) believes the second interpretation is more likely, on the 
basis of the CWP Select Committee’s further suggestion that staff be redeployed to other activities. 
However, the prospect of service provision without a direct fee is interesting and leads to a 
consideration of the merits of government versus private provision of service.  

The debate over government versus private provision is primarily an ideological one, based on 
perceptions of the proper role of government in a capitalist economy. In the provision of goods and 
services, a liberal interpretation would be that the state is a drag on efficient provision by the 
market. In a more interventionist view, the state is the guarantor of standards in a system in which 
efficiency is one of many goals.  

In general, government provides goods or services when they are a ‘public good’, or if the private 
sector is unable to do so effectively due to a failure in the market.  

Broadly speaking, government regulation of occupational health and safety takes place to correct 
for the market failure of negative spill-overs or externalities. Negative spill-overs or externalities 
extend from market activities or transactions creating costs for others that are not directly involved. 
In the case of occupational health and safety, neither employers nor employees bear the full costs 
of workplace injuries. Without intervention, these costs are ultimately socialised to the entire 
community through the healthcare system.  
 
Government intervention tends to be aimed at either:  

• restricting dangerous activities to prevent these costs being incurred (e.g. occupational 
health and safety regulation such as dust monitoring); or 
 

• ensuring that costs are internalised appropriately to employees and employers  
(e.g. workplace compensation schemes).  

It is worth noting that Simtars plays a very specific a role by providing research services that could 
be considered to have ‘public good’ characteristics that combat the impacts of negative spill-overs. 
Public goods are often identified as those goods that would be difficult or undesirable to exclude 
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from wide consumption, and for which consumption by one person does not limit its availability for 
another. Public goods are often provided inadequately by the private sector because these 
features limit their overall profitability—therefore, services such as street lighting and national 
defence tend to be provided by government.  

Another activity considered to have public good characteristics is scientific research. Government 
often undertakes scientific research, and research and development activities that would improve 
the overall efficiency of markets but, due to its public good characteristics, receives insufficient 
attention and investment from market participants. This corresponds closely with the original intent 
behind the creation of Simtars. 

The question of who pays for government intervention to address a market failure often depends 
on the ability of government to identify those who benefit most from its actions. It is often the case 
that the costs of government intervention to correct market failures are often spread widely due to 
their indirect and dispersed benefits. As a result, public goods, such as defence, public health care 
and street lighting tend to be paid for by taxpayers in general. Government can, however, often 
recover costs if the direct beneficiaries of intervention are easily identified—as is the case for 
Simtars’ fee for service approach to providing occupational hygiene services. 

A key consideration is whether or not this model—in which Simtars provides occupational hygiene 
and other services because of an inability of the market to do so adequately—is most likely to 
continue acting in the public interest.  

In the case of some segments of the Queensland resources sector, the continued expansion of the 
private sector (which now accounts for 85% of market share in respect to dust monitoring in coal 
mines) indicates that the original mission of Simtars to undertake safety-related research and 
disseminate research and information to the industry has resulted in positive spill-overs for the 
market (that is, government has borne the costs of research and development and disseminated 
this to the market, which is now utilising it efficiently). By contrast, the lack of private sector 
encroachment into hygiene services in other industries (such as quarrying, for which Simtars still 
accounts for 70% of the market) indicates continued public good characteristics to this fee for 
service activity. 

There are also indications of a general perception that the market does not manage occupational 
hygiene adequately, especially with respect to dust monitoring. For instance, it should be kept in 
mind that the CWP Select Committee’s report highlights the risks of an insufficient approach to, or 
inappropriate action in relation to, respirable dust monitoring and recognises that there is tension 
between the creation of shareholder value and the creation of public value. This needs to be 
considered as critical context to the Select Committee’s recommendation. 

The CWP Select Committee references several hypothetical and anecdotal issues related to 
occupational hygiene activities. There is no attempt here to trivialise or discredit the accounts of 
witnesses to the Select Committee; the PMO simply notes that no direct, actionable evidence has 
been presented in the report, though the concerns raised appear plausible. The question raised by 
the PMO in response is whether the recommended withdrawal from the market of the Simtars 
offering in respect of occupational hygiene serves to improve the situation.   
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Conclusion 
The PMO does not find that the CWP Select Committee’s recommendation 9 is supported, in its 
entirety, at this stage.  

(a) Occupational hygiene services currently offered by SIMTARS on a fee for service basis should 
be discontinued 

Not supported: The PMO considers that Simtars’ withdrawal from the area of respirable dust 
monitoring at this stage has potential consequences that may not have been identified by the CWP 
Select Committee. The prospect of reduced, or lower-quality, monitoring in this area appears 
contrary to the CWP Select Committee’s intent.  

The PMO recommends that service delivery arrangements in respect of respirable dust 
monitoring continue in the immediate term.  

(b) The officers who currently provide those services should be redeployed to the Mine Safety and 
Health Authority to undertake research and/or occupational hygiene inspection activities within the 
inspectorates. 

Partially supported: The PMO is sympathetic to the notion that Simtars’ research is a critical function 
of the regulator. The PMO is reassured by recent action by Simtars to enhance the transparency of 
this aspect of work, in particular the establishment of a research steering committee and the intention 
to engage stakeholders in the development of a 5 year research strategy. 

The PMO recommends a continuation of efforts to engage stakeholders in the development 
of a relevant research strategy for the organisation, and suggests advisory committees 
could serve a useful role in providing advice on strategic priorities.  
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Appendix 1: Relevant CWP Select Committee 
recommendations 
Simtars  
Recommendation 9 The occupational hygiene services currently offered by SIMTARS on a fee 
for service basis should be discontinued. The officers who currently provide those services should 
be redeployed to the Mine Safety and Health Authority to undertake research and/or occupational 
hygiene inspection activities within the inspectorates. 
 
Structural change to the regulator  
Recommendation 1 There should be a truly independent Mine Safety and Health Authority, 
established as a statutory authority and body corporate, with responsibility for ensuring the safety 
and health of mining and resource industry workers in Queensland.  
 
Recommendation 2 The Mine Safety and Health Authority should be established under its own 
legislation as a ‘unit of public administration’ for the purposes of the Crime and Corruption Act 
2001 and a ‘public authority’ for the purposes of the Right to Information Act 2009.  
 
Recommendation 3 The Mine Safety and Health Authority should be governed by a Board of 
Directors, chaired by the Commissioner for Mine Safety and Health, and including representation 
of:  

• coal mine operators  
• metalliferous mine operators  
• unions  
• resources transportation and ports, and  
• persons independent of the mining industry (including resources transportation and ports).  

 
Recommendation 4 A parliamentary committee should oversee and monitor the operation of the 
Mine Safety and Health Authority. The Minister should be required to consult with the 
parliamentary committee regarding the appointment of the Commissioner and Board.  
 
Recommendation 5 The Mine Safety and Health Authority should be established in Mackay, 
ensuring the Commissioner, senior management, Mines Inspectorate, Coal Workers’ Health 
Scheme, and mobile units are all based in central Queensland.  
 
Recommendation 6 The Commissioner for Mine Safety and Health should be a senior officer of 
the Mine Safety and Health Authority and given proper statutory independence, with the 
Commissioner not subject to the direction of the Minister.  
 
Recommendation 7 The Mines Inspectorate, currently within DNRM should be administratively 
relocated within the Mine Safety and Health Authority, ensuring statutory and administrative 
independence from DNRM.  
 
Recommendation 8 The Commissioner should have an express power to direct inspectors, 
including the chief inspector, inspection officers and authorised officers, in relation to the 
investigation of a possible offence or offences against the mining safety and health Acts. 
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Funding 
Recommendation 16 The safety and health fee currently provided for by part 2A of chapter 2 of 
the Coal Mining Safety and Health Regulation 2001 should be abolished.  
 
Recommendation 17 The Mine Safety and Health Authority should be funded by a dedicated 
proportion of coal and mineral royalties paid to the Queensland Government, to be determined in 
consultation with industry and unions after an assessment of the operating costs of the Authority is 
undertaken. The dedicated proportion of the royalties should be fixed by regulation and reviewed 
periodically by the parliamentary committee responsible for the Mine Safety and Health Authority. 
 
Recommendation 18 Any surplus income derived from the dedicated proportion of royalties that 
is not allocated to, or expended from, the annual budget of the Authority should be invested with 
the Queensland Investment Corporation for the future research and the operational needs of the 
Authority.  

 
Operational activities 
Recommendation 14 The Mine Safety and Health Authority should have a properly resourced 
and dedicated health research function, including epidemiological research into health conditions 
experienced by mine workers. These research functions should be undertaken in a collaborative 
way, drawing upon and sharing research with leading international research bodies such as 
NIOSH. 
 
Recommendation 23 The Mine Safety and Health Authority should establish and maintain a 
database of dust techniques and technologies used in Queensland coal mines to be used for 
auditing purposes and to inform research and analysis into the efficacy of engineering dust 
controls. 
 
Recommendation 24 The Mine Safety and Health Authority should research and review new dust 
techniques and technologies being used in jurisdictions such as New South Wales and the United 
States and publish its findings to ensure all those involved in coal mining in Queensland may be 
aware of world-leading dust mitigation practices.  
 
Recommendation 25 Real time personal dust monitors, such as the Thermo Scientific PDM3700, 
should be assessed having regard to the scientific information already available world-wide, and if 
possible certified for use in underground coal mines as soon as possible.  
 
Recommendation 26 An industry working group including coal mine operators, unions and 
government should be tasked with exploring the use of real time personal dust monitors as a 
compliance tool, including canvassing amendments to Recognised Standard 14 on monitoring 
respirable dust in coal mines, to enable the use of real time personal dust monitors for compliance 
monitoring and reporting.  
 
Recommendation 27 The definition of ‘further sample’ in section 89A(5) of the Coal Mining Safety 
and Health Regulation 2001 should be amended to allow the use of real time personal dust 
monitors, such as the Thermo Scientific PDM3700, for resampling after a trigger event.  
 
Recommendation 28 All commercial providers of atmospheric dust monitoring for the purposes of 
compliance with the regulation should be required to be approved by the Commissioner for Mine 
Safety and Health, having regard to the expertise and qualifications of the person or entity 
conducting the monitoring.  
 
Recommendation 29 Results of all atmospheric dust monitoring undertaken in compliance with 
the regulation should be provided directly by the approved entity engaged to undertake the tests to 
each of the following; the Mine Safety and Health Authority; the coal mine operator (or person 
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conducting the business at which the testing was undertaken); the miner who wore the device from 
which the test sample was taken; and the relevant Industry Safety and Health Representative, 
district workers’ representative, or union delegate for the business at which the testing was 
undertaken. 
 
Recommendation 33 The Mines Inspectorate should consider making training and education at 
the National Mine Health and Safety Academy in the USA available to current or future mines 
inspectors.  
 
Recommendation 34 The Mines Inspectorate should significantly increase the frequency and 
extent of its atmospheric dust monitoring inspections, including by undertaking accompanied 
inspections where inspectors with appropriate qualifications and experience in occupational 
hygiene observe coal workers during the period of atmospheric monitoring.  
 
Recommendation 35 A comprehensive database of dust monitoring results should be established 
and maintained by the Mine Safety and Health Authority.  
 
Recommendation 37 The Standing Dust Committee should have power to refer particular dust 
exceedances or trends in dust monitoring results to the Commissioner for Mine Safety and Health 
for consideration as to whether further investigation or enforcement action, including prosecution, 
is required. 
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Appendix 2: Funding and potential impacts  
What proportion of Simtars’ funding is currently derived from fee for service activities? 

• Of Simtars’ budget, roughly 50% comes from the levy and 50% from fee for service activities.
This varies from year to year.

• Fee for service income in 2015–16 equalled $5.9 million, and $6.3 million in 2016–17.

• The current 2017–18 budget is $13.2 million and fee for service this year is budgeted to be $6.7
million (51%).

• Fee for service in respirable dust monitoring (the focus of the committee’s recommendation)
generated $1.6 million in 2016–17.

• In 2017–18, the Occupational Hygiene team within Simtars budgeted $0.95 million from fee for
service activities (51%).

If the service were to continue, how would the function be funded in the absence of a fee? 

• It is unlikely that Simtars could continue to deliver this function free of charge. The existence of
private sector competitors in this market would appear to make such action anti-competitive
and subject to challenge through the Competition and Consumer Act 2010 (Cth).

• While mandating that Simtars conduct this monitoring is an option available to legislators, it
would seem unusual to:

• require that Simtars do this when there is insufficient capacity within the organisation to
undertake the work with current resource levels

• remove a revenue stream from the private sector in the absence of any meaningful
evidence that the current provision is deficient

• make a change so swiftly after the legislation that mandates the testing and reporting of
these levels has been introduced.

• If this were to occur, the function should be funded through the revised funding formula, as this
activity would part of the regulator’s compliance agenda.

How will discontinuing fee for service impact staffing, service delivery and budget? 

• The budget shortfall of the CWP Select Committee’s recommendations is in the order of $0.95
million in 2017–18.

• If this income is not delivered, there is a follow-on impact in terms of ongoing staff costs.

• In terms of service delivery, the impact is relatively contained within the organisation—Simtars
would no longer provide occupational hygiene services to industry.

• The impact on the market is less certain. Simtars currently has 15% of the market for respirable
dust monitoring in Queensland mines and 70% of the market for monitoring respirable dust in
quarries. This raises several questions:

• As Simtars has cornered the market in the quarry sector, is this an issue of concern?

• Is there sufficient capacity among competitor providers to fill the gap created by Simtars
exiting the market?

• The CWP Select Committee envisages that those staff freed up from fee for service respirable
dust monitoring/occupational hygiene activities would be redeployed within the proposed
structure to deliver research or occupational hygiene activities within the inspectorate.
Presumably this might also include assisting the Commissioner in approving commercial
providers of atmospheric dust monitoring. As inspectorate activities are fully funded by the levy,
associated staff costs would need to be accounted for in the revised funding formula.
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