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PETROLEUM (SUBMERGED LANDS) AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 9 November. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [12.57 pm]: I rise as lead speaker for the opposition on the Petroleum 
(Submerged Lands) Amendment Bill 2011. In doing so, I indicate that the opposition is supportive of this 
legislation, but we may well seek some clarification on a few issues in consideration in detail.  

This legislation’s purpose is to unwind a decision made midway through the last decade by the then 
commonwealth and state governments on who is responsible for occupation health and safety regulatory matters 
in state waters. The then commonwealth government established the National Offshore Petroleum Safety 
Authority and that body had responsibility for a range of matters, including occupation health and safety. Those 
matters were handed over to that body by the then state government via agreement in 2005. I understand that 
legislation was passed back in 2005 to provide for the handing over of responsibility for occupational health and 
safety regulation in state waters. That agreement was undertaken by the then Howard and Gallop governments, I 
assume, for the best of policy reasons. The basis of the idea was to have a single regulator of the oil and gas 
industry off the coast of Australia. It is a bit different in Western Australia’s case because we have a significant 
oil and gas industry located within what are understood to be state waters, off the coast of our state. That area of 
state waters, predominantly in the vicinity of Thevenard, Varanus and Barrow Islands, is in proximity to 
Karratha in the area roughly known as the north west coast. A range of fringing islands expand the state’s 
territorial waters, which are ordinarily three nautical miles from the coast, out to what is known as the baseline. 
Therefore, the baseline is three nautical miles from the fringing islands off the coast. Because we have these 
fringing islands in that part of the world, which is quite prospective for oil and gas, our baseline, or our territorial 
waters, expands beyond what is ordinarily the case—namely, the three-nautical-mile rule. Therefore, a 
significant area of coastal waters off the north west coast of the country comes within the state’s jurisdiction. My 
understanding is that that is not particularly relevant in other states because they do not have that oil and gas 
industry off the coast; and, where they do, such as in the case of Bass Strait, it is contained within what is 
commonly known as commonwealth waters because it is sufficiently distant from the coastline to be outside 
Victoria and Tasmania’s jurisdiction. Therefore, it is not an issue in those states. In the case of Western 
Australia, it is a different kettle of fish because of our fringing islands and the state territorial waters that extend 
some distance from the coastline. Therefore, it is an issue in Western Australia.  

As I said, an agreement was reached under which the National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority would have 
coverage of occupational health and safety issues in both state territorial waters and commonwealth waters. As I 
said, there were probably significant policy reasons for making that decision. However, I think subsequent to the 
Varanus Island gas explosion in 2008, a reappraisal was undertaken of these issues and the consequence of that 
is the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Amendment Bill. This legislation essentially rationalises or clarifies 
responsibility for occupational health and safety in offshore waters and ensures a proper understanding of the 
true position between the state and the commonwealth on commonwealth and state territorial waters. The basic 
gist of the legislation is that the state will resume responsibility for petroleum occupational health and safety 
regulatory services in WA state waters, and that will provide clear demarcation between the commonwealth 
offshore regulator and the state regulator. The legislation will provide for a consistent approach to safety, 
integrity and security of supply for all Western Australian areas, including onshore, islands and state waters. It 
provides the minister with the ability to intervene to remedy any incident that occurs and to implement reforms 
and control areas for which he is held accountable. Therefore, there will be a different controlling body for state 
waters, which will be the state government. I assume that the Department of Mines and Petroleum will have 
responsibility for the occupational health and safety regulation of state territorial waters and all the oil and gas 
activities that go on within those waters. Outside those waters, the responsibility will remain with the 
commonwealth. As I understand, similar safety regimes will be in place both inside and outside state territorial 
waters; it is just that different bodies will undertake the regulation of those matters. 

It is a return to what I think might have traditionally been the case. As I understand, it is a reaction to what 
happened with the Varanus Island gas explosion. It begs a number of questions because the state, of course, has 
to have the resources and the capacity to regulate occupational health and safety within its territorial waters. We 
will seek some clarification of that, because the government cannot assume that responsibility for state territorial 
waters without having the capacity to exercise that responsibility. How will those matters within state territorial 
waters be paid for? I note that the minister’s second reading speech states — 

It is intended that these costs will be incorporated into the petroleum safety levies and be cost 
recovered. 
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I do not know exactly what that means. Will the government lift another levy on the mining, oil and gas 
industry? Perhaps the minister can explain that to the house in due course, because it will be interesting to know 
how it will be paid for and whether the state, in assuming responsibility, has undertaken an expense that was 
formerly an expense of the commonwealth. 

Another question is how activities, some of which are conducted within state territorial waters and others just 
outside state territorial waters, will be regulated in a consistent manner, what the differences might be and 
whether various agencies will cooperate on that. What sort of cooperation mechanisms might be put in place to 
ensure that both NOPSA—or its successor body, the National Offshore Petroleum Safety and Environmental 
Management Authority—and the state will work together to ensure that there is consistent regulation both inside 
and outside state territorial waters? I expect that most major oil and gas activity goes on outside state territorial 
waters, although perhaps with the Gorgon project that may not be the case. Prior to Gorgon, most of that activity 
went on outside state territorial waters. There will also be significant activity with the Wheatstone project, even 
though Wheatstone is on the mainland and therefore would always have been under the control of the state-based 
body. However, I expect there will be a significant increase in activity within state territorial waters, given that 
Barrow Island is within state territorial waters. Therefore, that is an increase in the state’s responsibility and it 
will be interesting to know how many additional staff will be involved and what sort of additional resources the 
state will put towards ensuring that that regulatory activity is undertaken.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Don’t forget Scott Reef is Western Australia.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Is it? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, it is. It is not so much the territorial sea; it is three miles around any island—any island of 
Western Australia—so Scott Reef and the resource there are Western Australian. 

Mr F.M. Logan: That’s a long way.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is 200-odd kilometres out, yes—it is Western Australia, though.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a good point. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a very interesting point.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Wheatstone? 

Mr P. Papalia: No, the Browse. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Browse, yes.  

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We’ll take you out there and leave you there for six months! 

Mr P. Papalia: There’s not much there; it’s been plundered by the Indonesian fishing boats.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Warnbro has actually left people out there before. 

Mr P. Papalia: I’ve snorkelled it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There is a famous story about the member for Warnbro leaving someone out there at one 
time. 

Mr P. Papalia: No, not there! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He left some of his crew members out in various locations around the Indian Ocean at 
various times.  

Mr P. Papalia: Now you’re starting a new story! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He referred to it as character building for his crew, although some of his crew members’ 
mothers were not so enamoured of the idea! 

In any event, that is the basic gist of the legislation, so we are supportive, but we might have a few questions 
about it. We will seek some answers from the minister in due course. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [1.08 pm]: I also wish to contribute, just briefly, some comments on the 
Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Amendment Bill 2011. I ask the Premier whether he can inform the house about 
how the debate with the commonwealth ended up with the demarcation that — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s not my bill—I just interrupted; I couldn’t resist! 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Sorry; I thought the Premier was handling this. I want to ask the minister how the debate 
with the commonwealth government ended up with the demarcation that we have before us. I am sure the 
minister is well aware that it was the intention of previous governments, Labor and Liberal, at both federal and 
state level, for there to be one consistent offshore petroleum safety authority—the relevant authority was, until 
very recently, called the National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority—that would have consistent jurisdiction 
over the occupational health and safety and structural safety of pipelines and offshore oil and gas infrastructure 
across Australia. During my time as minister responsible, there was quite vigorous debate between the 
department and the commonwealth government about where that jurisdiction should or should not stop. I think 
NOPSA wanted to empire build and continue to expand its powers onshore to cover the onshore LNG facilities 
at the North West Shelf, and the state government was insistent that that area should be covered by the existing 
Occupational Safety and Health Act, and that it would possibly be appropriate for NOPSA to have responsibility 
for occupational health and safety and infrastructure safety up to the high water mark.  

That was the situation some years ago; obviously the outcome of debate between the commonwealth government 
and the state government—probably as a result of the Senate inquiry into the Varanus Island explosion and the 
inquiry into the gas platform explosion in the Northern Territory—was the demarcation we have before us. There 
has been a reversal of NOPSA’s powers up to the commonwealth boundary; jurisdiction over occupational 
health and safety and infrastructure safety has shifted from NOPSA to the Department of Mines and Petroleum’s 
safety division. 

As the minister knows, prior to the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Amendment Bill 2011 coming into the house 
very recently, NOPSA was contracted by the department to carry out that responsibility on behalf of the state 
government, even within state waters. The minister referred in his second reading speech to the legislation that 
led to the introduction of this bill and indeed it is, as he said, a complex mix of regulatory responsibility and 
accountability. We had a situation where NOPSA had responsibility for occupational health and safety and 
infrastructure safety in commonwealth waters. As I indicated before, it was contracted to actually carry out that 
responsibility in state waters. However, the state had final responsibility in state waters for onshore processing; 
that was covered by the Occupational Safety and Health Act under WorkSafe. It also had responsibility for 
processing at the North West Shelf and on the islands adjacent to the north west of the state. State legislation 
covered pipelines and infrastructure in state waters, and also the pipeline from Varanus Island to the mainland. 
As the minister pointed out in his second reading speech, we had a really complex mix of regulatory 
responsibility and accountability; but most of all, we had confusion. 

Of course, when the Varanus Island pipeline exploded—if it was going to explode anywhere, it would always 
have been at the beach crossing, because that is the most vulnerable section of any pipeline—NOPSA, which 
was contracted to take some responsibility, was found wanting. Its immediate response was, “It’s your 
jurisdiction, it’s your law, you fix it!” 

Mr C.J. Barnett: “We’re in charge until there’s a problem”! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is right! We were paying NOPSA, as part of the contracting-out process, to look after 
our safety, but when it blew up, it was no longer NOPSA’s problem, it was our problem because it was our law!  

This legislation will certainly clarify that responsibility. However, as was pointed out by the member for 
Rockingham, with clarification comes responsibility, and with responsibility comes cost and a requirement to 
enforce the act. As the member for Rockingham indicated in reference to the second reading speech, additional 
resources will be required to regulate safety in state waters, and it is intended that these costs will be 
incorporated in the petroleum safety levies and will be cost recovered, similar to the mines safety levies that are 
currently in place. That may well be fine, but we would like to minister to put on record today exactly how that 
will be achieved. What will the department see in terms of additional resources to carry out that new 
responsibility? What is the intended take in levies? It is my understanding that the mines levies legislation is in 
place at the moment, but does it cover petroleum as well? I do not think it does. I am not 100 per cent sure that 
the levy structure that is in place at the moment for occupational safety and health in mines in Western Australia 
includes this area of jurisdiction—that is — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Of a particular area? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes. Does it extend to offshore petroleum and gas? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: No, petroleum is under another act. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is what I thought, and I do not think there is actually a levy structure in place. I might 
be wrong, but I do not think there is. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: No, there is, but it does not include that area. It will be expanded to include that area. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Right; so it will require further legislative change to actually bring the claim about — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Either that or regulations. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, that is right—or regulations. But I ask the minister to advise the house what legislative 
change will need to take place to actually set up the petroleum safety levy fund that he referred to. What is the 
time frame on the setting up of that fund? Exactly how much does the government expect to take into that fund 
to provide the department with the additional resources referred to by the minister to carry out the enforcement 
provisions of the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Amendment Bill 2011? 

At the end of the day, it comes down to enforcement, and that was the issue with Varanus Island. The Varanus 
problem simply came down to the ability of the department to enforce the legislation that was already in place. 
Despite these proposed changes to the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act, is the department willing to take on 
companies that are reticent and/or make excuses about inspection of their equipment—for example, the 
intelligent pigging of pipelines? In the Varanus Island situation, had that pipeline been intelligently pigged, in 
accordance with the regulations that were in place at the time, the problems associated with the integrity of that 
pipeline would have been picked up and the explosion would probably not have taken place.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: You’d probably know more about it than anyone. I think we all saw the internet photos into 
the — 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is right; I saw the internet photos and I was there immediately after it happened. I saw 
exactly where it blew up and why it blew up. As an engineer, the minister knows that a person only has to stand 
on the beach to work out pretty quickly why it blew up. If we step back from that to find out the last time the 
pipeline was pigged—I do not know whether it was pigged or not; we will find out in the final report—my 
understanding is that it would have been many, many years before. Yet, there was a legislative requirement on 
the department to ensure that the safety and structural integrity of that pipeline was assured for the people of 
Western Australia and for the safety of that facility, and that was not carried out. Despite all these changes, 
despite the additional resources and despite the setting up of a fund to provide additional resources, how will we 
ensure that the department carries out its obligations under the act, particularly now it has total control over the 
entire state waters, including all infrastructure, all the pipelines and onshore facilities? How can we ensure that 
the department requires those companies to carry out the inspections and the integrity inspections so we do not 
have another Varanus Island disaster? 

If we go down the path of self regulation, which is in fashion at the moment as the minister knows, particularly 
in mining, basically the department’s role is to simply monitor the safety compliance processes that are being 
done by the company. How do we know that will really take place? All the department will be doing is 
monitoring the paperwork that comes from the company. How do we know that that has been completed? It is 
one thing to have something fail on a mine; people can obviously get killed on a mine site if something fails—a 
bucket wheel comes off a stacker–reclaimer—but offshore, if something fails on a pipeline or in a processing 
plant, we end up with a situation like Varanus in which there is a cataclysmic explosion. The nature of the oil 
and gas industry is such—we can look at the explosion of the British Petroleum refinery in Texas as an 
example—that it needs ultra-disciplined, strict compliance and oversight by government to ensure not only the 
safety of the facility, but also that of the people who work there, and the ability for those companies and that 
infrastructure to continue to supply the much-needed gas to its customers, and particularly to the state of Western 
Australia. That is why I think there is a big difference between the way in which we can apply occupational 
health and safety and structural integrity safety in the mining industry as compared to the oil and gas industry. 
The nature of the product we are dealing with in the oil and gas industry is such is that if there is an accident, it 
can turn into a cataclysmic explosion and a major loss of life and supply. 

Have the lessons of Varanus Island been learnt? Have we learnt those lessons to ensure that the government 
regulator must play a strong role in ensuring the structural integrity of those facilities and those pipelines? That 
is the lesson from both the Varanus explosion and that horrendous explosion and oil leakage in the Timor Sea off 
the Northern Territory. So far, those issues have not been addressed by way of the minister’s second reading 
speech or the changes sought by this amendment bill. I hope that the minister can allay the fears of the 
opposition and the general public of Western Australia about the commitment that the department will give to 
ensuring that the endorsement we give to the government to pass this legislation will have results that allow the 
safety of the facilities in the oil and gas industry, and the safety of workers in the oil and gas industry, to be 
protected. That is my contribution to the second reading debate on this bill. If the minister could address those 
concerns I think, member for Rockingham, we will go into consideration in detail to allow the minister to answer 
our questions and respond further to our requests for information. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Environment) [1.25 pm] — in reply: I thank the members 
for Rockingham and Cockburn for supporting the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Amendment Bill 2011 and their 
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valuable contributions. They actually summed up the bill very well. Basically, we are reversing what happened 
pre-2005 and taking back the control of safety in state waters and also the area of three nautical–mile limit 
outside the territorial baseline. The member for Rockingham quite rightly pointed out that in most other states 
the territorial baseline is along the coast, but up in the Pilbara our territorial baseline goes out around the islands, 
the most significant one being Barrow Island. We found out also from the Premier that it goes out to Scott Reef; 
it is not on my map, mine does not go to — 

Mr M. McGowan: The baseline doesn’t go out to that.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Is it just that Scott Reef is in — 

Mr M. McGowan: Scott Reef is part of Western Australia, therefore it has a three-nautical-mile zone — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is a zone around the island, okay.  

Basically, the National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority, which is the commonwealth safety organisation, 
was allowed, through the amendment of the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982 in 2005 or 2006, to look 
after the safety aspects between baseline and the three-nautical-mile zone, and also on some historical grant 
licences within our state waters. The member for Rockingham was very supportive and could see the benefits of 
the bill, and there are considerable benefits in having one body responsible for both the mainland and the linking 
pipelines. I guess Barrow Island is a good example of that: pipelines from Barrow Island to the mainland — 

Mr P. Papalia: I can’t believe you put that on an answer. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: What is that? 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Sorry, different issue!  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Harry lost some of his men; I think that is what it was, was it 
not? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not think I will address on that one! It is now on the record, Mr Acting Speaker — 

Mr M. McGowan: For evermore! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: — for evermore! 

Mr P. Papalia: It was nowhere near Scott Reef, by the way. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It was nowhere near Scott Reef; Scott Reef is a long way offshore.  

Mr P. Papalia: I have dived on Scott Reef, though. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Close by? 

Mr P. Papalia: I have dived on Scott Reef. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Okay, the member will have to teach me how to dive; I am not very good at it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: By the sound of things, member, you did not know where you were! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We will get back onto the topic of bill. I was just acknowledging the member for 
Rockingham and also the member for Cockburn. It is a complex issue to manage pipelines that are on islands 
and onshore, and linking them on the coast. Not that I know much about the actual issue, but we all know what 
happened in Perth because of what happened on Varanus Island, and if people want one organisation responsible 
for any issues around that sort of thing, I think this bill clarifies the boundaries of responsibility and makes it 
clear that the state government is responsible for safety in state waters and also in the three nautical–mile limit, 
and the commonwealth is responsible for safety outside of that area. I think that is a good thing and I think 
members on both sides of the house appreciate that.  

The member for Rockingham raised the issue of resourcing and I have actually been advised of a few numbers 
on this that I can go into. The Department of Mines and Petroleum expects to deploy five staff on resourcing, 
therefore that is five additional staff to what it has now, which is the same as NOPSA has. Two staff, with 
extensive offshore experience, have already been recruited, and the three other positions will be advertised. That 
is the resourcing.  

With regard to the funding, I have been advised that the petroleum safety levy will be expanded early in 2012 to 
cover this particular area of responsibility. That cannot be done until this bill has been passed. Therefore, before 
that step can be taken, we need to pass this amendment bill. 
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The member for Rockingham asked about the consistency of regulations between the two jurisdictions. I can 
advise that the two organisations already work closely together. Basically, the commonwealth regime will be 
transferred to the state regime. Therefore, there will be no problem with the boundaries and with making sure 
that there is no duplication or different types of regulations. 

Mr M. McGowan: What is the rationale, then, if that is the case? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The rationale for what? 

Mr M. McGowan: For the entire thing.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: For why we are doing it?   

Mr M. McGowan: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is actually not as simple as Varanus Island. One issue is to ensure that the 
responsibilities are clear. We have our own land, and we have some water around it. So, if the boundary is three 
nautical miles offshore, it is quite clear where that boundary is. If the boundary was onshore, where is the shore 
with the tide going in and out? From that point of view, I think it is clear where the boundary lies. No-one is 
going to argue over a few metres. If it is just a pipeline, it is not going to be a big deal. But if we are arguing 
about a boundary onshore, it could be a big deal. I am not an expert on this, but I have been advised that in 
moving from NOPSA to NOPSEMA, NOPSEMA will take on some other responsibilities that we would rather 
the state looked after. It is not purely the issue of safety. I think it will make clearer where the responsibility lies, 
and Varanus Island is probably a good example.  

The member for Cockburn also raised the issue of pigging. I have a note on that. Pigging will now come under 
the normal safety case regime, and it will be the state’s responsibility to cover pigging out to the three-nautical-
mile limit, and of course also onshore, as we already do. The regulation by DMP will ensure consistency both 
offshore and onshore.  

The member for Cockburn wanted an assurance that, under the new system, the minister or the department will 
be able to guarantee the integrity of the pipelines into the future. All I can say is that, under this new regime, 
there will be greater assurance that issues such as Varanus will not occur in the future, because there will be 
clearer responsibilities and lines of demarcation between the state and the commonwealth. 

I commend the bill to the house.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My question to the minister earlier was about what resources will be allocated and how 
will they be funded. I missed some of the minister’s speech, but I think he referred to this. I am not sure which 
clause deals with this matter. When this bill commences operation, how many staff will there be, and where will 
they come from; and what funding mechanisms will be put in place to ensure that that happens?   

Mr W.R. MARMION: As I mentioned in my second reading response, we are matching the staffing that the 
National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority has at the moment, which I understand is five. Two staff, with 
extensive offshore experience, have already been recruited, and three positions have been advertised. The levy 
that is currently in place will need to be amended to cover the funding of those staff. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Will that delay the commencement of this bill? I am not sure when it will commence. I 
assume it will be on 1 January, or something of that nature. If the funding mechanism is not in place and the staff 
are not in place, will that delay the commencement of the bill? That is the first question. The minister will 
obviously need to bring in another bill to authorise the funding mechanism for the staff. The second question is: 
will that further delay the commencement of this bill; or will the staff be employed without the funding 
mechanism being in place, and will the funding mechanism then be put in place consequently? If a funding 
mechanism is put in place, what will be the additional imposts on the oil and gas industry in Western Australia? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will endeavour to answer both those questions. There are transitional arrangements in 
the bill. Government funding will be provided to cover the staff, so there will be no problem there. This bill is 
intended to commence operation on 1 January. So there will be no problem in terms of when the National 
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Offshore Petroleum Safety and Environment Management Authority will take over, which will be on 1 January. 
This bill will come into operation on that date. There are transitional arrangements to make sure that it all works. 
In terms of the resourcing, separate funding will be provided until the amendment to the levies bill is brought in 
next year.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: In effect, the minister is saying it will commence operation at the start of next year and he 
will have employed the additional three staff that he needs by that time. Is that correct?  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Five staff, because we have two on already, so three additional.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said, the additional three staff will be employed by that time. If that operation is 
going to be put in place without the levy, that is a draw on the state that was not there before. Because there is no 
levy to pay for the existing staff, that is a draw on the state. Does the minister have any idea how much that will 
be? Secondly, and rather paradoxically, what will be the imposition of the levy on the oil and gas industry? What 
is the additional amount that will be sought from the oil and gas industry?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: It has not been determined. There will obviously be salaries, on-costs and administration 
costs of those five staff members. In terms of the impost on the oil and gas industry, they are doing the 
regulations onshore at the moment. They have not been completed yet. They have not worked out those costs 
yet.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: It commences next year and we do not know what the costs will be to the state or the 
industry. When will all those matters become plain, published and so forth? I just raise this, whilst it is small, in 
the context of the brouhaha around other taxation measures being tossed about at the moment. There seems to 
me to be a continual stream of these sorts of levies. I can remember at least three or four coming through the 
house just in relation to the mining and oil and gas industries. They are constantly going through without too 
much fuss, certainly not from this opposition. I am wondering when there is going to be a bit of transparency 
around this, considering the brouhaha about the other tax arrangements being put in place nationally.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I recognise the point that the member makes. We have been rushed in getting this 
through. If we do not get this through, there will be a gap with NOPSEMA. That is the reason some of this extra 
information has not been brought forward. 

Mr P. Papalia: Treasury has been flat out working out the impact of the carbon tax.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is not Treasury; it is probably the Department of Mines and Petroleum.  

The issue relates to the urgency of getting this amendment done so that the state can take up control of the safety 
aspects. That has been done prior to all these things being worked out.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Minister, did you say you are not sure at this stage where the funding source for those five 
positions is coming from?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: No; it will eventually come from the levy.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: When will that happen?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Early next year. There will be a transition period. That is another thing; how long that 
transition period is will also dictate how much extra funds are required. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Who will pick up the funding through that transition period?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The state.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clauses 3 to 35 put and passed.  

Title put and passed.  

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Environment) [1.45 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [1.46 pm]: I am happy to speak to the third reading. I do not think the 
minister needed to seek leave to proceed forthwith to the third reading, considering there was no amendment to 
the bill. In any event, he is very polite.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: He does have to if it is on the same day, but he is very polite.  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: We are supportive of this legislation. We appreciate the work done by the public servants 
involved and the professional way in which they briefed the opposition and so forth on these issues. I have some 
concerns about the continual imposition of these levies upon the industry and the fact that they go through 
without any politicking by the opposition. We see the value in them and we understand that the industry should 
be able to pay for the services that are provided to it by the state and it should make that contribution rather than 
the state having to pick up that responsibility. We could always say that there is this continual creep of costs and 
taxes and liabilities upon our mining and petroleum industries here in Western Australia by the state government 
but we understand that it is a rational basis on which to seek those funds and therefore we have not sought to 
score those points in relation to the oil and gas industry in Western Australia. 

We also acknowledge that we have a fine oil and gas industry off the coast of Western Australia. However, like 
all those industries, it is fraught with danger. Anyone who has ever been out to visit some of these facilities and 
plants will know that they are highly complex pieces of engineering in very difficult environments, full of 
opportunities and possibilities for things to go wrong. Therefore, a sensible — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I didn’t think they’d be getting onto the third reading. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Did the Premier want to make a third reading speech? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, we are just having a private chat.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: We acknowledge that the industry needs a firm, sensible and rigorous occupational health 
and safety regime. We hope that the regime put in place by the state is sufficient to undertake that work. We are 
supportive.  

I want to put on the record my apology for insulting the member for Warnbro’s fine navigation skills on his 
patrol boat. When I indicated that he had lost some of his crew overboard, I was wrong; it was only one. I 
understand that the crew member’s mother has now forgiven him, at least she told me that last night. The crew 
member seemed well adjusted as well when I met him last night. In any event, I did not want to put on record 
any disparaging remarks about the navigation and captaining skills of the member for Warnbro in relation to his 
patrol boat when he was captaining HMAS Bunbury some years ago.  

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Environment) [1.49 pm] — in reply: I acknowledge the 
further contribution of the member for Rockingham. I, too, applaud the fine oil and gas industry in Western 
Australia and the work done by the Department of Mines and Petroleum. I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 
 


