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MINES SAFETY AND INSPECTION AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 November.  

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [11.21 am]: I have given the Minister for Mines and Petroleum an 
undertaking that in the second reading debate on this bill, I will put some questions to him so that he can answer 
those questions in his response. I will come to those questions in a moment. For the information of the house, the 
minister and I have had quite detailed discussions behind the Chair on this bill. That includes the suggestion by 
the opposition of a number of amendments. The amendment that is of most importance to us is the need to create 
a wall around the funds that will be raised by this proposed levy on the mining and resource sector to ensure that 
those funds are used solely for the purpose of improving mines safety. I thank the minister for accepting that 
amendment and drafting the necessary clauses. That amendment was passed in the other place, and the bill that 
has been presented to us in this place reflects that. I thank the minister for doing that.   

Hon Norman Moore: And I thank you for suggesting it. 

Hon JON FORD: The opposition supports this bill wholeheartedly. We support the intent of the bill. This bill 
concerns some issues with regard to mines safety. However, it is primarily a taxing bill to allow for cost recovery 
from the mining sector. That will mean that the mining sector will start to pay for its share of managing safety in 
this sector. The Western Australian mining industry is the largest mining sector in the country, and one of the 
most significant mining sectors anywhere in the world. It employs nearly 70 000 people in Western Australia. 
However, over time, because of the way mines safety has been managed in this state, an inadequate number of 
inspectors have been employed in the mines safety inspectorate. There are a number of reasons for that. Over the 
100 years or so that governments in Western Australia have been managing this sector, it has largely been the 
case that an inspector will go onto a site and follow up on either complaints or incidents that have occurred. That 
has been a very labour intensive way of managing occupational health and safety. I am advised that currently it 
costs Western Australian taxpayers $11.9 million a year to employ mines safety inspectors. This can be 
compared with an industry that, in its exploitation of mineralogy in this state, gains a net benefit of around 
$50 billion annually. Because of the exponential growth in the mining sector and the large salaries that are on 
offer in the mining industry, we have not been able to employ and retain enough inspectors to fulfil this role. 
Over the past few years, there has been a burgeoning increase in the wages bill for inspectors. Although the 
industry has been able to afford to pay that, Western Australian taxpayers have not been able to keep up the pace 
and attract and retain the people who are required to perform this role. Therefore, this is a good bill, because it 
will provide the government with the funding source that it requires to employ more inspectors. The government 
has indicated that it will employ an additional 37 inspectors. That will mean that Western Australia will be on 
par with the mining inspectorates in other states.  

However, what we really need to do in this state is look at more contemporary, and arguably more effective, 
ways of managing mines safety. That is certainly challenging. There are many ways of managing mines safety. 
Some of these ways we have not even discovered. We do not need to always follow other jurisdictions. But all 
these things cost money to explore and to maintain. The opposition welcomes the opportunity for the Western 
Australian mining sector to pay its way in assisting in managing its own business. This bill is primarily about 
raising the revenue that the government will need as it moves towards, hopefully, a better and more constructive 
way of managing mines safety in the future. 

I have a few questions that I would like to ask the minister during the second reading debate. It is not the 
opposition’s intention to take this bill into the committee stage. If the minister is able to give me a response to 
those questions for the record, I do not see the need to move into an examination of the bill in committee. The 
first and most obvious question concerns how much revenue will be raised by the levy. I should say that the 
reason I want to put these questions on record is that we have not been given a policy document or business case 
for this bill. However, having said that, the minister has given me access to a draft policy document, so I have 
some understanding of how a future scheme might work and how these fees will be calculated and so on. I need 
to have that put on the record so that the stakeholders involved in this can see why the opposition is supporting 
the bill. I would like the minister to explain to the house how the levy will be expended on inspectors and on 
administration, where the focus will be and perhaps the ratio of the funds. Will the levy replace the current 
budgetary allocation or supplement it? How will the levy be calculated in the first instance? What is the basis for 
charging the levy and how will that be monitored and regulated over time? I imagine that there will be 
transitional costs as the government moves the sector into a different safety regime. I mentioned that initial costs 
will be quite high but, depending on expansion over the next 10 or 20 years, those costs will vary and will need 
to be adjusted. I would like the minister to say whether any employers would be exempt. I understand that the 
levy will not apply to companies employing fewer than 10 workers. Can the minister also confirm that any 
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regulations will not be gazetted until after the Parliament resumes in 2010, whether they be in regard to this 
specific bill and the levy or any scheme that results from this that will take us into a different safety regime? I 
would like the minister to assure the house that all relevant stakeholders will be consulted in the design of the 
regulations, including employee groups such as the unions and employer groups involved in the mining industry. 
I would appreciate an outline of how that consultation will be undertaken. 

If the minister can place all those matters on the record, I am quite comfortable to support this bill through the 
house. The stakeholders with whom I have consulted are quite comfortable with the direction in which the 
government is moving. Some are not happy with the legislation, but I feel that this is a fair and reasonable way 
forward. I congratulate the minister for going down this path. I look forward to seeing the regulations associated 
with this scheme for the levy, and any future safety management scheme, in the new year when the house 
resumes so that we can get a greater feel for how the scheme will work and obtain better feedback from the 
stakeholders. I understand the minister’s logic that he needs to raise the revenue to get into the design of the 
scheme. That has made it difficult for the minister to detail, except in broad outline, how any future scheme will 
work. My concluding remarks are to thank the minister for his very prompt response to the concerns of the 
opposition. We will support the bill. 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [11.36 am]: The Greens (WA) also support the Mines Safety 
and Inspection Amendment Bill 2009. It is a very positive initiative that is long overdue, and we welcome it. We 
believe that the idea of cost recovery from the mining industry for the purpose of regulating the industry and 
ensuring worker safety is heading down the right path. The mining industries in Western Australia have done 
very well for themselves over the past decade and, despite the global financial crisis, they are still doing 
relatively well. The Greens believe that it is in order for the mining industry to contribute to ensuring that the 
safety of its workers is paramount. Since 1999 there have been 47 deaths in mines. I find that figure very 
sobering; we think about not only those who have been killed but also those who are left behind. I am always 
mindful of the human cost. We are talking about parents who have been left to bury their children, and about 
children who will never see their mother or father again. The question I have is: what price are we prepared to 
put on lives when that is the cost we are talking about? Any loss of life is a great tragedy, but it is particularly 
tragic if it is avoidable. This legislation goes in the right direction in addressing that sort of issue.  

My understanding is that the experience in Queensland, which has a fairly similar regime, has been of success, 
and I hope that we will enjoy a similar level of success from this regime, but also learn from the mistakes of the 
Queensland regime and see where improvements can be made. We are hopeful that raising additional funds will 
ensure not only greater numbers of mines inspectors—it is a very specialised field—but also that we will be able 
to attract them in the first place. We will need an appropriate level of remuneration for them to compete with the 
private sector. We are looking at quite competitive wage structures. I share the sentiments expressed by Hon Jon 
Ford and I also share some of the concerns that he raised. It is a rather skeletal bill—it is not terribly huge—and 
the detail will be in the regulations. I have not received a copy of the draft policy on the regulations. Even then, it 
is just a draft that must be signed off on. We are not quite sure how it is proposed that this regime is to be 
enacted. I understand that there is a bit of concern from some stakeholders that there be adequate consultation in 
the development of these regulations. As I said, the devil can be in the detail of how the regime will be enacted, 
but I have confidence that the intent is good. 

I certainly hope that, in the consultation process, due regard is given to the unions in particular. I say that 
because I came from the union movement and I am aware, having worked in the movement, that the unions are 
often most aware of what is happening on the ground. They have the delegates working in the mines who will be 
able to give very direct feedback about what is happening. Of course, it will be up to the minister to determine 
how that consultation process rolls out. However, I would like to put on the record the proposal that, in putting 
together the regulations and looking at the overall make-up of a representative or consultative body, perhaps the 
minister could look at moving beyond one peak body, which in this state is of course UnionsWA, and have at 
least a few unions that work on the ground in various areas in the mining industry that can be consulted to 
provide various levels of expertise. I certainly feel that a collaborative approach to putting together these 
regulations is more likely to ensure that we have the best outcome and an outcome that everyone feels very 
positive about. 

I also congratulate the Minister for Mines and Petroleum for putting this bill together. I think the mining industry 
is getting off relatively lightly under this bill; I do not think it has anything to complain about. I understand that 
under the Queensland regime, mining companies are obliged to pay about $800 per full-time equivalent, yet in 
this state companies will have to pay a measly amount of $250 per FTE. That is less than a third of the amount 
that companies are expected to pay under another state’s regime. Certainly, if there are any complaints on that 
front, I will have very little sympathy for them. I think it is a perfectly reasonable expectation that the mining 
industry pay something to ensure that it looks after human life. As I say, the mining companies in Western 
Australia are getting off relatively cheaply compared with those in other regimes. 
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Like the Australian Labor Party, the Greens will not seek to go into committee on this bill. I will not repeat the 
questions that Hon Jon Ford has asked, but I look forward to hearing the minister’s response to those questions. I 
hope that his questions will go some way towards putting on the record concerns about how we move forward. 
Ideally, when we talk about mine safety and workers’ lives, we should rise above party politics. It seems to me 
that there is too much at stake. Again, that is why I urge a shared understanding of or a consensus about the way 
that the regulations will be developed. I agree with Hon Jon Ford’s comments when he asked that we be given 
the opportunity to scrutinise the regulations before they are agreed to. 

On that note, I again congratulate the Minister for Mines and Petroleum for this measure. It is a good one. It is 
going in the right direction. However, I have reservations about how the regulations will be rolled out. I look 
forward to a collaborative approach to the development of the regulations. We all want the same thing—that is, 
to basically minimise the number of deaths of workers, or, dare I say it, completely eliminate the workplace 
deaths of any more workers. Every death is a great tragedy and we should strive very hard to ensure that they do 
not happen. 

HON WENDY DUNCAN (Mining and Pastoral — Parliamentary Secretary) [11.43 am]: The Nationals 
support the Mines Safety and Inspection Amendment Bill 2009, and I congratulate the Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum for bringing it to the house. It certainly is an area in which more resources are needed. I take the 
opportunity at this time to draw to the attention of members to an area of particular interest to me—that is, the 
information and support available to families when a loved one is killed in a mine accident. A constituent of 
mine, Helen Fitzroy, has communicated with me over several years on this issue. She had the unfortunate 
experience of her husband being killed in a mine in 1991, leaving her with three small children. She 
subsequently wrote a book about her experiences in dealing with that event. Since that time, she has probably 
been the first port of call for many families who have had to deal with the aftermath of a mine fatality. Helen has 
alerted me to the inadequate processes that families are subjected to at such a time. There is no structured 
organisation that facilitates ongoing support for these families, and once the media hype and the political talk is 
over, the family is left to battle on alone. Helen has alerted me to several cases. One individual whose partner 
was killed in a mine in 1996, leaving her with two young children, subsequently took her own life because the 
whole situation was too difficult to handle. A family who lived in New South Wales were told that they had to 
travel to Kalgoorlie to view the coroner’s report. Another individual said that in her communications with the 
coroner, it cost her more than $1 000 in phone calls to try to find out what was going on. There really needs to be 
a coordinated, informative and compassionate service that answers the questions of loved ones in a timely 
manner and provides them with ongoing support and advice to minimise the effects of the catastrophic situation 
that they find themselves in. No existing service provides this to families. A small brochure is given to families 
when they get that dreadful knock on the door by a police officer, but a lot of the contacts listed in that brochure 
are inadequate. In fact, when Helen Fitzroy rang those contacts, they were not even aware that they were listed 
on the brochure. 

Now that extra resources are to be provided to this area, I ask the minister to give serious consideration to 
improving the way in which families who suffer bereavement as a result of an accident in the mining industry are 
dealt with. With those comments, I reiterate the Nationals’ support for this bill and look forward to its passage 
through this place. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [11.47 am] — in 
reply: I thank members for their contributions to the bill. I particularly want to thank Hon Jon Ford and Hon 
Alison Xamon for the conversations we had when the bill first appeared and for their responses to the briefings 
they had and the consequent amendment that was provided by the government and introduced in the Assembly. I 
had thought originally of moving it in the Legislative Council, but because this is a taxing bill, the Legislative 
Council cannot amend it; and so we were able to arrange for it to be quickly introduced in the Assembly, where 
the bill was amended. I thank Hon Jon Ford and Hon Alison Xamon for raising this matter. There was no doubt 
in my mind that it was a sensible way to go. For members who are not aware, fundamentally, the amendment 
provides for a special fund—a trust account, basically—to be set up into which the levy will be paid and which 
can be used only for the purposes of this legislation. I think that is a good move and it is a very transparent 
addition to the bill. Indeed, I note that the opposition in the other place claimed credit for the amendment, and I 
am happy for that to be the case. The bottom line is that we get good legislation, and this is better legislation than 
it was when it first came out. 

Basically, when the bill was first drafted, it was a very simple bill; I think it was described as “skeletal” in one 
instance. All the bill will do is provide a head of power for the Minister for Mines and Petroleum to raise a levy. 
It is a straight-out taxing bill, and that is why it will be an act of Parliament; an act is required to introduce a 
taxing measure. It could not be done by regulation, because taxation measures cannot be introduced by way of 
regulation. There is no question that it is a taxing measure. It is a levy that will apply to mining companies that 
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employ more than 10 workers. They will pay a levy of $250 per employee into this fund. Hon Jon Ford asked 
about exemptions. The only exemption will be for companies with fewer than 10 employees. 

I will make a couple of general comments before I seek to answer the questions that were raised. When I became 
the Minister for Mines and Petroleum and was confronted with the number of fatalities that had occurred in the 
industry, it crossed my mind that the time had come for a dramatic change in the way we go about doing 
business. Having previously been the Minister for Mines, and having experience of fatalities in the industry at 
that time, and having come from a mining family and having experienced fatalities in the town in which I lived 
when I was a child, I am very mindful of how depressing and distressing fatalities and serious injuries are in any 
industry but in mining towns in particular because they usually are tight-knit communities and it therefore can be 
devastating. A miner who lived next door to us when I was a child was killed in an underground explosion. He 
had five children, as I recall. We need to make significant changes.  

The issue of cost recovery has been around for a while. It crossed my mind that this was the way to go to get 
more money. However, it was made very clear to me by the new Director General of the Department of Mines 
and Petroleum, Richard Sellers, that if we went down this path, we should not introduce a levy to raise twice as 
much money to do twice as much of the same work but that we should do things differently. Instead of having a 
highly regulated inspectorial system in place whereby inspectors tick off a list of things that must be done on a 
mine site, we should move away from that highly regulatory system to a risk assessment system whereby mining 
companies on sites are required to identify the risks on that site and to put in place plans to deal with those risks. 
A safety case type of regime applies in the petroleum industry. But because the mining and petroleum industries 
are quite different and every mine site is significantly different from the others, there is a need to have a mix of 
regulatory control and responsibility, and the risk assessment strategy. This is not just about raising twice as 
much money, which is basically what this levy will provide, but about doing things twice as well. We need to 
change the culture in the industry. There is no question that that will be hard work. There is a culture in the 
mining industry that has not been able to be broken for a very long time. Ministers have been trying for years 
and years to do this, but there is something about the people who work in the mining industry. There is an 
attitude that sometimes taking a risk is worth taking. We will only be able to deal with that issue over a long 
time. I hope that putting a risk assessment type regime in place will involve employees working with companies 
in identifying the risks that apply to a particular site and collectively working out how they can make it a far 
safer workplace.  

We are looking at a new era of mines safety in Western Australia. I am delighted that everyone is supportive of 
the mechanism that this bill provides to get the revenue to enable us to engage the people in the industry to put 
these changes in place. That will take a lot of time, effort and energy, but I am very enthused by the enthusiasm 
of the resources safety division of the Department of Mines and Petroleum. The department believes that this is 
an opportunity that will allow them to take steps to deal with issues that have caused the department some 
concern for a long time. This opportunity has not occurred in the past, although the department has wanted to do 
it in the past. Hon Jon Ford made the point very clearly that the department experienced some difficulty during 
the recent boom because it lost staff to the industry and to the National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority, 
which was created by the federal government. NOPSA paid twice the amount in salaries as our state regulators 
and so we lost staff to it as well. The resources safety division has been under pressure, which has meant that the 
inspectorial role has been diminished and the time taken to do investigations and inquiries into accidents or 
fatalities has been extensive. I know that the division is very anxious for us to move forward. 

The levy will raise $20 million for the mining industry. I should make the point that this bill relates to the mining 
industry but the changes that we will introduce will relate also to state petroleum activities and the management 
of dangerous goods. There are two more tranches to come after this legislation. This first levy will raise 
$20 million, we believe, for the mines safety inspectors and to fund the things that they do. We currently spend 
about $12 million for that purpose. Therefore, almost double the amount of money will be spent. The petroleum 
and dangerous goods levy, which is the next tranche, will raise about another $20 million, which will double the 
revenue we will spend on the management of safety in these industries. A cost-recovery system will liberate 
some of the funds that the government currently expends. It is not a full cost-recovery process. I think it will be 
90 per cent cost recovery and 10 per cent of funding will be provided from the consolidated fund to cover those 
safety matters that we believe are the responsibility of government. I am having discussions with the Treasurer 
about how we might deal with the liberated funds. I would like to see those funds spent in my portfolio but I 
acknowledge that we are in a difficult budgetary situation. I want to do a number of things with that money if it 
can remain in this portfolio. I will have that battle with the Treasurer in due course. 

As I have said, the levy will amount to $250 per worker per annum. As Hon Alison Xamon said, that can be 
compared with the $800 per worker in Queensland. We did not just think of a figure; we worked out how much 
we thought would be needed to introduce the new system, which we believe is about $250 per worker, based on 
the current numbers. We think that will be an adequate amount to do the job. I do not know why Queensland 
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needs $800 but that is for Queensland to argue and for me to be able to say repeatedly that we charge just over a 
quarter the amount that Queensland charges. 

Hon Jon Ford: We have far more employees in the industry, so there is an economy of scale here that does not 
exist in Queensland. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is true, although Queensland has a lot of employees in the mining industry. 
Queensland actually believes it is the biggest resource state in the nation. 

Hon Jon Ford asked me what we would do with the money raised for the mining industry as opposed to the 
money that will be raised for the purposes of petroleum and dangerous goods. We employ 48 inspectors in the 
mining sector currently and will employ 74 under the new arrangement, which is a significant increase. Members 
must be aware that it is not just a matter of having more inspectors. I read the speeches of some members in the 
other place who seem to think that the only way to have a safe work environment in the mining industry is to 
have a safety inspector standing alongside every worker to make sure that the worker does exactly what he is 
required to do. Obviously that is ridiculous and cannot be done. It is not just a matter of having more inspectors 
but of how they will make the system work better by understanding how the system will change. It is not just a 
matter of having more inspectors for the sake of having more inspectors. The inspectors must be able to work 
with companies, employees and unions to make sure that the changes we are introducing to implement the safety 
case type regime will achieve the outcomes that we so desperately want. 

Hon Jon Ford asked whether the regulations would be gazetted before March. Two lots of regulations will come 
out of this. This bill provides for regulations to be made to collect the levy. The bill states how the levy will be 
raised and those regulations will be drafted. I can give members an assurance that they will not be gazetted 
before Parliament resumes in March, which will give members a chance to look at them as soon as they are 
gazetted and to deal with them straightaway if members do not like them. Members will find that they are simple 
mechanical issues that relate to how to go about collecting money. The second lot of regulations will relate to the 
new regime for safety management in the mining industry, which will take some eight months to put in place. 
The issue of consultation has been raised by both speakers. Let me say this in the clearest terms possible: I have 
discussed the cost-recovery issue and the safety case regime with lots of people in industry and in the unions—
and the department has as well. Let me also say that the mining industry does not want to pay a levy; nobody 
wants to pay a levy. The extent that the consultation took place was that I said to them: there will be a levy; get 
used to the idea, so let us work out how we will make this work. That is the level of consultation.  

Hon Alison Xamon: That’s fine.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I know that some members might have been approached by some people in the 
mining industry saying that there was no consultation. Consultation sometimes can lead to no outcome. On this 
occasion, the government said there is going to be an outcome and this is what it is going to be; get used to the 
idea of a levy and let us work together to make sure that when we have the levy that we spend the money in a 
way that the industry, which is paying the levy, has confidence we are using its money in a way which achieves 
the best outcomes for employers and the best outcomes for their workers. The government has put in place a 
ministerial advisory committee that consists of UnionsWA, the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, the Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry, the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies and the Australian Pipeline 
Industry Association. All of the major associations involved in the mining and petroleum industries, together 
with the unions, are part of a working group providing advice to me about how the whole new system will work. 
Let me say this in the clearest terms I can: I am adamant that the money we raise will be spent in a way that the 
people who are paying it believe will achieve the sort of outcomes that are vital. I think there is a view in the 
mining industry that this is a laudable ambition and that it wants to be part of a solution. While some people 
would want a situation in which we might have a statutory authority that manages this particular safety issue, and 
that they are on it and making the decisions about how the money is spent, I say to them that that is not going to 
happen now. It might down the track some time, if we decide to go down the National Offshore Petroleum 
Safety Authority path of having a statutory authority. However, for the time being at least, it is my view that the 
government should run this through a government department, because it is too important for me to leave to a 
statutory authority at arm’s length from me, to get this bedded down the way we want to. Although the industry, 
the unions and others—particularly the industry, which is paying the levy—will have some significant role to 
play in auditing how the money is spent, they are not making the decisions; the government is. That is important 
at this point in time. Whether that changes in due course I do not know, but that is for people in the future to sort 
out.  

Hon Jon Ford asked about safety inspectors and whether they will be involved in the collection of the levy. No, 
they will not be empowered to do so. However, there will be a need for the department to have administrative 
capacity to raise money from bad debtors. Some administrative activities will be undertaken, but they will not be 
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undertaken by inspectors who are trained to look after safety and not raise revenue through administering a levy. 
I can give the member an assurance on that.  

I will raise a couple of other matters that might be of interest to members. The money will be raised as a levy, 
and it will go into the trust account and can be used only for the purpose of the Mines Safety and Inspection Act. 
It will be used only for mines safety. There will be an administrative cost attached to it, of course, because it 
takes money to administer the resources safety division of the department.  

Hon Jock Ferguson: But is it the case that it will not be exclusively used for the hiring of inspectors and that the 
levy can be used for other issues in regard to safety?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It will be used to manage and to operate the resources safety division of the 
department. In a sense, it is a discrete part of the department now. It has a particular role to play. This levy will 
be used to fund the administration of that particular agency, but the vast amount of the money will be used for 
the inspectorial administrative system of safety in the workplace, and we will be doing our best to keep the other 
overheads to a minimum. Also, as it will have a separate trust account, it will be there for everybody to see how 
the money is being spent and where it is going. If the people who are paying the money do not like it, they can 
tell us in no uncertain terms what they think. It will be open and transparent for people to see where the money is 
going and how it is being spent and whether we are getting the outcomes we want, which is very important.  

Hon Alison Xamon said that we should rise above party politics. I hope this is a demonstration that we can do 
that. There have been issues in the past in the way some unions might have used safety issues as an industrial 
relations weapon. I hope that will not be the case in the future and that we can have employers and employees 
working together to make sure that they create safe workplaces, which is what we all want.  

Hon Wendy Duncan raised a number of issues that relate to the consequences for people who are affected by 
fatality, particularly families. This levy does not provide for revenues to be paid to bereaved families. It is my 
view that that is not necessarily the government’s responsibility. However, I am happy to look at that further 
down the track as we begin to determine how the levy will be spent. It is my view that companies should look 
after their employees and their employees’ families.  

Hon Wendy Duncan: I was talking about support services.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am coming to that. When people talk about support services, often the word 
“support” means money—not in every case but in lots of cases. I recognise the comments made by the member 
that the government, through this agency, needs to provide support, not necessarily in a material sense, but by 
way of advice as to how to go about doing things. The government hopes that part of the new scheme will reduce 
the amount of time that people are involved in the Coroner’s Court and all the things that go with that so that we 
get a quicker outcome and people are not under such stress for such long periods. I give the member an 
assurance that I will work with the department on the matters she has raised, because they share her views. I 
think there is a new understanding that we have to be a bit more sympathetic to people who are affected by these 
fatalities, and I give an assurance that we will do that. As I said at the beginning, having experienced that in my 
lifetime, and then found that the community’s response was: “That happens in the mining industry, so what are 
you worried about?” It was almost as bad as that. That is a cultural thing that needs to change in due course.  

I do not know whether I have forgotten to answer any questions.  

Hon Jon Ford: Going back to the consultation process, is it true to say that in the construct of the regulations, 
both for the purposes of the levy and then for a future scheme, that all the stakeholders—notwithstanding the 
remarks the minister has already made—including unions and mining representative companies will be consulted 
in the development of those regulations?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I can give Hon Jon Ford an absolute assurance that that is the case. I want the set of 
regulations that come out of this bill to represent the collective views of people in the industry. Obviously, there 
will be some things that some people do not like and other things that others do not like, because they are 
diametrically opposed on some issues, but to the extent that we can get consensus right across the board, that is 
my ambition. I am not going down this path to create another set of problems, but to solve some problems. If that 
does not happen because people feel their views have not been taken into account, then I would not have done 
my job properly. The department knows this. We bit the bullet. It was not all that easy to say to the mining 
industry that it will start paying, but we bit the bullet and said that this was going to happen. The mining industry 
is now very much aware of where we are headed. It has also made it very clear to me—and it is quite right—that 
it wants to know that we are spending its money properly. It wants to know that we are using it in a way that it 
thinks is proper and acceptable, as do the unions, which have a different interest—an interest on behalf of their 
members who work in the industry. Whilst the unions are not putting up the money, in many cases their 
members are working in the industries.  
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Hon Ken Travers: The workers are earning that money though. It’s the workers out on the job. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I know that. I do not want to get into an argument with Hon Ken Travers because he 
does provoke me from time to time. 

Hon Ken Travers: If you make comments that suggest it is just the employers’ money, and profit is not 
generated through the employees’ labour, you will get into an argument. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The levy will be paid by the companies. It is not coming out of the unions’ pockets 
or the workers’ pockets in any direct sense; it is coming out of the pockets of the companies. Because they are 
paying the levy out of their profits, albeit generated from a range of circumstances, including the work of their 
employees, they believe they should have some say as to how it is spent. The employees, on the other hand, who 
will not be paying directly as individuals, also have an interest in how we manage this.  

The vast majority of workers in the mining industry do not belong to unions, and that has been the case for a 
long time. Workers in the mining industry have not felt the need to have significant union representation since 
workplace agreements were brought in way back in the 1990s. That may change in the future as the unions start 
to heavy their way into some parts of the industry again. That is sad because the first thing one union said after 
the Gorgon deal was signed was, “We’re going to get in there and get all those blokes to come up and be our 
members.” Suddenly we had a demarcation dispute between two unions over the Gorgon project. Instead of 
saying, “Thank God, somebody’s got us a project to get us all a job,” the question was, “Who will be 
representing these workers?” Hon Ken Travers should never provoke me because I could stand here for another 
three weeks and argue about this.  

Hon Jon Ford: I thank you for your response with regard to consultation on the construction of the regulations. 
Notwithstanding your remarks about some small statutory authority, am I right in saying that there is scope for 
the key stakeholders to consult with you and your government on the oversight of the future running 
arrangements of the scheme?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am very happy to talk about that. The point I made in my earlier comments was 
that, at this point at least, I am not saying to the unions and the mining industry that a tripartite statutory 
authority will manage this. The government wants to get it bedded down and in place the way it wants it to be 
put in place. I am therefore not interested in people who cannot make a decision because they keep fighting each 
other. I am focused on the government making the decisions and running this. We will consult with those groups 
to ensure, to the extent that we are able, that we satisfy their requirements. They are not going to oversight this in 
any administrative sense and they are not going to make decisions about how the money is spent, but they can 
tell us how they think we are going while we are doing it. It may be that some future minister will say, “Okay, 
we’ll do a NOPSA on this and have a statutory authority.” I do not know that the National Offshore Petroleum 
Safety Authority has covered itself in glory since it was set up. I happen to have the view that when it comes to 
making decisions that need to be made in a hurry, as we are doing here, a government department is the way to 
go about doing it. The minister can ring up the department and say, “I want this done and I want it by tomorrow 
afternoon,” but if it is a statutory authority, there needs to be a board meeting and there are questions about 
whether it has the necessary powers and that sort of stuff. Let us get it sorted upfront so we get a good outcome 
and then we can worry about the consequences later.  

I thank members for their contributions to the debate. I think it is a good move forward. I hope that it will 
achieve the outcome we want; that is, significant improvement in the safety performance of the mining industry.  

Question put and passed.  

Bill read a second time.  

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House), and passed. 
 


