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PETROLEUM AND GEOTHERMAL ENERGY SAFETY LEVIES AMENDMENT BILL 2012 

PETROLEUM AND GEOTHERMAL ENERGY SAFETY LEVIES AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2012 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Environment) [2.49 pm] — in reply: I was nearly going to 

conclude, but since I have a bit of extra time, I will — 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will be brief.  

I think I got to the member for Gosnells. He probably was not in the house, but I answered his first question. His 

second question about what sort of safety levy would apply, I guess hypothetically, to Kensington if there was a 

geothermal operation there was very interesting. The member was probably not present when I explained how 

the system may work in terms of categories. A high-risk operation would be category A; if it was low risk, it 

would go down to category F. We are trying to make it as simple as possible; industry is quite happy with the 

system. It is based on things such as the pipe diameter—the bigger the pipe, the higher the risk—bigger 

operations, the activity level in terms of how many wells are being used, the depths of the well, and the number 

of people employed and whether, for an offshore operation, there are people living on the rig. Obviously for a 

higher risk, it is category A and for a lower risk, it gets down to an F. They will work it out, and they will come 

up with a number. That multiplies through the formula, and then it is worked out as a pro rata over the time. That 

is a quick summary.  

In terms of the Kensington situation, the advisers from the mines consider that the drilling during the 

construction is a high-risk activity. I cannot say what the levy category would be, but it would be higher than an 

F; it would probably be nearer to A. During the time of the drilling, the levy would be higher and it would be 

applied pro rata on a daily basis. Once the installation was completed and operational, it would be reclassified, 

obviously, as a lower risk. The time that the levy applies would depend on whether it is an ongoing operation. I 

think that answers the member’s other question. 

The member for West Swan raised some interesting points about the Square Kilometre Array project. There is no 

specific question related to that in the bill. I agree with the member that it is a very good project and will provide 

a lot of benefits to WA.  

The member for Belmont made two very general comments about the bills being another revenue-raising 

measure. I will just give a quick response to the member and acknowledge the two points that he raised. He 

suggested that this is another revenue-raising activity of the government and that the utilities are charging too 

much for water, which I think was a bit unkind. As the member will be aware, the Economic Regulation 

Authority recommends what rate should be charged and we are not charging that rate. Indeed, the Water 

Corporation does not make massive profits because a lot of subsidies are returned to the customer. The member 

made a good point about safety in the oil and gas industry and suggested that there should be only one safety 

regulator. We have not adopted that suggestion, as the member knows.  

I think I have answered all the questions raised by members opposite. I thank them for their contribution and 

commend the bill to the house. 

Questions put and passed. 

Bills read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bills read a third time, on motion by Mr W.R. Marmion (Minister for Environment), and transmitted to the 

Council. 

 


