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PETROLEUM LEGISLATION AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.09 pm]:  Prior to question 
time, I was giving some background to the way in which this legislation came about.  I indicated to the house 
that a commonwealth government report recommended that safety in the petroleum industry needed uniform 
legislation and that a meeting of ministers agreed to that particular proposition, out of which came the creation of 
the National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority.  In the second reading speech we were advised that the report 
indicated that the situation in Western Australia was in fact quite good and that the problems were not within the 
Western Australian jurisdiction but the jurisdiction of other states.  I would be interested to know from the 
minister when he responds which states happen to be recalcitrant, which led to safety legislation that was seen 
not to be adequate.  We must bear in mind, of course, that Western Australia and Victoria were essentially the 
only two states that had any serious offshore petroleum activities taking place. 

The report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes provides some interesting 
information on page 7.  It refers to supporting documents that the committee was seeking to obtain from the 
ministerial council so that it could understand the processes that were gone through to come to this conclusion.  
Under item 4.17 the committee notes - 

. . . the original basis for the uniform scheme underlying the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982 is 
the Settlement - 

That is something I referred to earlier - 
which was not reduced to writing.  The Minister advised that the Settlement requires the States to 
maintain (as far as practicable) common principles, rules and practices in the regulation and control of 
the exploration for, and the exploitation of, petroleum resources in coastal waters (see the preamble to 
the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982). 

It then goes on at 4.18 - 
The Bill amends the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982 and the genesis of the Bill is an Executive 
Agreement which is only evidenced by a summary of the MCMPR meeting on September 13 2002. 

The MCMPR is the Ministerial Council on Mineral and Petroleum Resources -  
The Committee has previously expressed concern when it has had to rely on extracts of minutes rather 
than a more detailed and formal document such as an intergovernmental agreement or memorandum of 
understanding.  The Committee emphasises the importance of documentation evidencing agreements by 
the Executive to implement uniform legislation for both its scrutiny role and for informing the public. 

Those were comments from the report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes, 
which I think are worthy of a few moments of our time to consider. 
Hon Kim Chance:  It’s a fair point. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We have a uniform legislation committee so that there is a degree of parliamentary 
scrutiny by this house of legislation that is of a uniform nature that comes out of agreements made and 
committed to by the executives of the various governments of Australia, even though they do not have 
legislation in place to give them the authority to do that.  I often found as a minister that I was asked to agree to 
various things occurring in Western Australia which I knew required legislation and to which I could not give 
any guarantee of being able to deliver.  This is the problem with ministerial councils, as you would well know, 
Mr President.  A lot of opportunities are taken by the commonwealth to organise for the states to agree to a 
particular uniform strategy or uniform set of rules or principles and to get the minister to agree to and go ahead 
with uniform legislation requiring the states to follow suit, often with a little threat attached to the strategy that 
the commonwealth is referring to.  Therefore, we are in the situation in which the National Offshore Petroleum 
Safety Authority has, in fact, been set up.  It has been operating since the beginning of this year, but the 
legislation in Western Australia has not yet been passed.  I concur with the comments of the committee that there 
really ought to be something more than a communiqué about decisions being taken at a ministerial council 
meeting.  The committee really should be given documentation of greater substance than the documentation it 
seems to have been given on this occasion, and I congratulate the committee for drawing that to our attention.  I 
am sure that the Leader of the House will take that on board and we will never see a recommendation come out 
of the ministerial council on agriculture, or whatever it is called, that is not accompanied by about 14 tonnes of 
documentation. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  I wish I could guarantee that.  I am also gravely concerned that anybody has to rely on the 
accuracy contained in those communiqués.  As Hon Peter Foss told us, they are sometimes written before the 
ministerial council meeting has been held. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would have thought that occurred always rather than just sometimes.  One of the 
most extraordinary things I discovered as a very green Minister for Education was that everything was 
determined well in advance of ministerial meetings.  All the motions and issues were drafted by the bureaucrats 
in the various subcommittees of the ministerial council and the ministers would turn up and be expected to 
simply tick them off.  All the press releases and communiqués were written in advance.  Often the federal 
ministers would leave after an hour or two to conduct their press conferences and catch a plane back to Canberra 
from wherever the meeting happened to be, on the expectation that everything that had been put in place would, 
in fact, be delivered. 
As an aside, Mr President, I must say that I got extraordinary pleasure out of completely circumventing that 
process at the first ministerial council on education that I attended.  I managed to have a decision taken to 
disband all the subcommittees and to get rid of all the policy decisions that had been made by that ministerial 
council and that were used as precedents for everything it did.  I managed to get rid of the uniform curriculum 
too, all in one afternoon’s work.  It took a bit of work in advance of that, of course, but that was one of the best 
things that ever happened in a ministerial council, as the council had to take stock of where it was.  I add that it 
did not take very long before it mutated, and out of that came the same number of subcommittees, the same 
number of bureaucrats and all the rest.  The commonwealth makes an art form of this.  Its ministers turn up at 
ministerial council meetings with 20 or 30 advisers, all of whom are there for a particular purpose, which is 
generally to get across the commonwealth’s position, to hoodwink the state ministers and their officials and to 
help the commonwealth get its own way.  However, that has nothing to do with this bill, other than I wonder 
whether that is what happened on 13 September 2002.  We do not know, but former Minister Brown would 
know what happened.  The committee told us that as a result of that meeting, a uniform scheme was created that, 
fundamentally, required the commonwealth to amend its Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1967 to create 
NOPSA and a health and safety regime for commonwealth waters, and for the states and the Northern Territory 
to amend their 1982 Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Acts to confer the same functions on NOPSA in coastal 
waters as it had in commonwealth waters and to mirror the health and safety regime applying in commonwealth 
waters.  Since then various states have enacted legislation.  This is 2005 and at this time New South Wales has 
not done anything, but the other states seem to have made some progress. 
When the committee considered the bill, quite frankly, it concentrated its attention on the amendments to the 
Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982.  It looked at schedule 5 of that part of the amendment as it regarded 
that part of the bill as uniform legislation.  The committee did not worry itself about parts 2 and 3 of the bill, 
which relate to the two state acts - the Petroleum Act and the Petroleum Pipelines Act - as it did not regard them 
as being part of the uniform scheme.  I come back to the question that I asked some time ago: why not have total 
uniformity if the argument is that that is what the government is seeking to achieve? 
The committee states at paragraph 5.5 on page 9 of the report - 

Parts 2 and 3 of the Bill relate to health and safety for onshore petroleum operations and are not part of 
the uniform scheme.  However, they broadly reflect the scheme implemented by Part 4.  In the second 
reading speech in the Legislative Assembly, Hon John Kobelke MLA indicated that the 
amendments in Parts 2 and 3 will provide: 

a consistent and overarching style of legislative and policy direction for all of the upstream 
WA petroleum industry. 

I again make the point that that is a question that must be answered in this place.  As I have indicated, I have 
some views about why they are different and why the three acts do not have a uniform schedule.  I think that 
relates as much to industrial relations politics as anything else, and I will come to that in a few minutes.   
Before I leave this report, I do not need to draw to the minister’s attention - he will be well aware of this - the 
number of recommendations in it.  I have not seen any response from the government to those recommendations.  
I guess the minister can do something about that either when he responds to the second reading debate or during 
the committee stage.  The Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes has recommended 
that certain actions be taken during the committee stage.  I do not propose to argue the committee’s case for 
those actions; I am sure that the committee members can do that for themselves.  I look forward to their being 
involved during the committee stage of this bill, if they so desire, to promote the views expressed by the 
committee in its very good report.   
I now return to the differences between the schedule to the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982 and the 
schedules contained in the other two acts.  The issue that I find most interesting - I am looking for some 
explanation from the government on this - is the definitions of “operation” and “facility”.  The commonwealth 
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industrial relations law tends to concentrate on enterprise-based agreements, and they relate generally to a 
facility.  The schedule to the commonwealth occupational safety and health legislation refers to an offshore 
facility.  It contemplates the notion that, in view of the federal government’s industrial relations policies, it 
would much prefer decisions to be made about industrial relations matters for a facility, and that might be, for 
example, an offshore rig.  The state legislation, which is different from the commonwealth schedule, refers to 
operations as opposed to a facility.  Operations can involve a lot of different facilities making up a whole 
operation.  There is a sense of the collective about this.  It is the sort of argument that I raised during debate on 
the Mines Safety and Inspection Act.  It seemed to me that union members in some parts of an industry in which 
there was often total union control were involved with other parts of the same industry in which there was little 
or no union control.  A situation can develop in which union decision making and union industrial activity can be 
undertaken by some people in an operation, and that can have an effect on other people in an operation who, for 
example, are not members of a union and do not want to be involved.  If the capacity of the union movement to 
exert an influence were to spread, we would head down the path of potential change in industrial relations in the 
petroleum industry.  I have argued in the past that the same thing will apply to the mining industry.   
In my early days as a member of this place, the original occupational health and safety legislation brought in by 
the Burke government was of concern to the Liberal Party.  We were concerned that unions would use safety and 
welfare issues in the workplace for industrial purposes.  We see a bit of that these days.  I do not know whether 
we could say that the blue flu has anything to do with that.  Obviously it does not, because workers do not get the 
flu while they are at work.  It is not an industrial hazard.  Workers get it at home when they get the phone call the 
next morning to say that they are sick with the flu.  That is what seems to happen with that industrial tactic.  It is 
not unknown for unions to use safety issues, and in some cases bogus safety issues, to create industrial 
difficulties and problems at a workplace.  The more authority that is given to unions and the more regulations 
there are for safety matters, the greater the capacity for militant union leaders to use safety as an industrial 
relations weapon.  Both the mining and petroleum industries generally have been fairly devoid of any industrial 
relations problems in recent history.  A lot of that relates to Australian workplace agreements for individual 
salaries and conditions and to state workplace agreements, which existed when the Liberal Party was in 
government.  Some enterprise bargaining arrangements on individual sites have created quite good conditions for 
employees.  Over quite a long time, members of the work force in the mining and petroleum industries have been 
doing extraordinarily well in the remuneration and benefits they get from working in those industries.  Part of 
that is because of the growth of the industries and the significant demand for labour in those industries and part 
of it is because the union movement has not been actively involved in recent history and has not created 
industrial problems that have led to serious productivity issues or problems for the ongoing nature of the 
industry.  For example, petroleum and offshore rigs simply cannot be stopped; they have to keep going.  A 
continuity of supply is needed to make those things work.   
The concern I have - I have raised the issue of definitions and so on - comes from a cynical view I have about 
what this government is trying to do in those industries and the way in which it is seeking to make it easier for its 
union friends to have a far greater influence than they have had for a long time.  I probably said this during the 
debate on the Mines Safety and Inspection Act, but when I lived in the Pilbara, Hamersley Iron, for example, 
was constantly under pressure from very militant unions, and strikes were more regular than working days.  All 
sorts of crazy industrial problems were confronted by that company.  The unions were very powerful.  I 
remember speaking to workers at Robe River prior to the significant changes brought about by Charles Copeman 
and others.  Those workers were quite frightened for their own circumstances because of the standover tactics 
and threats of militant union leaders.  The irony of that was that when the workers were given a choice of either 
being in a totally unionised workplace or becoming staff members of those companies and going on to 
workplace agreements, they virtually all chose to go down the path of workplace agreements and they jettisoned 
the unions in droves.  In fact, I think reasonably soon after the introduction of state workplace agreements at 
Hamersley Iron, there were two union members left at the company.  Prior to that, everyone was in the union, 
because if they were not, they did not have much of a future.  The petroleum industry is much the same as the 
mining industry.  The industry has grown up with fly in, fly out arrangements and people working long hours 
and being away from work for long periods, such as two weeks on and two weeks off.  The unions have not 
applied any pressure to create any disruption or disputation on those sites for a number of reasons: firstly, the 
conditions and remuneration are very good.  One of the few good things about the fly in, fly out system is that it 
militates against union activity because the work force does not live in a town 24 hours a day, seven days a 
week, 52 weeks a year where it can be influenced by people who want to foment workplace disputation on an 
ongoing basis on the golf course or in the club.  Fly in, fly out employees work 12-hour shifts, then sleep and get 
up and work the next day.  They are not interested in anyone telling them that their conditions are not good 
enough and that they should go on strike.  It is a fact that, contrary to popular opinion, the fly in, fly out policy 
was as much a reaction - if not more so - to industrial relations problems in the mining industry as it was to 
anything else.  
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As a result, the union movement has not been strong in those two industries.  In my day in the mining industry 
the Department of Minerals and Energy was responsible for occupational safety and health in that industry, and 
before that the Mines Department had its own safety legislation.  When Hon George Cash was Minister for 
Mines he introduced mining industry safety legislation which created the Mines Occupational Safety and Health 
Advisory Board, which was a government-company-union collective organisation that oversaw the department’s 
activities.  Occupational safety and health in the mining industry was largely looked after by the Mines 
Department and its officers.  The same applied to the petroleum industry.  As I said earlier, as Minister for Mines 
I introduced legislation for a separate Petroleum Safety Act.  That was designed to continue the work that was 
being done in Western Australia through the department, because we saw that as a better option than placing it 
with WorkSafe.  I should not say that I always thought it was a bit suss that WorkSafe seems to have a different 
attitude to these industries than the Department of Mines and its successors had.  We always argued that the 
departments knew more about the way in which these operations occurred in mining and petroleum and that 
working in those industries required an element of specialisation and knowledge that was not necessarily 
available in WorkSafe.  
The Lawrence government was unable to legislate for mines safety to be covered by WorkSafe.  I guess it was 
because the coalition had the numbers in the Council.  I am not sure of the reason; nonetheless, the Labor Party, 
particularly the Lawrence government, had a longstanding ambition to bring the mining and petroleum industries 
under the auspices of WorkSafe.  In its dying days, the Lawrence government gave a grant to the then Trades 
and Labor Council to assist in bringing together the mining industry and the rest of WorkSafe.  The fact that the 
Lawrence government lost the election did not mean that the money was repaid.  I guess it sits in a trust account 
with UnionsWA to be used when the time comes for the final consummation of what, until now, the government 
has been doing by stealth.  Given that I am aware of what the government has wanted to do in the past and is 
doing now and of concerns expressed to me by people with a long history in mines safety, I am very concerned 
about this bill.  I will do whatever I can to avoid a situation in which the mining and petroleum industries 
become a replica of the construction industry in Western Australia.  The construction industry is an absolute 
joke, aided and abetted by the government’s industrial relations legislation, its friends in the union movement 
and people who have an extraordinary capacity for inventiveness in working out all sorts of ways of causing 
disruption and difficulty for employers.  I refer again to blue flu because that is an example of what can happen 
when a work force is fundamentally controlled by a militant union that has one aim in mind; namely, to cause 
maximum disruption in exchange for maximum return for its members.  We have all read about how much 
money construction employees earn these days, especially people who operate “stop” and “go” signs at road 
repair sites.  I read somewhere that they can earn up to $90 000.  Kevin Reynolds’ members must give him 
credit.  There is no doubt that he has achieved a great deal for his members at the expense of everybody else, 
including taxpayers, as a result of the blue flu tactics applied during construction of the southern rail link and 
other major government projects.  His members have also used safety issues as a reason to stop work.  Putting 
those projects to one side, there are many examples of private construction employers who are confronted by 
very militant Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union officers who are simply looking for a safety 
issue as a reason to stop work.  The right of entry issue, which is major in the context of industrial relations, is 
important to the unions because they want to get inside sites.  If they put their minds to it, they can always find a 
safety issue and cause serious disruption to a company’s operations.  
I am a little surprised at some of the provisions in the proposed uniform schedule to the Petroleum (Submerged 
Lands) Act that relate to the provisional improvement notices.  PINs were contained for the first time in the 
Mines Safety and Inspection Amendment Act introduced by this government.  I will not go over the things I said 
about them then, but I predicted that a significant number of those PINs would be used initially.  I sought some 
answers to questions I had asked some time ago about whether the government kept records of them and was 
told that it did not.  It would be nice to know how often PINs are used.  I was surprised, then, to find that they are 
also contained in the commonwealth schedule.  It seemed as though the commonwealth minister for resources 
development was in such a big hurry to take over the state’s rights that he forgot to read the detail in the bill.  I 
would not have gone down that path.  That is why I was surprised to find that the state government could 
comfortably live with most of what was contained in the proposed schedule to the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) 
Act, albeit it amends the other two bills to extend its strategy further, as I discussed earlier.  
I conclude by saying that I have reservations about two areas of this legislation.  One is the fact that it creates a 
national authority to oversee safety in an industry in Western Australia that I believe could quite comfortably be 
undertaken by the state government of Western Australia through an authority of the state government.  There is 
no reason in the world that Western Australia cannot have a safety regime in its petroleum industry that is 
different from that in the other states.  We are actually quite good at doing these sorts of things.  The record of 
Western Australia over the years is second to none.  All the evidence that is available to me suggests that the 
safety issues in the petroleum industry have been well handled in Western Australia, certainly since the decision 
was made to go down the road of safety regimes that came out of the Piper Alpha disaster in the North Sea, 
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which led the British government to completely reassess the way in which it managed occupational safety and 
health in the workplace for the petroleum industry.  That seems to have been extraordinarily successful.  That 
regime has been used in Western Australia and has been successful.  I can see no good reason that Western 
Australia should have opted out of being in control of its own waters at least.  Certainly, there is no reason that 
the commonwealth should have had to set up its own authority. 
I do note that the National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority will be funded by levies and charges on the 
industry; it is not to be publicly funded.  I find that an interesting scenario, because that is a bit rare when these 
sorts of authorities are set up.  It also leads me to ask the rhetorical question, to which there may not be any 
answer: if the companies are funding the authority, do they have some influence over it?  As the expression goes, 
he who pays the piper calls the tune.  Will that be an issue we need to worry ourselves about in the future?  I 
have a fundamental view that if we are to have umpires or authorities that control industries or provide controls 
for them, they must be publicly funded, because that is what governments are for.  They are there as the 
taxpayer-funded umpires and taxpayer-funded regulators to make sure that the private sector does as it is told.  
When private sector companies in fact pay for the umpire, we must start asking ourselves whether there will be 
some compromise about the way in which they go about their duties. 
I will mention another thing as an aside.  When NOPSA was first set up, it was located in Perth.  That was part 
of the deal, I guess, for the government being part of it.  It means that more people live and work in Western 
Australia, and it recognises that Western Australia is the centre of the petroleum industry in Australia.  What 
really upset people in the department was that NOPSA came into the marketplace looking for employees and had 
salary ranges that were dramatically higher than those that were being provided by the Department of Industry 
and Resources for similar sorts of employees.  Therefore, those people who were working in the safety area of 
the department were poached, if one likes, by NOPSA to work for it.  When we discussed the mines legislation 
before, one of the issues I raised was the serious problem of getting qualified people to work in the department 
and NOPSA siphoning them off with higher pay.  The Leader of the House might tell me what the government 
has done about that when he responds to me.  That is my first concern.  There is no need for a commonwealth 
statutory authority.  It would be far better for it to be a state statutory authority set up under legislation passed in 
this Parliament. 
Again as an aside I say that the way the federation is headed, this Parliament will not be making laws in 20 
years, because it will just be an appendage of the federal Parliament unless some commonsense prevails 
regarding the federation between now and then.  However, I cannot see that happening from either side.  The 
other reason I am concerned is that the government has, for reasons best known to itself, adopted different 
schedules for the three different pieces of legislation, so that the schedules for occupational health and safety that 
apply to the state legislation are not the same as that which applies to the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act, 
which is a mirror of the commonwealth legislation.  With those remarks, I look forward to the minister’s 
response and to his comments on the committee’s report. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Before you sit, I have a question you might take. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes, sure. 
Hon Kim Chance:  I understood the point you made about your fear that the legislation might be constructed to 
enable unions to use safety issues as a lever.  However, you built that argument from definitional issues about 
operations and facilities, and I didn’t understand the link.  Facilities are clearly defined in the act as things, and 
operations are clearly defined as actions.  Did I miss something in what you were saying? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I must have misread the way in which they are defined.  In the two different 
schedules, “facility” is used in some cases and “operations” is used in the corresponding schedules elsewhere.  
They are interchanged from one schedule to another, as I understand it. 
Hon Kim Chance:  That’s fine.  I understand that now. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Leader of the House could save me a lot of trouble and remove a lot of 
concerns I might have if he explained the reasons there are different schedules, what the differences are and how 
he sees those differences operating in reality.  I hope the leader can put my mind at rest.  I am not sure how many 
hundreds of millions of dollars the leader’s government gets every year from the petroleum industry and how 
much that amount is increasing every single day as the price of petrol goes up.  The Leader of the House would 
not want that industry to have the same problems as the Mandurah to Perth railway line has, would he? 
Hon Kim Chance:  No. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, quite right; nor would the Treasurer.  I have the same view about the mining 
industry.  The government is getting vast amounts of money from the iron ore industry.  However, I know that 
union heavyweights are seeking to get a foothold in the mining industry in a way they have not had before, apart 
from in BHP, which has always been a unionised workplace.  Those industries simply cannot afford, at this point 
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in their history, to have the sorts of industrial relations problems that we saw in the 1970s and 1980s in the 
Pilbara.  I say that in the context of the burgeoning Chinese marketplace and in the context of significant 
competition for our resources from other parts of the world.  We would not have to make too many mistakes in 
the way we go about doing business in Western Australia to lose those markets.  If we lose those markets, we 
will lose all the boom that goes with them and all the money that is flowing into the government’s coffers that 
enables the government to make commitments to employees without knowing how much they will cost.  I have 
already raised that today, and the Leader of the House has already responded.  The government really should 
know how much things will cost before it makes a commitment.  However, following on from the Leader of the 
House’s answer, I suspect it is not much, and that is the sort of risk that ministers must take from time to time.  
On the other hand, the Leader of the House’s colleague did nothing to find out whether the cost of in-house 
cleaning of schools would cost another $20 million or another $100 million.  She did not have a clue.  She just 
made the decision for the most basic of political reasons.  That is not good management and it is not good 
government; that is just looking after one’s mates.  We cannot afford to have those problems in these two 
industries.  If the Leader of the House can assure me that he is not interested in the unions getting into mining 
and petroleum in any way at all, I will be delighted to hear it.  While we are not giving any support to the 
legislation, we will not vote against it. 
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.48 pm]:  On behalf of the Greens (WA), I will make a few 
comments on the Petroleum Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005.  I have had an opportunity to look at 
the report prepared by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes.  Again, I 
appreciate the fact that the committee process works really well, particularly to inform members of smaller 
parties such as the Greens, which are strapped to deal with a volume of legislation adequately.  The Standing 
Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes has made some very useful comments and provided 
the background to this bill.  This is an interesting issue.  It appears that general agreement was reached that a 
more consistent approach was needed to occupational health and safety in the petroleum industry.  I note the 
fundamental question raised by the Leader of the Opposition: should this matter be handed over to the 
commonwealth or should it remain in the state’s jurisdiction?  My sympathies lie with a national approach - it 
has a lot of merit - and I am interested in the minister’s comment in this regard.  The state would have been 
involved in the lead-up to the decision to adopt a national safety authority.  By way of comparison, I understand 
that the interaction between the state and the commonwealth works in reverse to an extent with fisheries: I 
understand a constitutional settlement means that state fisheries operate in commonwealth waters.  It is almost 
the other side of the coin.  It is not an exact parallel, but it is interesting nonetheless. 
Hon Kim Chance:  It is the same process. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  The jurisdiction in the marine environment is interesting legally in determining which 
departments will deal with what matter.  It is vital that we get occupational health and safety in the petroleum 
sector right because of the sector’s great potential for severe accidents.  I notice that the report refers to the 
impetus created by the Piper Alpha incident in the North Sea in 1988.  I am also aware of the more recent near 
disaster with the Griffin Venture, which was in commonwealth waters as far as I remember.  I looked at that 
contentious case in some detail.  In fact, before I became a member of Parliament, I made a presentation to an oil 
spill conference on the Griffin Venture and some of the offshore safety issues it raised.  We must get this area 
right regarding which regulations apply and by whom they will be enforced.  My sympathies lie with the national 
approach, with which I do not have a huge problem.  I note that the members of the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and General Purposes raised a lot of questions throughout their report, and these matters 
will be dealt with more appropriately during the committee stage.  My preliminary response is that the Greens 
(WA) will support this bill.  Questions have been raised about the nature of the agreement and how it was 
developed with the commonwealth.  I support the Leader of the Opposition’s comments regarding the 
inadequacy of documentation made available.  The twenty-fifth report of the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and General Purposes outlined on page 7 -  

The Committee has previously expressed concern when it has had to rely on extracts of minutes rather 
than a more detailed and formal document such as an intergovernmental agreement or memorandum of 
understanding. 

This is becoming repetitive in relation to such uniform schemes.  I recall one, if not more, previous committee 
report making exactly the same point.  The process is definitely questionable.  I support the concerns raised by 
the Leader of the Opposition about the commonwealth imposing its will on a jurisdiction that previously rested 
with the states.  However, I am not fundamentally opposed to a national approach to safety in the offshore 
petroleum sector in this state.  I do not know the number of offshore facilities in this state located in 
commonwealth waters - I imagine it is a significant.  For that reason alone, it makes sense that the authority to 
deal with occupational health and safety be a national body.  I am also interested to know from the minister 
whether uniform support for this proposal is evident among the unions, the private sector and others. 
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Finally, I express my concerns regarding the funding of the National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority.  I 
was not aware until Hon Norman Moore spoke tonight that the authority will be funded by petroleum companies.  
I share the concern of the Leader of the Opposition that it would be more appropriate for it to be a publicly 
funded authority.  In what ways are companies providing that funding?  The minister cannot answer a question 
regarding the more general understanding that whoever pays has some influence.  However, will the companies 
have any direct influence on the operation of the authority?  I look forward to the committee stage of this bill.  I 
am keen to hear answers to the questions outlining substantial concerns posed by the report of the Standing 
Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes.   
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House).  

Sitting suspended from 5.58 to 7.30 pm 
 


