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Hearing commenced at 9.34 am 
 
Mrs STACEY OFFNER 
General Manager, Health, Safety and Environment, Chevron Australia, examined: 
 
Mr CHRISTOPHER WATTS 
Senior Manager, Human Resources, Upstream Australia, Chevron Australia, examined: 
 
 

The CHAIR: Welcome. I would like to begin by acknowledging the Whadjuk Noongar people, the 
traditional owners of the land on which we meet today, and pay my respect to their elders past, 
present and emerging. On behalf of the committee, I would like to thank you for agreeing to appear 
today to provide evidence relating to the committee’s inquiry into sexual harassment against 
women in the FIFO mining industry. I am Libby Mettam; I am the Chair of the Community 
Development and Justice Standing Committee and the member for Vasse. I would like to introduce 
the other members of the committee: Mark Folkard, deputy chair and the member for Burns Beach; 
Kim Giddens, the member for Bateman; Jodie Hanns, the member for Collie–Preston; and Divina 
D’Anna, the member for Kimberley. It is important that you understand that any deliberate 
misleading of this committee may be regarded as a contempt of Parliament. Your evidence is 
protected by parliamentary privilege; however, this privilege does not apply to anything that you 
might say outside of today’s hearings. I would like to advise that today’s hearings will be broadcast 
live on the Parliament House website. Before we begin with our questions, do you have any 
questions about your attendance before the committee today? 

The WITNESSES: No. 

The CHAIR: Would you like to make a brief opening statement? 

Mr WATTS: Yes, thank you; I would like to make a brief opening statement. I would like to start by 
acknowledging the traditional owners of the land on which we meet today, the Whadjuk people of 
the Noongar nation, and pay my respects to their elders past, present and emerging. I would also 
like to acknowledge the traditional owners of the land on which we operate in the Pilbara region of 
Western Australia, the Thalanyji people. Chevron Australia thanks the committee for considering 
our submission, for your recent visit to our Wheatstone site and for the opportunity to have a 
conversation with you today. I want to thank those who are speaking out against harmful and 
unlawful conduct and who are bringing attention to inappropriate behaviours across our industry. 
Their experiences have been traumatic and deeply disappointing. Their courage to come forward 
challenges all of us to take action to provide change and reduce instances of sexual harassment 
across our industry. This is a challenge that my colleagues and I at Chevron are committed to 
meeting. We acknowledge that sexual harassment has occurred in our workplace and apologise 
unreservedly to those who have experienced harmful behaviours across any of our locations. 

Over the past five years, we have had 12 substantiated cases of sexual harassment. Based on the 
severity and circumstances of the reported behaviours, we have taken a range of disciplinary actions 
in all of the 12 matters. This has included employee dismissal or removal of contractors from 
Chevron sites in seven of the cases. Of the 12 substantiated reports, six allegations related to 
Chevron employees and six related to contractors. Eight of the allegations occurred at our remote 
sites and four within Perth. Every report is investigated and taken seriously, with the support of the 
victim and their wishes placed at the forefront of any investigation. 
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We note the committee’s concerns around underreporting, and this has been an area of focus for 
us also. We acknowledge that there is underreporting of these behaviours, and this is an industry 
and community-wide issue. We want to support change and are using workforce communications, 
engagement and Upstander training to further a culture where employees feel safe and empowered 
to speak up no matter what the situation or who is involved. We are seeking to better understand 
the prevalence of sexual harassment and other unacceptable behaviours across our sites. To help 
us fully appreciate and start to address the issues related with underreporting, one step we are 
taking is to engage an external party to support a process of workforce consultation and listening. 
We know that we can do better in understanding and managing the risks associated with sexual 
harassment in our workplace. We are committed to supporting change in our industry by learning 
and improving. With that in mind, our site leaders have been actively working to reinforce our 
behavioural expectations and ensure our reporting mechanisms are understood across our sites. 

In addition to some of the visible reminders you saw at Wheatstone, we have also implemented 
measures such as site notices, discussion groups on gender, pre-start talks and site visits from our 
Chevron ombuds. Our submission also referenced the Upstander program, which has been 
developed over the past 18 months. Prompted by feedback from our workforce, the Upstander 
program trains people in how to identify, safely disrupt and report inappropriate behaviours. It is all 
about shifting more of our workforce from being bystanders to being “upstanders”, and treating 
psychological safety risks the same way that we consider other safety risks. That is the change in 
culture that we are working towards.  

[9.40 am] 

The training was launched in July, with more than a thousand people registering to participate so 
far. The feedback from employees has been that the program provides them with the confidence to 
start to address unacceptable behaviours, and we have already seen an increase in outreach to 
human resources and our Chevron ombuds. This is exactly the type of conversations we want to see 
happening in our organisation. We owe it to every person who works in our company and our 
industry to share, to learn and to improve our culture as well as the safety of our workplaces. 
Everyone is entitled to feel safe and supported and to speak out about unacceptable conduct 
without fear or hesitation. Thank you again for the opportunity to meet with you today, and we 
welcome your questions.  

The CHAIR: Thank you. You say in your submission that Chevron has no tolerance for sexual 
harassment or assault, but as you stated, there have been—you can correct me if I am wrong—
12 substantiated cases over the last five years. There have been seven cases of dismissal and you 
are expecting, or you anticipate that there have been several more. Given that you have such a hard 
line against sexual harassment, why are we seeing this occur? 

Mr WATTS: I think that is a great question, and certainly the premise of this inquiry is to explore 
what is a very difficult issue across our industry, across communities and also within Chevron—there 
is no question. We have a very strong culture within our organisation when it comes to safety and 
when it comes to people. In Chevron, we talk about people, partnership and performance, and 
“people” is deliberately at the front of that equation. Having said that, we will not tolerate situations 
where people do not display behaviours that are appropriate to our organisation. That is why in 
those 12 instances, when we receive information or reports, we investigate them thoroughly and 
with sensitivity, and then we look to take action as appropriate.  

The CHAIR: Just on those reports, how many of those 12 reports were reported to DMIRS? 

Mrs OFFNER: I am glad you asked that question. I will give you the short answer and a longer answer, 
because I have been thinking a lot about this myself. None were reported to DMIRS. I was doing a 
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reflection on, you know, why was that. Did we make a mistake? Should we have reported them? 
The conclusion that we have come to is that if we want sexual assault and sexual harassment to be 
thought of in the same way that we do personal safety—to have the same focus, which I am an 
advocate for—then we need to have the same level of guidance. When you look at personal safety, 
there are hundreds of pages of guidance. If someone injures their finger, it asks us: is it a scratch, is 
it a cut, does it need stitches, did it lead to an amputation? So we know exactly what to do and who 
to report it to. I feel like sexual harassment is in there; it is listed, but it then relies on us to figure 
out whether there was enough of an emotional impact to report it. I agree that if we want 
transparency and we want more reporting—more onus on the employer—we need additional 
guidance, and we would be more than happy to comply with it. In our cases, where there were no 
physical assaults, we did not feel that they met the threshold that we interpreted from the DMIRS 
guidance.  

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: We have seen a systematic almost triaging of complaints where sexual assault is 
actually being—what is the word?—trivialised to the point that we are looking at possible 
misconduct to the values that sit within the Criminal Code of Western Australia. In simple terms, 
they are triaging the complaints of sexual assault to protect the image of the company rather than 
looking after what is right for the employee. You have just told us that you have not reported these 
incidents to DMIRS. The question is: have these reports been sanitised to the point of what is a 
proper sexual assault or an assault or something along those lines? I will be interested in your 
thoughts. 

The CHAIR: Were they sexual assaults? 

Mrs OFFNER: No, they did not meet the definition of an assault. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Who is making that determination? 

Mrs OFFNER: We do that internally. So, was there physical contact? What were the ramifications of 
it? Also, it is what the individual and the person being investigated can tell us. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: How would we know, because these reports are not being referred to DMIRS? 

Mrs OFFNER: We agree with you. We are not saying that that was the right decision; we are saying 
that was our interpretation and maybe it was wrong, so let us rectify it.  

The CHAIR: Do you promote the reporting to WA police on your sites, in the case of harassment or 
assault? 

Mr WATTS: Yes. In the last five years, we have not had any cases that have required reporting or 
have been reported to WA police, but if we go a little bit broader than that five-year time period, 
we did have one case where we did report it to the WA police. This was related to Barrow Island 
during the construction era. There was a significant workforce on site. There was a serious incident 
that involved two contractors. Chevron was informed about the incident and immediately contacted 
the WA police. The WA police at the time were actually stationed on Barrow Island, so they were 
able to respond very quickly. They called on Chevron for some support as part of their interview 
process, so we were able to provide that. Essentially, the person had been removed from the site. 
Chevron action was to make sure that they were not able to return to any of our sites. This case or 
this situation had criminal proceedings associated with it, so it is also in the public domain.  

The CHAIR: Just on those cases—and I think Divina, the member for Kimberley, has a further 
question on this as well—can you explain what the disciplinary measures were for those? There 
were some who were stood down. Was there any disciplinary action taken? 
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Mr WATTS: If we are talking generally about the 12 cases that have occurred over the last five years, 
yes, disciplinary action has occurred in all of those. As I said, in seven of the cases, essentially the 
action has been employee dismissal or contractor removal from our sites and then the matter is 
handled by the contractor. In the other cases, given, with all these situations, the behaviours 
associated with harassment or sexual harassment can be on a spectrum, so we take appropriate 
action relative to the behaviour. In other cases, this would have been a formal written warning or a 
first-and-final warning as well. 

Ms D.G. D’ANNA: Earlier, you referred to the reason for not reporting was because it did not fit in 
the guidelines, and making the assessment between physical contact and the emotional impacts. 
How do you make those judgements on emotional impacts? Of course, sexual harassment can also 
be about not touching or no physical contact. 

Mrs OFFNER: Yes. In many ways I would say that the psychological impact of sexual harassment is 
something that will take many years to heal, whereas a broken bone will heal in a couple of months, 
so we agree with you. We do have trained professionals who are supporting the victims, so we rely 
on them to tell us what they think is appropriate. You know, these are people who are trained in 
that area, which we are not.  

Ms D.G. D’ANNA: So the five non-dismissals were probably deemed as sexual harassment, non-
physical contact, and given letters of warning? 

Mr WATTS: Yes, that is correct. 

Ms K.E. GIDDENS: Further to that, is there any rehabilitation? You talked about your Upstander 
program, and I would like to know more about that later, but with those five written warnings, what 
else goes alongside that? 

Mr WATTS: When we have any of these situations, it is a focused effort around engaging with the 
perpetrator of the behaviours or the person receiving disciplinary action and their supervisor. That 
is the starting point for how we manage and engage with the individual. When we have cases like 
this, we tend to ensure that our leadership are aware as well. I think that is important, because it 
brings some transparency to the process, even though these are often difficult and sensitive cases. 
Our general manager of the accountable area would also be informed and aware of the case or the 
situation. When it comes to the person who would be the victim in these circumstances, that is 
probably where the majority of our focus shifts to, with support from our human resources and our 
health and medical team. In our submission, you would have seen some of the types of support 
services that we offer, such as our employee assistance program, but each case is a little bit 
different, so there might be some situations where we work with the individual around what does 
their return to the team look like or how do we make changes to ensure that their environment is 
safe. There have been some situations, perhaps not related directly to sexual harassment but other 
forms of inappropriate behaviour, where people have no longer been in leadership positions or we 
have made structural changes to the team to make sure that the environment is safe for the 
individual. 

[9.50 am] 

Ms J.L. HANNS: I just wanted to pick up on something—my apologies, as I was writing the statistics 
down as you were speaking. Of the 12 substantiated matters, seven of those related to contractors. 
Were they permanent contractors with you or site contractors? 

Mr WATTS: No problem. Let me just clarify. There were 12 substantiated reports over the last five 
years. Six of these related to Chevron employees and six of them related to contractors. That was a 
clarification. And with the contractors we are talking about, your question was whether they were 
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more like permanent contractors. They are a mix, actually. None of our contractors are permanent, 
but we do have contractors who tend to work more closely with us versus service provision 
companies. We see these issues across both those groups. The majority are site based, but there 
certainly are some in Perth as well. 

Ms J.L. HANNS: Let us say that we have had a contractor who has been stood down. How does your 
organisation work with other members of the industry to ensure that that problem behaviour does 
not go from your site to another site? 

Mr WATTS: I think this is one of the challenges that you probably heard a little bit about from other 
operators. There is not currently a mechanism that supports us to do this—to really identify people 
who have demonstrated inappropriate behaviours, who potentially leave our organisation or leave 
our site and then appear at another organisation. We have good protocols in place to make sure 
that they do not return to a Chevron site—we are able to manage that component—but certainly 
even when I talk to some of our employees, this is something that they wonder about. As part of 
this inquiry, if there was a mechanism that would support us to be able to address this problem, we 
would be keen to explore it, obviously noting there are some challenges in establishing this from a 
governance and a legislative perspective.  

The CHAIR: How many unsubstantiated reports have you received over that five-year period?   

Mr WATTS: Over the five-year period, there is probably about another 10 reports that we received 
that we would call unsubstantiated. 

The CHAIR: So, 22 altogether? 

Mr WATTS: Twenty-two altogether over five years. Unsubstantiated reports are a broad 
categorisation. Some of them are reports that people have made where they have asked not to 
continue—where they have provided only a very small amount of information and decided they 
were not comfortable proceeding. There might have been a situation where someone has left the 
company, for example.  

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: That probably leads into my next question. Third party reporting is seen as a key 
indicator for cultural change in this environment. How many of the complaints, either substantiated 
or unsubstantiated, have been third party reported, just in your process?   

Mr WATTS: In terms of third party reporting, are you referring to someone outside of our 
organisation? 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: No. I mean, you have a victim. The behaviour is witnessed by a third party. That 
third party intervenes or reports that. 

Mr WATTS: Great question. I do not have the exact number, but I would say probably a portion of 
them. But this is, I think, a key to unlocking some of the challenges around underreporting and the 
safety culture. We can talk about it a bit later if you prefer, but this is exactly the premise of 
Upstander, which I know Kim referenced just a bit earlier. Very simply, the concept is: how can we 
create more of these third party individuals so that if any of us see or hear something that looks 
inappropriate, that we are willing to stand up, have a conversation with the person, have a 
conversation with a leader and, essentially, report it. I do think that is key. 

The CHAIR: Can I get that on notice? 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Can we get that on notice, if that is possible? 

Mr WATTS: Yes. 
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Mr M.J. FOLKARD: It comes back to that point. You said that you have had almost equivalent of half 
of your reportable incidents that you have actioned that have not gone forward for whatever 
reason. Again, I refer to third party behaviours. Do you see where I am coming from? What are your 
thoughts on that? There is significant underreporting. You have just given us evidence that reflects 
that. 

Mr WATTS: You are right; there is no question. Reporting and underreporting is a challenge, I think 
across our industry, that we are looking to try and address. How do we address underreporting? I 
think there are probably two key ways that I think about it. Firstly, one is cultural. So, what do we 
do to understand why people do not report and make it feel safer or simpler for them to make 
reports? Then, as you said, how can we involve more people in the conversation around this to 
identify when behaviours are inappropriate and to bring them to light? That is the power of the 
concept of something like the Upstander. We have all been, at some point in our lives, a bystander 
to a situation. Bystanders are not bad people necessarily, but if we could have more people who are 
actively advocating as upstanders, then I think we bring that third party element in, which you have 
correctly identified is a key part of the solution.  

Ms K.E. GIDDENS: With the Upstander program, you mentioned an increase in conversations, which 
was how you framed it. I do not know if that means an increase in reports. Would it be possible to 
get, on notice, a breakdown of the last five years? You mentioned the 22 total reports and how 
many were substantiated. Could you break that down by year groups for us, so that we can observe 
any pattern in that reporting? 

Mr WATTS: Sure; yes, I could. I do not have that information here, but we can absolutely provide it 
to you.  

Ms K.E. GIDDENS: That would be fabulous, thank you. Further to the Upstander program, you 
mentioned that, related to underreporting, obviously if people do not report the problem, it is very 
difficult to understand the scale and the nature of it. You said you have got an external consultant 
in to do some of that work. Is that explicitly around sexual harassment and other forms of 
discrimination? Are you asking that question explicitly?   

Mr WATTS: Yes. We are actually in the process of finalising our arrangements with the consultant, 
but that is how we framed the brief to them. You know, we would like to seek their expert advice in 
engaging with our workforce, as well as their views on approaches we could take around 
unacceptable behaviours broadly, but we are bringing a specific focus to sexual harassment. Part of 
this inquiry is part of the reason why I think all organisations in our industry have a renewed focus 
on this area. It is important, so we want to tap into expertise beyond our own organisation, and that 
process will start early in the new year.  

Ms K.E. GIDDENS: You said you are just finalising that, but do you have an idea about how long that 
process might take? 

Mr WATTS: We do have an idea, yes. We think it is probably about a four to five-month process. 
This is something that we want to do well, so we will be partnering with an external consultant to 
travel to our site locations to meet specifically with women in a range of settings—one-on-one, 
small group settings—as well as engage with our senior leadership team. This is something that we 
think will be a significant investment for us and, most importantly, will help us understand, if we are 
going to take action in these areas, what are the actions that we can take that are best for us, for 
our site locations, which are all a little bit different, and that will fit within the context of Chevron.  

Ms D.G. D’ANNA: Out of the 22, or the 12 cases—I guess my colleague asked about this as well—
how many of those reports were in the last 12 months or this year, actually? 
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Mr WATTS: That is a good point. In the last year, as a quick point, we have had two cases that were 
substantiated.  

Ms D.G. D’ANNA: So out of the 12, two of them were this year? 

Mr WATTS: Yes, two this year; that is right.  

Ms D.G. D’ANNA: Out of the seven dismissed, do you have the breakdown? I know that six were 
contractors and six were employees, but out of the seven dismissals, were they employees or 
contractors? 

Mr WATTS: Two dismissals related to employees and five related to contractors—removal from site.  

Ms J.L. HANNS: We have obviously heard submissions from other organisations as well as 
individuals, and I think it would be fair to say that how management views the scale of the problem 
is quite different from the evidence we have received from individuals. I think a common theme in 
this is that middle management, which is generally where people are referring an event on site. 
Generally, in terms of processes, that comes to middle management. What work are you doing 
around that middle management to try to bridge the gap between senior management and the 
workers on the ground? 

[10.00 am] 

Mr WATTS: I think, certainly, you are right in terms of site leadership and middle management being 
a key to this issue. It is fair to say when I do talk to women across our organisation, depending on 
where they work and some of their experiences, they may be uncomfortable coming to speak to a 
member of management. One thing that I have seen that certainly helps is where we have had 
women in leadership and management positions, particularly site-based leaders, and so that is what 
we are working hard to try to do—to change the landscape for women in our organisations. A 
number of you had the opportunity to travel to Wheatstone and were able to meet our female PIC 
on Wheatstone, and that is something we want to continue to see more of—women in all parts of 
our organisation.  

Mrs OFFNER: Could I just possibly add to that? Because I think, as a woman, I cannot think of a more 
uncomfortable, awkward conversation to have than about sexual harassment, and then you layer 
on top of that the work context of people you work with every day and the leadership and 
everything. I think one of the areas we are focused on is to have multiple ways of reporting, so if 
someone is not comfortable with their direct line of management, there are four or five other 
options for them. Some people are more comfortable with an external party, outside of the 
company, so we make that available. Some are more comfortable with someone they know, so we 
make that available. I think one size will not fit all in this particular area, so having lots of options. 

The CHAIR: Just further to that comment, we did hear from one of the union groups about the value 
of or the concerns around “motelling”—that is, FIFO workers who do not have a permanent location 
for their accommodation. What I mean is that they can, with comfort, return to the same FIFO 
accommodation on every occasion. They get to know their neighbours; there is some comfort in 
that as well. Also, if they are uncomfortable with the person living next door to them, then they can 
seek to move. What is the situation with the accommodation at Chevron, and what is your policy 
around that? 

Mrs OFFNER: We have a couple of different arrangements at our two biggest sites, Barrow Island 
and Wheatstone, which is near Onslow. In those, I guess we have what you would call motelling—
where when people check in, they are assigned a room, and they stay in that room for the entirety 
of their time there. A lot of times, we try to assign people within their natural teams. For example, 
in the HSE team, my team members are assigned typically within the same block. They may not be 
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exactly next door, but they tend to be surrounded by people they know. Also with the shifts, you 
get to know people over and over. That is the same at both Wheatstone and Gorgon.  

At our offshore facility, it is a very small facility. There are only 80 people on board—half day shift 
and half night shift—so they know each other pretty well. We do ask if people have concerns with 
who they are next to—even sometimes just a night shifter next to a day shifter and that person is 
loud—we always make accommodations to try to move them around. If someone were to come to 
us with a concern about who is next to them or where they are being placed, it is very easy to move 
them. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Board reporting. I have got a question for you: is OSH an action item at board 
level within Chevron? 

Mr WATTS: Yes. With our management team within Chevron Australia, yes, we talk about health 
and safety, health and safety reporting and also diversity and inclusion.  

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Are sexual harassment, bullying and other psychosomatic risks within Chevron a 
part of that reporting process? Is it an action item every time the board meets? 

Mr WATTS: From a safety perspective? Stacey, maybe I will let you talk about that part. 

Mrs OFFNER: We do not have a specific agenda. It is typically whatever the different topic is that 
we want to talk about. When we say “board”, it is us as a leadership team. Any time there are cases 
of harassment that have come up, we would then talk about them. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: So it is more of a response rather than proactive. How are we going to get cultural 
change in that environment? 

Mr WATTS: I think this is something that we want to continue to work on and improve, and I imagine 
it is the theme across industry. We are looking at what are some ways that we can make a shift at 
our senior leadership level to ensure that we are both proactively understanding issues as well as 
seeing the reporting that comes from that. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: You have said before, and I have picked up, multiple avenues of reporting—all 
right? Union access to the sites and creating—is that an avenue of reporting that you are in favour 
of simply because of this fear? We have seen it across industry: there is a deadset fear for victims 
coming forward because of the consequences. You have reflected on that with us in relation to your 
comments about people reporting that do not wish to go forward. Do you see where I am coming 
from? I would be interested in your thoughts on having union access to sites to create that—for 
want of a better term—independent stream to protect the victims, for want of a better way of 
putting it. We have seen that when victims have come forward, they have used safety aspects to 
actually remove them from sight. Your thoughts? 

Mrs OFFNER: We would want as many options available as possible. I have to say that within 
Chevron, the women that I have talked to in saying, “What would make you feel more comfortable?” 
the things that make them feel less comfortable are regulators or people outside of the company 
because they then feel like they lose their privacy. I think for some people that may be a positive, 
so we would be open to that, but we would not want to mandate anything that would then drive 
reporting back underground for others. We are open to lots of different options for reporting. 

Ms K.E. GIDDENS: You have talked about having solutions that respond to Chevron’s needs and that 
it might be site specific or workforce specific. Obviously, there is not going to be a single solution to 
this challenge. I am keen on understanding how much collaboration is going on within industry at 
the moment or is it more internal? You are seeking Chevron’s responses and advice, or is there some 
information-sharing, some knowledge-sharing? We talk about the problem, but what about the 
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successes you are having? Is that being shared collaboratively throughout the industry? Do you think 
that would be helpful? 

Mr WATTS: Yes. I think it would be helpful. I think it is both. I mean, certainly, at the moment, for 
example, we are participating in the CME safer working group that has recently formed. I participate 
in a number of forums that are run by AMMA, Australian Mines and Metals Association, including 
their recent forum around sexual harassment where I did, in fact, give a short presentation on our 
Upstander program. I think the avenues there are open. I have very good connections with my 
colleagues, my fellow HR counterparts in other organisations, so I think the framework is there. I 
think there probably is an opportunity coming from this. One thing I would suggest or think could 
help us would be the opportunity for an industry statement that does show our joint commitment 
to this problem. It does not need to be something that is particularly complex or overly 
sophisticated, but something that is symbolic from our industry says a lot. When we think about 
leadership, leadership does start with symbolism, and I think potentially there is an opportunity 
there.  

From a Chevron perspective, we are, like you said, always going to look at what are some of the 
specific challenges in our organisation. Probably one that we have identified is—given the nature of 
our business—that we have points in time when we have large numbers of people on our sites. In 
the past, that was the construction era. Now that we are operating, it is what we call turnarounds 
or major maintenance activities, and this is when we have a large contractor mobilisation presence. 
For example, we now know that that is one of the times when we need to focus up front, working 
with our contracting partners around what are appropriate behaviours and helping to set those 
turnarounds up for success.  

The CHAIR: A different question: you touched on before the fact that of those 12 substantiated 
cases, you had not reported those cases to DMIRS. Can you describe your relationship or the level 
of your engagement with DMIRS or Worksafe in relation to incidents of sexual harassment? 

Mrs OFFNER: I am afraid to say I do not know that we have had any conversations with them related 
to sexual harassment. 

The CHAIR: To that extent, what more do you think needs to happen in that space, and why do you 
think those gaps exist? 

Mrs OFFNER: I think if we—which we agree with—want this to have the same importance as 
personal safety and industrial safety, make it hard on us the employers. Ask us exactly what you 
want us to report and when you want us to report it, and then that will force both us and the 
regulator to have those conversations because they will have to come out and ask us those 
questions. It also gives them insights into what we are dealing with so they are able to engage with 
us. To me, that is relatively straightforward. If we mirror what we have done on industrial safety and 
we do that with psychological safety, that makes it easy for those two things to come together.  

The CHAIR: Further to that, you state that it is often unclear how safety reporting requirements 
relate to workplace conduct such as sexual harassment in circumstances where the complainant 
does not report suffering or reportable injury or illness under the WHS legislation. Are you expecting 
the new legislation to fix this? 

[10.10 am] 

Mrs OFFNER: I would love for it to. All the details of it have not come out yet. I am hoping that 
maybe this group can help to influence that. I think that even if the legislation does not come out 
with it, we in Chevron will definitely become more explicit with our leaders throughout the 
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organisation on what we want reported up and what we plan to do with it. Even if it is not going to 
a regulator, we will put that in place ourselves because we want more transparency. 

Ms J.L. HANNS: We have also heard from people who have said that organisations say that they are 
very concerned about the safety of their workers. Certainly some of the individuals have expressed 
an idea that it is more a “profits over people” approach. That is no reflection on your particular 
business, but that is the organisation itself. I am interested to hear your comments about treating 
the psychosocial things the same as safety breaches in other aspects. Do you think that potentially 
linking the time that somebody has to have out of work for reporting an incident of sexual 
harassment or dealing with the fallout of an event that has happened on site that has affected 
them—if we reported that as lost time injury or whatever terminology you use—would go some 
way to address this issue across the industry? 

Mrs OFFNER: I do. I think then it will get the attention it needs. Although we make our best 
interpretations, I would like us to be able to interpret consistently with others. I would hate for us 
to be under or over-reporting. Being able to say that this is what constitutes a safety breach or 
around psychological safety, the challenge is that many times our employees may seem fine in the 
moment. What we need is a process of how to follow up with them. Three months from now, if they 
go out on vacation but they do not tell us that they are stressed and they feel like they need time 
off, then we cannot connect it back to that original incident. So we are going to have to do a bit of 
capability building within our workforce to say that if indeed you have a case like this, maybe it is 
not now, but in the future, if you are experiencing stress or needing time off, we need them to tell 
us so that we can connect those together.  

Mr WATTS: Just to quickly add, I agree. I think this is a very important issue for our society and for 
our industry moving forward. I think about even just the past few years, five years, the conversations 
we now have around mental health have changed dramatically. Moving forward, I think this has to 
be an area that we place even more focus on and it is a balance of what we can do within 
organisations as well as how does the legislation align and support. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: I am encouraged by your comments in relation to motivation, for want of a better 
term, the whole of industry coming forward, using DMIRS as part of a tool to motivate yourself. 
Clearly when you get it wrong, there has got to be a consequence. In the past we have seen fines 
and that sort of stuff. I am interested in whether those consequences should actually be linked to 
production. Say, for example, you have got it wrong; you have had a serious incident. The 
consequences are, there is a responsibility for the management of staff as to why this incident 
occurred. As a result of that, do we change the focus from rather than a monetary fine to a 
consequence in relation to production—so, for example, a reduction. I would see the fallout from 
that in creating cultural change across industry, because clearly there is a motivation. I would be 
interested in your comments.  

Mrs OFFNER: That may feel good in the moment, but I think it would significantly affect the culture 
of reporting. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Absolutely. 

Mrs OFFNER: If somebody thought that by coming forward they would hurt the entire company, 
they would not come forward. If our goal is to get people reporting, which I think it is, so we can 
protect them, we can counsel or help the person who has the bad behaviours, then we have to be 
very careful in the consequences of actions. I think that would drive reporting underground, which 
would go against what we want to do. 
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The CHAIR: BHP told us publicly that it is introducing pre-employment questionnaires for external 
hires, where they must disclose any allegations, investigations or convictions of sexual assault or 
sexual harassment. Do you have anything similar and do you have a view on this? 

Mr WATTS: Yes, we do have a current internal due diligence process. You are right, for new hires to 
Chevron, for probably a number of the vast majority of our site-based roles, there is a requirement 
for a police check. For our Perth-based roles, it is more on a risk basis, so we do not have that across 
the board; it is only for a very few roles. I think we would be interested in thinking about what can 
we do up-front to help understand who is joining our organisation and that their behaviours and 
values fit with ours. Obviously we would want to find a way to do that that logistically is not too 
cumbersome. I think for our direct hire employees, this is possible. Probably a bigger challenge, or 
a big challenge, is with our contractors, and influencing some of their practices as well. 

Mrs OFFNER: Unfortunately, the people who do these bad things know that what they are doing is 
wrong and they are quite nifty about getting around things. I think part of it is we do not want a 
false sense of security that that is a strict safeguard because I am confident that if someone wants 
to get around that, they will. 

The CHAIR: Further to that, AMEC also touched on the legal challenge of being able to undertake 
proper reference checks in relation to these matters, particularly where it relates to defamation. 
Are you familiar with the legal restrictions there? 

Mr WATTS: I am not in detail, probably, with the legal restrictions but I could very easily understand 
the sorts of challenges that might be referred to there. I think it is an area that would be helpful for 
us to further explore, but we may face some barriers, that is true. 

Ms K.E. GIDDENS: We have heard evidence from some companies that they have very, very recently 
updated their policies and codes of conduct and, in some cases, we have had some major companies 
that had harassment or bullying policies, but they did not explicitly describe sexual harassment. You 
have a discrimination, harassment and bullying policy. Would it be possible to get a copy of it? I am 
not sure whether it is publicly available. Does it mention sexual harassment specifically? Do you 
have a clear description of what constitutes sexual harassment? 

Mr WATTS: Yes, you can access that, and, yes, we do have descriptions of what constitutes sexual 
harassment in our policies and essentially our compliance training. Everyone is involved on a regular 
basis in completing bullying, discrimination and harassment training. Interestingly, what I found 
recently is, linking back to our Upstander program, we can have a definition for what sexual 
harassment looks like, but it looks different and it feels different to individuals. It is contextual. In 
this Upstander program we have taken real examples of difficult situations that have occurred 
within Chevron and adjusted them and used actors, essentially, to play that back to our employees. 
That is quite confronting for people, but it does give a very real context to what does sexual 
harassment really mean. It is possibly even more powerful than a definition. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: That is a good question in that environment. Coming back to your selection 
process and the psychosomatic testing or questionnaires that you were using in the system out 
there—I have picked up on your point that they can be walked around. The system out there is a 
working with children check and other aspects run by the Department of Education for teachers and 
those who are working with children in that environment. What are your thoughts on, say, the 
equivalent in the resource sector for a resource worker check that does not necessarily look at the 
criminal side of the aspect but the greater fitness for work, I suppose would be a nice way of putting 
it?  
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Mr WATTS: You are right; currently we do have a range of psychometric testing that helps talk about 
people’s strengths and their personalities and how well that fits into our organisation. We have a 
police check kind of process too. But we do not have anything similar to what you are referring to. 
It sounds like it could be a worthwhile concept. I am probably not familiar enough with what some 
of the challenges might be in implementing something like this to provide you with much more 
comment. 

[10.20 am] 

Mrs OFFNER: We are always willing to give things a try, especially if other people have proven it is 
the best practice. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: I hear you. The working with children check looks at the police aspect of it, for 
sure; but they also look at other sources of information to come up with whether a person is fit to 
work with children, for want of a better way of putting it. I would suggest possibly having 
something similar in the resource sector. That is something to think about. I would be interested in 
your thoughts on that. 

Mrs OFFNER: Definitely. I think we can do some follow-up to learn more, or if you have additional 
contacts or insights on that, we would definitely be willing to look at it. I think that is something that 
as an industry, it would be useful to talk about and agree on. If we are the only ones doing it, there 
is a certain amount of value. If the entire industry is doing it, then that will have much more punch. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: It stops this transference of behaviours across the industry. That was just a 
thought. 

Mrs OFFNER: Yes, exactly. 

Mr WATTS: I mean, that is what we want. We do not want to see people who exhibit these 
behaviours in our organisation, so if this would help towards that, and it sounds like it would, then 
I think it is worth exploring. 

Mrs OFFNER: To be fair, in case someone is out there listening, we are not trying to prevent people 
from ever working again. What we would like to be able to do is give them the coaching and 
counselling they need to realise that what they are doing is wrong, because they are also part of 
society. Even if they come to work and they are complete angels and then they go home and they 
batter their wives or do whatever else they are going to do, that person has not changed. We do 
not want to blackball people to not be able to work. We do need a program that supports the 
perpetrators in helping to get them rehabilitated, because they are still a member of society. 

Ms J.L. HANNS: I was interested to pick up on the deputy chair’s point because, obviously, the police 
clearance picks up where there has been a criminal charge. But we heard from WA police that if 
reports come to them—there might not be a charge that is substantiated—but if reports come to 
WA police, they can actually build intelligence that sits behind, in that space between a conviction 
and something that would show up on a criminal check. Would you feel comfortable, from an 
industry perspective, using a mechanism like that—WA police or something similar to that—where 
people’s confidentiality is maintained because that is investigated by somebody else, but that a 
recommendation is made to industry about whether someone is fit to work on your site? 

Mr WATTS: I think you are right about the confidentiality and sensitivity of some of these cases. 
That goes without saying. We have a very good relationship with WA police. A senior member of 
our security team is ex-WA police; he was quite senior in the Police Force. So, we do kind of in some 
ways do what you are describing in relation to other types of matters. If we receive intelligence 
about activities that might appear to be unlawful, then we do share those with the WA police. I think 
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it is an interesting question around: could we apply some of these same principles to inappropriate 
behaviours, including sexual assault? 

Mrs OFFNER: I do not know if that could then be shared with any industry, right. That person may 
not be working in our industry anymore, but if they were to go to another industry — 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Is identifying the perpetrators within the resource sector, and clearly the 
resource sector says these people are a risk, if there is an opportunity for them to do rehabilitative 
and change their ways, great. But if it is captured through, for want of a better term, a resource that 
is out there similar to the working with children’s check, that is just a thought. These perpetrators 
clearly have come to rest in, for want of a better term, middle management, because we are hearing 
from senior management that they are saying, “Hey, listen, this is totally unacceptable.” We are 
hearing from the toolbox level saying that it is still going on. There is a clear disconnect, and that is 
across industry; it is not just in the oil and gas space. It is across. How do we attack this? How do we 
address this so our vulnerable within the workforce feel safe? 

Mr WATTS: I think that is exactly why we are here talking with you today. I understand why you also 
established this inquiry is to delve into these difficult problems and to try to come up with some 
solutions that might also be a little bit different from what we have done in the past. As we have 
talked about, some of these ideas potentially have barriers associated with them, but that does not 
mean we should not be talking about them. I am sure that you will come up with a few key 
recommendations that, hopefully from an industry perspective, will help us come together and 
make some changes, as well as what we can do within our own organisation. 

Ms J.L. HANNS: Further to that question, obviously, your organisation is a large organisation. Do you 
have a position on what we do to assist some of the very small operators where this issue is still 
potentially an issue for them but their turnover or their profits are not at the point of, say, Chevron 
or a BHP? 

Mrs OFFNER: I keep going back to industrial safety because it is so established and I feel like it is 
working. We have groups that get together across the industry to talk about industrial safety and 
then we, the bigger companies, will pull together materials and training and things that the entire 
industry could use. If we do something similar in this space, there is no reason why those of us that 
have the resources—we want to do it for ourselves anyway—much like personal safety, we always 
say there are no trade secrets; anything you want to know that saves a life, we will give it to you. 
We could treat this much the same. Where we have programs or other things that would help the 
industry, I think we could share those pretty openly. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: I will just pick up on a point there. You said workplace bullying and sexual 
harassment has been in OSH for the last 10 or 15 years that I know of. Why has it occurred that 
sexual harassment, which is clearly an OSH issue, is not being treated in the OSH stream? You just 
said to us, “We deal with it.” Why has that occurred? 

Mrs OFFNER: Under the act, if you read it, because I just happened to be, even under bullying, when 
it talks about what is reportable to them, it is all about physical harm. I do not think that is the right 
answer, but currently it talks about physical harm. So, it is under there. Now that we are having 
these conversations, I think we will look at it differently but I am not sure that it will get the same 
continuing emphasis if it is not explicit. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Is not trauma physical harm? 

Mrs OFFNER: Trauma is, yes, or emotional harm. 



Community Development and Justice Wednesday, 24 November 2021 — Session One Page 14 

 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Yes, right, you have just said that it is trauma. You have just agreed that that is 
actually a physical reportable incident. It sits clearly. Why is there reluctance for industry for 
psychosomatic harm not to be included as is a broken arm? 

Mrs OFFNER: I think it should be. All we are asking is: if you tell us down to the letter, if this 
happens — 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: It is there already. 

Mrs OFFNER: It is generically. Even with the bullying, you look at it and think: gosh, is this reportable; 
is it not? The regulators are not engaging us on it either, which would also make us think, “Oh, right, 
this is really important; we need to do more of it.” I think it is us as a company; it is our regulators; 
it is our employees. If all of us have the same focus and we put it into legislation, it will get done. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: But it is in there now. 

Mrs OFFNER: More explicitly. If you think of thousands of pages of guidance on industrial safety and 
literally two sentences about bullying and sexual harassment. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: I am just having a bit of a battle coming to terms with this, hence why I am asking. 
It has been in the OSH statute now for, as I said, at least 15 years, possibly longer, and I am being 
quite conservative. Why has industry not picked it up? It has been great at, “That’s a risk. That’s a 
broken pipe.” Why have employees been put at such a low kilter? 

Mr WATTS: My view on this is that these issues, when it comes to bullying, harassment and 
discrimination, are very difficult, sensitive issues for people. Probably within our communities and 
within our organisations, no exception, we have found it difficult to have conversations about these 
things; whereas, I think we are much more comfortable with aspects of physical injury and illness. 
So I think things are changing. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: I suggest you have brilliant engineers who do a fantastic job doing what you do, 
but none of that works unless we have our people right. Why have we missed out on this? This is 
the question. 

Mrs OFFNER: I do not think we have the best answer for you except to say we want it to change. 
We do want it to change, and we need your help because it cannot be just one company. It has to 
be the entire industry that is agreeing: this is serious; this what you will report; this is what you will 
do with it. We will follow suit, no problem. Happy to share anything from the past as well. 

The CHAIR: Thank you for your evidence before the committee today. We will forward a transcript 
of this hearing to you for correction of transcription errors. Any such corrections must be made and 
the transcript returned within 10 working days from the date of the email attached to the transcript. 
If the transcript is not returned within this period, it will be deemed to be correct. New material 
cannot be added via these corrections and the sense of your evidence cannot be altered. Should 
you wish to provide additional information or elaborate on particular points, please include a 
supplementary submission for the committee’s consideration when you return your corrected 
transcript of evidence. Thank you again. 

The WITNESSES: Thank you very much. 

Hearing concluded at 10.30 am 
__________ 
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