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KEY POINTS 

 The intent of the Department of Mines and Petroleum to increase the effectiveness and 
efficiency of safety legislation and regulation for the resource industries is fully supported  
 

 Both Option 1 and Option 2 would provide substantial improvements to the effectiveness 
and efficiency of regulation 
 

 Option 2 has the least risk and maximum improvement opportunity from the perspective 
of the oil and gas sector 
 

 Option 1 has attendant risks to practicability and timing that cause the oil and gas 
industry some concern.  If Option 1 is to be progressed, Option 2 should be carried as a 
contingency to avoid the potential lost opportunity of reverting to the status quo, should 
Option 1 fail to be implemented 
 

 The reduction in the number of regulators for Major Hazard Facilities proposed in Options 
1 and 2, supports both increased effectiveness (by retaining critical safety skills in one 
regulatory department) and efficiency (by reducing the quantity of bureaucracy and the 
number of perspectives on safety risk)  
 

 Retaining the status quo of multiple regulations and regulators in options 3-5 is not 
supported 
 

 The consistency of legislation and regulation being sought between Commonwealth and 
WA jurisdictions is fully supported by the oil and gas industry 
 

 There is an opportunity to optimise costs versus effectiveness and efficiency of safety 
regulation that should be chased hard in the current era of low margins in the resource 
industries.   
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OBJECTIVE  

The objective to review the structure of mining, petroleum and major hazard facility legislation, 

“to develop a regulatory structure that supports the delivery of high standards of safety in an 

efficient, equitable and consistent manner across mining, petroleum and MHF”, is fully supported. 

The safety performance of the oil and gas industry has benefitted from the introduction of 

outcomes based regulatory regimes introduced after the Piper Alpha disaster.  Using this basis for 

delivery of an efficient, equitable and consistent regulatory structure is supported.  

 

OTHER OBJECTIVES THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED  

The Department’s objective does not explicitly make reference to consistency with 

Commonwealth safety legislation, though this is understood by APPEA to be a clear intent. 

It would be useful to include the alignment of WA legislation with the Offshore Petroleum and 

Greenhouse Gas Storage Act and Regulations in the objective and to ensure NOSPEMA continue 

to be included as a key stakeholder as this review progresses. 
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REVIEW OF OPTIONS  

The options considered describe a broad and comprehensive range of potential approaches to 
this review. 

 

Option Support/Not Comment 

1 Supported This option has significant attendant risk that a common act 
becomes too difficult to agree. If carried forward APPEA 
recommends Option 2 also be matured as a contingency 

2 Supported Lowest risk option 

3 Not supported Offers only a partial reduction 

4 Not supported Offers only a partial reduction 

5 Not supported Represents the status quo, which would be a missed opportunity 

 

Option 5 

Option 5, if chosen early, would offer the least cost of review but would retain substantial 
complexity and inefficiency in legislation and regulation of safety.  The benefits available from 
reducing the number of acts and regulatory bodies and processes applied to manage safety risks 
are judged to easily outweigh the cost of reform. 

Option 5 is therefore not supported in any outcome and adequate provision should be carried 
forward in the process to avoid an outcome of no reform after an extensive review process. 

Options 3 – 4 

Options 3 and 4 both offer reductions in the number of acts, whilst retaining multiple regulators. 
This would severely limit the value of the review by failing to achieve the benefits of reduced 
complexity with multiple regulators having jurisdiction over activities and facilities. 

Neither Option 3 nor 4 are therefore supported. 

Options 1 and 2 

Option 1 and 2 both offer the full benefit of having a single regulator and regulations and are thus 
supported by the oil and gas industry. 

Option 1 has attendant risks in that consolidation of Mining and Petroleum/MHF acts may prove 
to be too difficult to achieve in practice. 

APPEA notes that the risk profiles, culture and terminology of the mining industry is somewhat 
different to the oil and gas industry. 

Option 2 is fully supported. 

If Option 1 is retained moving forward, Option 2 should be retained as a contingency should 
implementation of Option 1 prove too difficult.  
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COSTS AND BENEFITS NOT IDENTIFIED  

There may be some costs and benefits associated with the harmonisation of the occupational 
safety legislation currently being considered that haven’t been identified as part of this review.  

APPEA recognises that there is an opportunity to optimise costs and benefits as part of this 
review. The current downward pressure on margins, in a high cost environment for the resources 
industry, encourages any and all opportunities for such optimisation to be pursued as soon as 
possible. 

 

ARE COSTS AND BENEFITS APPROPRIATELY IDENTIFIED TO EACH OPTION?  

Costs and benefits for each option have not been specifically identified and APPEA understands 
that this will be addressed in more detail as the review progresses. 

APPEA understands that this task is not straightforward because of the number of agencies 
involved. 

APPEA notes that benefits attributed to reduced training requirements and increased mobility of 
workers between industries may be constrained to a limited number of trades, with a bias to 
construction, due to the significantly different nature of fluid and solid processing industries.   

 

DO ANY OPTIONS RESULT IN COSTS BEING UNFAIRLY DISTRIBUTED  

The approach being proposed by the Department is aligned with an approach that is familiar to 
the oil and gas industry and as such, cost impacts do not appear unbalanced between options 
from that perspective. 

APPEA is concerned about the impact of Option 1 on other industry sectors and would be 
disappointed if such impacts were to impede progress of the review.  Hence, APPEA believes that 
it is imperative to progress with Option 2, even if Option 1 is retained as DMP’s preference. 

APPEA welcomes the very broad and well-structured review process and looks forward to 
continuing its support of the review as it progresses.  

 

  

 


