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NORTH WEST GAS DEVELOPMENT (WOODSIDE) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2019 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 26 September. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Leader of the Opposition) [10.02 am]: I rise on behalf of the opposition 
as the lead speaker on the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. We are 
supportive of this amending legislation but we have some queries that we will obviously unpick during the 
consideration in detail stage. My understanding is that this amending legislation will extend the north west gas 
development agreement and ensure continuity of supply into the North West Shelf Karratha gas plant by allowing 
the gas that comes from the Browse, Pluto and Scarborough platforms to come through the North West Shelf 
project for processing. This is obviously very important. The bill will also enable third party tolling of gas at the 
North West Shelf joint venture’s Karratha gas plant.  

The history of the Karratha plant is really interesting. It is obviously of significant importance to the state when 
one considers what has been achieved at the plant during its 35 years of operation. Since 1989, it has delivered 
approximately 5 000 liquefied natural gas cargos. Woodside, on behalf of the North West Shelf venture, operates 
the Karratha gas plant. The North West Shelf project certainly comprises very complex and interwoven relationships 
and partnerships. When I was on the Economics and Industry Standing Committee with Hon Dr Mike Nahan as 
the chair, we held an inquiry into the domestic provision of gas supply in Western Australia. We went through 
a very convoluted committee stage because of ring-fencing around each of the individual partners in that agreement. 
A lot of the partners in the North West Shelf gas project onsell their gas to different customers 

Mr D.A. Templeman: When was that?  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Leader of the House, I think we held the inquiry in 2008 or 2009. It was held because a lot 
of the state government’s supply contracts for the provision of gas for power generation were looking to come to 
an end and at the time it looked as though the price of domestic gas supply into our power generators would 
significantly increase, which obviously would have had an adverse impact on the cost of production. Of course, 
the world gas market has changed considerably since then and some of the concerns held at the time have proven 
not to eventuate. It was a very interesting inquiry and it certainly opened my eyes to the complexity of the LNG 
market and the various different arrangements. Indeed, we could not interview any of the partners together because 
of their confidential contracts. They were required not to reveal any component of their confidential contracts to 
the other partners. It was a very interesting process. I will leave it at that.  

The bill will allow for tolling of third party gas through the Karratha gas plant. A Pluto interconnector pipeline 
will connect the Pluto LNG plant with the North West Shelf project. There will be a lot of activity up there and 
this will not only facilitate the continuation of the processing plant by guaranteeing supply, but also create new 
jobs, hopefully. The bill also seeks to nail better community development plans and local participation plans 
designed to get greater involvement with the North West Shelf partners in local procurement and ensure that 
Western Australian companies get a bigger slice of the supply.  

The potential development of the Browse project to transport gas for tolling at the Karratha gas plant and allow 
for gas from Scarborough, Pluto and Clio-Acme fields to be transferred to the Karratha plant for tolling is obviously 
really important and will extend the life of the project for another 25 years, as I understand it, which is a very 
good thing.  

I note from the Premier’s second reading speech that clause 2 inserts a new subclause into the state agreement that 
will enable the state to enact general legislation relating to local participation that may substitute or modify the 
provisions of the variation agreement relating to local participation. The second reading speech states that this will 
flag the enactment of a new jobs bill at some point in the future. We will seek clarification from the Premier about 
what that new jobs bill might be. Obviously, in earlier sittings of this Parliament we debated the Western Australian 
Jobs Bill 2017. That was a very interesting debate. Given that we have already debated a jobs bill, the opposition 
is interested to know why we might need a different jobs bill, and why that has been flagged in the second reading 
speech. When debating the jobs bill that the Premier brought to this place, we discovered that by virtue of some 
of the existing agreements with our trade partners there is a constitutional inability for the state or anyone to 
discriminate in procurement and exclude other states and even New Zealand from bidding for contracts for state 
government work. When debating the local jobs bill, we discovered that “local” for the purposes of that legislation 
is considered to be Toowoomba, Auckland, Christchurch, Bendigo; pretty much any city or jurisdiction in 
Australia or New Zealand is local for the purposes of that legislation. We will be seeking an explanation from the 
Premier as to why a new jobs bill will be required at some point in the future and if, indeed, the first bill has failed. 
The opposition took pains to point out at the time of debate that what the Premier said he was going to achieve 
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with that legislation could not be achieved. Perhaps he has managed to find a constitutional out that will allow him 
to bring another jobs bill to this place to achieve what he wanted to achieve by the introduction of that legislation. 

This legislation seeks to tighten up the requirements of the North West Shelf Gas Development (Woodside) 
Agreement Act 1979 to provide community development plans and local participation plans. There is also a change 
in the way that local government rates can be levied. I think most people agree that all businesses should be helping 
towards the provision of all local amenities in our regional communities and the local government rating change 
will hopefully improve that. The explanatory memorandum outlines that the joint venturers have to prepare a draft 
community development plan and present that to the minister within two months; then, within three months after 
that has been presented, they need to provide the minister with a finalised community development plan. The 
legislation is unclear on what is expected of the community development plan. Is that community development 
plan to include training, for example, for local people? Is it to include the provision of recreational facilities for 
local people? Does it cover off with respect to housing? Obviously, in this place, we have had numerous debates 
on fly in, fly out. Does the community development plan have any rules on FIFO and residential work camps in 
the Pilbara area? What is the community development plan expected to include? We get into trouble in this place 
when we refer to things such as community development plans. The legislation then goes to the other place, which 
likes to be a bit more prescriptive when it comes to these sorts of things. That often causes problems for the 
government of the day, which has to ensure that the components of the community development plan as proposed are 
enshrined in legislation, because that is obviously a much tighter and more stringent requirement on the joint venture 
partners than just a reference to a community development plan without the detail of what it is supposed to achieve. 
One would think that it would be inherent in the name, but we all know that when we are dealing with multinational 
companies, what is expected and what actually gets delivered can sometimes be two very different things. 

This proposed legislation also requires the joint venturers to provide a local participation plan. Again, this is an 
attempt to tighten up the local procurement and the participation of local companies in the supply chain through 
the Karratha hub, which is obviously something that the Liberal opposition supports. We like to see local businesses 
being part of the broader economy and receiving the economic benefits of a big facility such as Burrup. The 
explanatory memorandum outlines what is required within the local participation plan, and this is a bit clearer than 
the community development plan. This includes — 

(a) the strategies which the Joint Venturers and its third party contractors will use, as far as it is 
reasonable and economically practicable, to maximise the local industry participation benefits; 

The local participation plan will require the joint venturers to provide the strategies it will use to maximise the 
local industry participation benefits. The explanation continues — 

(b) detailed information on the procurement practices the Joint Venturers and its third party contractors 
will adopt for tenders and letting contracts, and how such practices will provide full, fair and reasonable 
opportunity to Western Australian suppliers, manufacturers and contractors; … 

I get a bit concerned when I read words like “provide full, fair and reasonable opportunity”, because, obviously, 
those are very subjective terms. When the Premier comes into the chamber, it will be interesting to find out from 
him during consideration in detail: What will be the measure of full, fair and reasonable opportunity? Is there 
a benchmark already existing in the LNG or mining and resources sector that the Premier believes is the appropriate 
benchmark? What will be the benchmark for full, fair and reasonable opportunity? When I read, “full, fair and 
reasonable opportunity to Western Australian suppliers, manufacturers and contractors”, it does not state that the 
opportunity must be successful; it just states that an opportunity needs to be provided. This is where I start to get 
a bit concerned. It is all well and good to come into this place saying that we are standing for better and greater 
local participation in the North West Shelf gas development and through the joint venturers, but if the legislation 
does not require that the companies procure locally and only requires an opportunity for local companies to bid, 
that is a much, much looser term. An opportunity can be provided, for example, by going through Tenders WA or 
advertising through a portal for prospective companies to bid for work. In doing that, local companies are being 
provided with an opportunity, but it does not necessarily mean that there is an expectation that those local 
companies will receive the work. Obviously, these are all business transactions, and companies need to go with 
whichever supplier will fulfil their needs and meet their standards. However, as far as I can tell, through the local 
participation plan this legislation only requires the joint venturers to provide an opportunity to Western Australian 
suppliers, manufacturers and contractors, which does not necessarily mean the outcome will be that those 
Western Australian companies will receive the work. 

The third component of the local participation plan enshrined in legislation that the joint venturers are required to 
provide is as follows — 
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(c) detailed information on the methods that the Joint Venturers and its third party contractors will use 
to have their procurement officers promptly introduced to Western Australian suppliers, manufacturers 
and contractors; 

It sounds to me as though, through this legislation, we are trying to have the joint venturers put in place the 
strategies for how they are going to introduce the joint venturers to Western Australian suppliers who may be able 
to supply the services or goods into the business. I think that is quite interesting and I expect the Premier, as the 
minister responsible for the state agreement, will articulate what he anticipates the methods of introduction will 
be. Is his expectation that the joint venturers will preapprove Western Australian companies to provide the joint 
venturers’ needs, or will there be forums and will they be expected to advertise in particular forums? What is the 
expectation? What are the methods? It is in the legislation, so we expect that the Premier will be able to explain 
how he thinks that will work out. As the minister responsible for the state agreement, he will ultimately be the one 
holding the joint venturers to account for this new legislation. We expect that the Premier will have acceptable 
methods in mind and an expectation that the joint venturers’ methods will be used to ensure that the maximisation 
of Western Australian suppliers, manufacturers and contractors are aware of all the work and opportunities that 
are available and that they have not only the opportunity to bid for that work, but also a reasonable expectation of 
success in going through that process. 

One of the issues that a lot of Western Australian businesses have, in regional areas in particular, is that the markets 
are very thin. When these businesses are bidding for contracts with big international joint venture partnerships 
such as those in the Karratha hub, often a lot of work needs to go in at the front end for quality assurance, safety 
standards, Aboriginal participation and all sorts of things, which is sometimes cost prohibitive for those small 
businesses. Does the Premier expect, for example, that some assistance will be given to Western Australian businesses 
by the joint venturers to assist those businesses to get to that prequalification standard so that they have a reasonable 
expectation of meeting the joint venture partners’ standards when they bid for that work and have a reasonable 
opportunity for success? 

As part of the local participation plan, the bill also requires that details be provided of the communication strategies 
that the joint venturers and their third party contractors will use to alert Western Australian professionals, suppliers, 
manufacturers and consultants to services and procurement opportunities. This is quite interesting because I see 
a big opportunity here, and I am sure that my deputy leader, the member for Nedlands, will have something to say 
about this. The member for Nedlands and I have been approached by Western Australian engineers who are finding 
it extremely difficult to procure work in Western Australia in the resources sector. They are given an opportunity 
to participate and bid for work, but they feel like it is a futile exercise because the work is bundled up and it is 
pretty much predetermined that the engineering work will go to an offshore hub. When we are a state that has such 
a massive history of providing engineering and design services to the oil, gas and mining sectors, it is a very sad 
thing indeed to find that those Western Australian companies and engineers are not being given those jobs. They 
are procuring for them, but they are not being successful. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Minister! 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I am sorry—why does the minister not get up and make a contribution afterwards? 

We will ask the Premier — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, I think the member has made it clear that she is not welcoming interjections. 
Thank you. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Thank you, Acting Speaker. 

I made it very clear at the outset that we are supportive of this bill, but, as an opposition, we will do our due diligence 
to understand how the Premier is going to hold the joint venture partners accountable — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, you are called to order for the first time. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: — to the new requirements that are being introduced by way of this amending legislation. 
We are being perfectly reasonable here. I do not understand the need for those two individuals over there to 
interject on me. All I am pointing out is that this legislation will require the details of the communication strategies 
that the joint venturers and its third party contractors will use to alert Western Australian professionals, suppliers, 
manufacturers and consultants to services and procurement opportunities. In talking about that I was highlighting 
a known fact that a lot of the engineering work for these projects is shipped offshore. That is a fact. 
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This legislation, by virtue of a clause that the Premier is inserting into the amending legislation, is set to correct 
that, and what we as an opposition will do is try to understand what the Premier expects of these communication 
strategies. What is the standard he is setting? What is his expectation of the joint venture partners in bringing this 
legislation forward? What conversations and consultations have occurred with the joint venture partners that are 
subject to this agreement about those communication strategies? Is it going to be an email, or is it actually going 
to be meaningful engagement with the Western Australian engineering firms to say, “How can we work together 
to keep this engineering work in Western Australia? What do we need to do to ensure that it stays here?” 
The Premier has brought this legislation forward. Members can scoff and criticise and say that it has not been done 
before. When we were in government, we were in the early stages of understanding how the state agreement would 
need to be concluded to allow for the Scarborough and Pluto fields to come through the North West Shelf joint 
venture. We were not at the stage at which the conversation was mature enough and the agreement resolute enough 
to bring amending legislation to this place. Indeed, this government has been in office for two and a half years and 
now we have the amending legislation here. 
As part of this amending legislation, it looks like the Premier has taken some steps to try to tighten up the state 
agreement, and we commend that, but in doing that, we want to make sure that the legislation achieves its purported 
purpose. The opposition will do its job in raising those issues, and when an opportunity comes up to amend a state 
agreement, that is the opportunity for the two parties to get together and say, “Well, you need this agreement so 
that you can continue your business of processing LNG in Karratha and facilitate your operation of bringing 
Western Australia’s gas through your hub for another 25 years. As part of that process and as part of that contract 
negotiation, we now have some different requirements, because the expectation of the Western Australian community 
in 2019 is very different from what it was in 1979.” I was pleased to see that this was not just a rubberstamping 
exercise to say, “Yes, you can continue your operations.” I was very pleased to see that some work has been done 
with the joint venturers to try to secure a pipeline of work for Western Australian businesses and engineers and, 
hopefully, training providers. That is all very good stuff. We want to make sure that it works. 
In understanding how it is going to work, the Premier will need to be very clear during consideration in detail in 
outlining his standards and how he is going to measure the joint venture partners against their performance with 
respect to the state agreement and the new amending legislation. The Premier must have an idea about how he 
expects the Department of State Development will hold the joint venture partners to their side of the deal, because 
a contract is a contract and an expectation is an expectation, and we want to make sure that that expectation actually 
translates into better outcomes for Western Australian businesses and engineers.  
This legislation also allows for a change in local government ratings. As I understand it, the ratings have been 
amended to reflect government policy that accommodation, recreation and administration facilities, and maintenance 
workshops will be based on improved value as opposed to unimproved value, resulting in more rates for local 
government. This is something that the opposition obviously supports. It is very expensive to provide all the services 
and maintenance to roads and facilities et cetera that are required in the remote parts of the state. Notwithstanding 
that Karratha, Dampier and Roebourne are towns that have reasonable amenity, and varying amenity, I should say, 
it costs local governments a lot of money to maintain all those facilities. They are in a cyclone-prone area, and the 
requirements of local governments in cyclone-prone areas are high. For example, trees and buildings need to be 
maintained so that should a cyclone come through, there are no catastrophic outcomes as a result of the winds and 
rain et cetera. We are very supportive of that clause, but we will interrogate the Premier to ensure that we understand 
what that should mean for local governments. If this is being negotiated with the joint venture partners—really, 
this amending legislation is a ratification of an agreement that has already been met—we would be interested to 
understand the difference in income to local governments as a result of this change. I expect the joint venture 
partners will understand what that quantum would be; however, it would be great to get that expectation on the 
record so that we can understand what Roebourne and the City of Karratha can expect as result of this legislation. 
The legislation also has some administrative changes, such as standardisation of clauses with other state agreements, 
which one would expect, given the longevity of this particular state agreement. The other area that the Liberal 
opposition will interrogate the Premier on is the domestic gas reservation. The North West Shelf partners were not 
subject to the domestic gas reservation policy, because that agreement was struck before the policy came into 
being. However, as I understand it, the Scarborough and Pluto lines are subject to the domestic gas reservation 
policy, and the opposition wants to be sure that there will not be any wriggle room for the joint venturers to get 
out of the domestic gas reservation responsibilities. If tolled gas that is subject to the domestic gas reservation 
policy flows through the north west gas hub, the joint venture project, we would not like to see, by virtue of the 
project’s exclusion from the domestic gas reservation policy, some kind of legal fight for the joint venture partners 
to obviate themselves of the requirements of the domestic gas policy. That is really important. We have some 
questions that we will ask of the Premier during the consideration in detail stage about how the domestic gas 
reservation policy is working. There is obviously a lot of gas, and we are very lucky as a state that we have such 
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abundant supplies of gas, particularly in this modern world, but there are good faith marketing provisions regarding 
the domestic gas reservation policy, and we are very interested to find out whether the Premier has put anything 
in place on how they work, how they are policed, and whether there is any requirement around the price and 
duration of supply contracts or whether it is only by volume. We will certainly be interrogating the Premier to find 
out a little more about how the McGowan Labor government treats the domestic gas reservation policy to ensure 
preservation of gas supply into the Western Australian domestic market and to ensure that the policy is being 
adhered to in good faith with regard to the intention of this Parliament when the legislation went through. 

I do not have much further to add. I am pleased that the Premier has brought this amending legislation forward. We 
are pleased to see that there will now be a requirement, once this legislation goes through, for local participation 
plans, community development plans and increased flow-on of rates through to the local governments, but we will 
make sure during the interrogation of this bill that it is not giving lip-service to those concepts, and that there will 
be a robust set of key performance indicators to ensure that the joint venture partners meet the expectations of the 
government and this Parliament with the local participation plans and the community development plans. It is very 
important that legislation passing through this Parliament has the integrity of its intentions and if, indeed, it is 
found that perhaps it can be tightened up, we will discuss those possibilities with the Premier as we interrogate the 
bill further. I commend the bill to the house. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [10.36 am]: I rise to make a few comments on behalf of the 
Nationals WA, to expand on some of the commentary that has already been made on the North West Gas 
Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. There are not many points in time when we get 
a chance to look at state agreements. Members of this house will know that the National Party has made a number 
of comments about state agreements, particularly legacy iron ore agreements, the history of them and some issues 
as we move from the intent of those agreements when they were made, many in the early 1960s, and compare 
them with community expectations. I think that was also highlighted by the Leader of the Opposition in saying 
that times have significantly changed. What should change, as far as these agreements are concerned, is something 
for the community to fully understand, and for us, as representatives of the community, to take up in this place. 

Going back a few years, when I was the principal of the agricultural college in Denmark, I remember getting 
a bunch of questions from Perth, what we call ministerial questions on notice. We had to answer questions about 
local issues in our schools, which I duly responded to. I was a bit grumpy at one particular group of questions that 
came through. I did a bit of research and found out that they came from Hon Bob Thomas. The late Hon Bob Thomas 
was a fantastic guy. Of course I responded. I gave him a call, and I was a bit grumpy that he was questioning what 
was happening in our schools—I guess the cost of agricultural education was the topic of the day. I was a bit 
grumpy about it. He said, “Terry, Parliament is supreme.” He was making the point that Parliament has every right 
to ask questions, raise issues and hold government, the executive, to account. That was a good lesson for me, because 
at the time, he did not know I was going to be sitting in this chair. But now, sitting in this chair, I can understand 
why we need to ask these questions. What is interesting about this bill, and it was touched on by the Leader of the 
Opposition, is that we cannot amend it. Our understanding is that we cannot amend it; the agreement has already 
been made, and this bill is actually ratifying an agreement between the government and a mining company, which 
means that Parliament is not quite supreme. We cannot take up an issue with the level of rigour — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Can I just clarify? It’s not that we can’t amend it; it’s that we choose not to. Technically, the 
Parliament can amend this legislation, but there’s a long tradition in Western Australia, and it’s absolutely essential 
that we choose not to. When I sat over there, I made a number of speeches about that very point. We are supreme 
and we have the authority to amend it, but we choose not to. That’s the cornerstone of why we are the single largest 
destination for foreign investment on the globe. That is good for every single person.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Some of the arguments I want to work through now go to the issue of state agreements. I think 
the minister will know that these are not issues that we have raised just now but issues that we took to the election. 
We probably took a bit of skin off in doing that; nevertheless, we raised concerns about how contemporary these 
agreements are, the nature of the decision-making and the weight of influence and power in that decision-making 
process. That is what I want to move to in my argument. 

As the minister highlighted, the history is about drawing investment into Western Australia. When those first iron 
ore agreements were made, some of the investors, the companies behind them, had balance sheets bigger than that 
of the state of Western Australia. We can see the notion of trying to draw that, in that they were a bit concerned 
about the sovereign risk the state might have. Hence, formal agreements through the Parliament took away a level of 
risk that, in those cases, those companies, banks and investors saw moving into greenfield sites to make investments 
in Western Australia. That investment background is history. It is understood and acknowledged, but at a point in 
time, it was the right call to make. 
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I want to make the point that in some of those early agreements, there were massive obligations on the companies. 
Visualise now what an obligation to have downstream processing of iron ore to make steel in Western Australia 
would mean for our state—a steel manufacturing industry in Western Australia. It would be significant for jobs 
and export opportunities. It would be massive. That obligation was struck as an offset to get a range of other things 
in place for those companies to be able to invest in Western Australia. There were community obligations. Some 
of the early ones with Sir Charles Court were about home ownership, and building towns, particularly Newman. 
A lot of those Pilbara communities were built on the back of obligations those companies had in securing the right 
to mine iron ore out of Western Australia. To his credit, Sir Charles Court had that vision. It is a fantastic read of 
Hansard to see just what his vision was and to understand it. I think his hair would go curly today if he was looking 
at that vision compared with what has played out. 

It is quite right that as members who make public commentary, whether we be in government or opposition, we 
should at times comment on these matters to see whether they are contemporary. Given the obligations in place 
and the deals struck at different times, as I said, many in the early 1960s, over time, in most cases, companies have 
not been able to meet those obligations, certainly not of downstream processing, a significant part of the early 
agreements. Over time, those obligations have been washed away either by decisions to invest in other areas that 
a minister has agreed to, some sort of cash out or community infrastructure that everyone might want, so that is 
invested in as an alternative. Indeed, a range of legislative strategies played out when those agreements came up 
to be amended. Just as we are amending the Woodside agreement today, at different points those early iron ore 
agreements were amended and strategies were deployed to address what they thought was the issue on the day; 
namely, the people of Western Australia were not getting enough out of the agreements and certainly not realising 
the vision struck in those early years.  

What did they do? They did a few things. I will go through two. Under the Iron Ore Processing (BHP Minerals 
Agreements) Bill 1994, time lines for meeting obligations were changed to thresholds of tonnages. The government 
said BHP could go up to a certain level of tonnage, but if BHP did not meet its obligations, it could not go past 
that level. They were changes made to address earlier issues that simply were not met in those agreements. From 
memory, Hon Colin Barnett put them in place to address earlier issues identified in the deal struck with the company 
for the right to mine in Western Australia. 

Another agreement, the Iron Ore (Yandicoogina) Agreement Act 1996, which was amended in 2002, allowed for 
alternative project proposals. Rather than having an obligation to meet what was struck in the first deal, changes 
were made to allow the company to put up some alternatives. The government could choose to agree or not to 
those alternatives to meet its obligations. I think, historically, the Pilbara power project was one of those proposals. 
However, it is interesting that the authority to sign off on that was with the minister. The minister of the day had 
the sole authority to sign off on an alternative obligation as an offset, if you like, to the original obligations that 
were struck in the original state agreements. The agreement does not come back to Parliament, so it is not debated 
publicly. It is not necessarily a big issue that hits anything other than perhaps an announcement a minister makes to 
say, “Look what we are doing.” It was an alternative to those original obligations that were struck many years before. 

I have read a lot of these to get an understanding of them. Time lines were regularly extended, sometimes three, 
four or five times beyond the obligation time in the agreements. That is a significant concession to a company that 
has the right to mine in Western Australia. In some cases, obligations to the people of Western Australia were 
waived. As I said, alternatives were approved at a ministerial level. It is quite right to ask the question: are the 
people of Western Australia getting value and fair and reasonable recompense for the right of these companies to 
mine in Western Australia? We get only one shot at these agreements—that is, when the state agreements come 
up to be renewed or amended to allow other mining activity to occur. At that time, the only authority that can do 
that is the government of the day. Not a lot sits with Parliament in making that decision for the reasons the Minister 
for Mines and Petroleum highlighted, and I think that is a concern. I think there are some issues with the level of 
transparency around this. It is right to ask questions. On a number of occasions, the National Party has sought 
reviews of state agreements. That is probably an issue that sits alive and well with us. Obviously, we have internal 
discussions with the Leader of the National Party and others about the merits of pursuing that. Nevertheless, the 
reason for that is about visibility and transparency for getting what in modern times—here we are in 2019—is 
a reasonable expectation of the right to mine in Western Australia. The background has changed on issues of 
climate change, obligations around constraints on carbon if we are moving into a carbon-constrained world, 
community development and social licence to operate. The landscape has massively changed; therefore, it is right 
that the community should have a chance to query that. Our reason for seeking reviews of state agreements is, in 
part, about reconciling the social licence our community gives for the operations of these companies. I support 
them and acknowledge that they have contributed a substantial amount of wealth to our state and, indeed, our 
nation generally. 
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I have a couple of really interesting quotes from a couple of these. I will quote first from Hansard of Tuesday, 
25 September 1990 on the Iron Ore (Hamersley Range) Agreement Act 1990 in which Richard Court states — 

I refer to the growing trend towards the fly-in, fly-out concept for new or satellite mines being opened 
up. It all boils down to the economic reasons where a company finds it cheaper and more economic to 
have its work force live in Perth and to fly them to a mining operation for two weeks on and two weeks 
off, or whatever the arrangement might be. The long-term development of the State is not served by this 
concept. 

Richard Court said, “The long-term development of the State is not served by this concept.” The vision back in 
the early 1960s to build communities and towns and develop home ownership has been moulded into a fly in, 
fly out–type workforce. Our concern is for not so much the construction but certainly the operation of these mines 
that are in and close to some of the bigger communities in the Pilbara region in particular. Richard Court identified 
that issue in 1990. Again, this bill does not choose to leverage any new settings that the community might ask for 
on FIFO. Again, that was identified as far back as 1990. I quote Julian Grill speaking on the Iron Ore Processing 
(BHP Minerals Agreement) Bill 1994 on 9 June 1994. He made the point — 

In the past BHP has approached governments regarding time limits and said that it could not meet 
obligations, and asked for extensions. As a result of the dire ramifications of not extending time, all 
governments gave extensions. 

A litany of history shows that when push came to shove to test these obligations, the government and ministers of 
the day rolled over and often gave back significant concessions to the obligations and commitments in these 
companies’ original agreements. I think the minister of the day taking that bill through was Colin Barnett. Again, 
he was seeking changes to get alternatives and maybe put in thresholds on volume, and use legislative strategies 
to try to get a greater level of control, and therefore government influence, to strike good deals for the people of 
Western Australia. 
I make those early points to show that the history of state agreements has a place and has shown that at times failings 
have been recognised in those agreements to meet the established obligations made when they were first struck. Then, 
at points in time, when the government could amend those agreements, in 99 per cent of cases, they were amended 
to the benefit of the company because it wanted to expand and do other activities. At that time, a government could 
inject its influence to make some changes necessary to ensure the agreements were contemporary to the day. 
Fast forward to the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019, which agrees to 
a 25-year extension, and I think “plus 12 years” is built into the current agreement. That is fine. We are going to 
support liquefied natural gas in Western Australia. It is a pretty substantial industry and some of the original 
agreements were struck some time ago. This legislation makes a number of additional provisions, including the 
clauses on community development plans and local participation plans. The Leader of the Opposition highlighted 
the changes in ratings for local government. Again, various local governments have been calling for that provision. 
A number of changes on face value seem very positive. I am not sure that they are significant game changers 
compared with the scale of these operations; nevertheless, the government has sought to make a few changes. In 
principle, we certainly support that. A few changes have already been made that I think are more significant, but 
prior to the introduction of this bill, I think it is worth acknowledging that these provisions are already embedded 
into these agreements. One change is the scope for third parties that sit outside the state agreement area to have their 
gas processed through these facilities. Because the level of gas coming from particular wells as a part of the joint 
venture is now starting to come down and at some point will run out, bringing on new gas makes sense to utilise 
the assets there. That is already part of the agreements in place. Of course, the inclusion of the gas reservation 
policy was a significant change. All credit to Alan Carpenter for putting that policy in place. Other states, certainly 
those on the east coast, have seen that as a bit of vision and something that they perhaps would have liked to do in 
their circumstances. 
That is fine. The Nationals WA in principle will support this legislation, and I think some of the changes the 
government has sought to make are good ones. Let us come to some issues that we think need a little more 
interrogation than perhaps what the bill purports to do. The first issue, which the Leader of the Opposition touched 
on, is community development plans and I guess by extension local participation plans, but I want to touch on 
community development plans in particular. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The parties to the agreement, and as I understand it the company, make a submission to 
government. The company says, “This is our community development plan.” Presumably, in achieving that the 
company would have talked to the community to get a plan that the community has some ownership of. The 
community is not a party to the plan. I understand the community will probably be consulted about the plan, but it 
is not a party to the agreement. It is not the community saying what it wants and thinks will help to grow and 
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develop the community. It is not a public document. I remember having a discussion about an agreement with 
BHP for its Newman activities and the Department of State Development at the time sought to see the community 
development plan, but it could not get it because it was not public. The community and the local government never 
saw it. It is a community development plan that the community never gets to see. Yesterday, when I queried this, 
I was told that I could probably test it out under a freedom of information request. One has to make a freedom of 
information submission to get access to a community development plan that will deliver benefits to a community, 
without the community necessarily being party to what that might look like. There are no investment thresholds 
on the agreement, which is struck on a range of different parameters that presumably suit the companies and are 
probably a part of things they are already investing in and doing. The community does not get to see or be part of 
that plan and nor does it have anything other than a consultative scope to change or develop it. 
What are the consequences of a party not meeting the obligations? If a community development plan is struck, 
does the minister sign off? No. There are not two signatures sitting at the bottom of the plan submitted. I guess 
there is some sort of broad agreement that that is what will be in place. What is the transparency in and around the 
companies meeting those commitments, and what happens if they do not? If they do not meet the commitments, 
they are in breach of the state agreement act. If a company that does not meet its obligations under a community 
development plan, it can be held in breach of the state agreement act. What would the minister say? Would the 
minister say, “Woodside, you’re going to have to shut up shop!” Can members see a minister telling Woodside to 
shut up shop on the back of not meeting some community expectations struck as part of the deal? I do not think the 
legislation has enough rigour around community development plans. There is no transparency, public accountability 
or scope to question or to have input to the plan; it comes up massively light. Although the provision is written in 
the legislation and I am sure that the government will crow about it, when we drill down it does not meet the pub 
test. Certainly, reporting mechanisms to the public are massively light for the public to appreciate what a company 
or a joint venture group might do to meet and support its social obligations and social licence to operate in 
a particular community. 

The second point of concern is the FIFO rules. There was a chance to look at changing some of the FIFO rules. 
FIFO has come up in many debates in this house. If the government does not have that on its radar, it has its 
head in the sand. There have been reports about mental health and a whole range of challenges with FIFO. This 
was a chance to say, “Righto; we are striking new agreements, here is a chance to put in a bunch of rules that 
everyone agrees to.” We have sought to do that; we have talked with the Chamber of Minerals and Energy about 
having policy settings around FIFO that everyone can agree to. There was a chance with this legislation to do 
something, but it did not happen. Richard Court identified this issue way back in 1990. Again, I refer to what he 
said about FIFO — 

The long term development of the State is not served by this concept. 

Again, we recognise that construction is a different player to operations. There are significant resource needs for 
construction and a build, but once it moves into ops, we need to do everything we can to localise that workforce. 
There is already a request for approval for a 2 500-bed work camp for construction. It is substantial and we dearly 
hope that the local community can get some benefit from that construction. 

Another issue with this legislation is domgas. I will not make a lot of comments on domgas, other than to point 
out some interesting facts. As everyone in this chamber knows, the state has a domgas reservation policy:  
when projects seek to get gas, they must reserve 15 per cent for supply into the domestic gas market. They have 
to market that in good faith. That is the form of words—“market it in good faith”—to sell that domestic gas into 
the market. Hon Martin Aldridge asked a question on notice in the upper house recently. I will read the question 
and answer from the uncorrected Hansard — 

I refer to the Domestic Gas Reservation Policy, and I ask: 

(a) what is the volume of gas each LNG producer is expected to supply into the domestic market as 
per their obligations under the policy; 

The answer—this is over the life of the projects—is: North West Shelf, 666 petajoules; Gorgon, 2 000 PJ; Pluto, 
450 PJ; and Wheatstone, 1 600 PJ. That is a total of 4 716 petajoules. 

The next question is — 

(b) what is the total volume of gas, reserved for the domestic market under the policy, which is yet 
to come onshore and into the domestic market … 

The answer is 4 628 petajoules. The difference between what is left in the ground, or under the water if you like, 
and what has come onto shore, is 4 628 petajoules. The domestic market has consumed only 82 petajoules. Of all 
the gas reservation that is in place for the joint venture partners Gorgon, Pluto and Wheatstone, 3.6 per cent has 
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gone into the domestic market—and they are required to market it in good faith. No commercial parameters are 
put there, but they are to market it in good faith. That is staggering. 

Sorry, the 3.6 per cent is the North West Shelf commitment—I got that figure wrong. If we consider all the 
obligations, it is 1.7 per cent of the total obligation. It is just the North West Shelf that has 3.6 per cent that has 
gone into the domestic market. 

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, they have figures for the obligation here. It gives an idea of the scale of the gap between 
what is actually going into the domestic market compared with what the obligations are and will be as this gas 
is produced in Western Australia. There was an opportunity here in a state agreement to keep some pressure on 
for that domestic gas to come into the market, for longer-term deals to be struck and for pricing to be such that it 
can be competitive rather than the simple words “market in good faith”. Who tests that? Who is the adjudicator? 
Who makes sure they are doing the right thing? Are they in breach of those agreements? Once again, a substantial 
opportunity exists for business in Western Australia to get access to a resource that we have a lot of at a fair and 
reasonable price to be able to secure all of those things that we talk about as members of Parliament. I find it 
staggering that compared with what is reserved, 1.7 per cent has gone into the domestic gas market. 

The other matter I will touch on—I will not go into it deeply, as I am running out of time—is carbon. It is my 
understanding that Browse and Scarborough are laden with carbon dioxide. The Premier, who is in the chamber 
now, made public comments about the Gorgon project and what the Environmental Protection Authority’s decisions 
are around giving guidelines on how that should be managed. Again, if we read the tea leaves, there will be points 
in time when substantial obligations apply to this. How will we manage that? How will we manage carbon for 
some of those projects and how will they work in a carbon-constrained world? What might the obligations be on 
the other fields that come into production? 

My closing point is this: in the past, the Nationals WA has sought reviews of state agreements, for good reason. 
I think I have articulated a reasonable argument that there have been points in time at which issues have been 
identified with the agreements that have been struck, trying to make those contemporary, trying to ensure that the 
government of the day has the leverage and the power to be able to hold the companies to account for the deals 
that were struck and, if not, what a fair and reasonable alternative might be. We see some of the significant issues 
that play out here as a little light on. That is on a bigger scale, but on a community scale, the notion of having 
community development plans that the community gets to see and is a party to I thought would have been 
fundamental—even having a level of transparency that is beyond putting in a freedom of information request so 
that obligations can be held to account, and then sanctions. What is the sanction for not meeting those obligations? 
They are certainly unclear and we got nothing from our briefing to suggest that there is anything more than an 
agreement that a minister comes to with the company without having anything that gives a level of transparency 
to the community that it is something they want and something that will make a difference and that there is a level 
of accountability to the company to deliver on. 

That is the contribution from the National Party. These are significant points in time for this place to look at 
amendments to state agreements. I make the point that there is a broader issue here, which I think the community 
needs to be aware of. We have pursued trying to get some visibility on that broader issue by having a review into 
state agreements. The government does not support that. I understand that. However, evidence is emerging to 
indicate why it is important to do that, because the level of transparency is probably not up to where the modern 
community sees these companies’ social licence obligations. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.05 am]: I rise to speak on the 
North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. As the Leader of the Opposition 
said, we support the bill. Many of the points I will raise have been covered to some extent by the Leader of the 
Opposition and also by the member for Warren–Blackwood, who raised some very good points. The reason for 
this amendment bill is basically to extend the current agreement another 25 years to 2059. That pretty well 
summarises what we are doing today. The bill seeks to amend clause 46(1) of the agreement by deleting 2034 
as the current expiration of the state agreement and extending it to 2059. Why are we doing that? Primarily it is to 
allow the joint venture partners to negotiate and, indeed, have long-term commitments to ensure the existing 
North West Shelf gas facility at Karratha can be extended and provide certainty around its extension and gas being 
tolled into the facility. That is primarily what is being done, but at the same time the government is taking the 
opportunity to amend the current state agreement act to include certain clauses to bring it into line with modern 
requirements, mainly to do with local community development plans and participation plans and also to ensure 
that they comply with the Environmental Protection Act. Primarily they are the main things. 

As the member for Cannington mentioned through interjection, state agreements are important to Western Australia 
and historically have meant that there is certainty for developments in Western Australia. My life has been 
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surrounded by state agreements. I have spent a lot of time living in Bunbury. The only reason I was there was 
because of the Laporte Industrial Factory Agreement Act 1961. My father was working in England at the time and 
got a job as an engineer in Australind with a company called Laporte Industries. The interesting thing about that 
state agreement act and how things have changed over time, member for Bunbury — 

Mr D.T. Punch: I thought it was because Bunbury is the best city in Western Australia! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, Laporte, which was based in Grimsby in England, had the opportunity to go to Brazil 
or Western Australia. Sir Charles Court negotiated that agreement. In order to get Laporte to come from England 
to Australind, quite a lot of concessions were granted in that state agreement act. There was a set price for power 
and water and the effluent was quite caustic, as the Acting Speaker (Mr S.J. Price) would know, and had a high 
content of acid in it, because a sulphuric acid process was developed on-site. The state was entirely responsible 
for the disposal of the waste. I do not want to go into that because I do not have enough time. Basically, a pipeline 
was put right across the estuary and dumped it in the sandhills. Of course La Porte was criticised for what it did. 
At the end of the day, Public Works was responsible for that effluent. But I digress. My point in saying that is to 
encourage companies to process and manufacture. 

In the 1960s, the state made lots of concessions. It was then locked away and the companies could invest. Probably 
one of the most significant agreements in the history of Western Australia was the north west gas agreement that 
was negotiated under heavy criticism. Again, Sir Charles Court was involved in that. He undertook a take-or-pay 
contract for the gas. He was severely criticised by the then opposition for undertaking that. If he had not taken that 
risk, under a lot of criticism by the then opposition, we may not have had an LNG industry in Western Australia. 
Lots of people have made speeches over decades about that; I am not going to dwell on that. We have moved on 
and things have changed. More requirements are being put on developments. 
The gas plant at the North West Shelf in Karratha is running out of gas; it needs more. The member for Pilbara is 
nodding. He thinks it is a good idea to keep going; I think we all do. There is already the capital investment in that 
facility, and it is important to get some value out of it by bringing more gas online. 
When I first became a member of Parliament, a friend of mine who is an engineer in the gas industry came to my 
office. He had retired. Because he had been in the gas industry, he could retire a lot earlier than I could! I think he 
might have just made the age of 60. He had worked for Shell. He said, “Bill, one of the problems we have in 
Western Australia is that we have all this gas offshore. Lots of individual companies are developing, exploring 
and proving up these wells and there is gas there. But you need a pipeline to go through and pick them all up.” He 
said the ideal situation would be a gas pipeline organisation putting pipelines through—like a rail corridor—to 
pick up all this gas. That would make these gas fields viable. He said, “I’ve actually designed a route. An alignment 
of a pipeline would pick up most of the gas fields.” That was very similar to what Woodside is planning now to 
bring on its Scarborough line. I will not mention this particular engineer’s name, but he mentioned a particular line 
that would pick up Ichthys. That is a gas field I might mention later. An amount of $1.5 billion has already been 
spent on that significant gas field. The planned Scarborough pipeline goes past that. That is sitting there, and Hess 
has already invested $1.5 billion in that. 
We already have these gas fields offshore. The only way the gas can be brought to production is via pipeline. Once 
we have the pipeline, it has to go through an LNG facility or a domestic gas facility. Extending the agreement act 
for another 25 years will allow Woodside, in this case, to develop its proposal to toll gas from Scarborough. There 
is also the possibility of bringing gas from the Browse basin. There are different owners of the gas, which makes 
it quite complicated. Different compositions of gas go through a gas pipeline. Tolling gas through is quite a complex 
issue in terms of how companies are charged and how various gases might be mixed, and processing and who is 
paid for what. It is good that it is being done. It is good that at least one of the joint venture partners—Woodside 
for the North West Shelf—owns most of Scarborough anyway. It plans to develop Pluto train 2 to process its 
Scarborough gas. The plan is to bring gas from Browse down through a 900-kilometre pipeline. It will be tapped 
into the North Rankin field. There are already pipelines out to that so it does not have to bring pipelines from 
Browse all the way onshore. It will just use the pipelines that go out to North Rankin already. 
It is interesting that gas from Browse is being piped 900 kilometres to the North West Shelf. The state government 
does not do the cost–benefit analysis. The private sector obviously looked at the floating LNG proposal, which 
seems to have died. That was all the rage. That is how it was going to develop the gas some years ago. I was 
interested in seeing how that was going to work. The Prelude gas field has a floating LNG operation. That is 
working. It will be interesting to see how they might develop the Browse field. 
I want to touch on the Browse field before I get onto the specifics of the bill. The Browse basin is the gas field that 
interests Western Australia more than other gas fields. Some of the Browse field is in state waters and, more 
recently, the Golden Rocks were discovered in the Browse basin. There are three gas fields in the Browse—Torosa, 
Brecknock and Calliance. The Torosa field had a bit of state waters in it. Originally, about 15 per cent of the gas 
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field was going to be owned by Western Australia, but because the Australian Geological Survey Organisation 
found some more rocks, it increased the size of the Western Australian land mass around that field, and now about 
65 per cent of that gas field will come under Western Australian royalty provisions. It is a bit of a bonus for us. 
It also highlights another issue that is very important in the state government dealing with gas developers—
expertise is needed within government. In this particular case, it is state development. Smart people are needed 
in the organisation to make sure that they are assessing the actual three-dimensional model of that gas field; 
what percentage is Western Australian? It is quite significant in terms of the royalties that Western Australia will 
get from the Browse basin. We also get the gas a lot earlier than the commonwealth because our royalty regime is 
a lot different from the commonwealth’s. We manage to get an up-front payment without significant allowable 
deductions. That is what is of interest about this state agreement bill. If gas from the Browse basin comes online, 
because there are three gas fields, it will be interesting to see which gas field will be developed first. Obviously 
from a Western Australian point of view, we would like the Torosa gas field to be developed first. 
People have touched on the domestic gas component of this agreement. As the member for Warren–Blackwood 
said when he read out an answer to a question from the other house about the Pluto gas field, 100 per cent of the 
domestic gas in reserve for Western Australia is still under the sea. Woodside plans to develop an interconnector 
gas line between its Pluto plant and the north west project.  
My understanding is that it can operate in two ways. First, if Scarborough comes on earlier than Browse, they can 
bring some of the Scarborough gas into the North West Shelf LNG plant. Second, they can also use the domestic 
gas plant at Karratha to process some of the Pluto gas and bring it online. That makes a hell of a lot of sense. 
People are starting to think more strategically about the assets. Mind you, if someone owns the pipeline, they control 
the price negotiated with anyone who has a gas field next door. Again, I refer to the Equus field, which is no longer 
owned by Hess Corporation after being sold to Western Gas. It is sitting there with a really good asset and a lot of 
gas, but it will be interesting to see how it will negotiate to get it onshore. Obviously, if Scarborough and Browse 
crank up, it will have to wait some time before it is considered by the owner of the pipeline and in that time, the 
owner might find that there is greater incentive to bring gas from other gas fields that it owns onshore. 
I have visited the North West Shelf gas project on many occasions. Domestic gas was commissioned in 1984 and 
I happened to be on site in 1985 with all the commissioners of main roads from around Australia. We visited the 
LNG facility when it was being built. It was interesting because the LNG tanks were half-buried underground, the 
idea being that liquefied gas is frozen, and because it was hot in Karratha, the engineers designed the tanks to be 
underground. As technology has changed, the latest tanks are not buried in the ground, which has resulted in more 
efficiencies. That is a bit of background. 
The agreement itself is quite straightforward. This bill ratifies an amendment to the North West Shelf agreement 
with the joint venture partners. The government has taken the opportunity to update other issues, which I will go 
through. The first variation is to clarify community development plans. The variation refers to the community 
development plan assisting the Pilbara region. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Obviously the North West Shelf gas plant is in the Pilbara and so too are the Pluto and 
Scarborough fields. However, the Browse Basin is in the Kimberley. There is a question about what benefit the 
people in West Kimberley, in particular Derby and Broome, will get from a community development plan that 
does not refer to them. During the Premier’s response to the second reading debate, I ask him to highlight for the 
people of Derby what they will get, not that I am a bit of a Derby fan because I lived there for three years! The 
shire president might be wondering what they will get. The people in Broome are probably not wondering about 
that. Broome will probably get some helicopters and a bit of work out of it. If there is a plan involving a certain 
amount of money for the community, is it reasonable, particularly if gas is going to be brought from the Browse, 
that the people in Broome and Derby know what they will get and that the Aboriginal communities in those areas 
know what jobs will be available for them. I am interested to know whether the Premier has thought about that. 
The bill states that the draft community development plan—the Premier might explain this to me—which 
describes the joint venturers’ proposed strategies for achieving the benefits, has to be delivered within two months 
of the second variation date. If the second variation date comes into effect the day after assent, one would hope 
that a fair bit of work has already been done because two months is not enough time to come up with a community 
development plan. Normally I am keen for plans to come on quickly, but I would be challenged to produce 
a community development plan in two months so I hope there is some leeway before the two months start. 
Schedule 6, clause 2(3)(c) states — 

they shall, following such conferral and within 3 months after the Second Variation Date, provide to the 
minister a plan describing the Joint Venturers’ strategies for achieving community and social benefits … 
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A plan has to be produced within two months and one month after that, the joint venturers have to provide the 
strategies to deliver it. That sounds good, but it will be interesting to see how that will come to fruition. 
The member for Warren–Blackwood referred to the visibility of the Wheatstone community development plan. 
I am not sure how that works. I had visibility of the Onslow plan, but maybe that was because I was the minister! 
Mr D.T. Redman: Yes, you were about the only person who did! 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I thought it was very generous because it involved a $1 million skate park. We do not have 
one of those in Nedlands. 
Dr D.J. Honey: There’s time! 
Mr W.R. MARMION: There is time, yes! We have a very good community playground in Nedlands, thanks to 
the City of Nedlands. 
The state government has also included a local participation plan in the bill. This was touched on in the WA workers 
bill or whatever it was called, which called for WA participation in all the government’s activities. As we found 
out during debate on that bill, “local” refers to anyone in Australia and New Zealand. The clause refers to the use 
of local labour and “within the said State”, which is presumably WA. Proposed clause 11B(1)(c) of schedule 6 
refers specifically to “Western Australia”. 
When the Leader of the Opposition mentioned engineering works in her contribution, she got a rude interjection 
from the member for Cockburn about steel fabrication. The Leader of the Opposition was actually talking about 
the engineering design work. I will be interested to hear whether the Premier comments on what percentage of the 
engineering design work of the Pluto field, train 2, the pipeline, the Scarborough and Browse fields and the pipeline 
linking into North Rankin will be undertaken in Western Australia. Santos has just taken over the Bayu-Undan gas 
field, which is just off Darwin. I know that all the engineering works for that particular project were done by 
ConocoPhillips in West Perth. That is an example of a project that is not a Western Australian project in which 
pretty close to 100 per cent of the engineering design work was done in West Perth. It would be nice if that could 
continue. After the discussions that I have had with some of the oil and gas companies, I am not optimistic that 
that will happen, but we should encourage the engineering design work being carried out in Western Australia for 
the benefit of our universities and the future. The local participation plans again refer to using local labour. I raised 
the issue of Browse Basin being off the Kimberley and whether there will be opportunities for people in the 
Kimberley to be included in that local participation plan. The other important part of that clause that deals with 
local participation plans is the third party buy-in for the third parties referred to, so third party delivery of any of 
the projects is also captured by the participation of local suppliers, workers et cetera. That includes contractors. 

The amendment bill refers to “Cessation of water supply requirements under this Agreement”. I think other 
members might delve into this a bit further than I will. I would like the Premier to outline the rights and obligations 
of the state under the previous agreement that are no longer captured, or have been relinquished or ceased under 
this agreement. I would like to get a bit of a feel for that. Water is an issue in Karratha. Indeed, when we were in 
government, there was a plan at one stage to build a desalination plant in Karratha because of the water problem. 
The member for Pilbara is nodding. There was a change to a state agreement I think with Rio Tinto. The Bungaroo 
water field was produced on the basis of Department of Water advice that the Millstream artesian bore, which 
was then supplying 15 gigalitres per annum of water, was supplying too much, and it was going to cut it back by 
five gigalitres to 10 gigalitres, which meant there was going to be six gigalitres less water supply for Karratha. 
That meant there was a possibility of building a desalination plant to provide six gigalitres. Fortuitously, as it 
turned out, we did not run with that, and under an amendment to Rio Tinto’s state agreement, in terms I think the 
member for Warren–Blackwood knows very well, it relinquished some of its requirements for downstream 
processing of the iron ore. I would like to know a bit more about what has happened to that agreement with the 
Water Corporation. 

I will look at some of the last clauses in my remaining three minutes. Some of these have been touched on. One of 
the issues for both Browse and Scarborough, which the member for Warren–Blackwood also touched on, will be 
the CO2 content of the gas that is brought onshore and what the Environmental Protection Authority requirements 
might be around the gas. It may be prohibited. We are putting this state agreement in place, but when we look at 
the requirement for 100 per cent offset of CO2 emissions, it may be that the viability of both Scarborough and Browse 
just goes out the window. We need to know: Is that a likelihood? What will happen with the CO2 requirements for 
both the Scarborough and Browse fields? That is quite a significant issue. 

In my last two minutes, I will refer to an issue that the Leader of the Opposition also touched on. This amended 
agreement allows for the local authority to get rates on improvements; it specifically mentions accommodation, 
recreation and administration facilities and associated buildings, and also maintenance workshops that are within 
100 metres of those accommodation, recreation and administration facilities. It would be interesting to get a handle 
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on what the rate income is likely to be from that amendment. The Premier is not here, but I assume that covers all 
existing infrastructure. It is not only future buildings or future added-on facilities, but also includes all existing 
accommodation, recreation and administrative facilities for the north west project itself. A side question could be, 
while I am on it: what about the Pluto LNG facilities and the expansion of train 2? It would be interesting to get 
a handle on whether they will also be included in the rating, or they may not be covered under this. 

Mr D.T. Redman: I do not think they are under that agreement. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, they are not. That is my understanding. I would be interested to get some feedback on 
that. They might already be captured by the rate structure that came in. 

MR K.J.J. MICHEL (Pilbara) [11.35 am]: I would like to speak as the member for Pilbara and support the 
North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. 

Since being elected to Parliament as the member for Pilbara in 2017 I have been working hard for the extension 
of the North West Shelf project. The extension will create thousands of local jobs and be a significant boost to the 
local economy, as well as injecting millions into the state coffers. This is an important bill for the Pilbara and Karratha 
particularly. It will ensure the long-term sustainability of Karratha, secure jobs for thousands of local people and 
grow the population of Karratha and the Pilbara. It will also secure the future for local suppliers and jobs and 
strengthen businesses in Karratha. 

A key focus of this bill is to extend the state agreement on the North West Shelf gas project by 25 years. This will 
give security to the industry and security for people’s jobs. This bill will ensure that the current plans for the 
development of new gas-related projects at the Burrup hub will eventuate, along with thousands of new jobs. The 
McGowan government is looking into important job-creating projects, including the Perdaman urea project and 
the Coogee methanol project. These plans for the Burrup are significant and will position Karratha as a petrochemical 
hub close to Asian markets. We need to extend the North West Shelf state agreement to guarantee continued 
exports of LNG, to continue the supply of domestic gas into Western Australia and to support new projects. 

The most important element of this variation is to extend the life of the state agreement and allow for the tolling 
of third party gas at the Karratha gas plant so that new sources of gas can be processed through this facility. This 
will enable massive investments into our state. This is important because it will make major LNG projects possible, 
including Browse; Scarborough; the potential transfer of gas from the Scarborough, Pluto and Clio-Acme fields to 
the Karratha gas plant for tolling; and any future small gas projects that want to export through existing infrastructure 
at the Karratha gas plant. The potential benefits to the Pilbara resulting from these projects are significant. This 
renewed growth and expansion in Karratha will result in billions of dollars in new investment and, most importantly, 
thousands of new direct and indirect jobs. It will secure the jobs of thousands of people living in Karratha. I have 
been working with Woodside to secure more local jobs from these projects. I know firsthand that Karratha workers 
have the skills and the knowledge to work on these major projects. We have so many hard-working and highly 
skilled people there. I meet them every week. 

As members will know, I ran a successful local business in the Pilbara for nearly 10 years. I worked on this plant, 
maintaining the air-conditioning, and I understand how this plant works. I understand how important it is for local 
workers to have stable employment so they can raise their families in the Pilbara and be a part of the Pilbara 
community. I also understand how this project will increase the population and more people will come to live in 
the Pilbara. Our young kids will have the opportunities of more apprenticeships and traineeships. It is very important 
that we secure stable employment for locals in the Pilbara so that our Pilbara communities can continue to thrive.  

I am very proud to have worked with Woodside on the local jobs portal. The local jobs portal ensures that Karratha 
locals have the first opportunity to apply for Woodside jobs. Woodside’s contractors are also required to use the 
local jobs portal to ensure that more local jobs are created. It has been very successful and has secured jobs for lots 
of local people. The first report under Woodside’s local participation plan for the construction of the Bay Village 
camp shows data from when construction started on 11 June 2019 to 31 July 2019. Key outcomes reveal that 
72 jobs were created on the construction of Bay Village, with a local employment rate of 100 per cent; the Bay Village 
project spend was 100 per cent from Western Australia; 441 job and training roles were posted on the Karratha 
local jobs portal; and 1 235 people registered on the Karratha local jobs portal. The local jobs portal ensures that 
Karratha workers are in the box seat for future job opportunities. With the expansion of Pluto, the expansion of 
the Karratha gas plant and the new fields of Scarborough and Browse, we must make the best of this opportunity 
to create a pipeline of jobs for Karratha locals. I will always continue to fight for local jobs on local Pilbara 
projects. This bill will support the local Pilbara economy for years to come. 

I have listened to all the speakers, and I thank them for their contributions. I would also like them to take into 
consideration how important this project is to the Pilbara and, most important of all, to Karratha. What is the point 
of spending millions and millions of dollars on new buildings in Karratha if we do not have projects coming on to 
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sustain the local workforce, local businesses and the community of Karratha? From 2013 to 2017, we had no major 
projects in the Pilbara. This brought the Pilbara to its knees. The communities of Karratha, Port Hedland and 
Newman went through very hard times. I know, personally, 2 000 people who lost their jobs and homes. Jobs were 
so hard to find. People left the town. Businesses left town. Shopping centres had closed shops in their buildings. 
People were very sad and worried about their futures. As the member for Pilbara, who lives locally, I understand 
how important this project is for my community and for Karratha. I will always stand up and fight for local jobs 
and local projects in my region, and in the whole of Western Australia. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [11.44 am]: The North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment 
Bill 2019 is an extremely important bill for a variety of reasons. First, it continues the foundation investment for 
our great LNG industry. I do not know what the size of it is, but Woodside and the North West Shelf venture is 
the foundation stone for the development of the LNG industry not only in Western Australia, but also nationally. 
Woodside broke through a range of issues. It developed the project and showed that it could be done. It underpinned 
not only the LNG industry, but also the domestic gas industry. Before Woodside came in, our domgas industry 
was, essentially, non-existent. The North West Shelf venture partners have put a great deal of effort into trying to 
find additional gas fields in which to continue to operate their plants. They have not been altogether successful, as 
I understand it, although they have done a great job in trying. They need existing sunk assets. We have a need for 
them to be successful and to continue by putting other sources of the assets through it. 

Historically, a range of other fields have sat out there. I think the Scarborough gas field was discovered in 1961 or 
thereabouts. It has been sitting there and has always been inhibited from development because it is very deep and 
has a lot of CO2. Over the last decade, we had many attempts to develop the massive resource in the Browse Basin, 
which were unsuccessful. Since that time, there has been a total transformation of the world’s gas industry—in 
particular, the discovery of shale gas in North America, which has completely changed the location of gas, the pricing 
of gas and, indeed, the whole geopolitical shift in the importance and source of gas. That weakened North West 
Shelf’s comparative advantage in the world, and we now have to approach all of our developments with an eye to 
a much more competitive gas market going forward. 

This amendment bill extends the North West Shelf project by 25 years. Importantly, it allows North West Shelf to 
start tolling gas. There has been a long argument in Western Australia that other countries such as Indonesia and 
Qatar have always focused on the development of the LNG industry as a tolling industry—that is, separate gas 
ownership from gas processing and minimise the amount of money spent on gas processing. We went a different 
way. We allowed each project to have a separate tolling arrangement, which was beneficial because it meant each 
project could spend a hell of a lot more money building facilities for processing domgas and LNG. There was 
always a criticism of that. This bill basically expands the North West Shelf project, potentially allowing for the 
Scarborough and Browse reserves to be brought through the existing facilities. It is a rational and appropriate way 
to continue to use our existing assets. To be honest, I do not think that those two projects would be developed 
without something like this, given the world’s gas markets as we now understand them. 
In 2009, the member for Cannington and I, as the chairman and deputy chairman of a review into gas pricing, went 
to a shale gas conference in Dallas, Texas, which was really instructive for both of us. Shale gas was new then and 
it has now changed the market and will continue into the future. The US is now the largest producer of oil in the 
world, and will shortly be the largest exporter of oil, even more than Saudi Arabia. That is a phenomenal change. 
That is the context in which we are looking at this legislation. As the Leader of the Opposition indicated, we 
will support this amendment bill. It means that less money will be spent in Western Australia compared with 
developing those projects as standalone projects. Honestly, that will not happen as we would also see the demise 
of the North West Shelf project. We support it.  
The bill also comes up with some local participation plans and community development plans. When I first left 
university and worked in the then Department of Resources Development, they were standard parts of all 
agreement acts. I remember a day we were overlooking one of the BHP projects. We had officers sitting there, 
monitoring the local participation plan, and to this day I remember that in the first month I went in there, one of 
those officers was counting the number of slabs of concrete that went into a pathway in Newman. They knew exactly 
the requirement and whether the firm was delivering it. We have walked away from some of those requirements 
over time, but during the consideration in detail stage we will explore what the new ones mean. On paper they are 
just words; they have to be brought to fruition. I accept that the government of the day has the correct intent with 
both the community development plans and local participation plans, but let us see. 
As the Leader of the Opposition indicated, the briefing on the bill flags another jobs bill. I am puzzled by this, and 
I suspect that it is more for the 2021 election than any substance. Nonetheless, I will talk about two things that I think 
are missing from the bill, and they are gas reservation and environmental, particularly CO2, issues. Gas reservation is 
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absolutely vital. To a large extent, the benefits to the state come not from building infrastructure, but for long-term 
use of gas. The reality is that these are very capital-intensive infrastructures. A lot of the facilities will be built 
overseas, but we can maximise and do better in local construction, particularly in engineering and planning. The 
real benefit, however, is from the use of gas in the domestic market down the track. That is where the gains come 
from. After all, except for the golden rocks at Browse, all LNG income goes to Canberra, because they are offshore. 
This is a strategic decision made in the context of Browse, and perhaps Pluto, by the Carpenter government, to put 
down a gas reservation policy of 15 per cent. It was absolutely spot on. Our gas inquiry was argued in the first 
case by the Premier, who was then the Leader of the Opposition, I think. He initially argued the case for the gas 
inquiry. We looked at that in great detail and came out strongly in support of the gas reservation policy, and I think 
history has shown it to be absolutely vital. This agreement does not deal with it at all, and I am puzzled. 
North West Shelf started before the reservation policy, and there is no reservation policy, per se, in the North West 
Shelf. After all, it built domestic gas facilities. Pluto has a gas reservation policy, and it has been slow, I might 
add, to take it up. I understand there are some pressures or commitments from them to develop a reservation policy, 
but that is for the existing facilities. The question we have to ask is: when we bring Browse and Scarborough into 
this facility, will they meet the 15 per cent policy, and, most importantly, how? It is all right to have a requirement 
of 15 per cent, but they cannot meet that unless they have a domgas plant. The question then is: in this agreement 
act—there is no mention of the reservation policy—will there be a requirement on the North West Shelf venture as 
the toller of gas for those projects to ensure that it has adequate domgas facilities to meet the Browse and Scarborough 
projects reservation requirements? After all, Woodside has carefully gone out and become the dominant owner of 
both the Scarborough and Browse projects. They are separate from the North West Shelf, but there is a relationship, 
through ownership, particularly through Woodside. It seems to me that it would be absolutely vital to have that in 
an agreement such as this, when we are basically saying yes to stage 2 in the North West Shelf. The gas is running 
out and the government is giving Woodside a 25-year extension—great. It will change from a producer to a toller 
and, as part of that, it will build this reticulation system. Let me get on to that in a minute. It would seem to be that 
if a company is going to be the toller for LNG, it should be the toller for domestic gas at the same time. There is 
no statement here at all. I am sure the Premier has had discussions about this and we will look at his long-term 
plans during the consideration in detail stage. But the lesson is that gas reservation policies are just a statement 
unless there is a mechanism to deliver it. The only way we can deliver it is to have a domgas plant that has the 
capacity to deliver the requirements. 
Then there is an issue about timing. I think the member for Warren–Blackwood did a great job of raising this issue. 
We can have a requirement, and if we go through the history of the agreements, we will see that we have all these 
requirements. The famous one is downstream processing, which is subject to economy viability, markets and 
whatnot. But, when we are dealing with the behemoth that is Woodside, it is very difficult for a government of the 
day to ensure the timely delivery of those requirements. Particularly in this case, when, even in this suppressed 
LNG market, it will always be better in profitability to sell gas through LNG rather than to the domestic market, 
Woodside will do everything to price it as LNG netback to make sure that its decision to do domgas versus LNG 
will be determined by the LNG market. Importantly, under LNG markets, firms sell the gas into long-term 
contracts that gives them a surety of price and throughput, and these are multi-year if not decade-long contracts. 
Domgas is a much more difficult market. Many small players have shorter term contracts. It is an immature market, 
with a great deal of uncertainty and a lack of transparency. These big firms are in the LNG business, not the 
domestic market business. That is why I think it is important to spell out all this stuff. That is the importance of 
agreement acts; they are the foundation for the state’s success and economic development, particularly with 
resources. We sit down with the proponent and say, “Here’s the project; let’s map it out. Here is what we expect 
you to do, and here is what the state will deliver.” 
The member for Nedlands went through the histories of some of those. Sometimes in the past the state used its 
own balance sheet and firms to underpin projects. We are not arguing that in this case; we have moved on from 
that. We take that agreement, we negotiate it, and we make it an act of Parliament, which the state has no history 
of going against. The state has never unilaterally changed an agreement. It is a really powerful instrument for 
economic and resource development, and it underpins it. But it requires a great deal of what the state wants and 
what the firm of the proponents wants to be in these agreement acts. I believe the gas reservation has been left out 
and I am puzzled about why that is. I know the Labor Party’s official position on gas reservation, and I think it is 
the same as mine. The firms, Woodside in particular, do not like the gas reservation policy—I understand that—
nor do any of the major proponents, but that is why it should be in this agreement act. 
The member for Nedlands laid out a very important issue. I can remember Bond put together the Harriet oilfield 
reticulation system—remember that one? I think that was in the 1980s or the 1990s, and there were a whole range 
of little oilfields at that time that were not in themselves viable, so Bond built a pipeline between them. He then 
went bankrupt, of course, and somebody else took it over. It was always a strategic advantage, once they eventually 
got enough explorations and fields developing their gas and oil reticulation systems out there. This is really 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 17 October 2019] 

 p7907b-7927a 
Mrs Liza Harvey; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Bill Marmion; Mr Kevin Michel; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Ian Blayney; Dr 

David Honey; Mr Mark McGowan 

 [16] 

important for a domestic gas field, because, until recently, a large amount of our domestic gas, not only from the 
North West Shelf, has come from small fields that were too small to accommodate LNG facilities. That is really 
important. They have been the backbone of our domestic gas fields. The reticulation system will open up those 
small fields to LNG through Woodside Energy. That is all right; it will earn them more money and incentives to 
explore and develop. However, we have to make sure that even those small fields have a gas reservation policy of 
15 per cent that can be delivered through the tolling agent, the North West Shelf. It is absolutely vital that we do 
this. Our future, of course, lies in many areas such as economic development, the expansion of the North West 
Shelf—the Pluto, Scarborough and Equus project. All those things are great, but in the long term, jobs will depend 
more upon domestic use of the gas rather than exporting LNG, and that should be our strategic focus. That is not 
in this North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill. We can explore that later.  
The briefing indicated that this agreement act is to, basically, extend the North West Shelf and facilitate third party 
tolling. It will make the project proponents of Woodside and Scarborough responsible for domestic gas. However, 
that does not hold water because Browse and Scarborough will not go ahead unless the toller builds the facilities. 
That is what we are dealing with in this bill. Otherwise, why are we dealing with a local development and 
community plan if it is not to build infrastructure to toll Browse and Scarborough gas through to the Woodside 
plant? It should be in this bill. This is a very contentious and difficult issue that should be addressed. That is what 
we do with agreements: we deal with the difficult issues and down the track get them straight. I am not sure about 
the totality of gas expected from Browse or whether the existing North West Shelf domgas facilities are adequate. 
They are some of the types of issues we need to address. Will Pluto expand through, I understand, the Scarborough 
field to provide another cooling facility there? Will it build and, therefore, expand its domgas gas plant? I do not 
know. Those issues should have been addressed. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: As the member for Scarborough pointed out, another major issue is that both the Browse and 
Scarborough fields produce a large amount of CO2. To a large extent, the past state agreement acts overrode the 
Environmental Protection Authority. In the past, the environmental conditions have been embedded in the 
agreement acts. Initially, environmental regulations were premature, immature and inadequately drafted to deal 
with very large projects, particularly in isolated greenfields areas. They just did not fit; but they have developed 
over time. To a large extent, we have still recognised the magnitude of those developments and come up with 
specific environmental responses. As CO2 has become one of the most dominant issues in our nation and, indeed, 
the world, we have an issue with Browse and Scarborough CO2 emissions that are not being addressed. I have read 
in the press that there are still substantial questions about what to do with the CO2 and whether associated federal 
and state policies will determine whether those projects go ahead in the future and how. 
Of course, the agreement act for the Gorgon project specifically dealt with CO2 and required the proponent to 
develop a very innovative, and risky I might add, way of pumping it into an aquifer underneath Barrow Island. 
I understand one reason Woodside chose to go to Barrow Island was to access that aquifer in which to pump the 
CO2 even though it was a bloody high cost approach to developing the project. It was on a class A reserve and all 
the facilities had to be crammed into a very limited geographic area. The company chose to do that because the 
agreement act said that Woodside had to do something with its CO2; it could not just flare it into the atmosphere, 
so Woodside dealt with it. However, the North West Shelf project preceded all those developments. We are now 
saying that it has a life outside its existing field. It is going to bring on two other fields. The agreement is silent, 
except for one paragraph, about what to do with the CO2. The government is avoiding the behemoth in the room. 
What will the companies do with the CO2? 
The legislation provides that the companies will have to follow the Environmental Protection Authority ruling on 
their CO2 and other issues. What is the EPA’s ruling on this? I do not know. A few months ago, the EPA came out 
with, I think, a draft policy that lasted a few hours requiring large projects like this to fully offset all CO2 emissions 
by set-asides. Does that exist? The Premier immediately complained about it and had it pulled back. What is the 
policy for setting up a project, because these projects will not go ahead without a clear policy on CO2? If a state 
agreement act is underpinning a development of the scale of tens of billions of dollars, CO2 should have been dealt 
with, but not by saying, “Ask the EPA”; it has no idea. In consultation, the EPA said it has no idea whatsoever: 
“We do not know what the policy is.” What is it? It has been left out of the legislation. Why? 
It is premature to say that this bill will do anything, if we do not resolve the issue of CO2 emissions. I am not sure 
whether this is accurate, but the government has come out with a policy that it expects its resource industry, 
including the LNG industry, to be carbon neutral by 2050. We are discussing the expansion of the North West 
Shelf into two large LNG fields that are CO2 intensive. However, the state agreement has no reference to how to 
deal with CO2. When those projects are brought on-stream, they will immensely increase CO2 emissions from 
Western Australia, but the government’s express policy is to be carbon neutral by 2050 within the life of the 
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project. How will that work? How can those expanded intensive gas fields be carbon neutral? I do not know. I will 
ask the Premier how that will work. It is an extremely important issue. 
We have to recognise that this proposal—we support it—must ensure that Woodside will play a dominant role in 
the expansion of the LNG and domestic gas future of Western Australia. It will basically bring into the North West 
Shelf the two remaining large fields, Browse and Scarborough. It will give it the right to build a reticulation system 
that will allow it to facilitate and influence the development of smaller existing and future fields. It will be the 
major player in our gas future. 
Right now, I think Gorgon, to some extent, is the larger player. This is a huge fillip for Woodside, and good on it. 
As a firm in Western Australia, it has done a great job of not only developing the North West Shelf but also doing 
the hard yards in the corporate world of becoming the operator and major owner of Woodside and Scarborough. 
It has put the firm’s money on the line and we follow it to facilitate it. Woodside is the major party that the state 
will have to work with into the future for both liquefied natural gas and domestic gas. It is our future. The Gorgon 
and Wheatstone projects might expand a bit; we do not know. I think they have both had some good discoveries 
but incrementally it will be Woodside. That is why we should be particularly clear with Woodside about how we 
are going to deal with the gas reservation in the future. I might add that not only is the gas reservation vital for the 
downstream processing of gas, which the member for Pilbara rightly outlined some potential projects for, but also, 
as we move away from coal to renewables, gas will become more important—it is already important—to underpin 
our electricity industry as both a backup and a baseload fuel. In my view, there is no doubt about the benefits of 
the development and expansion of this project, but its long-term benefits will be to secure our domestic gas future. 
The domgas reservation policy was left out of the agreement bill. Why? 
Secondly, a major impediment to this project is that world markets are always difficult. Woodside has done a great 
job of bringing together all the corporate players. From what I know about the LNG industry, dealing with the joint 
venture structures of some of those corporate players makes it exceedingly difficult to get a coherent, unified policy. 
Woodside’s CEO has done a great job. Nonetheless, the real stopper of this project is what we are going to do with 
the CO2. I admit that it is not just a state issue. These projects are all in commonwealth waters and the commonwealth 
government will no doubt have input into those policies. What we do about the CO2 will make or break those projects 
and Woodside. We expect some leadership from the government on that, particularly in the context of its greenhouse 
policy on resources, which it says will see the industry carbon free by 2050. I do not know how the government 
will do that in a naturally, necessarily carbon-intensive industry. It takes a lot of energy to process gas and iron 
ore. Nonetheless, that is what the government said. I am sure that Woodside and its joint venture partners are trying 
their best to try to cope with this issue and address and minimise the CO2 emissions. I imagine various types of 
mechanisms for that are underway or being considered, other than just offsets. That would be helpful. 
We look forward to exploring at the consideration in detail stage what the government thinks about the local 
participation plans; particularly, as the member for Nedlands indicated, the extent to which Woodside will use 
upfront engineering services in the design of some of these facilities, because that is where our comparative 
advantage lies to a large extent. One of the limits for me and many other people, including the member for Willagee, 
I believe, is that when we saw a $250 billion expansion of the LNG industry, which is what we have experienced 
in 15 years, very little of the design activity on those facilities, particularly the upfront engineering of the facilities, 
was done here. As the member for Nedlands indicated, ConocoPhillips did the Darwin project. I think the fourth or 
fifth train on the North West Shelf project was done by Hatch and Clough Engineering here. After that, all the work 
went offshore. That is a limit. Nonetheless, we look forward to seeing whether this legislation will facilitate bringing 
some of that upfront engineering to the state. I do not think it will, because to a large extent the contracts have already 
been let, in each case to global engineering firms. Those global engineering firms are very important because those 
upfront engineering firms tend to go back to their steady, regular suppliers, and many of those are not here. 
MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [12.14 pm]: I will speak briefly on the North West Gas Development (Woodside) 
Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. It has not been the practice in this house but I will declare that I hold a few 
shares in Woodside Petroleum in my super fund. 
This is a really good decision to keep the plant going for many more years; it is obviously a well-built plant. Members 
who know the history of the plant would know that it was locally built and stick built on site. Unlike the newer 
plants that were brought from offshore on modules, the North West Shelf gas plant is entirely Western Australian 
built and designed. The other part of the project was building the pipeline to Bunbury. The pipeline passes only 
a couple of kilometres to the east of my farm, so I followed the project with interest. I know they set a world record 
for the number of kilometres of pipeline installed in 24 hours. Of course, it is quite logical to lay pipe from Browse 
to the Karratha gas plant. James Price Point was the logical place to build the gas plant. It was eagerly anticipated 
it would be built in Broome, but that fell over. Ironically, I suppose Woodside is quite thankful now that it did. 
It is interesting to note that we have a protest outside Parliament today to protect sawfish in the Fitzroy River. 
I see this as another well-meaning group wanting to “protect the Kimberley” by stopping development. There is 
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a reasonable amount of information on sawfish in the Fitzroy River, and I read a fair bit of it. Most sawfish are 
lost due to fishing or being trapped in nets. Stopping agricultural companies like Hancock Agriculture from taking 
water out of the Fitzroy River in years of average and big water flows will not save a single sawfish. I think this 
group is perhaps well meaning but naive. 
The unique structure of the gas plant joint venture is that there are six, or by some definition seven, owners. It 
would be a pity if any of those joint venture partners stood in the way of this project. I hope were that to happen, 
the government would step in and make sure that the project happens. I think there is also a lost opportunity here. 
When people are starting to ask questions about Australia’s strategic fuel reserves, why are we not considering 
putting in a plant to process condensate to add to our domestic fuel supply? The Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development recommends that countries have 90-day fuel stocks. Australia carries about 20 days 
for most fuels. When we were building the gas plant and putting in the pipeline, there was a small and nasty war 
in South America called the Falklands War or the Malvinas War. One of the lessons of that war was that one 
nuclear-powered submarine can tie up a nation’s navy straightaway. The British submarine—I cannot remember 
the name—sunk the General Belgrano and that was the end of the Argentinian navy. 
Mr M. McGowan: It was the Conqueror. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Thank you. I thought someone would know that. 
The Canberra bureaucrats who are all wise about contracts and cargoes, like everything else, consider that a contract 
to supply fuel is actually the same as having it here onshore. That is about as naive as the poor old Kurds thinking 
that Donald Trump was going to save them. I think it is actually embarrassing, frankly. Of course, the next stage 
of technology I have been reading about is underwater drones. They will be probably even more lethal than 
nuclear submarines. 
The Scarborough project is interesting. It was to be a very large floating liquefied natural gas plant, similar to 
Prelude but bigger. It faces vastly different ocean and weather conditions. It is impacted not only by the northern 
cyclones in summer, but also occasionally by heavy winter weather systems. It faces both weather issues and quite 
different ocean conditions to those that Prelude is exposed to. I think it is a low-pressure deposit and, as other 
members have said, it is not particularly clean gas. The consensus is that Scarborough was a long shot. I think it 
requires pumps on the seabed to push the gas to the plant. Once again, as we find in the oil and gas industry, it has 
some quite amazing technology to bring that project to market. 
In the previous Parliament I was a member of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee that looked closely 
into floating liquefied natural gas and we visited Korea, the Netherlands, Norway and Scotland. It is obvious to 
anybody who looks at this industry that some countries are much more capable of extracting value from oil and 
gas than other countries. If we consider a country that had discovered oil and gas and then extracted the maximum 
amount of value out of it, I think the gold standard is Norway. It developed a state-owned oil company, which is 
now regarded as one of the highest ranked oil companies in the world, and many smaller spin-off companies. 
Members may not be aware—I can just remember it—that in 1980, Bill Hayden took a proposal to the federal 
election to establish a state-owned oil company in Australia. I have often wondered where we would be today if 
he had had the chance to do that. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Probably driving Mercs! 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Did the minister know that? 
Ms R. Saffioti: I didn’t know that. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: There you go. Did the Premier know that? 
Mr M. McGowan: I knew that Rex Connor had plans along those lines. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Rex—now there was a man with all kinds of ambitions. No, this was a relatively modest 
ambition of Bill Hayden’s in 1980. 
Mr M. McGowan: It was a Norwegian model. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: They did not get down to detail on it, but I think that is the way it would have gone. 
Some time back I asked a federal minister why FIFO airfares should be tax deductible to companies, whereas if 
the same company supplied a house in the Pilbara, for example, to one of its employees, that would be subject to 
fringe benefits tax. The minister said that she actually did not know that was a fact, which surprised me somewhat, 
but it does highlight how badly understood the resource industries of Western Australia are by many of our east 
coast federal ministers and members of Parliament. When it comes to Western Australia’s relationship with 
China, for example, some of the commentary from our state members, along with federal members, demonstrates 
gross ignorance. 
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Another sign of east coast ignorance of our economy concerns the domestic gas reservation policy. Western Australia 
has copped criticism of it for many years from the bureaucrats and their ministers because it clashed with the 
Canberra energy policy consensus. It is interesting now to see those people in Canberra moving towards some kind 
of domestic reservation policy of their own as an attempt to give struggling domestic manufacturing a fair go. Our 
national policies around gas have proven to be utterly foolish when people are considering importing gas into 
Australia from other countries to supply the east coast domestic market. It is what I call our own particular form 
of madness. Domestic gas supply is written into all our state agreements. I think it is about time we had some 
accountability on this and some openness on both the quantity and the price of the domestic gas being put into the 
domestic market. Not reforming this aspect is another opportunity lost in this legislation. I would like to know what 
“marketing in good faith” means. Recently someone told me that some of the six partners, which I assume collect 
part of the domestic gas requirement, do not even have anybody who does marketing in Western Australia. A logical 
case can be made for a gas pipeline across Australia. It is obvious that domestic gas is available in Western Australia 
since we have supplied so little of it. I support the legislation but, as usual, there are opportunities lost, particularly 
in the area of domestic fuel supply. It should be processed here rather than shipped out of the country. That issue 
has become critical. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [12.24 pm]: I have a very short contribution to make to debate on the North West 
Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. Along with my colleagues, I support this bill. It 
will allow a sensible extension of the life of existing infrastructure and that will represent a benefit for the state. 
Like the member for Geraldton and other members, I want to use this opportunity to highlight in particular the 
issues around the gas reservation policy and the fact that it appears not to be working. Members opposite would 
know, and can be justifiably proud, that their party—the government led by Hon Alan Carpenter—introduced the 
gas reservation policy. That has been of considerable benefit to the state. However, there is significant feedback 
from industry in this state that that gas reservation policy is not providing the benefits to the state that it should. 
I am certain that the Premier and the Minister for Mines and Petroleum are better informed than I on this matter, 
but the information I have been given is that about only eight per cent of that 15 per cent of gas—that is, only 
slightly more than half—is entering the domestic market and that the rest of that gas is unused. 
Mr D.T. Redman: It is significantly less. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It is less then. I am happy to be better informed than that. That is what I was told by someone 
not in the gas industry, but a potential buyer of gas. My understanding is that there is a ruse, if you like, played on 
this by potential gas suppliers. They say they are offering to sell gas to customers. There are three critical 
components to natural gas for customers. Price is one component, term is perhaps an even bigger component—
that is, for how long the contracts are offered—and the amount of gas is another component. My understanding is 
that customers who have been looking for gas may be offered the gas at a reasonable price. If we consider it in 
terms of cost parity with gas, the prices being charged here are substantially higher than the delivered price to, say, 
Japan and Korea. If the transport and handling costs are taken out, the price per gigajoule for gas in Japan and 
Korea is substantially lower than it is here. 
The amount of gas being offered is less than is needed for the projects, but of particular consideration is the terms. 
The suppliers are potentially offering the gas for a five-year term or perhaps even shorter. Members would know 
that if a company is making a capital investment of a billion dollars in a project, it needs gas supply certainty for 
20 years with the option to renew for another period. My understanding is that those opportunities are rare. Although 
the gas suppliers say that they are complying with the intent of the domestic reservation policy, they are not. This 
has a real impact. In my previous life before I entered Parliament I was the Kwinana Industries Council president. 
I know of $1.5 billion-worth of capital projects that went begging at Kwinana that would have been associated 
with the proposed methanol plant. I know other members are aware of this. That $500 million methanol plant for 
Kwinana could not go ahead because it could not get either adequate term or price; in particular, term was the 
factor it was most concerned about. In fact, it was happy to pay the asking price, even though it was a relatively 
high price. That is because there were good domestic markets for the methanol, which is a substitute for fuel; it 
can dilute existing fuel. However, it could not get the terms. My understanding is that that project could now be 
going to the Northern Territory and that the proponent has looked at the project in other jurisdictions. There was 
a proposal for a $1 billion ammonium nitrate plant in the Kwinana area but, again, it could not get gas and could 
not get the term required to justify that project. 

I appreciate that this in an issue that crosses government. It is not unique to the government, but it is in the collective 
interests of all of us, and this state in particular, to ensure that the domestic gas reservation policy is properly 
honoured by gas suppliers. I can see with this particular issue, as sure as night follows day, that we will get towards 
the end of a gas field’s life, and the domestic reservation policy will not have been met, and regardless of whether 
the Labor Party is in government or the coalition is in government, those producers will come to the government 
of the day and say, “Shucks, what can we do? We’re at the end of the life of this deposit. Do you want us to leave 
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it there or shall we send it offshore as liquefied natural gas and not put it into the domestic market?” Effectively, 
a gun will be held to the head of the government of the day not to put that gas into the system. It is very much in 
the interests—I think critically in the interests—of this state to make sure that that gas reservation policy is fully 
honoured. That will likely mean that gas prices will come down. That will be to the advantage of every person in 
this state. It will be to the advantage of every household that uses electricity. which, as members know, is sustained 
by gas-fired power stations that can take up the slack when renewables and others are not providing the required 
amount of energy. It will provide the basis for long-term, high-value manufacturing industry in both the north west 
and the southern part of Western Australia. 

We can go through some small details during the consideration in detail stage. I do not think this is just an issue 
for the Labor government. It is an issue for this Parliament to make sure that we are focused on this. My reason 
for raising it now is that obviously we do not get many opportunities to look at state agreements. The government 
of the day does not get many opportunities to look at state agreements. Obviously, this negotiation has been done. 
When we have these opportunities, we should use them to focus on this issue, amongst the other important issues, 
to make sure we are maximising the benefit to the state. I commend the bill to the house. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade) [12.31 pm] — in 
reply: Firstly, I thank members for their contributions. No doubt some of the questions raised will be dealt with 
during the consideration in detail stage. I am more than happy to answer in greater detail all the questions, as best 
as I can, during the consideration in detail stage. I thought the contributions were very interesting; people had some 
interesting historical knowledge and also strong overall support for the bill. That is heartening. 

The legislation is designed to ratify or provide parliamentary approval and support for an agreement reached 
between the state and Woodside on the extension of the life of the Karratha gas plant. The Karratha gas plant, the 
North West Shelf, if you like, has been in operation since the first agreement was signed in 1979. This bill will 
extend it to 2059, with a further extension to 2071 possible under the agreement. That is nearly 100 years. It is 
designed to ensure certainty around the life of the North West Shelf, or the Karratha gas plant. It certainly is 
important. By providing that certainty ratified by both houses of Parliament, we can provide an environment in 
which there can be further investment, particularly in the Browse project and bringing the Browse project onshore 
in Karratha, so that third-party gas can come onshore at the Karratha gas plant, which is a very sensible way 
forward and in the interests of the state. 

The bill has a range of other aspects to it, as members have indicated. The community development plan is part of 
the agreement. It provides the opportunity for community infrastructure benefits for the local community. No 
doubt I will answer further questions on that during the consideration in detail stage. Community development 
plans are becoming commonplace in state agreements. That is an evolution on agreements that were signed years 
ago. The local participation plan is also contained within the agreement. It will outline processes to give fair 
opportunity for local business—really early and fair opportunity to bid for contracts. Local participation is always 
an issue. I raised it when in opposition and the current opposition raises it now. The government has worked very 
hard to get further local participation. It is worth noting that local businesses will get a fair go. It would be fair to 
say that the government has been working very hard to get further local participation. We raise the issue when 
every agreement comes forward. I think the member for Pilbara noted one aspect of it is the jobs portal in Karratha, 
which is designed to advertise local jobs for local people. From the reports I have received, it has been quite 
successful in ensuring that local people get the first opportunity for jobs in Karratha. Other companies have joined 
the jobs portal. That is a good development. I am sure the people of the north west and the Pilbara support that 
initiative. I would like to thank Woodside for setting that up. 

The update to local government rates reflects the change that has been government policy for a period. It ensures 
that when rates are applied, they are applied to the improved value—that is, the buildings onsite. That has been 
a policy change of government for some years now. It is now reflected in the new agreement. That means the 
City of Karratha will secure more revenue from this project, when it is developed, than it would otherwise have. 
The City of Karratha will be a beneficiary and the people of Karratha will be a beneficiary of what the government 
is doing here. If there are environmental approvals required out of this, I think largely they will be in offshore 
waters. They are not the responsibility of the state, as I understand it. They are still required, but, if there are 
environmental approvals, that would be the ordinary business. If any approvals were made, that would still be 
required independently of this bill. 

With domgas, the 15 per cent rule applies. I look forward to a discussion about that during the consideration in 
detail stage. The 15 per cent domgas policy was brought in by former Premier Alan Carpenter in 2006. It was hotly 
contested at that time. I remember the federal minister at the time, Mr Ian Macfarlane, who is now, strangely 
enough, on the board of Woodside, was a hot opponent—in fact wildly opposed—to the 15 per cent domestic 
gas requirement. I remember him making a speech—I was a minister at the time—at a public forum comparing 
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Alan Carpenter, the then Premier of Western Australia, to a South American dictator; suggesting it was worthy of 
Hugo Chávez or someone of that nature. Now of course the situation has changed. I had a conversation with 
Matt Canavan, the federal Minister for Resources and Northern Australia, at the Council of Australian Governments. 
He was wildly supportive of the Western Australian domestic gas policy, saying it should be applied all over 
Australia, and that Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria should have this rule in place, if only they had the 
foresight of the Western Australian government. Times change. It was an interesting phenomenon, back in 2006 
when it came in, how hotly contested it was by industry and also by the then federal government, including 
Ian Macfarlane and some of the other ministers. Now of course the situation has entirely changed and everyone 
across Australia wishes they had our domestic gas policy. It is no doubt something we will discuss further during 
consideration in detail. 

I want to talk about a few issues more broadly. This bill is about ensuring that Browse gas comes onshore in 
Western Australia. There is another issue as well; that is, ensuring Scarborough gas comes onshore in  
Western Australia. Both gas fields are priorities for the state of Western Australia. Getting both of those gas fields 
developed and coming onshore in the Pilbara is extremely important for our state. They will both create thousands 
of jobs and provide domestic gas for the state; and, at least in the case of Browse gas, significant royalties will be 
delivered to the state government. They are both very, very important and we want to see them developed and 
come onshore in Western Australia as soon as possible. I want to make that very, very clear to all the companies 
involved. These are major priorities for the state. This bill, as I said, allows for Browse gas to be processed at the 
North West Shelf Venture. When we talk about Browse, as important as it is, sometimes we lose sight of 
Scarborough, which is nearly the scale of Browse. It is a very large potential development. 

I will take the house through a bit of the history, in particular the history of Browse. The Browse field was discovered 
decades ago. It is a very, very large field. It has been watched and looked at. The joint venture partners who have 
ownership, if you like, of the Browse field, are the same joint venture partners involved in the North West Shelf. 
What happened with the James Price Point proposed development, which came about in 2010, was very regrettable 
and unfortunate. It cost the state a huge amount of money for no outcome. I do not have the figures at hand, but 
I expect it cost the state in the vicinity of $100 million at least. It caused huge disharmony and trouble in Broome 
and the Kimberley. Some people in Broome thought that the then state government had a hostile attitude to 
Broome. I think it would be fair to say that the then Premier had a hostile view of Broome as a consequence of 
what occurred. James Price Point was a reckless way of trying to deal with that field. I do not think it was in the 
interests of the state, and I will tell members why. A standalone gas plant at James Price Point would have meant 
that domestic gas was very difficult for Western Australia. Secondly, it would have been very bad for Karratha. 
Obviously, backfilling the North West Shelf is sensible. The North West Shelf infrastructure must have a value of 
$40 billion or $50 billion and backfilling it is very sensible. Therefore, ensuring that Browse gas is taken to 
Karratha is great for Karratha and the Pilbara and in the interests of the nation because the petroleum resource rent 
tax comes onstream, and the revenues flow to the country, far more quickly than would have a standalone 
development in the Kimberley. It was expensive to the state and it would have been detrimental to domestic gas 
and bad for Karratha. Further, the proposal caused enormous disharmony in the Kimberley, particularly in 
Broome. After that, of course, the thinking moved to floating LNG, which, again, would not have been in the 
interests of Western Australia because there would be no domestic gas and very limited construction activity in 
Western Australia as a consequence. Neither of those ideas was the right way forward. The best and sanest way 
forward is to take Browse gas to the North West Shelf and to take Scarborough gas to the Pluto plant. Just so that 
members understand, I will outline the benefits. They include extending the life of the Karratha gas plant for many, 
many decades, certainly for our lifetime, enhancing Western Australian jobs because of more construction activity 
in Western Australia and guaranteeing domestic gas, which we need from these projects to make up for the shortfall 
as the North West Shelf runs down. When Browse is developed, there will be benefits for Karratha and the Pilbara 
with local construction jobs. Moreover, 65 per cent of the field in what is called the Terosa field will generate 
royalties for our state. 

Seventy-five per cent of the Scarborough field is owned by Woodside, which is the operator, and 25 per cent by 
BHP. The totality of the field is 9.2 trillion cubic feet. If the Scarborough field is developed, my understanding is 
that the public figure for total capital expenditure will be in excess of $15 billion. That will result in employment 
of somewhere in the vicinity of 3 200 people directly in construction and 600 people directly in operations. The 
Browse project is jointly owned by Woodside, Shell, BP, MIMI and PetroChina. It has a different configuration 
from the North West Shelf but at present its gas reservation is in excess of nearly 14 trillion cubic feet and the publicly 
indicated cost of its capital expenditure is in excess of $27 billion. At least 1 800 jobs will be involved in the 
construction phase, which is probably an underestimate, and 720 jobs in the operation phase. Between the two of 
them, that is around $40 billion of investment, the vast majority of which will take place in Western Australia, and 
thousands of jobs for our citizens as a consequence, as I have outlined to the house. 
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Tabling of Paper 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Premier is reading from a document and I wonder whether he will table it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I was not quoting from a document. I will give it to the member later. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Is the member happy with that? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Premier indicated he will give me a copy later. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will make some very specific points. These projects need to happen and they need to be 
a priority. We need final investment for Scarborough by early 2020 because it will mean jobs for Karratha and jobs 
for Western Australia. The Western Australian government has been working assiduously on approvals for this 
project. The issues between the partners, Woodside and BHP, need to be resolved as soon as possible. In particular, 
I urge BHP, which is a good company that has done great things for Western Australia, to resolve the discussions 
as soon as possible. Whatever the commercial difficulties are around tolling, they need to be resolved—now. 
Procrastination over the commercial difficulties needs to be overcome. There is no doubt money to be made by 
BHP and no doubt money to be made by Woodside and, in that light, they need to finalise this matter before Christmas 
to demonstrate a proper commitment to Western Australia and a proper understanding that their interests and 
Western Australia’s interests need to coincide. They need to provide that certainty for Western Australia. 

I would like the front-end engineering and design of the Browse project done by Christmas. It is important for 
domestic gas, jobs, Karratha, the workforce of Western Australia and training. A gas processing agreement has to 
be reached as a priority. Chevron and BHP, which are part of the North West Shelf Venture but not joint venture 
partners in the Browse field, need to resolve the issues and reach a gas processing agreement as a priority. Again, 
Chevron has invested $80 billion in the state and BHP has probably invested more. They have done great work for 
Western Australia but the Browse issue is now live and it needs to be resolved. I would like to see front-end 
engineering and design by Christmas. I would like to see both companies, BHP and Chevron, make it an absolute 
priority to resolve all these issues as soon as possible so that we can get on with it. The time for delay and arguing 
and commercial posturing is over. Let us finalise these matters before Christmas, with front-end engineering and 
design for Browse by Christmas, and a final investment decision on Scarborough by early 2020. The commonwealth 
government has the same view. The Western Australian and commonwealth governments are aligned in their view 
that these issues need to be resolved and the arguing needs to stop. There are huge issues at stake here, and we are 
not going to stand by and allow for Western Australia’s interests not to be met. These are important issues for our 
state. I would urge both companies to get on and solve the issues as soon as possible. It has gone on long enough. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 
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