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PETROLEUM TITLES (BROWSE BASIN) BILL 2014 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, just before you start, member for Kwinana and Minister for Health, 
I do not want to hear anything more about this. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [2.45 pm]: The member for Cockburn is the next person to speak in this 
debate, and I hope he is ready to speak. I am just here making sure that he is ready. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [2.45 pm]: I rise to make a contribution on the Petroleum Titles (Browse Basin) 
Bill 2014. This piece of legislation comes about directly as a result of the work that was undertaken by the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Speaker, I am having trouble hearing the member. 

The SPEAKER: If members want to have a private meeting, could they please leave the chamber? 

Debate Resumed 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

This bill comes about as a result of the work undertaken by the Economics and Industry Standing Committee of 
the Legislative Assembly, investigating the economic impact of floating liquefied natural gas processing on 
Western Australia—its second report of this Parliament. During the course of our investigations of petroleum 
titles, the Browse Basin, the geographical location of the floating liquefied natural gas vessel Prelude, which is 
being put into an area near the Browse Basin, and then the announcement by Woodside of its intent to use 
similar technology to develop the Brecknock, Caliance and Torosa fields in the Browse Basin, possibly with 
three liquefied natural gas vessels, the committee took a very close look at the petroleum titles in and around the 
Browse Basin. As has been presented to this house by way of the committee’s report, and by way of debate from 
the Labor opposition and from the Premier himself and the Liberal government, the issues of floating liquefied 
natural gas ships and the development of resources for Western Australia are miles and miles apart. As the 
committee showed in the report I have referred to, Western Australia gets nothing out of FLNG; it does not get 
any tax, jobs or domestic gas. These are the largest pieces of maritime equipment ever constructed by humans. 
They are constructed in the Samsung Heavy Industries shipyard at Geoje Island in South Korea and then they are 
floated into place—in the case of the Prelude, in the Prelude field, 240 kilometres off the north-west coast of 
Western Australia—for a period of between 25 and 35 years. It will suck gas out of the ground, turn it into 
liquefied natural gas offshore and then send it off to Japan. The project on Geoje Island has no Western 
Australian content. As members heard this morning from the Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing 
Committee, the member for Geraldton, in his contribution on the annual report of the committee to the 
Legislative Assembly, a number of members of the committee went to the Samsung yard on Geoje Island, 
South Korea, to look at the Prelude floating liquefied natural gas ship and talk to the constructers, Shell and 
some of the people working on Geoje Island. To say the thing is impressive is an understatement. The ship is 
500 metres long, 78 metres wide, and from the handrail down to the dockside is nearly 60 metres. It needs 
eight electric lifts alongside the ship just to get the workers up and down to work topside, because of the length 
of time it would otherwise take to walk up the steps. Although anybody would be impressed by the scale of 
technology involved in floating liquefied natural gas, that has to be put aside and examined through the lens of 
whether it is in the state’s interest. As the committee showed in its FLNG report tabled in this house, it is not in 
this state’s interest. The only people in Australia who benefit from the introduction of floating liquefied natural 
gas ships is the commonwealth government. I am sure that the commonwealth government would say that, as 
a result, we all benefit and that money will come back to Western Australia in some way, shape or form. Perhaps 
I will let the current Treasurer answer that claim from the commonwealth, given his view about commonwealth–
state relations around the goods and services tax and the return of GST to Western Australia, as to whether we 
get a fair share. Any commonwealth government claim, by either a Labor or a Liberal government, that we will 
all benefit from FLNG has to be contrasted to Western Australia’s treatment over the GST, and in other areas, 
and whether we get that money back. What we do not get is jobs. Certain ministers, former ministers and 
promoters of FLNG—the federal member for Brand, former Minister for Resources and Energy 
Martin Ferguson, and the current Minister for Industry, Ian Macfarlane—all claim that people might not like the 
technology but at the end of the day the country will benefit and jobs will be available. 
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Shell put on a barbecue on Geoje Island for the visiting delegation from Western Australia and invited quite 
a number of the employees of Shell who were going through their introduction to FLNG prior to sailing with the 
ship and undertaking its installation and who, ultimately, would be the operator maintainers on the ship. Of all 
the people that I spoke to—I will be criticised by the member for Geraldton if this is not correct—I met only two 
who came from Western Australia; the rest of them were from overseas or were ex-Clyde Refinery employees 
from New South Wales and some came from Tasmania. When I asked them whether they would be moving to 
Western Australia to become Western Australians and to service the ship, their response was that they would 
continue to live in Tasmania or Sydney and will fly in, fly out through Darwin. I have to ask: where are the jobs? 
I know that we are not getting any local content, revenue or gas, but the minister said that jobs would be created 
out of this piece of equipment. Now it appears, apart from maybe maintenance campaigns, there are very few 
jobs for local Western Australians on the Prelude floating liquefied natural gas ship. When it comes to 
maintenance campaigns, for which there may well need to be in the region of 300 to 400 people on board the 
vessel, there is no guarantee they will come from Western Australia. Members may remember that the supply 
base for the Prelude is in Darwin, so I imagine that the maintenance campaign will be organised out of Darwin. 
Therefore, any fabrication, equipment or other piece of engineering will be sourced through the supply base in 
Darwin and could come from anywhere—Brisbane, Melbourne, Sydney and, possibly, Western Australia—but 
there is no guarantee about that. Even the jobs that were supposedly being created through maintenance 
campaigns for FLNG Prelude probably will not come about anyway as they will be organised out of Darwin. 

As part of the examination of FLNG, the committee looked closely at the Torosa gas field because, as is pointed 
out in this legislation, it has a couple of state titles and we knew there was state interest in exploration in the 
Seringapatam Reef area to the north of Scott Reef. Whilst we were looking at the maps provided by the 
department, one of the staff members identified a number of rocks that were on the map just slightly outside the 
state titles and in the commonwealth titles. We then asked whether those rocks were above the waterline and it 
turned out they were. Therefore, members of the committee asked: if those rocks are above the waterline, why is 
that area not part of the state lease and why is it being included in the commonwealth lease? As a result, the 
department took that matter to Geoscience Australia, which had a closer look at the area and determined what 
would be state title and commonwealth title and redrew the area to ensure that what the minister refers to as the 
“golden rocks” — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: So you found them? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It came out of our committee. We did not find the rocks; we just identified that the rocks 
were under the commonwealth title and asked whether that was correct. It turned out, from Geoscience Australia, 
that it was not correct and as a result the boundaries have been redrawn and that area has come into the state and 
here we are changing the legislation to ensure that those new boundaries form part of the state lease as opposed 
to the commonwealth lease. 

I have some questions, but I want the minister to respond as part of his response to the second reading debate 
rather than by interjection. One question goes to the way in which this bill deals with the existing titles that are 
likely to run out in December this year. Those two titles, which form part of retention lease TR/5, run out in 
December this year. The view of the Department of Mines and Petroleum is that this legislation will allow 
a smooth transition of tenure at the time the titles in Scott Reef and the exploration leases in the Seringapatam 
Reef come up for renewal. I know that the leases in the Seringapatam Reef come up later, but I am specifically 
asking the minister about the leases that are likely to come up for replacement. The argument by the Department 
of Mines and Petroleum is that if this legislation is not passed, those titles will become vacant when the leases 
run out later this year. If they become vacant, anybody can come along and make a claim against them; I am not 
100 per cent sure. I put it to the minister that the legal rights of Woodside, as one of the players in the ownership 
of the existing retention leases, should be respected in any legislation that will change the title from 
commonwealth to state waters. I completely agree that that — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Do you want me to respond now? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, later. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: You’re not quite right. It’s actually the commonwealth leases that are the problem. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: At the end of the day, the state titles expand into the commonwealth waters. I am pointing 
out to the minister that I accept the fact that the current owners of the retention leases must be respected and 
reflected so that they do not lose what they currently have. My question goes to the issue of when those leases 
come up for renewal in December. Will this piece of legislation automatically give the leaseholders an extension 
of those retention leases beyond December; and, if so, why? If we go back to the second report of the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee, recommendation 2 on page 33 reads — 

The Minister for Mines and Petroleum and the Minister for State Development urge the Commonwealth 
Government to specify the criteria for assessing that Retention Leases granted under the 
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Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2006 (Cth) are held for a legitimate need to 
secure gas for long-lived production projects and not to obtain a competitive commercial advantage. 

As the minister knows, those retention leases are held for a period of up to 15 years on the basis that they are not 
commercially viable. I put it to the minister that they are now clearly commercially viable because Woodside is 
already talking about development through floating liquefied natural gas, and prior to that it was talking about 
development by piping the gas back to James Price Point. Very close by this area we have Shell undertaking the 
development by FLNG of the Prelude field, which is really part of the Browse field, and not too far away from 
that is the Santos–GDF Suez project, which was going to be developed by FLNG but will now possibly be 
developed by platform straight into the Inpex pipeline and then piped back to Darwin. Therefore, the area has 
now become commercially viable to develop. This was one of the criticisms levelled in the report, raised by 
ministers who are all talk and no action. I point out that Martin Ferguson, the former federal Minister for 
Resources and Energy, and the current Minister for Industry, Ian Macfarlane, are both absolute examples of 
federal ministers who are all talk and no action. When they talk about “use it or lose it”, they have not actually 
taken anything from anybody. They have gone along to Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration 
Association Ltd meetings and made grand statements about “use it or lose it” and a fair number of threats, but 
they have never done anything. Both the Labor and Liberal parties in Western Australia do not support the 
development of offshore fields by FLNG, whereas both Labor and Liberal parties federally do support it. There 
is viable gas in retention leases that will now come under state jurisdiction and are up for renewal, and I put it to 
the minister that it is a golden opportunity for the Western Australian government to act and to pressure 
Woodside that there will be no FLNG, or else the lease will go out to the marketplace, because there are plenty 
of companies that would line up to pipe that gas onshore for domestic consumption. I will not name them, but 
our committee heard from them when we were preparing our report. 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [3.05 pm]: It is a pleasure to speak to the Petroleum Titles (Browse Basin) 
Bill 2014. As the member for Cannington—our lead speaker on this bill and shadow spokesperson on all matters 
relating to energy, mines, minerals, petroleum and many other things—said, the opposition is in furious support 
of the government to cooperate in the safe and expedited passage of this legislation and we completely concur 
with the declaration of urgency. 
We find ourselves with a very responsive piece of legislation to deal with the obvious problem of harmonisation 
of the way in which these leases are dealt with. Unlike other pieces of government legislation, I find it amazing 
that something as complex and convoluted—albeit well-trodden—as the path of commonwealth–state relations 
in these areas can get through a department such as the Department of Mines and Petroleum in the short time it 
has, while other pieces of legislation, including all those relating to environmental protection or local 
government in this state, seem to go on and on for about five years. I thank the minister for the offer and delivery 
of a briefing on this legislation, and I understood from it that there has been a lot of burning of the midnight oil 
in the development of this bill—hopefully not domestic oil! 

We heard in the briefing that when tropical cyclone Fay appeared, it created a situation around the Seringapatam 
Reef. The map provided in the briefing showed that the reef sits inside federal waters, but the cyclone created 
a change in the mean average high-water mark from which the baseline is derived, and Geoscience Australia 
made the point clear. We were notified on 27 May that the commonwealth government may have known about 
those circumstances a lot earlier. I will not talk about a fair playing field, because it seems as though the federal 
government had its legal advice well in hand, and the commonwealth Solicitor-General made a very fast 
response post-27 May. The federal government has had time to contemplate the issues involved, and despite the 
machinations of the federal and state delegates about this matter, I hope they reached common ground very 
quickly and that there was a degree of trust. It was also interesting to learn in the briefing, as the member for 
Cannington said, that once the mean high-water mark and the baseline has been worked out and the allocation of 
jurisdiction over a particular piece of submerged land has been determined, it cannot be taken away. That is 
a very interesting piece of information. I am also advised that in Torosa field WA-30-R there was a reduction in 
the lands as a result of cyclonic activity, and that in fact we remain the beneficiary of it and there was no revision 
of that in the reverse. 

It has been a privilege to sit as a member of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee, as I said earlier 
today when we tabled the annual report of the committee on the economic impact of floating liquefied natural 
gas. Given that in this bill Torosa has already been identified and statements have been made by the proponents 
that the field will more than likely be exploited by FLNG, it is worth dwelling on this—never let a chance go 
by—to record in this place the implications of FLNG on the small and fragile economy of Western Australia. It 
is no secret to anybody in this house that the majority of our economy is built and relies heavily on the resources 
sector. In fact, the resources industry, according to the Department of Mines and Petroleum, is worth about 
$70 billion in economic output in WA annually. I think that figure is actually on the low side. I think it is well up 
now towards $100 billion. However, for the purpose of the discussion, it is a lot. The next nearest industry to it is 
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agriculture, closely followed by education as the third, and their contributions are in single digits. Just to get 
a sense of scale, they are single-digit contributions to the economy of Western Australia alongside the resources 
sector generally. More specifically, petroleum itself—including crude oil, condensate, LNG and the whole 
hydrocarbon space—was worth $24.5 billion in 2013. I suspect that in the future years it is going to — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Double. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: As the minister said, it will easily double. 

The point is that even though we all know this, we sometimes lose sight of it because we are entrenched in our 
daily work within the great resource state of Australia. In the past, particularly with bulk commodities such as 
iron ore and so on, we have been subject to the whiplash of a price cycle and the peaks and troughs that that 
creates. A small economy such as ours, with a very sparse population spread over such a large land area—
although the majority of the population, 70 per cent, is in Perth—comes with unique issues. I will touch on those 
issues in a moment in relation to this particular operation in Torosa and associated downstream impacts. There 
are 2.6 million people in Western Australia. The full resources sector is focused entirely on and is subject to 
a very trade-exposed, internationalised industry. It is therefore really important that we continue to remind 
ourselves of the fragility of our economy in that space and the legislative policy circumstances that put 
significant impacts on it if FLNG is the future. 

In our inquiry, we started off by having a serious look at what the impacts of this would be on the economy in 
a negative context. It was important to have a clear-eyed understanding of the economic impacts of FLNG on the 
state. It was also really important to not let that, of itself, create a bias in the committee. The committee very 
deliberately looked at all sides of the argument. Because there was speculation after that, the committee needed 
to contemplate further the notion that if FLNG is coming, it will be a reality for the Western Australian 
economy. Clearly it is coming, as these are commercial decisions over which we have very little control, unless 
the federal government grows a spine and makes a statement about how we want to exploit our natural 
endowment. The Torosa gas field alone, on current thinking—I only go from what I read but it is yet to be 
confirmed by the joint venture partners—may see as many as three or more FLNG facilities on or around it 
exploiting the resource. There is already one—Prelude. The member for Cockburn said earlier that the 
committee visited it. However, in Shell’s arrangements alone, which say, “Design one, build many”, there will 
be potentially as many as 10 of these FLNG facilities off the coast in the future. I do not remember the time scale 
in which they could come on, but I imagine that if the market allowed for it, they could get a serious run on. The 
reason for that is a lot of the work on Prelude that people are doing today at the Samsung yard in Geoje is 
actually a learning exercise. Now they are going at pace. Samsung yard as it stands produces a ship a week—
a ship a week! As the member for Cockburn said, the ship is 500 metres long, nearly 100 metres wide and nearly 
80 metres high. People cannot understand or appreciate the impact on the psyche of displacement until they 
stand on it. These figures just roll off the tongue with ease until one actually stands on Prelude. We stood at the 
highest point at the back of Prelude, turned around and saw the second largest LNG tanker ever made getting 
ready to be tugged from one dock into another area, and it looked like it was a tinny going past the back of 
Prelude! It really did. We looked down over the top of it; it was an unbelievable sight. 

I believe that from casual conversations with the engineers there—they are not purported to be accurate—vessels 
similar to Prelude will be built at least one-third of the time sooner than the time taken to build them now. That 
is the estimated and intuitive view of the engineers, and they are very experienced people in this type of 
manufacturing facility. They believe that eventually they will be turning them out in half the time. The prospect 
of seeing these mammoth facilities—the largest floating thing ever built by humans—off the coast of 
Western Australia really needs to be put in the context of where the opportunity is for us. What can we control? 
What can we derive as a benefit for the people of Western Australia? More importantly, what do we need to do 
now to expedite the best possible outcome for businesses and for the people of Western Australia? A good 
example, but which is perhaps open to debate, is the way the entire process went with the Browse onshore 
facility. Commentary from not one, but both sides of the chamber is that we should think with more far-sighted 
vision about another environment in which we might unlock the natural resource off the coast of 
Western Australia and how a government could facilitate the easiest possible option. The committee went to 
Darwin and talked to the people in the Northern Territory government about how they had worked with Inpex to 
ensure that that facility had the smoothest possible insertion into the economy of the Northern Territory.  
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: The first issue, of course—the member for Cannington cannot help himself today—is that it 
does not do gas reservation. I wonder how long that will last as its economy grows. We will see. The principal 
operational issue was — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Can I make a point? 
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Mr P.C. TINLEY: Please do. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: They’re talking about building this pipeline from Darwin to connect to Moomba but, of 
course, no gas is available in Darwin, so it’s irrelevant. Unless they have a domestic train for Inpex, which isn’t 
going happen, why would they build the pipeline? 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: The member for Cannington is talking about the total national network of gas, which is 
something short of mythical. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Perhaps they could join it up to the Ord! 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Yes, it could power the Ord filters—or canal! 

The point is that the Northern Territory government is smaller with a lot less going on. I would not suggest for 
a moment that the Department of Mines and Petroleum or anybody else could have done this as  
a whole-of-government approach, but it had all the approvals sorted and the area had been set aside. A minimal 
amount of approval effort was required for Inpex. It is a micro insight into what is possible. In retrospect one 
wonders whether, if we had James Price Point shovel-ready for all intents and purposes, from the government’s 
point of view, what outcome would have been achieved. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Inpex never wanted to go to the coast. It wanted to go to the Maret Islands. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: It wanted to level a class-A reserve. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: In its evidence to our committee, we asked whether it preferred one side over the other in 
terms of the Northern Development Taskforce. It said it submitted its comments to the Northern Development 
Taskforce, but never considered any other site in Western Australia apart from the Maret Islands. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I am with the member; it is a good question to put! 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: It is a hypothetical now. It is salutatory, I suppose, insomuch that it is gone. Floating 
liquefied natural gas is coming—it is what it is. I know that 10, 20 or 30-year outlooks are politically scary time 
frames, but at some point we, as a total political effort, need to consider the longer-term future of our kids and 
their kids. What I mean is that in the short near-term—in the next five to 10 years—10 of these things are 
potentially growing, although I do not imagine that there will be 10 over that time. What will the servicing 
requirements be? We kept asking: Where will the maintenance crews come from? Where will the technical 
support come from? Where will the in extremis responses come from? No-one looked us in the eye and told us 
the lay-down misère that they would come from Western Australia. They are currently serviced from an 
inadequate facility in Broome and I understand that there is some provision for it. But right now, at pace, the 
Northern Territory is gearing up its wharfing arrangements to provide that support. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It is our competition. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: It is our competition, and we should be rising to the challenge of that competition. We are a 
small business in global terms. I have always maintained that it is incumbent for Western Australia, with its  
2.6-odd million people who live over such a dispersed area and its prehensile insertion for Australia into the 
Indian Ocean, to take a wider regional view. I will not go into our role in the Indian Ocean, because it is 
completely distracting. The point is: where is the land-back wharf in phases 1, 2 and 3 that will position the far 
north coast of Western Australia to service them? Is that the best position? For the positioning strategy for all 
those sorts of things and all the attendant supplying and enabling infrastructure around it—such as the roadways 
and the long, wide loads—we can look at the Australian Marine Complex, for example, and its common-user 
facility, which is a massive project that was delivered over many years. The testament of a good policy is one 
that survives changes in administration, which the CUF did. AMC has and it has paid off. There is debate about 
its efficiency or effectiveness and the use of capital—but it is there. It is like the Melbourne trams! They have 
been paid for time and again and are now the beneficiaries of leveraged capital. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: The issue is not only the infrastructure bottlenecks such as land-back wharfs, but also the 
opportunity with the Torosa field and the so-called golden rocks. The government—not only the Premier and 
executive government, but also the departments of the government—must put a full-court press on the 
proponents to ensure that we leverage the best possible opportunities well into the future. I am talking about not 
only 35 years of through-life maintenance support or a potential this or a potential that, but getting down to 
skilled local jobs and the continuity and sustainability of those skilled local jobs over time. Let us not put this in 
the basket of being a global business that is open for business and therefore at the whims of global change. That 
is just bunkum. The capacity for the state of Western Australia to participate is this golden era of LNG extraction 
is, I believe, really possible and requires a significant amount of leadership and a certain amount of vision. 
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A good example that I will highlight for members are two companies in the United Kingdom that are providing 
subsea support to Gorgon. MSCM and Viper Subsea have been working on subsea technology—as extracted 
from their various experiences in the North Sea, no doubt—and manufacturing products in Britain. MSCM has 
opened an office on St Georges Terrace—that is how much it thinks WA will grow. Its global positioning 
strategy is set, but where will it manufacture its equipment? MSCM will continue to manufacture its 
equipment—it has made public statements about this and Viper Subsea has said the same—in the 
United Kingdom. If it is within the capacity for both MSCM and Viper Subsea to manufacture in a similarly 
costly country—the United Kingdom—notwithstanding the exchange rate and the terms of trade, why is it not 
possible for an isolated market with the capacity to do so to get on and pick off the bits of this behemoth flow of 
projects that would be beneficial to us? Why do we not make it clear to the companies that want to exploit the 
natural resource off the coast of Western Australia, regardless of whether it is federal or state waters, that we 
have things of particular interest? We should own the design, construction and maintenance of everything 
subsea. There is nothing about scale that shows it needs to be made in a yard in Korea. There is nothing about it 
that says that the technology that is resident in the corporate knowledge of Western Australia cannot undertake 
the task. In fact, if we look at what happens at the University of Western Australia’s destructive testing 
laboratory for subsea movements, we see that it is innovative technology. A range of constituent parts of our 
economy can either be directly used or adapted to assist. I am talking about the whole system, including research 
and development as well as pure research on these issues. Government policy also needs to seriously refer to 
local content and how we measure it. If members have read the local content report from the Department of State 
Development, they would have found that there is very little to give them confidence that we are doing anything 
more than defining the problem. The last one identified a nice jump in local content, but it did not differentiate 
between what I call “grudge buys”—that is, those buys that have to be made because companies are here, such as 
airfares, accommodation and catering—and the skilled work that applies to these sorts of opportunities, which 
requires a long lead-time to train our youth and to retrain those who are restructuring in different industries.  

So much of what we do as a government and as a state defines the status quo and the problem as it stands, with 
very little attempt to identify where we want to take it. When it comes to public policy, particularly in R&D, 
there is an old saying that we should not pick winners. But I would add to that: certainly we should not pick 
winners, but we should back winners. There is nothing wrong when a government backs winners—and the 
winning sector in this state is the resource sector. It has been winning globally for years. Why do we not harness 
that and say that these are the sorts of things we value, and not just say that in a policy sense? If we talked to 
anybody on the Terrace and anybody who gave evidence to the Economics and Industry Standing Committee 
when it discussed this matter, they would say that they do not like commentary around government policy. 
Government policy changes within the same government during a term of government and also changes as 
governments change. Business wants certainty. We all know that mantra. Let us give it certainty. Let us legislate. 
There is nothing more certain than a piece of legislation that identifies and holds to account those who exploit 
the natural resources of the people of Western Australia and Australia. It does not have to be a case of everybody 
running to their fundamentalist economic corners, saying that that is against free trade, internationalised 
economies or a global view. It is not. There are many examples of governments that participate in the market. 
Governments have always regulated markets and always had a say in what goes on. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You only have to look at our number one trading partner. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Yes. It really happens. Some substantive things can be done. It is a retrograde step to defund 
such things as Industry Capability Network WA and ProjectConnect rather than look at their effectiveness or 
ineffectiveness. We need to take on the system of systems—that is, everything that supports the business. What 
is being done about businesses and enterprises at the enterprise level in Western Australia that is not fit for 
purpose? When I introduced the Skilled Jobs (Benefits from the Book) Bill 2012, which dealt with local content 
and was defeated twice along party lines, the debate identified that some high-level Western Australian 
companies are not good at collaborating. They are not good at joint ventures. They cannot get past sometimes 
that they are competitors one day and collaborators the next day. A sophisticated industry sector that would 
support that sort of growth and arrangement would have that. Defunding organisations that support Western 
Australian businesses and help them grow is fundamentally woeful. 

I would make a special case for Western Australia to have a muscular approach to local content, because unlike 
the rest of Australia, we are a stand-alone, isolated economy. The strategic threshold below which we would 
allow our industry capacity to fall is different from that in a network state on the eastern seaboard. Those states 
have network power, growing network gas and network manufacturing capacities. Western Australia does not 
have those features. The network for Western Australia starts in Vietnam and moves north and west. That is not 
in the interests of Western Australians and future jobs. We need to attend to the matters that relate to this 
particular opportunity. I wanted to make those comments as loud and as clearly as I could: it is not one 
department’s responsibility to ensure the economic future of Western Australia and the skilled jobs as we 
transition to a knowledge economy and a skilled services sector and grow those sectors; it is the job of every 
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department of the government and the ministerial group leading those departments to bring together the 
necessary vision that will deliver a sustainable future. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.34 pm]: I, too, rise to speak to the Petroleum Titles (Browse Basin) Bill 
2014. I thank the members for Cannington, Willagee and Cockburn, who have spent a lot of time in the space 
around energy. Inevitably, in a state such as Western Australia, that is a conversation around Western Australian 
economic development and, as the member for Willagee thoroughly pointed out, how we extract the maximum 
benefit from our finite resources for our population, not only now but also, as the member for Willagee pointed 
out, 30 or 40 years from now when this place will be full of very different people—a perpetual issue for our 
Parliament and government. 

I also want to comment generally on something that has already been alluded to by the member for Willagee 
concerning the conversation around floating liquefied natural gas and Western Australia and that is linked very 
much to the broader conversation taking place in countries around the Indian Ocean. In doing so, I acknowledge 
and wish all members of the Australian subcontinental community a very happy Diwali. On Saturday a lot of us 
will be going to the Diwali Mela Festival at the Claremont Showground. On Sunday I will have the very good 
fortune of travelling to India for a week to visit Mumbai and Delhi, a trip that I have wanted to do for a long time 
because I think the relationship between Western Australia and India is very underdone, something on which 
I have disagreed with the Premier before. The Department of State Development website shows the trade 
relationship between Western Australia and India, that giant upon which the Indian Ocean–rim countries look to 
and the only country from which an ocean has adopted its name. The website shows that Western Australian 
exports to India in 2009 were worth $7.5 billion. The Department of State Development website is very good 
and contains lots of information. In 2009 Western Australia exported $7.5 billion worth of exports to India, but 
by 2013 that had declined to $2.5 billion. That is an incredibly rapid drop in exports to India. India is a country 
that I think now, with a change of government to Prime Minister Narendra Modi, whose party has just last 
weekend had two very successful elections in two significant states, will emerge with even greater effort and 
determination over the coming decades. I do not think Western Australia is placed as well as it could and should 
be to maximise that potential. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: You know that the Prime Minister of India is not visiting Perth when he comes to Australia. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Member for Cannington, at one level I am not surprised by that, because, of that $7.5 million 
in Western Australian exports—minister, I appreciate that I am not directly addressing the bill, but I will not be 
long on this — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I will give you leniency, member for Victoria Park. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The most significant Western Australian export to India is non-currency gold for jewellery. 
That has declined a lot simply because tariffs on gold have been imposed by the Indian government and no doubt 
due to the strong Australian dollar. A range of different things have influenced that decline. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: China has a strong demand for gold, too. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, that is right. But the Department of State Development’s factsheet refers to the top five 
Western Australian exports to India. 
Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good point. There will not be any gold left. 

Among the top five Western Australian exports to India are, from memory, gold; confidential resources, which, 
although I am not sure why it is called that, are basically mineral sands and a range of other commodities; and 
petroleum products. I was surprised to not see services among the top five things Western Australia exports to 
India. There are no education or professional services. I cannot remember what the fifth export on that list was, 
but it was valued at around $50 million, so we are getting into a very low amount. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I’d have thought there were more students than that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is what I would have thought, member for Cannington. I was very surprised to see that. 
I had been told, as we all know, that the Victorian government has been very aggressive to ensure that it captures 
its market of Indian students, but I was very surprised by that Department of State Development statistic. It 
highlights a point — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Now LNG is going to take off. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Absolutely; I will come to that. 

Again, this is a point that the member for Willagee made very effectively. We all talk about where we sit on the 
Indian Ocean rim. The Indian Ocean Rim Association Council of Ministers recently met in Perth. Foreign 
Minister Julie Bishop chaired that meeting, and I recall seeing media commentary about her at the time. 
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Mr W.J. Johnston: Indonesia was the deputy chair. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Indonesia was the deputy chair. 

Western Australia was the first state in Australia to open a trade office in India, so we have a comparatively long 
history with India. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: We have a responsibility. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right, member for Willagee. But I do not think we are doing enough. I am looking 
forward to my trip next week because it will increase my knowledge base about what we can obtain from and 
provide to India. There was at the federal level under the previous Rudd and Gillard governments, and this seems 
to be continuing under the current Abbott government, a very determined focus on improving that relationship 
and increasing trade with India, but there is some work to be done at the state level. I hope—in fact, I am 
determined—to have conversations in that regard. I know that some of my colleagues, particularly the members 
for Willagee, Cannington, Cockburn and West Swan, have had conversations about Western Australia’s role on 
the Indian Ocean rim and the opportunities it brings, and also the responsibilities we have as a result thereof. 
Therefore, we do not need to have the conversations we have now about what is just off our coastline, what is 
within our waters and what is in commonwealth waters. We must lift our eyes and have a much broader 
conversation about our role in the Indian Ocean region and find what we have in common. Looking around the 
region, we can see things like Ebola, the rise of the Indian defence forces and the interests and inevitable 
tensions around the Malacca Straits. These are conversations that we have to be a part of. I acknowledge that we 
are not a nation state, we are a state, but inevitably we will be involved because of our sheer size and the 
influence in Western Australia of the growing Indian community and communities from countries that border the 
Indian Ocean rim. 

Coming back to my comments specifically about the bill, the member for Cannington outlined in great detail 
why we are here. Of course, we support this legislation. I am glad the member for Cannington made the point 
that we are happy to have this bill declared urgent at the beginning, because this is exactly the reason standing 
orders provide urgency for debates. It is not because of the organisational incompetence of a minister—I am not 
referring to you, Minister for Mines and Petroleum, of course; I am using the royal minister. Certainly, it is not 
for what we saw last year after the election when bill after bill was declared urgent, which was clearly a misuse 
of process. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Shame, shame. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Shame, shame. 

We support the retention and exploration leases that the member for Cannington outlined, because we do not 
want to have uncertainty surrounding those leases. I think all members look on the loss of an onshore LNG 
facility in the Kimberley as a lost opportunity. The words from the member for Willagee are echoing in my ears 
about whether had it been shovel-ready, there would have been a different outcome. Who knows? But that is 
quite likely, I would have thought. I say this without advocacy, and without ever having had a conversation 
about this with the Kimberley Land Council, but the divisive nature of not just the green movement but also the 
Aboriginal movement makes me curious. If Woodside entered into an arrangement with the local traditional 
owners and considered an equity stake in what was to be built, which can be done quite easily, rather than 
a payment system—recall the deal that was done; it involved the state—there would have been real ownership of 
the development of that plant by the traditional owner in the Kimberley. As they say, it is skin in the game. We 
are playing with a hypothetical here, but I am curious whether that may have eased some of those tensions or at 
least allowed the debate or those ructions to take place in a different environment at the time. I wonder, because 
I think that was a lost opportunity for the state and the Aboriginal community. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Parallel to that was the environmental issues—the environmental movement. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That aside, I am talking about the Aboriginal community, because I think that may have 
posed a different environment for the discussion. It may not have—who knows?—but we are talking about what 
might have been. 

The rise of floating liquefied natural gas has startled me, because when I was first elected to this place not that 
long ago in 2006, FLNG was a pipedream. It was something that may happen. With the rapid changes in 
technology, FLNG has become not only viable but effectively changed the entire concept of exploiting the 
Browse Basin. It is not yet being exploited by FLNG, but no doubt at some point it will. We have heard and 
members have spoken to me previously about the size of the FLNG platforms and that the South Korean 
manufacturers are producing a ship a week; that is just an extraordinary statistic. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: It is only the third largest; there are two more that are bigger. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: I have not been to South Korea, but I am desperate to go. To see that would be  
mind-blowing. 

Of course, FLNG provides other challenges that have been raised by many members of Parliament. The member 
for Willagee hit it on the head when he said that we are a relatively small population in a large state. We are 
generally highly educated and have high wages compared to those of most of the world. Subsea infrastructure is 
an extraordinary opportunity for us. The member for Willagee worked during the first term of the 
Barnett government to bring to the attention of not only the government, but also the corporations the importance 
of local content beyond grudge buys—that is, the things they have to buy because they here with airfares, hotel 
rooms et cetera. As the member for Willagee pointed out, that is something that we have to be alert to. We have 
to be willing and able to protect, defend and exploit our resources to the maximum capacity to benefit ourselves. 
That is what a royalty regime does. That is what the local content debate does, whatever form it may work out to 
be. Due to the nature of the WA economy and the nature of our population, that benefit has to be in the training 
of our people. That is where it has to be and where we get the greatest long-term advantages from the 
exploitation of our natural resources. 

It terrifies and worries me, moving back a bit, making a broad sweeping comment about the energy and 
resources sector, that when iron ore production comes off—I refer not in terms of value, as at the moment we are 
still seeing the ramp up and tonnages increase—places such as Jigalong will be the same when I travel there in 
the future. This is something my dad, God bless him, was worried about. He went to Jigalong on and off for his 
entire life, right up until not long before he died. He was always angry and upset that really not much had 
changed at Jigalong during his lifetime in issues around poverty. That is despite the fact that Jigalong is very, 
very close to one of the largest iron ore deposits in the world that has been exploited for decades. We have to 
have this debate. That wave for liquefied natural gas, as the minister has pointed out, particularly with respect to 
India, has not yet hit, but it will, and we have to be very careful that we do not miss it or fail to maximise the ride 
we can take on that wave. I do not want to be an old man looking at some of the communities in Western 
Australia and thinking that they did not change during my dad’s lifetime and they have not changed during mine. 
That would be a great tragedy. I do not intend to seek an extension; I simply make those points. As the shadow 
minister, the member for Cannington, has pointed out, we will support the passage of this bill, which is a very 
important bill in light of the discovery of the golden rocks. May we continue to find offshore rocks!—not just 
those rocks that happened to sit above massive deposits of gas — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: But that helps! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That helps! And I find it certainly helps focus the mind of the Parliament. It is amazing how 
quickly we can get a piece of legislation drafted, onto the floor of Parliament and through the lower house when 
there is a big — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Pile of gas. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: — pile of gas sitting below those rocks. I hope cyclones will come and go and we find more 
rocks that will conveniently even up that balance with our friends in Canberra. I think our friends in Canberra get 
used to that surge of revenue without really quite understanding how it has all come about. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: It’s a sugar hit! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a sugar hit; that is right. I think we have seen that with federal governments cutting 
taxes, doing this and doing that, and when the sugar hit subsides, as it does with my four-year-old, we are left 
with a cranky outcome, and that is something we do not want to see again. I think those revenues flowing to 
Perth, Western Australia are much better utilised than those flowing to Canberra, and I look forward to finding 
many more golden rocks. 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [3.52 pm]: I rise to speak on the Petroleum Titles (Browse Basin) Bill 2014. 
I am a very patient person. I have been sitting here patiently listening. I had not really intended to mention 
anything about India; I have not really got anything against the place. I was going to point out that I do not know 
what the Indonesians, our nearest neighbours, call what to us is the Indian Ocean rim, because, of course, they 
call the Indian Ocean the Indonesian Ocean. I will briefly mention South Korea, of course, the land of 
miracles—our third-biggest trading partner. Browse and the commercialisation of its gas has been an issue for 
me since I was elected again in 2013. Being the Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee 
looking into the emergence of floating liquefied natural gas, it has been the main issue for me. Looking back, the 
Browse field was discovered in 1971 and is still sitting there unexploited. Well done to Geoscience Australia. It 
is quite amazing that a cyclone can push a few rocks onto a reef that then get colonised. We thought Western 
Australia would have five per cent of the overall Browse field, which is what Woodside claimed at the time, but 
now with 63 per cent of the Torosa field, we have in excess of 30 per cent of the overall Browse field. 
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During the time our committee has been working on FLNG, Shell has been a regular visitor, as has Prelude. 
I was one of the members who went to look at the vessel being built in Geoje, South Korea. There is no doubt 
that it is a big beast. It is the biggest floating vessel that has ever been made. When Shell or anyone else in the 
industry is asked to define whether it is new technology or just a derivation of existing technology, the answer is 
that it is both, which is a delightfully ambiguous answer. It weighs 600 000 tonnes and is the same height as 
a 17-storey building. It is actually smaller than what is proposed for Scarborough, which I think will be about 
1 million tonnes. There is no doubt that this technology and system will have a large impact on domestic 
employment, with a substantial loss of construction jobs at James Price Point. Of course, we can see the 
attraction of it for Woodside in that it is committing its capital in blocks rather than the whole lot upfront. With 
the figure that Woodside has used for James Price Point, being $80 billion, it is obviously attractive for 
Woodside to buy these things in blocks at about $12 billion each. 

The committee has already taken a strong interest in the safety of the offshore vessels, in particular because the 
crew will stay on the vessel during cyclones and the fact that the vessel cannot move—it is anchored. As part of 
our recent trip to Europe we visited the Maritime Research Institute Netherlands tank testing facility and 
watched the video of the Prelude vessel encountering a once-in-10 000-years cyclone. I came away thinking that 
the vessel would probably survive that, but to see something of the scale of the Prelude vessel, which is an 
enormous vessel, have waves nearly going over the top of it gives the idea that we are taking quite a big step 
with this vessel. To be able to get it onto the vessel, the area that would normally be taken up by a gas processing 
plant is reduced by one quarter. Once again, there is quite a substantial change in using existing technology. The 
other concern we had was how the people at the bow would get off if there was an explosion midway along the 
vessel. Shell was good enough to walk us right through the whole area of the vessel and show us how that would 
work. 

When it comes to opportunities, we really have to look deeply to see how Western Australia could get a lot of 
jobs and opportunities out of the advent of FLNG. There are some there. I expect there will be some design work 
and some high-value construction work, but we will have to be very keen and focused and have the government 
behind us to get a lot of that. There will be some domestic employment spin-offs from the gas industry in the 
Kimberley. Broome is already the centre of the aviation requirements for Prelude, and it will be home for the 
emergency and tug support services. It has to be remembered that a number of tugs have to be out there 
accompanying these vessels because they have to bring the tankers in to load. It would be hoped that we can 
build a supply base and engineering services with that as well. The government has already put funds into 
expanding Challenger Institute of Technology, with 200 people being trained there to operate Prelude, which is a 
positive move. Offshore maintenance is a big issue and, once again, it is very important that we have a focused 
approach to making sure we can get as many of those jobs as we can. The difference with Prelude and the FLNG 
barges is that they will require continuous maintenance and up to 350 people will work on these vessels, with 
about 650 other jobs associated with the vessel. The rough rule of thumb, if one had to be given, would be that 
there are probably about 1 000 jobs per vessel. Of course, looking back through the history of Western Australia, 
our first gas plant, the North West Shelf, was built here. We then went to modular construction, and I think Pluto 
was a modular construction site. Now, of course, the whole thing is built overseas. It is just dragged here, set up 
and it starts producing. 

Our committee is continuing its work on safety and opportunities. That said, there is no doubt that it is harder to 
get opportunities and benefits out of FLNG, apart from tax. One of the conclusions my committee came to was 
that one of the main interests the commonwealth had in this was tax. Fortunately, now that the Western 
Australian government has a much bigger proportion of the Torosa field, we start to hold a few cards, and I am 
hoping that we will get more gas from other places as domestic gas, as a trade-off for Prelude not putting any 
gas directly into the domestic system. It is worth keeping hold of the James Price Point site, because the 
Canning Basin is one of the great yet-to-be-exploited gas fields in the world, and we may well need James Price 
Point to process and export the gas. 

A couple of members have mentioned the Samsung yard in Geoje, which we visited. After the rest of the 
committee had left and come back to Australia, the member for Moore and I visited the Hyundai yard, which is 
just up the road a bit. It is the biggest shipyard in the world, and turns out a ship every four days. When we were 
there the yard was building a container ship that would carry 19 000 containers. Some 60 000 people work there 
every normal working day and, with subcontractors added into that, up to 80 000 people work at that shipyard. 
Just down the road, Hyundai has a car factory that turns out 1.5 million cars a year. Australia, sadly, is about to 
lose its car industry, and that one Hyundai plant turns out more cars than the entire Australian market. 

There are not the opportunities in FLNG that there would be if the development had taken place onshore. At the 
same time, I do not think that there are no opportunities, but we will have to be very focused to do well out of it. 
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MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [4.02 pm] — in reply: I begin by 
thanking members for their contributions to the debate on the Petroleum Titles (Browse Basin) Bill 2014—the 
members for Cannington, Cockburn, Willagee, Victoria Park and Geraldton. The member for Cannington 
summed up the legislation quite well. His contribution could almost have been my concluding second reading 
speech. It is quite a simple bill. As the member for Cannington quite eloquently mentioned, all it is doing — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: We are being very nice to each other! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is the only good bit! 

It is a simple bill that makes sure that the skin in the game by the proponents of the Torosa field remains when 
the commonwealth retention leases shrink. As the member pointed out, if we do not do this, under the current 
arrangements, the bit that the commonwealth loses would still become Western Australian, but we would have to 
put it out for anyone to bid for. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: Were you tempted, minister? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It does go through one’s mind! 

At the end of the day, sovereign risk is paramount, and we value our sovereign risk in Western Australia, so the 
investment that the proponents have put into this field needs to be protected. That is what this bill is about. Some 
of the other points mentioned by the member were quite interesting, although not relevant to the bill, such as the 
different ways in which gas is priced around the world, and whether it is tied to oil as an energy unit—there are 
lots of ways in which this can be done—or tied to another commodity. The way gas is priced is quite interesting, 
and makes us think. The member mentioned the Singapore trading hub, which was quite interesting. The main 
point, I guess, that the member wanted to make was about domestic gas policy, and how we are a bit different in 
Western Australia compared with other states, and probably the rest of the world. The member then talked about 
the greater utility of assets such as Pluto. He also mentioned the Economic Regulation Authority report. I would 
probably agree with the member on that point. There is very global commentary on that. It was an opportunity 
for the member to make some very good points on a bigger picture than the bill we are talking about today. 

The member for Cockburn left me with a couple of questions. Most members spoke about the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee’s report on floating liquefied natural gas, which then became a topic of 
conversation and has been discussed in this house before. To respond to the member’s specific question, passing 
this bill will not pre-empt any other decisions to be made on those leases. All this does is put in place the 
provision that if we renew the retention leases, which is a separate decision, the proponents will not be worse off. 
They will not lose that bit of land that was commonwealth land under WA-30-R, which is the commonwealth 
retention lease. That lease will shrink, and the gap will be taken up by state leases. I have probably answered the 
member’s other question as well. The retention lease, as the member said, is in place for 15 years, if the field is 
not currently viable. The member suggested that it appears that the field could now be viable. That is a decision 
that will be made when I have a look at the retention leases, and if I renew them and if they are viable, the 
proponents have to move. If they are not viable, I have 12 months to do something about it. 

Mr F.M. Logan: If you were the commonwealth minister, I would expect the proponents to be arguing for the 
leases to be rolled over for another 15 years. That is what they would be arguing. We are not in that situation 
anymore, but it needs to be clearly brought to their attention. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The advice that I have is that Woodside is looking at going to a front-end engineering 
design decision early next year. At the moment, there is uncertainty about how it can do its economics on it. That 
is one of the other reasons for fast-tracking this bill. 
Mr F.M. Logan: The point I am making to you, minister, is that as the resources minister for Western Australia, 
not the commonwealth minister, it will need to be made very clear that, as the member for Cannington indicated, 
the dollar has dropped, so the cost of doing that work offshore has dropped, and the state does not support 
FLNG. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: When I get the advice on whether to renew from my department, the economics will be 
presented. I realise that. 

The member for Willagee said what a bonus it was that we have these rocks, and everyone in Western Australia 
obviously agrees with that. He then talked about the importance of the resources industry in total. The actual 
value figure for the industry is now $122 billion, just to put that on the record. Petroleum products is the number 
two earner, and it will grow when we get Gorgon and Wheatstone on train soon—it will probably double. The 
member posed an interesting hypothetical that, if we already had a supply base at James Price Point, would the 
decision have been better? Although it is not related to this bill, it raises the question that the next time that 
happens we will need to have something in train so that the decision can perhaps be more in our favour. The 
member for Victoria Park raised the importance of India for the future. As I mentioned by way of interjection, it 
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is relevant to some extent that we have signed up for liquefied natural gas sales to India already. I agree with the 
member that in the general picture, even though it is a broader thing and comes under other departments, India is 
a focus for this government for the near future. 

The member for Geraldton, who is Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee, raised some 
good points about floating liquefied natural gas and the concerns the committee had about explosions and 
stability, and asked how many people will be working on the facility, how many will be Western Australians, 
and about the local content. 

Just to get back to the bill, it is fairly simple. It is in three parts. Part 1 refers to the title and the definitions. Part 2 
concentrates on the Scott Reef area and explains how the current Western Australian lease R2 will be expanded 
to be a shore-based lease and also that the TR/5 territorial waters lease will be expanded to take into WA water 
those areas currently included in commonwealth WA-30-R. Part 3 picks up a piece of WA-315, 
a commonwealth exploration lease, where we previously had no land but where we now have land. 
Part 3 provides the opportunity to create two more leases, one under the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act and 
one under the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act to cover that area. Part 4 covers administrative 
matters to make sure that certain locations that are deemed commonwealth locations are now deemed state 
locations, so that administrative details in the WA registers can be adjusted to take into account the changes and 
the increased land we now have. 

I commend the bill to the house and look forward to the future royalty streams that Western Australia may enjoy 
when we are able to define how much of the Torosa gas field will deliver a net revenue to Western Australia 
through royalties. At the moment, the next phase is to determine what percentage of that field will go to the 
commonwealth and what percentage will go to the state. As a result of Geoscience Australia coming up with 
these extra “golden rocks”, our percentage will be much greater. I thank everyone for their support of the bill. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Expansion of lease R2 — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: My question is similar to the question that the member for Cockburn asked the minister. 
At the moment there is a commonwealth and a state retention lease that have identical terms—actually, they 
might be slightly different now because the commonwealth deleted the need to go back to James Price Point, but 
the state lease still refers to James Price Point. When we expand R2 to take up the area that is no longer covered 
by commonwealth law, is there an expectation of what will be in that retention lease? Will there be a continued 
obligation on the proponents to go to James Price Point, or what will be the expectation of that expanded state 
lease? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We have not made any decision on that. Currently, all we are doing is making sure that 
if the decision is made down the track, on 23 December, 24 December or thereafter when a decision is made, 
passing this bill does not open up the possibility of the current proponents losing the previously commonwealth 
part of the retention lease that now will be part of the Western Australian lease. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Let us assume that this had never happened, we would still be getting very close to the 
date of renewal of this retention lease, so the minister must have been receiving advice from his agency and 
other agencies about the impact of renewing R2. I would expect that the minister would have been in 
conversation with the proponents in any case to give them a heads up about the government’s plans and he 
would have an idea whether the government would continue to have an onshore obligation. What is the likely 
position of the government? In my contribution to the second reading debate, I made the point that we could 
have a floating facility with a tieback for pipeline gas to shore to ensure there was a domestic supply available 
that was not an LNG supply, which would not be acceptable. There might be all these different options and 
I would have expected, given the lease was almost at an end, that the minister would be talking to his agency and 
other agencies about those decisions. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This cuts across two portfolios—the Department of State Development and the 
Department of Mines and Petroleum. In relation to my portfolio of mines, the first thing that will happen is that 
I will get a report from my department, because part of the condition of the lease is about commerciality, which 
the member mentioned. The commonwealth, in some incredibly short space of time, from the information it got, 
managed to determine that floating LNG was commercial and putting the facility on land was not. I have not 
received that advice from my department and I do not think I will be making that decision in such a short space 
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of time because I will be looking at the analysis and the assumptions made. I do not yet have that advice, but 
I certainly expect to have it by December. That will be a separate decision from the Petroleum Titles (Browse 
Basin) Bill 2014 but will obviously be related to it to make sure that the proponents are not in the position of 
losing a little chunk of the Torosa field to someone else who might bid if we had to put it out to bidding. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is not exactly a “little chunk” by any stretch of the imagination; in total, it would be  
one-third of the whole field, and I think there is 16 trillion cubic feet in the entire field. That is an enormous 
amount of gas. To return to the point I was talking about earlier, the tenement had a 15-year life span under 
which it could be argued that the lease was not being developed on the basis of the commercial unviability of the 
location; it is remote and therefore unviable to develop. As I pointed out to the minister, companies are 
developing all around that area: Inpex, Shell, GDF Suez and Santos. They are developing all around there, so the 
time has clearly come for the field to become commercially viable. The minister’s federal counterparts talked 
publicly about this particular area in terms of the use it or lose it principle. Surely the minister must take that into 
account, given that the lease is coming up for renewal. Surely he should take into account what his federal 
counterparts have said about this area. Has he taken this to the Premier, who is the Minister for State 
Development? It will be interesting to know what the Department of State Development has advised. Our 
experience with the Department of State Development is a particularly poor one; it does nothing until the 
companies have made a decision. It would be interesting to know whether the minister has taken this issue to the 
Premier and put to him the proposition that this is the key point in time when Western Australian can take 
advantage of the renewal of this lease for the purposes of state development, the monetisation of that gas and the 
delivery of domestic gas to Western Australia. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: My department is working through the renewal process with the proponent. I have not 
been involved in that, and it is quite complicated because there are a whole lot of issues involved, including even 
the actual three-dimensional composition of the field itself and the allocation of the gas and which bits are going 
to be state royalty and which will be commonwealth. It is quite a complex exercise to determine the viability and 
the ongoing obligations in terms of domestic gas. Obviously, another issue that I understand the Department of 
State Development is talking about is the supply base. That has nothing to do with this bill at all, but it is 
obviously of interest to everyone in this room and down the track. I have an open mind, so on 23 or 
24 December, if I choose to make a decision regarding these leases, I will take everything into account at that 
time. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I thank the minister for that response, but it has not really elaborated anything. I understand 
that the minister is receiving advice and that it is complex, but this goes to who holds the lease and what benefits 
the state as a whole can get from negotiations around either the renewal or non-renewal of that lease. It is not an 
automatic rollover, and that was made very clear by both the former federal minister and the current federal 
minister. We will be watching very closely to see what the minister’s decision will be, because this is  
a multi-multibillion-dollar decision, with the potential for either the creation or loss of tens of thousands of jobs 
for Western Australia. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will make an observation on this clause before we move on to another one and ask 
another question. As the federal minister at the time pointed out to me, it is not that the commonwealth retention 
lease prevents the use of James Price Point; it is that it allows the consideration of other locations and floating 
liquefied natural gas. It is not because the commonwealth was able to make a decision in short order that one was 
not financially viable; it simply allowed the proponents to look at things other than James Price Point. 
Three years ago, three of the five joint venture partners actually thought that backfilling the Burrup Peninsula 
was the best and most cost-effective way. It was not Woodside, but the media reports—these are not from the 
companies; I am referring to media reports—were that Chevron and Shell wanted to backfill the North West 
Shelf and that BHP was not averse to backfilling the North West Shelf. Indeed, my comments during the second 
reading debate would not give any indication that the Labor Party would oppose backfilling the North West 
Shelf either, because that could be in everybody’s interest; it would certainly keep the capital costs down and the 
delays would not be as great as some people might think. 

Leaving all that aside, it was explained to us in our briefing that this is stand-alone legislation and it sits 
alongside the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act and the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act, 
which is obviously covered under clause 5. The state government’s policy remains that there is an obligation for 
domestic reserves on export projects. I am effectively asking the minister to confirm that that policy obligation 
remains and that the state government will not change that. The minister might on 24 December say, “Bugger 
you all, you’re all off and we will put it out that the retention lease isn’t renewed.” It is not my expectation that 
the minister will not renew the retention lease, but I do expect the government of Western Australia to continue 
to pursue its stated policy objective of domestic gas reservation. That is really what I am driving at. The minister 
can answer the question any way he wants. Is he saying to us that the government’s domestic gas reservation 
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policy is being reviewed? If he is not, he should just say that when the government considers the renewal of R2, 
it is going to look at it in terms of domestic obligations. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is true. We have a domestic gas policy, but the implementation of that policy is not 
part of my role as Minister for Mines and Petroleum. I cannot tell the member what will eventuate in that 
respect, because I will not be involved in it. 

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: New exploration permit under Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982 — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I note for the record in the future that issues regarding clause 5 are the same as for 
clause 4, so there is no reason to ask the same set of questions again. This clause refers to the exploration permit. 
Am I right that this is the one where there is — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It is the little tiny bit at the top of Scott Reef. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So this is the bit about which there is an expectation that the proponents will give up 
their right because it is just that tiny little bit at the very bottom of WA-315-P. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Correct. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is so small that it is not really relevant. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: But you have to cover it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I accept that it has to be covered and the law has to comply. I am just confirming that 
that is what this clause is about. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member is dead right. Because the boundary for the Scott Reef area moves a little 
into WA-315-P—the other commonwealth exploration one that is really the Seringapatam Reef area—clause 6 
covers a new exploration permit under WA legislation that is currently under commonwealth legislation. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 7: New exploration permit under Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act 1967 — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: By way of comment, clause 8 will deal with the little bit that is in WA-398-P, and this 
one is WA-315-P; is that right? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Correct. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: At the moment we are not aware of any gas resources. This is still an exploration permit 
and nobody has told us that there is any gas underneath this. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Not yet. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But there have been discoveries elsewhere in the — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Kronos is the little bit at the bottom, yes—ConocoPhillips. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. Conoco found gas in this permit but not in this location; is that the story? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Correct. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Again we are just expecting Conoco to come back and ask, and there is an alignment of 
the dates here as well. There are two separate permits and we are going to give it a single date; is that it? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Clause 7 covers a new exploration permit under the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy 
Resources Act, which is the pink centre in the middle of the map. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Right. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: That is what clause 7 is about and what we are dealing with there. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: And clause 8 is then for the rest of that; clause 8 is the ring around it. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, that is correct. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I thank the minister for explaining that. Can the minister remind the house of the time 
frames for the exploration permit and the advice that he or the department has received from ConocoPhillips 
about the potential resource under these new exploration permits? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Has the member got the map in front of him? It might help to explain it. 
Mr F.M. Logan: I think I know. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: Permit WA-315-P is the big bit that I am pointing to on the map. That is due for renewal 
in August 2015. When that happens, WA will end up with the pink bit in the middle and the yellow bit on the 
outside that is in that permit. Then the other commonwealth permit, WA-398-P, comes up in October 2016. So 
when that comes in vogue, we will pick up that other extra yellow bit just in that top corner there. That is the 
time frame, so by October 2016 we will have completed the doughnut. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Picking up both sides of the doughnut. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, the whole lot. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 8 to 10 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [4.35 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [4.36 pm]: I want to quickly talk about a couple of things that came out 
of the consideration in detail stage of the Petroleum Titles (Browse Basin) Bill 2014. The Leader of the House 
will be happy to know that we will be done before five o’clock. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: As promised. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As promised! 

I want to comment on the position on the renewal of the retention lease for the Torosa field in respect of the 
obligations for domestic gas. We would be outraged if there was not a continuation of the obligations on the 
proponents to come up with a plan to provide domestic gas. This is a complex financial project for these 
proponents. If it was easy, they would have done it in the past. Of course, the idea of retention leases, the issue 
the member for Cockburn was driving at, is to get them to exploit the resource. Thirty-five years ago there was 
no expectation of floating liquefied natural gas. There was no expectation of anything other than a stick-build. 
We can go back and have a look at the way the construction methods for LNG facilities have changed over time. 
People say, “You can’t have sovereign risk.” I agree that sovereign risk should be held to a minimum. It is not 
a sovereign risk on the proponents for there to be an expectation that work will be done onshore, because when 
they found the resource, they had an expectation that 100 per cent of the work would be done onshore with much 
less subsea facilities and all these things that did not exist 35 years ago. Technology has come along and now the 
opportunities for the exploitation of these fields are very different from the obligations that existed 35 years ago. 
I am not a Luddite. Equally, I am not a technological determinist, which is the opposite of a Luddite—that is, 
a person who believes that because a technology exists, it must be used. An argument on behalf of the 
proponents that because they have a new technology it must be used is not a valid argument. They have 
legitimate, valid arguments about their financial interests; and the state, the commonwealth and the people of 
Western Australia and Australia have valid and fair arguments. We therefore drove in on only one issue in 
consideration in detail—that is, the obligations that the minister might be minded to give. The minister did his 
level best to not tell us what his views will be. I suppose if I were the minister, I would have done exactly the 
same thing because, apart from anything else, at least he can say that he did not come with apprehended bias. 
Equally, we need and expect a commitment from the state government that it still has in mind the question of 
domestic gas reservation.  

Some time ago, before the election, the Leader of the Opposition, Mark McGowan, asked the Premier some 
questions about a domgas pipeline from Broome to Port Hedland because at that time we still thought the gas 
would come onshore at James Price Point. It is still a live issue. I am not at the table with companies and the 
government, but as the opposition looking in on those conversations, for us that is a very, very live issue. I look 
forward to getting the PowerPoint presentation from Woodside and from the joint venture overall. I mean that 
quite genuinely because I am interested in what they say. However, having made those comments, I am yet to be 
convinced. 

I finish by commenting on the discussion of some members, particularly the member for Willagee, about the 
potential for getting something more out of the technologies being applied in the sector. A briefing paper was 
presented by the Economics and Industry Standing Committee—Dr Loraine Abernethie was the secretary of the 
committee at the time—on the potential for an LNG centre of excellence in Perth. It was an interesting briefing 
paper and I think people should read it, because we need to think about how we bring all that together. 
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I made a comment about the Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association, and I will finish on 
this point. I find APPEA to be one of the best lobby groups in the country. It is great because it does research and 
presents it to us. Of course, it presents it to us for its preferred outcome, which is fair enough because that is 
what it is paid to do. I have known Sted Ellis since he was at BHP. I first met him there and he is now at APPEA. 
I think he is a great guy; he is probably listening. Kieran Murphy is now the Western Australian outfit’s public 
relations guy in Perth. He is a great bloke; I worked with him for the 2001, 2005 and 2008 elections. They are 
a great team. That does not mean I agree with everything they say, but I know that when I talk to them, I get the 
real story. I look forward to continuing the conversation with the petroleum industry. It is a major part of our 
state and our future, but it has to include competitively privatised energy for Western Australian industry. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [4.42 pm]: I also rise to say a few words at the third reading stage of the 
Petroleum Titles (Browse Basin) Bill 2014. I support the statements made by the member for Cannington, but 
my views go a bit beyond how the member for Cannington has outlined the situation. It is not a question of not 
telegraphing our punches to the upstream proponents in negotiations; it is about making the state’s view and 
policy very clear. In some cases, we are dealing with companies that are larger than countries in financial clout. 
Shell is virtually Holland. It is the biggest oil company in Europe and one of the biggest oil companies on the 
planet. Its financial clout is bigger than many, many nations on earth. When the state minister deals with them, 
he has to be tough because they are tough. That is why they are a big, big company; they do not take prisoners in 
their negotiations to secure outcomes for their shareholders. That is their objective and that is fine. That is why 
they are in business. The business of ministers is to protect the national and state interests, and the minister has 
to be as tough as they are and make it very, very clear that if they want to operate in this state and this country, 
here are the rules. 

Just recently, Tanzania, which is not known as one of the toughest countries on the planet in dealing with 
multinational companies, told various multinational oil companies that it will not have floating liquefied natural 
gas in their waters. Tanzania told them very clearly that that technology will not be applied in Tanzania and 
companies must do gas production and LNG development onshore. Tanzania said that otherwise those 
companies should go away and it will talk to another oil company. Tanzania will get an outcome that is for the 
benefit of the Tanzanian economy and the people of Tanzania. It will have jobs, and I guarantee members that 
the Tanzanian government will push very hard for local content so that Tanzania will have a diversified industry. 
Good on them. That is exactly what Angola has done with multinational companies. That is exactly what Nigeria 
has done with the massive manufacturing base that has just been constructed at Port Harcourt in Nigeria. Who is 
one of the major proponents in Nigeria? Shell is. Nigeria’s government has been able to negotiate out of Shell 
not only benefits for the country, but also a diversified range of jobs for the exploitation of oil and gas within 
Nigeria. If it is not that difficult for what we see as Third World countries to do this, surely Australia as 
a supposed First World country could do the same. If it cannot do the same, it is no better than the series of 
colonies it was prior to 1900 when large European countries came to Australia, exploited the resources and took 
them away and then Australia bought the manufactured goods. We have not moved on from pre-1900; we are 
simply a colonial place for exploitation. It is for those key reasons that the minister has an opportunity at this 
point in time when the map has been redrawn. It is always great when maps are redrawn because the whole 
economic climate changes when lines on a map are moved. It does not matter whether it is local government 
lines on a map or whether it is the Berlin conference of 1890 — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: The Balfour agreement in 1954. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Balfour Declaration of 1924, I think it was. When lines on a map change, so do cultures, 
environments and the economy. In this case the lines on the map have been redrawn and those golden rocks have 
gone into state territory waters, which we hope are massive deposits of gas. How will those massive deposits of 
gas be developed? We would argue to the minister that they should be developed in the most financially 
beneficial way for Western Australians—not for Shell, not for Woodside, but for Western Australians. Shell and 
Woodside operate in their own interests for their shareholders, as they should. We have to operate for the benefit 
of all Western Australians. We will watch the decision the minister makes very closely come Christmas time. If 
the minister provides a rollover to the existing holders of those tenement leases without recognition, as the 
member for Cannington has referred to, that the holders of the new lease under this legislation have an obligation 
to deliver domestic gas onshore, we will have killed the domestic gas policy in Western Australia. We will have 
nailed the energy industry in Western Australia in a big way and set back the potential benefits for Western 
Australia by billions and billions of dollars, particularly regarding downstream development. Earlier the member 
for Cannington referred to the need for Alcoa and various resource companies to supply large volumes of gas, 
and this field will deliver it. We will be watching that decision very closely. It is not an automatic right that this 
lease should be rolled over. I recognise the rights of the current holder of the commonwealth lease, but that does 
not necessarily guarantee—this is where, again, I differ from my colleague the member for Cannington—that 
they have an automatic right to the new lease. They certainly have greater dibs on it than others, but not an 
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automatic right. It is not just me saying that; previous federal ministers have said the same thing. The area out 
there is now commercially viable. Woodside and all the other players need to have made it very, very clear to 
them that there are myriad ways in which that gas can be commercially monetised. As the member for 
Cannington said, it could be through floating technology with a tieback to the coast, or it could be simply from 
a tieback of a small series of subsea-based wellheads with tiebacks straight to the coast, delivering just domestic 
gas—not processed gas, but just gas—that can then be cleaned and processed onshore. The benefits of doing 
anything like that are multiple. It means there would be onshore processing of gas, local content, and, most 
importantly for the people of the Kimberley, the agreement the state government struck with the Indigenous 
groups could be properly fulfilled. Jobs would be available for Indigenous people, transforming their lives, 
which is what James Price Point was going to do. It would mean there would be a secure supply of domestic gas 
for the future transformation of the Kimberley, whether it be mineral processing or the delivery of that gas 
further south. The minister knows exactly the resource riches the Kimberley has anyway, and they would require 
massive amounts of energy for development. 

The state will achieve critically important benefits from this very simple piece of legislation. The rights of the 
jurisdiction of Western Australia will extend into what was previously commonwealth waters, and new 
exploration leases will be created for the possible exploitation of the gas underneath the Seringapatam Reef. The 
benefits of these changes will flow to the people and economy of Western Australia, and it is critically important 
that the minister delivers on that. 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [4.52 pm]: I hope that the minister is enjoying his ministerial pep talk as we suit 
him up to go into the round of negotiations that inevitably he is in the middle of now; I hope he will continue to 
fight on behalf of Western Australians. The opposition performs a very important function, although I am sure 
that at times the inner voice between the minister’s ears is screaming with the tedium that is getting a piece of 
legislation through this chamber. We on this side take very seriously our responsibility to carry out the 
accountability function on behalf of the people of Western Australia for the natural enrichment of our great state. 
That, by extension, is very important because on other side of the table from the minister during these particular 
negotiations sit some companies and enterprises that are entirely motivated by very activist shareholders and 
stockholders. They would take a very dim view at any erosion of their potential returns via dividend yields or 
capital growth. We are acutely aware of the pressure the government is under, particularly at a time when we are 
seeing the utility of the Burrup in decline and a diminution—potentially an exhaustion—of the domestic gas 
supply to this state. I really do urge, encourage and support the minister wholeheartedly in extracting the best 
value, because if he comes up short, he will have to answer to the chamber. Ultimately, he will have to answer, 
of course, to the people of Western Australia. The opposition’s secondary function of accountability is to ensure 
that all Western Australians are fully aware of the government’s fault on a particular decision. 

The government has stated only one thing about its needs, and that bit is legislated for. Everything else is policy, 
intention and ambition; the only thing stated in legislative terms is the domestic gas preservation policy, and we 
need to find ways to fulfil that requirement. Tieback is, I think, fundamental, and I would also extend that by 
saying tieback does not necessarily have to be tied directly to one particular field; it is just an overall extraction. 
On that basis, sail well! 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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