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NORTH WEST GAS DEVELOPMENT (WOODSIDE) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2019 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 October 2019. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [12.27 pm]: Thank you, Madam—
sorry, Mr Acting President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): I have been promoted—as long as I can have the money 
with it! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I stand to make a few short comments about this bill. I say at the outset that the 
opposition will be supporting the bill because we see the value of state agreements and, particularly, this state 
agreement. The joint venture in the north west, Browse in particular, has been a very significant component of 
energy and gas security in Western Australia. As the former Minister for Energy, I spent a fair amount of time 
up there at that time. It is absolutely compelling what goes on up in the Browse with the joint venture partners—
Woodside, Shell, BHP, BP, Chevron and Japan Australia LNG. I am conscious of the role the joint venturers 
play in energy security in Western Australia, particularly with gas. That is why the opposition will most 
definitely be supporting this extension to that state agreement, which allows for the project to be extended for 
25 years to 2071. It is necessary for the Browse project, as I have said, and that certainty for the project managers 
is absolutely vital. 

It also happens to be one of two state agreements that give effect to the domestic gas reservation policy. Again, 
that is important for domestic gas. LNG is very important for export capacity, but it is very important that we have 
a domestic gas policy. This will ensure that that continues. It provides some standardisation of clauses with other 
state agreements. That is important and is included in the explanatory memorandum. There are community benefit 
plans and local participation plans, which I will have a little bit more to say about in the moment. Suffice to say, 
as with other state agreements, the transparency of those agreements is not as stark as it possibly could be and 
I will seek some information from the minister about that. 

As I understand it, the Labor government policy is for zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. The Environmental 
Protection Authority is assessing the Browse project. The EPA is assessing the extension of the North West Shelf 
project, including its CO2 requirements after the existing term finishes in around 2046. Basically, I want to know 
how the greenhouse gas policy of the EPA will be applied to this project and the impact that the government policy 
will have on this project. 

Community development plans and local participation plans are vital. With a project of this magnitude—we are 
talking about hundreds upon hundreds of millions of dollars—ideally there will be a positive impact on the 
community. As with other agreements and extensions, there is no requirement to consult with the public. The minister 
and the government are not signatories. These plans will not be made public. Browse will have a separate community 
development plan. I would like some clarification about the transparency of the community development plan and 
the local participation plan and the requirements for disclosure both within Parliament and to the public. 

The Western Australian Jobs Act applies only to government projects, including government trading enterprises. 
I understand that the government is working on a skilled local jobs bill to ensure local content on major private 
projects. I assume that neither of those will be captured within this extension or within the Browse project. 

As I have mentioned, domestic gas is an imperative component of the state agreement to ensure certainty for and 
clarity about energy supplies for the domestic gas market. A figure of 15 per cent was inserted into the act in 2015. 
Each further project—for example, Browse using the North West Shelf—must satisfy the government that it will 
provide 15 per cent of reserved gas before the project proceeds. This will be done through other arrangements with 
the government. The statement of gas availability will be created to provide the market information on domestic 
gas availability. The state agreement contains a mechanism for independent review of marketing arrangements and 
domestic gas reservations. I would like to know from the minister, if she would not mind providing some clarity and 
information for the house, how the good faith marketing provisions work within the domestic gas reservation 
policy. It is there, but I just want some clarity. 

Under the original state agreement, water was provided on non-commercial terms. This has been changed to being 
provided on commercial terms. Just for clarity and information for the house, if the minister could provide that 
differentiation, I would very much appreciate it. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: When you say “differentiation”, do you mean why we are doing that? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The distinction, yes—why the government is doing that. 
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As I said at the outset, the opposition is supportive of this bill for a host of reasons, including the millions of dollars 
of investment that will be provided as a result of this bill; the thousands of jobs that will be created and will continue 
to be created in the years ahead; the certainty of gas supplies, both domestically and internationally; the increase 
in royalties for Western Australia and the nation; and the increase in exports of LNG. 

For some clarity for members on the benefits of the project—as I have said, they are profound—the North West 
Shelf project extension represents an estimated capital expenditure of $8.6 billion. Businesses in Karratha will 
benefit from an average of over $50 billion per annum of direct localised spending required to continue operations 
at the Karratha gas plant through the processing of third party gas. For example, the Browse to North West Shelf 
project and the North West Shelf extension project were found by ACIL Allen Consulting to have the potential to 
boost the gross domestic product of Australia by $289 billion between 2019 and 2063, of which 99 per cent will 
be in Western Australia. These projects also have the potential to create an average of more than 2 700 jobs per 
annum nationally between 2019 and 2063. Almost 1 400 of these will be in Karratha and Broome. In 2018, the 
North West Shelf project delivered more than $1.2 billion in local content, operational and capital expenditure 
with WA businesses, representing a local content rate of 80 per cent. The North West Shelf project has paid more 
than $26 billion in royalties and excise during its operational life and contributed $845 million to WA’s revenue 
in 2018–19. Since commencing operations in 1984, Woodside and the North West Shelf project participants have 
invested more than $300 million in social investments and community infrastructure, predominantly in regional 
Western Australia. The net economic and social benefits from these projects are phenomenal for the community 
not just in the north west, but also throughout the state. 

I am not sure what the current figure is, but in Western Australia, unlike on the east coast, domestic fuel supplies 
and commercial fuel supplies have always been predominantly gas dominant—around 60 or 65 per cent from my 
recollection. From an environmental perspective, that is much more palatable to some people in an increasingly 
alert community than are coal-fired energy supplies. Gas supplies in Western Australia have been, first and foremost, 
one of our most pivotal, profound and essential energy supplies for decades upon decades. The North West Shelf 
project is party to that. It ensures that those gas supplies are consistent and plentiful. This extension to the state 
agreement is vital to provide certainty for the companies, the joint venture operators and Western Australians. For 
those reasons and with those few short comments, the opposition will be supporting the bill. 

HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [12.36 pm]: I would like to note that I am not the lead speaker from 
the Greens. The Greens absolutely oppose the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment 
Bill 2019. This project is an unmitigated disaster for the community, as well as for the environment and globally. 
We are in a climate emergency. A lot of jurisdictions across the globe have already declared it as such. I am 
disappointed that this government has not, and supporting this bill really goes to the heart of why it has not. We 
are at a point at which all new fossil fuel projects should be phased out and ended. We must invest in renewable 
energy technologies, and in this transition, we must support the workforce. After all, these people will be wearing 
the brunt of it economically. However, this bill does nothing to address that. There have been no reassurances that 
this bill will support the community. There have been no reassurances that it will mitigate the worst effects of 
climate change, because, at the end of the day, the indirect costs will far outweigh any benefit that this project will 
put forward. This project is pretty much unprecedented at a time when we need drastic climate action. The 
agreement will push out production to 2059, when all the science says that we should stop burning fossil fuels. We 
should be getting out of it. We should have a net zero emissions target. We should bring it forward. We should 
have a transition. Supporting this bill will destroy all that and, in the process, throw the whole community under 
the bus, because we are the people who will be affected the most from this whole thing. 

I understand that a clause in the bill will enable the agreement to be pushed out by another 12 years to 2070. It is 
absolute insanity that we should support a project that will emit the emissions that it will all the way to 2070. Other 
jurisdictions across the globe are implementing hard net zero emissions targets. We could take our pick—2045, 
2040. We should be working towards hard dates. There are no reassurances in this legislation that we will be 
mitigating our emissions, because it cannot do that. The gas that we export will be burnt in other countries. 
Throughout its life cycle, the gas produced will emit dangerous emissions that will only fuel the climate crisis. 
Along with that, we have a process in which we have seen that the same people who are involved in this contract 
are the same people who demonise our Environmental Protection Authority. They have failed to listen to our 
community. They are not on the community’s side. It is pretty much the companies that are put together by boards 
that reap the benefits of the profits of these projects, and the community receives hardly anything in return. We 
receive a climate bill; we receive the indirect costs of climate change because of it—wow, that is great for us in the 
community! Meanwhile, people get rich off this, and the proponents of this project are pretty much the people who 
pay for our politics and the people who are lining their pockets. I really cannot believe that we are at a stage at which 
a government in the year 2020 would support a project that could absolutely blow our carbon bubble—it is an absolute 
carbon bomb—out to the year 2070. It is absolute madness! It is an absolute disgrace to the people supporting it. 
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On one side there is greed, which is out there in the community. People love money and this project is going to 
produce a lot of money for certain people, not the community. But I suspect that on the other side there is the fear 
of retribution to stand up against these projects because these people have too much power in our community, but 
we need to be able to stand up to them. If we in Parliament cannot stand up to the vested interests of the fossil fuel 
industry, who can? We need to rely on the community to do that, and that is why we have people across the road, 
sleeping rough for the next two weeks. They are the people who are making their voices heard in this space. They 
feel huge disappointment because they look at what is going on. They look at a government that says, “Oh, yeah, 
we’ll support this project that goes out to 2070.” The other side of that is we hope that the government puts forward 
some measures to mitigate the effects of climate change in the process, but those measures are going to be blown 
out of the water with this project. The project itself, going out to the year 2070, emitting what it does and absolutely 
putting this state on the hook, is quickly losing its social licence, because, at the end of the day, companies like 
Woodside Energy, Chevron Australia, BP and Shell are the new tobacco. We have seen it before. We do not see 
Benson and Hedges sponsor the cricket team anymore. I look forward to the day when we do not see Woodside signs 
hanging off the freeway or Chevron flags waving down St Georges Terrace. But I have hope, because I believe 
that we are heading in that direction, and those companies know that too. 

I recently read an article about the amount of money that is being pushed into buying our politics. Companies have 
ramped up donations because they know that their social licence is quickly dwindling, and I am happy for that, 
because we cannot be heading in that direction. People would think these companies would listen to the community, 
but they do not, because they do not care. They care about the politicians who listen to them, take their donations 
and pay for their policies. It is a really small investment for these companies to give money to political parties to 
get the outcomes that they want. It is minuscule. This is not where we should be heading. 

It also contradicts the best available science. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has said that we 
need to be fully decarbonised by 2050, so 2070 does not stack up. We cannot even keep within 1.5 degrees if we 
look to push a project out this far into the future. It is an absolute disgrace; it is a joke! For many people in the 
community, standing back, yes, I think there is a lot of federal politicking going on, but the attention should be 
brought right back to what is going on in the state of WA, because we have a project off the North West Shelf that 
is going to be locked in until at least 2059, potentially 2070, which will blow our carbon budget and push out our 
overall emissions. It also contradicts the federal government’s feasible emissions reduction of 26 per cent to 
28 per cent. I think that is a woeful target that is not going to be met anyway when we have members of the federal 
government running around talking about how they will use taxpayer community money to fund coal-fired power 
stations. It is absolutely crazy that we are right now, in 2020, talking about a project that is going to go until 2070 
and we have federal ministers talking about coal-fired power stations at the same time! By the way, if this project 
were to go ahead, from what I understand, it will be worth the emissions of about 35 coal-fired power stations 
a year. That is insanity at the very least. 

I cannot even believe that we are actually at a point at which we have to be debating these facts, because we should 
be listening to scientists, the people who crunch the numbers, the people who know what is going on and the people 
who are not going to be bought out with the big money from the fossil fuel companies. These are the people who 
are putting forward the facts and are absolutely dismayed that we are not listening to them. Therefore, I understand 
why there is a disconnect between the community and the current state and federal governments. But it is going to 
be the community that turns this thing around. 
To put some things into perspective, LNG has already caused WA’s emissions to skyrocket. Since 2005, WA’s 
LNG pollution has increased the state’s total emissions by 36 per cent, and we have the Prime Minister talking 
about how it is a new transition fuel. It was a transition fuel 15 to 20 years ago, so what happened to that? The new 
transition in gas, when we already have viable renewable energy resources, does not stack up. Viable renewable 
energy resources are quickly breaking the reliance on fossil fuel, which is why these companies want to do this. 
They want us as a state government to lock in this project, because they want us as taxpayers and as the state to be 
on the hook for it. It does not make sense. 
As I have said, the project extends out to 2070. As part of this project, there is the construction of a 900-kilometre 
subsea cable through sensitive ecological areas, two floating LNG processing facilities and the tapping of gas wells 
underneath the marine hotspots of Scott Reef and the Browse gas basin. Out of sight; out of mind—that is what occurs 
to me. It is pretty far off the coast, so all the damage can be done out there and hopefully no-one in the community 
notices. The waters around the development area, including the pristine coral Scott Reef, are globally significant marine 
hotspots and home to 58 endangered marine and migratory species, including humpback whales and giant green turtles. 
I would like to hear what reassurances the government has that this area and all the wildlife in it are not going to be 
negatively impacted by this project, because I do not hold hope that the companies are going to do that for us. Therefore, 
if the companies are not going to do it for us, is the government going to hold them to account? Judging by the way 
that fossil fuel companies have acted in the past, I do not see our current state government holding them to account. 
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These iconic and vital species in the reef will be directly impacted by subsea drilling, seismic testing, industrial noise, 
light pollution and heavy shipping operations. The most polluting part of this project will operate in commonwealth 
waters and will not be assessed for greenhouse gas emissions by the EPA. Again, we have no accountability for those 
emissions. It is pretty much by design that it is going to confuse people and make sure that people do not know the 
truth about what is actually going on. At the end of the day, this is not where we should be heading.  
The North West Shelf gas project will feed into the proposed Woodside Burrup hub project. I note that the 
Woodside Burrup hub project will be the most polluting project to be developed in Australia ever. Over its 50-year 
lifetime the Burrup hub will generate over six billion tonnes of carbon pollution from scopes 1 and 3. That is equivalent 
to 11 times Australia’s annual emissions. Can members believe that the state government is actually supporting this? 
It is absolute insanity. Annual pollution from the Burrup hub projects—scopes 1 and 3—is estimated at 139 million 
tonnes, which is over four times more than the proposed Adani coalmine. As I said before, it will be the equivalent of 
35 new coal-fired power stations the size and intensity of Muja. That is crazy. All the attention has been on Adani, 
which is an absolute disgrace in its own right. I suspect the community’s eyes will slowly turn to this project and look 
at the state government through a magnifying glass and ask, “Why are you allowing this to happen when all science 
says that we should be stopping this; doesn’t science matter anymore?” That is the question the community will ask. 
As I said, the emissions from the Burrup hub will grow WA’s emissions to 60 per cent above 2005 levels. The Burrup 
hub, plus all existing LNG projects, will account for nearly 50 per cent of WA’s emissions. It is absolutely disgraceful. 
I note that since I have been in this place, I have asked many questions and put forward motions about climate 
change and so forth, but we have been given no reassurance that any of these emissions will be mitigated. At the 
end of the day, we can do whatever we want in Perth. I will support anything that reduces our emissions around 
the city regarding transport or anything else. However, as long as this project goes ahead, the rate of any emissions 
we reduce in the metropolitan area or even in the country will be blown out by the amount of emissions throughout 
the whole lifespan of this project. It is absolute craziness. 
Not to mention it is a world heritage site. The Burrup Peninsula is home to the Murujuga petroglyphs, which is the 
world’s most extensive collection of Aboriginal rock art and is in the process of being included in the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization World Heritage List. It will affect not only the environment but 
also our culture. Our culture will be washed away due to the amount of industrial activity in this area. The industrial 
emissions will create health impacts for the local communities due to their exposure to industrial air pollution, which 
I know Woodside has failed to monitor and report on to this day. Also, the Burrup hub project will produce some of 
the world’s dirtiest gas emissions; a fact that Woodside has attempted to hide. Woodside’s own documents for the 
EPA assessment of the Browse North West Shelf project do not clearly report estimated methane health emissions. 
The amount reported is substantially lower than published leakage rates. It deliberately underestimates the global 
warming potential of methane by using outdated metrics. Tiers of government have been talking about a transition fuel, 
and proponents of this project, such as Woodside, Chevron, Shell and BP, are absolutely pushing ahead with this 
project without taking into account some of the worst of the emissions. It is even hard to read some of the facts that 
have come out of this. Some people would not believe it. I was sharing this yesterday with a person I know who was 
talking about Adani and they could not believe this project off the North West Shelf was going ahead. It is disgraceful. 

The carbon intensity of gas extracted from the Browse Basin will be nearly double the Australian average. This 
will make WA’s commitment to reach net zero emissions by 2050 impossible and in direct breach of Australia’s 
commitments to climate change. I reflect on Minister Johnston talking in the other place when he announced the 
net zero emissions target, which I know is aspirational. An aspirational target does not mean anything because the 
companies’ targets are right, whatever they are. I note that Minister Johnston announced it, but not the environment 
minister. That is disappointing; I think he should have announced it because this issue will have a real effect on 
the environment. Pretty much announcing a net zero emission aspirational target will not do anything. We will 
find ourselves on the hook for this project out to 2070 with continuous pollution and no way to mitigate it because 
there are no hard targets to ensure these companies reduce their emissions. 

How will this project support WA? It will not. The only one to benefit will be the major party, which, as I said, is 
Woodside, which is a significant donor to the Liberal Party. This government failed to answer my question yesterday 
about what taxes and royalties will be received from this project. I ask these questions but get no answers, which 
is usual, because if we talked about the facts, it would be embarrassing. At the end of the day, if we talk about the 
facts, the government will have to admit that we will get bugger all from these people. At the end of the day more 
gas is not the solution to the climate crisis and locking us into this production will only devastate and blow our carbon 
budget. It will only fuel extreme weather events, such as those we have seen recently. It is in total contradiction to 
what we should be doing. 

However, I have hope. A lot of the people in the community have lost hope about action on climate change, and 
I understand why they have lost hope when government is supporting a project that might continue to 2070. We need 
to be investing in renewables. We cannot support projects like this by subsidising and supporting the companies. We 
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cannot keep doing this. We must move into the renewable energy space. We have the technology. The rhetoric around 
gas is an absolute disgrace. Gas is not a transition fuel. It will blow our carbon budget. As I mentioned before, it will 
not allow our country to meet its Paris agreement target, which is woeful. The way the federal government has got 
around it is an absolute embarrassment because it is trying to shirk its responsibility. These projects will come under 
the magnifying glass going forward. They are rapidly becoming irrelevant because they are losing their social licence. 
As I said before, these are the “big tobaccos”. The directors of these companies should be worried because the 
community is on the side of what is right. In the future, history will judge these companies for what they are—the big 
tobaccos of this time—and we need to make sure that we hold them to account. We need to support renewable energy 
projects and make sure these companies do not get away with totally blowing our carbon budget so that we do not 
see the natural disasters not only within Australia but also across the globe. When there are tiers of government in 
this country, one a state government supporting this project, along with the federal government and its role in it, 
countries across the world are looking at us in absolute despair. As I said, projections say that countries to our 
north will feel the brunt of this. Ireland is literally going under water. There will be more intense fires and floods. 
At the end of the day we will feel the indirect costs and impacts of climate change because of these projects. 

Going forward, I would like to see a state government that supports renewable energy absolutely and gets on the 
front steps of Parliament and says, “We will end our reliance on fossil fuels, and say to Woodside and Chevron 
that they should not be influencing our politics and should not be putting forward propaganda in newspapers saying 
they will supply all the jobs to everyone in this country.” The number of jobs being taken up in the renewable 
industry is increasing rapidly. They are where we should be heading. We should make sure that not only people in 
the oil and gas industry will have a future in the renewable energy industry but also that our kids have trades and 
people in our community have access to these industries. Every minute we support projects such as the North West 
Shelf project is a minute wasted in not supporting renewable energy projects, which will put money back into 
the community. 

As I said, the Greens absolutely oppose this bill and we will keep fighting this. We are on the community’s side 
and they will keep hearing us. The oil and gas industry—the new big tobacco companies—will not get away with it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: The question is the motion be agreed. I will give the call to Hon Jacqui Boydell, 
noting that we have a very short period. 

HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [12.59 pm]: Thank 
you, Mr Acting President. I will just indicate that I will make a contribution on behalf of the National Party after 
the break and the ringing of the bells when we return to the house. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Before lunch I briefly got to my feet and very quickly indicated that the National Party 
supports the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019, of course. It is a great 
opportunity, particularly for the north west of the state and the people of Karratha and surrounds, that we have 
been able to move forward and renegotiate this state agreement in the interests of the long-term development of the 
industry. There is absolutely no doubt that the National Party will support this bill today, despite what the Premier 
may say that the National Party is against big business and industry. That is absolutely false and fake news. It is 
absolutely fake news. That is not the case. In fact, the National Party has a very good relationship with the resources 
sector and we will continue with that. Sometimes we disagree on the way that the industry should be able to mine 
our finite resources and that is okay. Robust debate about this very, very important asset is something we should 
be doing, and we will keep doing it. But it is not the case of the National Party does not support the mining industry. 
We absolutely do, and I welcome the relationship we have with industry, particularly in regional towns. In fact, 
one of the things I am going to talk about today is that the amendments to the state agreement are about local 
participation and community development, and rightly so. I absolutely congratulate Woodside and the government 
on the work they have done in this area and on ensuring that the interests of community are paramount as we move 
forward with our modernised state agreements. 

I have to say at the outset that the fearmongering since 2017 about the issue of renegotiating state agreements, the 
fact that it will create sovereign risk and how it cannot be done in the interests of industry, is a lot of rubbish, because, 
actually, it has been done, and it has been done by the now Premier who said that state agreements should not be 
renegotiated in the interests of community. He said that in the interests of community, state agreements could not 
be renegotiated. That has proven not to be the case, and the sky has not fallen in. No sovereign risk is being considered 
by Woodside, I can tell members that, in this renegotiation of the state agreement. That is probably because 
Woodside has come to the table and said to the government that it agrees that this is part of the state agreement 
that needs to be amended. One of the issues with state agreements is that there has to be agreement by either the 
joint venture or the project proponent that there is a willingness to negotiate a change to a state agreement. 
Government, on behalf of the people it represents, should absolutely be able to suggest a renegotiation of the state 
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agreement in every right that it has in a reasonable and responsible approach to business and the resources sector. 
There is nothing wrong with that. In fact, that is an expectation that I think is growing in the community. When 
industry mines finite resources, the community expects the government, on its behalf, to make sure we get the most 
out of those negotiated agreements. At the start of my contribution I want to give a bit of background and then 
I am going to talk about the amendments. 

Woodside has long been an operator in the north of the state with the North West Shelf project and has been 
progressing plans with government on behalf of the participants of the project to transform that existing 
infrastructure—the Karratha gas plant—into a tolling facility. Basically, that extends the life of the plant by 
processing other resource owners’ gas. That is basically what it is. The extension of the North West Shelf project 
aims to provide third parties with both liquefied natural gas and domestic gas processing. Multiple potential third 
party resources, including Browse, are being pursued to utilise capacity at the Karratha gas plant, and in turn that 
will continue to provide benefits to the state through employment, investment of the joint venture partners and 
industry diversification that they can move forward with as a result and energy security. Extending the life of the 
Karratha gas plant requires an extension of the terms of the North West Shelf Woodside agreement, which is what 
the house is debating today. 

Beyond extending the terms of the existing state agreement to a further 25 years, with an option of a further 12 years 
after that—so this is an extensive undertaking by Woodside and the government—the bill before the Parliament 
contains three key amendments to the existing state agreement. One is the insertion of a community development 
plan, two is the insertion of a local participation plan and three is the amendment of the water clause to facilitate 
modernised water supply agreement between Woodside, as operator of the North West Shelf project, and the 
Water Corporation. They are the key elements that we are talking about. Those amendments bring the North West 
Shelf state agreement into line with other major resource project state agreements signed by the state government 
in recent years. The amended North West Shelf state agreement provides the North West Shelf project participants 
with ongoing security of title and stability of policy settings to enable continued long-term investment in the 
North West Shelf project infrastructure, and that is exceptionally important to industry. It is all about being able 
to substantiate security, because that in turn enables job security for employees, it enables financial security moving 
forward and it creates confidence from stakeholders and investors in the business that this is a viable option. This is 
the point that I have made since 2017 when the National Party took its review of state agreements, and in particular 
the increase of the special lease rental, to the 2017 state election. We should not shy away from renegotiating terms 
on behalf of the people of Western Australia. We should do so as we negotiate any contract in any corporate 
organisation, and contracts are negotiated all the time every single day. Government should absolutely be in that 
space and has the responsibility to do so. Doing that does not create sovereign risk. It ensures that there is a viability 
moving forward and creates security as well for the joint venture partner or the proponent that the government is 
still working with them and wants to invest and have interest in the state agreement moving forward. That is a signal 
of confidence in the industry, particularly, as in this case, the oil and gas industry. I have never bought the sovereign 
risk argument that is used by some. This is about ensuring that Western Australia is a viable place to do business. 
Further, the asset is located here. If a joint venture partner or proponent wants to mine that asset, they cannot go 
anywhere else. They cannot remove that asset from Western Australia, so the idea that sovereign risk will be created 
and all these industries will go offshore somewhere else cannot happen. The asset is here; it has to be mined here 
and therefore the proponents have to negotiate with the state of Western Australia for a state agreement in which 
the state is invested in the project, such as this one. There is nothing wrong with that. We need to move past that and 
stop the fearmongering that somehow government cannot operate in the interests of the people of Western Australia. 

I will move on and look at the amendments to the state agreement starting with the community development plan. 
The bill states — 

The Joint Venturers acknowledge the need for community and social benefits flowing from this Agreement. 

It also states — 

(2) By inserting after clause 11 the following new clauses: 

“11A. Community development plan 
(1) In this clause, the term “community and social benefits” includes: 

(a) assistance with skills development and training opportunities to promote work readiness 
and employment for persons living in the Pilbara region of the said State; 

(b) training and employment for indigenous and non-indigenous persons living in the 
Pilbara region of the said State; 
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(c) regional development activities in the Pilbara region of the said State, including 
partnerships and sponsorships and local procurement of goods and services; 

(d) contribution to any community projects, town services or facilities; and 

(e) a regionally based workforce. 

I am incredibly pleased that following negotiations between the state, the joint venture partners and the City of 
Karratha, which played a major role in this space, these provisions have been thought about and included in the 
state agreement. I am very hopeful about that amendment because those are the things that the Pilbara community 
wants to see on the ground. We are moving in the right direction in that the overarching agreement and collective 
approach is that this community development plan will meet some of the community’s concerns. It is fantastic that 
those provisions are in the bill. When the minister provides a contribution in reply, I hope she will clarify how the 
government will ensure that those community development plans are met. Woodside, the joint venture partners 
and the state government are certainly engaging more than ever with the community on this aspect. Indeed, Woodside 
has held a number of community engagement forums in Karratha. It has been very proactive in the space of trying 
to understand local industries and service providers and identifying gaps in the local market so that it can assist 
the community to provide those services and meet the expectations in its contractual agreement. I absolutely 
recognise that Woodside has done an enormous amount of work in this space and I commend it for that. However, 
how will the government ensure that that is being delivered? The aspiration behind the amendment is fantastic and 
I do not think anyone would disagree with that. But how will those terms be measured? Indeed, how will Woodside 
as the joint venture major proponent ensure that it is meeting government expectations? The government cannot 
blame Woodside if it does not fulfil the terms of the state agreement if the state government does not provide it 
with a clear indication about its expectations in this space. I do not know how the government plans to ensure that 
it has a read of the ongoing engagement with the Karratha community in particular and how this will all go. I would 
be very interested to know what, if any, the key performance indicators are along the way. 

I move on to the local participation plan. Proposed clause 11B(3) puts in place the requirements for the joint 
venturers to provide a local participation plan to the minister, which contains the strategies that the joint venturers 
and its third party contractors will use as far as it is reasonable and economically practicable to maximise the local 
industry participation benefits. The bill provides a motherhood statement that reads “as far as is reasonable and 
economically practicable”. In whose terms has that been written? Does that mean the state government’s expectations 
of what is reasonable and practicable or Woodside’s expectations of what is reasonable and practicable? Where 
does the community’s thought process come into that? 

Proposed clause 11B(3)(b) refers to detailed information on the procurement practices that the joint venture and 
its third party contractors will adopt for tenders and letting contracts and how such practices will provide full, fair 
and reasonable opportunities for Western Australian suppliers, manufacturers and contractors. I one hundred per 
cent endorse proposed clause 11B(3)(b), but how will it be measured? Who will suggest what are full, fair and 
reasonable opportunities for Western Australian suppliers, manufacturers and contractors, particularly local 
contractors because I am talking about the local participation plan? Those questions are still out there, particularly 
in the community. 

Proposed clause 11B(3)(c) refers to detailed information on the methods the joint venturers and their third party 
contractors will use to have their procurement promptly introduced to Western Australian suppliers, manufacturers 
and contractors. Paragraphs (b) and (c) refer to detailed information on procurement practices and the methods used 
to introduce Woodside and its service people to Western Australian suppliers, manufacturers and contractors. Given 
that these amendments are being made in the state agreement and there is public scrutiny of the expectations that the 
amendments are seeking to deliver, what will be the public reporting strategy of the local participation and community 
development plans along the way because the community of Karratha in particular has an interest in this? If there 
is no opportunity to put procurement practices in place to ensure that local providers and Western Australian 
suppliers are given opportunities by Woodside and the joint venture partners, there will need to be public scrutiny. 
Paragraph (d) refers to details of the communication strategies that the joint venturers and its third party contractors 
will use to alert Western Australian professionals, suppliers, manufacturers and consultants to services and 
procurement opportunities. There are stated plans in place, but how will they be fulfilled? That is the question 
being asked on the ground. At this point it is also important to note that I absolutely recognise the importance of 
Woodside to the community of Karratha and the wider North West Shelf area. It is a long-term corporate contributor 
to the community development space and has supported many projects in the town of Karratha. Many of the 
community services that currently exist in Karratha would not be there without the support of Woodside; I absolutely 
recognise that. In my discussions with Woodside, it has been really enthusiastic about and proud of the fact that it 
directly employs more than 3 500 people, of whom more than 97 per cent are based in Western Australia. The 
North West Shelf project operations in Karratha employ 691 people, with 64 per cent of those people residing in 
Karratha. I again congratulate Woodside on its move towards a fully residential workforce, because that is ultimately 
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what the regions want to see happen. I know Woodside is working towards doing that, but it already has an integral 
footprint in the community of Karratha and its surrounds. These are high statistics, which we want to see, and they 
are moving forward in the right direction. 

The last amendment I want to talk about falls under proposed clause 2(4) of proposed schedule 6, which refers to 
“Cessation of water supply requirements under this Agreement”, on page 11 of the bill. It has been a little difficult 
to understand what is going on with this amendment. As I understand it, it is in relation to an agreement dated 
2 August 2019, which will replace the current rights and obligations of both parties with regard to water supplies 
associated with the original agreement. However, as this is part of an existing state agreement, the waters are quite 
murky to understand the state agreement and its requirements, and therefore the changes, particularly to do with 
the water requirements. I understand that the major change to this is that the Water Corporation and Woodside will 
enter into a new major consumer framework agreement that will be managed outside the state agreement. I look 
forward to hearing from the minister about how the government sees that working. 

I quote from the Water Corporation’s website — 

Major consumers are defined as customers who: 

• require water for mining and non-residential purposes and have a peak daily water demand of 
more than 49,000L 

• the cost to supply over 15 years exceeds $2 million on a present value basis 

• require water supply services in regional areas. 

Clearly, Woodside and its joint venture partners are major consumers, and I will be keen to understand a little 
better what, if any, extra benefits will be provided to the state under agreements like that. Is there an onus on major 
consumers to maintain current infrastructure or provide improvements, or is that a government undertaking? What 
will be the community benefit of that? As we know, water is a big issue in the north of our state and there are often 
periods during which we do not have enough of it. We have spoken about that in this house in very recent times. 
Just last week there was not enough water, but now, after tropical cyclone Damien, I am pleased to say that the 
supply has been replenished and the Harding Dam is almost at capacity. More importantly, it appears that the 
Millstream aquifer and the Bungaroo bore field have also been replenished. That is fantastic and the asset is there 
to be utilised, but how does that work in with the local community requirements during dry spells, which we have 
often? We need some clarity around how in dry times the water needs of larger consumers in the north of the state 
work in with the local residents, who pays for the infrastructure, and what the benefit is to the state. 

Until cyclone Damien brought an enormous amount of rain with it—cyclones do not always bring that amount of 
rain—there was an extended period without a cyclonic event in the north of the state. It is of concern to the local 
community how that will be worked through. 

In conclusion, I want to reinforce that I believe the government has undertaken some good work in this space, 
as has Woodside on behalf of its joint venture partners. I go back to the start of my contribution to say that we 
need to remind ourselves that we are here to represent the people of Western Australia and that the government 
should most certainly engage with our major industries. I would suggest that all governments have done that over 
time, but we cannot be frightened of making changes to our state agreements to ensure that the people of 
Western Australia get the best possible agreements and delivery in return for our finite resources being mined. 

I also ask the minister, in her contribution, to give the house an understanding of these amendments, the local 
participation plans and the community development plans. What are the time lines for government to review these 
things? What are the time lines for government to understand how they are being met? What are the mechanisms 
that will allow some public scrutiny of that process? 

With that, I congratulate Woodside and its joint venture partners and the government on ensuring that we can move 
ahead with the North West Shelf project development, and I look forward to the benefits it will bring to the people 
of Karratha and the Pilbara as we move forward. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [2.26 pm]: I indicate that I am not the lead speaker for the 
Greens on the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019; my colleague 
Hon Robin Chapple will have much to say about it later on. This bill ratifies the fifth supplementary agreement to 
the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Act 1979, and the supplementary agreement will 
terminate without either party having a claim against the other if the bill is not passed by 31 March this year, unless 
the parties otherwise agree; hence the apparent urgency of having to address this legislation. 

One of the most significant things this bill does is to extend the term of the state agreement, as has already been said, 
by 25 years—from 31 December 2034 to 31 December 2059. I also note that the state agreement already contains 
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a term that permits the joint venturers to provide notice to further extend the state agreement by up to 12 years longer. 
Again, the reason for the extension is that with the North West Shelf joint venture’s existing reserves declining, it 
is intended that the resulting spare processing capacity at the Karratha gas plant be put to use tolling gas from 
elsewhere. This is a way of getting Browse gas onshore, since the Browse gas participants are not the same as the 
joint venture participants. There is also the potential for the Karratha gas plant to toll gas from the Browse project, 
and also via an interconnecting pipeline with Pluto gas plant from the Scarborough, Pluto and Clio-Acme fields. 
Overall, there is the potential for a significant expansion of gas projects at the Burrup hub on a scale that has not 
been seen since the Karratha and Pluto gas plants were constructed by Woodside. 

I note that supporters of this bill point to a number of things, including the jobs that it will create, the royalties that 
it will bring, and the domestic gas supply that it will secure. I want to make a few comments about the issue of 
jobs, because I do not for one second buy into the false dichotomy that if someone is opposed to this bill, it means 
that they are anti-jobs. I think that is a lazy and irresponsible argument. The reality is that a number of jobs can be 
found in a range of industries, including significant expansion of the renewable energy industry. I assure members 
that they will hear more about that from the Greens in far more detail in the future. It is really important that we 
do not try to falsely portray any concerns around the nature of this particular state agreement or state agreements 
more generally, which I will have more to say about in a moment, as being anti-jobs. That would be irresponsible to 
the point of misleading the house. I point out that opponents of the bill, such as the Greens and other environmental 
organisations in particular, are pointing to the enormous greenhouse gas emissions that will result. It will not be 
possible to enforce the environmental conditions that may be imposed to manage or offset them, regardless of the 
eventual outcome of the environmental assessment process, given the enormous size of the projects. I note that the 
Conservation Council of Western Australia also strongly opposes the bill for this specific reason. In November 
last year, the Greens moved a motion asking the house to note that the proposed Browse Basin and Burrup hub 
LNG development will become Australia’s largest source of greenhouse gas emissions, which it will, and also 
note that it would actively undermine Australia’s ability to meet its global commitments to reduce emissions and 
limit the effects of climate change, the risk of which, I believe, is absolutely real. We also asked the house to recognise 
that the cumulative impact on the environment was too great to justify proceeding, and we divided on that particular 
motion. Members will remember that it was only the Greens who supported that motion, with every other party 
opposed to it. What the government has not explained to either Parliament or the public is whether any of this 
project’s truly enormous emissions are to be offset; and, if so, by how much and by whom—in other words, the joint 
venturers or the rest of us. Nor has the government explained how it intends to meet its policy commitment for 
Western Australia to achieve net zero emissions by 2050, notwithstanding these gargantuan emissions. At this time 
of climate change when many Western Australians are personally at risk of substantial hardship from ever-worsening 
bushfires and drought, that lack of transparency is unacceptable. 

I am reminded of Labor’s commitments on greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. The 2017 WA Labor 
platform includes the following statements, remembering how much the Labor government likes to say it meets 
its election commitments. The 2017 WA Labor platform states on pages 34 and 35 — 

3 WA Labor supports the need for WA to develop strong mitigation and adaption plans to deal 
with the consequences of climate change. 

… 

5 WA Labor believes that: 

a) Responding to climate change presents Western Australia with an opportunity to diversify our 
economy, create jobs and enhance our social fabric; 

… 

7 WA Labor reaffirms its in principle support for the Paris Climate Change Agreement and reaffirms 
its commitment to Western Australia undertaking fair and equitable efforts to reduce carbon 
pollution to ensure that global temperature rise is kept to 1.5 degrees. 

On 28 August last year the government announced a new greenhouse gas emissions policy for major projects 
assessed by the Environmental Protection Authority. The policy and the accompanying media release committed 
to working with all sectors of the WA economy towards achieving net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. On 
4 September last year my colleague Hon Tim Clifford moved a motion on climate change and the Minister for 
Environment successfully moved an amendment to its wording to make the question that was eventually passed 
by this chamber that the house — 

(a) acknowledges the reality of climate change and calls on the federal government to take action to 
ensure Australia meets its obligations under the Paris Agreement; and 
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(b) notes that climate change has increased the likelihood of extreme weather events, including more 
regular and intense bushfires and drought, and may cause extreme disruption to Western Australia’s 
biodiversity, coastline, water and food security, and economy, and its people, their health and 
livelihoods. 

I note that, at the time, the Minister for Environment spoke passionately about the motion and acknowledged the 
community calls for a statewide approach. He confirmed that the McGowan government would work with all 
sectors of the economy to achieve net zero emissions for WA by 2050 because he said that the government 
apparently recognised that climate change is happening and that we needed to respond and there was no time to 
waste. He said that even in our energy intensive economy, we all have a role to play and that government expects 
industry to be accountable for the way that greenhouse gas emissions are managed when they do business in this 
state. Yet, in the very same month we debated that motion, the Premier introduced this bill into Parliament—the 
McGowan government’s very own bill for which this government, not the federal government, has responsibility. 
A bill that commits to hugely increasing the greenhouse gas emissions generated by this state was introduced by 
this government before the environmental assessment process was completed and without any information from 
government about how any of those huge emissions are to be managed or offset. The government had the 
opportunity to walk the talk and demonstrate the so-called sensible, balanced approach that it says it is committed 
to, but it did not. On 20 November last year the chamber debated my motion about the greenhouse gas emissions 
from this project and the government said at the time that all we have to do is our bit. However, it made the point that 
it was very unfair to pounce on one industry, even if that one industry is going to be responsible for 47 per cent of 
the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and eight per cent of Australia’s. Does that mean that the rest of us will have 
to make up that difference? Once again, there was absolutely no information about how the government proposed 
to manage or offset any of those huge emissions and it gave no commitment to provide that information in the 
future. It is just not good enough. The government, frankly, needs to be held to account for its lack of transparency. 

Speaking of transparency, one ongoing issue with bills amending state agreements is that Parliament is never provided 
with a complete current consolidated version of the state agreement that is being amended when the bill is 
introduced. This makes scrutiny of the bill virtually impossible and makes a mockery of the parliamentary process. 
Parliament is not a rubberstamp and we should never be treated as though we are simply a rubberstamp. The 
Western Australian Legislation website publishes only ratified state agreements in the form of schedules to the 
principal act, whereby schedule 1 shows the original agreement and subsequent schedules show each supplementary 
agreement in the order it was ratified. The schedules are not in consolidated form; they are presented consecutively. 
Further, if the variation clause in the relevant state agreement permits variation to occur other than via a bill, even 
that difficult-to-read version on that website can become outdated and inaccurate, and nor is there a link on that 
website or anywhere else that I am aware of to state agreements in their complete current consolidated form. The 
only way to get one is by requesting it from the department. Not for the first time, the Greens had to make that request. 
I am pleased to inform members that it was provided, and because we made the request via the parliamentary 
questions process, a complete current consolidated version of the state agreement that this bill amends was tabled 
and is now available on the parliamentary website under “Tabled Papers”. However, I ask the minister whether, in 
the interests of transparency and to facilitate parliamentary scrutiny, because we are not here merely to rubberstamp 
state agreements, the government will please in future table the complete current consolidated version of the 
relevant version of the state agreement each time it introduces a bill to amend it. If the answer is no, I would like 
to know why not. 

One question that keeps getting asked in this place—one member in particular likes to ask it rhetorically over and 
again—is: what is the Greens’ problem with state agreements? I am here to educate members about what our problem 
is with state agreements, and the one member in particular, whose name I am making a point of not mentioning. 
A huge problem we have is that state agreements effectively bind all future parliaments around a whole range of 
issues so that even if there is significant policy change—for example, around the mitigation of climate change—
very little, if anything, can be done. One of the problems we have is that there are inherent corruption risks around 
state agreements. That is a strong statement to make. Let me draw members’ attention to some work that has been 
undertaken by Transparency International in particular. Transparency International Australia has been looking 
specifically at the issue of corruption risks in mining approvals. Particular attention has been drawn to this because 
state agreements are generally undertaken only by Western Australia and Queensland. State agreement instruments 
have a number of inherent risks, not the least of which is the risk that the negotiation process and the components 
of the negotiations, including what is negotiable and non-negotiable and what will be publicly known, is 
problematic. The report talks about the risk of policy capture and state capture by mining companies and the risk 
that there is inadequate due diligence of applicants’ integrity, such as past unlawful conduct and compliance. 
Transparency International scores that as a high level of risk. Transparency International has developed a tool 
called “Mining Awards Corruption Risk Assessment Tool”. If anyone is particularly interested in corruption 
around government decision-making, I suggest they take a look at this document and see the sorts of things that 
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Transparency International is looking at. I will elaborate on some of the points it made about corruption risks with 
mining approvals within Australia. On page 22 of its October 2017 report “Corruption Risks: Mining Approvals 
in Australia: Mining for Sustainable Development Programme”, Transparency International points out — 

State Agreements raise significant issues relating to accountability and transparency. 
It made the point — 

However, given that State Agreements are now rarely used for mining projects except where a railway is 
being built, the issues are not as pertinent as they once were. 

That statement was made back in 2017, but here we are dealing with a state agreement in 2020. I am going to 
talk about the risks that Transparency International identified, because state agreements are apparently very 
much alive and well here in Western Australia, despite the fact that they are on the decline nationally. The report 
goes on to state — 

Two vulnerabilities have been identified in the State Agreement Act approval process: lack of transparency 
in the negotiation and approval process; and the capacity for industry influence … 

That is discussed further on in the document when it talks about cross-cutting issues. It continues — 

A significant vulnerability identified in the negotiation process for State Agreements is that there is no 
public notification of the terms of the negotiation or transparency of the negotiation prior to signing of 
the agreement. 

It goes on to say — 

Once Premier and the mining company sign an agreement, it is a binding agreement that operates for the 
life of the projects. There is no opportunity for public interest groups to have input into the terms of reference 
or negotiations or challenge the agreement in the courts. 

Parliament can ratify agreements in a relatively short time, which provides little opportunity for parliamentary 
debate. Richard Hillman notes that controversy ‘arises concerning the role of Parliament and the perception 
that it can be a ‘rubber stamp’ for the executive’s will. 

The report also states — 

The lack of transparency creates the potential for government to be unduly influenced by a mining company, 
and can allow Ministerial discretion to be exercised without public oversight. 

The culture of secrecy extends to the DSD website. The website contains a list of agreements but no links 
to the agreement, and no guidelines to State Agreements or process charts. In 2004, the Auditor General 
recommended that procedural guidelines should be developed for State Agreements. If they were 
developed they have not been made available to the public. 

Transparency International then went on to point out that considerable ministerial discretion is available within 
state agreements. It notes — 

When combined with a lack of transparency, and the ability of industry to negotiate directly with politicians 
regarding projects, considerable risk is created of state and policy capture, and the potential for corruption 
is increased. 

That is what the report states. The Greens would add an additional risk factor, being our donations regime. The 
same companies that potentially enjoy state and policy capture through the instrument of state agreements may 
also be able to buy or curry some favour through our donations regime. That issue is raised consistently by the 
Greens. The fact that these sorts of instruments can also be used to curry favour serves only to exacerbate the fact 
that state agreements as a whole are generally not in the public interest, particularly if we are concerned about risks 
of corruption. The report went on to say — 

The lack of transparency of State Agreement negotiations can lead to preferential treatment of mining 
companies and the perception of undue influence of industry on the approvals. It can create public unease 
and allows for ministerial discretion to be exercised without mechanisms of accountability. 

The second major risk identified by Transparency International with the instrument of state agreements is industry 
influence and policy capture, as I mentioned before. It states — 

The capacity for industry influence in the negotiations for a State Agreement has been identified as 
a vulnerability in the negotiation process. 
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It goes on to talk about the influence of industry, the culture of government and the difficulties that governments 
can have in enforcing the terms of state agreements. The report points out — 

The application of Ministerial discretion, the ability for proponents to negotiate directly with the 
government, the lack of transparency and public accountability in the negotiation of State Agreement Acts 
can enable industry to influence the approval process. 

I take this quite seriously. I understand that WA has a history of giving industry the security of state agreements 
so that it can expand, but I think it is about time we started looking at whether the state agreement process is fit 
for purpose. We need to start taking into account the sort of research and analysis that is being undertaken by 
international entities that deal directly with anti-corruption measures, such as Transparency International. 
Getting back to the bill, more than anything, I am deeply concerned about the impact of this bill. I have already referred 
to the Greens’ motion from last November on the truly enormous greenhouse gas emissions that will be facilitated 
by this bill. As I said at that time, if this goes ahead, this area alone will produce 47 per cent of WA’s greenhouse gas 
emissions and eight per cent of Australia’s total emissions, and it will be impossible to fully offset all those emissions. 
The bill’s modernised standard clause on environmental protection confirms that the joint venturers must comply with 
any requirements imposed on them by the ordinary laws of the land relating to environmental protection, including the 
Environmental Protection Authority, and so they should. That is a welcome change. However, as we debate the bill 
today in this era of climate change, the Parliament and public have received no answers from government to really 
important questions. To what extent will the gargantuan emissions from this expansion be offset? How? By whom? 
Will it be by the participants in this project or is it meant to be borne by the rest of us? How will this be monitored and 
enforced? There will be two frameworks for offsetting the emissions. The first is the environmental assessment 
process. That is actually “processes”, because the project is broken up. Not all of the Browse joint venture comes under 
Western Australia’s jurisdiction; some of it is in commonwealth waters. The extension to the project has been referred 
for assessment to the EPA under WA law and to the commonwealth Department of the Environment and Energy 
under commonwealth law. Even at a state level, there is not one single environmental process—there are multiple, 
because the arrangements are complex, with a variety of participants. The environmental assessment processes are not 
yet complete, so we do not know what, if any, offsets the joint venturers will have to make. It is highly unlikely to be 
100 per cent, because the government made it very clear to the Environmental Protection Authority last year that its 
March 2019 guideline requiring all new large resources projects to fully offset their emissions was unacceptable to 
the government. Therefore, in December last year, the Environmental Protection Authority instead prepared a new 
draft guideline requiring project proponents to demonstrate how they will avoid, reduce and offset emissions to 
contribute to the state government’s target of net zero emissions by 2050. 
That brings us to the other framework that is available for offsetting the project’s emissions. That is the government’s 
policy commitment to work with all sectors of the Western Australian economy towards achieving net zero greenhouse 
gas emissions by 2050. The Premier reiterated during debate in the other place that whatever the EPA may do, that is 
the government’s policy. However, clause 33 of the state agreement requires only that the joint venturers comply 
with environmental requirements pursuant to acts—not government policy of the day; that is absolutely redundant. 
As I understand it, the government’s net zero emissions by 2050 policy applies to the joint venturers only insofar as 
it is embedded within our statutory environmental assessment processes. Insofar as it is not embedded in those 
processes, achieving net zero emissions by 2050 will become someone else’s problem; in other words, the rest of us 
will have to wear that. The government has not explained to Parliament, or to any Western Australians, how it will 
achieve its net zero emissions by 2050 policy outcome, despite the enormous emissions that this bill will facilitate. 
I indicate, along with my Greens’ colleagues, my complete opposition to this bill. I refuse to be part of some 
rubber-stamping processes. I am concerned about state agreements more broadly because, as has been identified, 
they are potentially a corruption risk. I think it is about time we in Western Australia started to reassess how we 
will undertake these sorts of processes. More than anything, I am devastated that this government is looking to 
lock in for such an enormous period of time a degree of carbon emissions that is utterly incompatible with a net 
zero emissions rate by 2050. This will be devastating in terms of climate change. To be very clear, the days of 
LNG being an interim fuel option were 30 years ago. At the most, we should look at making sure we are completely 
out of the LNG industry globally within 10 years. That is the amount of time we have, maximum, to be able to 
keep pumping out the sorts of emissions that we are talking about, both here in Australia and globally. 
This is a highly irresponsible act. I want to make sure that I, at the very least, put it clearly on the record for all 
time that I stood against and was opposed to this project, so that if at some point in the future, when I have to look 
future generations in the eye and they ask me what did I do, I can at least say I tried to make sure that this would 
not happen, even if it is being ignored. I will absolutely be opposing this bill. 
HON ROBIN SCOTT (Mining and Pastoral) [2.52 pm]: I also want to speak on the North West Gas Development 
(Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Matthew Swinbourn): Before you start, are you the lead speaker for your party? 
Hon ROBIN SCOTT: Yes, I am. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Hon ROBIN SCOTT: Earlier today, we were talking about our state’s world-class professional and volunteer 
firefighters, and rightly so. They have done a marvellous job. We also have a world-class resource industry, in 
particular the LNG industry. I worked on both Barrow Island and the North West Shelf, and, believe me, when it 
comes to the environment, those companies are very conscious of the environment and pay particular attention to 
the rules and regulations. Without our gas exports, the people in many countries would still be cooking their meals 
on wood fires. They would still be washing and showering in hot water that was produced from wood fires. 

The Browse and Scarborough projects will create many jobs for our ever increasing population. Many of those 
positions will be in Karratha and Broome. The Woodside company has over 400 houses in the Pilbara, and at this 
very moment they are being refurbished to five-star conditions. This has created a lot of work for the local 
electricians, plumbers and carpenters. 

The argument against the LNG industry is that it is polluting the world. I struggle with this assumption. Many 
coal-fired power stations around the world have now changed to LNG, all thanks to our gas industry. The financial 
benefits to this state and country are immense. For Australia to knock back this opportunity would be foolish. It 
amazes me that some of the Greens’ detractors of this industry actually worked in the very same industry. Talk 
about biting the hand that feeds you. 

This long-term agreement will be heavily monitored by the EPA. Any breaches will not be slipped under the carpet 
or hidden. It will be very well broadcast to the public should the gas industry make any mistakes. Not all scientists 
are against the gas industry. Many scientists know that until we come up with an alternative reliable power source—
I mean reliable power source, not windmills and solar—the gas industry is the way to go. Even now, new coal-fired 
power stations are being built because their emissions have been drastically reduced. As the world population 
increases, we will need cheap and reliable power. When electric cars take off, we will need coal and gas to charge 
their batteries. Our Australian gas fields are helping solve world poverty and hunger by providing cheap power. 
According to the International Energy Agency, the demand for natural gas will grow and will continue to grow for 
the next 20 years. Western Australia is uniquely positioned to benefit from this increased demand. We have 
abundant resources, a stable political system and a good established relationship with the business community. 

This bill will facilitate future gas development in our state’s north west. This bill will bring $82 billion of direct 
taxation to the federal and state governments. This bill will present an opportunity for West Aussies in a way that 
most bills will never get close to. So who in their right mind would oppose this opportunity? The Greens WA are 
openly making the most of this opportunity. Quietly, some members of the Labor Party, and even a couple of the 
Liberals, oppose Western Australia taking this opportunity. That is an absolutely ridiculous stance to take because 
it is based on climate alarmist theories. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! I am trying to listen to the honourable member’s speech and it is 
becoming increasingly difficult. 

Hon ROBIN SCOTT: I am also annoyed that the debate has gone here, but let me indulge it again, because I want 
the Hansard to show that some of us in this place have our heads screwed on properly. These climate extremists 
would actually kill off our way of life simply because they believe that humans are contributing to climate change. 
When we ask them why they believe this, they say because the scientific evidence says it is so. I often ask them 
whether they have actually read the scientific reports, or do they believe them just because somebody told them. 
The silence I get in response is deafening. Maybe it is because I am interested, or maybe it is because I have the 
ability to think critically, but I decided to read the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s reports on climate 
change. For those who do not know, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is a United Nations body 
that is widely regarded as the authority on climate alarmist theories. I can tell members that for a body that is so 
intent on spreading climate alarmist theories around the world, the IPCC does not make it easy for people to access 
this information. People need to go to the IPCC website and go through the labyrinth of graphics and links, and 
they will do well to get here. Fortunately, I did that, and what an interesting thing I found. How anyone can take the 
IPCC’s word as gospel is beyond me. The whole report talks in terms of “likely”, “probable” and “maybe”. The only 
thing that is certain is that nothing is certain. Even if there was a problem—that is a big “if”—according to the IPCC 
reports, the biggest problem is over-population. We do not hear the Greens telling us to have fewer children. We do 
not hear them telling India and China to control their population growth. No, no, no. It is much easier to try to guilt 
the good honest Australian public into believing that our tiny amount of global emissions is causing the damage. It 
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might be wrong to say that Australia’s contribution to greenhouse gases globally does not matter, but it is even worse 
to say that if Australia addresses its contribution, the world will be okay. That is the hypocrisy of climate alarmists. 

Anyway, let us forget that pie-in-the-sky rubbish and deal with the facts. Fact 1: gas bills on the east coast are eight times 
higher than they are in WA. Fact 2: WA’s cooperation with the gas industry means our gas prices are lower and 
our quality of life is higher. Fact 3: future increased demands present an opportunity for WA in the future. Fact 4: 
if we oppose this opportunity, our quality of life will be severely affected. 

This bill has bipartisan support, and with good reason—it is critical to the future of WA. Pauline Hanson’s One Nation 
will always support our oil and gas industry. One Nation will always support jobs for Western Australians ahead 
of likelys, probablys or maybes. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [3.00 pm]: Thank you, Mr Acting President, for the opportunity to 
make a relatively brief contribution to the debate before the house today. I would like to address some of the issues 
that have been raised, but from the outset let me say, as the opposition lead speaker said, the Liberal Party is 
unanimously in favour of the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. I am 
not aware of any dissent in the raised chamber of the upper house, so we will be supporting the bill. However, 
I would like to go into a bit of detail. 

Firstly, one of the things that I think we have missed in this debate is a little bit of the history of the North West Shelf. 
Sorry, Hon Robin Chapple has not spoken yet, so I am going to gazump him and get in first. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Keep it brief. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, no longer than the Voluntary Assisted Dying Bill 2019 took. 

I do not think we can mention the North West Shelf and gas development in Western Australia without giving at 
least a little credit to Premier Sir Charles Court, who opened up the North West Shelf. Am I stealing the member’s 
thunder? I am sorry. 

Hon Robin Chapple: No, no. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is a bit like the water pipeline to Kalgoorlie. There were plenty of knockers when 
Sir Charles Court—I think at that stage he was still Charles Court—was intent on opening up the North West 
Shelf. Plenty of people said it would not happen and plenty of people knocked that government and the ultimate 
contracts that were required to get that project up and going, by saying that they would lose money forever and 
that the North West Shelf gas project was absolutely a white elephant. Therefore, it behoves us to say that the 
vision of Sir Charles Court drove this process. 

In her second reading speech, the Minister for Regional Development said that the original state agreement was 
assented to on 21 December 1979, and that would be right because that was within the period of the Sir Charles Court 
government, which lasted from 1974 to 1982. It was midway through the premiership of Sir Charles Court when 
the state agreement act was signed. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: He didn’t remain Premier all that time. Remember your illustrious Ray O’Connor 
came in. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes; well, there is occasionally a bit I block out. 

It was certainly at the initiative of Sir Charles Court that this project eventuated. I think if Sir Charles Court could 
see where the gas industry in Western Australia has got to, he would be immensely proud of his early work, 
because it has made an enormous difference to the state of Western Australia. 

I also think we should have a conversation about state agreements in general. I know that state agreement acts 
are anathema to the Greens, and that Hon Robin Chapple in particular has made no secret about that in various 
debates, and I am sure he will tell us all so again. But the reality is that major projects of significant length require 
a significant degree of certainty to proceed. Those tick-offs of $5 billion, $10 billion, $20 billion, $30 billion and 
now $40 billion projects do not happen easily and do not happen on the basis that the whole thing could change, 
the rules could be changed and the whole thing could be taken away in the not too distant future. 

Hon Robin Chapple: There is an interesting point going back in the state agreement acts. They actually did have 
a very good function at their outset, because they actually ensured that the companies did certain things and the 
government did certain things, especially when it came to greenfields and getting the finance. They have no validity 
over the long term, in my view. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I accept the member’s view. I obviously have a different view on that because 
I think that they are a requirement for the certainty that is required for a long-term investment in the 
multibillions of dollars. I understand that perhaps the member would argue that the early state agreement acts 
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carried more weight than some of the later ones, and perhaps that is a reflection on the capacity of the state and 
its officers to negotiate as well as they should. The same applies in that regard to building construction, road 
building construction and all major projects. I am of the view, and have been for some time, that the capacity 
of the state to undergo those negotiations and to get good contracts has been lacking for some time. I will accept 
that point, but the reality is that if a person is going to invest their money in a project that would tie it up for the 
next 20, 30, 40 or 50 years, they will want some pretty strong legislation or guarantees in place so that the rules 
cannot be changed halfway down the track. Effectively, that is why state agreement acts exist—for the 
permanency of the rules by which very long-term projects exist. Obviously, we do not have them for short-term 
projects, or we should not. We should never have them for projects that will not exist long enough to require that 
certainty, but there is not a state agreement for every major project that has occurred. There are state agreements 
acts for smaller projects, and there are some state agreement acts for combined projects, for example, in which 
a number of smaller projects are combined. However, in my view, and I think in the view of the Liberal Party, 
those state agreement acts perform a particular role in providing a level of certainty and I would not take away the 
capacity of the state to put in place state agreement acts. I accept that is a point on which Hon Robin Chapple and 
I will disagree. As friendly as we are, there is the odd point that we do not have in common, and that is one that is 
a bone of contention. However, I think that state agreements acts are important and we need to accept the reality 
of that. 

I now come to the issue of amending state agreement acts. I think I heard the Minister for Regional Development 
say earlier that it is not an overly difficult process with agreement on both sides. I absolutely agree with that 
comment because if there is agreement on both sides, it is a relatively simple process to go through. Getting it through 
a Parliament is not always as easy as one thinks, but if there is agreement from the government in particular—or, 
in this case, agreement between the government and opposition—it is not too much of an onerous process, despite 
how long some of my friends in the corner might take to get through the legislation. I am not one to cast stones in 
that particular glasshouse. Full scrutiny is deserved. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Or make the debate longer than it need be. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will not take longer than needs be. That is fine. I do not have a problem with that. 

But the capacity to amend it is important and that capacity exists very much when there is some unanimity of 
purpose on both sides. That has to be the case. If we do not have that, we will be throwing out the original position 
of state agreement acts. A state agreement act can be thrown out of the window if it can be changed unilaterally 
and easily. I absolutely agree with the current mechanisms that “by agreement” and “by an act of Parliament” 
there is the capacity to amend a state agreement act. I think that is a very important component and one that 
I particularly support. 

I will come to the matter of the bill itself. In my view, it is a simple bill and it really does not make a huge number 
of amendments. I am happy to leave others to talk in particular to the insertion of various long-term plans—
community development and local participation plans. I have been around long enough and become cynical enough 
to know that these are adopted with great enthusiasm and high ideal at the beginning, but it is a long and difficult 
process to get agreement in any community. Therefore, I am happy to allow others to speak on that and give leeway 
for that to take a reasonable amount of time. It is incumbent upon all of us—opposition parties and the government—
to watch that process fairly closely to make sure there is a degree of genuine consultation. I also accept that genuine 
consultation does not at the same time mean giving everybody what they want, because otherwise we get bogged 
down in years of consultation—nobody mentioned the Fitzroy River!—that might get us almost nowhere at the 
end of the process. I am happy to leave the wider community and the house to look at those things in significant 
detail. I thought the questions from Hon Peter Collier were particularly relevant. I am also interested in the definitions 
around the new water contract, which is a separate part of the bill, and I think the minister will, hopefully, be able 
to give us a little more clarity on what the new clause 2(4) agreement might mean in practicality in relation to the 
water supply. Hopefully, that will come—if not in the minister’s second reading reply, I have every suspicion that 
we will go into considerable Committee of the Whole House debate and it will provide the opportunity to have 
a look at that. 

The critical part of the bill for me is what is most distressing to those opposed to it and that is the extension of the 
state agreement act, which is in clause 2(8). That extends the date an extra 12 years on 2059, heading out then to 
2071, which is obviously a significant amount of time from now. We are in 2020, so we are talking about 50 years 
of activity. Again, the Liberal Party and I support the clause that allows that to go ahead. 

I do not think we have had a sensible conversation about the impact of gas on the carbon emissions process going 
forward. I accept in principle, without getting bogged down too much in the specific numbers, that increased gas 
production obviously means increased carbon emissions, but in my view it then depends upon what those carbon 
emissions go to, whether that is new activity or replacement activity, and where we might then measure whether 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 13 February 2020] 

 p492c-515a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Tim Clifford; Hon Jacqui Boydell; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Robin Scott; Hon Dr Steve 

Thomas; Hon Ken Baston; Hon Robin Chapple 

 [16] 

there has been some benefit rather than simply addressing the fact that Australia will produce more emissions. 
I absolutely accept that Western Australia will be producing more emissions, and Australia will be producing 
higher emissions as a result of the gas proposals that will be adopted by this group of companies requiring the state 
agreement act. In a nutshell, just so you know, we are talking about taking the Karratha gas plant, which without 
additional gas resources is coming to the end of its useful life, and bringing in additional gas sources from a further 
afield field. Is “a further afield field” an oxymoron? It is basically going to add a 900-odd kilometre gas pipeline 
to bring that additional gas in, which will allow that processing facility we currently have to continue to operate 
well into the future. Surely, we should all support making additional use of an existing facility with some potential 
for expansion. I do not imagine anybody suggesting that taking the gas through the Karratha gas plant is a problem. 

Hon Robin Chapple interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am sure Hon Robin Chapple will discuss the things around Karratha, but my view 
is that we should all be very supportive of the principle of re-using the facility to its best extent. 

Just to try to balance some of the debate that has been provided so far, I would like to just mention the effectiveness 
of the replacement of other fossil fuels with Western Australian natural gas. This is likely to be a little contentious, 
and a little bit depends on which set of figures we read and what we consider to be the most reliable source. I have 
read various reports. 
Hon Robin Chapple: As long as you are not quoting Bolt, you will be fine! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No, I never quote Bolt. 
Do members doubt that natural gas has a lower emissions profile than coal-fired energy? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Come on, will you please get on with it. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Dr Steve Thomas has the call. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I have been at it for I think 15 minutes and I am not planning to take forever to get 
on with it. I will remember this next time we have to listen to some rubbish. 
I will just run through some of the emissions. I have used the US Energy Information Administration, which claims to 
be independent. I will leave it to Hansard to pick up. Because it is American, we have to use the empirical system. 
Looking at pounds of carbon dioxide equivalent emitted per million British thermal units of various fossil fuels, coal 
varies from 228 pounds down to 206 pounds, natural gas is running in at 117 pounds and pure propane is at 139 pounds. 
Hon Robin Chapple: You are talking about efficiency. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We are talking about emissions per energy unit developed. Surely, it is very difficult 
to argue that the natural gas produced in Western Australia, on the assumption that it is going to Asia and replacing 
coal technology, would not be reducing emissions in that marketplace. 
Hon Robin Chapple: In the atmosphere it retains about 100 times that of coal. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I do not agree with the modelling on that. I think it would be fair to say that before we 
take out the energy required in production, those figures indicate that natural gas is a significantly lower emitter at 
the point of replacement of those coal energies. Members may or may not take this as gospel, because it is information 
on a comparative life-cycle assessment that was released by the proponent, Woodside. At the end of last year, it 
released a comparative life-cycle assessment that said that the replacement of coal in the current scenario would result 
in 415 million tonnes of CO2 emissions saved in the marketplaces of Asia, particularly China, Japan, South-East 
Asia and India. The figure of 400 million tonnes might be very optimistic, so let us say the lower end of the scale, 
which would be 200 million to 250 million tonnes better than the most sustainable proposal for most of those 
industries. If Australia’s total emissions for the year are 560 million to 580 million tonnes, depending on what 
measure we use—the most recent one I read, which I am absolutely guaranteed on, said it was 540 million tonnes—
that is a significant saving in emissions. For that reason, I think we need to support the proposal. We need to 
recognise that it has enormous potential to have a positive environmental impact. We also need to recognise that 
the state agreement acts need to be supported for long-term investment in the state. 
Just let me finish with this: I think we need to be very careful in this economy about undermining the potential job 
creation that will exist and continue to exist around these projects. The potential closure of Karratha gas plant if it 
cannot receive enough gas is a fairly scary concept. I have listened for many, many years to people saying that all 
these thousands of jobs will be magically created by the renewable energy industry, and certainly there have been 
a few, but we are not going to simply transplant them. The philosophy that we are simply going to transplant jobs 
from the resources sector in fossil fuels and convert them into renewable energy jobs is not the case. We know that 
because when we looked at the proposal for a wind farm in the south west in the last couple of years, it created 
zero local jobs after construction. The biomass plant creates a handful of jobs. It is not the case that these jobs 
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magically get created. In the economy of Western Australia, the iron ore boom will not hang around forever. 
I expect it to stabilise in the middle of this year. Vale has indicated that it has not got up to its full production yet. 
I think the correction of the iron ore price will magically happen around budget time. My Nostradamus prediction 
is iron ore prices of between $US70 and $US75 a tonne at budget time. If the Treasurer told me that the price 
would not stay at $US90 a tonne this year, I would believe him. I did not believe him last year. Right now, when 
the economy is at the stage that it is at, when people are nervous and jobs are probably the most critical issue going 
forward—defined jobs that we know will occur—is not the time to undermine that process and undermine the state 
agreement act process. I support the bill. 
HON KEN BASTON (Mining and Pastoral) [3.20 pm]: I rise to contribute to the second reading debate on the 
important North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. I remember the Fortescue 
state agreement many years ago when I was the shadow resources minister. It was a new one, and even though we 
were not allowed to change it, we could discuss it and vote against it. I am always interested in what state 
agreements represent. Today, the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019 
has to go through Parliament. This is an extraordinarily important piece of legislation for the future of our state, 
particularly the communities in the north that are calling for economic development, jobs, opportunities and 
investment in their towns. The amended state agreement will provide the North West Shelf project participants 
security of title and a stable policy environment. As a result of this stability, small and medium businesses and 
contractors who feed into the industry will benefit from some certainty and confidence going forward. Of course, 
this will also help to provide certainty for WA’s gas supply heading into the future. Energy security is vitally 
important to any economy and this project will ensure the ongoing supply of Western Australian domestic gas. 
Continuing the operation of the North West Shelf project will support Western Australia’s economy well into this 
century and certainly stimulate growth in regional centres such as Karratha and, importantly, Broome. ACIL Allen 
Consulting has suggested that the potential boost to our gross domestic product as a result of this project could be 
in the order of $286 billion through to 2063. The potential for job creation is approximately 2 700 jobs per annum. 
Even if that figure is exaggerated, it is still a very high figure. More than half of these jobs will be located in 
Karratha and Broome. 

In 2018, North West Shelf project expenditure had a local content rate of some 80 per cent, with $1.2 billion spent 
in WA businesses. Many regional centres such as Broome are clearly looking for investment in their region, which 
is important for the economy and local job prospects. There is no denying that the resource industry plays an 
important role in northern Western Australia. It should contribute positively to community events and initiatives, 
which it does. Indeed, Woodside has never been backward in coming forward. Since 2013 when the onshore gas 
hub project was shelved, it has been a tough slog for the Broome economy. In 2012, the median house price in 
Broome was $650 000, whereas in 2019 it was $415 000. For young families who have invested in a future in 
Broome and purchased homes, this is a major setback. Construction businesses that provide a huge number of 
apprenticeships and support for community groups have experienced extremely low activity and many have had to 
downsize their operations. I refer, of course, to James Price Point, which was knocked on the head. According to the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, in 2013, there were 216 private sector building approvals for Broome; in 2018, there 
were 29; in 2014, there were 302 construction-related businesses; and in 2018, there were 262. Despite the excellent 
work done to improve the streetscape in Chinatown and investment in the tourism industry, it is still very tough sailing 
for retail businesses, and I believe that much of this is due to a lack of confidence in the regional economy. There is 
great hope that Broome can establish itself as a supply base for this new phase of the Browse North West Shelf 
project. There has been community turnout for all the Woodside community consultation events and a curious lack 
of the opposition that we saw in 2011–12. The proposed Kimberley marine support base, which presumably will 
service the North West Shelf project, was met with great support by the community and key stakeholders in the 
west Kimberley. This is another strong indication that there is a great appetite for those opportunities to be 
harnessed and pushed to deliver genuine benefits. Even in the push to deliver more renewable energy throughout 
the state and the world, it is clear that there will continue to be a demand for LNG for many years to come. 

I do not think WA has any choice but to embrace this project and do everything possible to ensure it delivers 
ongoing benefits for and investment in our state, particularly in the Pilbara and the Kimberley, which continue to 
face significant social issues. I hope for a great future, and job opportunities and a well-supported community are 
a big part of solving that puzzle. I have asked questions in this place about crime rates. It turns out that most of those 
who commit crime in those areas are young people—the youth who were affected the last time Browse fell over. 
They are sitting there looking for a job or a trade. They are looking to get off the streets. At present, we talk about 
building jails to put them in, but what we need is an adequate supply of fuel—that is gas—for businesses spread 
across the state. I commend the bill to the house. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.27 pm]: I advise that I am the lead speaker for the Greens 
on the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. I want to take this opportunity, 
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as I usually do, to thank the various government and Woodside people who briefed me on this legislation. I thank 
Josh Jerga, senior policy adviser to the minister; Sam Panetta from the State Solicitor’s Office; Graham McDonald 
from the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation; and Milka Klobucar—I apologise for always 
saying that incorrectly—the executive director of project facilitation at the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science 
and Innovation. From Woodside, I thank Niall Miles, the senior vice-president of the North West Shelf and 
Burrup Hub; Anthony McMullen, manager of environment; and Sharon Reynolds, corporate affairs manager, 
Indigenous affairs. I also take this opportunity to acknowledge the Ngarluma, Yindjibarndi, Yaburara, Mardudhunera 
and Wong-Goo-Tt-Oo peoples on whose land we are proposing to extend the production of the facility and who, 
by the mere fact of the Burrup and Maitland Industrial Estates Agreement, had no ability to make any negative 
comment about this proposal. I will deal with that a bit later. 

The purpose of this bill is to ratify the agreement made on 9 September 2019 between the state and the North West 
Shelf development parties. There are a number of venturers involved in this, and they have changed over time 
as the state agreement program has evolved. The bill will give effect to amendments to the North West Gas 
Development (Woodside) Agreement Act 1979 to extend the existing term of the state agreement by a further 
25 years, with an option to go beyond that. That will also bring in a liquefied natural gas third party tolling 
agreement. We passed a piece of legislation, I think about two or three years ago, that also provided some 
facilitation for Woodside to process other people’s gas. We are now talking about a Burrup “hub”; when it came 
to the development of Pluto—which is a Woodside development, whereas the North West Shelf is managed by 
Woodside on behalf of the joint venture partners—it was established to handle third party gas. There were to 
be two trains: one for its own development, and one for further processing of other people’s gas. That second 
train is now going to be built to handle Scarborough gas. 
I sort of wandered off a little bit there! 
The bill also deals with a number of other matters that I will turn to shortly, especially with regard to the local 
participation benefit scheme and the community development plan, which is the other component of it. These are 
two documents that do not seem to be readily available. I read the debate in the other place and those documents quite 
clearly do not seem to be in the public domain. There are many aspects around that that I will talk to a little later. 
The original state agreement that this bill seeks to modify was established on 21 December 1979, supposedly to 
enable the establishment on Burrup—now Murujuga—of condensate: liquefied natural gas production for overseas 
markets, treated natural gas and domestic gas for domestic consumption, largely in the electricity sector of 
Western Australia, via the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline and, more recently, to industrial users in the 
Pilbara. The North West Shelf joint venturers have a one-sixth share of the facility. These are Woodside Energy Ltd; 
Shell Australia Pty Ltd; BHP Billiton Petroleum North West Shelf Pty Ltd—there is an interesting part to that 
I will talk about shortly; BP Developments Australia Pty Ltd; Chevron Australia; and Japan Australia LNG Pty Ltd. 
It took approximately 10 years from the start of construction of the plant in 1979 to get the first shipment out of 
the North West Shelf liquefied natural gas facility in 1989. It left the port on a ship called the Northwest Sanderling 
for delivery to a Japanese terminal. It was exported from a facility at Phillip Point near Mangrove Creek, to the 
south west of Withnell Bay and the famous “Climbing Men” petroglyph assembly. More on that shortly. 
The Greens will oppose the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement on a number of grounds. I will deal 
with each one of them quite extensively over time. The Greens have consistently opposed state agreement acts. In 
May 2001 even the Australian Labor Party, due to concerns about state agreement acts, proposed an amendment to the 
standing orders to ensure that all state agreement acts went to a committee for review so that the information could be 
made available and the public could be apprised of the complexities of the agreements. Later on I will deal with the 
comments made by Hon George Cash in this place on behalf of the Liberal Party in support of that amendment to the 
standing orders, and also the comments made by the then Leader of the House, whose name eludes me — 
Hon Peter Collier: Kim Chance. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Hon Kim Chance, thank you. 
We will argue the issues around the national competition policy, which has now morphed into another document 
that I will again talk about a little bit later. We will talk about why the Burrup should never have been developed 
in the first place, how it was an accident and how, interestingly enough, there was angst between Sir Charles Court 
and Lang Hancock, who wanted to develop areas of the north west. We will deal with its expansion and further impacts 
on the World Heritage-nominated Dampier Archipelago. The impacts of current industry on the Dampier Archipelago 
are well understood, and increased emissions should not progress any further. We will deal with the matters 
surrounding that and the emissions that are already having a dramatic effect on the rock art there. We will also talk 
about the government’s view on how it will deal with the issue should the emissions become too difficult. 
As my colleagues have said already, Woodside’s Burrup or Murujuga LNG hub project has not yet received approval 
from the Environmental Protection Authority, so in many regards we are putting the cart before the horse. What 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 13 February 2020] 

 p492c-515a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Tim Clifford; Hon Jacqui Boydell; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Robin Scott; Hon Dr Steve 

Thomas; Hon Ken Baston; Hon Robin Chapple 

 [19] 

would happen if we were to sign off on a state agreement with Woodside in this place and the EPA, mindful of its 
concerns about emissions and their impacts on rock art, was to say, “We find the project unacceptable”? We will have 
established a state agreement act via passage through this place that will bind the government against an approval 
process that is yet to take place. Lastly, as my colleagues have already dealt with, I will talk about the extension 
of natural gas, condensate and LNG at a time when the world is saying that we must stop burning fossil fuels. 
I think Hon Dr Steve Thomas said that he thought Hon Robin Chapple would give us a bit of an overview of how 
we got to where we are, and that is my intention right now. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Don’t take it as encouragement! 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes! What actually happened many years ago? As members will know, before we started 
doing major state agreement acts, there was fairly heavy disagreement between Lang Hancock and Sir Charles Court 
about how to develop the iron ore industry and where to locate it. In 1983, Lang Hancock and Peter Wright—we 
know a lot about them, because they were in the news a little bit—had a plan to support rationalisation and to develop 
a proper deep-water port for all industry in the Pilbara. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: What year was that? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That was in 1983. The port they wanted to go to was on Ronsard Island, which is a very 
small sand island off Port Hedland. There is a causeway to the island that was actually built by Lang Hancock, and 
it is still there today. Hancock went ahead with the plan. At that stage he had all the iron ore tenements under his 
control; he had pegged them all. The government at the time was saying, “We don’t think there’s any iron ore in 
the Pilbara. There’s some magnetite.” 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: In 1983? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: No.  
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will provide the member with some documents later. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: But the iron ore industry started in the 1960s. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Sorry, I apologise; it was 1971. It was called the Ludwig plan. I got the date wrong. 
Daniel Ludwig was a multimillionaire in America who came to Australia, made some initial assessments about 
iron ore and bankrolled Hancock and Wright. Trust between Hancock and Sir Charles Court became very fractious, 
so a plan was put forward in 1964 with national bulk carrier Sentinel Mining and it presented to the state government 
an integrated plan for the rail and shipment of iron ore, which is what it referred to as the Ludwig plan. Lang Hancock 
supported the national bulk carrier’s proposal for a much larger port from Port Hedland, Dampier or Cape Lambert 
combined. It was to be constructed near Depuch Island or Ronsard Island. It proposed a complex of rail conditions 
that would bring together in one port and one rail operation the proposed iron ore production of BHP, Cleveland–Cliffs, 
Hamersley Iron and Amex Resources. This would reduce the requirement for rail tracks from 625 miles, as it was in 
those days, to 425 miles. There would also be a reduction in the number of ports required from three to one. In those 
days, the estimated potential capital savings was in the region of $150 million. The state government, at the request 
of the three big mining companies, rejected this idea. Noting that Hancock had proposed to use Ronsard Island, 
which is next to Depuch Island, the government of the day said that it would develop Depuch Island as the central 
port. Port Hedland, Dampier, Karratha, Roebourne and all that area was not considered at that time. It is interesting 
that the river that runs past Ronsard Island is the deepest port facility in that area. In 2003, a report was done by 
the state government reviewing potential future ports. That report recommended looking at Ronsard Island again, 
because the old river leaving a deep channel to the ocean was the way to go. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Are you sure it was then? My recollection is that it was later. It was a bit later because 
I was minister at the time and it was after the rapid expansion plans. It was when we were looking at the possibility 
of another 800 million tonnes out of Port Hedland at that time. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I thank the minister and defer to her obvious knowledge of this. I thought it was around 
2003 but I am drawing from my memory. 
We then looked at Depuch Island. As a result of the plans to go there, the government of the day, in 1964, commissioned 
a study called the “Western Australian Museum Special Publication No. 2”. The group was sent there to the look 
at the viability of developing Depuch Island. The study was led by W.D.L. Ride from the WA Museum to survey 
Depuch Island. I will read from various parts of this report because it is highly important to understand how we 
came to use the Burrup. It states — 

The staff and Board of the Western Australian Museum were impressed by the need for a policy regarding 
the preservation of the engravings and the Board offered its service to the Government to survey and record 
them and to examine the position on the Island with the view to ensuring their safety. This offer was 
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accepted and a party was formed to visit the Island and, as a result of the visit, to make recommendations 
to the Government as to how the carvings might best be preserved if the decision was made to carry on 
with the harbour development in the area. 
The party consisted of Drs. W. D. L. Ride (leader and zoologist), R. M. Berndt (anthropologist), G. M. Storr 
(zoologist), Messrs. R. D. Royce (botanist), F. Norton (artist), I. M. Crawford (anthropologist), R. Penrose 
(photographer) … 

There were a number of other people so I will not read the whole list. It continues — 
The party was requested to record the distribution and details of all engravings on the Island and in 
particular to search for carvings not previously recorded; to seek interpretations of the subjects depicted 
from the natives of the Port Hedland and Roebourne area; to carry out a brief survey of the fauna and 
flora of the Island in order to recommend whether special measures would be necessary to preserve them; 
and to examine other adjacent areas (with particular reference to the Dampier Archipelago) to see if similar 
engravings and fauna and flora were represented in another place which would be suitable to preserve them. 
… 
It was intended that the biologists should complete their work in one week and would then transfer their 
activities to the islands of the Dampier Archipelago, and the nearby mainland, in order to discover whether 
or not similar carvings existed elsewhere and whether the fauna and flora of Depuch was unique in species. 
Crawford and his party would stay on Depuch for two to three weeks more to complete their work and 
would then meet Ride and decide whether they would need to pay a brief visit to any of the localities in 
the Dampier Archipelago to examine engravings there. 
… 
The results of their work in this Archipelago will be published elsewhere … 

That was to be special report 3. Interestingly, there is no special report 1. I have spent extensive time in the Museum’s 
library trying to find special reports 1 and 3. Special report 3 was never published. That was to be the report into 
the Dampier Archipelago. The report continues — 

Unfortunately, while there are numbers of carvings on the islands, nowhere do they approach those of 
Depuch in number and general quality. 

I will come to how they rationalised that shortly. It continues — 

The Dampier Archipelago was visited by our party to see if engravings similar to those on Depuch were 
to be found there. 

Interestingly, they did not send any archaeologists or anthropologists; they sent two zoologists, who recorded 
the flora and fauna and who, in passing, made commentary, which is in this document, that they saw a couple of 
hundred petroglyphs. It continues — 

A separate report will be prepared on these. 

That never happened — 

However, it may be said that the engravings on these Islands are similar to the Depuch ones, but that they 
do not form such a rich display; — 

The rationale behind that was that the carvings on Depuch were relatively new. They were a thousand years old, 
at most, and therefore their pecking into the granophyre is highly resolved because of colour differential between 
the patina and the underlying rock. They are highly visible, whereas the carvings on the Burrup are up to 30 000 or 
40 000 years old and have no colour variation. Unless someone knows what they are looking for, they are very 
difficult to see. The report continues — 

various sites were visited, but few had more than 20 engravings. 

This is the Burrup Peninsula—Dolphin Island and Angel Island—which has over a million petroglyphs. They saw 20. 
Great. It continues — 

Instead of standing in an area surrounded by hundreds of engravings of birds, animals, men, and so on, 
one had to search to find them and then only a few examples of each kind could be found in any one spot. 
Spearing scenes with stick-men are common on Depuch and may be seen in any of the most important 
areas of engravings, — 

There are no real engravings of spearing scenes with stick-men on the Burrup because it is much older. It continues — 
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but on Dolphin Island we found only one spearing scene. 

I have done archaeological work on Dolphin Island. You do not have to step very far—maybe a distance only as far 
as the end of this room—to see 10, 20, 30 or 40 carvings. The report continues — 

Our conclusion was that the Dampier Archipelago contains fewer engravings per unit area and is altogether 
much less impressive than Depuch. 

The document later states — 

The only area in which the art closely resembles that of Depuch is the Dampier Archipelago, and there it 
seems to be poorer in quality and quantity. As far as we know at the moment, the engravings on Depuch 
are unique. No doubt, in time we will find more sites with engravings, but we will be fortunate indeed to 
find a site with such rich variety, excellent quality, and enormous quantity, as represented by the 
engravings on this Island. 

A table was included in the report. I do not know what they were doing with this table, because they made a number 
of major mistakes. According to the table, Depuch had 5 000 carvings and the Kimberley did not have any. Has 
anybody been to the Kimberley and seen the Wandjinas and the Gwion Gwions? According to this table, the 
Kimberley did not have any. Port Hedland had 800. Six years before, McCarthy had identified in a report for this 
very organisation that there were 7 500 carvings on the ridges of Port Hedland, where the town now exists, with 
the potential for up to 15 000 carvings, yet this report says that there were only 800. It also stated that there were 
over 500 on Woodstock station. John Patterson would turn in his grave—he has not got there yet, but he was the 
guy who did the research there. There are hundreds of thousands of carvings on the Woodstock shatter cones. The 
table states that there are 200 carvings on the Dampier Archipelago. Only 200 carvings on the Dampier Archipelago? 
There are more than a million on the Burrup alone. There are probably more than two million carvings in the 
Dampier Archipelago. This is very important, and I will explain why in a minute. The table said that the number was 
unknown for the Hamersley Ranges, there were 20 in the north west cape area and there were a few in the desert. 
That table was produced in this report. What is really, really terrible about this is that they actually knew about the 
table produced by Frederick McCarthy, the curator of anthropology at the Australian Museum. I have a copy of 
that table if anybody wants to see it. They had that table in their possession, yet they did not even reference it. 
When this document was tabled in Parliament, it was tabled with a press release. The minister at the time was 
E.H.M. Lewis—I actually spent some time looking up his name to make sure that I got it right. He read this 
document into Parliament. The press release by Hon Edgar Henry Mead Lewis, Minister for Education and Native 
Welfare, is dated 23 December 1964 and reads — 

During the past week the Government has announced the signing of contracts between mining interests 
in Western Australia and steel manufacturers in Japan. These contracts are the fruition of our hopes for 
the development of a great iron industry in the Pilbara. In making these announcements we have said that 
the outlet ports for this industry will be at Port Hedland and at King Bay in the Dampier Archipelago, so 
it has now become clear that Depuch Island is no longer being considered for the harbour development 
which was visualized at the time this Report on Depuch Island was written. 

They used the information, as flawed as it was, to determine that the port would go to Port Hedland and the 
Dampier Archipelago. This area was called Dampier Island before it was renamed in 1979 as the Burrup. It continues — 

This does not mean that the valuable work published here is wasted. Now, as the result of it, we have an 
accurate statement of the Island in its context as one of the most remarkable native art sites in existence 
and of which we, as Western Australians, can be justly proud. 

We also have a set of recommendations from an authoritative and responsible body, the Western Australian 
Museum … which shows how the island can be developed as a port if the need should ever arise. 

The Government is very much aware of the great artistic and anthropological value of Depuch Island and 
I am pleased to be able to point out that it is already under protection as a native reserve controlled by the 
Native Welfare Department of which I am Minister. 

What was not mentioned here—it was mentioned in the report—was the very important reason that nobody wanted 
to go to Depuch Island, and it was not Aboriginal petroglyphs; it was the mere fact that there are two significant 
inscriptions on a promontory on Anchor Hill, which is part of Depuch Island. The first was made by the crew of 
the HMS Beagle in 1840 and the second was by the crew of the Penguin in 1909. Crews from a number of later 
European ships also made their mark on that promontory. It was those inscriptions that in fact precluded development 
of that area. 

The Depuch proposal was subsequently rejected. The development of the Burrup commenced in 1965, resulting from 
an agreement in 1963 between Hamersley Holdings and the WA government for the development of Mt Tom Price. 
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The first shipments of iron ore left the port of Dampier in August 1966. The objectives for the development of the 
Burrup were first enunciated in 1973 by Hon H.E. Graham, the development minister, and by 1978 Woodside had 
begun investigating locations for a liquefied natural gas facility. Two sites on the Burrup were looked at, with 
Sloping Point at the north-east tip and Withnell Bay compared. The North West Shelf is located adjacent to that 
area. It is not known—again, there seem to be no records—whether any other site was considered. Today, the Burrup 
remains the main focus of the government for development. This has been expressed in a number of ways over 
time. Even though the heritage values of the Dampier Archipelago are now clearly understood, there has been no 
major development of the nearby Maitland industrial estate, which is devoid of rock art. The argument often put 
forward is that Maitland cannot be developed because a port would need to be developed on West Intercourse Island, 
which does have some carvings on it. It actually has some of the world’s largest shell middens on it. But if we look 
at any of the designs for port development for West Intercourse Island—indeed, designs put forward by the City of 
Karratha—there is no need to use West Intercourse Island, because a jetty could go into the deep water that sits off 
it. It is an eminently suitable place for development. 

I suppose the official position of the Western Australian government was clearly articulated back in 2006 by 
Hon Fred Riebeling, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly and member for North West Coastal, when he 
commented on the Dampier Archipelago — 

We’ve dreamt of this area becoming the most important industrial region in the southern hemisphere for 
20 or 30 years … and finally the realisation’s starting to happen. 

That was from the ABC’s 7.30 report of 22 December 2006. Others are much wiser. In that regard, I will subsequently 
turn to some documents outlining who has said various things. My first one refers to Dr Carmen Lawrence. I think we 
remember Carmen, a very good leader of the Labor Party in this place. In 2006 she spoke at the International Council 
on Monuments and Sites conference in Fremantle. This council is the advising body to the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization for World Heritage listing. She states — 

This evening, I want to draw your attention away from the charms of Fremantle to contemplate the 
history of another port, another coastline which most of you will know—if you know it at all—through 
stories of the “miracle” resources boom. You will most probably have seen TV footage and 
photographs of the gas tankers powering through the apparently pristine and impossibly blue channels 
of the Dampier Archipelago delivering gas to an energy hungry world from the processing plants on 
the remote North West coast. 

What you probably did not appreciate, was that in the background of those images was the most significant 
heritage site in Australia and, sadly, the only one on the World Monuments Fund’s list of the 100 most 
endangered places. For on the Burrup—or to give it its indigenous name Murujuga—is the densest 
concentration of rock art in the world, estimated at perhaps as many as a million petroglyphs. What some 
have described as “the world’s largest gallery of engraved prehistoric art.” 
And most Australians are entirely ignorant of its existence. Rock carvings—more precisely sgraffiti — 

I did not say graffiti; it is sgraffiti, an archaeological word — 
are scattered through the barren rocky ridges and steep-sided valleys of the peninsula and the surrounding 
islands. The oldest of the art work is believed to date from the period when the Burrup was an inland 
range, before the inundation which drowned much of the surrounding landscape over 9000 years ago. 

I will leave the following bits because I want to turn to a couple of important things that she said in that speech. It is 
a really good speech. It is well worth reading and it is readily available on the ICOMOS site. She went on to state — 

It should be obvious that such a site is a precious part of our heritage, of the world’s heritage, deserving 
of careful study and preservation. Instead of the care and reverence which we would expect to be shown 
to a site with the significance of Stonehenge, the painted caves of Lascaux in France or the structures of 
Machu Picchu, the rock art precinct on the Burrup has been scandalously abused, taking second place 
over more than 40 years to resource exploitation. 

She went on to state a little later — 
Successive governments—my own included—have failed to appreciate the global significance of the site. 
Indeed the current government opposes heritage listing of “all or any part” of the Burrup — 

Bearing in mind that this was back in 2006 — 
because of “potentially grave consequences” for the resources sector. No mention of the potentially grave 
consequences for our heritage. Although lip service is sometimes paid in government documents to the 
site’s heritage significance, it has not been matched by any serious attempts to reconcile the conflicts 
between industrial development and this priceless site. Cultural resource management seems to be 
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a foreign country to both the bureaucrats and their ministers and the W.A. Museum seems to have gone 
missing in action. 

The document contains much more than those lines, but this is the former Premier who acknowledged many issues. 
I have to take my hat off, to a large degree, to Hon Colin Barnett, who has also made a number of really important 
statements about the Burrup Peninsula. I will turn to those in a second. He gave a significant speech in Parliament 
on 7 April 2003 that he later wrote into a document. He also presented in federal Parliament on the issues around 
the rock art on the Burrup and made a number of statements in the media around this. I suppose the most summing 
one is when we came to talk about developing the Pluto site on the peninsula. I will not read in the whole statement. 
An article stated — 

The State Government has warned that any move to heritage list the Burrup would have a devastating 
impact on North-West industry — 

This was about just national heritage listing, not World Heritage listing — 
and Senator Campbell said yesterday he would not allow the region’s development to suffer. 
While preserving the rock art was a priority, he admitted some of it would have to be demolished to make 
way for Woodside’s $5 billion Pluto gas project, which is at the centre of the debate. 
… 
… Mr Barnett, who is widely known for his economic credentials, said his Liberal colleague was acting 
more like an economic development minister. 
“He’s getting his roles confused,” Mr Barnett said. “His role is to look after heritage and I cannot find 
any credible way he could not list this site. 
“This delay just creates unnecessary uncertainty and what’s important is that the rock art is recognised for 
its heritage value.” 
Mr Barnett urged the State Government to pressure Woodside to shift its Pluto project off the Burrup. 

That is one statement from Mr Barnett. A transcript from the government media monitoring unit of 12 July 2006 states — 
… Colin Barnett, has criticised the Government’s draft management plan for the Burrup Peninsula, saying 
it won’t do anything to protect the area’s ancient Aboriginal rock art. 
The plan has been released for comment by the Environment Minister, Mark McGowan, who says under 
the proposal, more than 60 per cent of the Burrup will be protected. It also contains recommendations for 
a visitor centre, accommodation and camping grounds. 

This was to happen on the north of the Burrup Peninsula — 
Mr Barnett says while he supports properly managed tourism, he’s strongly opposed to new accommodation 
on the Burrup. 

It then quotes Mr Barnett — 
That would be a retrograde step. There is already accommodation in Karratha and Dampier, and that is 
literally 20 minutes away. We should not be building those sorts of facilities out in this pristine environment. 

He went on to comment on quite a few occasions, so he was not shy in coming forward. It is really quite interesting 
that the commentary on the protection of the Burrup seems to be basically coming from the Liberal Party and not 
the Labor Party, which I thought would have had a great interest in preserving our heritage. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Didn’t you just say that Mark McGowan, as the environment minister, did the listing 
and preserved 60 per cent? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No. I will go back to that quote. This was a draft management plan that was released 
about the development of the Burrup. It talked about opening up the north of the Burrup for roads and the tourism 
industry. It even had pictures of chalets on the northern end of the Burrup. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You referenced there that he said that 60 per cent of the Burrup would not be available 
for development. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: When did that happen? Who did that? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The interesting thing is that the Burrup and Maitland Industrial Estates Agreement, 
which I will come to shortly, states that 60 per cent of the Burrup would be preserved. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Who did that agreement? 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That was done by the Labor Party. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Exactly. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is called the Burrup and Maitland Industrial Estates Agreement. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Exactly, and I will just say that although — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Martin Aldridge): Order, members! 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I am just trying to help the member with a few facts. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Minister, I have allowed and tolerated some level of interjection, 
but what I will not tolerate is speeches from your seat. Hon Robin Chapple has the call. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Just in response, I will be dealing in quite some detail with the Burrup and Maitland Industrial 
Estates Agreement. 
I want to quote various comments from Hon Colin Barnett about World Heritage listing. I am reading from my notes. 
On 30 July 2009, he said on ABC News — 

We are not, as a State Government, going to allow LNG projects to be built on the Burrup peninsula which 
is the world’s greatest collection of ancient rock art to service gas that is developed 1 000 kilometres away. 

That was in relation to the Browse project. 
On 22 August 2008, he said on 720 morning radio — 

… preserving and protecting the ancient rock art on the Burrup Peninsula. It’s an important issue, 
probably the most important heritage site in Australia. I took that up in Opposition. 

On 31 May 2007, he said in The West Australian — 
World heritage listing is inevitable. But you would not think we are some struggling third world country which 
needs to be dictated to as to how it deals with its heritage. The status of the rock art, (makes it) in my opinion, 
without doubt the most important heritage site in WA and possibly the nation. It is up there with Uluru. 

On that same day, he said on GWN7 News — 
You’ve got to question the [Liberal] Federal Government when they have a process of saying ‘well, we will 
list it, but we won’t list it until after the site has been cleared for the Pluto project’. I mean how third world 
is that? 

On 22 December 2006, he said on 720 morning radio — 
Sadly, it appears to me that neither a Federal Liberal Government nor a State Labor Government is prepared 
to make the decisions to protect this rock art. And it’s not rocket science, there are a number of commonsense 
things that should be done to make sure that we accept our responsibility, a world responsibility, and that’s 
to protect the most unique and largest collection of rock art in the world. 

He said also — 
The Australian and state governments would need to go down that path [of a world heritage listing], and 
sooner or later that will happen. 

On 28 November 2006, he said on 720 morning radio — 
It’s inevitable … absolutely inevitable that the rock art on the Burrup Peninsula will not only receive national 
heritage listing, it will probably get world heritage listing before too long. 

There is a really important point in this, and I will come to that shortly. 
On that same day, he said also — 

The rock art that has been lost, and it’s happened over the last 25 years or so, has been lost because of the 
physical destruction, the clearing of sites. And we have a responsibility, it seems to me, in the 21st century, 
as a first world economy, to make sure that we do get the benefits of the development of the gas resource, but 
we also have a wider responsibility to protect this ancient rock art. It is of immense international significance. 

That is interesting, because on 25 June 2006, he said in a 60 Minutes television interview — 
People are trying to pretend that the rock art isn’t there. What I’m saying is ‘this is of world significance’. 

That was in response to some commentary by Hon John Bowler—I can turn to that a little later—that there is not 
a problem there. 
I commend the Liberal Party and the then Premier for their position. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Hear, hear! 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: On that note, noting the time I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 524.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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