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BROWSE (LAND) AGREEMENT BILL 2012 
Third Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [2.50 pm]: I rise to make a short contribution on the Browse (Land) 
Agreement Bill 2012 and to endorse the comments of my colleagues, in particular the member for Cannington, 
the shadow Minister for State Development. He outlined at some length and in great detail the opposition’s 
position on this legislation. I am following the member for Pilbara. I think his contribution highlighted what a 
loss he will be to this chamber after 30 years in both houses of Parliament. The member for Pilbara’s 
understanding and knowledge of the Pilbara and the Kimberley, particularly the history of the Aboriginal people 
of the Kimberley, highlight why he has been a successful member of this place and the other place for such an 
extended time. Indeed, he will be missed.  

I was paired last night and unable to participate in the second reading debate, so I want to put on the record my 
support for the legislation. The member for Cannington outlined the reasons that the Labor Party supports this 
bill. He said words to the effect that the reason the Labor Party supports this bill is that we want to show faith in 
the Kimberley Land Council and the native title claimants. He went through some interesting history of the 
Liberal Party in the 1980s and 1990s and their approach at the time to Aboriginal land rights, Mabo and native 
title. The member for Cannington also made a point about the value of a national Indigenous cultural centre on 
the foreshore in Perth. The member for Cannington was correct to not want to enter into a debate on Elizabeth 
Quay. It is not the time to be entering into that debate. That location is ideally suited for such a cultural centre. It 
has been discussed at some length by both political parties.  

The member for Cannington also outlined the letter that I think every member of Parliament received from the 
Wilderness Society. I certainly received it and I am pretty sure it was sent to every member of Parliament. The 
member for Cannington looked at the argument raised by the Wilderness Society and outlined in some clarity 
exactly why the Labor Party disagrees with some of the points being made by the Wilderness Society. He 
acknowledged that. However, if we had that view of the existence of a gas hub at James Price Point, the 
Wilderness Society certainly makes its point with some weight. Of course, the opposition has a different view 
from the Wilderness Society and the member for Cannington outlined that with great validity.  

The member for Cannington also outlined the divergence of gas prices over the past few years. He went through 
the likely future of unconventional gas in Western Australia. Certainly a lot of work is taking place in the 
Kimberley in that area. He also went through the four potential projects that may use the James Price Point—that 
is, the Shell Prelude project, the Inpex project, the Woodside Browse joint venture and the ConocoPhillips 
project. That was also discussed with the Premier during consideration in detail. As I said, the member for 
Cannington has made his points on why the opposition supports this legislation.  

The member for Pilbara also made some points and outlined his concerns. I took some notes on what the 
member for Pilbara had to say. He made the point that nothing is guaranteed for the people in the Kimberley, as 
has been articulated by the Premier and industry. The member for Pilbara made some of his comments, I dare 
say, based on being jilted by industry over many years with false promises of benefits for Aboriginal people in 
many of those communities in the Pilbara. The member for Pilbara is right: it will require absolute diligence 
from members of Parliament, from industry, from government and from the Kimberley Land Council to ensure 
that what is attempting to be delivered as a result of the benefits package for Aboriginal people is delivered. The 
member for Pilbara made the point that this is not a given. It will not simply happen because of the passage of 
this legislation through Parliament or because the Premier says he wants it to happen. It must be part of the day-
to-day rigour of Parliament and industry to ensure that we maximise the benefits. As the member for Pilbara 
said, he has seen a trail of broken promises. I think his comments were particularly about industry. I hope that 
the discussion he had with Michael Chaney, the chairman of Woodside, means that the member for Pilbara’s 
expectations are met. Woodside has learnt that things are different now and more will be achieved.  

I want to make a couple of more comments. Care certainly needs to be taken. During a matter of public interest 
debate a number of weeks ago I referred to a dispute over Aboriginal heritage sites at James Price Point. The 
Department of Indigenous Affairs wrote a letter to Woodside on 25 July 2011 and recommended that Woodside 
cease activities within the hatched area of the accompanying map until the site’s status has been determined by 
the ACMC. Woodside responded in a letter dated 3 August 2011, which I read into Hansard previously, and 
requested that the department withdraw that letter. I do not think it is appropriate or reasonable for a private 
operator to demanding or request a government department to withdraw advice that it has given pursuant to 
legislation. I do not know what ultimately came of that. The issue was raised in the MPI, but it was not dealt with 
by the government. It raises some concerns and seems to reflect the comments made by the member for Pilbara 
about the fact that nothing is guaranteed. We have to be vigilant not only in this place but also within 
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government to ensure that Aboriginal peoples’ benefits are maximised and their heritage is protected. That letter 
is something that will continue to be pursued. I am disappointed that in its response to the MPI, the government 
did not comment on that piece of correspondence from Woodside to the Department of Indigenous Affairs.  

This morning I read through the Hansard of last night’s speeches and the member for Kimberley seems to have 
made a short, but very powerful contribution. The member for Kimberley is indeed correct. One thing that has 
always bothered me is that often Aboriginal people are more brutal to each other than they are to others. I have 
seen and I have commented publicly on this. By way of example, Aboriginal people turned on each other up at 
Kings Park outside the State Reception Centre when the Premier was meeting with the South West Aboriginal 
Land and Sea Council regarding the proposal to settle native title claims in the south west.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: It is oftentimes the people closest to one another who attack one another.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I accept that, member for Pilbara. The comment I made at the time is that often the bitterest 
disputes occur within groups or within families. I re-emphasise the comments that I made that it is always 
unfortunate and it should never be accepted that there should always be 100 per cent unanimity among 
Aboriginal people just like there is not always 100 per cent unanimity among non-Aboriginal people.  

As outlined by the member for Cannington, the opposition supports this legislation. I conclude by emphasising 
the points made by the member for Pilbara; that is, nothing is guaranteed by the passage of this legislation. It will 
require vigilance from future Parliaments. It will not be just us worrying about it. It will be future Parliaments 
and future governments. We must ensure that industry is kept honest about the commitments it makes not only 
around James Price Point, but also in future developments in the Kimberley.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [2.59 pm]: I will complete the opposition’s contribution to the debate. I 
appreciated the opportunity to clarify a few issues in the consideration in detail stage and to get on record some 
of what I thought were important issues, including the fine detail of exactly where the precinct lies. It will avoid 
future arguments if we can specify things such as the location of easement for the road, where the pipelines will 
cross and where we intend to allow a liquefied natural gas train line to be built. To delineate those things on the 
ground, in a sense, is very important, and I was pleased that we got that absolutely clear. We did not go into the 
benefits package for Indigenous people, which I probably should have done, but I make the point that almost all 
the benefits that will flow from future activity, which is a potential deal with an individual proponent rather than 
the government, will flow to Indigenous people. I understand that the government has already made some 
contributions to the Indigenous people in the Kimberley, and there are more to come. The vast majority of 
benefits that will flow to the Indigenous people, which the Premier has outlined in question time in the past, will 
come from a proponent making the decision to locate a project in that area. As outlined in the second reading 
speech, none of us are aware whether that will ever occur. The Premier has the strong view that it will occur, but 
many people in the media have suggested that it is not so certain. We do not yet know. I was pleased to have the 
opportunity to seek answers on specific issues related to the agreement, and I am pleased they are all on record. 
The important issue is that this precinct will be used for LNG processing only. Clause 3(a)(i) of the schedule 
states — 

… processing of Petroleum into LNG and other products … 

That means “LNG and other products”, not “LNG” and “other products”. There are not two separate 
opportunities; there is one opportunity. As the Premier outlined, chemically there are other components in the 
gas when it comes out of the reservoir and they have to be separated in order to freeze the gas to turn it into 
LNG; so, separating out those other products is part of LNG processing. This legislation does not authorise the 
processing of petroleum into products on that site. There will, of course, be by-products in the processing of 
LNG, but an ethanol plant and all these other things cannot be set up to further process the gas. The Premier says 
that in future perhaps a pipeline may be built to the Pilbara, perhaps in Port Hedland, and some works can be 
done there. That is the sort of thing that I talked about—the 1984 vision of a steel industry in the Pilbara. Perhaps 
it will happen, but they are the sorts of things we have been chasing for more lifetimes than we can think of. It 
would be good if it happened, but it is highly unlikely that it will actually occur.  

I will conclude with two issues. The first is that there is no doubt that people in the green movement and many in 
the community of Broome will not like the fact that the Labor Party will support this bill. We had to make a 
judgement call on this issue. We appreciate that there are potentially negative outcomes from a project at James 
Price Point, just as there would be for a project at any other location; but, on balance, we made the decision that 
it was right to proceed. We support the legislation for the reason that we are supporting the Kimberley Land 
Council and its legitimate role in representing Indigenous people. At the end of the day we had to make a 
decision on whether we support Indigenous self-determination. We do, so we had to back the KLC. There is no 
question that if these LNG projects proceed, they will dramatically change the nature of Broome. It will be 
important for the government, when it comes to an agreement with the project proponent and the project 
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proceeds, to do its best to deal with those potential negative impacts on the Broome community. The government 
should think about the criticism that the Labor Party raised in the matter of public interest in this chamber a few 
weeks ago, because the Broome community will be more convinced of the government’s ability to manage those 
negative outcomes if the government is more accommodating of listening to other people. The opposition’s 
criticism of the process that the government went through with James Price Point is that it should have been 
more accommodating of other people’s opinions. I encourage the government to think about that.  

Finally, what a lucky government this is to have a strong opposition like the Labor Party. We have not played 
politics with this matter, which would have been the easiest thing in the world. We could have come into this 
place and played politics with the divisions in the Broome community. We could have exploited any number of 
the divisions that the member for Victoria Park talked about. But the fact is that in all communities, there are two 
sides to an argument. We could have sided with disaffected people in the Indigenous community. We could have 
played up to the green movement. We could have done any of those things. That is what oppositions often do. 
They can take the easy choice, rather than the responsible choice. I have not been trying to provoke the 
Premier — 
Dr K.D. Hames: That is a contrast. It is unusual.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is an unusual thing. When we read the debates in this chamber on the Gorgon bill that 
were led by the Premier, members can see the huge contrast with this debate. That is because the Premier did 
exactly what we have chosen not to do: he took each argument presented by people opposing the development 
and brought those arguments in here and made them his own. That was a great disappointment to the people of 
Western Australia, because rather than being part of a sensible outcome, he chose to try to politicise it. I remind 
the Premier that he said that state agreement was premature, that there was not yet an agreement with the 
taxation regime of the commonwealth, that the location should have been left open, and that the state agreement 
with the proponent should have been onshore rather than just being on Barrow Island. In government, the Labor 
Party took a responsible attitude. When a proponent came to us with a proposal, we sat down and worked 
through the proposal and came up with an outcome that benefitted the people of Western Australia. We were 
criticised for that. Here we are in opposition, where we do not have the great responsibilities of government, and 
instead of coming in here and playing politics with this James Price Point legislation we have supported its 
passage. Members need to bear that in mind. It is a grand contrast and typical of the Labor Party to put the 
interests of Western Australians above narrow political interest and above the sort of mean-spirited activity that 
we get with these things, which has been demonstrated in the past when we were in government. It is not without 
cost that the Labor Party does that.  

Members can talk about the Maitland estate or the Burrup rock art. When the Premier was in opposition, he 
called on a number of occasions for the Parliament of Western Australia to conduct a debate on the issue of the 
Burrup industry and the future of the rock art. In four years of his government it has never happened. We take 
our responsibilities here seriously, and the fact that the Labor Party has been able to work through all the very 
important issues surrounding this Browse (Land) Agreement Bill and come to the position we think supports the 
interests of Western Australia is a demonstration of the incredible depth of maturity on this side of the chamber. 
I hope that the next time the Liberal Party is in opposition, it will come up to the level of responsibility this 
opposition has been able to demonstrate.  

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [3.09 pm]: I will make a short contribution to the third reading of this Browse 
(Land) Agreement Bill 2012. I welcome the statements made by the Premier in reply to the opposition’s 
comments in the second reading debate and the comments put on record in consideration in detail, particularly 
on the development of floating liquefied natural gas facilities proposed for the north coast of Australia, 
particularly the north west coast. I certainly welcome the very strong statement the Premier made about the 
development of the Browse field itself and the possibility—there is a real possibility of it being floated by 
companies—that that field could be exploited by FLNG technology and that the Premier will object and do 
everything he possibly can to try to stop the use of FLNG technology on that very, very large gas field. I 
personally welcome the Premier’s comments, and I know many people in the fabrication–engineering industry of 
Western Australia will also welcome them.  
In my contribution to the second reading debate, I referred to all the other FLNG fields that are likely to be 
developed; in fact, planning for developing them is underway across smaller fields in the north west of Australia. 
The ones I refer to are the Bonaparte Basin and the Cash-Maple field, for which it is proposed FLNG technology 
be used for the exploitation of those fields for 20 to 30 years. The Premier said they might go ahead on the basis 
that they are smaller fields. If they do go ahead, it will still be anathema to and a major problem for the future of 
engineering, fabrication and manufacturing in Western Australia because, at the end of the day, what will we get 
out of the hydrocarbon resource exploitation in Western Australia, apart from some royalties that will flow 
through to the federal government? We will not get jobs out of it, and we will not get the transfer of ideas, 
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technology, fabrication or engineering, because they will all be done 100 per cent overseas and floated into 
position. As the Premier indicated, discussions are underway about even bringing in crews from overseas, so we 
will not even get payroll tax out of these projects. I am appalled that the federal government could even consider 
FLNG technology for the exploitation of Australian resources, but it is doing so. I think it will be a major 
problem for not just Western Australians but Australians in general.  
The way in which that could have been overcome is the very point of this Browse field. The Browse land that 
will be controlled by this agreement act would be at the very heart of the exploitation of those resources from the 
Kimberley coast and further north if the companies involved were willing to share pipeline infrastructure. We 
have already seen an example in the north west of Western Australia between Chevron and Woodside, where 
together they tried to reach agreement to share pipeline technology but failed. They therefore built their own 
long pipelines to their own LNG facilities. In the North Sea, between the United Kingdom and Norway, a 
plethora of pipelines come from various fields that go way past the end of the Shetland Islands towards the 
latitude of Iceland. By and large, those pipelines are interlinked. A lot of the companies would not allow other 
companies to use their pipelines, particularly in the early days of the exploitation of gas and oil out of the North 
Sea. But as those reserves dwindled and the fields became subeconomic in the UK, the major companies decided 
they did not really want to be in the North Sea reserves anymore because it was subeconomic to exploit the 
resources. The British government stepped in and directed the companies in the North Sea to share the pipeline 
technology. That government said, “You have to share the pipeline technology to make those dwindling reserves 
economically exploitable”—otherwise they would have been abandoned. There was still oil and gas there and to 
continue to exploit them, the British government directed the companies to share the pipelines. They were 
exactly the type of fields the Premier referred to earlier—subeconomic, quite remote, fields—that will be 
exploited through FLNG technology. If pipeline infrastructure could be directed, particularly by the federal 
government, to be shared in Australia, we could exploit those smaller fields without the use of FLNG 
technology, and Browse land would be very viable indeed. All the gas from all those oil and gas reserves would 
come back onshore to Browse. That is one of the major reasons companies are going down the path of FLNG. 
They want to build stand-alone processors. They do not want anyone to tell them how to use their resources. 
They do not want to rely on any company and they cannot reach agreement with other companies if they felt 
they wanted to. The role of government —  
Mr E.S. Ripper: The powers exist already in legislation to allow that to happen.  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I did not know that, member for Belmont. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Conditions can be put on them, potentially.  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: If the power exists within the area controlled by Western Australia, we should exercise that. 
I am not sure whether those powers exist under the commonwealth legislation. If they do exist, that is exactly 
what Minister Martin Ferguson should be doing. He should not be rolling over and allowing these giant 
international oil and gas companies to do whatever they like and develop Australian resources in any way they 
see fit. It would not happen elsewhere. That is exactly what the Premier said. It would not even happen in the 
poorest Third World dictatorship country. They would simply say no to accessing those resources, but somehow 
in Australia we have a federal minister who is letting this happen. If the problems with sharing pipelines and 
gaining access to pipelines—similar to the problems we are facing in the north west with access to railways—are 
overcome, this agreement we are passing here this afternoon will become extremely viable; it will become the 
major hub for all LNG development across the Kimberley oil and gas fields and will give a very long life to the 
Browse state agreement. I do not think we will see that because I do not think we have governments that have 
the capacity, in the case of Western Australia, or the backbone, in the case of the commonwealth, to take these 
major multinational oil and gas companies on and direct them to do the right thing with Australia’s oil and gas 
resources.  
DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.19 pm]: I want to make a few comments on the 
Browse (Land) Agreement Bill 2012. First, this is an extremely important piece of legislation; it is arguably the 
most significant piece of legislation in Aboriginal affairs in this state’s history. It is the first time that Aboriginals 
have been allowed, through the Kimberley Land Council in this case, to determine a major piece of industrial 
infrastructure. It also lays the groundwork for the KLC and Aboriginal people to get direct commercial and 
economic interests in the operation of the state’s resources. It is a significant outcome. More importantly, going 
forward if the project gets up, it provides the capacity for Aboriginal people in that area to get off welfare and 
into jobs, wealth and the mainstream. It is a very significant piece of legislation. I congratulate the member for 
Kimberley on her contribution to the debate on this bill.  

This bill is also a major piece of legislation because it is a further step along the way in ensuring that we have a 
second major liquefied natural gas precinct. We have heard a lot of contributions today about why that is 
important and why we need it in a timely manner. However, there is no doubt that in the Kimberley there is a 
great deal of LNG capacity and people are still discovering more of it. The previous government recognised 
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some six or seven years ago that there was a great deal of capacity and that it needed, rather than a multiplicity of 
precincts up and down the Kimberley, a single large site. The previous government correctly entered into a 
decision-making process to identify that site. If we did not identify a site, we would not have adequate 
development of the LNG in that area. Yes, maybe one or two projects could have gone down to the Burrup 
Peninsula, but the truth of the matter is that they would have been either frozen in, or, as other people have said, 
relegated to floating platforms. We would have lost it. I think in 2006 when the government of the day was 
looking at it, floating platforms were an idea and not a commitment at that time. Without an onsite LNG 
precinct, the simple fact is that not only would the Aboriginal people not be able to share in the benefits of this 
wealth of the land, the state also would not; it would not have access to gas for domestic purposes and it would 
not have access to contributing to local content. Therefore, identifying and developing a precinct in the Browse 
is one of the most important issues of economic development in this state going forward.  
I want to make a couple of statements about the process. As I said, the previous government was quite right to 
identify that it needed a single site and set up a process. However, the process that the previous government set 
up was too cumbersome and taking too long. It did not have adequate urgency behind it. That is why Inpex went 
to Darwin. Inpex had come in early, looked at a number of sites and decided on the Maret Islands. The 
government rightly decided that the Maret Islands was not a suitable site and began this process. Inpex looked at 
the process and basically made the decision that it would take a very long time with an indeterminate outcome 
and that it had other opportunities and alternatives, so it chose Darwin. That was the issue with Inpex. 

When we came into government, the process had gone on for maybe 18 months and the previous government 
had whittled the number of sites down from 40 to 13. It was going very slowly; indeed, the site that was chosen 
was not one of those 13. This Premier came in and expedited and hurried up the process. That was exactly the 
right move to make. If we had not done that, we would still be looking for the right site. We would be at least 
three to four years behind, and if we were three to four years behind, with the growth of the technology, a 
floating platform and other issues, we probably would have lost the field to not only ourselves but also 
Aboriginal people. The Premier made the right decision to expedite it. I therefore congratulate the Premier on 
this bill and his decision early on. His decision was highly criticised by some, but it was the right decision for the 
state and the Aboriginal people.  
I make the comment that many of the people who were involved in the early processes of the Northern 
Development Taskforce, particularly many of the environmental groups involved in an advisory capacity, 
strongly believe in and support Aboriginal determination and have a desire for Aboriginals to get more entwined 
in the business and economic life of this state. However, almost to an institution they are against the 
development of LNG processing, at least on land, including James Price Point. They have to look at the cost of 
their decisions. Yes, there are environmental implications, but without this, the future development of not only 
the state but also the Aboriginal people of the Kimberley would be left behind. 
MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont) [3.26 pm]: I express my pleasure that the Browse (Land) Agreement Bill is going 
through the Parliament. I was the Minister for State Development who began the process for selecting a site for 
gas processing in the West Kimberley. I must say that I was just going to sit and enjoy the moment when the bill 
went through, but I — 
Dr K.D. Hames: We did have an agreement that I would bring this on, on the condition that there were only 
two speakers. Since then, we’ve had two of yours and one of our own! 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am not aware of that agreement, but I feel the need to correct some of the arguments put 
forward by the member for Riverton.  

At the time of the election in September 2008, the process had whittled the number of sites down from 43 to 
four, one of which was James Price Point. However, due to the caretaker period arrangements, that information 
was not put into the public arena. The member for Riverton suggested that the delay in selecting a site was the 
reason that Inpex took its project to Darwin. I have a different view. The process that I instituted as Minister for 
State Development in 2007, in conjunction with the then federal Minister for the Environment, one Malcolm 
Turnbull, was designed to achieve a site with all approvals in place by March 2010. The combination of the 
different pieces of legislation at state and federal level meant that March 2010 was the earliest date that we could 
expect to achieve both state and commonwealth approvals for a site. It is worth noting that despite the fact that 
we have this legislation before the house, we do not yet have the final environmental approvals for James Price 
Point. Therefore, the idea that this government has sped up the approvals process, given that the process was 
designed to achieve a result by March 2010 and that still has not been achieved, is not correct.  
When it comes to the issue of Inpex going to Darwin, there is no doubt that Inpex wanted the Maret Islands site. 
Whether the Maret Islands would have been in the final analysis technically suitable for Inpex’s project is a 
matter that only Inpex can comment on definitively. However, plenty of industry people believe that the Maret 
Islands site in the end was not technically suitable for the Inpex project. The second consideration is that in order 
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to get the environmental groups into the process, the previous government gave a commitment, which is 
reflected in this legislation, that there would be only one site for LNG processing on the West Kimberley coast. 
The Maret Islands was not suitable for more than a couple of trains. Therefore, there would have been no 
prospect of the Maret Islands being a suitable hub for all the Browse Basin gas. That meant that if Inpex 
developed on the Maret Islands, there would be more than one site for LNG processing on the West Kimberley 
coast and the environmental groups would not be involved in the process.  

Why did Inpex go to Darwin? I would like to suggest several reasons. One is that liquefied natural gas 
proponents love to have their own infrastructure; they do not like to share. Despite the demonstrated financial 
and commercial advantages of sharing expensive infrastructure, LNG proponents always believe, or always fear, 
that early proponents, first movers, will exploit subsequent proponents. The second and third proponents coming 
into a shared site always fear that the first proponent will somehow exploit them in giving them access to the 
infrastructure. So, that is the first reason Inpex went to Darwin.  
The second reason Inpex went to Darwin is that there is no domestic gas reservation requirement if a proponent 
establishes in the Northern Territory. There is a domestic gas reservation requirement if a proponent establishes 
in Western Australia. We all support the domestic gas requirement, but this demonstrates that there are limits to 
what can be demanded of proponents because there are other jurisdictions in which the arrangements may be 
more favourable to them.  
The third reason I think Inpex went to Darwin is that this site in the Darwin port had a settled native title 
arrangement for which no prolonged negotiations were required, whereas in Western Australia, the native title 
arrangements had not been settled, so some prolonged negotiations would have been required to reach 
agreement.  
The fourth reason I think Inpex went to Darwin is that Darwin is a capital city, albeit small, with the facilities, 
the labour, the housing and the firms to support construction, whereas to construct in West Kimberley, a 
proponent is constructing in a remote hot area where everything, including their workers, has to brought in. So, 
Inpex by going to Darwin incurred the cost of a very long pipeline, but gave up the costs of greenfields 
construction in return for the lower cost of constructing adjacent to a capital city.  

There has been a lot of politicking about Inpex’s decision to go to Darwin, and I have generally resisted the 
temptation to enter the debate and deal with the situation. I feel that at this late stage in my participation in the 
life of this Parliament I ought to put on the record my view of the reasons that Inpex found, despite the cost of 
the pipeline, the move to Darwin preferable. 
On another point, I am very critical of the environmental groups. They entered the process and were given a role 
in the process. We did something quite different from what normally happens. We did not announce the site and 
defend it. We gave the environmental groups an opportunity to participate in the selection of one site, and one 
site only, for LNG processing on the entire Kimberley coast. That was a very big concession to them, which 
ultimately, it can be argued, cost the state the Inpex project. Despite the fact that they received that very big 
concession, they then took the opportunity, and I criticised the Premier for giving it to them, to jump out of the 
process and began a state, national and, indeed, an international campaign against LNG processing in the West 
Kimberley, which I feared would happen if they were not involved in the process. Why am I critical of the 
Premier? I am critical of the Premier because in selecting James Price Point as his personal preference, and in 
threatening compulsory acquisition, he in effect gave the environmental groups enough excuse and enough 
pretext to jump out of the process. I do not think that they had sufficient justification to jump out of the process, 
but they were given a pretext. The environmental groups talk about the West Kimberley as a wilderness. What 
an insult to the people who actually live there and the people who have substantive native title interest in that 
land to call it a wilderness. It is a new-age version of the old terra nullius doctrine to call the West Kimberley a 
wilderness. People live there; they have substantial native title interest in the land, and they have a right to make 
decisions on how their land should be used and a right to benefit substantially in economic terms from the 
development of their land.  

In the final analysis, what are we talking about? We are talking about a tiny, tiny fraction of a province twice the 
size of Victoria and a tiny, tiny fraction of a very long coast. We are talking about, as a major concession to the 
environmental sensitivities of the area, only having one processing site for LNG on the entire coast—and we are 
talking about a resource valued at $A300 billion. Can this country afford not to develop a resource valued at 
$300 billion? Can this country afford not to get the most out of it, which means developing it on the coast and 
not allowing floating LNG, which means using the gas, if we can get some of it, for domestic purposes? The 
revenues available to governments are substantial. The expected revenue flow is $60 billion to $80 billion, 
mainly to the commonwealth government, I regret, from development of the Browse Basin gas. We simply 
cannot afford to give that away. On the question of the contribution to our economy, I am advised that the rough 
rule of thumb is that 15 million tonnes per annum of LNG exports equates to a $65 billion addition to gross 
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domestic product over the life of the project. The Browse Basin precinct could conceivably see 50 million tonnes 
per annum being developed, which, if we use that rule of thumb, gives us a $200 billion addition to gross 
domestic product over the life of the project. The stakes are huge.  

The process was a good one. Aboriginal people are pro-development. I am personally quite satisfied that the 
majority of the traditional owners made a genuine decision to support processing at James Price Point. It was not 
a unanimous decision—what decision in our community is unanimous?—but it was a genuine decision. I think 
environmental groups should respect the big concession they have received that there is only one site on the 
coast. They should respect the decision of Aboriginal people and we should get on with developing LNG at the 
James Price Point site. 
DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Deputy Premier) [3.37 pm] — in reply: On behalf of the Premier, I thank 
everyone from the opposition for their contributions and their support for this Browse (Land) Agreement Bill 
2012. I particularly thank the member for Belmont who has not lost the knack that had him out the front of the 
opposition over there and then over here where I am; it was great to hear someone put those comments, which I 
think everybody needs to hear, clearly on the table. It is good to see that he had the chance to clear the record. I 
have to say that at times, particularly to do with the desalination plant, I have grabbed that opportunity myself on 
a few occasions! 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Were you the minister who initiated the idea for the desal plant? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Do not get me started!  

An opposition member: Don’t tell the Premier that; the Premier would be very disappointed! 
Dr K.D. HAMES: He opposed it, I know. 
Anyway, I thank members for their contributions and their support of the bill. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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