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

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade) [4.03 pm]: I move — 
That the bill be now read a third time. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Leader of the Opposition) [4.03 pm]: I rise to make a contribution in the 
third reading debate of the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. I would 
like to address a couple of issues that arose during the consideration in detail stage. We were somewhat surprised 
that, evidently, there appears to be quite some confusion from the Premier about the Environmental Protection 
Authority assessment of the Browse project and indeed where the government policy is with its zero emissions policy 
by 2050. The Premier responded with what seemed to be a bit of confusion about whether there was going to be 
an opportunity to assess the extension of the North West Shelf project and have the EPA revise its assessment for 
the CO2 requirement after the existing term finishes in 2046, or whether that assessment would be in 2071. It was apparent that the Premier did not know how the greenhouse 

gas policy or the Environmental Protection Act were being applied to the project, which, I thought, was concerning given the EPA released, with some controversy, its zero 

emissions policy on projects that emit over 100 000 tonnes of CO2. I thought that was a bit curious given the Premier has obviously been involved—one would hope he has 

been involved—in the negotiations with the partners to the project and the signatories to the contract. However, when questioning the Premier during consideration in detail, it 

became apparent to the opposition that he was somewhat deficient in his knowledge of the legislation that he brought to Parliament and how other government policies and 

agencies were going to interact once this state agreement was in place with the gazettal of the bill. 

We have just had some not inconsiderable debate about the community development plans and the local participation plans, and a matter of public interest was brought to this place 

by the Nationals WA about the Premier’s position on these sorts of matters when he was in opposition. The Premier and the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, the member 

for Cannington, were at great pains to target that the Liberal Party was somehow deviating from its long-held position of being supportive of state agreements, and I want to 

clarify what our position was with the Nationals about that MPI. We were holding the Premier to account for comments that he made from opposition. When a member 
stands as the Leader of the Opposition and make comments and says, “If I were Premier, I would do X, Y, Z”, when that member gets in to the position of Premier, the 

expectation is that they indeed do that. 
Mr M. McGowan: I wasn’t Leader of the Opposition.  
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: What the Premier said from opposition was that he thought that these community development plans should be a public document and be tabled so that these 

companies could be held to account for achieving the key performance indicators of the community development plan. Indeed, the Premier’s posturing in this place about the 

amendments to this legislation has been about creating more opportunities for Western Australian businesses and holding the partners in the North West Shelf venture to account 

for their community development plans and local participation plans. He says that by doing that, by putting the parameters of those plans into the legislation, he is holding the 

companies to account. That is simply not the truth. By putting that into the legislation without any accountability to the Parliament around performance or even letting people 

know the contents of those community development plans and local participation plans is not holding the companies to account. All we are doing from opposition is holding 

the Premier to account for what he is telling the community of Western Australia. 

In these media releases and through all his posturing, the Premier is out there telling the community that he is a tough Premier, he is holding these oil and gas companies to 

account and he is making them be more accountable for community and local participation. The Premier is not holding them accountable by putting that provision in legislation 

because there are no KPIs. There are requirements for the contents of the community development plans and the local participation plans, but if the companies are not required 

to actually make public the document that says, “This is what we are going to do as part of our requirement under the state agreement and part of our social licence to operate 

under the state agreement, because we are pulling resources out of the ground that belong to the taxpayers and citizens of Western Australia. We will not only pay a royalty 

for that, because that is fair, but also promise to deliver for our communities. We promise to deliver more jobs and more contracts to Western Australian companies.”  
If the government does not make the contents of the local participation plans and community development plans 
public, who will hold the joint venture partners to account? We will have to take the Premier’s word that he is 
holding them to account through the department of state development. The reason the requirement for community 
development and local participation plans is in the legislation is that the Premier says companies have not been 
accountable. Just saying that the plans are supposed to be in the legislation, without publishing them, does not 
make the companies accountable. The question remains: will these documents, the community development and local 
participation plans, which presumably will be lodged with the department of state development and required from 
these companies in exchange for extracting our resources—resources that belong to all Western Australians—be 
FOI-able from the department of state development? As part of the contract with Western Australian taxpayers, in 
exchange for the extraction of resources, companies need to develop communities, engage with Western Australian 
companies and create Western Australian jobs. But will the plans be FOI-able? 
A great campaign is running, involving all the major news outlets, on the public’s right to know. What about the 
Western Australian public’s right to know what these resource companies are required to do in exchange for taking 
our resources out of the ground and making billions of dollars of profit in exchange for that? What about our 
communities’ right to know? Will these community development and local participation plans be subject to freedom 
of information requests? Will a journalist from The West Australian, for example, be able to make an FOI request 
to the department of state development and get their hands on these plans in order to rate our resource companies 
on what they said they were going to do against what they achieve? I would say to this house that the answer is 
probably no. Looking at this government’s performance on transparency, we have seen every FOI request extended 
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over a six-month period, with requests to narrow the scope because the agencies are under-resourced. When push 
comes to shove and we finally say that we are going to the Information Commissioner because we want to get that 
information from this government, what do we get? We are told the document is commercial-in-confidence and 
cannot be released. The National Party brought a matter of public interest motion to this place to tell to the Premier 
that in forging this contract with the North West Shelf joint venture partners and bringing the state agreement to 
this place, the Premier had the opportunity—I am speaking to an empty chair; I assume the Premier has bluetooth 
access to what I am saying! However, in the Premier’s absence, I guess I will speak to the five Labor Party members 
in the chamber. 
Mr D.R. Michael: Member, he will be back in two minutes. He just needed to go for a quick walk. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I thank the government Whip for that advice. However, it is customary in this place that when 
the minister responsible for legislation leaves the chamber, another minister sits in the chair to inform the absent 
minister of what has occurred in their absence. This is a third reading debate. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Member, I know the government Whip has indicated that the Premier 
will be back in two minutes; it is also customary not to draw attention to a member’s absence. I also note the member’s 
concerns. If you can continue with your contribution to the third reading debate. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I thank the Acting Speaker. I have been in this place for quite some time and I can tell the 
Acting Speaker that when the minister responsible for legislation is absent from the Assembly chamber, it is 
customary practice for another minister to take their place. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: That is certainly noted. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I have made my point and I will take the Acting Speaker’s counsel and move on. 
I return to the public’s right to know. The Western Australian public has a right to know what those resource companies 
are required to do as part of their community development plans and local participation plans. We are being denied 
that opportunity because those plans will not be published. There is no accountability around what is in those 
participation plans that are required from the joint venture partners in exchange for making billions of dollars out 
of extracting our resources from the ground. I think it is very disappointing. The National and Liberal Parties in 
opposition raised this issue as part of the matter of public interest motion the National Party brought to this chamber 
today. It is an opportunity that has gone begging against the background of this government’s rhetoric and spin 
around creating more opportunities for Western Australian businesses. The government says that it is doing that 
by bringing this legislation into this place, but it will not tell us what it expects from companies in doing that. The 
government just says “more jobs”. What is the value of that? How many more jobs? How do we determine whether 
Western Australian companies are actually being given an equal opportunity to apply for the contracts that these 
companies will need? Nothing in this legislation says that Western Australian engineers need to form 40 per cent of 
the workforce that will feed into this joint venture project. We do not have a figure, so we cannot hold the companies 
to account. We have to trust the Premier that there will be some figure in a secret community development plan 
and a secret local participation plan. What is the point of putting the plans into the legislation if there is no 
transparency on the targets? What are the key performance indicators? How can we ask whether the Premier is doing 
his job if we do not know what the company was supposed to achieve under its community development plan in 
relation to its scorecard? Under the Westminster system, the Premier would be accountable for noncompliance 
with the state agreement. But the Premier will not tell us what the KPIs are for the community development plans 
or the local participation plans, so we cannot hold him to account if the companies do not perform. Because the 
plans are secret, we cannot hold the Premier to account if those companies do not perform. The plans are secret 
unless the companies choose to release aspects of the plans. No doubt that would be for their own engagement 
with the community for their social licence to operate, but the expectation of WA taxpayers is that the government 
will hold them to account. It will put out the KPIs, measure the performance against those KPIs and take corrective 
action of some sort if they are not achieved. We have lost that opportunity in debating this legislation. 

I also find it really interesting that when we bring these matters to this place, the Premier deals with them by pointing 
to the history of the Liberal Party’s eight years in government and saying, “You didn’t do it back then.” The 
community voted out the former government in March 2017 and it expects the McGowan Labor government to 
perform. The community expects the government to perform based on the promises made during the election 
campaign. The promises were of gold-standard transparency. I am sorry, but the Premier gets an “F” for that, because 
the government does not reveal documents under FOI requests; it hides behind commercial-in-confidence claims 
and refuses to make public the KPIs to hold these companies to account under their community participation plans 
and local participation plans. The government keeps making excuses about why it cannot do that. Apparently in 
opposition the Premier was less informed, but now as Premier he knows better and that even though he is bringing 
to this place legislation to amend a state agreement, the government cannot amend a state agreement. I understand 
the state agreement needs to reflect the contract that was drawn up, but as part of the contract, with these new 
requirements around community development plans and community participation plans, one would think the 
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companies would know what is expected of them and what they are expected to achieve in our community. The 
Premier and perhaps some bureaucrats in the department of state development might know, but the community 
will never know, because the plans are not required to be public and we are not allowed the opportunity to measure 
them. Now that he is in the hot seat, we get excuse after excuse from this Premier about why he cannot do things 
that he said he was going to do when he was in opposition. All that we get is excuses and media releases. There are 
no more excuses; the Premier needs to do what he said he would do during the election campaign; that is, deliver 
gold-standard transparency in every portfolio he looks after and every area of his government. The Premier is not 
delivering on that.  

It also became apparent during consideration in detail that the government is working on a skilled local jobs bill 
to ensure local content on major private projects. At the moment, the Western Australian Jobs Act 2017 applies to 
only government projects, including government trading enterprises. It will be interesting to see what that 
legislation looks like. Apparently, it will align with the Australian government’s participation plans under the 
Australian Jobs Act 2013. When questioned on how these bills would interact, the response was that whenever 
there is conflict, whichever is the best will prevail. We will wait with bated breath for this skilled local jobs bill to 
make the private sector accountable for the delivery of local content. We know that the WA Jobs Act, which is 
supposedly there to hold government trading enterprises and government agencies to account for going to 
Western Australian companies first, was a complete debacle, because the very legislation that the Premier brought 
to this place to say that he was going to deliver on WA jobs, by his own admission, opened up the opportunity for 
businesses in every other state of Australia, and in New Zealand, to tender for government projects. It was in the 
definition of the bill. “Local” means the states of Western Australia, South Australia, Queensland, New South 
Wales, Victoria and Tasmania, the Northern Territory and New Zealand, and every regional city and major capital 
city within those jurisdictions. Most Western Australians do not think of New South Wales as being local. It will 
be very interesting to see the legislation that the Premier is going to bring forward to require a skilled local jobs 
bill to require private companies and enterprises to create more opportunities for Western Australian businesses 
when the Premier’s own jobs act could not make government enterprises or GTEs accountable to participate more 
with Western Australian businesses. It is quite extraordinary that the rhetoric attached to what the Premier says 
is not consistent with what he achieves. He is a rampant underachiever in trying to create Western Australian 
jobs, and we know that, because the legislation he brought in is really clear that Western Australian government 
agencies and government trading enterprises have to consider the whole of Australia and the whole of New Zealand 
as local for the purposes of the legislation. It will be very interesting to see how the Premier thinks he can 
compel private enterprises to be accountable for Western Australian jobs when they can just turn around, look at 
the Western Australian government and ask, “Why don’t you walk the walk instead of talking the talk? Your own 
legislation in which you tried to make your government departments that you have control of deliver more jobs 
for Western Australia and deliver more contracts to Western Australian businesses doesn’t achieve it, can’t achieve 
it, and contracts are being awarded left, right and centre to businesses on the east coast.” 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Leader of the Opposition, I know you will be talking about this bill 
in the third reading debate for this particular piece of legislation. I just draw you back to that. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Yes. When it comes to this place, we will be very interested to see how the skilled local 
jobs bill that the Premier spoke of during consideration in detail of this bill can in fact compel private enterprises 
to be accountable for delivering to Western Australian companies when the government cannot do it itself. It 
cannot do it and it is not doing it. This government is awarding multimillion-dollar contracts to companies that are 
housed on the east coast of Australia. That is a fact. 
The other aspect of this legislation that we interrogated during consideration in detail was the domestic gas 
provisions. We know that a 15 per cent domestic gas requirement was inserted into the act in 2015, and according 
to what was revealed during consideration in detail, each future project using the North West Shelf, for example 
the Browse project, must satisfy the government that it will provide 15 per cent reserved gas before the project 
proceeds. This will be done through other arrangements with the government. Once again, we do not know what 
those arrangements are and we did not have any detail of what those arrangements would be. Once more, there is no 
accountability. We do not know whether this new extended agreement will comply with the domestic gas 
reservation policy. That policy was there to benefit Western Australians through the provision of a dedicated 
source of domestic gas supply, and, ultimately, what was hoped to be achieved was cheaper gas and energy prices 
for all Western Australian consumers. It is very unclear how the 15 per cent domestic gas reservation was going 
to be applied to this project, and this amending legislation did not go anywhere in any way to try to cover off on 
that. Based on that, our assumption is that the contract that has been struck between the joint venture partners and 
the government remains silent about the domestic gas reservation policy, and that is a concern. Energy security is 
a huge issue in modern economies. There is a lot of pressure for cleaner sources of energy, and obviously natural 
gas is a cleaner source of energy generation than coal and other sources. The Premier said that a statement of gas 
availability will be created to provide market information on domestic gas availability and that the state agreement 
contains a mechanism for independent review of marketing arrangements and domestic gas reservation. It will be 
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interesting to see how that operates, because the domestic gas reservation policy is only as good as the pressure 
put on the companies to comply with the legislation. Unless a government is very strong willed and determined to 
achieve the intent of the domestic gas reservation policy, the companies will obviously not comply with it, because 
they would rather have the gas in their back pocket than deliver it to Western Australian consumers; that is 
business. I do not criticise the companies and I do not want anyone to hear my discourse today as a criticism in 
any way of these projects. These projects have been the making of Western Australia. Because of the investment 
of these major companies in Western Australia we have enjoyed, until recently, a very high standard of living in 
Western Australia. Lots of jobs have been created; indeed, towns exist in Western Australia that would not exist 
but for the sake of these projects. They are towns in very beautiful parts of Western Australia and places that I have 
a very strong local connection to. I am a supporter of these projects, but I am also a supporter of a strong government 
that holds companies to account when they are making billions of dollars out of our resources. A contract, as I said, 
is only as good as the guardians of the contract. If the transparency around the contracts is missing and if the 
contract is silent on the key performance indicators, there is no accountability. That is the matter that we raised 
earlier today. 
We were pleased to see that the local government ratings measures will be changed as a result of this amending 
legislation. Every member of Parliament who ever goes to a regional local government will hear complaints from 
local governments about their frustration in trying to provide services to their community when they have 
businesses with a very big footprint not contributing their fair share. The Premier said that changing the rateability 
of buildings could achieve upwards of $100 000 in additional rates per annum going into the local government to 
provide services to the communities of Karratha, Dampier and Roebourne, which is a good thing. I believe the 
Premier mentioned that water was previously provided to the project on non-commercial terms, and that has been 
changed to have water delivered to that project on commercial terms. That sounds like a good thing, too. 
In closing, I just want to put on the record that the expectation of the opposition, and certainly my expectation, 
knowing the Premier’s experience in this place, was that during consideration in detail, obvious and expected 
questions would be asked around how this amending legislation and the state agreement interacts with the 
Environmental Protection Authority’s policies on CO2 emissions. Our expectation was that somebody with the 
Premier’s longevity in this place—his previous experience as a minister, and he has been in the saddle now for 
two and a half years—would have expected those questions from the opposition and would have been across his brief 
and been able to explain to us how this state agreement would interact with the EPA emissions policy on CO2. 
That did not occur. Our expectation was that if we are to establish, by way of legislation and this contract, new 
arrangements for what the government expects through community development plans and local participation plans, 
there would be a requirement for the public of Western Australia to understand what is in those plans. Then we can 
give companies a scorecard and assess their achievement against their KPIs. How many Western Australia-based 
engineers or Western Australian engineering companies can expect a portion of the work should be out there. 
What is our target? Is it 20 per cent? Is it 40 per cent? Is it 100 per cent? Is that Western Australian companies or 
is that any company in Australia or New Zealand? We should at least have it in there as a KPI so that we can have 
a scorecard and rate these companies to see whether taxpayers are getting value for money and this state agreement 
is doing what the Premier said it would do. We are very disappointed with that and the culture of secrecy of this 
government. It has a culture of secrecy hiding behind commercial-in-confidence, not participating in the true spirit 
of the Freedom of Information Act and not making public documents that the Premier, by his own admission, said 
should be public contracts. 

We are not saying that is our policy; we are saying that the Premier in opposition said it was his policy and now 
that he is in the hot seat, it is no longer his policy. He has not adequately explained why he has changed his mind 
on that when bringing in amending legislation to this place that is an opportunity to achieve what he said was the 
right thing to do. We are very disappointed in that. Every excuse the Premier gives somehow tries to lay blame on 
the former government with excuse after excuse after excuse. There are no more excuses, Premier. He is the one who 
can help the community of Western Australia understand that these companies are accountable to what is required 
under this legislation, and the government has missed that opportunity by choosing not to require those plans to 
be made public. I fully expect that if a journalist or any of our opposition members make a freedom of information 
application to the department of state development to find out what is in those state agreement local participation 
plans and community development plans, the government will hide behind commercial-in-confidence. That is really 
disappointing, because these assets from which the joint venture partners are going to make billions of dollars, 
admittedly while providing employment and other things, belong to the community of Western Australia. The 
community of Western Australia need to know whether they are sticking to the contract or failing the agreement. 
Due to the secrecy of this government, the public in Western Australia are told they have no right to know and 
have no opportunity to rate these companies and this government, which is holding these companies to account. 
I suspect it has been done that way because that is how the Premier likes it—all spin and no accountability. 
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MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [4.33 pm]: I also want to speak to the third reading of the North West 
Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019 and support the position that the Nationals WA, 
and indeed the Liberal Party and others, have taken in the debate on this bill. I state from the outset that we support 
this bill. Right the way through debate, our position to support the bill has been consistent. We have not chosen to 
argue or vote against it or the premise of what it is trying to achieve, and that has been a consistent position with 
the National Party with pretty much all state agreements, whether in government or opposition, for the management 
of significant mining investments in Western Australia going right back to the early 1960s. 

I want to point out a little bit of debate that happened today in the matter of public interest. The National Party 
moved a motion to ask the Premier to table the community development plans and local participation plans. At no 
point did the motion make any reference to amending the state agreement. There was no reference to that. We were 
not asking to amend the state agreement. We were simply asking the Premier to table those agreements—those 
plans—in this place. That position could have been taken up with the companies and agreed to with them. It does 
not have to be legislated in the bill for the plans to be tabled here. That motion did not seek the house’s support to 
amend the state agreement, yet the Minister for Mines and Petroleum who, quite frankly, could just about talk 
under water, wanted to stress the point that we are out there against the bill and trying to knock the bill on the head 
through amending it. He clearly did not read the motion because that is not what it says. 

I would not think the motion was much of a threshold for the Premier of the state, who is leading the people of 
Western Australia in its partnership with significant mining companies for extracting assets owned by the people of 
Western Australia, to ask for some transparency in something that the government has chosen to legislate. Members 
should bear in mind that in a lot of the previous agreements, these were not written in the legislation. There may 
well have been local participation plans and community developments plans, but they were not written into the 
legislation. If we are going to choose to write it into legislation, we are choosing to answer questions on accountability 
to that. That is more than reasonable. The government has chosen to write it into the legislation presumably so that 
they can wave it around and say “Look what we have done”, when interrogation from the opposition last Wednesday 
showed it was not worth the paper it was written on. The simple step to close that accountability gap is to have the 
documents that are agreed to, presumably by government and companies when they are drafted, tabled and made 
public. There is nothing about thresholds of what they need to do for the community or whether we are asking 
them to build social infrastructure or deliver a bunch of scholarships to a high school. Nothing is defined in that. That 
can happen as a party to all those who are involved in developing those plans, including companies that might 
participate in the construction of a particular project. The government has chosen to put it in the bill, yet the legislation 
has no teeth to ensure that there is any accountability around that. 

We chose to take a position today in the MPI that sought to do what the Premier chose to do in a previous state 
agreement in this place, and that was to ask for the simple accountability step of tabling the plans so that people 
can see what has been agreed on. I would not think that was a big step, yet the Premier was going to catch an 
argument that this is in conflict with the intent of the bill and all the things that were going to happen. I am pretty 
certain that the state government’s response, as it quite rightly should be, will be that it is not going to shut down 
Woodside on the back of what happens in a community development plan. However, it is important for the 
community to know that there has been discussions on their interests as part owners in those extraction assets and 
what the company will do in response to gaining the right to extract those resources. I do not think the motion was 
unreasonable. It certainly was not in conflict with the intent of the bill. The National Party is supportive of the bill 
and it will go on to support state agreements in this place, and I am certain the same applies in the other place. 

I think the notion of social licence is an important one. The mining companies have recognised that there is a shift. 
We have seen an increase in the amount of commentary on this. If it does not respond to that and if the government 
does not respond to it when it has influence, it has its head in the sand. I pointed out in my contribution to the 
second reading debate that there has been times in the past when there have been adjustments to state agreements 
to respond to community expectations and the changing nature of society. Now we are working with a fly in, fly out 
workforce, but in Charlie Court’s day it was about building residential communities. It is a very different brief 
with a different push and different economic drivers. I do not agree with the notion of having a state agreement now 
reflect what it was drafted to be in the 1960s, 1970s, 1980s; in my view, it should change. We need to interrogate 
that, and the place to do so is Parliament. If we do not have transparency of some of those activities, it is difficult 
to do that. It is reasonable that there should be points in time when these change and are made contemporary. This 
is a point in time. We sought to have influence on an aspect of that. The government has chosen to knock it on the 
head, which, in my view, is a position of the utmost hypocrisy given the arguments it ran in 2010 and, in my view, 
should be running now. 

Although a number of issues were raised, I want to speak on the issue of domgas.  

The bill was silent on that, and the discussion was largely silent on that, other than the normal rhetoric the Premier 
came up with on what were the responsibilities, and the fact that it was introduced in the Carpenter leadership years. 
But the interesting statistics that I read out in my second reading contribution came from a question on notice that 
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Hon Martin Aldridge put in the upper house. It is probably on the public record on the Department of Jobs, Tourism, 
Science and Innovation website, as I understand it. It is question on notice 2428 in the Legislative Council. Although 
it refers to four different projects—the North West Shelf, Gorgon, Pluto and Wheatstone—I want to reference 
again what I said about the North West Shelf project. One part of the question asks about the expected commitment 
of domestic gas in the North West Shelf project. The answer to that was that the expected commitment from the 
North West Shelf project as of now is 660 petajoules—that is the commitment to the domestic market, or domgas. 

Hon Martin Aldridge’s  question 1(c) reads — 

(c) what is the difference between each LNG producer’s expected domestic gas contribution (by volume 
of gas) compared to the actual volume of domestic gas bought onshore and into the market to date? 

In other words, how much has come onshore for domgas? The difference is 636 petajoules, which means that 24 out 
of the full commitment of 660 petajoules has come onshore, so 3.6 per cent of the domestic gas commitment from 
the North West Shelf project has come on in supplying the domestic gas project. I have a couple of questions about 
that. Coming up, we know that the delivery of gas out of this project is coming down; that is one of the reasons there 
is an impetus for bringing on the other third party producers to keep the trains going. As the member for Riverton 
asked last week: What happens to the gas? What happens to the commitment? What is the landing point of that? 
What is the discussion between government and the North West Shelf joint venture partners in respect of this 
obligation that it has? It is an obligation that exists there now. What will happen to that gas and what should happen 
to that gas? I think at some point that question will come back and bite the government, the next government—
whatever. I think it is a difficult problem. I am not sure I necessarily know the answers, but I know that we need 
a level of public accountability for what is happening. I find those figures quite staggering. There is a requirement 
in the agreements of domestic gas to market that in good faith. There are clearly some challenges with bringing on 
cheap energy in the Western Australian market, with longer-term type contracts. Those issues are being raised with 
various people in the business community, and, indeed, at a time when we are trying to drive down the pressures 
of costs of business, one of those costs of business is energy. In a state that has a lot of gas, it would be fantastic 
to be able to deliver good, cheap energy into our business community to support investment in any value-adding 
project, even down in metropolitan Perth. We have not had a response from the Premier on that. 

It is a good time to engage in a discussion on responsibilities when there is a state agreement going in place—an 
agreement between the state and these parties on their next ventures, giving the security of the state agreement to 
that investment. However, on the other side, the state side of that agreement is its obligations in respect of domgas, 
community development plans and local participation plans. We believe accountability is coming up a little short 
on this. Whilst it is certainly not a show stopper for our position on the state agreement, it is important to raise this 
in this place. In the third reading, I would like to hear the Premier’s response to the domgas commitments from 
the North West Shelf project, what its obligations are, and, indeed, what is going to happen with that. When the 
gas runs down, what happens to the obligation? Does it just disappear or does it get picked up by other partners? 
I know that there are gas pipeline investments between Pluto and the gas trains in the North West Shelf project, 
which has some business interactions with gas flow, but it has not been entirely clear in the debate on this. I think 
the Premier should put on the public record how this government will manage that.  

In closing, there are only certain times when government representing the people has a chance to negotiate various 
positions in support of the people of Western Australia’s position in these arrangements, and these agreements are 
those times. It is appropriate that the government is interrogated on the interaction it has with the companies and 
the positions it settles out, rightly giving the security of investment through a state agreement, but also ensuring 
that obligations are met—not only obligations that are articulated here, but also obligations that are ever present 
in the current agreements that are in place. The example I used here was domgas. 

The Nationals WA will support this bill. There are still lots of questions here, and I think the government has a bit 
of work to do to get back into the credibility space with the community. It needs to interact with the community 
to meet what are increasing social licence pressures on these companies for extracting resources that are owned by 
the people of Western Australia.  

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [4.44 pm]: I would like to comment on the North West Gas Development (Woodside) 
Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. As the Leader of the Opposition indicated, the Liberal Party will support the 
bill for a whole range of good reasons. This bill is very important in that it provides future life to the North West 
Shelf project, which is the foundation project for the LNG sector in Australia, let alone in Western Australia. As the 
gas runs out in that project, it allows it to bring in gas from other fields, identified to be Scarborough and Browse—
the others are yet to be decided—and it allows it to toll between Pluto and others. It provides life to one of the major 
firms and joint ventures in Western Australia. It is a very important project because we want to keep them alive, 
and so we support this. 

I want to make a few comments about some of the issues that arose. First, the Premier made a bit of a historical 
revisionism of the James Price Point project. He argued that this is largely an exercise in trying to fix up the mess 
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there. Let me correct the history of that. The Carpenter government in particular identified that the Inpex project 
was on the go, as was perhaps Browse, and it was important for the government of the day to identify a site so that 
those projects could come onshore. It spent $20 million–plus paying people sit-down money for a couple of years 
trying to find a spot and found nothing. The Japanese who ran Inpex said, “Bugger this, we’re off to Darwin.” As 
a result, a $34 billion project was invested into Darwin rather than Western Australia. That would have created 
a lot of jobs in Western Australia, which instead went to Darwin. 

Of course, the Browse project was a very large project with a long history. Colin Barnett showed real leadership 
through the sit-down process and identified James Price Point. If that had been successful, it would have led to 
a new LNG site, $80 billion worth of investment, and tens of thousands of jobs being created in Western Australia 
during a period when there was a sharp downturn. The Premier’s historical revisionism is a bit distorted from his 
own narrow perspective. Let us face it, if it had been brought onshore, the James Price Point and Browse projects 
would have created more investment, more jobs and more exports than those now using the existing facilities of 
Woodside. I would put it that the James Price Point project was killed not so much by the process and definitely 
not by the actions of then Premier Colin Barnett, but rising costs in that area. I think that is the evidence.  

I want to reiterate the points made by the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Warren–Blackwood. This bill 
interjects for the first time into the North West Shelf project local participation plans and community development 
plans—fair enough. Woodside is an excellent employer and an excellent contributor to the Western Australian and 
Karratha community, and has been for 40 years. It has done a great job, and I simply cannot see why it would not 
first object to these plans being inserted in the agreement act, but actually not allow them to be made public. It 
does it all the time. If we look at its website or material, we see that it tells us what it is doing. It is a very open 
and transparent company. I put it to you that the reason those are not going to be disclosed to the public is to protect 
the Premier in case he does not meet his own personal commitments. The lack of transparency is not to protect 
Woodside and the confidentiality of its actions but to protect the Premier and his government from scrutiny about 
his overblown commitments. That is the only way we can really interpret this.  

The biggest concern to me is the greenhouse gas issue. We know that both these projects have a very high level of 
CO2 emissions. According to the general press and the expert press, the biggest threat, besides the agreements between 
the companies, which I will say something about in a moment, is what will be done about CO2 emissions. What are 
the policies of the state and commonwealth governments on CO2 emissions? That will be the determining factor, 
particularly for Browse. The government and the Environmental Protection Authority have been all over the place on 
CO2 emissions. Prior to the last federal election, the Labor Party was committed to having major reductions in CO2 
emissions. It was going to adopt the Shorten policy. I am not sure what the policy is now. During the campaign, the 
EPA came out with a policy of having basically zero emissions or 100 per cent offsets for large projects such as this—
that is, zero net emissions, unless there are 100 per cent offsets. The Premier quashed that within a matter of days. 
I do not know what he said to the EPA, but the EPA ran back down its hole and said that it would look at this thing 
again. Now the government’s policy is that by 2050, the resources sector will have zero net emissions. That is exactly 
the same policy that the EPA put forward, which the Premier quashed. We have asked the Premier how that policy 
will apply to the North West Shelf and he has said that he will leave it up to the independent EPA. We saw from his 
actions on the EPA’s recent proposal on CO2 emissions on large projects that it is not independent, because when it 
came up with the policy, which it claimed it had developed by having dialogue with the industry, the Premier said, 
“No, you won’t. Run away and redo it.” We have a real issue. Policies on CO2 emissions are completely uncertain. 

This is an agreement act. Historically and recently, agreement act negotiations have involved governments and 
proponents sitting down and talking about the big issues that have to be resolved. One of them clearly is 
CO2 emissions. The only reference to CO2 emissions is that in the future, the North West Shelf will be assessed 
by the EPA and the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation. By the way, the North West Shelf has 
been largely exempt from federal and state government CO2 and greenhouse gas policies up until this time. Now it 
will be exposed to them. We have asked the Premier what the policy will be going forward. He has said, “Don’t ask 
me. Ask the EPA; it’s independent.” But we know that under the Premier, it is not. We saw it. He bragged. He stopped 
it. The big issue—he said that it is a joint venture—is CO2 emissions. What is he going to do about it? It is not good 
enough to have an agreement and leave out a big issue. Has he done a deal with Woodside and the North West 
Shelf’s joint venturers about CO2 emissions or not? What is the policy on it? They are not going to develop these 
projects without a position from the state and commonwealth governments. They are not going to develop these 
projects without a statement from the EPA. What are they? The Premier is stating that the policy is that by 2050, 
which is within the expanded life of the project, there will be zero net emissions, but he cannot have that if he 
allows these projects to emit the amount of CO2 that they are expected to emit. He might give them an exemption, 
but if he does that and he meets his policy requirements, other projects will have to pick up the load and compensate 
for them. If these projects go ahead, they will make a huge contribution to the total volume of CO2 and other 
greenhouse gas emissions in Western Australia. What is the Premier’s policy? That is one of the biggest issues. He 
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has said that he wants these projects to go ahead by 2020, but he is not addressing one of the major issues, unless 
he has already done a deal that he is keeping secret, which is what I suspect has been done. 

The Premier got stuck into BHP and Chevron. It was basically a veiled threat that they have to get onboard with 
Woodside and agree to the projects. I do not think there is any dispute about bringing Scarborough gas onto Pluto 
and then perhaps the North West Shelf project, but I have read in the press the debate about BHP and Chevron and 
Browse. My view is that the Premier crossed the line by getting involved in the legitimate discussions between the 
joint venture partners. He should leave that to them. They have a commercial interest to get the deal done. Hopefully, 
this will be a multi-decade project. It has to be done correctly. The state Premier should not heavy one party over the 
other, but that is what he did. Woodside is doing the same thing in the media, and that is fair enough. It is a party to 
the debate and it will use legitimate means to try to persuade those in the negotiations that its views should prevail 
and it might indeed be correct. The Premier has made a veiled threat to BHP and Chevron, both of which have made 
huge investments in this state and hopefully will continue to do so into the future. They have a legitimate reason 
to negotiate. I know why he did it. The press has said that a lot of LNG will come onstream in 2020–21, some of 
which will not get across the line, and that Woodside’s concern is that if it does not get an agreement and develop 
the projects by that time, it will be potentially left behind. That is for Woodside to argue, and it is probably 
a legitimate argument. The Premier should not take a partisan position in the negotiations between legitimate joint 
venture partners, particularly ones of their standing, but he did in this case. 

Another issue that has arisen, and again has been excluded, is the reservation policy. The member for  
Warren–Blackwood made the really important point that we have a reservation policy of 15 per cent. The North West 
Shelf was exempt because its domgas contract preceded the reservation policy. That is fair enough. I never knew 
the amount of domgas sales from the North West Shelf as a percentage of its total production. I doubt that it was 
15 per cent, but that is a historical issue and we are not going to revise that. Under the reservation policy, 3.6 per cent 
of the total production of gas is going to the domestic market; in other words, the 15 per cent reservation policy is not 
binding. It is not doing what it was aimed to do. The aim was to get 15 per cent of the total production, excluding gas 
from the North West Shelf, onto the domestic market, but around 3.6 per cent is being achieved. This project will be 
a lifeblood for the future of the North West Shelf, Scarborough and Browse projects and will allow the North West 
Shelf venture partners to tie up the basin into the future. I would have expected that a government that brags about 
the reservation policy and has been confronted with the data that it is not producing anywhere near the volume of gas 
that it was intended and has been committed to produce would have embedded the reservation policy in this 
agreement. I think it will be embedded in the Browse and Scarborough agreements in the future; that is what the 
Premier said. The reality is that the North West Shelf will be the tolling agent for those joint ventures—Browse and 
Scarborough. It will be required to build the domgas facilities for them. Given the anomaly here and given the 
importance of gas going forward, I would have expected a commitment to a 15 per cent reservation to be reiterated 
and embedded for the first time in the North West Shelf contract, which I know Woodside would not want. 
I understand that, but it is something that the state should demand. I am sure it would have got bipartisan support. 

Again, the North West Shelf project is simply being renewed for 25-plus years. We support that. It is basically 
starting from scratch using existing resources and hopefully opening it up to new fields. It is a lifeblood for 
Woodside. The Premier identified a range of new things that went into the agreement act, some of which were 
local participation plans and community development plans, which he put in there for the first time, but he refuses 
to allow those to be tabled in the community or even in Parliament. That is strange. More important are the issues 
of CO2, which will be a deal maker in the end. That will be the big issue. They were left out. The reservation 
policy, which is, in the long term, the area in which Western Australia benefits from these offshore projects, was 
also left out. That was not well done. We expect more of the Premier. 

Again, I was intimately involved in the 2010–11 debate about what we wanted out of these gas projects. I can 
remember opposition members talking about being much more prescriptive in what Western Australia gets, not just 
a source of gas and the reservation policy, but local content. ExxonMobil was a participant in the Hibernia project, 
and Canada was the model. At that time, the opposition was very clear that if it had control over the government 
benches, it would enforce greater targeting and specificity of the local content. This is the first time that the 
government has had a chance to do it and it has squibbed it. It was easy with the talk in opposition, and easy with 
the whinging and whining, but when it got into government, what did it do? I suspect that Woodside would have 
agreed to a lot of these things. The Scarborough gas field went to offshore firms. From what we read in the press, 
when the Browse projects go to Leed Engineering, they will also go to a large multinational firm. Traditionally, those 
firms prefer to bring in global contractors. That is what happens in Queensland and Western Australia. It is incumbent 
upon the government to lean on those multinational firms when it lets contracts to make sure that they facilitate 
local contractors getting that work. There is no reference to that in this agreement. I am puzzled why, given what 
the government has said and given the needs of that sector in Western Australia. 
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I might add that, to a large extent, the Premier has essentially banked his election platform for 2021 on creating jobs 
in the resource sector. He has not, in this bill at least, in a transparent manner, put in place policies that would give us 
any assurance that if those projects went ahead, they would create many local jobs. They would create a lot of activity. 

In his response to the matter of public interest, the Premier said that he agreed with what the former Premier,  
Colin Barnett, said about the Roy Hill project. There is a real difference between iron ore projects and LNG projects; 
that is, iron ore projects are largely civil construction, and 70 per cent or 80 per cent and sometimes 90 per cent of 
the activity is local content. Most of it will be local anyway, as were Roy Hill and the expansions of BHP and Rio. 
In recent times, LNG has increasingly had less local content. That is why we have to do more on these projects, not 
less. The Premier has chosen to take the line of least resistance. I think we know why. I do not think, from discussions 
during consideration in detail, that the Premier has addressed the brief. When quizzed, in an informative manner, 
not an aggressive manner, he did not know about major aspects and dimensions of the bill. He is just going through 
the motions. It was a disappointing presentation. As the Leader of the Opposition indicated, the Liberal Party 
supports the bill, but the real guts has been left out of this one. It is pretty sloppy. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.03 pm]: I rise to make a few 
comments on the third reading of this very important bill for the economy of Karratha, Western Australia and, 
indeed, Australia. In that respect, the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill 2019 
is one of the more significant bills that we have dealt with this year—perhaps in the past two years—because it 
has a direct economic benefit to Western Australia and, indeed, Australia. We obviously support the bill. We have 
made that very clear. There are aspects that I will reiterate, and I will probably reinforce some of the comments 
already made by the Leader of the Opposition, the member for Warren–Blackwood and the member for Riverton. 

The town of Karratha was basically formed because of the North West Shelf gas project. As I might have mentioned 
during the second reading debate, I visited the new town of Karratha in 1985 as part of a tour. Interestingly, it was 
arranged and supported by the CEO of the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, Mr Peter Ellery—Hon Sue Ellery’s 
father. He basically organised this tour. It was a fairly important tour to the north west for all the Commissioners of 
Main Roads. It was a cleverly arranged tour. It was Western Australia’s turn to host all the Commissioners of Main 
Roads in Western Australia. The then WA Commissioner of Main Roads, Don Aitken, got sick of telling everyone 
in the eastern states, whenever he visited, how hard it was to build all these roads in the outback of Western Australia 
and that we needed more money. He chose to have the meetings of the Australian Road Research Board and the 
National Association of State Road Authorities in Port Hedland and the new town of Karratha. Those meetings 
always involved a two-day visit of the local city. On this particular visit, the plane arrived in Newman, which is 
where the tour started. A bus trip was organised from Newman to Port Hedland. I have to thank Mr Peter Ellery 
for being a strong contributor in putting together the program for the Commissioners of Main Roads. 

When we got to Karratha, the state government officer running the development of Karratha—it may have been called 
the north west regional development authority—was Robyn Crane. Robyn took us around Karratha. There were about 
four blocks in the town at that stage. We stayed on the outskirts of the town of Karratha at the Karratha International 
Hotel. It was obvious why the town had to be built there. Rio Tinto’s iron ore operations were at Dampier, and 
there was no room to expand the town of Dampier, so they had to go across the causeway. The next bit of high 
level land was at Karratha. If it were not for Woodside’s project, the town of Karratha may not even exist. 

This bill is essential for basically supporting existing infrastructure. Billions of dollars have been spent creating 
the North West Shelf gas project. Since 1985, the infrastructure that was put into Karratha during Liberal–National 
terms of government, including the swimming pool, the high school and the medical facilities of Karratha, is 
second to none in the Western Australian regions. That highlights the significance of this bill. With all that 
investment and infrastructure, we want the current industries to continue. The most important thing about this bill 
is that it will drive the economy of Karratha to the year 2071. Issues arise in this bill about the extension of the 
project. A lot of those issues were mentioned by members of the opposition during the third reading debate. I will 
go through a couple of them. First, the domestic gas policy has been a huge benefit to Western Australia. It is 
highlighted by the gas prices that we enjoy in Western Australia compared with those in the eastern states. I do 
not have the latest data, but I do have some data that highlights the difference between gas prices.  

I will start with wholesale gas prices, which I have some data about. In Victoria, it was $10.67 a gigajoule in 2016, 
but in Western Australia it was $5 a gigajoule. This data was compiled by a company that pulled together this 
information, which is probably fairly commercial, so we cannot be sure who was buying it, but they are comparable 
figures. In 2017, the wholesale price of gas in Western Australia was half the price of gas in Victoria. I will move 
to another comparison I have—for large industrial customers. It is probably not fair to compare Tasmania, but in 
Tasmania the price was $12.21 a gigajoule in 2017, in Queensland it was $8.15, but in Western Australia it was 
$6.97—about $7 a gigajoule. I know it has come down since then. It is significantly higher for small industrial 
customers. From 2015 to 2017, gas prices for industrial consumers in New South Wales went from $9 to $15. It was 
$15 a gigajoule in 2017, which is incredibly high. The member for Riverton is shaking his head. That is for an 
industrial customer. 
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Dr M.D. Nahan: When we did the gas price inquiry in 2009, across the eastern seaboard gas was much less than 
it was here. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct. In fact, the ironic thing is that the data I have here shows that in 2015 the gas 
prices in Western Australia were reasonably comparable for industrial customers. Maybe they were a little less in 
some cases because they were obviously negotiated prices. From 2015 to 2017, something dramatic happened in 
the eastern states. 

In my third reading contribution, I want to highlight the importance of managing the domestic gas policy. The 
member for Warren–Blackwood highlighted that 15 per cent is in reserve and has to come onshore. We are in 
control of our own destiny on price if we manage that reserve gas. That is one point I want to put on the record. 
I think it was put on the record very well by the member for Riverton. The highest risk issue which, again, was 
highlighted by the member for Riverton, is environmental approvals for offshore projects—any gas project that 
will be tolled at the North West Shelf gas facility. It would be handy to get some clarity about what the 
CO2 emissions policy will be because its risk to this project is the elephant in the room—in this case, the elephant in 
the house. When I talk about risk, I am talking about the economic risk to the town of Karratha and to its existence. 
There is a risk to Western Australia and, indeed, Australia, which is the beneficiary of royalties from the gas. 
Another disappointing thing about gas is that royalties for offshore gas go to the commonwealth. It is awkward for 
the government of Western Australia to provide infrastructure such as schools, hospitals and swimming pools. 
Sometimes, if not always, it falls on the state government to provide infrastructure that supports these gas projects. 
It is important that we do not lose sight of developing onshore gas reserves. We look forward to seeing this 
government’s policy in the future, even though it must tie in to the national policy on CO2 emissions. 

The government took the opportunity with this bill, as was discussed during the debate on the matter of public interest, 
to embed what I would call qualitative parameters with community development plans and local participation 
plans. I think “qualitative parameters” is the best way to describe what has been put into the bill because getting any 
quantitative KPIs or data is hard to fathom. In my second reading contribution, I raised the difficulty that the joint 
venture partners—the proponents—will have in negotiating with the department what is a reasonable community 
development plan. Indeed, Woodside could argue that over the many years that it has been there, it has been putting 
money into the community. Will that count? Can it come to the table with a list of all the projects it has done in 
Karratha over the last 15 years—such as footy shirts for all the local schools for a number of dollars, or a skateboard 
park? Will that count? We do not know. 

That raises the issue that if there is not a rough idea of quantifying what the dollar rate might be, if someone else 
does another development, will it be related to the capital cost of the project, which might be a good thing to do? 
Another company might have a project of about one-tenth the capital cost, but the department might be able to 
negotiate a ball-burster of a community development program. If it is hidden, there is no visibility for the others. 
It is a bit like a high-paid person in a private company—the salary is hidden so we do not know whether there is 
parity. The member for Warren–Blackwood raised some very good points about why we might want to quantify 
and put on the record what the community development plans are. I think that was debated quite well. I think the 
member for Riverton also said that the proponents might be quite happy to have that put on the table because there 
will be no reason to renegotiate behind closed doors if something else is going on. Indeed, there might be a second 
project and one might be traded off with the other, but there will be no visibility. 

I will close off by saying that this is a very important bill and the Liberal Party strongly supports it and looks 
forward to seeing it developed. I am looking forward to seeing gas coming onstream from both the Scarborough 
field and the Browse Basin. As I mentioned in my second reading contribution, we would prefer the Torosa field 
to be the first of the three Browse fields to be brought onstream, because there will be a royalty income benefit to 
Western Australia, which I understand might be around the $2 billion mark, or even more. It might be interesting to 
get a bit of a handle on what that figure might be, if the Premier has that on hand. I probably should have asked for 
that during the second reading debate. I think I am the last speaker on this bill from this side of the house. We look 
forward to its speedy passage through the other house. I am sure that when it passes this house this week—probably 
in less than an hour—it will be pushed to the other house and will have a speedy transition through the upper house 
because it is an important bill and of such economic significance that it rates a high priority in the other house. 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade) [5.19 pm] — in 
reply: I thank members for their comprehensive contributions on the North West Gas Development (Woodside) 
Agreement Amendment Bill 2019. I will run through some of their points. Firstly, I thank members of both parts 
of the opposition for their support for the legislation. It is obviously a negotiated state agreement with Woodside; 
therefore, under the protocols around state agreements, we do not amend them in here. I dealt with the question of 
amendments to the bill by the house earlier in that it is not something that is a normal process in this house, and 
that has been a longstanding position. I explained the points around what occurred 10 years ago, but, in any event, 
we do not propose to amend the bill in this house or the other house. I hope that members do not seek to amend 
the bill in the other house because that would be an unfortunate development for this agreement. 
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In relation to the actual points that people raised about CO2 emissions, the government handed down our climate 
change policy some months ago, which I think was very clear and which is our aspiration of net-zero emissions 
by 2050. We consulted both the environment movement and industry, and I note that both sides endorsed the policy 
that we released. That is the government’s policy. The Environmental Protection Authority will come out with 
whatever its policy is, but the government’s policy on these matters provides some certainty for investment and 
allows us to work cooperatively on reducing emissions. 
I heard some member talk about the EPA assessments. Obviously, most of the projects are in commonwealth 
waters, and, clearly, matters in commonwealth waters have commonwealth-assessment processes. The EPA makes 
its decision on whether it needs to assess matters within Western Australia; that is a decision of the independent 
EPA. As far as I understand it, that is the position in relation to those matters. 
A lot of the other issues raised by members related to the history of the Inpex Corporation and James Price Point, 
and some of the matters of domestic gas and the like. I will explain the government’s policy on this. I have now 
said this numerous times in the house, but I repeat it again: our policy is to get Browse gas to Karratha, which will 
provide us with domestic gas. James Price Point, of course, may not have done that—it probably would not have 
done that—and the proposal was very disruptive for the Kimberley. Obviously, backfilling the Karratha gas plant 
will be good for Karratha and good for jobs in the Pilbara, which is our objective with this legislation. 
We have used the opportunity of this legislation to fix some historic issues such as both the water and local 
government rating issues, which were raised last week. In terms of inserting a local participation plan requirement 
and a community development plan requirement, these are in accordance with other state agreements; the fact is 
that we have followed the practice of other state agreements. I outlined before that government representatives 
will speak to Woodside—considering it is already a negotiated agreement—as to whether those things can be 
released, which is further than any government has gone before in relation to those matters. We expect significant 
contributions to the community and significant local participation out of these agreements. That is our aim. I think 
we do that far more effectively than governments have done in the past, and we have had considerable success 
with both state government and private sector projects. If members look at some of the reporting that is out there 
now on some of the mine redevelopments, there have been some very high levels of local content, with some of 
the more recent mining projects in particular, and we would expect the same out of some of the gas projects if and 
when they go ahead. 
We would like to see the approval for the front-end engineering and design component for the Browse project to 
start as soon as possible—hopefully next year. For Scarborough, which is due to come into the Pluto project, we 
hope for a final investment decision by Christmas. In any event, for both of them, we hope to get to a final investment 
decision as soon as possible. Between them, that is nearly $50 billion of investment in Western Australia. They 
are $50 billion projects of which a huge amount of the work will happen here, bearing in mind that some of the 
work is in offshore waters, which are outside of our control. We have worked cooperatively. The Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum has worked cooperatively with Mr Canavan in Canberra to bring both of those projects 
onshore. That is the main aim—the main game—with this legislation, and that is what we are working towards. 
We would like to progress this through the upper house as soon as possible. Obviously, there is another bill up 
there at the moment that will hopefully be dealt with by the end of this year. That other bill, of course, is very 
important. This bill is very important. There are some requirements under this bill that need to be dealt with within 
a certain time frame, and, from memory, I think that is 1 March, but obviously that will mean that we need to get 
this bill passed by the Legislative Council later this year or early next year in the interests of Western Australian 
jobs. I expect cooperation on that; I hope for cooperation on that. Otherwise, there could be further complications 
and further difficulties. 

That is the government’s plan. We are working cooperatively with industry. As members saw last week, I have 
taken up the case of Browse and Scarborough to send a message to all parties that I would like to see a resolution 
for those two, which, I think, have dragged on now for a long time. I think having both of those resolved would 
be very good for Western Australia, and would improve our domestic gas jobs, improve royalties for the state, and 
be a significant demonstration of confidence in the Western Australian economy. 
With those remarks, I will end the debate. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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