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NORTH WEST GAS DEVELOPMENT (WOODSIDE) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2019 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Clause 2 makes provision for the legislation coming into operation. Does the Premier 
anticipate any delay in proclamation between proposed sections 1 and 2 and the rest of the legislation? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the member has a look at clause 1(4) of the fifth supplementary agreement under schedule 
6, the bill has to pass both houses and receive royal assent by 31 March 2020. If the agreement has not been ratified 
by an act of Parliament by then, unless the parties to the agreement otherwise agree, the agreement will terminate 
on that day, and no party hereto will have any claim against any other party with respect to any matter or thing 
arising out of, done, performed, or omitted to be done or performed under the agreement. The intention is to have 
the bill passed by both houses of Parliament and receive royal assent by 31 March 2020. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: This is more of an administrative question, if the Premier will indulge me. We have the 
names of the witnesses and others included in the bill, including the full name of the director of Shell Australia 
and other individuals. Should any of those individuals no longer work for the companies at the time the bill is 
proclaimed, what is the process in that instance? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: They only need to be authorised officers at the time that the variation is signed. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: If they only need to be authorised officers at the time that the contract is signed, will there 
need to be any update to the actual legislative instrument to advise who the responsible parties to the contract will 
be, should those individuals no longer be employed by the companies that are party to the contract? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The agreement is an agreement with the specified companies; I note that they are Shell and 
the other joint venture partners. It is an agreement with the companies, so it is whoever the authorised officer is at 
the time that the agreement is valid. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I am not questioning whether the agreement would be valid if it is signed by the authorised 
officer at the time. If the names of the authorised officers change, will the act of Parliament that has the names of 
the authorised officers included in it need to be updated by way of amendment, schedule or any other form? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My advice is no. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 3 and 4 put and passed. 

Clause 5: Section 6B inserted — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I would like an explanation of proposed section 6B(3). The explanatory memorandum 
basically repeats what is in the bill. Can the Premier explain the application of the Government Agreements Act 1979 
so that it does not limit the scope of that? Proposed subsection (3) provides that the fifth supplementary agreement 
operates and takes effect despite any other act or law. Can the Premier give us a rundown on why this is required? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is a standard clause in all state agreements. It indicates that the agreement, which will 
become law, takes precedence over any other law if the terms of the agreement are contrary to any other law. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I understand that. Could the Premier explain whether the Government Agreements Act 1979 
refers to this legislation? It is a 1979 act; is this referring to another act called the Government Agreements Act? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Government Agreements Act is separate from the North West Gas Development 
(Woodside) Agreement Act, which I think was in the same year. This proposed section provides that the agreement 
does not impact on the provisions and application of the Government Agreements Act of 1979. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 6: Schedule 6 inserted — 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I draw the Premier’s attention to page 6. There is a range of points under clause 6; in fact, it 
is probably the last clause in the bill, if I am reading it right. There is a proposed new clause at the bottom of page 6 
titled “Community development plan”. The Premier and others have made the point that there are a number of 
variations to the principal agreement in this amending legislation, at the point in time when we can, including 
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a community development plan, a local participation plan and some changes to the arrangements with regard to water. 
Inherent in the heading “Community development plan” is the word “community”, whereby there is engagement. 
I wonder whether the Premier could outline for me and the chamber what role the community will have in this 
community development plan?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have is that this will be a standard clause in new state agreements. When we 
go back in history, we find that they were more technical documents about the project. This clause will be in 
relatively new state agreements. The expectation is that the company or the proponent will be required to undertake 
a consultation process with the local community, including local governments. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I understand that historically a range of clauses in state agreements have stated those 
positions and that clauses have gone into state agreements and that at some point in time we had the chance to 
change them. The Premier said in his response that, in fact, that is expected. Can the Premier point out where the 
amendment delivers on the expectation that the company will engage with the community? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is the way it works. As I said, I think that has been the process for the last 20 years. 
The exact consultation processes to be undertaken are not specified in the agreement. There will be a discussion 
and an arrangement that will have been entered into between the company and the department, which was the 
Department of State Development and is now the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation. There 
will be a discussion about what consultation is expected and then the company will be expected to implement 
that consultation. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Has the Premier just confirmed to this chamber that nothing in this amendment bill will give 
formal direction or responsibility to the party involved—that is, the mining company, in this case Woodside, and its 
joint venture partners—to engage with the community? No clause in this bill formalises the need for the parties to 
actually engage with the community to develop a community development plan. I find that absolutely amazing. The 
government has been crowing from the rooftops that it has been able to deal with Woodside and has put in here that 
there will be a community development plan, but nothing in this bill formally directs the party to engage with the 
community about what the community development plan should look like. That is what has been delivered here. 
As an extension to that question, because I assume the Premier will get up and confirm what I have just said, this 
clause provides that the party can develop the joint venture and the joint venturers can put together a draft plan. 
That will be drafted and then taken to the government. In the briefing we had yesterday, we were told that this 
document does not have space at the bottom to add signatures to, so the Premier of Western Australia and the 
joint venture partner will not be signing it—it just has to be agreed to. There is nothing in here that formalises 
engagement with the community. I am asking now: can the Premier confirm the status of and what will happen to 
that draft document? Will it be signed by the signatory parties and, therefore, will it hold them to account or not? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The community development plan that is presented to the department will be developed by the 
proponent, the company, and then it will be required to report annually against it. I refer the member to the following 
clauses because there are all sorts of obligations on the sorts of things that are required to be in it—skills development 
and training opportunities; training and employment for Indigenous and non-Indigenous persons in the Pilbara; regional 
development activities in the Pilbara region, including partnerships and sponsorships and local procurement of goods 
and services; contribution to any community projects, town services or facilities; and regionally based workplaces. 
I am sure that we all agree with those things. Then there is a range of others, including “the Joint Venturers shall 
implement the plan provided to the Minister under this clause”. All those things are required to be included in the 
plan and then the party will be required to report annually to the government on that plan and its operation. 
In terms of the consultation process on developing the community development plan, this clause reflects those that 
are contained in the state agreements put in place by the last government for BHP, Rio Tinto, Buru Energy, 
Balla Balla and a range of others—exactly the same. That is what happened when you were a minister for eight 
and a half years. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That is exactly my point. I pointed out that historical clauses are included in agreements, but 
there also comes a point in time when we can arrest the issues that have emerged and been raised. This is a point 
in time—three years into this government—whereby there is an amendment bill. The Premier is saying, “Look at 
what we have done. We have put a community development plan formally into the agreement.” I know there have 
been previous community development plans, but I am not sure that they were at the level the Premier is describing 
here. I agree that the Premier should be asking that a range of points be included. Each of those points, as noble as 
the direction that they give, could be achieved at any different level. One person could be employed under one of 
those clauses to meet that particular agreement. I make the point that this gives no formal direction to the proponent 
to engage with the community, to have a community development plan. 
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The second part of the question that I asked before was not answered. When the proponent comes up with a plan, 
because it is drafted by the joint venture partners, they will put it together and come to the minister. What happens 
then? Will it be agreed to by the government minister; and, if so, will they put their signature on the bottom 
with a bit of paper that says that this is what we are agreeing to or not? Will there be signatures at the bottom of 
an agreement between the parties, the proponent, albeit not necessary in discussion with the community and 
government? What is the nature of the sealing of that agreement?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: The government itself or the minister has input to the plan—this has been the standard practice 
for decades—and then the company signs off on and implements the plan. When the member asks what have they 
done, my role is not to defend good practice, but I suppose I should do that. In any of the communities in the north 
west, there have been numerous great community developments by the majors—BHP, Rio Tinto, Woodside and, 
in recent years, Chevron. In Onslow, Chevron has undertaken numerous pieces of infrastructure and sponsorships, 
and the same can be seen in Karratha with Woodside, in Newman and Hedland with BHP, and in Paraburdoo, 
Tom Price and Karratha with Rio. I think the member might have a slightly dim view of them that does not 
recognise some of the work that has been done. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is a simple question, Premier. Is government or the minister a signatory to the community 
development plan? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The answer is no. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The answer is no. We have a community development plan but there is no obligation for the 
proponent to talk to the community about its development. The proponent comes up with the plan to put to the 
government, the minister can have some input to and consultation on that, but government and/or the minister are 
not a signatory to that agreement. The Premier said that there is annual reporting on the community development 
plan. This is a very simple question: is the community development plan a public document? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The community development plan is not a public document, but the individual company will 
release information about the sorts of things it does and sponsors. Just to give an example, in 2018, the North West 
Shelf project funded more than $3.7 million in social contribution across the areas of youth, education and Indigenous 
capacity and North West Shelf employees contributed more than 650 hours of volunteering in the City of Karratha. 
The North West Shelf is pre-investing in a planned $55 million worth of housing refurbishments, which is targeting 
85 per cent locally sourced goods and services and 30 per cent Indigenous employment. Local subcontractors 
from the City of Karratha are delivering 93 per cent of the project work, and more than 24 local businesses and 
51 Indigenous persons have been engaged in preparation for project start-up. 

At a broader level, this is to extend the operation of the North West Shelf and to allow Browse to be brought on. 
That is the sort of thing we want to focus on—bringing on Browse. This will provide longevity for Karratha and 
thousands of jobs for Western Australians. This clause is similar or identical to numerous clauses contained within 
state agreements implemented when the member was a member of cabinet and they went through that room—just 
so he knows. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I absolutely agree with the Premier that this is massively important to Western Australia. 
I am not going to back away from that; I absolutely support it. Bringing on those new projects will not get the ire 
of this house and it certainly will not get the ire of the National Party. We support the massive investment that has 
been made. But, consistent with public expectations, there is this issue of social licence that companies are 
expected to manage and make a contribution to. The point in time to have the discussion with these companies 
about what can be done in a more formal sense to put in place some responsibility obligations is when these acts 
are being amended. The Premier has taken the liberty of having a community development plan as part of this. 
That is great. Let us go through this community development plan. No formal consultation is required with the 
community about it. Government and/or the minister are not a signatory to it. It is not a public document, yet there 
is annual reporting. If there is annual reporting on a document that is not public, has not been agreed to by the 
minister and has not been put to the community for consultation, how can the Premier guarantee transparency by 
the company in meeting its obligations in a document it drafted itself? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The programs the companies put in place are consulted on by the company. The common 
experience has been that they are consulted on with local government and others. As I outlined to the member, page 7 
of the bill lists the sorts of issues that the community development plan will contain, including skills development 
and training; local employment; regional development activities, such as partnerships and sponsorships and local 
procurement; and community projects, town services or facilities. I outlined a bunch of them before. The 
companies are held to compliance by the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation—the Department 
of State Development when he was the minister—and it administers the report. The experience with these projects 
has been that the sponsorship and other obligations are generally met. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: Does the Premier not see that this massively conflicts with the platform that he came to 
government on: transparency, being aboveboard and going out to the people with the facts and the issues that they 
can comment on. What he is putting in place here flies massively in the face of that. I do not know how he can be 
accountable to the people of Western Australia and the people of the Pilbara who live and breathe and support and 
engage in the activities of these companies. A community development planning process is highlighted. The 
Premier led on this and said, “Let’s put that in place.” There are no formal accountability points. There is annual 
reporting; it will be reported on. What will be reported against if nothing is made public? What will get reported 
in the community development plan when nothing is made public for people to see that so they can say, “This is 
what you said you were going to do, but this is what has been done”? If we do not know what was going to be 
done, we will have no idea whether it has been done. How is that being accountable? Is the Premier going to look 
the people of the Pilbara in the eye and say, “We’re going to put in place a community development plan, but we 
will have no accountability whatsoever on its achievement”? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This has been the consistent approach of governments of both persuasions for some years, 
including the last government, in which the member was a minister. It is exactly the same. There will be numerous 
benefits, because I expect that this government will be able to secure these massive projects that will continue to 
provide jobs and opportunities for the people of the Pilbara and Western Australia. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: What will be the consequences for the proponent for not meeting the obligations of its 
community development plan? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If there is noncompliance with the terms of the existing state agreement or its amendments, 
there is the opportunity for a default notice to be issued on the company that requires it to remedy any breach 
within 180 days or risk termination of the agreement. That is the potential liability or obligation on the company, 
which is pretty severe. Therefore, the expectation is that the company will meet its obligations under a community 
development plan or local participation plan and the like. That is the government’s expectation. If there is serious 
noncompliance on these matters, it is open to the minister to call in the company prior to the issuing of the default 
notice, but that is always held out as something that can be implemented for breaches. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is the Premier or his advisers aware whether any default notices have been issued to any 
mining companies in Western Australia for community development plans over the last year or two? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: We have a community development planning process that the community is not formally 
advised about or a part of; we have a party—the proponent—that is developing a community development plan 
that is not signed by the government or the minister; we have a document that is not public; we have an 
accountability process whereby the only strategy is to hold the whole agreement in default; and we are told that 
no notices of default have been issued to any party in Western Australia over the last couple of years, according 
to the memory of the Premier and his advisers. That suggests that the government and/or the minister has taken 
into account the obligations that any of these parties have to community development plans. Lining that up in 
sequence, it says that it is absolutely not worth the paper it is written on. I recognise that these companies will do 
things in their community, as they do. If a company is going to be a good community participant, it will do what 
these companies do, but it will not do it because of the McGowan government; companies do it off their own bat. 
There are some particularly good companies. I put up in lights Talison Lithium as one of those. It operates in my 
electorate and its community engagement is massive. Companies do the hard yards so that when challenges come, 
they generally get pretty solid support from the community. There are other companies that do not do that. What 
the government is endeavouring to do here, the spirit of which is right, is to put in place a bit of formality in and 
around community development plans; however, there is no accountability whatsoever in this process. 

My next question, before I run out of time, goes to the next part to this clause, which talks about local participation 
plans. I have just been through a number of questions about the community development planning process, which 
does not at all meet the pub test for accountability. Can the Premier confirm that the local participation plan is in 
the same boat? Is it a public document? Will the government be a signatory to the plan that is put in place? Is there 
any sort of engagement to get parties to be participants in the local participation plan? What are the processes, 
consequences and/or accountability in terms of how the government holds a company to account for a local 
participation plan? We heard that there is none of that under the community development plan. Is it the same for 
local participation plans, or does the Premier want me to go through all the questions I have just asked? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said in my second reading speech, under the local participation plan, the proponent, which 
in this case is Woodside, will set out strategies for fair and reasonable opportunities for local Western Australian 
and Pilbara businesses to receive the opportunity to bid for contracts. The process allows for the public advertising 
of tenders and the like to enable local businesses to bid. As the member knows, these things are watched very 
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closely. We have high levels of local participation these days. I think the companies are aware, certainly since 
I have been Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade, of the government’s expectations for these things. 
For instance, I saw some figures on South Flank, for which there are very high levels of Western Australian 
participation in the contracting around that project. All those things happen as part of local participation plans, as 
they did in exactly the same way under state agreements when the member for Warren–Blackwood was a minister. 
I do not recall the member for Warren–Blackwood objecting when he was minister; maybe he can enlighten us on 
that. I repeat: the main game here is to make sure that local residents and workers in Karratha and the Pilbara can 
get jobs at the Karratha gas plant for a long time to come; that people who might do fly in, fly out from Perth, 
Geraldton, Albany, Kalgoorlie, Busselton or wherever it might be can get work in Karratha; and that we maximise 
the domestic gas out of this project. As I explained to the house in my second reading speech, the main issue here 
is to get Browse onshore to Karratha as soon as possible. In my thinking, that is the number one issue on this 
matter. That is why I explained to the house earlier today and to companies like Chevron and BHP that we need 
to reach an agreement and an outcome on this matter by Christmas. That is the number one objective of the 
government on this matter. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I absolutely support that objective, but the minister has presented an amendment bill to 
a state agreement act that has a number of elements to it. I think it would be fair and reasonable to the community 
to have some questions answered. I have two simple questions to ask, along the same lines as my previous 
questioning. Is the government and/or a minister a signatory to the local participation plan? Is the local 
participation plan a public document? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No to both. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: To take the natural extension of that, what is the public accountability process for the 
proponent to meet the objectives of a local participation plan? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Companies are required to report to the government on local content. In my experience, 
those reports are generally made public, as we saw today with the South Flank information. As I said earlier in 
relation to the former clause, the consequence of a breach is that a default notice can be issued, which will provide 
180 days to remedy the issue and carry a risk of termination if a remedy is not provided. The potential consequences 
are pretty severe—they are pretty extreme. That is why there is a strong expectation that whatever obligations the 
company signs up to, they will be delivered. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: When we had the briefing on this legislation and discussed some of the aspects of these plans 
that the companies are required to do—as I said, a whole range of transparency issues relate to that—the point was 
made that it is probably possible to access those documents under a freedom of information application. Can the 
Premier confirm whether they would be released under freedom of information? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not have a copy of the Freedom of Information Act here, but we comply with that act. 
It has certain exemptions for commercial-in-confidence and issues like that. We comply with that act in exactly 
the same way that the member for Warren–Blackwood would have done. I again make the point that in eight and 
a half years as a minister, I never heard one complaint from the member for Warren–Blackwood on these matters. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to the following subparagraphs at page 7 — 

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

(b) training and employment for indigenous and non-indigenous persons living in the Pilbara region of 
the said State; 

Can the minister explain the difference in operation between those two subparagraphs? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I read them as the member does. They are very similar. However, the first one seems to 
promote work readiness and employment, whereas the second one seems to promote training and employment, 
and specifies Indigenous people. I suppose it is to cover the field, if you like, and be comprehensive. It is to ensure 
that they report on Indigenous employment, which we all know is an important issue. When I was first elected 
to this place, I went to the Karratha gas plant. My recollection, going back to the late 1990s, is that there was 
one Indigenous employee. From the last figures that I saw, the number was in the hundreds. Therefore, these sorts 
of accountability measures mean that at last there has been a significant improvement. Although it is not a commonly 
expressed improvement, it is a significant improvement. There has been enormous exponential growth in Indigenous 
employment. Therefore, these sorts of community development plans are obviously making a difference. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would like to get an explanation of the nature of the projects to which community 
development plans and others will apply. This is an alteration to the North West Shelf project. The main purpose 
is to enable Woodside to grow and enter into a tolling agreement with Scarborough and Browse into the future. 
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Can the minister explain what this will apply to? Is it correct that this will apply just to the activity, equipment and 
expenditure on the expanded footprint of the North West Shelf and will not apply to Browse or Scarborough or 
any other related activity? 
Mr M. McGowan: Out in the ocean, you mean? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Act, signed in 1979, is about the 
Karratha gas plant and the onshore activities. That is what it covers, and that is what this amendment to the 
agreement covers. It covers improvements undertaken onshore. Sorry, maybe I misunderstood. Let me explain. 
The community development agreement is about the community. The community is obviously onshore. Therefore, 
it applies to what happens onshore. What I said initially is right. The local participation plan applies to the 
North West Shelf regulation onshore. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just to explore this a bit further, it applies to the activities on North Rankin and the offshore 
facilities that are currently part of the equipment related to the North West Shelf project. That is important because, 
as I understand it, the proposal is that the Browse pipeline will connect to the pipeline at North Rankin. I want to 
get some geographic understanding of that. This project is in two parts—the expansion of the North West Shelf, 
and then, hopefully, an expansion of projects that are yet to come on. This relates to what we understand to be the 
footprint, both offshore and onshore, of the North West Shelf project. Can the minister confirm that? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is correct. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Does it relate to the pipeline that is yet to be built and committed to, let us say from North Rankin 
to Browse? Will the owners of this project, along with the owners of the North West Shelf project, be the owners 
of the pipeline to Browse, or will it be part of the Browse project, which is different from this ownership structure? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. That is different. It is a different set of joint venture partners, so different 
people own that. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is important, because the North West Shelf joint venturers might want to own the piping 
that goes to those projects. However, the minister is saying that the intention is not to do that. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is Browse, which is different from the North West Shelf. To make it clear, this is an 
amendment to the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement, which goes back to 1979, so, whatever 
that agreement covered, this agreement will cover. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The proposal is clearly for Woodside to expand its investment and facilities at both Pluto and 
the North West Shelf. I want to get some understanding of the scope of the project and the gains of the project. As 
the member for Nedlands emphasised, one of the gains from the project is reticulation from Scarborough to Pluto, 
from Pluto to the North West Shelf and Karratha, and then perhaps to Browse. That reticulation is not planned to 
be part of this project. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Correct. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is interesting. The primary gain from this amendment bill is to enable Woodside to go 
beyond its current reserves. Therefore, it will need a tolling agreement to bring in gas from other projects. Those 
other projects are a different issue. They are not part of this deal. Therefore, they cannot be part of the community 
development plan. The community development plan relates only to the increased activity on the North West Shelf 
project. Is that right? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is correct. It is about the North West Shelf Karratha gas plant. It is about the activities 
covered by the existing agreement. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: If the Browse and Scarborough fields do not go ahead, there will be no community development 
plan. In fact, if those projects do not go ahead, Woodside will struggle. How can they develop a community 
development plan for the North West Shelf when the benefits will be contingent upon things that are external to it? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: They will still have to undertake a community development plan. That is because the 
legislation has been passed to extend the life of the Karratha gas plant, and, as contained in the bill, they will still 
have to develop the community development plan and the local participation plan. It will obviously make it more 
extensive if the Browse development goes ahead, which we expect it will. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I seek some clarity. They have to expand the Karratha gas plant. Is that in the bill? 
Mr M. McGowan: Sorry? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister made the statement that under this agreement, they have to expand the Karratha 
gas plant irrespective of what happens with Browse and Scarborough. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: The idea behind this is that as the North West Shelf reserves decline, which is covered by 
a 40-year-old act, the Karratha gas plant is filled—not James Price Point or FLNG. We will backfill the Karratha 
gas plant with Browse Basin gas, which is an eminently sensible way of using infrastructure and benefiting 
Western Australia. Once this bill is passed, the life of the Karratha gas plant is extended and the requirement for 
a community development plan and a local participation plan comes into effect. If the member looks at proposed 
section 11A(7) on page 8 of the bill, he will see that the community development plan, at the request of the minister, 
can be reopened and amended depending upon what is happening at that point in time. If more gas is coming in 
and the community development plan looks to be inadequate, it can be amended at the request of the minister. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: As this agreement stands, it is independent of any expansion offshore. This agreement does 
not mean much by itself because the North West Shelf—a great project; I am not arguing against this bill—by 
itself has very little value. The value lies not in this agreement, but in Browse, Scarborough and other agreements. 
Therefore, is there any link between the community development plan or the local participation plan in the other 
projects, which we do not know about yet? I have no confirmation; all I know is what I read about in the paper, 
which is that Browse has some challenges—I think that is what Treadgold and others have written. I can only rely 
on those reports. I hope he is wrong. I want to see where the value is coming from on this irrespective of Browse. 
This is a facilitator for Browse, Scarborough and other agreements, but it only adds value if that happens, and that 
is another group of separate decisions. I think I understand it now. The Karratha gas plant will only expand if gas 
comes from one of those other major projects. All this bill does is add 25 years to the life of the project, and if it 
is successful in becoming a toller, it adds value. The Premier is right: this is the logical decision to make. We agree 
with it 100 per cent. But the real issue is yet to come, and that is not decided yet—that is, for Browse and Scarborough 
to come onstream. That is a separate decision to be made at another time. Once that has happened, this will add 
very few jobs and very little value. 
I am not arguing against the local participation plan. What I am saying is: how can we have a detailed local 
participation scheme for the North West Shelf when the scope provided in it is yet to be decided, and decided to 
a large extent by different parties? We cannot be very detailed in these local participation plans because we do not 
know what is coming. It is yet to be determined by a separate decision in a second piece of legislation. With the 
Gorgon project, we knew that it was extracting a certain resource. We could sit down and estimate the value of 
most projects. That is a resource upon which the agreement was developed. This is totally different. This is an 
agreement that deals with a depleting resource, and the life of the agreement is dependent upon other projects. 
How do we come up with a detailed local community development program and a local participation program 
when the extent and the value of the resources that are adding the value are yet to be determined? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: This bill is standardising the North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Act 1979, 
which is 40 years old, and putting in clauses that are found in modern state agreements to allow for community 
development plans and local participation plans, which I would have thought we would all agree with. We are 
using the extension as an opportunity to put that obligation on the company. The community development plan and 
the local participation plan will be negotiated over time. Obviously, when the Browse gas comes in, we will know 
the time frame and the like. I hope that a decision is made shortly in respect of that, certainly around front-end 
engineering and design. That gives us the opportunity to negotiate those obligations over time because we have 
the head of power under the act, as we do with all other modern state agreement acts. In respect of the Browse and 
Scarborough projects, which are offshore and have different partnership arrangements to the North West Shelf, 
a deed will be negotiated with each of those joint venture parties to put in place a community development plan 
and a local participation plan. That is what the state will be doing with each of those agreements. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: On a slightly different tack, I refer to page 6 of the bill and the heading “Variations of the 
Principal Agreement”. After that point is a list of all the variations, and we have talked about a number of those 
elements. One thing that is noticeably missing is any discussion about domgas. Can the Premier enlighten the 
house on whether there were discussions about domgas with the joint venture partners, particularly in respect of 
Woodside being a dominant partner in the Browse development and clearly a party to the current agreement on 
the North West Shelf? What is quite interesting to note, and I cited this in my contribution to the second reading 
debate, were questions from Hon Martin Aldridge in the upper house that highlighted the very low level of domgas 
that has come into the domestic market from largely what has been reserved. I thought there might be a discussion 
here about whether there is scope to have an element in variations to the agreement that might support putting 
a little pressure on the domgas market to deliver into the domestic market beyond marketing good faith, which has 
been described as the nature of how those agreements are done. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The requirement for 15 per cent domestic gas under this agreement was inserted in 2015. 
[Quorum formed.] 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: I just asked whether, in negotiating this extension, there were any discussions with the joint 
venture parties about domgas, recognising that it does not appear in the bill before us. Did the government have 
an opportunity to discuss the obligations of the joint venture parties? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It would be fair to say that we talk to companies, including these companies, all the time 
about their domestic gas obligations. This is why Western Australia has more domestic gas available than any 
other state in Australia. The North West Shelf state agreement, as I said, was amended in 2015 to include the 
15 per cent domestic gas requirement regarding the processing of third-party gas. Every third party proposing to 
process gas at the North West Shelf must satisfy the government on the 15 per cent domestic gas reservation 
already in the agreement through separate arrangements with the government. The North West Shelf joint venturers 
will be required to ensure that they have the domestic gas infrastructure in place with suitable capacity to meet the 
third-party domgas obligation. This will be managed through the proposal under the state agreement.  
Woodside will have domestic gas infrastructure at the Pluto site as part of the train 2 development for Scarborough 
gas when that comes into Scarborough. The domestic gas commitment holders must have domestic supply 
infrastructure in place. This ensures that gas is available when the market needs it. The domestic gas commitment 
holders report annually to the government on their domestic gas activities, contracting and supply. The government 
is making sure the market knows when, how and how much gas is available to it by publishing the information on 
the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation website, and will be issuing, in the future, a statement 
of gas availability. The North West Shelf state agreement also contains a mechanism for independent review of 
the marketing arrangements and the whole of domestic gas reservations. The real issue here, in relation to domestic 
gas, is that the North West Shelf is running down, and therefore there is spare capacity in the plant, and therefore 
domestic gas will be impacted. That is why we need to get the Browse gas into the North West Shelf, so that we 
have security of supply for decades to come. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I still have some questions on the community development plan. The questions from the 
member for Riverton clarified some of the issues I had in my mind about how it might operate. I will state how 
I think it is going to operate, and the Premier can correct me if I am wrong. Under proposed new clause 11A, 
“Community development plan”, if I read it correctly, it comes into operation within two months after the second 
variation date, which is the date on which clause 2 of the second variation agreement comes into operation, and 
then another clause tells us what the second variation agreement is. Through other questioning, I understand 
that the latest second variation date would be—the Premier can correct me if I am out by a day—31 March 2020. 
If that is the case, the joint venturers have to provide the draft community development plan, which relates only 
to this particular North West Shelf project, which has had its expiry date extended by 25 years, two months after 
31 March 2020. Obviously, the joint venturers would have consulted with the community and done some research 
and come up with a plan. 
How do the people in the bureaucracy who will be liaising with the joint venturers define what would be 
a reasonable quantum—just using that as an example—of what the dollars should be for a community development 
plan, and what is the scope? I think that is what the member for Riverton was trying to get a handle on. What is the 
scope of the project? The minimum scope would be nothing. The next level might be to connect a line that might 
go to Pluto. Is that part of the North West Shelf project? I think we have determined that any other infrastructure 
pipelines are not part of the project. The pipeline from Browse, if it comes on, to North Rankin, and obviously the 
Pluto line, have nothing to do with this project either, but to interconnect them might complicate the issue. Does 
the community development plan that is provided two months after 31 March 2020 take into account the capital 
cost of the interconnector, or is that left out until they actually build the interconnector? The next question flowing 
from that is: as these other fields come on, if they come on—let us say Browse—do the joint ventures then come 
up with another community development plan that is separate from this one, or is this community development 
plan expanded to take into account the extra activity coming on through Browse? Let us just keep it to Browse. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The interconnector between Pluto and the North West Shelf is not part of the North West 
Shelf project, so it has no relevance to the local participation plan, the community development plan or the like. 
The community development plan covers the North West Shelf, under the state agreement. The time frame on the 
community development plan means that it is meant to be in place by 30 June next year, but as I said, it is subject 
to amendment under clause 2(7). 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Would those amendments be related to other projects coming on, such as Browse? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It could be done in one of two ways. The first is to amend the date on which the projects 
come on, to expand the obligation, or the agreement itself could indicate that, as those projects come on, there 
might be additional obligations. Bear in mind, with the Browse joint venture and the Scarborough joint venture, 
which are different alignments, there will be a deed, as I said before, in respect of the local participation plans and 
the community development plans with each of those joint venture parties. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: Maybe the Premier could give me a rough idea. With the Wheatstone project—there may 
have been other projects as well—but I know there was something like $250 million related to a $35 billion 
project. With the community development plan, is there a guideline, so that the department has a rough idea for 
the proponent? If I were Woodside, or any proponent for that matter, I would like to have a bit of a rough idea, for 
my feasibility study, of how much capital I have to put away or borrow to fund the community development plan. 
As the member for Warren–Blackwood outlined, there is a fair bit of flexibility on that in terms of the negotiations 
that could be undertaken with the government of the day. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There is no specification of a minimum number. It depends on circumstances. The member 
will recall that Onslow was not a well-serviced community, so I think the community development plan resulted 
in an airstrip, hospital upgrade and roads. Onslow is a transformed town, with some beautiful houses and 
improvements on the road to the plant, and the like. It was a large expenditure. I do not know whether the figure 
of $250 million is correct, but I recall that it was very large, but that was because it was a new project with 
a relatively poorly serviced town. In the case of the Karratha gas plant, obviously Karratha is a very well-serviced 
town with some of the best facilities of any regional town anywhere in Australia, so the requirements will take 
account of that. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: North West Shelf has existed since 1979. As the Premier indicated, with Aboriginal employment, 
Woodside has put a lot of effort into interacting with the community in Karratha, and the various sub-communities 
within it. It has done a lot; it is a very good corporate citizen. From this project alone, there will not be any 
additional value, except the continuation of Woodside in the North West Shelf, unless we get other projects that 
are separate from it. From just this project alone, does the government expect Woodside to go out and do a local 
community development plan by itself? Does the government expect Woodside to go and do more than it is already 
doing, subject to the other projects not going ahead? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The answer is yes. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What happens if Woodside, Browse and Scarborough do not go ahead? That is a separate 
decision by a separate group, as the Premier pointed out. This facilitates them going ahead, but it is not related to 
that decision. It has not been made yet, and may not be made after the local development program is done. The 
Premier is saying that, irrespective of whether those projects go ahead, under this agreement, Woodside is expected 
to step up both its local job compact and the local community development plan. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Under this agreement, the obligation remains on Woodside, as the managing party, to put 
in place a local participation plan and a community development plan under the act. That obligation will be there 
because it will be passed by the Parliament and will be the law. It is my expectation that Browse will come onshore. 
We want it to come onshore and to get an outcome on that as soon as possible, and that is why I raised the issue 
today in Parliament about getting the partners to align and reach agreement on having Browse gas come onshore. 
It is well known that part of the problem is a misalignment of the parties. The joint venture partners involved in 
the Karratha gas plant are different from the joint venture partners involved in Browse because Chevron and BHP 
sold out their stakes back in 2011 or 2012 after the James Price Point set of events. Obviously, that has caused 
some issues. In the interests of Western Australia and in the interests of getting certainty for this project, jobs and 
domestic gas, I would like them to resolve whatever their issues are and get the project underway as soon as possible. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: There is a difference with the community development plan, which is something that is 
provided in the community and is, I guess, a future benefit of having the agreement extended. I think we have 
managed to determine that. With the local participation plan, if nothing happens to the existing plant, unless 
another project comes on, is this an obligation on the existing workforce if they do any maintenance? Will this 
local participation plan come into operation for the current operation of the facility? If an expansion of the facility 
is brought on as a result of any other gas coming on board, we could actually foreshadow in the local participation 
plan that if a certain volume of gas comes on from wherever, this is what we will do. That would probably be 
easier to do than the community development plan. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is about providing opportunities for local businesses, whether it is maintenance, expansion, 
upgrades or whatever else it might be. The camp that Woodside is building in Karratha reflects that; there is 
enormous local content in that. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I realise that; we actually support all this. I just want some clarity around how it will operate. 
If I were Woodside and I was told I had to produce a local participation plan tomorrow or as soon as I could after 
this legislation goes through, I would want to know some boundaries around what the department expects. Would 
I need to look at my current workforce and change the ratio of people from outside and bring in more locals from 
Karratha, or is it about any changes to the workforce in the future? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: My understanding is that it is more future focused for maintenance, expansion, upgrades or 
any other work being done. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: To summarise what the government has done, it has taken advantage of the alteration of the 
North West Shelf agreement and extended it for 25 years, and it has put in a community development plan that 
will apply to the physical definition of the existing projects, whether it is maintenance of existing or future 
infrastructure. The government has also done essentially the same thing with the local participation plan. It has 
taken advantage of the continuation of the agreement, which is a big benefit to Woodside, no doubt, and put in 
place a local participation plan that will apply to existing activities and any expansion that may or may not come 
from future growth in the project. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not sure if that is entirely right; it sounded right, but I was interrupted, sorry. We are 
taking advantage of the fact that we are extending the life of the state agreement to insert into the bill these clauses 
that are current best practice for community development plans, local participation plans and local government 
rating. When we commend the bills, as the member knows, we like to have a win–win so that everyone gets 
something. This extends the agreement and give us these obligations, which will benefit the community. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: When—hopefully when—Browse comes on, the government will carry out a similar planning 
project for it. It will have to integrate with the north west shelf and there will be the ability to alter the North West 
Shelf contract to upgrade—rather than alter the agreement—Woodside’s North West Shelf gas development 
project to recognise that it is an expanded project with gas from different sources. It will have to invest a lot of 
money on site. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We will pick up any upgrades to the Karratha gas plant, so the obligations for the local 
participation plan will cover any of those improvements. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I want to burrow down into a little bit of detail on proposed subclause 5(a) on page 11, under 
the heading “Cessation of water supply requirements under this Agreement”. I am aware from my previous life 
working for Alcoa that the Alcoa agreements included a clause that the government would supply water if the 
operation could not obtain sufficient water supplies from its own lease or area. I am wondering what the nature of 
the agreement is that is being removed from the state agreement. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: When the original agreement was negotiated 40 years ago, the government through the 
Water Corporation or Water Board—whatever it was then—agreed to provide water on non-commercial terms. 
We are now taking the opportunity with the new agreement to modernise that. There is now an agreement outside 
the state agreement between the Water Corporation and Woodside so that the water provision is on commercial terms. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Will it recover water from bores itself under licence, or does it have a significant amount of 
water delivered by Water Corporation? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think there are three bore fields that the water is supplied from across the Pilbara. Millstream 
is certainly one; there is also the Bungaroo bore field and Harding Dam. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: So they are public water supplies that supply the water to the operation. I turn to page 12 of the 
bill. I will not go through a line-by-line analysis. Line 6 states — 

(ii) the Joint Venturers shall remain liable for any accrued liability or antecedent breach or default of 
their obligations under or arising … 

Are there any outstanding breaches? Can the Premier tell me the nature of anticipated breaches or existing breaches? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There are none that we are aware of, but it is a protection clause in case we become aware 
of any that might exist that we do not currently know about. 
Dr D.J. Honey: So it is a catch-all provision? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I want to raise an issue that the member for Warren–Blackwood raised—that is, the reservation. 
Initially, Woodside had no domgas requirement other than what was in the domgas contract. That will run out by 
a certain date; I have forgotten when it finishes. The reserves are drawing down, but I understand that total 
production from the North West Shelf contract will continue after the domgas contract runs out. Did the previous 
government, or does this government, require Woodside to have within its existing residual production 
a 15 per cent reservation for the domestic market? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: In 2015 some new fields were brought on as part of the North West Shelf. They were called 
Persephone and Greater Western Flank 2. The 15 per cent obligation applies to them. The existing obligation, going 
back to 1979 on the other fields, expires in 2020. From that point forward the obligation will be 15 per cent and 
then it will be 15 per cent of anything else that is discovered and comes in, which includes Browse. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is not in these amendments; that is in other legislation—that is, the 15 per cent reservation 
for those new fields that the Premier mentioned. I think I remember those now. When the North West Shelf contract 
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ends, in around 2020, will that 15 per cent apply to any continued production of domgas, even if it is scaling down, 
that is already in legislation? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The 15 per cent obligation is included in the existing state agreement for when the 
2020 obligation is reached. It is essentially going to be 15 per cent across the board for new gas coming on. For 
Browse, it will be 15 per cent. In 2015, Persephone and Greater Western Flank will have 15 per cent as well. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: When the reticulation system is developed—the Equus project is one that came up and there 
might be other small ones along the way—will the small or large fields be required to have a 15 per cent reservation, 
let us say through the North West Shelf joint venture partners’ reticulation system? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Any third party going through the North West Shelf gas plant—the Karratha gas plant—is 
required to meet the 15 per cent reservation policy under the existing state agreement. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Will that be even if those projects do not have agreements? In the past, small offshore 
developments have gone domestically but have not had agreement acts attached to them. Is there an overriding 
reservation policy that could be implemented outside agreement acts? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Any third party, a small field or whatever, that wants to process gas at the North West Shelf, 
under section 46A and clause 9(2) of the existing state agreement, will have to meet the 15 per cent obligation. If 
any other third party project is going anywhere else, to any other gas plant, the 15 per cent obligation exists under 
the current domgas policy. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: How is that domgas policy implemented and lawfully enforced outside of agreement acts? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is a condition of project approval under existing policy of the Department of Jobs, 
Tourism, Science and Innovation. They will not get approval if they do not deliver. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Thanks for providing that information. During my second reading contribution I raised the 
issue of domgas reservation. If the Browse project by itself has a 15 per cent reservation, it will have that. But, 
theoretically, the expectation is that it will use the existing domgas facilities at the North West Shelf in Karratha 
that has excess capacity, because the North West Shelf is running down. But the reservation policy is only as good 
as the field that has adequate capacity to deliver to a domgas plant. Then there is the sales requirement, which is 
not being altered. If this project is intended to be the processing toll for Browse, how will we ensure—or is it 
Browse’s responsibility to ensure—that this project invests in adequate additional domgas facilities to meet the 
Browse requirements? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Browse comes to the North West Shelf, or to the Karratha gas plant. The North West Shelf 
joint venturers will be required to ensure that they have the domgas infrastructure in place with suitable capacity 
to meet the third party tolling domgas obligation. This will be managed through the “proposal” under the state 
agreement.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is not in this amendment. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is in clause 9 of the existing state agreement, as amended in 2015. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the Premier saying that the powers under the amendment to clause 9 allow him to require 
the North West Shelf to fund or expand its domgas facilities to meet its clients’ demands? I suppose that came 
through when it made some amendments relating to tolling. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is correct. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I move to the clause that allows the council to charge rates, which is on page 12 of the 
bill. This is a simple question. Someone must have a rough idea of the rates that might be charged after the 
implementation of this clause for the accommodation, recreation and administration facilities and the maintenance 
workshops that are within 100 metres of those facilities that will become rateable. I assume that it also means that 
any other new buildings that are built on the site that meet this criteria will become rateable. I am interested to 
know roughly the amount in rates that the shire might get after the implementation of this clause. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The policy on new state agreements and amendments to state agreements has been around 
for a while and allows for rateability on buildings, not on the plan. The plan is worth $50 billion or thereabouts, 
so it is not on that, but on the buildings. This will mean rateability on the existing buildings and any new buildings 
that are built as a consequence. Staff from the City of Karratha and Woodside are currently working on how it will 
work and exactly what will be rated. The expectation is—I am slightly surprised by this—that it will result in 
around $100 000 of additional rates per annum. I would have thought it would be more, but that is currently what 
it will result in. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: When this was implemented for the CITIC Pacific project and I was the minister, we got 
numerous complaints from CITIC Pacific because suddenly the rates were $3 million. So $100 000 sounds a bit 
light, but if that is the figure, that is the figure. 
Mr M. McGowan: You and I are both surprised. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I refer the Premier to page 10 of the bill. There is a comment in the second reading speech 
that this clause flags the enactment of a new jobs bill at some point in the future. Can the Premier explain what he 
means by that? The second reading speech states — 

Clause 2(3) inserts new subclause (4) after clause 12(3) of the state agreement, which will enable the state 
to enact general legislation relating to local participation that may substitute or modify the provisions of 
the variation agreement relating to local participation. This flags the enactment of a new jobs bill at some 
point in the future. 

I just want an explanation of what is anticipated there. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member will know that there are Australian industry participation plans. We are 
currently working with industry and across the broader community on a new skilled local jobs bill. It was an 
election commitment. That is in addition to the Western Australian Jobs Bill that we passed in 2017. That act 
applies only to public sector and government trading enterprise projects. The skilled local jobs bill will ensure that 
we do all we can to maximise local content on major resource projects and major construction builds. Consultation 
is underway. This is part of a process that we are looking at to develop skilled work agreements that will become 
part of the project approvals. It is to maximise local content on these major projects. We want to align it with the 
commonwealth government’s participation plan requirements under the Australian Jobs Act to reduce duplication 
for Western Australian companies in submitting to both state and commonwealth jurisdictions. We are currently 
consulting successfully with the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and the Chamber of 
Minerals and Energy. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: So that I can understand this, new legislation is anticipated to be enacted at a commonwealth 
level and then there is the state local jobs legislation that is not yet in force, and this alludes to those two instruments. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No. There is existing commonwealth legislation that applies, but it may have some differences 
from the state legislation. We want to put in place state legislation which will have regional expectations, Indigenous 
work expectations and a commitment to building and maintaining a skilled workforce in Western Australia and 
which will allow Western Australian businesses to be provided with opportunities equal to those provided to other 
Australian or overseas suppliers to participate in all aspects of the project, including tender, and to compete for 
any aspect of the work. As I said, we are working cooperatively with the Chamber of Commerce and Industry and 
the Chamber of Minerals and Energy. It is about maximising local jobs from these projects. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Just to clarify, obviously, there are requirements in those other legislative instruments and 
then there are requirements about local participation plans. In the event of a dispute, which legislation would be 
subordinate? I am trying to understand whether the joint venture partners need to comply with all legislation or 
whether this contract effectively rounds off their requirements for local participation. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Whichever is the best for the state will prevail. We are mentioning in the agreement that 
a skilled local jobs bill will potentially come forward to ensure that if there is a local participation plan or 
a requirement under the state skilled local jobs bill, whichever is the best for Western Australia will prevail. The 
local participation plan arrangements can be regulated by the Western Australian bill. This just allows for that 
provision in the agreement so that everybody understands the rules.  
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Just to be clear, the joint venture partners are bound by the local participation components 
of this legislation. If the state chooses to up the ante with different legislation and introduces stronger requirements 
around local participation plans, that will override the requirements under this contract that has been signed, and 
the joint venture partners will be bound by the new legislative instrument and the rules that will apply should that 
legislation be enacted.  
Mr M. McGowan: Yes.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would like to change topic and go to page 12, where at the bottom of the page it states — 

(6) in clause 33 after the words “pursuant to any Act” inserting “(including under the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986)”;  

I think the explanatory memorandum says that the purpose of this amendment is to make the development 
compliant with the requirements of the Environmental Protection Act. What was there before? What exists now? 
Is the reference in the agreement act to “the act” and not “the Environmental Protection Act” or otherwise? What 
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is this altering? Is it just adding an additional criteria for the environment and that the agreement operates under 
the Environmental Protection Act 1986?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: It provides clarity that the Environmental Protection Act applies.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: So it does not right now? Does that mean that all the existing decisions concerning the 
North West Shelf projects will have to be reconsidered under the new coverage of the Environmental Protection Act?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: The EP act currently applies; there is no change. This just provides clarity. The member 
needs to remember that this agreement has been signed by all the joint venture partners, who agreed to it.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The EPA has oversight of major projects—it does that now and it has done that in the past for 
all the major expansions. North Rankin was a big one. The Environmental Protection Act goes much wider. I am 
trying to get to grips with the restrictions or otherwise that this will place on the North West Shelf project.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: This makes it clear that the existing situation prevails. The development can be assessed 
under the EP act, depending on what they are doing. Bear in mind that this is on the Burrup Peninsula. It is an 
extraordinary place. Currently, projects can be assessed under the EP act. This provision just ensures clarity. Each 
of the six joint venture partners agreed to it.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: I am seeking a bit of clarity around this. There are two issues. One is that these operations 
will be using energy, and we could argue that there is a carbon dioxide component to that. The operation also emits 
CO2 into the atmosphere. Presumably, it has Environmental Protection Authority approval to operate like that. 
That is the first question. If it does have approval, there really would be no change. Reassessment by the EPA 
would be required only if a different component were added to the way in which the gas was processed. Solar 
energy might be used to run the plant or something like that, so that would change the CO2 footprint.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: As I understand it, those emissions are currently regulated by the Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation. The projects have approval under the Environmental Protection Act. This provision 
changes nothing; it just provides clarity and certainty so that if anyone asks whether the projects are covered by 
the EP act, there will be no dispute.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It might widen it to marine mammals or fish, I suppose, because this includes North Rankin 
and some other access. I am not complaining about it; I just wanted to get some clarity.  
The government has come out with a greenhouse policy for the resources sector. As I read the document, the target 
is zero net emissions by 2050, which is within the period of this agreement. Will that policy apply to this project; 
and, if so, how and through which agency?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: Under the Browse project, the Scarborough gas resource could be subject to environmental 
protection assessment; that is a decision for the independent EPA. The government recently released its policy 
on emissions. According to my recollection, it has an aspiration of zero net emissions by projects by 2050. That 
was heavily consulted across the community with both the environment movement and industry and received 
broad support.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The North West Shelf joint venture project would be kind of grandfathered into that process. 
It exists right now. Will the government’s policy apply, given that this bill will hopefully refresh the North West 
Shelf gas development project? Will any expansion of greenhouse gases under the North West Shelf development 
be brought into the wider gamut of regulation of the resources sector under the government’s policies? Will the 
EPA now have a responsibility to reassess it and make a determination about its contribution to CO2 emissions?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: As I understand it, the EPA is considering assessing extra projects that are coming into the 
North West Shelf.  
Dr M.D. Nahan: Is that the case now?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: As I understand it, it has not made a decision. Sorry, my mistake; it is in the process of 
assessing the Browse project and the extension of life of the North West Shelf facility. The EPA will do whatever 
assessments that it does. As we know, there is rock art and there are other issues. The EPA will do that assessment. 
It is an independent authority; that is what it does. I think the member’s question was about whether the EPA was 
doing it. As I understand it, that is what it is doing. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just to be clear, I understand that the EPA is going to assess Browse—that is understandable. 
The renewal of the North West Shelf will be dependent on the Browse project, so will the EPA do an assessment 
of the North West Shelf’s CO2 emissions going forward? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. Any assessments will be beyond the existing environmental approvals. At some time 
in the middle of this century, there may well be an assessment by the EPA of the North West Shelf emissions. It 
is an extension beyond the current state agreement approval, which extends to 2046, as I understand it. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have one other question; it is probably outside the scope of this agreement. The North West 
Shelf joint venture has special taxation and royalty arrangements in comparison with any other LNG project. It 
will fundamentally change from being a producer of gas to a toller of gas. The state gets quite a bit of money from 
that joint venture arrangement through the arrangement that we have with the commonwealth, which collects 
a certain percentage. Will that change going forward? Will the royalty flows from the North West Shelf change 
significantly under this project? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is the member asking me about the special arrangement that was entered into by Sir Charles Court 
and Malcolm Fraser in the late 1970s?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It has been altered many times since then. The fundamental nature of the North West Shelf 
project is envisaged to change from being a producer of gas to a toller of gas. The North West Shelf project has 
different taxation and royalty arrangements from any other project, because it was grandfathered differently. It has 
been altered four or five times since that time. I understand why. It is largely due to the commonwealth. It is 
commonwealth taxation policy. When it first began, it came under state taxation. That is why there is a difference. 
Have there been any discussions about changing the arrangement to ensure that the state will get a flow of revenue 
from the project? If that will not be the case, I understand why. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There are a couple of points here. As the member indicated, that arrangement was entered into 
in the 1970s. My understanding is that Sir Charles Court and Malcolm Fraser signed a deal related to the building 
of the plant. It was the first one outside of Bass Strait, and certainly the first LNG plant in Western Australia. At 
that time, there was a special arrangement for royalties. As the member said, it has been amended a few times over 
the years, for whatever purposes or reasons. The state is getting a special arrangement for the North West Shelf 
gas. Once that runs down, that arrangement will run out. Of course, for the majority of the Browse gas fields, we 
will get all the royalties, with the exception of the petroleum resource rent tax, because of those islands that are 
situated within proximity of that field, and that is a good thing for us. 

Clause put and passed.  

Title put and passed. 
House adjourned at 4.54 pm 
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