
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 October 2012] 

 p7715b-7724a 
Mr Colin Barnett; Acting Speaker; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Fran Logan; Mr Tom Stephens 

 [1] 

BROWSE (LAND) AGREEMENT BILL 2012 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 October. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [11.47 am] — in reply: I want to make a few comments to wind 
up the second reading debate on the Browse (Land) Agreement Bill 2012. I remind members that on 27 June 
2011 the state government signed agreements with Woodside Energy Limited, the Goolarabooloo Jabirr Jabirr 
native title claimant group and the Kimberley Land Council. Three agreements were signed relating to the 
prospective development of a liquefied natural gas processing plant at James Price Point in the Kimberley. The 
three agreements were the Browse liquefied natural gas precinct project agreement, the Browse LNG precinct 
regional benefits agreement and the Browse (Land) Agreement. Part of those signings was an agreement that the 
Browse (Land) Agreement would be brought to Parliament with a ratifying bill and basically acknowledged as a 
very significant piece of legislation, and given the authority and approval of Parliament. That is what we are 
looking at at the moment. This is one of three agreements relating to James Price Point, and relates just to the 
land.  

The bill establishes the Browse LNG precinct as the only site for LNG on the Kimberley coastline—that is 
important. It also limits the use of the precinct to petroleum processing; in other words, liquefying natural gas 
and also extracting any liquids—usually light oils—from it. That site will not be a broad industrial area, as some 
members choose to suggest. It also limits the life of the precinct to 100 years and provides a mechanism to close 
it. It also commits that once the project is concluded, the land will be returned to the Goolarabooloo Jabirr Jabirr 
people. It is a pretty straightforward agreement, and something that was very important to the Aboriginal people, 
and of course to the government and Woodside.  
I want to comment on what was said last night. I appreciate that the conclusion of debate last night was after 
10.00 pm. A number of members were here listening. I doubt there were any media representatives in the 
building at the time.  

Mr F.M. Logan: It is a pity.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is a pity, exactly, for what I am about to say.  

We heard a very powerful, emotional and strong speech by the member for Kimberley last night. It was one of 
the most moving and convictional speeches I have heard in my more than 20 years in this Parliament. It is a great 
pity that there were not more members or people in the gallery to hear it and, indeed, it is a great pity that the 
media was not here to report not only her words, but also the emotion and strength shown by the member for 
Kimberley. What the member for Kimberley said last night might not suit the politically correct media that we 
have; it also might not suit an essentially urban, middle-class Australia. Many of us in the community are more 
interested in talking about whales frolicking off the coast or the footprints of long-gone dinosaurs. The member 
for Kimberley spoke about the people of the Kimberley—her people, the Aboriginal people of the Dampier 
Peninsula—not about the frolicking whales or the dinosaur footprints. 

The member for Kimberley told the people of Western Australia something about the realities of life today for 
Aboriginal people in that area. She talked about the poverty, the despair and the suicides of young people who 
could not see a future for themselves and have, tragically, taken their own lives. She made the comment that she 
was sick and tired of going to the funerals of young people in that area. The member for Kimberley spoke 
powerfully about the right of people, particularly young people, to have a future they can believe in and about 
which they can make decisions. She also made the point—I agree with her strongly—that people have the right 
to express their opposition and to protest if they so choose. But she also put on the public record something that 
we as a community have been too politically correct to acknowledge: she talked about the rich and famous who 
come to the Kimberley in a self-righteous way, as though only they care about the environment, only they care 
about whales or only they care about dinosaur footprints. Implicit in that is an attitude that we see all too often, 
particularly from people outside this state, and maybe from people living in the major cities—that somehow this 
state is a redneck environment, that we do not care about heritage, we do not care about the environment, and 
that we are somehow incapable of looking after an area like the Kimberley. I believe the member for Kimberley 
made that point; I do not think I am putting words in her mouth. 
The member for Kimberley also made a point that the politically correct media has not tended to report or 
discuss these matters, because it is far too interested in whales and dinosaur footprints. She outlined how her 
people, Aboriginal people going about their daily work, were spat upon, racially vilified and treated with 
absolutely no respect at all. Why is it that we do not see more of that reported in the media? Why is it that rich 
people from bayside apartments in Sydney can come over here and get nationwide publicity, talking about their 
self-righteous views on protecting the environment? It would be great to see some of those people from bayside 
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apartments in Sydney come over here and show the passion that the member for Kimberley showed for 
disadvantaged Aboriginal people. Why does that not happen in this country? I think members from both sides 
last night applauded the passion, commitment and courage of the member for Kimberley; it was a brave and 
long-overdue speech in this Parliament. It was an important speech, and I think I can say that on behalf of 
members who were here to hear it last night. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler: It was that hatred that she faced that led to her not standing at the next election. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That may well be; the member would probably know better than I would. 

I am sorry that the member for Kimberley is not in the chamber at the moment, but I hope people in this state 
and around the country will spend less time on the whales and the footprints, and more time listening to the 
message from the member for Kimberley about her people, about young people committing suicide, and about 
their right to make decisions—their right to have a future that gives them dignity and economic independence. It 
is rare in this Parliament for a member to stand and speak from the heart, as the member for Kimberley did last 
night. I know members on both sides of the chamber listened; I hope that the media—particularly some of those 
very politically correct elements within our media—and our urban, middle-class society actually deals with some 
of the realities of Western Australia, Australia and the Kimberley in 2012. Well done to the member for 
Kimberley. 
In respect of comments made by other members last night, there was a perhaps surprising degree of agreement 
on issues relating to the natural gas industry; there were also some slightly different interpretations of history, 
but I guess that is the way the world goes. I thank the opposition for its support for this bill. The member for 
Cannington, who was the opposition lead speaker in this debate, made it very clear that the Labor Party would 
respect, as I think we all do, the right of the Kimberley Land Council and Aboriginal people to make their own 
decisions, and this is a very clear exercise of self-determination by Aboriginal people. The member for 
Cannington traced the history of some of the projects, and there is no doubt that one of the great skills of this 
state, through successive decades, is its ability to take on the extraordinary, large and complex projects, and do 
them well. I would suggest that the level of environmental assessment and standards for major projects in this 
state is world’s best, and it is about time we took some pride in that instead of letting people come over here and 
treat this state like a bunch of rednecks who do not know what they are doing. I doubt there is a square kilometre 
of land in Australia that has been more carefully analysed in every respect than James Price Point. 

The member for Cockburn discussed at length the issues around the loss of the Inpex project. I agree with him; 
the proposal put forward for floating LNG is an enormous threat to Australia, this state and our economy. I 
agreed, in principle, to floating LNG for Shell’s Prelude project; it is a small and relatively isolated gas field. 
However, I will never agree to the use of floating LNG on the larger Browse fields. I make the point that about 
one-third of the gas in the Browse fields belongs to Western Australia. It is an atoll and therefore Western 
Australian by constitutional agreement, and we control one-third of the gas. I said to the companies involved, “If 
you build a floating LNG for the Browse project, you will not have a friend in Australia, including me.” It is an 
un-Australian way to go; there would be no jobs in construction and probably very few jobs in operation. Why 
would we, as a top 20 nation, allow our natural resources to be developed with no economic benefit to the 
country? It would be a shameful situation, and one that I hope never eventuates, but the state government 
obviously does not have full control over gas resources in commonwealth waters. I hope that the commonwealth 
government comes out and makes a statement in support of gas coming onshore for major fields. For smaller, 
very far out, fields, yes, floating LNG may be acceptable; but not for the major gas fields. Members should bear 
in mind that there is yet to be one molecule of gas produced in the Browse gas field; this is an absolutely virgin 
field that will probably produce amounts of gas and oil comparable to those of the Carnarvon basin over the next 
50 years. As if a First World country cannot stand up for its ownership over that gas, and its right to share in the 
development; we would be weaker than the weakest undeveloped nation in the world if we did not take a stand 
on the development of what is probably our most valuable natural resource. 

However, we agree, and I think it is one of the few times, member for Cockburn, that we can put our arms 
around each other and show true love! 
Mr F.M. Logan: Don’t go too far! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: No! 
I respect the member for Gosnells; he is obviously a person who has a strong background in the environment and 
he made several points about environmental issues. I reassure the member that the environmental standards for 
this project will be world’s best practice in every respect. The industry is agog at the environmental standards 
that have been agreed to for Barrow Island; they are extraordinarily high standards. One would not see those 
standards in North America or anywhere in Asia. We set the standard in this development. Clearly, there will be 
disturbance, but the plant itself is set back from the beach. If there are dinosaur footprints in that area, to my 
knowledge they will not be physically impacted, and the whole site after 100 years will likely be rehabilitated to 
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the state it is in today. It is a tiny piece of land; the analogy has been made that if the Kimberley were the MCG, 
James Price Point would be one amongst 100 000 seats. It is a tiny piece of land and there are no people living 
within the vicinity. I know I get criticised for saying this, but it is not the spectacular Kimberley we see in the 
tourist brochures—the waterfalls and the rugged mountains. It is a flat, featureless plain with pindan soil that 
comes up to the coast and drops down to the ocean. It is pretty, it is attractive, but so are the thousands of 
kilometres of the Kimberley coastline.  

Yes, there is some environmental loss during the life of project—I think it is minimal; and, yes, with the science 
of technology today, projects can be built around sensitive areas. As the member for Gosnells said—I agree with 
him—one of the important things in this agreement is that this is the one and only site for liquefied natural gas 
on the Kimberley coast. There will not be, as was identified in the earlier parts of this century—I am not critical 
of that—a number of sites. I was aghast only a couple of weeks ago to see a report on the science program 
Catalyst. If anyone saw it, it was about development there. Members would expect a science program to be 
scientific, properly researched and objective. The beginning of Catalyst started like this: “LNG will be piped to 
shore from thousands of kilometres off the coast”. No; it is about 230 kilometres—there was a bit of an 
inaccuracy! It went on and talked about the industrialisation of the Kimberley and plans for LNG ports right 
around the Kimberley—about five little tokens of naval anchors scattered around. It was anything but scientific. 
I have always enjoyed Catalyst, but it failed in its charter to present science as the ABC should present science. 
It was very, very disappointing. As the member for Kimberley said—I think every member in this house will 
agree—yes, debate issues about development, whether onshore or offshore or whatever else, but do it on a basis 
of knowledge and a basis of objectivity. Catalyst, unfortunately, failed to do that.  
As the member for Gosnells said, one of the great virtues out of this process—whether people like the LNG 
industry or not—is that at least it is one site with a wide buffer zone that is basically out of sight, out of mind. 
The only people who will see it or be aware of it are people going on cruises around the Kimberley; if they sail 
past at night, they will see the flame, and even that will be relatively concealed. But it is important that it is one 
site. Again, I stress that this will not be an industrial site with chemical plants such as urea plants or whatever 
else; it is simply a site where gas will be cooled to a liquid and the other petroleum elements basically split off.  

Having said that, I again want to record my appreciation and that of, I think, other members of the house for the 
speech made by the member for Kimberley. It was a brave speech, and a speech I hope both the media and the 
wider Australian public listen to. It is the sort of speech that should be on the front page of The Australian; it 
probably will not get there, but that is where it should be. I thank members for supporting the bill.  

Question put and passed.  

Bill read a second time.  

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.  

Consideration in Detail 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am just going to seek the indulgence of the chamber. I have about five or six questions 
related to the schedule? Therefore, if you, Madam Acting Speaker, wanted to just put the clauses and just move 
straight to the schedule, that would be good for me. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Thank you, member for Cannington, but I do need to check 
whether other members of the chamber are comfortable with that. Are there any questions on clauses 1 to 6? No? 
In that case, I will put the question that clauses 1 to 6 stand as printed. 

Clauses 1 to 6 put and passed.  
Schedule 1: Browse (Land) Agreement — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Premier, I refer to the recitals on page 7 of the bill. As I sort of indicated last night in 
my contribution to the second reading debate, some people raise issues regarding the native title parties. Does the 
government have any comment to make on the views of the people in the community who say there is potential 
dispute within the Indigenous community regarding the native title parties?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think there is certainly a dispute that is played out in the media on a fairly regular basis, 
and I acknowledge that there are differing views within the Aboriginal people of the area. That is why the 
agreement took some time to reach, and I guess the follow-through on that agreement is also taking some time. 
But I guess I would summarise it best this way, and I do not purport to be a lawyer: the reaching of the 
agreement with the native title claimants and with the Kimberley Land Council was done according to the Native 
Title Act, and under the supervision of the Federal Court. It was done very carefully, and there was a strong vote, 
by those entitled to vote, in favour of the project. So great care was taken and it was complex, given that we are 
talking about a group of Aboriginal people trying to understand the complexities of the law and the Federal 
Court processes. But it was done very, very carefully, and it took longer to reach its conclusion and over 
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probably a longer than normal period so that people understood what was going on and what they were voting 
and talking about. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: What happens if there is a particular outcome—like a different outcome through the courts? 
What is the impact on this legislation?  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I guess if there were a different outcome through the courts, it would have to be dealt with. 
I do not anticipate that that will be the case.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: No; but would we have to redo this legislation?  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The advice I have is no; it would stand. From a state government point of view, we want 
all Aboriginal people in the area to share in the benefits. We do not want, sort of, the “insiders” and the 
“outsiders”, but there is a fairly bitter dispute, and it is not only about James Price Point—there are issues, as the 
member knows, that underpin that.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Can I just go to page 14 of the bill? The precinct supply base obviously provides support 
facilities for the LNG facilities. I assume that the operation of the land within that supply base will be by 
LandCorp. Will the land be available for sale or lease within those two industrial entities? I am not talking about 
the LNG facilities themselves, but will the support facilities to the LNG be available for sale or lease? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Consistent with other industrial sites that are created, it will be leasehold land, on long-
term lease. Obviously, the operator will put in all sorts of facilities. I thought maybe the question the member 
was going to ask would be about operations out of the supply base being limited to companies that have the LNG 
plant in the precinct. Third parties will not operate out of James Price Point supply base. So if there are two LNG 
proponents, say ConocoPhillips and Woodside, then ConocoPhillips and Woodside will be able to do their 
supply operations out of James Price Point, but Inpex, for example, would not. That is something they need to 
think about.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I would appreciate turning to page 18, which contains clause 3 of the agreement. I seek 
some clarification on the record about paragraph (a)(i). The words are — 

The LNG Precinct will be used only for the receipt of Petroleum, pre-treatment and processing of 
Petroleum into LNG and other products (excluding downstream processing), the storage, loading and 
transporting of LNG and all things necessary and incidental thereto, including the Precinct Supply Base 
and purposes associated with the administration and management of the Port by the Port Authority (the 
Permitted Precinct Use);  

I just want to seek clarification of the words “processing of Petroleum into LNG and other products”. I want to 
have on the record that it is not two separate processes. In other words, it is processing the petroleum into LNG 
and other products, and it is not processing the petroleum into LNG and processing the petroleum into other 
products. I specifically mention this because it is an issue that has been raised with us. I would appreciate if we 
could get on the record exactly what is meant by that clause.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As you know, when the natural gas comes onshore it will have various chemical 
components within it. The major operation at the LNG site will be taking the gas—methane—and basically 
cooling it down to minus 160-odd degrees so that it turns into a liquid for export. That is the prime operation. 
Associated with that will be liquids, typically a light oil, which will be stripped out and exported as oil, as 
happens at the North West Shelf. It depends again on the composition, but they might also split out, perhaps 
depending on the concentration, propane and butane for LPG. It will be doing that. I do not know whether it is 
actually worded legally, but the point is there will not be processing in the form of chemical change. I do not 
know whether that is reflected in the law, but they will not be producing new or different chemical products; 
they simply will be separating out the components of the gas–liquid stream that comes onshore. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s what I’m trying to get at.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. I understood the member. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: That is, there is no question that that is what that is about.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: They will not be building fertiliser plants or chemical plants to produce methanol or 
anything else; it will be purely an LNG plant. There has been discussion that some of this gas may go south in 
the future. There are two arguments, but I could well imagine a smaller pipeline heading down to Port Hedland, 
where chemical plants may well be built from Browse gas. That is a separate issue from piping all the gas out.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is the Premier saying that they would be permitted to process domestic gas under the 
words that are written here?  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes—sorry; to have a domestic gas plant to meet the specs for domestic gas? Yes, that 
would be treated as another gas.  
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I refer to subclause 4.3 of schedule 1 on page 19 and over, “Closure of Precinct where 
no Proponent”. Again, this is an issue that has been raised by the environment movement. Can I have a picture of 
how this would work? Basically, if the state cannot get a proponent in 10 years, then the precinct would be 
closed. Is that a correct reading of this arrangement?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So 10 years from when the legislation is passed? It is subject to one extension. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, that is my understanding. The plan is that if there is no interest and it is vacant and 
idle for 10 years and there is no prospect for an extension, it can close. I guess jumping ahead, in 12 years’ time 
if nothing has happened but it is about to happen, there may well be a renegotiation and amendment to the 
agreement. That is always possible. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Would that have to come back here?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, it would have to come back here. There could always be that. The principle is that if 
there is no activity on the site—if nothing happens—it would cease.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I refer to subclause 5.2(b) on page 21. For example, our LNG project was approved and 
it was started, but it has run its course. At the end of that course, because there is now a valuable asset in terms of 
the port, as I understand it—the Premier can correct me if I am wrong—the native title claimants get ownership 
of the port, but they are required to lease it to the government. That is all right. Then there is still an obligation 
on the state to remediate the site, despite the fact that the port is being retained.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So even though the port might continue to operate, the industrial land would have to be 
remediated.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member is correct in what he has said. If at the end of LNG, there is some use for the 
port—who can anticipate maybe 100 years ahead—then the port would be owned by the native title claimants 
with an obligation to lease back to the state, but the state would retain responsibility for rehabilitation of the site. 
I cannot anticipate that a port would operate without natural gas, but who knows what will happen in the future.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I would like to go to clause 8 on page 28, “Limitation of further LNG Development on 
the Kimberley Coastline”. Again, this is an issue that has been raised with the Labor Party by the environment 
movement, which raised what I believe to be quite genuine issues. My understanding is that this agreement 
prevents the processing of offshore gas into LNG but does not prevent the processing of onshore gas into LNG 
on another site on the Kimberley coast. Just by way of interjection, if that is right, just — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will just comment on that. The member is exactly right again. There will be only one site 
from which offshore gas reserves can be processed, and that is James Price Point. There will not be one at the top 
of the Kimberley or somewhere else. The issue, and it has really developed rapidly over the past couple of years, 
is the process of proving up the Canning Basin gas reserves, which are looking very, very extensive. If there 
were to be a domestic gas component of the Canning Basin and at some stage an export component also, then 
this does not preclude a site for export. I think what would happen is that the Canning Basin would negotiate to 
have an LNG facility within James Price Point. That would be the government’s policy intent. We would still see 
this as the single site. Indeed, it is basically adjacent to Canning Basin. Canning Basin gas could go out through 
James Price Point, or, given that it is closer to Port Hedland, it could go to Port Hedland and be exported from 
there. That would be our intent. There will certainly be only one site for offshore gas, but it would be the 
government’s policy intent that onshore gas, if it is LNG, also will go out either through James Price Point, Port 
Hedland or Karratha.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will just go a bit further on this. It is important for the community to understand that 
even though something is permitted, it does not mean it is going to happen. There are two points to that. Firstly, 
it would have to be financially viable for a proponent to want to take gas to another spot on the coast. The reality 
is that whilst this precinct exists, the most likely outcome if a proponent wanted to do something in the 
Kimberley is that this would be the easiest spot for them to do it because it would make financial sense. The 
other issue is that just because this agreement does not stop something from happening, it does not also authorise 
something to happen. As the Premier said, the policy of his government is to not allow it to happen. It is very 
clear, and the community needs to be assured, that there is no real interest in industrialising the Kimberley coast. 
The Labor Party is strongly of that view. That is why the Labor Party started the Northern Development 
Taskforce process to try to get a single site on the Kimberley coast, because we did not want a proliferation of 
sites. This is an important issue. The green movement is right to raise it with the Labor Party and others in the 
community. We acknowledge the strong argument they are making on this issue. The point we are making in 
support of the bill is that just because it is not prevented, it does not mean it is authorised. The Labor Party 
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continues to be opposed to the industrialisation of the Kimberley. Just because we are supporting this agreement, 
we want to make it absolutely clear that in no way are we implying that we are supporting some broader 
industrial process. That is very important to us. It is quite important as the shadow minister to get out — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: If onshore Canning Basin gas were to go out through James Price Point, there would be a 
round of negotiations in terms of benefits and the like for Aboriginal people. It does not give anyone a free ride. 
Anyone who uses that facility will have to contribute fully towards that facility.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Absolutely. All future governments will be interested. I made the point in the second 
reading debate last night that I think we have laid out a roadmap for future land access issues. For the first time 
we have laid out a way of dealing with Indigenous issues. That is another reason that we are happy to support the 
agreement in this form. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would like to hear more from the member. With regard to the comment the member just 
made, I am sure that the LNG industry, both now and prospective, would do well to read last night’s debate 
because that would give them a strong view on where Western Australian governments, whichever persuasion 
they might be, stand on the issue. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I never thought I would hear the Premier say that he wanted to hear me speak! He will 
probably rush out and get the Hansard amended! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I have never known you to be so prompt! You are going through a rare moment of briefness! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I could take longer if the Premier wants me to! 

Clause 17 of the schedule refers to the obligations on the Kimberley Land Council. We have all acknowledged 
the strong role the KLC has played in this issue. I would like an explanation of what effect this clause will have 
on the KLC’s obligations. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am advised that the agreement is essentially between the state, Woodside and the native 
title party. KLC is a signatory but this clause recognises that the native title claimant is a party to the agreement 
and KLC sits to one side of that. This provision places KLC’s position in the agreement. That is the advice I 
have. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: My final question relates to annexure 2 on page 39, which is a map of the precinct. 
There is a reference on the bottom of the map to the deposited plans. I want an assurance that these are the actual 
locations of each easement and precinct et cetera and that if someone were to match the map to the land, they 
would find that it is exactly where it is. For example, will the access road be moved 50 metres another way? The 
community wants an assurance that the actual precinct is exactly where this map shows it is and that in the future 
there will not be an argument that the boundary should have been 50 metres to the left or whatever. If the 
Premier can provide that assurance, that would be great. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This map is current as of June 2012 and shows the perimeter of various areas. The exact 
location of the plant has now been refined. The member will see on the map that I am holding a hatched area that 
was the original boundary and the much smaller areas that have been refined down. I will give the member a 
copy of this map. There has been a quite significant reduction in the boundary and the exact location is now 
known within that perimeter. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Will it not extend beyond that? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, it will not. I can provide the member with a copy of that map. 

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

Third Reading 
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [12.24 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Pilbara) [12.25 pm]: I do not want to raise the temperature of this debate. Members 
have had the opportunity to express their viewpoints during the passage of the Browse (Land) Agreement Bill 
2012 and I want to put my case to the house from my perspective, which, I guess, is somewhat unique. I have 
represented the Kimberley and Pilbara regions now for in excess of 30 years. From my vantage point I have 
watched those two regions and the way in which development has proceeded and impacted upon the permanent 
long-term populations of the regions. I will not take anything from the Premier’s departure from the chamber, 
but it is to the Premier in part that I want to pitch my comments — 
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Dr K.D. Hames: He has just gone out for two minutes and then he will be back. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I understand. I will do my best to not raise the temperature too much. 

There are many people who prefer the world as it is rather than the world as it might be, and those people operate 
in suburbs like Cottesloe and Perth. Their voices are listened to and they are not spat upon for their views or 
treated as traitors. There are also people who live in the Kimberley who travel to the Pilbara and compare the 
world they have in the Kimberley with the world as it is in the Pilbara and they make a conscious decision that 
they do not like what they see down there. In the Pilbara, the Indigenous community in particular is yet again 
being shaken out of the resource sector during the contraction in the mining sector. They seem to be the first 
group of people who are shaken out of the jobs and contracting arrangements the companies have in place. We 
have a jail that is absolutely chockers with Aboriginal people, and the education and training efforts are 
absolutely minimal. There has been some good work but it is minuscule compared with what could be a centre of 
excellence to move people along the pathway from training to employment. 

We cannot pass this bill, which talks about the hope and promise of development in the Kimberley, without 
thinking of the missed opportunities that have occurred in the Pilbara. I place on record that in the early 1980s 
Woodside came to people like me and my party, in opposition and then in government, seeking and obtaining 
our support for its developments in the Burrup, having given assurances and promises about Woodside’s 
commitment to train and employ Indigenous people in that part of the world. Woodside said that it would 
contribute to the protection of heritage sites and build cultural heritage facilities in places such as Roebourne. As 
I look back over those 30 years, I see a trail of broken promises and a failure to deliver on commitments, 
although recently Woodside has upped it a notch and focused on the commitments that it made so many decades 
ago. I cannot listen to Woodside’s promises about James Price Point without having resonate in my ears its 
assurances that I took at face value 30 years ago and without recalling the support I provided to Woodside in its 
endeavours in the Pilbara, which, in my view, it has not delivered upon. Woodside could say in its defence this 
time around that different agreements it has with native title holders will be enshrined in law in a different 
context that will see the delivery of these promises that it failed to deliver on in the past. I see the current 
government in this context as a government of goodwill in its ambitions for the Indigenous peoples of the 
Kimberley and the Pilbara. That is in contrast to its predecessors when I entered politics in Western Australia 
and there was not that same level of goodwill that can be detected now in government ranks. But goodwill is not 
enough by itself. I look at the pressure for James Price Point to proceed that is being applied by the state 
coalition government, the federal Labor government, the industry players that want it and the Kimberley Land 
Council, which represents the majority decision of the title holders, in a context in which people may say that 
they had a gun held to their head. There is a view that the James Price Point development will advance the 
interests of the Indigenous peoples of that area. In my view, that is not a given; it is not guaranteed if the project 
advances. That will happen only if this government and its successors, and this Parliament and successive 
Parliaments, absolutely insist that the spirit with which this project is being advanced will at every step of the 
way secure the opportunities and the pathways for people to progress, which has become the hallmark of this 
debate. 
In the Pilbara region right now, people desperate for employment in the resource sector are being shaken out of 
their jobs as contractors contract their operations because of these hiccups inside some of the expansion projects. 
People are being turned out of their jobs. Locals find it difficult to get into pathways to employment. Right now 
the people in a sizeable community who might want to find pathways to employment do not even have the 
healthy water that is necessary for them to lead healthy lives. The Jigalong community is not going to disappear, 
Minister for Housing. It is desperate for partnerships with anyone who will deliver healthy water to the 
community without people duckshoving between commonwealth and state responsibilities. Why is it that in a 
region as rich as the Pilbara, the reality of resource development is not delivering the Jigalong people significant 
employment prospects; it is not even delivering them healthy water. Their teachers get on the phone and tell me 
that they are trying to deliver education, yet they cannot even drink the water. 

As we pass this bill, which refers to the hope and promise of the way things will be in the Kimberley, I cannot 
help but say to the house that it will happen only via absolute diligence on the part of parliamentarians, industry 
and the Kimberley Land Council. I have not made much of my involvement in this area before now, but I place 
on the record for the first time that when I first came to Western Australia, I came via the formation of the North 
Queensland Land Council in Cairns in 1977. I worked amongst the East Kimberley Aboriginal people and saw 
the pressure that they were under as they lost access to country. I explained to their leaders that I had just seen 
the formation of a land council that might be a way to protect their interests. I spent the next 12 months working 
with the leadership of the East Kimberley Aboriginal people, before they came together in a mass meeting with 
the people of the West Kimberley at Noonkanbah in May 1978. I put together the funds and put to them the 
recommendation that they form a land council, and I became its first executive director. I provided support for 
the formation of that land council, when it was an organisation that was simply a struggling group of people. All 
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the Aboriginal leadership came to a massive dance meeting in Noonkanbah; it was probably the largest ever 
assembly of Aboriginal people in the 100 years of settlement in that region. The Kimberley Land Council was 
formed to reflect the hopes and aspirations of those people. I became its first executive director and very much 
took riding instructions from the Aboriginal leadership. I did not build myself unnecessarily into the history of 
that land council. I have watched the land council’s struggles over the years and have watched it get to this point. 
I am not altogether enthusiastic about the position it is in now. It has allowed itself to be pushed at the point of a 
gun; that is, in my view the Premier has intervened in issues that could have been resolved differently simply by 
saying that if the native title holders do not agree to the project, the government will do a compulsory 
acquisition. I do not believe that is the way governments should deal with anyone, let alone some of the most 
vulnerable people in our community. 

I have by and large stayed out of the issue as it has played out, but my natural inclination is to say that the 
Kimberley will be the poorer for the advancement of this particular project; in my view, it will be adversely 
affected. The presence of the resource industry in the Pilbara region, with its 12-hour shifts, its fly in, fly out 
roster and its way of doing business is not conducive to family and community life. It focuses on shunting people 
from all over the state, the country and the globe, as Woodside has done for the last 30 years, rather than 
focusing on the needs of securing communities that can work, live and play in a region. That is what I fear and 
predict will happen if this project is advanced north of Broome. I have seen the penetration of the fluoro vest in 
the Pilbara region as though it were the uniform that people put on when they get up in the morning and take off 
when they slump back into bed at night, with no clothes for sport or for working in the garden. In fact, there are 
generally no gardens left in any houses in the Pilbara. There is hardly a sports club left. There is hardly any 
community life left. The resource sector has constructed itself in a way that is destructive of human existence in 
regions such as the Pilbara and, I predict, also in the Kimberley. Aboriginal people are not easily attracted to 
surrender their close connection to their partners, their family and their communities in order to take up jobs in 
the resource sector, with its 12-hour shifts that are hell-bent on largely fly in, fly out operations rather than 
building up real work opportunities for people who value their wives, partners, kids, families and communities. 

This bill will pass for all the reasons that have been described sensitively by members on this side of the house. I 
appreciate the sensitive way in which my colleagues have identified why the bill has their support. In another set 
of circumstances, I would love there to have been additional options on the table. For me, this project should be 
delivering a pipeline into the Pilbara. The current conservation values and regional values of the Pilbara could 
not be any further adversely affected by this project than they have been to this point. The Kimberley region is a 
very special region. The future of the Kimberley would be better protected, in my view, by capturing all of the 
advantages that come from attracting people into that region to enjoy the natural environment and the wilderness 
environment of the Kimberley, without heavy industry of this sort, of which I fear this project is likely to be a 
major advance down that path. This is not the first time that we have had heavy industry in this area.  

Mr D.T. Redman: Will you take an interjection? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I will do my best. 
Mr D.T. Redman: Do you support the potential agricultural development in the north? 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Agriculture is a different kettle of fish. But do I think that the way in which the 
government has advanced agriculture in Western Australia, particularly by the introduction of crops that have 
been genetically modified, would seem to be inconsistent with the wilderness environment of the Kimberley and 
will take away the clean–green opportunities that would otherwise be offered in the state of Western Australia. 
Agriculture has endeavoured to struggle through into the Kimberley region. It was promised right back in the 
seventies that agriculture would be the saving grace of the Aboriginal people in that region—back in the 
seventies, it was. The first job that was given to Aboriginal people was carting broom millet. That was the worst 
product that anyone could possibly want to shift around. The Aboriginal blokes were carrying this dreadful crop 
over their shoulder, with their eyes watering from the broom millet. They were also given jobs by the then 
Agriculture Protection Board to use poisons and toxins to kill Noogoora burr. Most of the Aboriginal people who 
did those jobs ended up with their bodies stripped of their black skin, in what appeared to be almost a cancerous 
response to the shocking jobs that agriculture delivered to the Aboriginal people in that area. These Aboriginal 
people, who were already having difficulty with their transition from pastoral industry to employment in the 
agricultural sector, were given the absolutely worst jobs in the whole region—and then we would wonder why 
we have ended up with work-shy people, when they found themselves with their bodies oozing —  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Excuse me, member for Pilbara, I know that you are responding 
to an interjection from the Minister for Agriculture and Food, but I must ask you to come back to the bill rather 
than the agricultural industry. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker.  
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This bill will obtain the support of the house. It will obtain that support despite that fact that there is someone 
like me within the house who says to all members, “Be cautious here, colleagues, because nothing is guaranteed 
for the people of the Kimberley in the terms that have been articulated by the Premier and by industry”. On the 
basis of my experience, the participation of the Indigenous people in the economic life of this state and in 
enjoying the economic benefits of this state is not guaranteed by the assurances that have come from industry 
and from companies. Those industries and those companies have not delivered, in my view, adequately to this 
point—and why would they, unless they are compelled to do it? They do not see it as being in their corporate 
interest to do it. That is why governments and Parliaments have to be on the tail and on the case of industry and 
say to them that they will not advance their projects unless they secure the state’s interests; and the state’s 
interests are secured by ensuring that benefits are secured for all of the citizens of Western Australia. 

Some good things are happening in the Kimberley region. Regrettably I have to say that one of those good things 
is Derby Prison, which is providing prisoners with a training environment to help them secure pathways into 
employment. That is a legacy of the hard work that was done by my colleagues on this side of the house when 
we were in government to advance this good project. But that is not guaranteed without hard work and without 
focus. There are people in Woodside whom I hold in the highest regard. I include in that Michael Chaney, who 
has come to me quite deliberately, with his commanding presence and his clear look into my eyes, and has said, 
“Now it will be different from what it was 30 years ago”. He may well be right about the project. However, I do 
not think that just because we have a good person like Michael Chaney, or a Premier who can articulate 
passionately that his reason for supporting this bill is to advance the interests of Indigenous people, that that will 
necessarily guarantee it.  

I was happy to advance the interests of Woodside on the Burrup 30 years ago, on the basis of its assurances at 
the time. I can tell the house that almost all of those assurances have been honoured in the breach. I was taken 
for a mug, and treated like a mug. I watched as those jobs got nowhere near reaching the permanent population 
of the Pilbara over the last 30 years. Aboriginal people 30 years ago could have been positioned on pathways 
that would have had them presumably by now flying rocket ships to the moon. But we can scarcely find any 
Aboriginal people who have graduated beyond the gardens of Woodside’s landscaping teams. Woodside will be 
churning people through the region, as the resource sector is doing, from all over the country. But the permanent 
population of the Pilbara is still remarkably disengaged from the pathways that they will need if they are to 
secure their future, the future of their families, towns and communities, and the future of the region and the state. 
That is a problem that the Kimberley is facing as well. 

Projects like Argyle Diamonds in the Kimberley have had similar histories. In the early days of the Argyle 
Diamonds operation, it was almost exclusively a fly in, fly out operation from Perth, and it had, for a whole 
range of reasons, minimal positive impact on the people of the north east Kimberley. There was then an 
extraordinary man inside Rio Tinto’s operations in Brendan Hammond, whose sterling efforts as the boss of the 
Argyle Diamonds operation turned it around from a fly in, fly out operation to being totally focused on trying to 
recruit and train locally and put in pathways for Indigenous employment. It can happen, and it did happen, but it 
was for only a very short phase of Rio’s operations at that mine. 

The Kimberley has had other resource projects, such as the Cockatoo and Koolan iron ore projects in Yampi 
Sound. These major resource projects have not had a tremendously negative impact on the Kimberley region. In 
fact, in the early incarnation of Cockatoo and Koolan, they had, by and large, a net positive impact on the region, 
although they were not of great benefit to most of the Aboriginal people of the region. Some Aboriginal people 
found pathways to employment, and many Kimberley people over the years were connected to those projects. So 
a resource project in a discrete location is not guaranteed, in my view, despite what the pundits say, to damage 
the social, cultural and environmental fabric of the region; but it can.  

I ask members to picture Broome and the way we view and enjoy Broome at this point. We do view and enjoy 
Broome, largely as the locals—the permanent population of the region—because of the beautiful social and 
cultural fabric of Broome. For me, Broome has a great place in my heart. It is the place in which my wife and I 
set up home when we were first married, and it is place with which I would love to resume closer connections 
beyond my parliamentary life. But Broome is a place that could be easily damaged by social impacts from a 
project such as this, where it is simply invaded by the fluoro vest and the resource sector’s lifestyle, and where 
the airport is overtaken by the workforce that we now see in the Pilbara in all of our airports. There was a time in 
the Pilbara when we could go to the airport and we would know somebody; now we are lucky if we ever meet 
anyone at the Port Hedland, Karratha, Paraburdoo or Newman airports. Workers are being decanted from all 
over the world, speaking Russian and Mongolian. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Member, I just point out that you are going to be interrupted in a minute. I don’t know whether 
you want to wind up or speak later.  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I thank the minister. I have said enough. 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: There’s no rush.  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: The member for Victoria Park is going to speak as well. I will finish. I think members 
have got the flavour of my remarks; that is, I am not trying to lift the temperature and provoke people into 
antagonism. I understand why a section of the community of Broome opposes a project like this. I have a lot of 
empathy for them. If the world was different, I would be voting in a different way.  
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 7736.] 
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