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NATURAL GAS (CANNING BASIN JOINT VENTURE) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 November 2015. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.19 pm]: Mr President, 
you will not need to worry about the three-minute bell because I have unlimited time, so sit back and relax! 

The opposition supports the Natural Gas (Canning Basin Joint Venture) Agreement Amendment Bill 2015. The 
bill seeks to ratify an agreement that was made in July last year and will amend the Natural Gas (Canning Basin 
Joint Venture) Agreement Act 2013. I understand the agreement was struck in 2012 between the joint venturers 
Buru Energy Ltd, Diamond Resources (Fitzroy) Pty Ltd, Diamond Resources (Canning) Pty Ltd and 
Mitsubishi Corporation and the state government. This agreement was struck to enable exploration work in the 
Canning Basin south of the Broome area.  

For gas, the petroleum and geothermal legislation enables the parties to do this. This bill is quite narrow; it 
contains only about half a dozen clauses. Its basic gist is that it extends a series of dates in the agreement act. It 
pushes the dates out by two years on each occasion. The dates vary depending upon the specific provisions of the 
state agreement. It will enable the companies involved to finalise some of the activities and negotiations they 
have engaged in with a number of local native title holders in that part of the state. 

Looking at the detail of the agreement, there are seven key date changes. The first key change is to the definition 
of “suspension period” in clause 1 of the principal agreement. It deletes the date and substitutes a new date. It 
pushes the date out from 2020 to 2022. The second change in the part of the agreement that deals with the 
domestic gas commitment simply pushes the date out from 2016 to 2018. The next change to the agreement 
relates to matters pertaining to the domgas pipeline corridor. That pushes the date out from 2014 to 2016. The 
next change relates to the proposals by the joint venturers for the domgas project. That is in clause 11 of the 
agreement. It pushes the date out from 2016 to 2018. The fifth change relates to the part of the agreement that 
deals with the consideration of domgas proposals. It pushes the date out from 2018 to 2020. Clause 20 of the 
agreement deals with the yet-to-be-constructed LNG project pipeline corridor. It pushes the date out from 
2014 to 2016. The final date change in the agreement is to push out the final dates for decision. I think the 
adviser told me it is called something like a “no-go date”—I forget the actual lingo for it. The dates for final 
decision were 31 December 2015 and 31 March 2016. Both those dates will be pushed out to 2017 and 2018 
respectively. 

The reason for this variation agreement relates to a restriction in section 37(3) of the Natural Gas (Canning Basin 
Joint Venture) Agreement Act 2013, which currently does not allow some of the dates to be amended. The first 
change is to the consideration of domgas proposals and to the final dates being extended. Unless this agreement 
is amended, there will be difficulties about pushing those dates out. These proposed changes will not amend the 
initial proposals or any of the other agreements. They simply provide a wider window of time for those 
negotiations to be resolved with all three parties involved. I understand negotiations have been finalised with the 
Noonkanbah group and there are two ongoing discussions. I also understand that Buru Energy Ltd has completed 
stage 1 of the proposal and that stage 2 has commenced. There are concerns that if this bill is not passed by 
March—that is, if they did not have that extension of time—the joint venturers may have to come back to 
government and cite one of the three reasons listed in the agreement for why they could not proceed. The 
passage of this bill will provide that window of opportunity to resolve the concerns listed in each change and to 
enable those companies to proceed. 

I will not go into a lot of detail. I understand that debate around some of these issues has been canvassed in the 
other place. This bill was introduced into the Legislative Assembly late last year. The variation agreement will 
ensure that the companies involved are able to reach the milestones set down in the original agreement. Because 
of difficulties the parties may have struck, it gives them a bit more leverage to attain those milestones. It is not 
the Labor Party’s intention to delay this bill. It is an important piece of legislation to assist those joint venturers. 
It is time imperative and, as I said, any key concerns that may have arisen have already been canvassed. It is not 
our intention to seek to go into Committee of the Whole on this bill. I imagine that it will go through without any 
change mooted. 

With those few words, WA Labor certainly understands the difficulties that the joint venturers have struck in 
terms of timeliness and being able to achieve the milestones that were set. We acknowledge that this variation 
agreement is significant in enabling them to do so. The Labor Party supports the bill. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.27 pm]: I have a few things to say about the Natural Gas 
(Canning Basin Joint Venture) Agreement Amendment Bill 2015. Interestingly enough, I would like to briefly 
go into Committee of the Whole on this bill because I have a couple of questions about clause 7. In essence, this 
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is a continuation of the legislation we dealt with previously. Hon Kate Doust has already explained that this 
variation agreement will extend the agreement that was established in the previous legislation. 

I would like to thank Gary Simmons, Scott Fry and Brian Wood from the Department of State Development for 
their briefing. I think they did a sound job. The Minister for State Development gave notice of this bill in the 
Legislative Assembly on Tuesday, 8 September 2015. The bill was introduced and first and second read on 
Thursday, 10 September 2015. It is stated that the reason for the bill is that Buru Energy has experienced climatic 
constraints. It is obviously very difficult to work in an incredibly wet environment during the winter months. Buru 
has native title constraints in its negotiation with two parties. The bill seeks to vary the agreement between the state 
of Western Australia and the joint venturers Buru Energy Ltd, Diamond Resources (Fitzroy) Pty Ltd and 
Diamond Resources (Canning) Pty Ltd, with Mitsubishi Corporation as the guarantor. I have reviewed a number 
of licences. I will most probably deal with this during the committee stage, but other parties are covered by this 
legislation and I am perplexed about why they are not named in clause 7. 

The joint venturers are currently exploring the Canning Basin to determine the feasibility of petroleum and 
natural gas extraction. The bill seeks to provide investment stability to the joint venturers and provide energy 
security for Western Australia. I am not sure whether the passage of this legislation will affect Buru Energy’s 
share price at all, but we have to remember that the stock value of Buru Energy, from May 2015 through to 
January this year, had been diminishing quite dramatically. There are many reasons for that, and I will shortly 
turn to Buru Energy’s Australian Securities Exchange reports. The second reading speech on the Natural Gas 
(Canning Basin Joint Venture) Agreement Amendment Bill 2015 states — 

By entering into the state agreement, the state committed to providing improved certainty of tenure, 
initially over the five exploration permits comprising the title areas, by suspending the obligation for the 
joint venturers to relinquish ground under the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act 1967. 

That act has certain constraints that limit what we classically call the warehousing of tenements, because it 
requires people, in essence, to put up or shut up. The second reading speech continues — 

This is facilitating the orderly evaluation of the resources. The state agreement also provides, with the 
approval of the minister, for other permits to be brought under the agreement that are solely held by one 
or more of the joint venturers. 

Another reason I want to go into Committee of the Whole House is to work out who the tenement holders 
covered by this agreement are. The second reading speech continues — 

The minister must be satisfied that the land is prospective for natural gas and that such approval would 
more efficiently facilitate the objectives of the agreement. 

In order to meet the obligations of the state agreement, the joint venturers are required to meet a number 
of milestones by certain key dates. As part of the obligations towards exploratory activities within the 
title areas, the joint venturers are required to conduct comprehensive consultation with the appropriate 
traditional owners to ensure they are well informed about the activities involved. The joint venturers 
have provided funding to the three native title parties to engage independent specialists for advice 
regarding the environmental aspects of the joint venturers’ activities. Based on this independent advice, 
the joint venturers have received support from the Noonkanbah people and are in continuing 
discussions with the Yawuru people and … Nyikina and Mangala people. The joint venturers have also 
advised that evaluation of the natural gas resources in the Canning Basin is taking longer than was 
originally contemplated in the state agreement. In order for the joint venturers to continue exploratory 
activities and meet obligations within the time frames specified in the state agreement, a variation to the 
state agreement is required. 

The second reading speech of the Minister for State Development states — 

Advantages of the variation: I would like to remind members of the importance of the Canning Basin 
project to the state. The project is the first natural gas exploratory project under a state agreement in 
Western Australia, providing improved certainty of tenure to maintain attraction in the Canning Basin 
for major development capital. It is also important in helping secure domestic gas for 
Western Australia. Should the resource in the Canning Basin be proved up, the state agreement provides 
a common aspiration for a total of 1 500 petajoules of natural gas to be sold into the domestic gas 
market over the first 25 years of the project. A domgas project will also include a great northern 
pipeline of approximately 600 kilometres in length to connect into the domgas network. 

The minister made a number of other comments around that. The second reading speech continues — 
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This bill will provide extended certainty to this project and continued investment into the state by the 
joint venturers. 

Chris Tallentire, the member for Gosnells, made a number of comments on this bill that I do not seek to reiterate 
in this chamber, but he raised a number of concerns about environmental issues surrounding this project. 

This project is going nowhere fast. Why is the government so keen to support this project that is causing the 
destruction of the Canning Basin, instead of pursuing the benefits of the natural beauty of the area? Bear in mind 
that no environmental assessment of this project has been undertaken because it is deemed exploratory, although 
there are four fracking wells and thousands of kilometres of drill lines that have made quite a significant mess of 
the Canning Basin. It is interesting that the Environmental Protection Authority has determined it will not assess 
any of the current impacts until such time as a final project has been put forward, notwithstanding that the state, 
by way of this agreement, is providing surety to the proponents. 

I turn to Buru Energy’s 20 January 2016 report to the Australian Securities Exchange on the laurel formation 
tight gas pilot exploration program, in which Buru states — 

Due to the encroaching wet season it has now been decided to suspend the testing operations. 

That is really interesting because Buru’s testing operations were supposed to occur many months before, and 
because they did not, Buru has been able to report that because of the coming wet season, it had to suspend its 
exploration program. One would have thought a fairly efficient corporation would know where it is working and 
know quite clearly its window of exploration opportunities. All other corporations operating in that area seemed 
to do it quite well. Buru also states — 

The current and forward projections of the oil price, — 

That relates to Buru’s Ungani oilfield — 

together with encroaching wet season, has led to the decision by the joint venture to suspend production 
from the field after this next lifting. 

It is also important to note that that company release identified — 

As previously announced the Company had moved to focus its activity in its core areas which included 
the relinquishment of the Coastal and Acacia blocks and the eastern application areas. The Company 
has now been informed by the Western Australian Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP) that its 
relinquishment of the eastern application areas has been accepted. 

The relinquishment of the Coastal and Acacia permits is proceeding and the DMP has also informed the 
Joint Venture that as part of the relinquishment process its request for an exemption from the remaining 
work commitment on the Coastal Block EP 438 has been approved. 

I will ask questions about EP 438. It is pending surrender at the moment. Buru has surrendered one block and 
expired another, but according to the latest Department of Mines and Petroleum information, those blocks 
remain in Buru’s control and will therefore be, interestingly enough, caught by the provisions of this bill. 

As to Yakka Munga pastoral station, Buru states — 

Buru Energy’s wholly owned subsidiary has entered a conditional agreement to sell the Yakka Munga 
pastoral lease. The sale is subject to a number of conditions including due diligence, government 
approvals and the completion of a further agreement regarding Buru Energy’s ongoing access to the 
pastoral lease area for petroleum activities. 

That is basically because, as I have already identified, Buru Energy has found itself with quite some fiscal 
problem over the past few months. It has had trucking issues, it had to undergo a shutdown because the total 
production of the wells was 56 000 barrels as opposed to 76 000 barrels in the previous year, and production has 
not been at the anticipated level. The Ungani oilfield was shut down due to a truck rollover, and one of Buru’s 
vessels required dry dock repairs. The Blina and Sundown oilfields remain shut in for the quarter. This tells us 
that, in fact, the project is in a great deal of difficulty. It is also noted in Buru’s report that further problems with 
casings were encountered in exploration drilling during these operations, and the associated costs of having to fix 
up the casings around some of the wells to maintain their integrity have again caused greater problems. At one 
stage there was a view that drilling out there was going to be relatively easy, but it is actually stated that 
circulation was lost and that high and erratic drilling rates were encountered, similar to the Ungani dolomite in 
other wells, so the method of drilling has had to be changed. Again, this highlights to me that this is 
a corporation that seems to be doing everything on a rather ad hoc basis, and I am surprised that the government 
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continues to throw a lot of support behind this corporation; neither the marketplace nor the stock exchange 
reports have shown much confidence in its ability to do what is set out in both pieces of legislation. 

Reference is made in the report, in many cases, to the wet season and to the fact that, due to the encroaching wet 
season, the joint venture has decided to suspend testing operations and drilling. I find that remarkable for 
a corporation that is operating in one of the wettest environments around. I have flown over that area in the wet 
season and I can assure members that when you look out the chopper or plane window, it looks like a sea. The 
company must have known that when it started the project. 

There are a number of other applications that are proposed for release; we have talked about the Coastal and 
Acacia blocks. I really want to figure out, from some of the maps we have been shown, whether some of those 
areas have, indeed, been released or are still being held by the corporation, or if there are areas that are not. 
When one does a search of what we call the active licenses, the EPs, the PLs and the Ls, we find a range of 
people beyond Buru Energy–Diamond Resources involved. Rey Resources Ltd is involved and there are 
a number of drilling companies that are actually the leaseholders. Rey Resources, for example, has block EP 458, 
which is listed as one of Buru’s active leases, but in fact it is actually owned by Rey Resources, so why is 
Rey Resources not included in schedule 2? There are a lot of these, and I will most probably leave that to the 
committee stage, but the companies that own some of the leases that are pending surrender and also listed as 
active include Buru Energy (Acacia) Pty Ltd; Buru Energy Limited; Diamond Resources (Canning) Pty Ltd; 
Quadrant Onshore Holdings Pty Ltd; Buru (Fitzroy) Pty Ltd; Diamond Resources (Fitzroy) Pty Ltd; and 
Rey Resources Limited. I am a bit intrigued as to how they all fit within the agreement. 

Basically, one aspect of the Natural Gas (Canning Basin Joint Venture) Agreement Amendment Bill 2015, both 
the previous one and this one, is that they are predominantly about trying to shore up the government with 
a natural gas supply into the future with the provision of a pipeline, and that, in the main, is sought to come from 
fracking. As such, because it has that beautiful word “fracking” in it, the Greens cannot support the legislation in 
its current state, but I also have some other issues that I have already highlighted that I need to speak about to the 
Leader of the House representing the Minister for Energy during Committee of the Whole, in relation to some of 
the leases that are referred to within the legislation. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.45 pm] — in reply: I thank 
honourable members for their contributions, and for the opposition’s indication of support for the legislation. In 
essence, the purpose of the bill is to ratify an agreement made on 1 July 2015 between Buru Energy Limited, 
Diamond Resources (Fitzroy) Pty Ltd and Diamond Resources (Canning) Pty Ltd as the joint venturers; 
Mitsubishi Corporation as the guarantor; and the state of Western Australia. 

With regard to the joint venturers, one of the joint venturers required an extension of key dates within the state 
agreement. I might add that this is essentially what this bill is: an extension of the dates; that is all it is. 
Buru Energy has requested this amendment to ensure it has adequate time to acquire all the information required 
to make an informed decision as to whether the project is economically and technically viable. The company 
advised that it has taken longer than principally anticipated to ensure that the traditional owners have access to 
clear and independent advice regarding the project and methods of extraction; that the Kimberley wet season has 
also had an impact on the original time line of planned exploration activities; and that finally, the devaluation of 
unconventional gas reserves is more complex and takes longer to determine than that of conventional gas. 

The key dates that are being extended by the variation agreement include dates that the minister cannot extend 
under the state agreement, clause 37(3). That is basically all that this bill does; it is just an extension of the times. 
I just want to make it quite clear that when we go into Committee of the Whole, we are just talking about this 
amending legislation; we are not talking about the principal act. 

Hon Robin Chapple interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Good, because a lot of the questions Hon Robin Chapple has identified are to do with 
the principal act. 

Hon Robin Chapple interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is fine, as long as it is to do with this bill and not to do with the principal act. 
I just do not want to waste the time of the house if we get into Committee of the Whole and I find that I cannot 
answer questions because they are to do with that particular legislation; as long as we have that clear. 

Having said all that, it is a very simple bill, so I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
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The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the chair; Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House) in 
charge of the bill. 

Clauses 1 to 6 put and passed.  

Clause 7: Schedule 2 inserted — 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I apologise for not jumping up quickly; I am a bit constrained at the moment. 

Clause 7 refers to the agreement between the state of Western Australia, Buru Energy Ltd and Diamond 
Resources (Fitzroy) Pty Ltd. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, before you proceed, would you be more comfortable sitting? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Believe it or not, once I am up, I am fine; I prefer it. 

From reading the list of registered holders, we note that there are a number of pending surrenders. Are the 
pending surrenders still covered by this agreement? I can give the minister a list of the numbers: EP 471, 
EP 478 — 

Hon Peter Collier: It’s not part of the legislation. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is because the owners of these are not Buru Energy. 

Hon Peter Collier: Then they are not part of the legislation. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That creates quite a bit of interest because when we come to the active list of what 
was presented to us as the leases—the Ls, the PLs and the EPs that are currently supposedly held by Buru—
some of them are held by Rey Resources Ltd. 

Hon Peter Collier: No; only the permits held solely by any one or more of the joint venturers can be brought 
under the state agreement. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Rey Resources identified as a joint venturer. 

Hon Peter Collier: It cannot be brought under the state agreement for the purposes of this Natural Gas 
(Canning Basin Joint Venture) Agreement Bill 2013. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is marvellous; I will sit down. 

Clause put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House), and passed. 
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