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NORTH WEST GAS DEVELOPMENT (WOODSIDE) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2019 
Committee 

The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Martin Aldridge) in the chair; Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for 
Regional Development) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Having looked at the original agreement and the amendments that will be made to the 
original agreement, when the project and the facilities of the north west gas development area, the joint venture, 
come to a conclusion, is there a bond or any requirement for the joint venturers or Woodside, which manages the 
joint venture, to remove the facilities at the site? The property returns to the state in a lot of state agreement acts. 
What is the case here? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Unfortunately, member, although it is a valid question, we are not able to answer 
it at this point. I give an undertaking that we will get someone to work on that question. There is a provision that 
upon cessation or determination of this agreement in its entirety, except as otherwise determined by the minister, 
all buildings, erections and other improvements erected on any land then occupied by the joint venturers under any 
lease, licence, easement et cetera shall become the property of the state without payment or consideration, and the 
joint venturer is required to do what is necessary to get that transferred to the state. The member’s question is about 
whether the state does not want that. We will get a response on that. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Could the minister point me to the relevant part that she just quoted from? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is part of the agreement. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Which section of the agreement? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It is section 31(2). 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The minister will provide further clarification on that, but there is no bond to rehabilitate 
the site at the end of the project and it will be handed over to the state. Is there any idea what the state may do with 
that facility once it is handed over? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am really sorry, but we cannot get reliable advice on that at this point. Certainly 
under the agreement, there does not appear to be that requirement, but it is thought that perhaps under the 
environmental conditions that govern the project there might be such a requirement for a decommissioning plan 
to complete the decommissioning. But, again, we will have to wait until the officers have the ability to check that 
before we can give a comprehensive answer. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I understand that it is somewhat difficult and I thank the minister for her response. 
Given the nature of this legislation, will the minister provide a response before the end of the committee stage or 
before the third reading? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I will certainly endeavour to do that, but I make the point that the changes 
proposed to the agreement do not really go to this in the sense that the changes are designed to fundamentally 
allow more gas from outside the state agreement area to be processed at the Karratha gas facility. Those 
arrangements are not necessarily affected or contingent upon that arrangement. We will certainly make every 
endeavour to find out. The provision I referred to before is fundamentally aimed at ensuring that should there be 
a default by the agreement partners, the joint venturers, the state has the capacity to step in and utilise that facility. 
The provision I read out was not designed to deal with the end-of-life issue; rather, it is designed to deal with what 
happens if the agreement is terminated for some reason. I refer, for example, to the company going bankrupt or 
whatever. The provision is designed for that, so we will have to look at the environmental conditions to find the 
arrangements for decommissioning. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Following on, the minister talked about the end of the life of the project. Notwithstanding 
the length of this extension, does the minister or the department have any idea of the extent of available resources 
currently to provide the continuation of the North West Shelf gas facility into the future? Is it expected that the 
available reserves of gas will extend to the full extent of the life of this project via these amendments? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: This set of amendments is designed to allow gas that is external to the North West 
Shelf project to be processed through this facility. I note that last night, the member quoted the “BP Statistical Review 
of World Energy 2019: an unsustainable path” report, which said that at the current rate of production in 2018, the 
reserves would last for only 18.4 years. He was correct in that, but I think it is relevant that that was a measurement 
of proven reserves for projects that were already developed. This provision is focusing on projects that are not 
developed, such as Scarborough, Browse and Waitsia. They are not included in that statistic because the estimate 
that reserves would last for 18.4 years does not include those reserves. The estimation here is that new fields such 
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as Browse are estimated to contain 13.9 trillion cubic feet of dry gas. I think the figures the member quoted were 
correct, but they were relating to fields that are already developed, whereas this whole agreement is predicated on 
accommodating provisions that have not been developed as yet. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The minister has just quoted the Browse development at 13.9 trillion cubic feet. As we 
are now approaching that development, if Browse does not go forward, what is the expected life of the North West 
Shelf joint venture without that input? Obviously, I have to be careful here, because we are talking about Scarborough 
potentially coming into the Pluto train 2 project and through the Burrup hub, the pipeline going up from Pluto to 
the North West Shelf. I am mindful that there might be some elements in here that might alter that. But it would 
be interesting to note the considered life span of the current fields that are feeding into the North West Shelf joint 
venture as it exists today. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: My understanding is that we will start not using full capacity in around 2026, 
and, without augmentation for exterior fields, we will see this slow decline to around 2041. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I refer to the feed that can go into this project. Obviously, we are looking to diversify 
the feedstock from other entities that could come into the North West Shelf from third parties. Is it intended or 
applicable that onshore gas derived from fracking or shale fracking can be brought to that facility for processing? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The projects that have been discussed in relation to this amendment do not 
involve fracking. I am not sure that we have advice on the chemical composition of any fracked gas, but, certainly, 
from my discussions with Woodside, it has confirmed that all the projects it is contemplating are conventional gas 
projects, not fracked projects. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I bring the minister’s attention to the part of the amendment that refers to gas without 
description and generality, and refers to gas onshore. In the agreement before us, what would preclude the gas 
going in there from being fracked gas, having listened to what the minister has already stated? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I do not think there is anything within this agreement that would prevent fracked 
gas, but I have to say that is not what is in the contemplation of the partners in the joint venture. This is not something 
that is designed in any way, shape or form to promote fracking. There is nothing in this agreement that excludes 
fracking; however, as the member will know, as far as I am aware, no project involving fracked gas has gone 
anywhere down the path of receiving environmental approval or has even submitted for environmental approval. 
Certainly, talking to Woodside, those three fields that I have mentioned—two offshore fields and one onshore field—
would be more than adequate to occupy this capacity. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: With onshore gas, is there anything in the pipeline, so to speak—sorry—in relation to 
the potential for throughput through the North West Shelf joint venture? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: In my discussions with Woodside, it has talked about the Waitsia project, 
which is an onshore conventional gas project. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I refer to the North West Shelf joint venture processing facilities at the various trains. 
It is acknowledged in many reports both within industry and others that the facilities utilise very old technology 
and would not be allowed in the modern day. Obviously, we have Pluto, which is a modern process. Are there any 
plans into the future to bring the standards of those five trains up to a standard that is modernly acceptable or will 
they still release the incredible amounts of sulphur dioxide, nitrous dioxide, NO2 equivalent and CO2 equivalent, 
because it seems to me that when we were looking at Browse going to the Kimberley, we were looking at a new 
facility that would have had the latest modern controls? I am mindful that Pluto is also a modern plant and has 
very little emissions in comparison with the North West Shelf joint venture facility. This is just a way of making 
a point. I am aware that train 5 is being re-serviced at the moment but is not being upgraded.  

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The officers are not aware of any plans to change the technology. I think the 
member makes a good point. Hopefully, when the stronger emissions targets start to emerge, the impetus will be 
on the company to ensure that it processes the gas in a way that is modern. We need to bear in mind that this bill 
does not give any approval for the processing of these other gases; it just says that that is possible. Environmental 
approval will still be required, and it is conceivable that the environmental approval might set standards for 
emissions that would provide the incentive for the upgrade of those facilities. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: In relation to those plants, I have listened to what the minister said about some potential 
improvement, but the way the North West Shelf joint venture site is established and the way the trains are integrated 
would mean that the North West Shelf site would virtually have to be rebuilt to bring it in line with modern 
technology. Does the minister think that has the potential to happen? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, member. We acknowledge that that may be difficult, but who knows what 
ingenious workaround program might be invented should there be the commercial incentive there to do it. Obviously, 
the pollutant quality of the gas over the longer term will presumably affect the price of the gas, and that, in turn, 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 March 2020] 

 p1162e-1168a 
Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Alannah MacTiernan; Hon Jacqui Boydell 

 [3] 

might provide an incentive. But there is nothing in this bill that would require a rebuild of that. Should there be 
new national rules that require gas to be processed in such a way that minimises pollution, then companies like 
this would have to reconsider their position. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Touching on that very point—obviously, this is roaming into a hypothetical question—
should there be some change to environmental standards, emission standards or whatever, could the state agreement 
act be amended to reflect those without the imprimatur of both parties? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I would not anticipate that those environmental standards would be the subject 
of a state agreement. I anticipate that these would be laws of a federal nature that would be established. This is 
only facilitating it. This is only saying, “Well, you can move your gas into this area.” It does not say that the company 
has a God-given right. The company is still required to comply with all other laws of the land. This is simply 
saying that whilst under the original agreement the company could process only gas that was part of the North West 
Shelf project, this amendment will allow the company to consider external gas. It does not give the company any 
right to mine those gases or to not comply with other regulations; it is just removing the barrier that exists in the 
current state agreement. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I have a couple more questions about clause 1. Is the calorific value of gas that may 
come in from other sources equivalent to the calorific value that is currently coming from the existing fields? I ask 
this because it is quite pertinent. We have had legislation through this place before under which a proponent had 
to provide new gas stoves for the residents of Western Australia as a result of the BHP Macedon field coming on, 
as the gas had a different calorific value and it affected the calorific value of energy supplied to Western Australia. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: As I understand it, there are differences in the calorific value and other 
components of the gas in Scarborough, and Scarborough is quite different from Browse and presumably from the 
current North West Shelf field. There are differences in each of those. But I think it is important to understand that 
the company will be required to satisfy its domestic gas requirements under this agreement. It enshrines the domgas 
requirements. The company has an obligation to put 15 per cent in reserve. Much of that reserve has traditionally 
gone down the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline. If there is a problem, the company is going to have a problem 
selling that gas to the operators of the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline and the ATCOs et cetera of this world. 
That is a problem that the company will have to resolve—whether it has another end user if there is that sort of 
problem. As the member will be aware, we are very keen to get hydrogen into the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline 
and to start changing that mix, so a lot of work is being done on the tolerance of existing household equipment to 
different gas compositions. That is a serious body of work that is being done at the moment, but there are, of course, 
different users. There are greenfields industrial gas users for whom creating a new set of equipment designed to 
deal with the gas as it would be under one of these new arrangements is a possibility. The current pipeline operators 
have a number of different requirements that they have to satisfy. A lot of work is being done now to analyse how 
we can support those people who are doing gas processing or manufacturing from gas and at the same time reduce 
the carbon content through the introduction of hydrogen. It is a complex issue, but that will be a market challenge 
for the gas field operator as they seek to sell into the gas pipeline. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Obviously, a lot of this amendment bill hangs on the potential of Browse to come down 
via a pipeline to the area, and I think that is about 900 kilometres. I am advised that the Browse gas is very high in 
CO2 equivalent, but I am also advised that the CO2 equivalent will be vented in commonwealth waters. Is that correct? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes. I believe that that is the plan. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Does the minister or the department have any idea of the quantities of CO2 equivalent, 
as a percentage of the Browse gas, that will be vented into commonwealth waters?  

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: All of this will be a matter to be considered as the environmental approvals 
are gained. I am not saying that they are not important issues. They are important issues and they absolutely need 
to be understood, but that is very much part both of the state and commonwealth environmental process. As 
I said, who knows? It is possible that it might even be decided to put Scarborough gas through or other processes. 
I am not in any way diminishing the value of those questions, but they really fall, quite appropriately, to this issue 
of the environmental approvals. We do not have that information about that here, because we are not dealing 
with the environmental approval. Obviously, if those questions are put on notice to the Parliament, we could see 
whether we could find some answers. We do not have that information, because it is not really relevant to this bill. 
We are not making any determination about the legitimacy or otherwise of that Browse project. That will have to 
be scrutinised as part of the commonwealth and state processes, and it will be subject to the commonwealth 
safeguard mechanism. 

Can I give the member some other information? He asked about the rehabilitation—the decommissioning. Ministerial 
statement 536 includes conditions that cover this decommissioning and rehabilitation. Condition 5-1 states — 
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At least six months prior to decommissioning, the proponent shall prepare a Decommissioning and 
Rehabilitation Management Plan to the requirements of the Environmental Protection Authority on advice 
of the Department of Environmental Protection. 

This Plan shall address: 

1 removal or, if appropriate, retention of plant and infrastructure; 

2 rehabilitation of all disturbed areas to a standard suitable for agreed new land use(s); and 

3 identification of contaminated areas … 

Condition 5-2 states — 

The proponent shall implement the Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Management Plan required by 
condition 5-1 until such time as the Minister for the Environment determines that decommissioning and/or 
rehabilitation is … complete. 

Condition 5-3 states — 
The proponent shall make the Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Management Plan required by 
condition 5-1 publicly available, to the requirements of the Environmental Protection Authority. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I thank the minister for that answer. It leads me to my next point. A number of major 
corporations with very similar agreements in recent times have declared themselves bankrupt and have left the 
state. In the case of Bulong, I think it was $16 million of rehabilitation. What legal pressure is available politically 
for a company that goes into liquidation and no longer exists to ensure that rehabilitation occurs, or will the money 
have to come from the mining rehabilitation fund? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: As the member will be aware, this is not a mining project so it is not covered 
by that mining rehabilitation fund. We are dealing here with joint venturers that are very large commercial entities. 
They are much bigger than the nickel operation that the member cited, and our capacity for recovery and assistance 
I think would be much greater. Should we make sure of that in future state agreements? It is a relevant point, but 
we are dealing with very, very significant international players in this project. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: A little bit earlier on, the minister mentioned the potential of Scarborough gas to come 
up the interconnecting pipeline that is part of the Burrup hub proposal into the North West Shelf joint venture should 
Browse not proceed, and that would provide some succour to the North West Shelf joint venture partners. Will the 
interconnecting system be suitable to bypass Pluto 2 and put that gas into the North West Shelf joint venture site? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It is technically feasible from an engineering point of view to do that. There would 
have to be a variety of modifications. We are not saying that that is the proposal, but quite clearly it has been indicated 
that there might be some gas from Scarborough going into that. My understanding is that that is not the primary 
intention of the company, but it is possible to top up the pipeline flow so Scarborough gas could be sent down the pipe. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: My understanding of what I have read about the Burrup hub is that the pipeline would 
be a balancing network between the two facilities, so I do not think it would have the capacity to take Scarborough 
gas holus-bolus down that line. I think it would need to be quite seriously reconfigured. 
Moving on in clause 1 — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Could we have a vote on clause 1? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I had not quite finished my sentence. 
When it comes to being able to take third party gas through that facility, are there any constraints in any way, shape 
or form—I make it very clear that I am not dealing with fracking—on where that gas may come from in terms of 
the provision of gas suppliers? Would it be feasible, for example, if the Ichthys field wanted to send some gas 
down there or, indeed, some gas fields from somewhere else? I am trying to work out whether there is a limitation 
or whether this is pure and simply to enable Browse and Scarborough? I know the minister said “any gas”, but are 
there any limitations on calorific value, CO2 emissions, NOx, SOx or anything else? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: As we have said time and time again, it simply allows gas from outside the 
state agreement area. It does not impose any limitations on that. As we have said many times before, those issues 
of NOx and SOx should be dealt with in the environmental approvals. Just as a practical reality, there is going to 
be regard to where it is commercially feasible to take the gas from and process it. It has not been specified, other than 
saying that it can be outside the agreement; it does not have to be. Indeed, some people have expressed interest. It 
can be third party gas. It does not have to be gas from gas fields that are being developed by the joint venture 
parties. It could be third parties using this as a tolling facility. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I note that the 15 per cent retained for domgas can be used for energy supply in the 
south west interconnected system, the supply of energy to mining companies or energy for downstream processing. 
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Is there any quantification in that 15 per cent domgas of what must be retained for the south west interconnected 
system as opposed to being used by industry in the north west or for downstream processing? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Because I have a great deal of respect for the member, I have been very broad 
in my answers, but this bill cannot be so broadly interpreted that any question he has ever wanted to ask about gas 
in Western Australia needs to be answered as part of the debate on the short title of this bill. I urge the member to 
allow us to make some progress. I have not drawn issues of relevance before because there are important issues 
here, but the question is: do all these issues need to be dealt with at this particular time? This agreement was brought 
into the domestic gas reservation policy in 2015; it is not brought into the domestic gas reservation policy by this 
agreement, so, strictly, it is not relevant. However, as I understand it, that 15 per cent is not further subdivided to 
meet a requirement to put gas down the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline, but, obviously, that is a very good and 
very easy way in which producers can satisfy their domestic gas reservation requirement. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I respect the minister’s point, but domgas was raised in the debate in the other place. 
Given that there is a 15 per cent reservation policy—I will leave that because I am mindful of where the minister 
wanted to control me, and so I will not go down that path. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Clause 2 amends clause 1 by inserting in appropriate alphabetical order the definition 
of “second variation agreement”, which means the variation agreement made on or about 16 September 2019 
between the Honourable Mark McGowan, Premier of Western Australia acting for and on behalf of the state and 
its instrumentalities from time to time. I have talked to departmental officers. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Martin Aldridge): Order, member. To clarify, clause 2 is the commencement 
provision of the bill. I believe the member is referring to clause 6. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am referring to clause 6 of the amendment which refers to — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Do you want to postpone those remarks until we get to clause 6 of the bill? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No. We are actually talking about page 6 of the bill and “Variations of the Principal 
Agreement”. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: We are not dealing with page 6. The proposed section the member is referring to on 
page 6 is in clause 6 of the bill. We are dealing with clause 2 of the bill, which is the commencement provision. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 3 to 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: Schedule 6 inserted — 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I apologise for that. 
On page 6, line 19, “Variation of the Principal Agreement” states — 

(1) in clause 1 by inserting in the appropriate alphabetical positions the following new definitions: 
I turn to the principal agreement, and to me this second variation agreement would be alphabetically placed between 
“SDA”, which means Shell Development Australia, and “South West”, which means all areas of the state of 
Western Australia other than the Pilbara. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The answer is yes. That would be inserted in the definition section after SDA, 
which is Shell Development Australia Pty Ltd. As I understand it, the definition is placed alphabetically. Although, 
I wonder whether the member is being very pedantic in suggesting that second variation agreement should come 
before SDA—no, he would not be doing that because alphabetically SDA is before second variation agreement. 
Hon Robin Chapple: That is what I could not understand: whether it was in alphabetical order. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The definition of SDA will come before second variation agreement. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I thank the minister very much for that. I am just trying to find where I go next. Again, 
“Variations of the Principal Agreement” on pages 6 states — 

(2) by inserting after clause 11 the following new clauses: 
“11A. Community development plan 
(1) In this clause, the term “community and social benefits” includes: 

The definition runs over a number of pages to page 8. There has been a fair bit of debate both in this chamber and 
in the other chamber about how we can define that. There seems to be a view that the community development 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 March 2020] 

 p1162e-1168a 
Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Alannah MacTiernan; Hon Jacqui Boydell 

 [6] 

plan will be established without community input. Is that correct? If the community development plan will not have 
local community input, why not? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There is nothing in the agreement that requires the company to consult the 
community, but I guess it is absolutely taken as a given that that will happen. Indeed, the company has given an 
undertaking that that will be the case. The minister has the responsibility to determine whether the development 
plan meets the requirements of government and adequately satisfies the need. I think the member would be aware 
that Woodside has improved over the last 35 years, and even more in recent times, in conducting ongoing community 
consultation about its benefits. I note that Woodside, with Chevron, Shell and Santos, today announced—I think 
this has been strengthened since we came into government with our strong local procurement policies, but it was not 
required to do this—that it has agreed to submit its procurement forward work plans and release these two-year 
procurement plans in advance of any works to ensure that local business is more aware of upcoming consultation. 
Although it is not written into the agreement that there be community consultation, there is clearly an expectation that 
there will be and, at the end of the day, the minister is required to sign off on this. I would be fairly confident that if 
the minister was not confident that there was strong community engagement, they would not sign off on the plans. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: The minister just said in that response that the joint venturers and Woodside have 
made a commitment to community consultation. How did they make that commitment? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The commitment was given by the joint venturers in response to a request 
from the Premier. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: When was that commitment made? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I understand it was made within the last few months. It simply would not make 
sense for a company to have a community development plan if it had not consulted with the community. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I completely concur with that. I am not sure why it is not a requirement to do it. How 
was that commitment communicated? Was it through correspondence or was it a verbal commitment? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The company confirmed that by way of email. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Is the minister able to provide us with a copy of that? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I will take that on notice. I would obviously need to check with third parties on that. 
Hon Jacqui Boydell: That is fine. 
Clause put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [6.04 pm]: 
I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (27) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Sue Ellery Hon Rick Mazza Hon Charles Smith 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Aaron Stonehouse 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Adele Farina Hon Michael Mischin Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Nick Goiran Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Laurie Graham Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Colin Holt Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Tjorn Sibma  

 

Noes (4) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Tim Clifford Hon Diane Evers Hon Alison Xamon (Teller) 

Question thus passed. 
Bill read a third time and passed.  
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