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BARROW ISLAND BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 November. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [10.11 am]:  Yesterday I made some preliminary comments about 
this Bill.  I referred to the general content of the Bill as well as the location in which the gas resource lies.  I 
referred to the greater Gorgon area, which is off the north west coast of Western Australia; generally west of 
Onslow.  The gas field extends approximately 100 kilometres west of Barrow Island, which is located 
approximately 80 kilometres off the north west coast.  There are two separate groupings of fields in the greater 
Gorgon area.  One is the Gorgon area fields, which are in shallower waters, and the other is the deeper water 
fields, which include the Io/Jansz fields located further offshore.  It is estimated that these fields contain a gas 
resource in excess of 40 trillion cubic feet.  That amount of gas represents approximately one-third of Australia’s 
known gas reserves.  By Australian standards it is a massive gas resource.  By international standards it is also an 
extremely big gas resource.  Working within the Gorgon area, which includes the Gorgon fields and the West 
Tryal Rocks, Spar, Chrysaor and Dionysus fields, is a joint venture consortium led by ChevronTexaco Australia 
Pty Ltd.  The consortium also comprises Texaco Australia Pty Ltd, Mobil Australia Resources Company Pty Ltd 
and Shell Development Australia Pty Ltd.  The companies have a number of petroleum titles in the area in which 
they have identified approximately 13 trillion cubic feet of gas out of the estimated 40 trillion cubic feet of gas in 
the entire reserve. 

There is no doubt that the joint venturers have been exploring the area for oil and gas for a considerable time.  
During the time of the Court Government, ChevronTexaco indicated that, although it had identified reserves of 
gas and that the reserves appeared encouraging, there was some difficulty in exploiting the gas field because of 
the high proportion of carbon dioxide and the then lack of proven technology to either store or use the carbon 
dioxide content of the gas.  In the gas reserves of the joint venturers, the CO2 levels are said to be in the range of 
nine to 13 per cent.  That is high by our standards, but I note that the CO2 content in some of the identified gas 
reserves in Indonesian waters to the north of Australia can be upwards of 50 per cent.  With the nine to 13 per 
cent CO2 level, there is a question over the commercial extraction of the gas.  Some years ago, because new 
techniques had not then been identified, the extraction of gas with such a high CO2 level was considered not to 
be viable.  In the meantime, the joint venturers and researchers around the world have identified various 
processes that can be used to store CO2.  The joint venturers now believe that technology is sufficiently advanced 
to enable the safe sequestration of CO2 in the subsea saline aquifer.  They have approached the Government to 
enable a CO2 stripping plant and a liquefied natural gas plant to be located on the central east coast of Barrow 
Island which, as members will be aware, is an A-class reserve.  Members will also be aware that any reduction in 
the area of an A-class reserve or a change in its use requires parliamentary approval.  That is one of the reasons 
this Bill is before us. 

Should the Bill be agreed to by the Parliament, it is estimated that the construction value of the project will be 
approximately $11 billion.  The project is likely to create exports worth approximately $2.5 billion a year.  It will 
have the effect of increasing gross domestic product by approximately 0.5 per cent.  It is a very big and valuable 
economic project.  The project is of such significance that, during the recent visit to Australia by the Chinese 
President, the Prime Minister and the Chinese President signed in-principle agreements to the export of about 
$30 billion worth of gas over the next 25 years.  I have an article from the Prime Minister’s office that discusses 
the various agreements concluded between Australia and China on 24 October.  In part, the Prime Minister states 
- 

We also witnessed the signing of an MOU setting out the governance of the $25 million Australia-
China Natural Gas Technology Partnership Fund.  The Fund, which was agreed as part of Australia’s 
successful bid to supply China’s first LNG project in Guangdong, provides Australian assistance to help 
develop the Chinese natural gas sector.  It demonstrates Australia’s commitment to meeting China’s 
growing demand for clean energy - a demand that has led to the expansion of Guangdong Phase 1 from 
3.3 to 3.7 million tonnes per year.  

Our energy relationship takes another important step forward today with the signing of a preliminary 
agreement between the Gorgon Joint Venture and the China National Offshore Oil Corporation, which, 
subject to final contracts, could see Australia supplying another $20 to $30 billion worth of LNG 
exports to China over a period of 25 years, commencing in 2008.  

That indicates the importance to the nation of this particular project.  I am aware that, notwithstanding the 
agreement signed with the Chinese, some people believe that Australia should not export its natural gas reserves 
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but should use them within Australia for Australian industrial purposes.  That matter can be discussed at some 
stage during the debate on this Bill.   

The State Government has said that, if they go ahead, about 3 000 people will be employed for the construction 
of the gas stripping plant and the LNG plant, and that once the projects are completed, a permanent work force 
of about 400 people will be required on the island.  Using the economic multiplier effect, we can see that the 
State Government in fact claims that 6 000 new jobs will be created nationally and on an ongoing basis in 
associated industries.  About 1 700 of these jobs will be in Western Australia.   

The proposal of the joint venturers is to retrieve the gas from subsea production wells located approximately 
80 kilometres west of Barrow Island and pipe it to Barrow Island, where it will be stripped of its CO2 and further 
processed in an LNG plant, also located on Barrow Island, for export to purchasers overseas.  As I have 
indicated, currently those purchasers appear to be in the Chinese market.  The agreement contained within the 
Bill also requires the joint venturers to deliver at least 300 terajoules of gas a day to the mainland by 2012.  
However, it should be noted that this condition is subject to a viability study of the actual and anticipated 
demand for such gas at that stage.  That study is to be considered by the minister.  A future requirement is 
imposed on the joint venturers, but that future requirement is subject to the need for the gas to be delivered to the 
mainland at that time.  The reason the requirement is conditional or subject to consideration by the minister is 
that there may be additional discoveries of gas on the mainland or perhaps closer to shore between now and 
when the joint venturers are required to bring that 300 terajoules of gas ashore.  If that were the case, the joint 
venturers would negotiate with the Government so that they would not be obliged to carry through on that 
particular requirement.  As I say, that is subject to gas being found in the immediate area; for the time being, the 
requirement is imposed on the joint venturers.   

The question of the CO2 that is stripped from the gas is interesting.  As I have indicated, technology has moved 
forward over the past five years.  The joint venturers now propose to strip the CO2 from the gas on Barrow 
Island, pipe the compressed CO2 to the northern end of the island and inject it into the Dupuy saline aquifer, 
which is located approximately 2 000 metres below the reinjection site, for storage purposes.  That means that 
the CO2 that is stripped from the gas will not be emitted directly into the atmosphere.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Does “storage” mean that it might at some time be retrieved?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is an interesting and important point.  There is a distinction between storage and 
disposal.  The member is correct in saying that if something is stored, there is an implied belief that it will be 
retrieved at some stage; that the person who stored the CO2 would retain ownership of it.  If the CO2 were 
disposed of, there is an assumption that the joint venturers were getting rid of it; that it was waste and they did 
not want to retrieve it or get it back at some stage.  That in itself raises interesting questions, which are not 
answered in the agreement within the Bill.  Those questions are being discussed internationally.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  The other term that has been used several times is “sequestration”, which has a 
particular meaning that implies a retrieval.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Sequestration is a fancy word for “storage”; however, it is an interesting technical word 
that may mean more than “storage”.  In general terms, the English language relates “sequestration” to “storage” 
rather than “disposal” or “wastage”.  That is something we hope to discuss later.   

As I have indicated, the gas is to be stripped of the CO2, and the CO2 in a compressed form will be piped to the 
northern end of Barrow and injected into an aquifer.  It is intended that about 3.5 million tonnes of CO2 will be 
injected into the subsea aquifer on an annual basis.  The reason for this sequestration of the CO2 by means of 
reinjection is that CO2 is a significant contributor as a greenhouse gas and it is believed that subsea storage or 
disposal - I distinguish between the two - could mitigate against further damage to the ozone layer.   

In this particular case, it is also likely that the CO2 could be used for enhanced oil recovery of the 
ChevronTexaco Barrow Island oil deposits, which are said to have a limited remaining economic life.  Members 
will be aware that oil has been pumped from the Barrow oilfields for about 40 years, and it is believed that the 
life of those oilfields could be extended if CO2 were injected into them.  Enhanced oil recovery is a technique 
that is employed around the world, and CO2 is often used as the enhancing agent.  Although ChevronTexaco is 
the current leaseholder of the oilfields around Barrow, the discovery of oil in that area was made by Western 
Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd many years ago.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  In 1953 - Rough Range No 1.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes, indeed.  There are still signs of the drill holes that were put down that at stage in 
what is now the Cape Range National Park.  As Hon Derrick Tomlinson would know, being some years senior to 
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myself, it was a very important discovery.  The Daily News, which was then an evening newspaper, devoted its 
front page to the great oil discovery.  WAPET shares went up considerably over a short time.   

Although oil has been pumped from Barrow for the past 40 years, both WAPET and its successors in title have 
maintained a very strict environmental regime on the island.  The Government has claimed that environmental 
considerations consistent with those that apply on the island at the moment and enhanced by additional 
conditions will enable the project to proceed without any unnecessary damage to the environment.  In fact, as 
part of the agreement the joint venturers are required to pay the Government $40 million by instalments.  The 
first instalment of $3 million is due on 1 January 2004, and is for a program designed to provide net conservation 
benefits.  “Net conservation benefits” are defined in clause 3 of the Bill.  The first $3 million is to be paid within 
one month of the commencement of the agreement, and thereafter the remaining amounts are to be paid by 
instalments upon the approval of various phases of the project.  It is also intended that the joint venturers will 
establish and operate an organisation to be known as the Barrow Island Coordination Council for the ongoing 
management of environmental issues on the island.  The Bill makes provision for 300 hectares of uncleared land, 
which is to be leased under the Land Administration Act, for gas processing project purposes as defined in clause 
3 of the Bill.  It is interesting that the joint venturers’ gas stripping plant and the LNG plant will require only 100 
to 150 hectares of land.  In due course I will ask the parliamentary secretary to explain what the balance of the 
land will be used for.  Members will be aware that the words “gas processing project purposes” could be held to 
mean any related industry that fits within the definition as set out in clause 3 of the Bill.  I am also interested to 
know whether it is intended to lease further land on the seabed to enable the construction of loading facilities for 
vessels; and, if so, the location and area of these ship-loading facilities.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Do you want me to respond to that at the end of the second reading debate or during 
Committee?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am just indicating some areas that we will want to discuss in due course, and I expect 
that the committee stage will be the appropriate time for that discussion. 
Hon Ken Travers:  In that case I will leave it until the committee stage.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  The other point that I will raise during the committee stage is whether the ship-loading 
facilities will require the dredging of the waters around Barrow Island; and, if so, to what extent.  I do not intend 
at this stage to discuss the Environmental Protection Authority report on the proposed use of Barrow Island by 
the joint venturers, except to note that the EPA was opposed to the project being located on Barrow Island.  I 
indicate very strongly that this Bill was supported by the Liberal Party in the Legislative Assembly.  The Leader 
of the Opposition in that place has rightly raised a number of issues that clearly need to be taken into account by 
the Government.   
I now want to raise a number of issues that are relevant to the legislation.  I begin by saying that I recognise that 
this project is of world-class proportions.  This project is significant at not only a state level but also a national 
level, given that there is an estimated 40 trillion cubic feet of gas in the greater Gorgon area.  Obviously, if that 
gas is to be exported, it will have a significant effect on Australia’s balance of payments, and that will obviously 
have a positive economic effect right across the nation.  Equally, if we are able to bring the gas onshore and 
develop further downstream industries, that will also have a great economic effect on both the nation and the 
State.   
The greater Gorgon gas fields are located in commonwealth waters.  Therefore, much of the revenue that will be 
derived by way of the petroleum resource rent tax will flow to the Commonwealth and not Western Australia, as 
opposed to what would have been the case had the gas field been located within state territorial waters.  Some 
preliminary estimates indicate that the Commonwealth will derive in the order of $17 billion in PRRT over the 
life of the project and the State will receive about $300 million.  There is a significant differential between what 
the Commonwealth and the State will receive from this project.  It would clearly be in the interests of Western 
Australia if an agreement could be reached with the Commonwealth, similar to the agreement that was reached 
for the North West Shelf gas project, to enable Western Australia to obtain a greater share of the revenues that 
will flow from this project.  I believe that it is incumbent on the State Government to reach an agreement with 
the Commonwealth Government to ensure that Western Australia enjoys benefits from this project that are far 
greater than are currently proposed.  I am aware that the Minister for State Development has claimed that the 
Premier has raised this matter with the Prime Minister.  It has been further claimed that the Commonwealth has 
no appetite for allowing additional revenues to flow to Western Australia from this project.  However, given the 
impact and value of this project, and the proposed 30-year life of the project, in order to achieve a better share 
for Western Australia it may be necessary for the Opposition and Government to make a joint submission to the 
Commonwealth in the interests of the Western Australian community.  There is no doubt that over the 30-year 
life of this project the political persuasion of Governments will change.  I would be seriously concerned if 
Western Australia were to lock itself into a position in which we accept that we will get only a very small share 
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of the revenues that will flow from this project without putting a proposition to the Commonwealth.  This project 
is the biggest gas resources project that has been contemplated by this Parliament since the North West Shelf gas 
project.  It is critical that the political parties of Western Australia join together to optimise the benefits that 
could, and should, flow to this State from this project.  This project is bigger than an individual political party.  
This project can deliver significant benefits to the broader community of Western Australia.   
The proposed exploitation of this gas also provides a great opportunity for Western Australia to ensure that what 
is a world-class gas discovery will not be exported in its entirety around the world but will also be used in 
Western Australia for Western Australian industry that will employ Western Australians and generate significant 
added value for this State.  I have said previously that I believe the Government has acted hastily in the drafting 
of this agreement.  The Government has not optimised the opportunities for Western Australia that are inherent 
in this massive gas deposit.   
I indicate also that I share the view that this project would be better suited to a location on the mainland, 
probably at the Maitland industrial estate in Karratha, and that its location at that estate would enable greater 
opportunities for Australian-based downstream industries.  It has been claimed that the additional cost to the 
project for the gas to be piped to Maitland would be between $1 billion and $1.2 billion.  Notwithstanding that 
amount of money, I am of the view that the Commonwealth and State Governments should reach an agreement 
with the joint venturers, probably according to the ratio of the revenue to be enjoyed by both parties, and that 
both Governments should propose to assist the joint venturers in the added cost that they claim would be 
incurred if the project were to be located on the mainland.  I have had an opportunity to review that additional 
cost that has been claimed by the joint venturers.  Some arguments could also be raised that may lead to a 
significant reduction in that cost.  However, I do not believe that the additional cost should be borne just by the 
joint venturers.  It is in the interests of Western Australia and Australia for us to assist in having this project 
located on the mainland.  If the project is to be located on the mainland, a pipeline will need to be built from 
Barrow Island to the Maitland industrial estate and a return pipeline will need to be built to carry the CO2 to the 
subsea aquifer off Barrow Island.  However, that would cost $1.2 billion.  The feasibility of locating the plant on 
the mainland needs to be further discussed.   
I am aware of a recent press release issued by the federal Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources, who 
suggested that Barrow Island was an adequate place for the plant to be located.  However, one press release does 
not necessarily commit the Government or the joint venturers to locate the project on Barrow Island.  Serious, 
high-level discussions should take place to see whether this gas project can be located on the mainland.  There is 
no doubt that if that can be done, it will provide significant employment opportunities, and economic benefits 
will flow to both Western Australia and the nation in general.  I do not accept that the project would not be 
viable if it were located somewhere other than on Barrow Island.  I accept that the joint venturers have made that 
claim, but I think that must be determined. 
Hon Ken Travers:  Have you had a briefing from the Allen Consulting Group?   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I have not been briefed by that group.  I am stating my position based on my belief that 
this project is so big and so important to Western Australia and Australia generally that these matters need to be 
discussed. 
Hon Ken Travers:  That is why the Government got that consultancy group to give the Government independent, 
expert advice on the matter.  The people who conducted that study offered to attend the opposition briefing.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am of the view that the matter must be revisited.  All the parties must discuss any 
impediments to the project with a view to resolving the issue in favour of the mainland option.   
I have said before that the CO2 stripping plant and LNG plant will require 100 to 150 hectares of land, which 
would leave 150 hectares for other gas-related project purposes.  I believe the Government is taking a short-term 
political view by locating the plant on Barrow Island because if only 150 hectares of land is left after the gas 
stripping and LNG plants are erected, only 150 hectares will be available for other gas-related projects.  Sasol 
Chevron has indicated it is interested in constructing a gas-to-liquids plant on Barrow Island.  A gas-to-liquids 
plant requires a certain amount of land.  I am advised that a 60 000 barrel-a-day plant, which is a minimum as a 
first step, would require approximately 50 hectares of land.  However, such a plant, because of the economics of 
operating these types of plants, would require an additional 100 000 barrels-a-day capacity within three years, 
taking the total capacity of the gas-to-liquids plant to 160 000 barrels a day.  I am told that about 50 hectares 
would be required for the first 60 000 barrel-a-day plant and that another 50 hectares of land would be required 
to produce the additional 100 000 barrels a day.  That would add another 100 hectares, which would bring the 
total amount of land used for gas-related projects to about 250 hectares.  That does not leave much - if any - land 
for other industries to be located on the island.   
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Another issue that has come to the fore and must be considered is that a considerable volume of gas has been 
identified adjacent to the joint venturers’ petroleum leases.  Companies other than the joint venturers control 
those leases.  I argue that by granting the joint venturers the right to build the CO2 stripping plant and the LNG 
plant on Barrow Island, for sheer economic reasons the other petroleum leaseholders in the immediate area 
would be forced to use that CO2 stripping plant and the LNG plant owned by the joint venturers. 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Alternatively, they could build their own plants on the island.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  The economics suggest it may not be feasible to put that capital cost into developing 
their own plants.  It may be more economically viable to put the additional gas through the ChevronTexaco 
plants.  If additional plants were built, even more land would be required, but this Bill limits the land available to 
300 hectares.  I have said before that the greater Gorgon area comprises about 40 trillion cubic feet of gas, only 
13 trillion of which is controlled by ChevronTexaco and the joint venturers.  For economic reasons, a huge 
amount of gas may have to be directed to the plants that are to be located on Barrow Island.   

With regard to the gas-to-liquids plant that Sasol Chevron is considering building, it can be argued that this 
agreement would put Sasol Chevron in a more competitive position than would a mainland operation should 
Sasol Chevron wish to purchase gas from either the joint venturers or from other petroleum lease owners in the 
nearby area.  I am arguing that in its present form this Bill could have the effect of creating a monopoly situation 
for the joint venturers and Sasol Chevron because the Government is prepared to allocate only 300 hectares of 
land on Barrow Island for gas-related projects.  I argue that there is great merit in considering locating the CO2 
stripping plant, the LNG plant and other downstream industries on the mainland so that true competitive market 
competition is able to be bought into play, rather than creating what would be, in effect, a statutory monopoly for 
a favoured few.  I make it clear that I do not criticise Sasol Chevron for its indicated interest in locating the gas-
to-liquids plant on the island; it is entitled to make those commercial decisions.  I understand that for good 
commercial reasons Sasol Chevron is currently considering gas resources in Western Australia, other than those 
offered by the Gorgon joint venturers.  Sasol Chevron will make an economic decision about the gas-to-liquids 
plant.  If it can buy the gas at a cheaper price from the North West Shelf partners, it will locate its gas-to-liquids 
plant further north and on the mainland, whereas if the best price comes from Gorgon joint venturers, it might 
erect a gas-to-liquids plant on Barrow Island.  The company is entitled to negotiate in its best commercial 
interests and commercial arrangements for its shareholders.  The company is interested in building a gas-to-
liquids plant and might also source its gas for such a project from other potential locations outside Western 
Australia.  Those locations could include Qatar, Iran, West Africa and Indonesia.  In the end, the decision Sasol 
Chevron makes about whether to locate its gas-to-liquids plant on Barrow Island will largely depend on the price 
it is able to negotiate for the gas required for such a plant, regardless of whether that gas comes from offshore 
Western Australia or from somewhere else in the world.   

On the question of CO2, I have indicated that there has been debate for some years on the climatic issues and 
whether the emission of certain gases into the atmosphere is having a detrimental effect on the ozone layer.  It is 
fair to suggest that 10 years after the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development held in 
Rio de Janeiro there is broad general acceptance that emissions of greenhouse gases are causing climatic change 
around the world, and that CO2 omission into the atmosphere is a major contributor.  In saying broad general 
acceptance, I acknowledge there is scientific debate raging around the world on questions of climatic change.  
However, on the basis that gas emissions are effecting climatic change, global bodies have clearly agreed to 
policies that would militate against the discharge of these gases directly into the atmosphere.  To that end, 
research has been conducted over a long period to determine whether CO2 can be transported and either stored or 
disposed of in underground aquifers or used as part of industrial processes.   

I am advised that there is a notion in scientific research called the precautionary principle.  Basically, it states 
that if the answer to a question is we do not know, the next question that should be asked is - but what if?  A 
huge amount of work has been done on the storage of CO2.  I think it is fair to say that research to date shows 
that not all the answers have been resolved or determined.  For instance, in Norway in 1991, in an attempt to 
discourage the emission of CO2 into the atmosphere, the Norwegian Government imposed an offshore carbon tax 
of $US50 for each tonne of CO2 released into the atmosphere.  It was reduced to $US38 a tonne on 1 January 
2000.  However, the idea of that offshore carbon tax was to encourage oil companies, in the main, to step up 
their research projects to see whether viable alternative options could be found to direct emission into the 
atmosphere.   

Statoil was formerly the state-owned oil company of Norway.  About 20 per cent of Statoil was privatised a few 
years ago, and it is now a partly privatised oil and gas company that has a very significant economic impact on 
the Norwegian economy.  Statoil recognised that the development and exploitation of its offshore gas and oil 
fields in the North Sea would attract the offshore carbon tax, so it decided to expand its research project to try to 
determine whether it was commercially viable to reinject CO2 from the Sleipner oil and gas project into a subsea 
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aquifer known as the Utsira formation, which lies approximately 1 000 metres below the seabed around the 
Sleipner gas and oil project.  I should add that the Sleipner project is located in the North Sea about 
240 kilometres off the coast of Norway.  Sleipner is a very significant gas producer and revenue generator for the 
Norwegian Government.   

Statoil research indicated that reinjecting CO2 was commercially viable and could be achieved for less cost than 
the Norwegian Government tax.  Since 1996, for both economic and environmental reasons, a million tonnes per 
annum of compressed CO2 from the Sleipner field has been reinjected into a 200-metre thick sandstone layer in 
the Utsira formation.  In recent discussions I had with Statoil, I was informed that Statoil, in conjunction with the 
International Energy Agency greenhouse gas research and development program, has taken the initiative to start 
the saline aquifer CO2 storage program - SACS - to monitor the Sleipner gas reinjection project.  There is no 
doubt that the Sleipner CO2 reinjection project is the leader of all such projects in the world.  As Statoil remains 
majority owned by the Norwegian Government and has regard for that Government’s environmental policies, no 
doubt the Norwegian Government has been keen to see Statoil continue to research the CO2 question.   

Some of the literature published by the Statoil research centre on this subject that I have been provided by Statoil 
officers indicates that this $US4.5 million research and development program, as run under the European Union 
research and development framework program, involves numerous European geological survey institutions and 
energy companies in an open process with dozens of papers being published in scientific journals.  
Unquestionably, Statoil is very open in its research and is keen to see the research distributed around the world 
so others interested in scientific research on CO2 sequestration can monitor what is taking place in the Sleipner 
field - more than that, interested parties can conduct further scientific research into the sequestration process.   

The SACS program so far has carried out two seismic surveys in addition to the reinjection survey conducted 
some years ago.  The various slides that both Hon Norman Moore and I were shown regarding CO2 in the Utsira 
formation were extremely interesting.  I was concerned, and indicated my concern, about the potential migration 
patterns of the CO2.  It is obvious that the research to date on what has happened at Sleipner is more positive 
than had previously been expected.  Statoil and other researchers are very pleased with the results from the 
Sleipner project.   

In the northern summer of 2002, a core of the so-called cap rock above the Utsira formation was successfully 
extracted, and that material gave scientists additional matter to investigate.  Statoil people indicated to the Leader 
of the Opposition and me that there are plans for continued involvement of worldwide stakeholders in 
monitoring the CO2 reinjection to build confidence in underground CO2 storage as a general climate technology.  
Significant opportunities will flow in respect of CO2 storage if Sleipner and other projects using the CO2 
reinjection process are able to prove up the technology.  That additional opportunity for the disposal of CO2, 
rather than emitting it into the atmosphere, does not just apply to gas fields around the world; that is, it relates to 
CO2 emissions from powerhouses and other industrial projects on land.  As members may be aware, it is 
estimated that some 25 000 million tonnes of CO2 is emitted into the atmosphere annually around the world.  If 
we can get on top of the problem of CO2 storage in either subsea or underground aquifers, that would be very 
useful in a global context. 

Extensive research has been conducted on the dissipation rates and the migration patterns of the CO2 by Statoil 
and other research groups.  As indicated, the research conclusions to date show that the reinjection of CO2 has 
been successful.  As a result of the research conclusions to date, the Norwegian Government intends that this 
particular CO2 reinjection process will be employed on the proposed Snohvit project, which is another Statoil 
project, located in the Barents Sea.  In 2001 Statoil and its licensed partners in the Snohvit natural gas field in the 
Barents Sea, which is located off the North Cape in northern Norway, made an investment decision to develop 
this field.  It is estimated that this field will come on stream in 2006.  It will consist of a fully subsea offshore 
development, a 160 kilometre multiphased pipeline to shore, a gas liquefication plant to produce liquefied 
natural gas for shipment to the United States and continental Europe, and, last but not least, a 160 kilometre CO2 
pipeline back to the field to store 0.7 million tonnes of CO2 per annum which will be captured from the natural 
gas during the process of transforming the gas from its natural state into LNG. 

It is interesting when one looks at the Snohvit field that one of the reasons they are not able to build an offshore 
platform and stripping plant is that, as I understand it and as I have been advised, the Norwegian Government 
believes that it is a very environmentally sensitive area.  It has directed that there be no offshore platforms in this 
particular Snohvit area.  That is the reason it will require a 160 kilometre pipeline to transport the gas to shore, 
strip it of its CO2 and further process it into LNG and then send the stripped CO2 back to the field for reinjection.  

The reason I have dealt with the CO2 issue in some detail is that it is the volume of CO2 in the Gorgon gas that 
has delayed the development of this field for some time.  Technology for the underground storage of CO2 has 
come along in leaps and bounds in the past five to seven years.  There is no question that a huge amount of work 
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has been done on this issue.  Because the technical development and knowledge of the reinjection, storage and/or 
disposal of CO2 has been moving so fast, it is also true to say that legislation has not kept pace with the 
technological development.  As a result of that, there are many unanswered questions in respect of the stored or 
disposed of CO2.  No doubt the Leader of the Opposition in due course will raise a number of issues, but 
research is certainly being done at the moment to establish whether the CO2 that is being disposed of into subsea 
or underground aquifers can be put to some other industrial use.  Discussions with Statoil indicate that it is a 
significant possibility, to the extent to which it believes that it can develop processes that would require more 
than the CO2 that is currently being stripped from its gases on the Snohvit field and the other field.  Statoil 
believes that there may be opportunities to organise collection depots and resources, transport the collected CO2 
from particular places by pipe and then, if necessary, ship it to other places for future industrial use.  If Statoil is 
able to prove up that particular technology, it will be very significant for the world.   

During a recent visit to discuss this matter with Statoil, the Norwegian Petroleum Directorate, Sasol Chevron and 
others, both the Leader of the Opposition and I had an opportunity of discussing a number of topics.  For 
instance, with senior officers of Statoil at Trondheim in Norway we were able to discuss the methodology 
employed by Statoil in the capture and storage of CO2, not only in their Sleipner field but also in projects located 
in Salah, Algeria, and obviously we also discussed at length the proposed Snohvit project in the Barents Sea.   

We were also able to learn about the current and projected petroleum activities in Norway and the importance of 
those activities to the Norwegian economy; the environmental requirements imposed by the Norwegian 
authorities in respect of the exploration, development and production and the closing phases of petroleum 
activities; measures employed to reduce CO2 emissions into the atmosphere; in particular, as I have already 
described, the reinjection of CO2 into subsea aquifers; and the saline aquifer CO2 storage program - the SACS 
program - which is directly concerned with the monitoring of the Sleipner CO2 injection process into the Utsira 
formation for storage.  In discussions with the Ministry for Petroleum and Energy in Oslo, we were able to learn 
of and discuss the size and value of the Norwegian petroleum sector which accounts for more than 19 per cent of 
the country’s gross domestic product and yields more than 24 per cent of the Norwegian Government’s annual 
revenue.  Clearly it is a very important economic generator for Norway.  We were also able to discuss the 
regulatory framework and the main features of the Norwegian petroleum licensing system.  The question of 
regulatory framework remains yet to be fully developed, but there is no question that significant legal questions 
flow from the reinjection of CO2 into either a subsea aquifer or an onshore underground aquifer. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson raised the question of whether the gas was being stored or disposed of.  That in itself 
raises some interesting legal questions.  For instance, if the gas is being stored, one assumes that the licence 
holders will take possession of that gas at the conclusion of the lease of their petroleum titles and at the 
conclusion of the gas recovery program.  If that is not the case and it is not being stored but being disposed of, 
that raises a number of other issues because, if the gas is being disposed of, it might be defined as wastage and 
there are then some significant environmental questions that come into play.  There is also the question of 
contamination and whether the site where the CO2 is to be reinjected is considered to be a contaminated site. 

The legislators in Europe have not yet been able to determine many issues because technology has been racing 
ahead of a legislative regulatory framework.  The interesting thing is that the Norwegian and United Kingdom 
Governments recognise that there is a need for regulation in this area and they are working through a number of 
issues on this matter.  I also discussed with the Ministry for Petroleum and Energy the regulation and monitoring 
of the CO2 sequestration.  When I talk about monitoring, I do not mean monitoring during the term of the lease 
agreement while the gas is being extracted, but the monitoring required after the lease has been abandoned.  We 
all know that abandonment policies and conditions are in place for mining and petroleum leases.  However, once 
the field has been abandoned and the leaseholders have walked away and been refunded with their bond money, 
the continued monitoring of the CO2 will have to be done by someone, and as yet there is no regulatory 
framework in Western Australia that takes care of that.  It is clearly an issue that must be considered in imposing 
conditions in due course.  I have discussed, in part, the migration patterns that have occurred in the Sleipner 
project, but the migration patterns in the Dupuy aquifer under Barrow Island are bound to be different from those 
in the North Sea.  A question might arise of detriment to an adjoining lease owner.  Would an adjoining lease 
holder who found that the CO2 had migrated in the aquifers under the lease area suffer any detriment, and if so, 
would damages be payable?  This question will need to be considered in due course.  

We met with Sasol Chevron in London and discussed the options available to the company in developing a gas-
to-liquid project in Western Australia, and the viability of such a project in various locations both in Western 
Australia and overseas.  I have already commented that Sasol Chevron is entitled to make commercial decisions 
in the interests of its shareholders.  We also had the opportunity of meeting with Professor David Cope, who is 
the Director of the Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology.  This organisation, known as POST, 
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includes 14 members of the British Houses of Parliament, from both the House of Commons and the House of 
Lords, and four non-parliamentary members with experience in science and technology, together with 
representatives of the Clerk and the Librarian of the House of Commons.  Discussions at that meeting centred on 
areas of advice provided by POST, which include the biological and physical sciences, information technology, 
environment, energy and science policy.  We also discussed the scientific efficacy of the reinjection of CO2 into 
subsoil and subsea aquifers, and the international effort taking place to reduce carbon emissions within the 
United Nations climatic change framework.  We also had the opportunity of discussing the potential of CO2 
capture and storage from sources other than operating oil and gas fields, and we were advised on the United 
Kingdom’s current energy infrastructure, the need to build generating capacity using renewable sources, and the 
likelihood that the future energy requirements of the United Kingdom will be imported from Europe. 

One of the most important meetings we had was with the International Energy Agency greenhouse gas research 
and development program in Cheltenham.  We discussed a series of topics, including the establishment of the 
International Energy Agency in 1974, within the framework of Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, for the purpose of implementing an international energy program.  The IEA greenhouse gas 
research and development program is a collaborative activity involving government and industry worldwide.  
Australia is a member of the program and will be hosting a meeting of the IEA executive committee on the east 
coast next year.  The IEA greenhouse gas research and development program officers provided us with 
significant technical information by way of reports discussing issues of CO2 capture, transport through pipelines, 
storage, the geological structures required to ensure limited migration of sequestered CO2, and the use of CO2 in 
enhanced oil recovery projects.  We were advised that there are 74 EOR projects in the United States, utilising 
approximately 33 million tonnes per annum of CO2.  We also had the opportunity of discussing the Weyburn 
project in Canada, in which CO2 captured in a large coal gasification project in North Dakota in the United 
States is transported 320 kilometres through a pipeline and injected into the Weyburn field in Saskatchewan, 
Canada.  Significant research is being done on that project. 

We also had the opportunity of meeting with the Department of Trade and Industry, representatives from the 
international environment law division at the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and a 
representative of the Director of Technology and External Affairs from Alstom Power Technology.  We learnt of 
the conclusions drawn from the February 2003 DTI energy paper entitled “Our energy future - creating a low 
carbon economy”.  At that meeting we discussed in detail legal issues of CO2 capture and storage under 
international law, having regard to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Kyoto 
Protocols as they affect the United Kingdom.  Both of these anticipate and encourage the practice of carbon 
sequestration.  Mr Nick Otter, the Director of Technology and External Affairs for Alstom Power Technology 
provided us with a report of the DTI international technology service mission on the CO2 capture and storage, 
which visited the United States and Canada in early 2003.  That report raises some very interesting questions 
about the legal framework required for the underground storage of CO2 in North America.  We also discussed 
United Kingdom environmental legislation dealing with the injection of hazardous substances into subsurface 
aquifers.  I raised the distinction between the disposal and the storage of CO2 and the need for adequate 
abandonment obligations to ensure ongoing opportunities for the monitoring of migration patterns of CO2.  We 
also had the opportunity to meet with the World Energy Council and discuss research issues relevant to the 
potential reinjection of CO2 into the subsea aquifers not only near Barrow Island but also in other places around 
the world.  We discussed other issues relevant to the World Energy Council in developing programs relating to 
the promotion of the sustainable supply and use of energy for both transitional and developing countries.   

The Agent General for Western Australia, Mr Robert Fisher, and his staff are to be thanked for the program they 
organised for the Leader of the Opposition and me.  Those officers have a wide knowledge of the oil and gas 
industry in Europe and, as a result of that knowledge, they were able to arrange appointments with relevant 
senior officers who are highly skilled in the area of CO2 reinjection.  The officers of the Agent General’s office 
in London were most helpful and I thank them for all the work they did.  In fact, I have read issue No 16 of the 
“Western Australian Review” of September 2003, which is a publication of the London office of the Agent 
General for Western Australia.  The banner headline on the front page of the review states “Approval for the 
development of Australia’s largest gas resource”.  There is a very large colour photograph of Barrow Island and 
a very succinct description of the project that is the subject of this Bill.  It makes interesting reading because it 
has condensed into a succinct form the various benefits that will flow from this project.  The review is 
distributed both in Australia and overseas and I am sure will be a matter of significant interest to people who are 
interested in activities in Western Australia.   

I have mentioned the report of the Department of Trade and Industry international technology service mission to 
the United States and Canada in 2002.  Appendix C to the report contains questions that the mission raised with 
the various groups it visited during the period 27 October to 7 November 2002.  The questions are grouped under 
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the headings “CO2 Capture”, “CO2 Transport”, “CO2 Storage/Use” and “CO2 Infrastructure Issues”.  The 
questions are all relevant in part to the Bill under consideration.  In particular I note, under the heading “CO2 
Storage/Use”, the issue of the legality of CO2 storage and the use of CO2 as a working fluid - for example, for 
enhanced oil recovery - versus sequestration.  A number of issues can be raised in due course.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I have a general comment on that.  In terms of this framework agreement, one of the 
requirements of the joint venturers, under clause 7(1)(p) of the agreement, is to provide long-term management 
plans for the injected carbon dioxide as part of their closure plans.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I appreciate the parliamentary secretary’s comments in that regard.  The point I am 
making is that CO2 reinjection is a relatively new technology, which, as I have said, has rapidly developed over 
the past five or seven years.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is why this is a framework.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I assume it will develop as far again over the next five to seven years.  There are huge 
opportunities if it can be shown that CO2 can be captured economically and reinjected into subsea or 
underground aquifers.  Questions also arise about whether there is leakage, what occurs if there is leakage and 
who is responsible for the leakage and the damage that might result from that leakage.  Very significant scientific 
and legal questions arise.  The interesting point is that a considerable number of research and scientific 
organisations around the world are looking at this process, and that is encouraging.  In fact, as I said, they are 
outpacing legislation at the moment.  Lawyers around the world are looking at the legal aspects that will flow 
from the reinjection of CO2 into the aquifers, and I find that interesting.  Obviously companies are seeking 
alternative uses for CO2 in other industrial processes.  That in itself will prove beneficial, not only globally but 
also economically to companies that are able to develop alternative viable processes.   

I indicate again that I strongly support the Bill before the House.  I have raised some issues about the location of 
the plants.  As the parliamentary secretary has said, this is framework legislation and a number of issues are yet 
to be resolved.  I am suggesting that the question of the location of the CO2 stripping plant and the liquefied 
natural gas plant should not be written off lightly.  I happen to believe that their location on the mainland of 
Western Australia, rather than on Barrow Island, would prove more beneficial in the long term.  I am concerned 
that the location on Barrow Island of the stripping plant and the LNG plant, and the subsequent gas-to-liquids 
plant if that comes about, which is limited to those 300 hectares for gas process projects, will lock out potential 
downstream industries that might have been able to participate in the massive gas deposits that exist off the north 
west Western Australian coast if the plants were located in, say, the Maitland industrial area.   

A number of other issues flow from the location of the plants.  We are told that 300 people will be required to 
operate the plants once the gas stripping plant and the LNG plant get up.  Obviously more people will be 
involved if a gas-to-liquids plant is built on Barrow Island.  It may be that other industrial plants will be built on 
the island, as long as they fall within the definitions of the Bill.  There are a number of other issues that flow 
from that, including the number of employees required to operate the plants and fly in, fly out operations.  In the 
past few months I have had the opportunity to visit Karratha and speak to the shire president.  All members will 
be aware that he is a very parochial shire president who believes that royalties that are derived from his shire in 
particular, but also the north west generally, should remain in that area.  I recognise that that is not viable, but I 
also recognise that it is extremely important for Western Australia that we do as much as possible to make towns 
like Karratha viable into the future.  I congratulate the President of the Shire of Roebourne for the amount of 
work he has done in trying to see that that additional industry is located within his local authority so that those 
benefits will flow from it.  The fly in, fly out operations could be discussed for some hours.  In fact, only 
yesterday Hon John Fischer raised the question of fly in, fly out operations and the need for Governments to be 
cognisant of what fly in, fly out operations do for remote areas in Western Australia.  Again, they are important 
issues that will flow from and are relevant to the legislation before the House.   

With those comments, I indicate the Opposition’s support for the Bill.  We hope that the Government will listen 
to the recommendations that have been made by the Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Assembly and 
by me, and to those that will be made by the Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Council, who will speak 
in due course on this important legislation, which relates to his electorate of the Mining and Pastoral Region.  
With those comments, I support the Bill.   

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.30 am]:  It might come as some surprise to the 
Government and opposition members that the Greens (WA) will not be supporting this legislation.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Oh no!  We were counting on your support, Robin.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I thought that the Government would have been.  We will not support the Bill, 
fundamentally on four grounds. 
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Hon Nick Griffiths:  All shaky.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Absolutely!  We will be opposing the legislation on the basis of the environment, 
regional economies of scale and the economic interests of the State, and will certainly be raising the issue of 
sequestration, as presented by the proponents and this legislation.  Firstly, we need to go to what would 
obviously be our primary concern; that is, the environment.  Barrow Island is an A-class nature reserve situated 
some 70 to 80 kilometres off the Pilbara coast.  There has already been a significant amount of negative impact 
on Barrow Island in terms of the utilisation of the island and its oilfields by West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd 
and now ChevronTexaco Australia Pty Ltd.  There is some notion that the impact has been minimal.  I have 
provided the Leader of the Opposition and Hon George Cash with a map of the island, which shows the impacts 
of the current oilwell activity on the island.  I will also provide a copy of the map to anybody else who wants 
one.  We are talking about a further minimum of 300 hectares of the A-class nature reserve being destroyed.  
What we must deal with is the potential impacts on the remaining undisturbed parts of Barrow Island and how 
those impacts will increase greatly.  It has been quite clearly identified by the Environmental Protection 
Authority and the Conservation Commission of Western Australia that there will be an increased risk of 
quarantine breaches on the island caused by the additional movement of people and shipping and the importation 
of modulised construction components to the island.  We need to consider the cumulative impacts of 
development as some vegetation complexes are reduced below critical thresholds of 30 per cent of their former 
extent and other vegetation complexes become increasingly fragmented.   

When we moved yesterday that this legislation go to a committee, we talked about some of the impacts upon the 
area covered by the project.  We must also realise that pipelines will extend across the island for some 10 
kilometres from the east to the west to transport the gas from the Gorgon fields to the plant located on the eastern 
seaboard of the island.  That would mean, ostensibly, that a system would be in place that would preclude some 
movement of fauna in a north-south direction.  We also know that a pipeline will have to extend from the facility 
that is located near the current tanks on the eastern coast of the island to the northern end of the island for the 
purpose of sequestration reinjection.  Whether that will occur on the island or offshore is yet to be determined.  
Both pipelines will require easements.  We believe that, at a minimum, this will involve a further 60 hectares.  
We have yet to find out whether that will be included in the 300-hectare allocation.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It is very clear if you read the Bill. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It seems to be clear. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It is not 60 hectares.  Anyway, it is very clear.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It seems to be clear. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It is very clear.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Well, that will be interesting over time, because we will now need to identify how the 
site will be expanded over time to take on board the extra trains that the proponent has indicated it will want.  
The proponent is seeking in-principal approval for a liquefied natural gas development on Barrow Island, yet 
other gas developments have also been discussed, including gas-to-liquid projects.  Further gas developments on 
Barrow Island could be proposed in the future, resulting in additional areas of this valuable A-class nature 
reserve being lost to the oil and gas industry.  We identified in the debate yesterday that the Jansz fields and a 
number of others, such as West Tryal Rocks, exist in the area.  Once the development is allowed on Barrow 
Island, they will obviously seek to go onto the island.  Quite clearly, the Government is making much of this 
legislation prohibiting any further development, other than the 300 hectares.  As we all know, it would only 
require the passage of legislation through both Houses of Parliament for that area to expand at any time.   

Thirty flora species have already disappeared from Barrow Island as a result of the presence of WAPET and 
ChevronTexaco.  Quarantine breaches have been recorded on 28 occasions.  A number of weeds have been 
allowed to become established on the island.  We are aware that seven types of weeds have not been eradicated.  
The minister seems to have made much of the fact that the current high standards of best practice management 
operated by WAPET and subsequently by ChevronTexaco on the island will be maintained.  If quarantine 
breaches, the establishment of weeds and the loss of 30 flora species have already occurred, one wonders what 
will happen when a far larger project is established on the island.  Leaks from the oil pipelines are understood to 
be widespread and poorly managed.  Asbestos waste has been buried on the island.  Radioactive material 
associated with the pipeline descouring has been buried.  We do not know exactly what has happened to that 
material.  The plastic waste and ordinary garbage facilities on the island have been poorly managed.  That has 
not been addressed, even though remediation has been sought by the EPA over an extended period.  When I 
recently went to the island I saw little evidence at these facilities that anything had changed since I was last there 
in 1994-95.  However, the company mentioned when we attended the island recently that these could now be 
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fixed up as a result of the development of the Gorgon facilities on the island.  It seems that things are always 
going to be done in the future, even though they have not been done in the past.  There has been little publicly 
available information on the results of biodiversity monitoring and/or land rehabilitation on which to base an 
independent assessment of the effectiveness of West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd and/or ChevronTexaco 
management on Barrow Island.  Environmental risks are not confined to only Barrow Island.  The Gorgon 
development will emit more than eight million tonnes of CO2 per annum, which will add about 1.6 per cent to 
Australian annual greenhouse gas emissions.  This is at a time when political leaders around the world accept the 
need for heavy reductions in their country’s greenhouse gas emissions to more than halve emissions in the 
second half of this century.  The Gorgon proposal fails to take responsibility for these emissions.  Rather, the 
proponent makes a qualified offer to inject about half the annual emissions into a saline aquifer under Barrow 
Island should geosequestration prove to be technically feasible or not cost prohibitive.  We must remember that a 
significant amount of federal funding is being spent on the study of geosequestration through the office of the 
Chief Scientist, Robin Batterham, which is also at the behest of the coal industry in Queensland, Rio Tinto, for 
which Robin Batterham also works.  It is interesting that a significant amount of money is being poured into 
geosequestration at a federal level to service the needs of not only this project but also the coal lobby in 
Queensland.  We are being left to trust the proponent’s judgment on this.  Geosequestration is a much talked-
about concept that has attracted considerable research and development investment from the Commonwealth 
Government and industry, yet its use of saline aquifers remains unproved anywhere in the world.  

The proponents offer no detailed information on the capacity of the reservoir, the behaviour of the reinjected 
CO2 or the efficiency of the reservoir seal.  Nor do they provide any independent assessment of the likelihood of 
being able to proceed with this unproved approach to greenhouse gas abatement.  More than 30 years ago, when 
oil production on Barrow Island was first approved, it was considered acceptable to trade off the environmental 
risk for economic gain.  We certainly do not believe that, given the Government’s policy of sustainable 
development.  If any part of its triple bottom line - economic, social and environment - is compromised, a project 
is not considered to be sustainable.  

The Government should also be criticised because in its own 2001 platform policy document it states that it will 
“prohibit mineral petroleum exploration and mining in national parks and nature reserves”.  It has got around 
that by saying this proposal is an industrial development and does not involve mineral petroleum exploration or 
mining in national parks or nature reserves.  That is a very shallow manipulation of the words.  The Gorgon 
proposal falls far behind the aspirations of sustainable development.  It has made economic development its 
primary concern, and it seeks to justify that stand on the basis of reduced environmental or social impacts and 
risks.  The proposal lacks a compelling value proposition based on sustainability.  Furthermore, the proponents 
appear reluctant to make themselves accountable to their stakeholders, preferring tight-fisted control of all 
aspects of the proposed development.  They have the notion that partnerships with stakeholders are meant to 
progress shared interests and concerns.  

The proponents have certainly baffled the Office of Major Projects and/or potentially blackmailed it by - as 
indicated in an article in The West Australian of 28 June - giving the Government an ultimatum; namely, to 
approve construction of the Gorgon gas project on the environmentally sensitive Barrow Island or face having 
the $11 billion project axed.  It is interesting to note that the gas reserves belong to Australia; they lie off the 
Western Australian coast.  I do not accept the view that if the proponents had decided to go elsewhere because of 
the Government’s fortitude in opposing the use of this A-class nature reserve, any other proponent would have 
been precluded from offering to develop those reserves on the mainland.  It is noted, as I mentioned yesterday, 
that some of the analysis of the costs of developing sites at Maitland or Onslow are fairly shallow.  When I 
visited Barrow Island in July - I thank the company for that opportunity - I discussed with Peter Coghlan the 
supposed $1 billion extra that would be required to develop the project on the mainland.  In reply, Peter sent me 
a letter, which indicates that that concept has been examined in detail and is the most expensive due to lost 
synergy by separating CO2 removal; the extra distance of transporting gas to Maitland; and the additional 
operating costs of maintaining two large, separate operations.  Included in the letter was a very interesting graph 
that identifies the cost differential.  Over the page it also asks whether the proponent has considered the options 
of developing at Maitland an offshore platform with a small pipeline taking CO2 back to Barrow or an on-shore 
platform with a CO2 stripping plant to Barrow.  I understand this came from a response to the Department of 
Industry and Resources.  It states further on - 

The first option was the basis of our evaluation of the Maitland Estate/West Intercourse Island site 
alternative.  The offshore platform is only included to enable water removal and subsequent use of a 
carbon steel pipeline . . .   

It refers to a number of issues, but never actually identifies what we sought, which was a clear financial 
breakdown of where that $1 billion was to be spent.  I say that because, clearly, in the review by Dr David 
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Annandale and Dr Ross Lantzke for the Environmental Protection Authority, they concluded that they accepted 
the proponent’s right to present site selection components as it saw fit.  They also accepted that the proponent 
would often want to “weight economic cost criteria highly, either in an explicit or implicit fashion”.  They went 
on to say - 

We have concerns, however, that alternative analysis is presented as rigorous, triple-bottom-line multi-
criteria analysis, when this is clearly not the case. 

The environmental, social and economic review, which was carried out by the proponents for presentation to the 
Government and the Environmental Protection Authority and on which the general public made comment, 
included a table that intended to show Barrow Island as the best option.  This table was very confusing and 
overly simplistic.  There was no explanation about issues such as whether the gas pipeline length includes the 
pipeline to shore.  Given the short 72 kilometre length of the Barrow pipeline, we presume it does not.  This 
makes the mainland options, which require no subsea site pipelines to shore, appear more expensive.  There is 
mention of an offshore platform being required for all options except Barrow, but no explanation for that 
requirement is given.  There is no explanation for the necessity of corrosion resistant pipe.  Therefore, it is 
difficult to grasp the reliability of the variables and to judge and comment on them.  The Maitland figures 
presented in table 4.3 are widely incorrect.  Gorgon referred to the October 2002 report prepared for the Shire of 
Roebourne, which indicates that less than one million cubic metres of material would be required for dredging.  
Their factor of seven estimate on dredging quantities indicated that that would be a major cost imperative.  It 
seems that the set of figures derived for its studies did not tally with the figures that were provided in the Shire of 
Roebourne cost evaluation.  The ESE is a lavishly produced document, but it continues to raise our concerns.  
We made a number of submissions on the ESE, as did the EPA and the Conservation Commission, that it was 
full of motherhood statements and that it intended to convince the Government to break an election promise and 
allow further development on the nature reserve.  We do not believe that the document is technically worthy.  It 
certainly does not give an assurance that Western Australia will be better off having the project on Barrow 
Island.   

I will deal with some of the costs.  Certainly, the variables that determine the costs for different operations 
include the distance from the gas field to the gas processing facility.  Barrow has a clear physical advantage 
because it is closer.  The distance from the point where the carbon dioxide will be stripped from the gas and the 
proposed carbon dioxide reinjection point is another variable.  Again, Barrow has an advantage if, and only if, 
we assume that that carbon dioxide injection point is the best option.  Another variable is the shipping access to 
the liquefied natural gas trains terminal.  Some options like Maitland would require expensive dredging.  
Certainly some dredging would be required, but not the level proposed by the proponent.  Access to the domestic 
gas supply in Maitland would be between $75 million and $150 million cheaper than the Barrow Island option, 
because the material is already there.  The domestic market is serviced.  Thevenard Island is approximately 
10 per cent cheaper than Barrow because of its existing pipeline.  Barrow could close these gaps if it successfully 
negotiated access to the Harriet Joint Venture pipeline.  There is also the issue of synergies with the North West 
Shelf.  The $1 billion cost penalty for going to Maitland could be reduced considerably if Gorgon shared 
infrastructure costs with North West Shelf partners.  This would probably mean stripping the carbon dioxide 
before co-mingling with North West Shelf and Gorgon gas in the plants either at Barrow Island or offshore 
where it could be reinjected  There could be venting at Maitland or investing in geological sequestration of some 
other form of carbon offset elsewhere.  I raise that issue, but it is not one that we support.  It was not even 
addressed.  This option has not been costed, but offers considerable savings over the stand-alone Maitland 
option.  It depends on negotiation with the North West Shelf and to date it has not been successful.  I understand 
that is one of the reasons that Gorgon will not give an unconditional guarantee over the carbon dioxide content of 
gas.  Geosequestration is one of the key reasons for going to Barrow.  However, Gorgon has not made an 
unconditional commitment to proceed.  If geosequestration is not economically viable or technically feasible, 
Gorgon will save up to approximately $400 million in capital expenditure and that would change the relative cost 
differences.  For example, Thevenard Island would become much more cost competitive with Barrow.  This is 
the argument in favour of other cheaper gas options next to Gorgon such as Jansz and 267P, which have little or 
no carbon dioxide and, therefore, geosequestration does not have to be contemplated.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What volume is available?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I have the figure somewhere.  I will tell the member shortly.  Certainly Jansz is a much 
bigger field.   

I now turn to development costs.  All the costings are based on developing a single-train LNG train.  If it 
proceeds, the Gorgon partners will want more than one LNG train.  They may want a second train and a GTL 
plant.  I am not sure how the costs would change if the construction of the subsequent developments is taken into 
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account, but intuitively the mainland sites would be more cost competitive with Barrow.  Of course, the Gorgon 
partners will say that subsequent development is academic because if it does not get a foundation customer, 
nothing will follow.  These additional cost items have the affect of making Thevenard Island and Maitland more 
cost competitive with Barrow, but they are unlikely to close the gap completely.  I accept that.  However, to 
bandy around $1 billion as if it were a fantastic figure without taking into account all the other assessments that 
have been put into this proposal is narrow and shallow.  From an environmental perspective, we argue that the 
moment Gorgon is allowed a footprint on Barrow, it will become an economic imperative for all the other 
projects in the vicinity, such as Jansz and West Tryal Rocks, to get their developments on Barrow Island.   

In terms of the issues pertaining to the joint venture partners, it concerns me greatly that Shell, which is a two-
seventh’s partner in this project, made a significant statement on 27 August 2003 at the International Union for 
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources conference in Switzerland.  The comments were made by Sir 
Philip Watts, who has been chairman since July 2001.  He gave an impassioned and fairly long speech on the 
values that Shell would now place on world heritage issues, how it would commit to the maintenance of 
biodiversity and the values that it ascribed to organisations like the World Wildlife Fund, which were working to 
minimise the impact of mining and industry on biodiversity areas and/or on the conservation estate and world 
heritage areas.  On that day he gave a commitment that Shell would not explore for or develop oil or gas 
resources within natural world heritage sites.  We know that Barrow Island is not a world heritage site but within 
the conservation realm in Australia, it is the ark or the key.  If Sir Philip Watts’ statements are held to be true, 
then Shell will have considerable concerns about being involved in this partnership. 

I will now talk about CO2 sequestration.  I recently attended a renewable energy conference in Sydney at which a 
number of papers were presented.  I will refer to a paper presented by Paul Crabtree from Shell Development 
(Australia) Pty Ltd and titled “Why Shell is Taking an Active Role in Emission Control Research”.  It was 
interesting to note that some fairly significant work has been done on CO2 sequestration and that the Cooperative 
Research Centre for Greenhouse Gas Technologies is working on a fairly new project in this area.  However, 
when ChevronTexaco Australia Pty Ltd gave us a presentation on CO2 sequestration, we asked whether it had 
considered other areas for CO2 sequestration.  It said that it had had a look around but, as far as it could see, 
Barrow Island was the only option and that it was not aware of any other areas that lent themselves to CO2 
sequestration.   

The paper by Paul Crabtree referred to a study that, so far, has been very limited with only 48 basins out of 300 
considered as viable sites for sequestration.  The study analysed 102 sites, of which 65 proved viable and 22 
proved not viable.  Fifteen regional basin overviews were also carried out.  I will now hold up a map of Australia 
that is contained in the paper.  The black dots on the map show where CO2 sequestration is viable and the other 
areas not shaded grey are suitable for reinjection but have not been evaluated.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What is the source of that map?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It comes from a paper by Paul Crabtree from Shell Development (Australia) Pty Ltd 
and titled “Why Shell is Taking an Active Role in Emission Control Research”.   

At the conference Dr Jim Smitham from the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation, 
Energy Technology, also presented another paper titled “Delivering the Benefits of Clean Coal Research”.  
Interestingly enough, it shows the same map in a slightly different configuration and with slightly different 
graphics.  It refers to the 102 sites and the 65 that proved viable for CO2 storage etc.  It provides the same basic 
information but on a slightly different map.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It is difficult to see from this distance.  Are the areas shown in white on the mainland 
suitable for sequestration? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Areas are shown on the mainland as suitable for sequestration.  They are not in the 
immediate area of Karratha.  Interestingly enough, a couple of areas quite close to the coast are shown as 
suitable.  The area along the limestone system that runs along the coast of the north west of Western Australia is 
all defined as having material suitable for, but not evaluated.  We need to get that significant issue into 
perspective. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  At what depth are you intending that this sequestration takes place? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Sequestration needs to be done in a system that has a cap over it.  There needs to be 
very fine-grained sandstone, usually containing saline water, into which CO2 can be injected under pressure.  
There is a problem with injecting CO2, which, because of its very nature, becomes thixotropic under pressure.  It 
is yet to be determined how this material will move through the system into which it is pumped.  It must be 
capped, otherwise it is put in and it will then bubble out. 
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I was interested in your description of the limestone coast.  Limestone, geologically, is 
a very thin layer and I understand that the gas would be pumped to an aquifer at some considerable depth. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is correct.  It has to be, because it must be retained under pressure, and it must be 
under some form of cap rock in that system. 

Hon Ed Dermer:  Would you mind explaining “thixotropic”? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  When a material alters its consistency under pressure, it becomes glue-like and 
thickens up. 

Hon Ed Dermer:  Thixotropic means a more viscous condition? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes.  I really do have some concerns that Barrow Island is not the only option in 
relation to sequestration.  Given the amount of money that is being poured into sequestration by the various 
companies and by the federal Government in reviewing this proposal - I think it is the way to go - it is rather like 
saying to a doctor that we think we have the answer to an incurable disease, it has not been tested, but we will let 
the general public use it.  It follows that sort of model. 
I applaud the Leader of the Opposition in the other place for maintaining his position that there are many 
economic reasons for not going to Barrow Island.  The one that concerns me most is the issue of the continued 
removal of development and development potential from the communities in the region.  If we develop Barrow 
Island in the first instance it will become the catalyst for further development on that island, turning the ark into 
an industrial estate, and within that context it will deny the communities of Karratha, Roebourne and Onslow the 
ability to become heavily involved.  In his response Hon Ken Travers will most probably say that the 
Government will do its utmost to ensure that development occurs in the region.  I refer him to the commitments 
given by Hon Ian Taylor in a previous Government when he said that when Jimblebar ore body 29 was 
developed it would create regional employment.  Within six months, when the Town of Port Hedland and the 
Shire of East Pilbara carried out an evaluation of what was going on with those two developments, they found 
there was less than one per cent regional employment.  It is a throwaway line; it has no benefit to the region.  If 
we want to develop regional economies, we must not create Barrow Island as, ostensibly, a floating industrial 
estate off the coast of the mainland and deny the regions the ability to expand employment by continuing with 
the fly in, fly out philosophy. 

The other point that needs to be brought home is that, once we establish an industrial development 80 kilometres 
off the coast, there is the likelihood that modules and industrial development will be more economically sourced 
from other countries.  The emphasis on building industrial components in Western Australia will be minimised.  
Again, the Government can say that is not what it wants to happen.  Unless there is something in this legislation 
that determines that economic development will, unequivocally, be based in Western Australia as future 
developments happen on the island, we will see more resource development and construction occur overseas to 
the detriment of Western Australian industry and workers.  I again advise the House that the Greens (WA) will 
oppose this legislation.  Hon Norman Moore and I have asked for a proper evaluation of this project.  I reiterate 
that it needs to be referred to a committee. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [12.12 pm]:  I will contribute to 
this debate for a number of reasons.  As the shadow resources minister and as a member for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, I have a deep and long-term interest in the development of the north west of Western Australia.  
This project is another significant milestone in the economic development of that region.  I was a resident of the 
north west when the North West Shelf gas reserves were discovered and I lived in the Pilbara when the iron ore 
industry was first developed.  Over the years I have watched the region develop significantly.  It has always 
stuck in my mind that the benefits to the local community in Western Australia have never quite reached the 
levels that I anticipated when the projects first began.  Indeed, there has probably been a reduction in the number 
of people engaged in the iron ore industry since it first developed.  Similarly, downstream processing has not 
eventuated in the way I expected and championed when the projects began.  The iron ore industry has been 
going since the mid 1960s yet the only downstream processing we have is the direct reduced iron process plant 
in Port Hedland - which has not been a great success although it is getting better - and the hi-smelt project that 
Hamersley Iron proposes to build in Kwinana.  Beyond that, there has been no significant industrial benefit to 
Western Australia from downstream processing.  Similarly with the oil and gas industry, all the oil found in the 
north west has been shipped overseas to refineries.  The gas has been converted to LNG by the North West Shelf 
project and shipped to consumers in Japan, Korea and other locations around the world.   
Of course, we are aware of the new contract with the Chinese.  That is very important for the ongoing 
development of that project.  Attached to the North West Shelf gas project is the domestic gas pipeline from 
Dampier to Bunbury.  That pipeline was put in place largely as a result of a decision by the Sir Charles Court 
Government to insist on a take-or-pay contract for that gas.  Without that take-or-pay contract, no domestic gas 
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would have been produced from the North West Shelf; indeed, the North West Shelf project may not have 
existed at all.  The domestic gas pipeline, which provides gas to the south west, has been a benefit to Western 
Australian industry.  The Richard Court Government was very active in getting gas to the goldfields.  Members 
will be aware that that pipeline was built during our term in office and has provided reductions in the cost of 
energy to the goldfields and points in between.  However, I have always felt that Western Australia has not got 
as much out of this as it should have.  I am referring to not only money but also economic development.  We 
keep hoping that at some time or another, Western Australia will get an industrial complex for the natural 
resources in this State.  In recent times, there has been a lot of talk about the development of the Burrup 
Peninsula and associated petrochemical industries; yet, apart from the Woodside plant, nothing is happening on 
the Burrup, although I am told that some earthworks have been done for the fertiliser plant.  However, I am not 
holding my breath about any of those developments on the Burrup Peninsula because a number of factors that 
will make it increasingly difficult for those projects to proceed are beginning to intrude.  I refer to the increase in 
the value of the Australian dollar and the fear of companies about the new intrusion of union power into the 
Pilbara.  That phenomenon had largely disappeared over the past 10 years.  The constant strikes on the Burrup 
Peninsula represent a sad state of affairs, as for a long time we were blessed by there not being any industrial 
disputation in the Pilbara.  Everybody knows that the early development of the Pilbara was dogged by industrial 
relations to the point at which the companies were virtually not competitive.  That changed with the industrial 
relations revolution we introduced into Western Australia, and those companies are now very competitive.  
However, there is a dark cloud on the horizon.   

The purpose of the Bill before the House is to ratify an agreement for the Gorgon project.  Much of the content 
of the agreement is largely premature.  All that is required for this project now is parliamentary approval to 
access Barrow Island, and the Opposition is prepared to support that.  However, large parts of the contract could 
have been negotiated over the next few years on the basis that access to Barrow Island had been approved by the 
Parliament.  It is easy to get cynical in politics, and I am a bit cynical about some aspects of this project.  The 
Premier, Dr Gallop, has given people to believe that much of what his Government is about is spin.  It is about 
trying to get across messages, regardless of what is actually happening on the ground.  I suspect he learnt this 
from his friend the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, who is also regarded as one of the great spin doctors 
of all time.  From the point of view of the Government, it is important to try to get across the message that at 
least things are happening in Western Australia.  Yet, often the announcements do not contain a great deal of 
substance.  When the Government announced the Gorgon gas project, it created the impression that it was just a 
matter of a few months before the project would begin.  As members would know from looking at the contract, 
the project is a number of years away yet in respect of any time lines.  Indeed, the possibility of the project 
providing any domestic gas to Western Australia, if that should ever eventuate, is about 10 years down the track.  
However, the impression that was created by the Premier - it was good politics; I do not knock that - was that his 
Government has landed a major resources project for Western Australia, and the people of Western Australia 
will benefit from that very soon.  The bottom line is that not only will the people of Western Australia not 
benefit from the project very soon, but also they will not benefit from it at all in real terms when we compare 
what the Western Australian Government and the Western Australian economy will get out of the project with 
what the Commonwealth will get out of the project.  That raises a number of issues that I will talk about 
reasonably soon.   

The Opposition is pleased that ChevronTexaco has now reached the point at which it believes it can put this 
project together.  Members will know that for a long time this significant resource has been identified and people 
have been aware that the gas is present in large volumes and have been hoping that the company can develop the 
resource in one way or another.  During the term of the Court Government, proposals were considered by the 
Gorgon joint venturers for an LNG plant on the Burrup Peninsula, in conjunction with the existing infrastructure.  
We were told all along that one of the major impediments was not just the economics of the project but also the 
very high percentage of CO2 in the Gorgon gas, which would need to be extracted from the gas before the LNG 
could be developed; however, to emit that CO2 into the atmosphere at Burrup would not be environmentally 
acceptable.  Therefore, the Gorgon gas just sat there as a major resource, but with this major impediment.  
Therefore, I was very pleased when the company announced that it had resolved many of those problems and 
now thinks it has a viable project.   

However, as a member of the Opposition, and as an individual, I hope that when this project is put together, 
there will be a significant benefit to my electorate and my State.  I think of myself as a Western Australian first 
and an Australian second.  I am one of those people who has probably got it around the wrong way, but the State 
of Western Australia is what I am particularly interested in.  I am a Western Australian member of Parliament, 
and my obligation is to ensure that the benefits to Western Australia are maximised.  When I look at this project 
in a broad sense, I do not see much in it for Western Australia at all.  First, no royalties are attached to the 
project.  The project will be subject only to the petroleum resource rent tax.  All of that money will go to the 
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federal Government.  That taxation regime, which is based on profits, was put in place by the Hawke Labor 
Government.  That taxation regime can be compared with the royalty regime that was put in place for the North 
West Shelf gas project, under which the State of Western Australia receives 60 per cent of the royalties and the 
Commonwealth receives 40 per cent.  That deal was put together by the then Premier, Sir Charles Court, and the 
then Prime Minister, Malcolm Fraser.  That royalty agreement recognised the contribution that the State of 
Western Australia had made to getting that project off the ground; namely, the building of the domestic gas 
pipeline and the take-or-pay contract.  Therefore, the State of Western Australia made a significant up-front 
capital investment in that project.  That is not the case with the Gorgon project, but it is something that should be 
contemplated.  Western Australia gets no royalties from this project.  As I understand it, the State will receive 
only payroll tax, which is a dreadful tax anyway.  The benefits to the State as a result of this contract will be 
minimal.  It is imperative that the State Government continue to argue with the Commonwealth to ensure that the 
State gets a better deal out of this project than has been indicated at this time.  I do not know how hard the 
Gallop Government has argued with the Prime Minister or how hard the Minister for State Development has 
argued with the federal Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources on this matter.  However, that argument 
must continue.  As Hon George Cash said, there is no better example of the need for the Government and the 
Opposition to take a bipartisan approach than on this issue.  I put on the table my determination to persist with 
this matter and to do whatever the Government wants the Opposition to do to encourage our colleagues at the 
federal level to come to the party.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We welcome that offer.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I intend to see the federal Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources, who has 
released a statement that the State will not get any commonwealth money.  I believe WA should get a 
contribution from the royalties.  I will also argue with him that if the Commonwealth does not want the State to 
receive any royalties from the $17 billion worth of resource rent tax the Commonwealth will collect, this is an 
opportunity for the Commonwealth to make a contribution to the infrastructure in the Pilbara that might give the 
company a reason to operate on the mainland.  I will talk about that more in a while.   

The Opposition is 100 per cent behind the Gorgon project on Barrow Island but it is 150 per cent behind the 
project being located on the mainland.  We will go along with the project being located on Barrow Island if that 
is all that can be achieved.  However, we are entitled to believe that Governments at both levels must expend 
more energy to determine whether there is an alternative to locating the plant on Barrow Island.   

I listened with great interest to Hon Robin Chapple’s speech.  I regret to say that twice in two days I have agreed 
with some things that the Greens (WA) have said.  I am beginning to think I have a problem.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That does not surprise me.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Perhaps you misunderstood what they said.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Not at all.  Hon Robin Chapple has said that it would be better if the project were 
located on the mainland rather than on Barrow Island.  I agree with that for many reasons, if it can be achieved.  
I do not know whether it can be achieved.  The company tells us that it cannot be achieved -  

Hon Ken Travers:  Did you take up the offer we gave to the Opposition to get a briefing from the Allen 
Consulting Group?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have not talked to Allen Consulting Group Pty Ltd, but I have read its report.  I 
have also had a briefing from ChevronTexaco.  I have had briefings on this matter from more people than the 
parliamentary secretary would even know about.  When the member has had as many briefings on this as I have, 
he can start interjecting on me.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I will rely on the advice of experts, not on your views of the world.  That is what we did and 
we offered it to the Opposition but it didn’t take up the offer.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With all due respect, the parliamentary secretary has now determined that the views 
of one consulting group are the views of the world and that everybody should accept them.  I have read the Allen 
group’s report.  I know what it says.  It says it will cost $1.2 billion more to locate the project on the mainland 
than on Barrow Island.  The Allen group is a reputable organisation and it has produced a reputable report.  
However, that does not mean that I must shut my mouth and say nothing.  It does not mean that I cannot have a 
view or talk with other people who have different views.   

Hon George Cash:  And seek independent advice.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly.  Does it mean that Hon Robin Chapple cannot have a view because a 
consulting company has said that the Government is right and everybody else is wrong?  Parliament is all about 
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members having ideas and asking for them to be considered.  I will not simply accept the views of the 
Government.   

I cannot understand why the State Labor Government, from what I can gather, has not tried very hard at all to 
address the issues raised by the Opposition about the project going on the mainland, apart from getting a report 
outlining what the company tells the Government is all that can happen.   

In his speech on this matter in the Legislative Assembly, Hon Colin Barnett, the Leader of the Opposition, made 
the point that the Opposition will be supporting the Barrow Island project, but it would like people to spend a lot 
of time and energy considering the other option; namely, the most important from his point of view, of locating it 
at Maitland near Karratha.  As a result of those comments, the Premier, “Dr Spin” or the spin doctor, has claimed 
that somehow or other the views of the Opposition are contributing to sovereign risk.  That is an absolute 
nonsense and furphy, and is typical of the spin this Premier places on issues.  The Liberal Party has been a party 
of development that has sought to develop the State’s resources over many years; the company is aware that that 
is the case.  In fact, most of the significant resource development projects in Western Australia were brought 
about under Liberal State Governments.  Liberal members are unashamedly pro-development, for which we have 
worn a lot of criticism from the Labor Party.  Earlier in this term of government, the Labor Party trotted out the 
view that all state agreement Acts should go to an environmental committee for assessment.  It even brought a 
motion to the House to that effect.  It was suggested that the state agreement Acts introduced by the Liberal Party 
had not been scrutinised properly.  Ironically, when the proposition was put yesterday that members opposite 
might follow that policy with this development, Labor members said they have jettisoned that policy for the time 
being.  They happen to be in government and want to get a resource project on the books, so they want no 
impediments, regardless of how hypocritical that may be.   

The Premier is somehow trying to create the impression that the Opposition is an impediment to the project.  
That is absolutely not the case, as the company knows.  I have indicated to the House that this Bill - to any extent 
that I have a say in it - will be passed before the end of this year.  It will be scrutinised properly in this House, as 
it should be.  

Sovereign risk does not involve an Opposition properly asking whether the Government has thought about any 
alternatives.  Stating that we will go along with what the Government has put up, but asking whether any 
alternatives have been thought about does not represent sovereign risk.  Sovereign risk is when a company 
spends 15 years trying to get a project off the ground, and that project is then terminated for basic, crude political 
reasons.  I refer, of course, to Mauds Landing, which is an example of sovereign risk.  That decision was made 
improperly.  Sovereign risk is when the rules are broken.  It is not sovereign risk when an Opposition 
legitimately asks whether the Government has contemplated any alternatives, and offers options for the 
Government to think about.  

The Premier of Western Australia has become a serious disappointment to me.  I thought he was a man of greater 
substance than he has turned out to be.  It appals me, to say the least, that he suggested that, somehow or other, 
because the Opposition has raised questions about the deal entered into by this Government over Barrow Island, 
it represents a sovereign risk.  
Hon George Cash:  We would be failing in our duty not to raise it.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right.  One of the reasons opposition members have taken this view is 
that, as I said a moment ago, this agreement is ahead of its time.  We would be happy for the Government to 
bring in a Bill to excise 300 hectares from Barrow Island, and, as is the case in this Bill, allow certain activity to 
take place on an A-class reserve.  We would have put up our hands and said we have no problems at all with that 
proposition.  We would have been happier with that in a sense because we could have said that now we have 
given the company that approval, the Government can sit down, having had the location determined, and work 
out the conditions and items to be considered in the contract over time as things become more certain, as the 
debate with the Commonwealth becomes clearer and a number of other issues are sorted out.  We now have a 
requirement to allow development on an A-class reserve, and we support that.  However, we now have a contract 
that says that over the following years certain things may or may not happen.  Two important things may or may 
not happen.  First, we may or may not get a gas pipeline to the mainland.  I think the date is 2012. 
Hon Ken Travers:  It must set out the proposal by 2010 and have it in by 2012. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will be almost retired by then.  That is how far out the date is.  When one reads 
about it, it does not say that there must be a domestic gas pipeline; it says if it is economically feasible.  That 
may or may not happen. 

Hon Ken Travers:  You once told the Leader of the House that he would not be here for more than a year.  Your 
judgment was askew then. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not remember that, but it might have been the same conversation in which he 
told me he would do one term. 
The second issue which may or may not happen is the sequestration and the reinjection of the CO2.  It is not an 
obligation on the company; in fact, there is a penalty if the company does it without permission.  At the end of 
the day the minister can say that the company does not have to do it.  It is therefore not an obligation. 
Hon Ken Travers:  He can also say that if the company does not do it, it cannot have Barrow Island. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right, but I would have thought that in a contract of this sort that would have 
been sorted out and the Government would not simply say, as it was saying with the domestic pipeline, that if it 
is economically feasible down the track, it may or may not let it happen.  I would have thought that the contracts 
the Parliament is being asked to ratify should be a bit more certain about those sorts of things.  It again 
demonstrates the premature nature of some of the major issues with this proposed development.  I would have 
liked to know before I put my hand up on this matter whether there was an obligation to put the CO2 
underground or whether there was an obligation to have a pipeline.  I now know that the company cannot give 
that guarantee, but I would rather that the contract was delayed until the company can give those guarantees so 
that the Parliament knows exactly what this project means in its entirety, not what it may or may not mean some 
time down the track depending on the circumstances of the occasion. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Are you saying that you would support the excision of Barrow Island without any 
commitment to sequestration? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Government has not done that at all. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I am asking you. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Why ask me?  I am not the Government.  I would be happy for the company to be 
given the land on Barrow Island as the first step in getting this process off the ground, knowing that the 
agreement Act will come after that.  As far as I know, all the company wants at this point in the cycle of its 
contract is certainty about the land.  If it turned out that I became a member of the Government, having given the 
company approval to go onto Barrow Island, I would be arguing with the company that it could have Barrow 
Island but we would rather it was on the mainland and asking whether we could we do a deal and come to an 
arrangement that would put it on the mainland.  I would be asking how we could help the company do that.  If at 
the end of the day we could not make it work, we would tell the company to go for its life on Barrow Island. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  We were discussing when you would next return to Government.  I am sure you will still be 
in the Legislative Council because you will be in this Parliament for at least another 20 years. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is really encouraging to know that. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I cannot envisage the Legislative Council without you. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am beginning to have the same view about the minister.   

As I have said, there are two serious issues about which there is no finality; they are up in the air.  This Bill and 
this state agreement are part of the Government’s determination to create the impression that it has a resource 
project up and running.  This is the Government that is spending thousands of dollars on television advertising 
urging people to get their qualifications in order and to access training so that they can get a job on the Burrup, 
because this wonderful industrial development on the Burrup Peninsula is just around the corner.  In fact, there is 
nothing happening there apart from some earthworks for the fertiliser plant. The Government is trying to create 
the impression that it is doing something when it is not. 

As Hon George Cash has said, he and I took a particular interest in the issue of CO2 sequestration.  I took this 
interest and encouraged Hon George Cash to join me because I had been advised when we were in government 
that the biggest problem with the Gorgon project was CO2.  When I read the second reading speech for this Bill 
and talked to the Government’s advisers and the company, I gained the impression that this issue was not a 
serious problem any more; it was being dealt with routinely around the world and we should not worry ourselves 
about it.  I was told that the serious environmental issues for this project were the circumstances on Barrow 
Island itself - the furry creatures, to use a crude term - and all we had to worry about was whether or not the 
company could manage the surface environment of Barrow Island.  That did not ring altogether true to me.  I had 
been told about the reinjection of CO2 into the ground before but had been led to believe that it was unproven, 
front-end, cutting-edge technology; it was not really accepted as feasible.  One of the reasons Barrow Island was 
chosen as a site for this gas development is that it has the potential for the reinjection of CO2.  Because I wanted 
the plant on the mainland, I decided that I should find out about CO2 injection.  Is it a serious determining factor 
in this project.  
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We went to Norway and talked to Statoil and the Norwegian Government.  We talked to a range of people in the 
United Kingdom involved in greenhouse gas issues and the sequestration of CO2 in particular.  I will not go 
through all the issues that Hon George Cash has very clearly raised other than to say that I came away from those 
discussions with the view that this is a very exciting way of dealing with greenhouse gases.  Where it has been 
done, particularly in the Sleipner project in the North Sea, it is working.  It is a very feasible way of getting rid of 
CO2, not only that stripped from natural gas to make it suitable for LNG production, but also CO2 from any 
source.  Vast amounts of CO2 are emitted into the atmosphere and, to the extent that the arguments about 
greenhouse gas emission can be believed, CO2 is a large part of the problem.  If it could be got rid of without 
emitting it into the atmosphere, it would be a contribution towards reducing the impact of climate change.  I was 
fascinated to find that all the CO2 being emitted into the atmosphere could be injected into underground aquifers 
quite comfortably.  If it were economically feasible to collect all the CO2 in the world and pump it into aquifers, 
it could probably be done.   

I find the approach of the Greens to this a little interesting.  In Europe we were told that the Greens actually do 
not support CO2 sequestration, and I am trying to work out why.  The Greens are concerned about CO2 emissions 
into the atmosphere, but they do not support pumping it into aquifers.  I am trying to work out why that is the 
case.  All I can think of is that they do not want anybody to find a potential solution to the problem of 
greenhouse gases, because if a solution is found, it means that we can burn fossil fuels and do all the other things 
they do not want us to do.  That is all I can think of, but one never knows.  I was told that at least one green 
group in Norway is quite enthused about what is happening at Statoil and will not jump up and down too hard 
with regard to the Snøhvit project, which is similar to the Barrow Island project.   

I will summarise what I think I know about CO2 sequestration.  I think it is a very exciting concept and has the 
potential to solve many of the problems that exist with the emission of CO2 into the atmosphere.  Particularly in 
gas deposits where there is a high level of CO2, it is a solution to the immediate problems faced by those 
companies.  I am quite happy for Gorgon to go ahead with the sequestration of CO2 at Barrow Island, or 
somewhere else if somewhere else is equally suitable.  The other day I asked whether the Government or the 
company had assessed any alternatives to the Dupuy aquifer at Barrow Island.  There is a map in the 
environmental, social and economic report that shows the other aquifers that were looked at, but the one at 
Barrow Island was considered to be better than the others.  I have not looked in detail at the map that Hon Robin 
Chapple showed us a little while ago, but we were told in Norway that vast underground saline aquifers in the 
North Sea are suitable for taking CO2 and that many thousands of potential underground aquifers around the 
world could take CO2.  I am interested to know whether anything else around the Maitland area might be suitable 
for taking CO2.  However, that is another story for another day.   

As Hon George Cash has pointed out, there are a couple of legal issues about CO2 sequestration that are at the 
cutting edge of the law and have not been resolved in either Norway or the United Kingdom at this point.  They 
relate first of all to the ownership of the CO2; that is, who will own it once the project is finished, bearing in 
mind that it will be there for a very long time.  Will it be stored or disposed of?  If it is stored, does that mean it 
will be taken out again; and, if so, under what conditions?  If it is disposed of, does that make it a contaminated 
site; and, if it is a contaminated site, does it come under some contaminated sites legislation?  Who will monitor 
the CO2 over the long period that it needs to be monitored?  There is a suggestion with the Gorgon project that in 
2 000 or 4 000 years - I am not sure which - the CO2 might start to come out again by virtue of the fact that it 
will start to move up a fault line.  It was put to me that it is hoped that, by then, people will have sorted out what 
must be done with the CO2, so we should not worry about it.  It must be monitored if it is to work.  Who will pay 
for that?  Who will be responsible for it?  If the company disappears off the face of the earth in 10 or 20 years 
and the gas is leaking, who will be responsible for that?   

There is also the issue of the migration of the CO2.  We were told by Statoil about the Sleipner field, where it is 
not migrating very much at all.  In fact, a lot of it is dissolving in the water and is staying there, and that is 
encouraging.  However, it crossed my mind that if it starts to migrate in a horizontal way from the injection point 
and happens to go onto somebody else’s lease, what effect will that have on the adjoining leaseholder who might 
want to put down a gas well but cannot because the CO2 happens to be in the way?  Are there any compensation 
issues relating to that?  Are any thoughts being given to what that might do?  I do not know who owns the leases 
alongside Barrow Island or whether the Dupuy aquifer would be a problem.  I am sure the parliamentary 
secretary has answers to all these questions, so I look forward to discussing them as we go along.   

In our discussions with the Norwegian Government in particular, we were told that approval had been given for 
the Sleipner project to go ahead probably as a reaction to the introduction of the Government’s carbon tax.  They 
were really saying to us that the amount of effort that had been put in by the environmental agencies on that 
project was probably less than what they would put in now.  It was even suggested at one stage that it might not 
get the go-ahead now, given the current complexion of the Government of Norway.  However, all the work that 
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has been done by Statoil up to now seems to confirm that all the projections they had for that injection are 
working.  Indeed, it is probably having less of an impact than they imagined when they first undertook the 
project.  That is the carbon dioxide question.   

The question of the domestic pipeline, which is another issue on which we do not have any certainty, comes 
down to the question I asked at the beginning: what is in it for Western Australia?  If one thinks about it in its 
broadest terms, the state agreement Act provides for an undersea production facility that will pump gas onto 
Barrow Island, which is 70 kilometres offshore from Western Australia.  The CO2 will be stripped from the gas 
and pumped into an aquifer and the remaining gas will be made into liquefied natural gas.  The LNG ships will 
pull up against Barrow Island and fill up with LNG, and will then sail off to China, Japan, the United States or 
wherever else it is to be sold.  The people who work there will fly in from, and fly out to, Perth.  Some rates will 
be paid to the Shire of Ashburton, but apart from that, what is in it for Western Australia?  There is nothing.  
There is certainly nothing for my electorate.   

I looked for what might come out of it down the track, which is a domestic gas pipeline.  Domestic gas is 
important for Western Australia if we want industry to develop with cheap energy.  Western Australia is 
burdened with expensive electricity.  We must do something about that.  The Government’s solution is to split 
Western Power into four bits.  I do not quite see how that will make for cheaper electricity.  Even the minister 
admitted today that it would not necessarily lead to cheaper electricity.  That is another story.  However, it is 
important for the development of the Western Australian economy that we have access to cheap energy.  If we 
actually have cheap energy in Western Australia, some of it should be made available to us.  The domestic 
pipeline was one of the things that I thought was a bit of a sweetener for a person like me, but I discovered that it 
would happen only if it were economically viable.  I understand that.  I know that a company cannot be locked 
into a project of that cost for something nine years down the track.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Yet you can link the State into an agreement for 50 years.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What I was saying before Hon Dee Margetts came in from her important 
parliamentary business was that I would much rather the contract be brought to the Parliament when the decision 
about the domestic gas pipeline is made, so that we can say yes or no on that basis.  I was also arguing that it is 
not necessary in the context of this project for this state agreement Act to be here now.  What should be here now 
is legislation on access to Barrow Island, and we were going to support that.  Hon Dee Margetts might not agree 
with that but we think it is the first step in the process.  It is disappointing that the Government is asking us to 
agree to a domestic gas pipeline that may not happen.  It comes back to what is in it - 

Hon Ken Travers:  You would prefer to just have Barrow Island with no requirement to build a domestic gas 
pipeline.  Your logic is just amazing!  You normally give good speeches, but the logic of your speech today has 
astounded me.  It is the worst I have heard in a long time.  Even Hon George Cash gave a good speech earlier.  
This one is just unbelievable.  You want Barrow to go ahead, but don’t worry about the domestic gas pipeline! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  Order!  I am sure Hon Norman Moore can continue without 
Hon Ken Travers’ assistance.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Would Hon Ken Travers like me to start again?  I think he is seriously, 
unadulteratedly thick.  

Hon Ken Travers:  You are trying to have so many bob each way that you have got yourself confused.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am not the slightest bit confused.  The Government is trotting out a Bill in this 
Parliament that is all about its re-election and nothing about gas or the future of Western Australia.  If the 
Government were concerned about those issues, it would have something concrete.  The parliamentary secretary 
is dishing out a wishy-washy state agreement Act because he does not have any answers to the major questions.  
I have said that, as far as I am concerned, if the project must go on Barrow Island, I will support that.  However, 
I would prefer it be developed on the mainland.  That is not wishy-washy; it is a simple statement of fact.  I am 
happy to say to the company that we will give approval to develop the project on Barrow Island based on having 
the land available.  If it needs parliamentary approval for that certainty, up will go my hand as the first step 
towards getting the project off the ground.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The parliamentary secretary should listen.  Then I would say - the minister has not 
said - now that the company has the land, let us talk about how we can provide a seriously good project for 
Western Australia.  I would not worry about how we will get across the line at the next election by creating the 
impression that we are very good economic managers because we can get projects off the ground.  That is all the 
parliamentary secretary is about.  He knows nothing about this matter.  It is a pity the Government has given 
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someone like him the carriage of this Bill in this House.  He does not understand it.  He has been sucked in by 
his minister and the hype and rhetoric of his Premier and he is not prepared to listen to what is, in my humble 
judgment at least, a logical proposition; namely, the Opposition’s argument.  If the best that this State can do is 
what the parliamentary secretary is trotting out, the Opposition will go along with it.  However, we will not sit 
back and say that we will accept it without any questions about what alternatives might be available.  I would 
prefer that the Government brought a contract to this House for the building of a domestic gas pipeline and a 
requirement for CO2 sequestration.  All those issues should have been already sorted out.  It is premature, 
because the main issues have not been sorted out.  Hon Robin Chapple raised issues about how much land is 
needed.  I am not sure that has been resolved yet.  This Bill is another sleight of hand attached to government 
spin.  We were told that this is the Gorgon project and it will operate on Barrow Island.  I cannot find anything in 
the second reading speech or the Premier’s press release that refers to Sassol.  The Allen report refers to Sassol, 
but not one word has come from the Government about that.  I found it very interesting to talk to Sassol in 
London, which is very keen to operate from Barrow Island.  However, the Government was not prepared to tell 
anyone that it was.  Does the parliamentary secretary know why?  We both know that the Government would be 
accused of beginning a major industrial complex on Barrow Island.  It would mean that not only Gorgon and 
Sassol but also everybody else would want to go there.  All the things that could happen on the mainland could - 
I am not saying “will” - finish up on Barrow Island.  That would not be in the best interests of Western Australia 
or my electorate.  If the member opposite thinks I am stupid about that, he should say so.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  The Government has been a bit naive, hasn’t it.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I think it has been caught out.  I do not know how big a gas-to-liquid project is.  
Someone told me it is huge, but I have not seen one.  I know it is leading technology and Sassol is a very big 
company.  I would love to see a gas-to-liquid project, but whether it should be on Barrow Island is a question 
that should be asked.  This Government is setting aside what it says is enough land on Barrow Island for that to 
happen.  If the Government wants to do that, the parliamentary secretary should be up front and tell us that the 
Government is happy for Gorgon to be on Barrow Island and it would be happy for Sassol to have a project there 
also.  The Government might even get some support if it played its cards right and got serious contracts in place.  
The parliamentary secretary should not tell me that I am trying to have two bob each way.  I am telling him how 
the situation is.  I happen to think that we can look at a number of options.  One option is that the gas plus the 
CO2 can come from the production wells onto Barrow Island.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I remind members that as there is no non-official business this afternoon, we will 
return to this debate at 2.00 pm.  The Leader of the Liberal Party will have ample opportunity to continue his 
remarks then.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  During the lunch break I reflected on the very hurtful comments made by the 
parliamentary secretary about my speech.  I thought that I should start again, because, clearly, I had not made my 
position clear enough.  However, I discussed the matter with my colleagues who told me they all knew exactly 
what I was saying - 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  He did not know what he was saying.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  I will save members from the experience of having to listen to me start 
my speech again.  Before the lunch break I said that there was one thing that I would like to know a little bit 
more about, and perhaps the parliamentary secretary can tell me whether it might work.  Under this current 
proposal, the gas containing the CO2 from the underwater production wells must go by pipeline to Barrow 
Island.  The CO2 is then stripped and the gas turned into liquefied natural gas.  If the stripping plant were to be 
based on Barrow Island and the CO2 injected into the ground and the resultant gas pumped to the mainland for 
production into LNG, would that be a feasible proposition and what would it cost?  If we get what we want 
under this agreement, there will have to be a domestic gas pipeline from Barrow Island to the mainland anyway.  
If we were to strip the CO2 at Barrow Island and pump the gas to the mainland from there, then I would have 
thought the net result is the same, not a $1.2 billion difference.  I am interested to know from the parliamentary 
secretary how the Government justifies the argument that it will cost $1.2 billion more to go to the mainland than 
to have the project on Barrow Island.   

A while ago the parliamentary secretary said because I had not been briefed by a particular consultant that I had 
no reason to make any comment.  I put it to the parliamentary secretary that the Government has entered into a 
contract, and, presumably, done its own work with regard to the extra costs associated with going onto the 
mainland and not relied on just a consultant’s report.  If the Government has done its own work - I hope it has - 
then I am interested to know whether it came to the same conclusion as the report by the Allen Consulting Group 
in respect of the extra $1.2 billion.  The parliamentary secretary might also tell me whether the cost of the 
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domestic gas pipeline to the mainland is included in the extra $1.2 billion that has been assessed as being 
required to have the project on the mainland. 

Hon Robin Chapple raised a number of interesting issues.  His concern mainly related to the environment on 
Barrow Island itself.  I acknowledge that.  ChevronTexaco’s history on Barrow Island is such that I believe it can 
manage the environmental issues on the island, even with the new project being located there.  I suspect it will 
be difficult, but I am convinced it can be done.  Therefore, the Opposition’s view is that that environmental issue 
can be contained.  As I said earlier, we looked at the CO2 issue, and that is another environmental matter that can 
also be properly managed.  However, I draw the attention of the parliamentary secretary to the fact that the 
Environmental Protection Authority, at least in its initial submissions on this project, opposed any development 
on Barrow Island.  I cannot help myself when these occasions arise, but I must say this: the EPA report into 
Mauds Landing indicated that that project could go ahead.  The EPA report into Barrow Island indicated that that 
project should not go ahead.  The Government has taken the reverse position on both of those issues. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is consistent, at least. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know.  The Government is consistently inconsistent.  In relation to Mauds Landing, 
the EPA said it is okay to go ahead provided certain things happen, but the Government said it will not go ahead 
for environmental reasons.  In relation to Barrow Island, the EPA said the project should not go ahead under any 
circumstances, but the Government said it should.  Inconsistency is a hallmark of this Government.  As I have 
said publicly before, if the Government were to take the same approach concerning Barrow Island as it took to 
the EPA’s decision on Mauds Landing, then Barrow Island would not go ahead, provided the same criteria were 
used.  It is sad that politics intruded - in fact it probably intruded into both of these issues - when the Government 
thought there was a benefit to be had by getting a significant multimillion dollar investment from an international 
consortium of oil companies, and at the same time it was prepared to kick a small Western Australian company, 
that wanted to develop a holiday resort in Western Australia, out the door.  Ironically, the Mauds Landing 
development would probably have employed more people than the Barrow Island project, but that is another 
argument for another day.  It will be of great interest to me at least to see what the EPA says about Barrow Island 
once it has completed its next series of reports. 

Hon Kim Chance:  In fairness, a Government does not devolve its decision-making responsibility to the EPA, 
otherwise there would be no point in having a Government; we would just let the EPA do it all.  The EPA 
provides advice. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I agree. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  And very good advice. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes; sometimes it is very good advice. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I agree with that.  When Governments receive advice from the EPA, what they do 
with it needs at least to be vaguely consistent.  The Government cannot say to the public of Western Australia 
that its interpretation of the EPA advice in respect of Mauds Landing is that it should not go ahead, therefore it 
does not go ahead, and then say that the EPA’s advice on Barrow Island is that it should not go ahead, but then 
adopt a different point of view.  In respect of Mauds Landing, the Government should have said that for political 
reasons it is knocking back the EPA advice.  It should not hide behind the EPA if it wants to maintain the 
argument that the Leader of the House is maintaining - that the Government is there to make decisions.  I agree 
the Government is there to make decisions, but it must justify its decisions in a way that is appropriate and 
suitable. 

As I was suggesting, we are prepared to go along with Barrow Island being used from an environmental 
perspective because we believe that the company has the runs on the board and it is capable of managing the 
environment of the island in the future.  However, as I said, I am interested to see what the Environmental 
Protection Authority says about that.   

Hon Robin Chapple again referred to the Labor Party’s hypocrisy by quoting its policy that mining should not go 
ahead in national parks and A-class reserves.  He referred to the fine line that has been drawn between 
developing an industrial estate and a mining operation on an A-class reserve, because one can go ahead and the 
other cannot.  That is interesting.  The Labor Party tries very hard to establish its green credentials and yet there 
are times when it does the exact opposite.  I support what the Government is doing this time, but I draw the 
Government’s attention to the hypocrisy surrounding its decision.  It will rush off at the next state election and 
say that there will be no mining in national parks or A-class reserves.  Somebody should ask whether it will 
allow industrial complexes to be built in national parks.  What will the Government say to that?  The fact is that 
that is what the Government is allowing to happen now.  I detect an element of hypocrisy in all that.   
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Hon Robin Chapple stated that the Government must justify the $1.2 million differential between Barrow Island 
and the mainland options.  I agree with him.  The Government cannot rely only on the report of the consultants.  
The Government must give us its view.   

Hon Robin Chapple also talked about other gas reserves becoming captive to development on Barrow Island.  I 
am concerned that we might finish up with an industrial complex on Barrow Island, not from an environmental 
perspective as outlined by Hon Robin Chapple, but from the economic and social perspective of having a major 
industrial complex off the mainland of Western Australia and the consequential lack of benefit to Western 
Australia that would come from that.  If the project were at Maitland, the people who would work on it would 
live in Karratha and their children would go to Karratha schools.  If more people moved to Karratha, it would 
need more school teachers, doctors, dentists and the like, and there would be general growth in the Karratha 
economy.  If the project were on the mainland, there would be good reason to tell the company that the fly in, fly 
out arrangement was not on.  If it transpires that Hon Robin Chapple is right and gas from other deposits around 
the place finishes up going to Barrow Island, there will be the additional concern of no development on the 
mainland of Western Australia in the future from the gas reserves that are located off the North West Shelf.   

The honourable member talked about Shell having different views about the environment and how it is 
becoming environmentally friendly.  I have discussed the Gorgon project with Shell executives and they told me 
that it supports the State agreement Act in no uncertain terms and is happy for the project to go to Barrow Island.  
Given that Shell is a player in this project, I accept its view.   

Hon Robin Chapple also talked about there being large areas of underground aquifers around the place.  I would 
like a copy of the map to which he referred.  I am interested in knowing whether the Government has looked 
beyond the aquifers that are referred to in the ESE document to determine whether there are other places to put 
the carbon dioxide.  That would allow the project to go somewhere else.  It may be that the only aquifer that is 
suitable is the Dupuy aquifer and, if that is the case, I accept it.  However, I would like to get the Government’s 
view on that as opposed to the company’s view.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  It is the nearest aquifer to Barrow.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I understand that.  However, is there an aquifer under Karratha?  If there is, that 
would help my argument no end.  The map provided to me does not show that.   

Hon Ken Travers:  One of the other elements is the cost of transporting the carbon dioxide.  You would still need 
to get it to shore.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know that.  The point I was making is that the gas is taken to Barrow and the carbon 
dioxide is taken out at Barrow -  

Hon Ken Travers:  If you read the Allen report - I think you said you had - you would have noted that it looked 
at that option.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Right.  Will the parliamentary secretary tell me what the difference is?  That is why I 
asked whether the price of the domestic gas pipeline is included in all this because, if it is necessary to have a 
pipeline from Barrow Island to the mainland some time in the future anyway, why not build it now and bring the 
gas onshore having taken out the CO2 on Barrow Island?  It is the same number of pipelines. 

Hon Ken Travers:  The work that was done by Allens looked at the option of doing that: having a limited 
operation on the island to take the CO2 out and have the majority of the operation on the Burrup peninsula.  They 
still found that economically unviable and unfeasible. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The job of the parliamentary secretary is to convince me that that is not an option.  It 
is also to convince the House that the Government has looked at this independently; that the Government has 
looked at all the options and has made its own decision; and that it has not simply gone to consultants to ask 
what they think and accepted their opinion without question.  That may be what the Government has done.  If it 
has, that is not satisfactory. 

Hon Ken Travers:  That is why we made the offer to the member’s party that if it had questions about the report, 
it could look at it to reassure itself. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have discussed this with the officers of the parliamentary secretary’s Government.  
We support the Bill; please understand that.  However, the Government has to answer questions in Parliament; 
that is what the Parliament is for.  I am asking questions and I look forward to hearing the responses. 

Hon Robin Chapple also talked about the regional economy.  Quite frankly, this concerns me most as a local 
member.  As Kevin Richards, the shire president of Roebourne, has said in his inimitable style, there is nothing 
in this for us.  This is the man who is now the endorsed Labor candidate for Kalgoorlie.  We must ask ourselves 
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the question: has he got it wrong or has the Labor Party got it wrong?  I think he is endorsed; he is certainly 
going to be if he is not already. 

Hon Ken Travers:  He has been endorsed.  In fact, I was going to send him a copy of Hon George Cash’s 
glowing reports for his election pamphlets! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If it had not been a rude thing to do, I was going to interject on Hon George Cash and 
remind him of that so that he could tone down his reference to Kevin Richards. 

Hon George Cash interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right.  I make the point that, at the local level, including in the mind of the 
Labor candidate for the federal seat of Kalgoorlie - the shire president of Roebourne - there is nothing in this for 
Karratha or the Pilbara.  I would like the Government to tell me whether there is anything in it for the local 
economy and whether the Government would prefer to have the project on the mainland.  The Government talks 
about me having two bob each way but I want to know whether it would prefer it on the mainland.  If it does not 
and it would prefer it on Barrow Island, people like Kevin Richards would have every reason to be very 
disappointed with the position of the Government.  When the parliamentary secretary responds, I would like to 
know what are his druthers.  Given a choice, would he prefer it on the mainland?  If he were given a choice, 
what would he do to try to make the choice eventuate?  What has he done to try to make it eventuate?  I am 
concerned that the regional economy will get nothing out of this.  As I said earlier, when looking at the project in 
the broad spectrum, it is an offshore facility.  The gas will come from offshore and go into ships offshore and it 
will be sold offshore.  It might as well not even exist as far as the average Western Australian is concerned, 
except for the 200 to 300 people who will hop on a jet aeroplane once a week and fly from Perth to Barrow 
Island and back.  The Government talks about there being some benefits for Western Australia and construction 
companies in the sense that the project will be built.  I have no doubt that will be the case.  However, one thing I 
am concerned about - I am interested in what the parliamentary secretary has to say - is that, in an environment 
such as Barrow Island, the company will go out of its way, for very good reasons, to have the least possible 
amount of disruption on the site.  The best way to do that is to have everything built in modular form and barged 
onto Barrow Island.  People could very quietly tiptoe to where the plant is to be put, put it down and tiptoe off 
again.  A normal construction site is like a bomb site.  There is a limited amount of land for this particular 
project.  I can see every good reason why the company would build most things offshore, barge them in and, like 
a jigsaw puzzle, put the plant together.  In that way minimal damage would be done.  The best way for the 
company to do that would probably be to have it built in Singapore or another place where it could be built 
vastly cheaper than it could in Western Australia.  Again, I am interested in knowing how that will work.  It 
could be that, during the construction stage, Western Australia will get a lot less than it ought to from this 
project.   

As Hon George Cash has said, we support this proposal.  We would prefer other things to happen, but as we are 
not the Government, we cannot make them happen.  We will go along with the proposal to locate the plant on 
Barrow Island as that is what is on offer.  Should we win the next election, we will sit down with the company 
during the implementation of the state agreement Act and work with it to see whether our druthers can be 
delivered.  Of course, if they cannot, we will go along with what the company seeks to do.  I hope that, at the end 
of the day, there are more benefits to Western Australia than seem to be the case at the moment and that we do 
not simply end up with an offshore production well that sends our resources overseas and gives us nothing.   

I conclude by again saying that there is no doubt that the Commonwealth Government will rake in $17 billion in 
resource rent tax for absolutely nothing.  It has made no contribution that I know of.  This issue must be sorted 
out.  I repeat that the Opposition will do whatever it can to encourage the federal Government to either 
implement a resource rent-sharing regime or at least put some funds into the Maitland estate.  If $1 billion will 
attract the project to the mainland, the Commonwealth should contribute that money from the significant 
revenues it will achieve.  That has to be put to the federal Government and argued strongly.  I am not asking the 
company to pay any extra because it has its economic imperatives.  Extra money that is needed to get the project 
on the mainland should come from the Commonwealth.  The State of Western Australia has put enough money 
in the Burrup Peninsula - for virtually no return at this stage.  I think the State of Western Australia has made a 
significant contribution to infrastructure.  It is time the Commonwealth, which is a major beneficiary of these 
things, also put its money where its mouth is.  The State Government will have our total support for anything it 
wants to do on that issue.  We will do whatever we can with our federal colleagues to get that message across.  
We support the legislation.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [2.22 pm]:  I have listened with interest to the very noteworthy 
comments about this legislation, and I welcome the chance to make some general comments.  I believe the 
Gorgon joint venture is one of the most important things to happen to Western Australia, and Australia, for a 
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long time.  I certainly believe that, if the project is implemented advantageously, it will be a huge boost and fillip 
to the Pilbara region.  I am on record as saying that I believe our State is entrusted to us for future generations.  It 
therefore follows that we must be very careful about how we, as opposed to future generations, use this 
incredible resource called Western Australia.  During the debate on this Bill here and in the other place, much 
has been said about the history of the North West Shelf project and how it compares with the Gorgon joint 
venture project.   

The debate has also highlighted issues such as, first - these are not listed in order of importance - the need for the 
Gorgon joint venturers to use Barrow Island as a gas processing facility and the disposal of harmful carbon 
dioxide through injection into vacant reservoirs deep below the surface; second, whether the project should be 
based on the mainland, and the comparison with subsequent benefits relating to the location; third, the fact that 
Barrow Island is an A-class reserve and the subsequent issues that that raises both now and in the future; fourth, 
the creation of jobs and whether they are situated within the Pilbara region or elsewhere, which would include, 
of course, the impact of a fly in, fly out construction work force and the effect of such a work force on the 
economy of the region with regard to whether the facility is based on the mainland or on Barrow Island; fifth, the 
proposed $40 million net environmental benefit; sixth, the missed royalties because of the Commonwealth’s 
stance on this development; seventh, the effect of the project on local shires and authorities in the region; eighth, 
the CO2 storage and reinjection into the aquifers below; and ninth - last, but not least - the impact on the general 
environment of the area.  These issues are extremely complex, and a lot of thought needs to be put into them.   

In my opinion consecutive Governments could have done a lot more to deliver a better outcome for the Pilbara 
and Western Australia in the acceptance of state agreement Acts.  Although I acknowledge that the Gorgon joint 
venture has been on the drawing board for a long time, it seems that the Government is rushing through this 
legislation now in an attempt to get runs on the board before all of the issues have been satisfactorily resolved.  I 
consider that all the issues have not been satisfactorily resolved to the net benefit of everyone.  That includes our 
concerns about the relevant conservation aspects of the Barrow Island facility.  However, of course we are 
familiar with the Greens (WA) approach of sheer panic when it comes to issues relating to conservation and the 
environment.  This fear and panic must not be allowed to sabotage any rational future development that will 
benefit the State, including conservation of the environment.  Speaking of legitimate conservation concerns, it 
often could be thought that the Greens are the only people who are concerned for our environment.  However, if 
we look at the past actions that have been taken, had it not been for ChevronTexaco and its forerunner, Western 
Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd, or Western Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd, the environment on Barrow Island could 
have been a very sorry sight in this day and age.  As we know, WAPET employed Harry Butler to the great 
benefit of the island and to WAPET itself.  As a young naturalist, Harry Butler was employed on Barrow Island 
as an environmental consultant when oil drilling started in the mid 1950s.  Harry Butler still visits Barrow Island, 
along with people such as grader driver Les McClements, who cares for orphaned animals on the island.  In other 
words, while the green movement goes into panic mode at the mention of development on Barrow Island, the 
island’s flora and fauna are being well looked after at the same time as over 400 production wells are operating 
on the island.  As with all developments, the impact of this project on the environment of Barrow Island and the 
need to preserve the environment is a major consideration in the initial planning and a mainstream value in our 
society today.  I have no doubt that, if left to itself, the history of Barrow Island would have been a lot different.  
I believe Barrow Island could quite easily have been overrun by things such as feral cats, which could live a 
paradise-like existence just feeding on the local fauna. 

The approach to the environmental issue at Barrow Island was recognised and acted on in a very positive way 
long before the Greens (WA) raised it for consideration.  I must mention that the Department of Conservation 
and Land Management has not been concerned enough about the island to station rangers on it.  It has been left 
to ChevronTexaco with the help of Harry Butler and others to look after Barrow Island’s environment in a 
positive way.  Members know that the area is a tourist attraction.  As I have said, perhaps if the company had not 
been there to police the movement on the island, it is possible that domestic cats could have been introduced and 
caused huge amounts of damage to the environment.  It is endemic of this Government that the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management did not consider Barrow Island to be a priority, despite the calls from the 
Conservation Council of Western Australia.  I note that the Gorgon joint venture will pay for CALM officers to 
be stationed on the island.  They will have a tough job ahead of them.  They are fortunate to follow in the 
footsteps of Harry Butler.   

The establishment of major facilities on Barrow Island will raise the issue of environmental protection and of the 
damage that a fly in, fly out work force could cause, because of the number of people going to the island.  
However, if the Gorgon joint venture is going to insist on a fly in, fly out arrangement, I hope that the 
Government insists on sourcing people from Karratha rather than Perth.  This would ensure that something 
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would be put back into the local community.  Simply put, the Government must rationalise the fly in, fly out 
arrangement if it does not want to see the disintegration of whole communities within the Pilbara region.   

The member for Pilbara in the other place estimated that only 170 jobs would be created by the Gorgon joint 
venture in the Pilbara.  This project is supposedly worth $60 billion, yet it can sustain only 170 jobs in the 
Pilbara region!  Frankly, that is ludicrous.  The Gallop Government should be concerned at the level of input that 
will, through sustainable long-term secondary industry, be established in the region by service industries that are 
based in either Onslow or Karratha.   

The Leader of the Opposition in the Assembly recently made some remarks about stripping the carbon dioxide 
out of the gas that is brought to shore at Barrow Island and piping the balance to a liquefied natural gas plant on 
the mainland.  This would ensure a lesser environmental impact on the island while achieving one of the 
proponent’s aims, which is to inject carbon dioxide into subterranean aquifers.  It would also provide a better 
chance to use local personnel and give the local authorities a very welcome boost.   

It is estimated that it would cost an additional $1 billion to locate the Gorgon joint venture on the mainland.  
Whether the project would then be viable is debatable.  However, splitting the project and its cost between 
Barrow Island and the mainland could mean that the project would have a much greater chance of being viable 
than if the sole option was to site the project on the mainland.  On the other hand, I do not know what assurances 
can be given about the feasibility relating to the proposed injection of carbon dioxide on Barrow Island.  
Members must keep in mind that carbon dioxide can cause extreme problems, especially if stringent conditions 
and standards are not applied.  That should happen.  We should seek some assurances and indemnities from the 
Gorgon joint venture to allow this proposal to proceed in that manner.   

As with so much development in Western Australia, there is not enough local housing for the workers required 
for such a project.  In addition, there are not enough light industrial sites available to support projects such as the 
GJV.  In other words, the Government has missed a golden opportunity to make the Pilbara’s economy stronger 
and to make the region more locally sustainable.   

As members would also know, we seem to have a reactive, not proactive, Government when it comes to 
industrial development in this great State of ours.  This Bill is a perfect example of the Government’s ongoing 
weakness.  Another ideal example of this attitude was the move of the hi-smelt project to Kwinana by Hamersley 
Iron.  What a blow that was to the Pilbara area.  It would appear that previous requirements for downstream 
processing under other state agreement Acts were not enforceable.  I wonder about the long-term outcomes with 
the agreement now before the House.   

I know I am preaching to the converted, but I indicate that Western Australia does not reap the rewards for its 
efforts to sustain the way of life most Australians have come to expect.  It is ludicrous that, for all our efforts, the 
Commonwealth will not allow the State a share of the royalties from the Gorgon joint venture.  That seems to be 
typical of how each level of government treats the one beneath it.  Given the extent of the Commonwealth’s 
consecutive budget surpluses, and given that the majority of benefits are delivered to the eastern seaboard, this 
attitude towards out State sticks in the throat of many people, particularly those in the Pilbara region.  Following 
the State Government’s abysmal treatment of local authorities in its last budget, this Bill is another example of 
how this State Government treats local government.  Is seems to have the attitude that they are there, but do not 
feed them as they might bite.  In the preparation of both the Bill and its schedule containing the agreement, all 
the local authorities in the Pilbara seem to have been forgotten or ignored.  The State can only be poorer for this 
blatant short-sightedness.  One will never get people to live and work in these remote locations if adequate 
resources are not provided, such as schools, sporting facilities, libraries, health services, footpaths and lighting.  
The wealth is being generated in these communities but little of it is being returned to them.  As with many 
others, this state agreement does nothing to address this problem.  The Government should be aware of this 
problem, but it appears to have deliberately ignored it.   

The agreement provides for a $40 million net conservation benefit.  I believe that the Gorgon joint venture must 
put in $3 million immediately.  I question when the balance of the $40 million will be made; that is, over what 
period and how much per year?  Of more significance to me, and certainly to my constituents in the Pilbara, are 
the parameters under which the $40 million will be spent.  In particular, how much of the $40 million will be 
spent in the Pilbara; and where and when will it be spent?  If this money is not to be spent in the Pilbara, why 
not, and where and when will it be spent?  If the $40 million is not to be spent in the Pilbara, how can it be 
termed a net conservation benefit?   

The Gorgon joint venture is required under the agreement to provide domestic gas to the mainland by 31 
December 2012.  The minister can extend the deadline if he or she wishes.  However, the Government has not 
said what will happen to the gas when it reaches the mainland.  One can only conclude that it does not know or it 
is prepared to leave the question until nearer the time.  If it is proposed that the gas be pumped to the 
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metropolitan area - nothing suggests that the existing pipeline could not cope with the increased demand - there 
may be a need for another pipeline.  One must ask whether the State made a mistake in selling that pipeline.  It 
seems to me that perhaps we did.  The State now has little control over that facility, and it is missing out on 
much-needed revenue on the existing facility for a short-term gain.  Nevertheless, I support the venture in 
principle because I believe it will be a big boost to this State if it is implemented correctly.  I also support the 
concept of stripping the carbon dioxide on Barrow Island, thereby requiring a much smaller facility there, and 
piping the balance to a plant on the mainland, which would surely enhance the advantages for downstream 
industry and for regional development. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.41 pm]:  I will make a few short remarks because I believe the 
Bill has been more than adequately covered by the members from that region and Hon George Cash.  The 
legislation amends the A-class reserve on Barrow Island, deals with the sequestration of the CO2 into a saline 
aquifer and establishes a state agreement for the Gorgon project.  The National Party certainly supports the Bill.  
Obviously the fact that the State of Western Australia will get little, if any, benefit from the project is of serious 
concern to us.  We obviously would like to have seen serious negotiations with the federal Government to allow 
a flow of moneys from royalties and the like to Western Australia or else an opportunity perhaps to place the 
operation in a position in which Western Australia could benefit directly.  However, we support the opportunity 
for Australia to benefit.  In some ways Western Australia will perhaps benefit in the longer term with 
opportunities that will arise. 

I am interested in the discussion that has taken place on the sequestration of carbon dioxide.  I remember being 
in London four years ago and signing an agreement between BP and the State to do with the hydrogen fuel cell 
bus.  Western Australia needs to take up the opportunity provided by hydrogen for the propulsion of vehicles.  I 
drove a hydrogen fuel cell vehicle in Germany.  They certainly run very smoothly.  The result of the chemical 
reaction is that only steam is given off and goes into the atmosphere.  If we could arrive at a situation in which 
we could use hydrogen in that way, I can see some real advantage.  The carbon dioxide that was left as a result of 
the operations in the United Kingdom was pumped into aquifers in the North Sea.  If Western Australia could 
use its gas for a similar outcome, it would be of great benefit.  Certainly in Vancouver hydro-electricity is used 
in a similar process.  Western Australia has an opportunity to put a similar process in place using natural fuel. 

A few weeks ago I met the proponents of the hydrogen fuel cell in the corridors of Parliament House.  I would 
have liked the opportunity to spend more time with them.  However, the project is still active.  The current 
Government is reaping the benefit of some of the work we did in that area.  A hydrogen fuel cell bus has been 
operated in Western Australia and travelled around the streets.  Hydrogen fuel cell buses are operating in 
transport systems in places such as Vancouver and Chicago.  It may be that one day we will see them 
permanently operating here. 

The legislation contains some safeguards for the operation on Barrow Island.  I understand that the legislation 
would have to come back to the Parliament if more than 300 hectares was required.  The people who have been 
looking after Barrow Island since 1966 have certainly done a great job.  Before the environmental tag became 
trendy, they were looking after the island very well.  The joint venturers are committed to providing three 
officers during construction and two officers thereafter, which is more than the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management could possibly commit to due to lack of resources.  A mechanism is in place for those officers 
to be on the job during not only the construction stage, but also thereafter.  It has been pointed out that there 
needs to be an opportunity for local input, and local obligations to provide training and employment 
opportunities in those northern regions.  It would be an absolute tragedy if big projects such as this did not have 
the opportunity for input to that work force.  Contractors and consultants could quite easily provide the 
opportunity for people from the north of the State to get involved. 
I was in Geraldton yesterday listening to the Premier and the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure pointing 
out the value of the developments that were happening there, such as the deepening of the port, the southern 
transport corridor and the road from Leinster to Mt Magnet.  Most of these initiatives were commenced under the 
previous Government, and that was where the vision stopped, because when the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure was asked whether an industrial site would be developed, she hedged her bet by saying that she 
could not give any assurances about where an industrial estate should be placed.  This Government needs to 
understand the future of this project and the opportunities that will unfold.  When Maitland was put in place, the 
first thing that was asked for was a road.  There will be a cost to the State of Western Australia to provide 
infrastructure, and a mechanism needs to be put in place to cover those requirements in the future, especially if 
Western Australia does not receive any benefit.  The proposal must be submitted to the Government by 31 
December 2010 for 200 terajoules a day of natural gas to the mainland.  If that sort of operation is to be put in 
place by that time, there must be some vision about the benefit that can be gained, otherwise we will miss an 
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opportunity there.  Some active marketing must be carried out to gain the benefit from that domestic gas, and 
that is where the Western Australian community must receive some benefit. 
I will not cover a lot of the ground that previous speakers have covered.  The National Party supports this 
venture and would like to see the people of Western Australia get some benefit out of the provision of 
infrastructure in such isolated areas of the State.  It must benefit the local people.  The decision handed down 
today on one vote, one value underlines for country people the value of making the most of opportunities like 
this in the north west and the other far-flung regions of the State.   
HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [2.48 pm]:  Quite obviously, this project will not take place in my 
electorate, but it is an immensely important development.  One cannot help but be a little cynical these days, 
because it has happened so often before that, in the national interest - I do support the national interest - Western 
Australia is to some extent left holding the baby.  When it comes to federal elections, the population of Western 
Australia does not have a great influence on the result.  

I certainly will vote to agree to this project, but I do so with considerable misgivings.  Even though Barrow 
Island is approximately 70 kilometres off the coast, I can see Western Australia picking up the cost if, for 
example, there is a bad accident, which is bound to happen; it always does.  The people involved in an accident 
will be flown to Western Australian hospitals, and so they should; I do not deny that.  However, in a cynical 
way, I can see this State being the loser out of this project.  I can see in the fine print the legality of the federal 
Government saying that the royalties belong to it.  However, morally and in a practical sense, that is not the case.  
Barrow Island is in Western Australian waters.  Western Australia will have to pick up the bill for the 
construction of a lot of infrastructure.  I can see no guarantee that we will even make a profit out of it.   

I believe that whichever political party happens to be the Government in Canberra at the time needs to learn that 
Canberra is a great user of money, but it does not generate anything.  We are continually told the nonsense that 
the federal Government is giving money to the States.  Canberra does not earn anything.  It is all the States’ 
money in the first place.  Nothing is exported from Canberra.  It is just a place of gross extravagance and play-
acting.  From what I have heard today and from what I have read, I do not see many safeguards for the State’s 
expenses in the hope that we may have a financial gain.  I am an optimist by nature, and I hope this State reaps 
some benefit from this project.  Let me use salt as an example.  The federal Government is talking about a 
massive expenditure to reclaim the Murray River basin.  The main food bowl of Australia is not in the Murray 
River basin; it is in Western Australia.  The federal Government is putting virtually nothing into salt reclamation 
etc in this State.  The real financial problem of salt-affected land in this country is in Western Australia.  The 
problem in the east is infinitesimal.  However, all the figures indicate the usual thing - the money will be spent in 
the east and virtually nothing will come to the west.   

I have great fears that the federal Government is using as a legality the fact that Barrow Island is in Australian 
federal waters and therefore it will get all the bounty.  I am concerned, from what I have heard today, that there 
appear to be no guarantees of great benefit to this State.  As Hon Norman Moore said, it may be that the claim 
that it will cost an extra billion dollars-plus to establish the project on the mainland is accurate.  However, the 
Government needs to bear in mind that what seems like a lot of money today will not be a lot years down the 
track, as inflation occurs and various things evolve.  I am probably one of the few members in this House who 
can remember when an ice-cream was tuppence.  Maybe they are chocolate-coated ice-creams now, but the point 
is that what seems like a lot of money today will be relatively small bickies in 10 years.  It makes sense to do a 
bit more homework and have a lot more discussion on this deal.  Obviously it is so potentially brilliant that I 
have no choice but to support the Bill.   

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [2.54 pm]:  I have advocated for a long time that this State should 
move towards an economy based on natural gas as an interim measure, because the world is quite quickly 
running out of hydrocarbons.  However, I have some considerable concerns with this type of legislation, which I 
will run through.  My first concern is the direction in which this State is going.  The Premier and the Prime 
Minister have said what a wonderful thing it is that we are selling billions of dollars worth of natural gas to 
China.  However, absolutely no thought is being given to putting in place a strategic energy use plan for the 
future of this State.  People have the idea that it will keep coming from somewhere.  However, that is not the 
reality.  Energy is the second most important resource in Western Australia, after water.  Unless we deal with it 
extremely carefully, we will get into deep trouble.  I do not mean “we”; we will be okay.  In the time that we are 
here we will be okay.  However, our kids will be in trouble, because in the future people will not be able to 
afford natural gas in Western Australia.  It will all be owned and committed elsewhere.   

As my colleague Hon Robin Chapple has pointed out at other times in this place, countries such as China, which 
are buying these reserves from us at a rapid rate, have huge reserves themselves.  Their reserves are much bigger 
than ours are.  They have no intention of using their reserves at this point when they can buy ours so cheaply.  In 
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five years natural gas will be worth quite a lot more than it is now.  In 10 years it will be worth considerably 
more, and in 20 years, when liquid hydrocarbons run out around the world, the price of that gas will be 
phenomenally higher.  Yet we are rushing at a headlong rate to get the dollar today and to put it in our pocket 
and run away and spend it.  The funny thing is that the Premier is tied to this too, because Western Australia will 
get virtually nothing out of it.  It will get a handful of jobs.  That will be good for the people who get those jobs, 
but where will we be left at the end of all that?  We have not advanced our cause at all.  By putting this proposal 
on Barrow Island, we will get nothing.  The only way we can get something out of it is to bring it to the 
mainland.  It is extraordinarily short-sighted of this Government to be moving down this path.   
What really irks me about all this is this new state agreement.  We enter into one state agreement after another.  
As I said, the second most significant resource in this State is energy.  What are we doing?  We are agreeing to 
pass this legislation while not really knowing the full details of what we are doing, because that is the nature of 
state agreement Acts.  The nature of state agreement Acts is that we are fed some information from the 
Government and the developer, the Premier signs off on a document and we ratify it.  Quite often in the past we 
were given less information than we are getting this time, but should we not be closely examining the ins and 
outs of this deal, which concerns one of the most important resources in this country?  We should find out 
whether it would cost $1.2 billion to bring the project to the mainland, because I do not believe that it would and 
neither do a lot of other people. 
Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  My colleague just said that if, as we proposed earlier in the year - I thought the Labor Party 
considered it to be a reasonable idea once upon a time - we had sent this state agreement Bill to a committee, it 
could have examined these issues.  How much better off will we be by developing this resource today than if we 
were to develop it in 15 years?  I bet that if we were to examine those sorts of issues we would find that the best 
thing to do with the gas is to leave it where it is and begin development in about 15 years.  That is when the 
liquid hydrocarbons around the planet will be running out.  We have given no consideration to that.  The 
Government thinks that because the gas is there, it should sign a contract and take the money and run.  That is 
used-car salesmanship at its worst.  This process is not a proper examination of whether the State will be better 
off.  It demonstrates a pathetic lack of accountability by this Government and by past Governments that did the 
same thing.  

The Greens are not against the development of gas resources; we are for it.  However, we do not support 
squandering those resources for a handful of silver today when they could make us millionaires in the future.  
That resource will be wasted because of our failure to examine energy efficiencies and to take a strategic 
approach to our future energy use.  We are squandering that resource at the expense of our kids and their kids.  
How on earth will we be able to afford to create future water supplies from desalination if the price of energy 
goes through the roof?  The lack of thought that has gone into this deal is appalling.   

I remember at one stage having talks with the proponents of this project about the idea of their investing money 
in growing oil mallees.  When the capacity to sequester carbon in this State to offset some of the CO2 and so on 
was first mentioned, as Hon Norman Moore was told then, the idea of putting it into the underground aquifers or 
formations was uncertain because of the doubt about whether it would stay there.  A range of options was 
examined at that time.  I arranged for some of the representatives of the Oil Mallee Association to get in touch 
with the project proponents to try to achieve a win, win situation that involved developing the gas fields along 
with oil mallee plantations to provide a new industry for this State.  At the same time it would also do something 
about salinity.  If sufficient oil mallees are planted, those deep-rooted plants can reduce the water table.  I do not 
know what has happened to that idea in recent years.  It seems that the carbon is to be pumped into underground 
formations and, I hope, stay there.  It is a very important issue.  The level of CO2 we are talking about is 
massive.  Any sensible person who has closely examined all the latest data on global warming would be deeply 
alarmed because the rate of global climate change is double that which people predicted.  It is occurring at a 
rapid rate.  We must be certain - not reasonably assured - that this carbon injection method will work.  We 
cannot get that by pushing state agreement legislation through this place without going through the detail, talking 
to the experts and then making a decision.  We cannot be certain about this legislation.  I am not certain about it.  
It could be a pile of hogwash, because, as we know, this very same company is being sued in another country at 
the moment because of its poor environmental record - it would not be the first such company.  The company 
might think that it can easily get through this with a few smooth words and at a lesser cost, which is what 
companies do.  However, it is not up to the company to look after the environment; it is up to us.  The only way 
we can do that is by considering the facts; not with some assurances from afar but with proper, detailed 
investigation of the issue.  Hon Norman Moore suggested that some surety for the future in terms of land tenures 
and so on is required.  Surely we might consider alternatives like that rather than rushing ahead and giving the 
okay to something without having the facts behind us, especially with such an important resource that, 
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unfortunately, would have a very severe impact on global climate if this injection method did not work.  We 
need to know these things.  If anybody agrees with this legislation based on the information before us, they are 
not doing their duty for this State.  They are weak and are being carried away with the idea that we all want to be 
good economic managers.  Sure, we want to be good economic managers, but that does not mean taking a 
handful of silver now at the expense of billions of dollars that will be paid out by this State in the future to repair 
the climate damage and the loss of access that may occur or pay for new access to energy resources from other 
places because we have failed to put in place measures to ensure that this State has a strategic energy use policy 
in place that is followed for the next 50 or 60 years until new types of alternative and renewable energy take the 
place of hydrocarbons.  State agreement Acts are anachronisms.  They should never be brought into this House 
again.  I do not agree with this one and I have not agreed with past ones.  Many past state agreement Acts have 
not been great successes and huge environmental issues now face this State because of them.  Vast amounts of 
area are tied up with very little return coming back from many of the past state agreement Acts.  We have not 
maximised the State’s benefits from them.  This has happened because this or the other House of Parliament has 
not properly examined them.  We need a system that is far more rigorous when considering such important 
issues as this one.  I have no objection to the development of the gas fields in this State or to the people doing it, 
although I would rather that there was a larger Australian component of ownership.  However, I object to 
squandering this State’s resources with a blindfold across our eyes, as we are doing here today.  I do not support 
the Bill.  

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [3.10 pm]:  I support the project and the Barrow Island Bill 2003.  I 
first heard about this prospective development in 1989.  I remember the debates and comments about where the 
name came from and all the issues associated with the project.  In those days the talk was about a completely 
different set of joint venturers.  There was even reference to amalgamating the project onto the beach at the 
Burrup peninsula and having another super train there.  The problem was always going to be CO2; in the end, 
that was the killer.  In 1989 the technology could not deal with the amount of CO2 in the gas, which made it not 
viable.  Therefore, I was surprised to hear that the project was going ahead.  I was imagining this huge CO2-
stripping or sulfonyl plant on the island, pumping the gas across to some major extension on the Burrup 
peninsula, and I wondered how that could be viable.  When I heard the proponents were proposing to reinject the 
gas, I was pretty keen to see how this project would proceed, purely from a technical perspective.  Reinjection 
has been around for quite some time; it has made the North West Shelf more viable.  It enabled the North 
Rankine Alpha project to not only maintain production for a lot longer than initially forecast, but also to increase 
production by using gas reinjection to sweep the field and move liquids up into the areas where the wellheads 
could capture them.  That technology is pretty sound.  Reinjecting CO2 and making sure that the gas does not 
creep and seep back up to the surface is a considerable geological effort.  I have spent some time looking into the 
technology behind that process and I am very pleased that those technical problems have been solved, especially 
in this field, which consists of a water aquifer.  The CO2 actually dissolves with the water making it an even 
more stable prospect.  On top of that, the legislation also provides technical reassurance.  The minister of the day 
can stop the project if the proponents are not going to reinject.  Only a very foolish project proponent would 
invest all that money in a project, if it thought there was a high level of risk involved in carrying out that sort of 
CO2 reinjection.  In fact, I do not believe the proponents would attract the investment permitting the project to go 
ahead. 

Why on Barrow Island?  As it turns out, it is located on top of an aquifer, which I must admit is very handy.  
There is a very short transmission link with the wellheads.  It is some 80 nautical miles from the wellheads to 
Barrow Island.  As a result of literally sitting on top of the aquifers, they can inject straight down into the 
substructures.  I am very pleased that the proponents have been asked to comply with a domestic trunkline to 
connect with the main trunkline to Perth.  I will explain in a moment why that is so important.  All projects are 
very marginal.  It is a very competitive environment and it is difficult to attract this type of investment.  Certain 
time frames have to be met.  Once the initial contracts have been signed there will be a rush to attract funds.  
Governments have to support these commercial aspirations because of a thing called deferred production.  When 
a company approaches an investor it says, “We are going to create this project.  There is some certainty in the 
land tenure.  We will be able to start here, finish there and production will be  on this date and, based on that, it 
will be X amount of dollars per barrel over this period of time.”  That is how companies attract investment and 
how investors calculate their return.  Of course, deferring production to the right is an unknown.  Sometimes it 
works favourably; however, given that it is a high-risk area, most times it does not.  A complicated calculation 
exponentially raises the cost of production per barrel for each day production is deferred.  When projects become 
more certain and people are prepared to put their hands in their pockets and invest in Australia, we must meet the 
commercial timetables.   

Members have overstated the value of moving the plant to Maitland.  I would like to have a debate on whether 
we should move it to Boodarie.  Port Headland has missed out on all this.  In fact, I would like to see more 
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industry move there.  I was disappointed by the size of the trunkline to which the Government committed, 
through the advice of its agencies, for the HBI plant.  It should have thought a lot further ahead and considered 
the viability of other projects, especially in the conversion of gas to chemicals industries, and looked at the 
capacity of the trunklines that might be needed to serve that type of industry at Boodarie.  That would have taken 
environmental pressure off the Burrup.  I am still hopeful that the Government is considering those options 
because they would spread some of the local jobs that members have been talking about around the region.  That 
would be good for the region.  The issue shows a problem and a lack of understanding with regards to how all 
the investments are tied in.  It does not matter whether the project is built at Maitland.  The extra jobs that will be 
created when construction of the plant on Barrow is finished will be no different from the Karratha perspective.  
The fact of the matter is that contractors who work in the North West Shelf come from the North Sea, Singapore, 
Italy, the United States and Victoria.  Some people reside there for a few years, but many fly in, fly out all the 
time.  People who travel there regularly know that it is probably the best serviced town by a domestic airline, yet 
it is still hard to get a flight in and out of the place.  There are few permanent jobs in that facility.  If we try to 
force the company to establish its plant at Maitland, the Commonwealth and the State would have to commit a 
large amount of funds for infrastructure that I believe should be put up by the project proponents.  I am not a 
great fan of overly assisting companies to develop resources that they would otherwise develop themselves.   

Hon Norman Moore:  As a matter of interest, no-one is forcing them. 

Hon JON FORD:  I understand that.  It would take some level of persuasion to get a company to move that 
substantial distance from its current location. 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon JON FORD:  From what I have researched, the current costings show it would be unviable because of the 
cost of the infrastructure required for running such a pipeline and having the CO2 plant on the beach.  I do not 
believe it is commercially viable to split the plant and have the reinjection process on the island and other 
infrastructure on the beach.  All such projects normally have shared infrastructure so there would be duplication 
in production, logistics and instrumentation.  As such, it would be necessary for the State and Commonwealth 
Governments to foot the bill in order to convince the company that costs could be brought down to levels that the 
company sees as commercially viable.   

As a north-wester, one of the reasons I got into this job was because I thought we were being ripped off.  I saw a 
strip and take mentality.  Although I was not actually that concerned about people who lived around me - people 
were really doing it hard in Karratha with a big boat in every driveway and company-supplied housing for the 
majority - I was more worried about the struggling communities that do not share in any of the benefits or 
infrastructure, such as Roebourne with its pockets of abject poverty, Onslow, and inland settlements to the north 
and east of the Pilbara.  Local content and participation would greatly assist in that area.  That also requires a 
joint approach; it takes a consistent approach because of sovereign risk from Governments and political parties 
that have the capacity to become a Government.  It does not help attract industry when there are largely varying 
and inconsistent views between the major political parties.  It is very hard to persuade companies to increase 
their local content and participation when fighting on two or three different fronts.  I would like to see the major 
parties at the state and commonwealth level get together with State Governments to develop a common approach 
on how to best take advantage of such opportunities.  If the Commonwealth does not accept the need to give the 
State “their” royalties - as they call them - perhaps it will consider a major increase in the zone rebate allowance 
as assistance in attracting investment and people to the north west.  We have been poor at developing local 
content and participation; we do not have a good record of squeezing the best out of investments for the people 
of Western Australia.   

We have one of the most difficult hard rock mining industries in the world but it is one of the most successful.  
Companies like Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu and Caterpillar use our industry for research and development, but no 
manufacturing plant in Western Australia or anywhere in Australia builds the buckets and hard-facing wear 
components for these vehicles.  They are researched and developed over here and repairs are done here.  
However, the new models that come out of America or Asia incorporate those modifications, and they are sold 
back to us.  That is one example.   

Modular components for the oil and gas industry are built in places like Sambawang rather than Jervoise Bay.  
There is quite a difference between the rates paid to Australians and the rates paid to workers in Sambawang.  
However, I was involved in a project over there, and there is also a six-to-one payout.  That means that every 
hour an Australian works on a job for these sorts of projects is the equivalent of six man hours in Sambawang.  
Production is also deferred because the work is inferior.  Projects are broken up into capitalised and operations 
areas.  The accountants for the construction side do not care about the operations aspect.  They simply want to 
come under the bottom line that was quoted for the capital portion of the work.  They do not care about the 
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operations, and the operations side wears that expenditure.  The capital accountants care only that the project was 
built under budget; not that it was six months behind schedule.  A lot of work must be done to nurture industry.   

Having said that, this project will play a major part in nurturing that industry.  It may not result in a huge number 
of local jobs.  I think the figure is about 170 jobs; it will help 170 families in the north west, which is not 
insignificant.  However, many more jobs in Welshpool, Victoria and South Australia are reliant on this project.  
We must consider the national level, although I would like that industry to be diversified and located in the north 
west.  I would also like agencies to locate there and for there to be an increase in locally-based traineeships.  
However, if we do not let this project go ahead, it will happen somewhere else.  This project will give us the 
opportunity locally and nationally to maintain our industries and increase our skill base so that we have capacity.  
We must be able to say to companies that we can supply the level of skills that are required.  At the moment 
there is a huge skills shortage.  I understand that different companies and organisations are inducing overseas 
labour into Australia and Western Australia to assist in these projects.  That is an absolute nonsense in the light 
of the project dollars that are here.  We need to argue not over this specific project but about how we can best 
assist our industries now that these projects are here to maximise the opportunities for everybody.  We especially 
want to maximise the opportunities for those in the Pilbara and those who cannot directly participate in those 
projects, such as those people who live in abject poverty in the northern part of my electorate.   

In response to Hon Jim Scott’s argument, the pipeline to the beach to join the main trunkline is important and 
necessary to mitigate the risks to the State and those companies and energy generators that rely on that gas.  At 
the moment we are at a high level of risk, in my view, because we have only a single trunkline and a single 
major producer.  This is the only project that exists at the moment that has the potential capacity to inject into 
that supply line should there be a major failure upstream on the Burrup Peninsula.  Of course down the track we 
should probably look at having a second trunkline.  This project also avoids the need to make a major investment 
to mitigate the risk by putting a liquids-to-gas conversion plant into somewhere like Bunbury.  This project will 
have all sorts of significant benefits for the State.  Although I welcome the general debate, the benefits of this 
project for this State and Australia have been understated.  This will be a very good project for Western 
Australia, and I support it.   

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [3.31 pm]:  I oppose the Barrow Island Bill.  I want to talk 
specifically about the biodiversity aspects that this Bill raises.  The long title of the Bill is -  

An Act -  

•  to ratify, and authorise the implementation of, an agreement between the State and the 
Gorgon joint venturers relating to a proposal to undertake offshore production of natural gas 
and other petroleum and a gas processing and infrastructure project on Barrow Island; the 
agreement having been entered into having regard to the need to minimise environmental 
disturbance on Barrow island (a class A nature reserve) and providing for the support of 
conservation programs relating to Barrow Island and other parts of the State; 

•  to make provisions to enable Barrow Island (but no more than 300 ha in total of uncleared 
land) to be used, under the Land Administration Act 1997, for gas processing project 
purposes;  

•  to make provisions as to the conveyance and underground disposal of carbon dioxide 
recovered during gas processing on Barrow Island, 

and for incidental purposes.   
I want to talk about the likely impact of this project on one of two of the largest islands off the Western 
Australian coastline.  Before I was elected to the Parliament, my job was to deal with conservation issues on the 
coast in particular.  That gave me the opportunity to develop a deeper understanding of the value of the islands 
off the coast of Western Australia and their enormous conservation significance.  We know that Western 
Australia is a biodiversity hot spot anyway, despite the fact that the mainland has suffered significant impacts 
from the consequences of European settlement, the changes in land use, the introduction of weeds, the changes 
in fire regimes and the more widespread occurrence of fires, and introduced species, particularly predators such 
as foxes and cats.  The islands off the coastline of Western Australia have enormous significance in providing 
refuges for a number of species that have become extinct on the mainland.  Along with Barrow Island, Birnier 
Island is also of great significance.  Barrow Island is currently an A-class nature reserve.  It is no coincidence 
that Barrow Island has been given this status, and in a while I will give some of the history of the establishment 
of Barrow Island as an A-class nature reserve.  The status of A-class nature reserve is not given lightly.  I remind 
members that an A-class nature reserve actually has a higher level of conservation significance than a national 
park.  Many people do not understand that the highest level of protection and recognition of an area’s 
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conservation value is to give it an A-class status.  Under the Conservation and Land Management Act, it is not 
permissible to place on A-class nature reserves any facilities or structures that are not used for conservation.  
Nothing can be built on an A-class nature reserve and it cannot be interfered with in any way that would 
compromise its conservation values.  
I will elaborate for members some of those values.  Barrow Island is about 70 kilometres off the north west coast 
of Western Australia.  Rising sea levels separated Barrow Island from the mainland between approximately 
6 000 and 7 000 years ago.  It was “discovered” by Europeans in 1818.  The island was under relatively little 
pressure to be used for grazing because it had so few permanent waterholes.  The relative absence of human 
intervention allowed Barrow Island to maintain its environmental values.  In 1910 it was declared an A-class 
nature reserve.  This classification is the highest form of conservation protection available in Western Australia.  
The island came to prominence when it was featured in Harry Butler’s In the Wild programs shown on the ABC 
in the early 1970s.  It has also been under the sustainability microscope since the 1950s when developers were 
allowed strictly controlled access to the nature reserve to explore for oil.  Over 800 wells have been drilled since 
drilling began in 1964.  Today, 455 of those wells still produce oil.  There has not yet been a comprehensive, 
independent study to assess whether the presence of the oil field has jeopardised the sensitive area or whether it 
has the potential to do so.   
Although there are signs of degradation on the island, it can be said that its ecology has remained relatively 
unharmed by feral animals and weeds, which are the scourge of mainland ecosystems.  In many ways, Barrow 
Island is a living record of how parts of mainland Australia might have been prior to European occupation.  To 
date, 350 plant species have been recorded on Barrow Island.  The vegetation on the island is not only very 
different from the vegetation found in the Pilbara but also from vegetation found on any other island off the 
Pilbara cost.  Despite the oil industry’s existing quarantine procedure, 13 environmental weed species are known 
to have reached the island.  Six or seven species have been contained but still remain.  Barrow Island’s main 
asset is its terrestrial and subterranean fauna.  The proposal for carbon sequestration is likely to impact heavily 
on subterranean fauna.  The current absence of cats, foxes and black rats has allowed the island to remain a 
haven for a number of species that are extinct or whose populations have declined on the mainland.  Barrow 
Island supports 14 forms of terrestrial mammals, six of which have special federal and/or state recognition as 
threatened species.  These include the Barrow Island boodie - or the burrowing bettong - the Barrow Island 
golden bandicoot, the Barrow Island spectacled hare-wallaby, the Barrow Island euro, the black-footed rock 
wallaby and the Barrow Island mouse.  None of those species, with the exception of the black-footed rock 
wallaby, exists anywhere else in the world.  Barrow Island is the only home of the Barrow Island black and 
white fairy-wren, which is on the federal and state threatened species lists.  More than 100 other bird species 
have been reported on the island, of which 32 are known to breed there.  Eleven of the 28 species of subterranean 
fauna, such as the Barrow Island millipede, are listed under the Wildlife Conservation Act.  A comprehensive 
study of species and of the distribution of subterranean invertebrates on Barrow Island has never been 
undertaken and is urgently needed.   
Barrow Island’s marine environment is home to mangroves and regionally significant coral communities.  Some 
of these systems are likely to be especially protected within the proposed Barrow-Montebello marine 
conservation reserve.  It seems highly ironic that we are likely to declare a marine conservation reserve with a 
large gas industry in the middle of it.   
I also want to delve a little more into the history of the reservation of Barrow Island as an A-class reserve.  It is 
significant and indicates that the incredible importance of islands, particularly Barrow Island, has been 
recognised since the turn of the century.  I quote an article that appeared in The Greener Times of October 2003 
written by Sue Graham-Taylor who is the President of the Conservation Council of Western Australia and a 
historian of some note.  She wrote - 

In 1904 geologist G C Shortridge visited Western Australia.  Over three years he built up an extensive 
zoological and entomological collection from Western Australian for the British Museum.   

Before he left in 1907, Shortridge spoke widely.  His message was clear: “animals are dying out here as 
fast as Aboriginals - both are fading before the products of a tougher civilisation.”  He noted the 
increase in vermin in the State - the rabbit, the rat, the dog and above all the feral cat.  He noted too the 
rapid extinction of indigenous animals.   

Shortridge appealed to Western Australia to set aside reserves in which the fauna of the State could be 
preserved.  In particular he examined Barrow and Bernier Islands and stated: 

Suitable for the protection of fauna along the Western Australian coast is Barrow Island, off Onslow, 
on which there are at present a very large number and variety of animals, particularly because none 
found there are known to exist on the mainland.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 13 November 2003] 

 p13030c-13064a 
Hon George Cash; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Norman Moore; Hon John Fischer; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon 

Paddy Embry; Hon Jim Scott; Hon Jon Ford; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Ken Travers 

 [34] 

He saw a commercial return in the reservation: in the course of time, the Government should build 
houses on these islands, so that they would be able to accommodate the large number of naturalists and 
scientific men of the world who would be only too eager to visit them and become acquainted with the 
habits and customs of these rare and peculiar animals in their native state . . . such an establishment 
would prove a great advertisement for Western Australia.   

. . .  

In 1907, the Director of the WA Museum, Bernard Woodward, also argued for more reserves in a 
lecture to the WA Natural History Society.  He pointed out that everywhere in the east, naturalists were 
deploring the rapidly diminishing numbers if not the total extinction of many animals that were plentiful 
a few years before.  Woodward told of the McLeay Museum at Sydney University, where there were 
many Western Australian species, collected by McMaster in 1868, that by 1907 had totally disappeared 
and thus could never be represented in the WA Museum.   
Barrow Island was at this time reserved for a future lock hospital for Aboriginal people with venereal 
disease and the pastoral lease over the Island had been cancelled.   
On reading the report of Shortridge’s talk, the Under Secretary wrote to the Chief Inspector of Fisheries 
asking what could be done to protect the State’s valuable fauna.  The reply told him of the power under 
the Game Act to set aside a reserve for native game, and the prohibition on killing of any animal on 
such a reserve.  It outlined the difficulty of trying to do this with Aboriginal people living on the Island, 
as they would hunt the wildlife.  As a result, the Island was declared a reserve for native game under the 
Game Act and gazetted on 2 August 1907.  All shooting of wildlife was strictly prohibited.   

In the following year the President of the Natural History Society, Dr Cleland, wrote to the Premier on 
behalf of the members as well as “on behalf of all scientific men not only in Australia, but throughout 
the world and of all lovers of nature”.  He asked for the proclamation of Barrow Island as an “absolute 
fauna and flora reserve for all time”.   

We feel that the time has come when Western Australia must do its utmost to preserve from absolute 
extinction some of its many rare and unique animals in suitable localities adequately guarded from the 
vandal.  This is a duty we owe not only to ourselves, but to posterity, for whom we hold in trust the 
natural resources of our State. 
Even as the Government pondered this persuasive request, the Island was still not safe.  E and A Hall 
sought their pastoral lease back as the island was no longer to be used as a lock hospital.  A Mr Barron 
Rodway sought the use of the island for a turtle lease.  In late 1909 the Colonial Secretary wrote to the 
Minister for Lands, stating that he concurred with the views of the Natural History Society that Barrow 
Island possessed some unique specimens of flora and fauna that did not exist in any other part of the 
world.  He asked for its protection for all time in an A class Reserve.   
In February 1910, reserve 11648, Barrow Island, was declared a Permanent Class A Reserve under the 
Permanent Reserves Act for the protection of flora and fauna.   
The significance of the Island had by now been well established. 

That reference is to 1910.  The article continues - 
However, the threats to the Island and its unique flora and fauna continued.  After the First World War 
discharged soldiers and others sought use of the Island for pastoralism.  
Support of the Chief Inspector of Fisheries and the Under Secretary and Minister for Lands ensured the 
protection of the Island and the refusal, in 1919, of the applications for pastoral leases.  Applications for 
the use of the island continued through the 1920s and the 1930s and on each occasion the Chief 
Inspector of Fisheries advised that in the interests of the flora and fauna of the island, no grazing rights 
were granted.   

Increasing threats emerged in the 1950s.  Bomb testing in the area in 1952 led to calls for the island’s 
protection, as did the arrival of geologists in their search for oil. 

I will move forward in the article to where the author states - 

In May 1966, Wapet announced that it would develop the Island commercially, but wished to be 
assured of the legality of the permit and licence in view of the A-Class Reserve status of the Island.  
The Petroleum Act 1936 was amended on a number of occasions in order to allow Wapet to produce oil 
under favourable conditions and to ensure that concessions were made to reflect company’s concerns.  
Nevertheless, the A-Class status of the island was not relinquished, and all concessions had time limits.   
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Conclusions  
In creating an A-Class Reserve on Barrow Island, scientists and Government alike had been in 
agreement that the aim was to maintain the indigenous fauna “for all time for the benefit of the people 
of this State”.  It was made clear that it was not to be for the use of one company or private person, but 
should be preserved for future generations and was of international significance.   

Over the past 100 years, successive State governments acted strongly to protect its A-class status.  The 
agreement to allow oil exploration and production on the Island was a response to an imperative to 
discover oil and a source of wealth for the State and for Australia.  In exploring and developing the 
Barrow Island field, the companies involved have had dream conditions and endless concessions.   

There is evidence that the Island has been cared for but in the context of an oilfield not in the way early 
scientists and governments intended.  There have been impacts, despite the relatively small scope of the 
footprint to date.  The major problems that have appeared over the years concern the growing network 
of roads, difficulty in access to the Island for relevant agencies, the numbers of animal road kill, 
quarantine breaches and the lack of scientific research.  There has been no independent assessment of 
the state of the Island, or the environmental impacts of its use as an oilfield over the past 40 years.  
There has been a lack of archaeological and anthropological research to date.  There has been little 
transparency, consistency or openness in terms of the public provision of scientific information.  We 
still have limited scientific knowledge of the island.   

The Gorgon project is unlike anything ever proposed for the Island.  It is bigger, its use of the Island 
more intensive AND it is unnecessary.  Unlike the 1950s and 1960s, when oil had to be developed on 
the island there are alternative sites for gas processing the only imperative is profit and there is no going 
back.   

Governments of the past have maintained its status as an A-class reserve and promised the people of 
Western Australia that it would be returned when the oil was depleted.  It is time now to hand Barrow 
Island back for future generations so that the vision of those who argued for its protection can be 
realised. 

With the passage of this Bill we are considering the possibility of the extinction of the 24 animals that exist on 
Barrow Island and nowhere else in the world.  That might sound like a dramatic statement, but we know from 
the activities that have occurred on the island that quarantine breaches have occurred.  We know that the 
likelihood of further breaches is greatly increased with the increased use and the increased number of people 
accessing the island.  We know that this project could go onto the mainland.  We know that ChevronTexaco has 
estimated that it will cost an additional $1 billion, which may sound like a large sum, but it is only 0.65 per cent 
of the value of the total greater Gorgon reserves and minuscule in relation to the overall project.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Probably a lot more minuscule than that. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Indeed.  Why should one of the conservation jewels of the State be traded off for 
economic gains, especially when it is not the only option?  It is abundantly apparent to me and the vast majority 
of the conservation-minded people in this State that the Government’s support for this proposal on Barrow Island 
is the most stark example of the Government’s rhetoric on sustainability being just that - rhetoric.  We know that 
the proposal as presented has been opposed by the Environmental Protection Authority and the Conservation 
Commission.  The Environmental Protection Authority’s bulletin No 1101, which is not a full assessment of the 
proposal but rather an assessment of the social, economic and strategic aspects, stated that the proposal is 
unacceptable due to Barrow Island’s unique conservation value.  Whatever happens to this Bill - unfortunately it 
will very likely have passage through this place - this project must still be assessed by the Environmental 
Protection Authority in Western Australia, which I can only assume will be consistent in its assessment and 
again find the project environmentally unacceptable.  It must also be assessed under commonwealth 
environmental legislation.  As much as we understand that this Bill provides for an excision of 300 hectares, it is 
highly likely that pressure will be great to collocate other industries adjacent to the gas processing facility, if it 
goes ahead.  It is almost inevitable that if this proposal goes ahead, it will not be the limit of further industrial 
expansion on the A-class nature reserve.   

I will touch briefly on the issue of the carbon dioxide emissions.  I will not go into much detail, because I 
understand my colleague has already discussed it in some depth.  The potential emission from the proposed 
project is 8.1 million tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum.  Even if geosequestration, which is a component of 
the proposal, is successful, the project will still be generating 3.3 million tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum.  
Geosequestration is an interesting development, and I am hopeful that it will be successful and will have its place 
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in reducing the impact of greenhouse gas emissions.  However, even in the best case scenario this project will 
still produce 3.3 million tonnes per annum of additional carbon dioxide.  

I will talk a bit more about the likely increase in the impact on the environment of the island as a result of the 
proposal.  A huge work force will be required to build the facility; a manyfold increase in the level of human 
activity currently occurring on Barrow Island.  This activity is one of the main threats posed to the 24 known 
types of animals, including five species of mammals, that live nowhere else but on Barrow Island.  Put simply, 
with people comes the risk of weeds and diseases that could wipe out the island’s environmental values forever.  
Presently, more than 150 barge movements occur each year, and only 150 people live on the island at any one 
time.  This relatively low level of activity has led to 27 reported breaches of quarantine, resulting in the 
introduction of eight known environmental weeds, four of which remain on Barrow Island.  In recent years it has 
also been necessary to implement eradication programs for black rats, house mice and European bees.  The 
Gorgon proposal estimates that 861 barge movements and 52 307 personnel movements per annum will be 
required to build the new facilities.  This will dramatically increase the probability of pests and weeds arriving 
on the island.  Indeed, the Environmental Protection Authority considers that weed or pest invasion is virtually 
certain.  Gorgon proposes that the bulk of the work done on the construction phase will be done by temporary 
contractors.  The EPA warns that this transitory work force will be unable to meet appropriate quarantine 
standards - standards that even the current permanent employees on Barrow Island have been unable to meet.  
Barrow Island has existing infestations of buffel grass and kapok and, thus far, these weeds have proved 
impossible to eradicate.  The eradication of further invasive species such as ants, mice and rats could prove 
impossible to undertake without irreversibly damaging Barrow Island’s native species and ecosystems.  The 
potential for disease-causing pathogens that could kill native animals and plants also is very worrying.  A disease 
like the virus that caused kangaroo blindness disease would have the potential to quickly devastate Barrow 
Island.   

My colleague Hon Jim Scott briefly raised an issue that I also will elaborate on; that is, the environmental 
credentials and record of ChevronTexaco, which of course is one of the joint venture partners in the Gorgon 
project.  I will quote from an article of Friday, 9 May 2003 by Inter Press Service, volume 11, No 82.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I seek leave to table this document.   

Leave granted.  [See paper No 1666.] 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The article states -  

Attorneys representing some 30,000 Ecuadorian Indians have filed a billion-dollar lawsuit against 
ChevronTexaco Corporation in Ecuador’s Oriente region in a case that could greatly boost the power of 
local courts in developing countries to hear complaints involving multi-national corporations.  The case, 
which was filed in the oil town of Lago Agrio, charges that ChevronTexaco systematically destroyed 
the environment and homeland of a number of rainforest peoples through massive dumping of billions 
of gallons of highly toxic wastewater and crude oil from 1971 to 1992.  In addition, the company left 
behind nearly 350 open waste pits, some just a few feet from the homes of residents, that sickened and 
killed hundreds of people and animals over the past three decades, claims the lawsuit.   

I will not quote it in full, but a little further on the article states -  

Over 20 years, the firm dumped almost 500 million barrels of wastewater containing crude oil and 
cancer-causing heavy metals, in addition to the open pits it left behind.  “We believe that what 
ChevronTexaco did in the Ecuador rainforest was not only negligent, but might rise to the level of 
reckless behaviour,” said Joseph Kohn, another of the plaintiffs’ attorneys.  “The company claims it 
was fine because it did not violate any of Ecuador’s laws at the time, but, at the time, Ecuador had no 
environmental laws governing oil extraction because it had no oil industry.”   

I am greatly concerned about the companies that this State chooses to do business with, and I think it would be in 
the Government’s interests to check that particular story.   

I will conclude by reinforcing my earlier comments that this proposal for an expansion of the oil and gas industry 
on Barrow Island is a test of the State Government’s commitment to sustainability.  There is no other conclusion 
than that the Labor Party has abandoned its commitment in this area by pre-empting any environmental 
protection assessment of the island with the passage of this Bill at this point, prior to the environmental 
assessment by both the state Environmental Protection Authority and the commonwealth Department of the 
Environment and Heritage.  I am very interested to know what the scenario would be if the environmental 
protection authorities concluded that this project was not environmentally acceptable, and what the situation 
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would be for the State Government as a result of the passage of this Bill ahead of that recommendation.  I want 
to remind members of the Labor Party in particular of some of the things that were said in Labor’s environmental 
platform for the last election.  Under the section headed “Labor’s Vision for our Environment” it states - 

Maintaining and conserving our environment is essential to ensure the quality of life we enjoy will be 
passed on to future generations.  To do this, Labor understands that we must encourage the growth of 
ecologically sustainable industries for job creation. 

Only a Labor Government is able to meet the challenge of protecting our environmental heritage and 
implementing truly sustainable economic growth for all Western Australians to share - now and for the 
future. 

In the light of that statement it is my view and the view of both the Environmental Protection Authority and the 
Conservation Commission of Western Australia that this proposal is inconsistent with maintaining the values of 
a nature reserve and of this nationally significant class A nature reserve in particular.  The approval falls foul of a 
clear election promise to not allow further exploration or mining in national parks or nature reserves.  We are 
seeing the same old approach that we have seen with previous Labor Governments; that is, when there is the 
potential for development to occur in an area that has already been designated as part of the conservation estate, 
they simply chop a bit out.  It is kind of a Swiss cheese approach to conservation, which entirely lacks 
credibility.  Rudall River is an example that comes to mind.  An enormous number of people in this State 
appreciate the importance of our conservation estate and recognise the enormous responsibility we have to 
protect the biodiversity that resides in this State.  To simply cut chunks out of the most significant areas of 
conservation estate because a company claims that it is not willing to spend an extra 0.65 per cent of its overall 
budget for a project to take that proposal on land -  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I quoted the figures earlier. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Of its budget or the reserves? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The total value of the project. 

Hon Ken Travers:  That is different from the budget.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Sorry.  I meant of the total value of the reserve.  That is unacceptable.  What I find most 
depressing about this debate is that the Gallop Government had a welcome but easy win in its decision to oppose 
the development at Mauds Landing.  We obviously support that outcome.  I am not downplaying the value of the 
Ningaloo Reef, but the actual threat to biodiversity that this project poses, and which is clearly imminent, is on a 
totally different scale from that of the proposal at Mauds Landing.  However, this Government is rushing ahead 
and saying that it is acceptable to jeopardise 24 species that are found nowhere other than on Barrow Island 
before knowing what the environmental assessment will be.  I find that utterly extraordinary.  It is doubly tragic 
because, unlike the many people who visit Ningaloo Reef, most people will probably never visit Barrow Island.  
I have had the good fortune of making a brief visit.  It is an extraordinary place and it has an exceptional role to 
play as one of the few places in Western Australia where fauna populations still survive that have become extinct 
on the mainland.  It is unacceptable to put that at risk for a short-term gain relative to the scale of the project.  It 
will be judged to be unacceptable in the future.  I am convinced that it is inevitable that species will be lost from 
Barrow Island.  

The most appalling thing about this Bill is that it is not even necessary.  This development could occur in some 
shape or form but not on Barrow Island.  It is a scandal that this Government can attend an international 
conference on sustainability and brag about its commitment to and understanding of sustainability and then, in 
the next breath, throw its weight behind a proposal on one of the most significant fauna reserves in this State.  

Hon Robin Chapple:  And in this country.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes; and internationally.  It beggars belief that the Premier can, as I say, promote a 
heritage icon approach in this State without having any understanding of the science or the strategies that are 
required to genuinely put this State on a sustainable footing with its ecological outcomes.  I am lost for words to 
describe the recklessness of this move, not least that the Government indicated its support so early and heartily 
and will almost inevitably ignore or override any scientific advice about its impact.  I oppose the Bill.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [4.07 pm]:  We should know that, globally, any agreement between a 
Government and a private entity concerning fossil fuels over a long period is extremely unwise.  We are aware 
of what happened to this State, even on a minute scale, as a result of long-term take-or-pay agreements for the 
purchase of coal.  We know that part of that problem was due to internal, national and international expectations 
of Governments to do the right thing with fossil fuels.  Given the international situation, the potential - I hope - 
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for signing the Kyoto Protocol, the nature of the world economy and the enormous potential in future for the lack 
of availability of fossil fuels, it is extremely unwise for a State Government to enter into an agreement like this 
without the most careful consideration.  It is also extremely unwise for this House to allow this process to occur 
without insisting on far greater scrutiny.  From a purely economic view, it does not look like a good deal for the 
local community, the surrounding region, the State or Australia, especially in the medium-to-long term.  I concur 
with my colleagues about the ecological costs, the lack of integrity in the choices that appear to have been made 
and the race to make a decision without proper scrutiny.  Unfortunately, through the Office of Major Projects 
and its previous emanations, the history in Western Australia has been that the bigger the project, the less the real 
scrutiny.  That also appears to be the case for this project.  I agree with my colleagues; we should not be voting 
on this Bill at this time with this inadequate level of real scrutiny.   

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.12 pm]:  I thank the many members 
who have made comments today about the Bill and I welcome the comments made by those who have supported 
it.  Individual members raised many questions.  Early on in the piece, by way of interjection, I asked Hon George 
Cash whether he wanted me to address the questions during the second reading debate or the committee stage.  It 
is not my intention to address every one of the many questions.  I expect that we will have the opportunity to go 
through some of the more detailed questions during the committee stage.  However, I want to address the 
broader structural issues - for want of a better term - about the Bill, the need for the Bill and the policy issues on 
why it is important to have the Bill as it is structured in the House this afternoon.   
The first thing one needs to consider is that often in these sorts of matters windows of opportunity come along.  
There is no doubt that at the moment there is a window of opportunity for gas sales, particularly in Asia but also 
across North America and other markets around the world.  The question is: does this State want to take those 
opportunities?  That is why this Government has gone through a process to determine whether the proposals 
being put forward by the Gorgon joint venture are acceptable to the State.  To do that, the Government entered 
into what was one of the most thorough environmental, social and economic processes that have occurred on 
these sorts of matters. 
Hon Dee Margetts:  Come now!   
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The member should tell me about a process that has been more thorough for these 
matters in Western Australia.   
At the end of that process, the Government agreed to bring forward this Bill, which establishes a framework of 
rights and obligations for the parties to facilitate a major project in Western Australia.  The project will still be 
required to go through the environmental approval process.  The framework for addressing many of the issues 
raised by Hon George Cash is contained within the legislation.  As Hon George Cash mentioned, with many of 
these issues, the science is constantly evolving as we speak.  Therefore, one can provide only the framework in 
which those matters can be addressed.  Within the Bill and the agreement that is appended in its schedule, that 
framework clearly sets out how the State can move forward, and, as the proponents put the project together, 
assess each and every one of those matters.   
Hon George Cash:  Does that mean we are being invited to agree without knowing?   
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, the member is invited to agree to the process by which it moves forward.  I contrast 
that comment to the comments made today by the Leader of the Opposition who indicated that he would be 
happy to give security to the proponents on the use of Barrow Island and that all we should be doing at this stage 
is telling them that they can use Barrow Island.  The Government has a different view to that.  If Barrow Island 
is to be used, it should be because it is the place on which one can sequester and because Barrow Island is the 
only viable option available at the moment.   
Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 
[Continued on page 13073.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
 


