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BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 22 April. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [12.33 pm]: When I last spoke on the Barrow Island 
Amendment Bill 2015, I was referring to debate in the other chamber that occurred in October 2003 and to 
comments by the then Leader of the Opposition, Hon Colin Barnett. I think I touched on this briefly yesterday 
but not within the context of liquefied natural gas. The first gas exports from the North West Shelf were in 1989. 
At that stage they ran at about 7.6 million tonnes per annum. The gas industry has expanded quite dramatically. I 
identified yesterday that our reserves are at about two per cent, but Western Australia is one of the largest LNG 
producers. In fact, 11 countries currently produce LNG. Western Australia ranks third when it comes to LNG 
production. In total, Australia currently produces about 30 billion cubic metres a year. Malaysia is a bit above us, 
at 32 billion cubic metres a year; Qatar is at 105; Nigeria is at 22; Indonesia is at 22; Trinidad and Tobago is at 
19; Algeria and Russia are at 14; Oman is at 11; Brunei is at 9.5; and the United Arab Emirates is at only 7.4. We 
must read into that, although Western Australia is a huge exporter, that curve that I have almost articulated 
actually reverses when we look at reserves. The United Arab Emirates probably has some of the most significant 
gas reserves anywhere in the world, but it does not need to convert to LNG; it just pipes it. 

During the debate in 2003, Hon Colin Barnett stated — 

Last year, a contract was signed to export liquefied natural gas from the North West Shelf to 
Guangdong in China. All those steps were milestones. I say with sincerity: if the development of the 
Gorgon gas reserves takes place it will be one of the most important milestones in the brief history of 
the petroleum industry in this State. The oil and gas industry in Australia is predominantly a Western 
Australian industry. Why are we apologetic about that? We dominate. We should be leading the charge, 
not taking a back seat. WA produces 57 per cent of Australia’s oil and 54 per cent of Australia’s gas. 
We probably have 80 per cent of the nation’s gas reserves off the Western Australian coast; a gas 
reserve that is now estimated to be 120 trillion cubic feet. 

I understand that figure has almost doubled since that speech was made — 

To put that in perspective, when I became Minister for Resources Development in 1993, the proven 
reserves were 79 trillion cubic feet. In a little over a decade they amount to 120 trillion cubic feet. It is 
the largest undeveloped gas resource in the Asia-Pacific region. 

That was slightly wrong because our Asian neighbours have some of the largest reserves — 

It is Australia’s most valuable natural resource for development. Western Australian Governments need 
to understand that and to use that leverage; that has not happened. 

He goes on to talk about the Gorgon project directly. This is a point I want to make — 

To understand the Gorgon project dealt with in this agreement Bill, members need to understand 
something about LNG. The North West Shelf exports 7.6 million tonnes of LNG a year, which is 
valued at a little under $3 billion. This State has huge reserves and could potentially be exporting 20 to 
30 million tonnes of LNG within the next 15 years. 

The Premier actually got it right—that is spot-on. That is roughly what Western Australia currently exports — 

However, there are a few things that need to be said about the LNG industry. What is LNG? 

I think I have explained this a bit myself — 

It is natural gas, which is predominantly methane—CH4—that is chilled down to about minus 
170 degrees and turned into a liquid. 

Its volume diminishes enormously as the gas is compressed, and then it can be exported by ship. The speech 
continues — 

When it arrives at its destination the process is reversed. It is warmed up, it expands and it becomes a 
natural gas vapour again. 

That is, back to being CH4 — 

The process is not particularly sophisticated in concept; it is a giant refrigeration process. However, that 
process of cooling the gas down to a liquid and exporting it by sea rather than transporting it by pipeline 
is relatively new. 
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In that context, we know that America is developing a number of LNG outlets. The LNG industry has expanded 
around the world. When the Barrow Island Bill 2003 was being debated, there were six or seven LNG export 
hubs in the world. There are now up to 11. The Hansard of 14 October 2003 continues — 

The first LNG trade in the world was in 1964 from Algeria to the United Kingdom—a French company 
was involved. The first Asia–Pacific trade was in 1972 from Alaska, of all places, to Japan. It is a select 
club. It is a young industry and there are relatively few players. I have not got the latest figures, but in 
1996 there were only nine exporting nations and eight importing nations. New exporters such as Nigeria 
are entering the market, as are new importers such as China. However, it is still a small number … 

He later referred to the values of Barrow Island, and continues — 

As I said, Barrow Island was established as an A-class nature reserve in 1910. It has state, national and 
international significance. There is no doubt about that. It has been described as an ark off the 
Australian continent. It has unique biodiversity; at least 24 species in that area that are not found 
anywhere else in the world. They are rare and endangered. It is a truly unique environment. The 
Conservation Commission of Western Australia has stated — 

… Government should not approve the location, construction and operation of any gas 
processing plant on Barrow Island Nature Reserve. 

That is the Government’s Conservation Commission. Similarly, the Environmental Protection Authority 
has advised against development on Barrow Island on environmental and conservation grounds. Even 
during question time today, the Premier carried on about Mauds Landing. 

It further reads — 

Mauds Landing is a piece of scrub but Barrow Island is a protected and unique environment with rare 
and endangered species. Even though the Conservation Commission and the EPA have stated clearly 
the development should not take place on Barrow Island, as a former resources minister I recognise the 
performance of ChevronTexaco as an oil producer on that island under the banner of Western 
Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd for some 40 years. 

It is interesting that last year was the fiftieth year that WAPET, and subsequently Chevron, has been operating 
on the island. He also highlights the point that I made yesterday about WAPET. It reads — 

It managed and protected the island. Other islands have had infestations of weeds, rats and cats that 
have damaged the native flora and fauna. 

He refers to Chevron—I like to refer to WAPET as it was in those days—and says — 

Chevron has done a good job. I have told it that I have confidence in its ability to manage an LNG 
project on Barrow Island. It has a proven record and it has the scientific and managerial expertise and 
resources to manage a project on that island. I do not doubt its ability; I have said publicly that it could 
do it on Barrow Island. 

Unfortunately, as we have already heard, that statement was wrong, because a significant number of invasive 
species are on the island as a result of the Gorgon development. The major part of what he had to say reads as 
follows — 

To their credit, they went away and investigated the geology of Barrow Island. They are now confident 
that they can inject the CO2. That will allow the development of the Gorgon gas reserve to take 
place, — 

As I said, Gorgon gas is significantly high in CO2—one of the highest in the world. The Hansard continues — 

and at the same time it will avoid the need for massive amounts of CO2 to be vented into the 
atmosphere. 

At that stage we were talking about geosequestering all of the CO2, whereas now we are geosequestering some 
14 per cent of that CO2, so the situation has changed. The Hansard continues - 

That is a good reason for the development to be on Barrow Island. However, does the whole project 
need to be on Barrow Island? That is the point. The gas from the Gorgon reserves, which are some 
80 kilometres to the east of Barrow Island, can be brought onshore to Barrow Island. The CO2 can then 
be stripped out and reinjected into the reservoir. The remaining methane and other molecules can then 
be taken onshore to the mainland through an extension of the pipeline. 
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There is a technical and environmental case for stripping the CO2 from the gas at Barrow Island and 
reinjecting it into Barrow Island. However, there is no technical reason that the LNG plant—or, indeed, 
any future gas processing plants—needs to be on Barrow Island. 

Hon Ken Travers: Are those your words or are you quoting someone? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am quoting the Premier from 14 October, 2003. 

Hon Ken Travers: It sounded very familiar, so I wanted to check it was a quote. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is definitely his quote. 

Hon Ken Travers: I think you and he used to be on the unity ticket together. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is right. 

The Hansard continues — 

That would minimise the environmental impact on Barrow Island. An LNG plant is a helluva large 
plant. Anyone who has been to Barrow Island will know that there are not many hills there. It will be a 
very large structure. Everyone will see it. A CO2 stripping and reinjecting facility would be a far smaller 
structure and could stand by itself. The gas could then be brought onshore to the mainland. 

What he touched on there was really important. Those who have followed the Gorgon gas development would 
know that at the time of the proposal, a company called Sasol Chevron, which shared the same office with 
Chevron just up the road from here, was also planning to go to the island. I refer to an article in the Prospect of 
March-May 2002 that is headed “GTL project will generate massive benefits for Australia”. It reads — 

Forget a gas-to-liquids project worth $2 billion, think more in terms of something in the order of $8-10 
billion over a nine-year development period, say the people driving Sasol Chevron’s plans to establish a 
world-class synthetic diesel GTL plant in the Asia–Pacific region. 

Encouragingly, Western Australia has firmed as a location for the big project, according to Tony Pytte, 
the project director for Sasol Chevron Consulting Limited Australia. 

Though no land has been officially allocated at this stage … If Sasol Chevron’s proposed GTL plant is 
built in Western Australia, it will be the biggest resource project this State has seen since the $12 billion 
North West Shelf project in the 1980s. 

If a corporation such as Chevron was developing a plant on Barrow Island—as we know, this has been 
expanding quite dramatically over time—it would be rather ridiculous for Chevron to have its LNG plant on 
Barrow Island, because it could not get the LNG needed for Sasol Chevron to the mainland because it would 
have to be in a form, as with other gas-to-liquids plants, that is already liquid. That would be immensely 
expensive and require incredibly technical pipelines, stainless steel and many millions of dollars per kilometre in 
comparison with an ordinary pipeline that may be $1 million dollars a kilometre. We need to understand where 
Barrow Island will go in the future. We have to remember that the original development and the 300 hectares set 
aside for Barrow Island were for a two-train facility. It was also a lot less expensive than what it has become 
today. We are now looking at the fourth train and we have had to expand the area of usage. I will talk about the 
expansion of the area in a minute. I will now go back to what Hon Colin Barnett had to say. 

Hon Ken Travers: Oh, go on. I really enjoyed listening to it. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I thank the member. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We really do. We spent some time hiking over the Burrup together with his sons. He 
is really quite an interesting character. 

Hon Colin Barnett said in the other place on 14 October 2003 — 

That would be the best of both worlds. It would give — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is far too much audible noise in the chamber and I am 
sure that Hansard is finding it very difficult to record the important words of Hon Robin Chapple. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Hon Colin Barnett stated — 

That would be the best of both worlds. It would give the Gorgon proponents the certainty to go into the 
market and say that they can access the gas reserve and bring it onto Barrow Island. They can get rid of 
the CO2—the customers will feel good about that—and they can bring the gas onto the mainland. They 
can then build the LNG plant and sell gas for export as LNG, and they can sell gas to Australian and 
international companies that build gas processing plants adjacent to the LNG plant. 
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That is the point he was making there. Even in those days there were plans for expansion into other projects to 
hang off this development. When this development gets up and running, I will bet my bottom dollar that within a 
few years we will see an application come to the government of the day to build a further downstream processing 
plant on that island for urea, ammonia, gas to liquids or one of the many other projects. That is the whole 
problem with going to Barrow in the first place; it is the straw that breaks the camel’s back. 

Hon Ken Travers: Except the project wouldn’t have happened if it didn’t go to Barrow. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, it would have. I met with — 

Hon Ken Travers: The voodoo economics of the Greens don’t make it happen. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, it was not a case of the economics of the Greens. I spoke with BP and Shell at the 
time, and they were actually advising the Chevron joint venturers to go to the mainland. 

Hon Ken Travers: The government commissioned an independent report to check on the viability questions, 
and you and the then Leader of the Opposition were the only two who refused to take expert advice. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, we listened to that advice, but that advice was: was it technically feasible? It was 
technically feasible. 

Hon Ken Travers: It was about economic viability as well. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members. Hon Robin Chapple. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I am really enjoying the interjections because 
they are loud and I can hear them. 

Hon Ken Travers: That’s why I make them loud! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: We’ll all do our best! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you! 

The idea that the Premier was outlining at that stage was that having the plant onshore would actually enable 
further downstream processing to occur. As I said, I think eventually we will find further downstream processing 
on the island. We know that that 300-hectare footprint has already been expanded; we passed a bill in 2013 to do 
that. We know that the lay-down areas, totalling some further 245 hectares, have been used by Chevron, so what 
was to be a 300-hectare site has now become, indeed, 600 hectares plus; it has doubled, in essence, and it will 
expand again because we have another application for a fourth train. 

I continue with the Legislative Assembly Hansard of 14 October 2003 — 

Mr A.D. McRae: Is that what you are suggesting? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Exactly. That is what should happen. That is what the Commonwealth 
Government will want to happen. The Government should understand that. The Commonwealth 
Government will want this gas to come onshore to the mainland. The Government has effectively dealt 
itself out of the game. All it had to do was give security of access to Barrow Island for CO2 reinjecting, 
and identify a site on the mainland. That is all it had to do to enable Gorgon to go into the international 
marketplace and look for customers. That is all Gorgon needed. Gorgon will say that it will cost 
$1 billion more to bring the gas onto the mainland. That may be right. However, big deal! This is a 40, 
50 or 60-year project. The revenue in taxation payments alone will be some $18 billion. 

We have to remember that all these prices have blown out dramatically since then; I think the original project 
was $12 billion and it is now standing — 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes; I think it is about 50 now. 

Hon Ken Travers: What the revenue stream will be is another matter altogether as well. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. 

Anyway, the Premier went on to make another valid point — 

Would Sir Charles Court have done the same thing with the North West Shelf project? How did Sir 
Charles Court negotiate the take-or-pay contracts, the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline and the royalty 
revenue sharing arrangement with the Commonwealth? Those negotiations did not take place over a 
couple of months. There were years of negotiations. There were arguments in airports, there were 
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almost fisticuffs in Canberra, and there were meetings in Melbourne and all over the planet to try to get 
the North West Shelf agreement in place. 

He further goes on — 

I return to my point — 

Hon Ken Travers: Who goes on? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Oh, he goes on at quite some length. 

Hon Ken Travers: I couldn’t quite work out who was going on. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: He continued — 

I return to my point about the gas processing projects that the State has lost. The State has now lost the 
Dowell-Shell — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Robin Chapple has the call. The other members will listen 
to him in silence. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I would like to conclude at some stage! 

Hon Ken Travers: Before or after the gas runs out? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Most probably after the gas runs out! 

I return to the comments of Hon Colin Barnett in the other place — 

Hon Ken Travers: Did he geosequestrate you? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, he has never tried! 

He continued — 

I return to my point about the gas processing projects that the State has lost. The State has now lost the 
Dowell-Shell, Syntroleum and Methanex projects. The Government keeps putting out media releases—
somewhat foolishly — 

I have to disagree with him there. I do not think we lost them; I do not think we ever actually had them, and that 
was one of the fundamental problems. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, he was not actually trying to get them, it was where he wanted them to go; that 
was the problem. Latterly we have seen BHP Billiton making statements in the media that, notwithstanding the 
desire that various governments had for it to go to the Burrup, it chose not to go there and to instead go with its 
Scarborough development to Onslow. It made it very clear that it did not want to go where the government 
wanted it to go. 

He continued — 

The minister talked about the proposed LNG project and customer projects on Barrow Island, which 
comprises 300 hectares. That is certainly not world-class; it is toy town stuff. Maitland would be 4 000 
hectares, and would be a world-class industrial estate. The Gorgon project presented the opportunity to 
bring gas onshore straightaway and to build the LNG plant and the infrastructure on a world-class 
estate. The minister would then not lose the Methanexes of this world. Operators would plug their 
projects into the existing infrastructure. The minister has given up that glittering prize. He missed the 
big opportunity. He was too quick to pretend that he has a project under way. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will come to the punchline in a minute; I have a lot more punchlines to go. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Before we broke for our well-earned lunch I was commenting on comments Hon 
Colin Barnett made in the other chamber. I quote him again — 

Also, Barrow Island is an A-class reserve with strict quarantine arrangements. Construction will be a 
modular project; that is, it will be brought in in kit form like a giant meccano set and bolted together. 
That is the least invasive way of building on Barrow Island. It will be one giant meccano set. 
Preconstructed modular units will be locked together on the island. How will these get to the island? 
They will be barged in on large seagoing barges. Where will they come from? 
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This is in relation to barges — 

I hope some of them come from Henderson in Perth and from other Australian cities … 

Unfortunately, that has not been the case as we know and we are now hiring another ship to do a large part of the 
accommodation. The accommodation has significantly grown from when the project was first mooted. I continue 
quoting Hon Colin Barnett — 

However, I can tell the House that most of them will come from Singapore and Korea. 

He was not quite correct there, because we are actually just hiring an ex-oceangoing ship that has been converted 
into accommodation. Further Hon Colin Barnett said — 

One of the reasons is that that will be the only practical way of constructing on Barrow Island. That is 
probably right. Again, had the Government put the carbon dioxide stripping and injection on Barrow 
Island and the main plant on the mainland, that would not be an issue. Local content will not be helped 
by this. 

He was correct there. He continues — 

There is also an extraordinary aspect to this deal. The Premier goes on about the so-called net 
environmental benefit. Give me a break! I am a supporter of the development of CO2 extraction and 
injection taking place on Barrow Island. However, I also recognise that it is an A-class reserve and a 
unique environment. The Government should not try to fool us by telling the community that there is a 
net environmental benefit. There are issues with CO2 emissions, and I am sure the member for Vasse 
will say something about that. However, building a gas processing plant and probably having a gas-to-
liquids project and maybe other projects on Barrow Island will not result in a net environmental benefit. 

It is interesting that back in 2003 it was already being canvassed that not only would we have this one project on 
Barrow Island, but we would also have gas-to-liquid projects and, as already indicated at the time, the prospect 
was indicating that Sasol Chevron was interested in going to the island. I had the opportunity of meeting with 
Sasol Chevron at that time and there was very little interchange between the management of Sasol Chevron at 
that time and the management of the Gorgon project—they were almost interchangeable; they were one and the 
same. As a result of the deal going through and Chevron committing at that time to limiting its footprint, Sasol 
Chevron quietly walked away, but it is still out there in the wings and I can assure members that once the project 
gets up and running, is finalised and has its footprint, we will find that the area will need to be expanded again. 

Just touching on that expansion, in 2013 we dealt with the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013, which was to 
expand the footprint on the island. As we know, the original footprint was to be 300 hectares. The amount of 
land that was used at the time of the bill going through was 520 hectares, so the proponents had already managed 
to exceed what was assumed to be their complete entitlement of 300 hectares. The way they did that was by 
using some of the West Australian Petroleum land for uses laid down in other areas. As members would know, 
the southern half of the island is mainly where all the donkey pumps are and there have been many hundreds of 
donkey pumps on that island. I think, and I may need to be corrected, that there are about 420-odd still operating 
on the island. Donkey pumps are for the extraction of oil and over the life of the project that oil has been pulled 
down from different fields and new pads have had to be put in. In putting those pads in there is a new pad, a new 
area of impact, but an old area of impact is left. In some cases these have been rehabilitated and in other cases 
they have just been cleaned up and are currently being used as laydown area for pipework and other construction 
material. So, the committed position of the 300 hectares has gone out the window already and has been taken up 
to 520 hectares. There have been 285 hectares of those extra areas cleared, with a further 10 applications to take 
it up to a total of 300 hectares, which takes it up to 600 hectares. There are 120 hectares used for road networks 
and 64 hectares being used for the expanded airport. The airport is an interesting case. Because of the increased 
air traffic movement on the island, some difficulties were found associated with water ingress into part of the 
strip and it needed to be lengthened because of the aspects of increased traffic associated with Gorgon. That 
expansion of the further 64 hectares for the new airport was included as part of the old WA oil project and not 
associated with Gorgon, even though it is used specifically for that. Use of a further 29 hectares for CO2 
monitoring is taking place. There has already been the expansion and in 2013 there was the expansion bill. I am 
trying to remember what that actually expanded, but I think a further 32 hectares of uncleared land was required 
for the gas processing. Originally it was proposed to be a two-train gas production facility and when that bill 
went through it was because it was being expanded to three-train gas facility and, as we now know, will go to 
four-train gas facility. 
The pressure on the island continues to increase. I do not have a map of the island—I do, but it would not help to 
identify the areas particularly well—but it is basically a north–south facing island over its length. The western 
face is cliffs with gorges and riverine systems. For those who know the Cape Range National Park, it is a 
landform very similar to that. It is not just a sandy island. Butler’s Ridge, for example, has some of the oldest 
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fossilised lilies anywhere in the world in the cliff face. It is quite a dynamic place with its own riverine systems 
and valleys. All of the development of the nodding donkeys, or the oil extraction, has occurred in the southern 
end. The northern end was always considered a very sacrosanct place because the movement and maintenance of 
animals on the island has been largely kept to the northern end. Unfortunately, the new development goes from 
the eastern face, in the middle of the Burrup, with a pipeline crossing over to bring the oil and gas onshore from 
the north western section. Already the area where most of the animals had taken refuge was impacted by the 
pipeline. Notwithstanding that, the CO2 injection wells, the monitoring wells and the water extraction wells will 
be on the northern end. The whole island will now inexorably be impacted. I went to the island on behalf of the 
technical panel for the Golden Gecko Awards, and I also went there with the then Department of Conservation 
and Land Management to review environmental management. At night time on the island, a person could have 
all the species around them, on the tables, underneath the chairs and even walking over their feet, they were so 
prolific. By the time Gorgon had started, when I went there, my own visual inspection indicated that the 
populations of animals had started decreasing. I am not aware of any good evaluation of what is happening to the 
fauna populations on the island and, as we have already seen from previous comments I have made, we are now 
trying to translocate animals from the island for their protection. 

I will go back to what was said by Hon Colin Barnett in debate on the Barrow Island Bill 2003. On 14 October 
2003, he said — 

This Government has tried to make great play of the fact that the Gorgon joint venture will fund 
Department of Conservation and Land Management officers on the island. That is the least we would 
expect. If CALM is to manage the island, we would expect professional officers—wildlife officers and 
environmental scientists—to be on the island. That would be the absolute minimum. Half a dozen 
CALM officers is no big negotiating deal. I reckon the Gorgon venture would say, “Gee, we got out of 
that one lightly.” 

I understand that there were only three officers out there, but I stand to be corrected if that is incorrect. Mr 
Barnett continued — 

Would members opposite not say that about a project that will produce $2.5 billion of exports a year, 
with half a dozen CALM officers on the island? The other thing, and the one that really gets me, is that 
the Premier says that the Government has negotiated a $40 million environmental benefits package, 
indexed. What has gone on? What has the Labor Party done? Is this the old Labor Party that we know? 
It has negotiated that the Gorgon joint venture will hand over $40 million to a Labor Government, and 
Labor will spend it at will leading up to an election. That is what that is about. Can members imagine 
the lack of propriety in that? I hope that the minister responds and tells us what that $40 million will be 
for. 

Mr L. Graham: Why is it $40 million? Why isn’t it $50 million, $20 million or $30 million? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Exactly. If Gorgon gets away with half a dozen CALM officers and $40 million 
over 20 or 30 years for developing 40 trillion cubic feet of gas worth billions of dollars—and good luck 
to it—boy, did it do a good deal! Did it get out cheaply on that! It took the government guys for a ride. 
The Government was not smart enough on the deal. Members should think about the propriety of that. 
Is the Labor Party straight on this? Why would it negotiate an environmental benefit of $40 million, 
unsaid, unnamed? It is almost like extorting $40 million from the proponents in exchange for access to 
Barrow Island. 

I do not necessarily concur with what the member had to say at that stage. He continues — 

It is not becoming of a Government. I said to ChevronTexaco Australia Pty Ltd that I am disappointed 
that it, as a major international company, would be party to such an arrangement. I say that now, and 
I will say it publicly. Members opposite will run out and repeat it. However, ChevronTexaco knows my 
views on that. It is not the way in which international business is conducted. 

Mr Barnett went on, at a later stage, to restate his views. It was the main point that he wanted to convey. He 
said — 

I restate the main points I wish to convey to this House. The Gorgon gas resource is by world standards 
a fabulous natural gas resource. It is at least 40 trillion cubic feet, possibly many more. To put that in 
context, Australia’s total consumption of gas, including its exports of liquefied natural gas, comprises 
one to 1.5 trillion cubic feet a year. The whole of the United States economy uses about 22 trillion or 
23 trillion cubic feet a year. The resource is at least 40 trillion cubic feet, and could ultimately provide 
as much as 60 trillion or 70 trillion cubic feet. It is a massive natural resource. As I said before, in my 
opinion it is Australia’s greatest undeveloped natural resource. It is of not only state but also national 
and world significance. The LNG industry is a new industry. It is an Asia-based industry. It is rapidly 
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growing because of the advantages natural gas offers, not the least of which is lower greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

I have to disagree there. Recent studies have shown that there is very little difference over the lifespan of any of 
the fossil fuels, whether they be oil, coal or gas. It is the difference, to a large degree, between smoking a filtered 
cigarette, a menthol cigarette and an unfiltered cigarette. They all cause cancer in the end, but the progression to 
cancer might be marginally altered if the person smokes filtered cigarettes. Mr Barnett went on to say — 

ChevronTexaco Australia Pty Ltd is the lead joint venture partner for the Gorgon development 
proposal. It has 40 years of successful experience on Barrow Island. 

I again make the point that although Chevron Texaco is now the parent company of Western Australian 
Petroleum Pty Ltd, it was WAPET that actually led by example on that island. WAPET had speed limits for 
travelling on the roads, it did not allow driving at night, it had significant protocols for dealing with injured 
animals and speed limits were really quite low; from my recollection, people were not allowed to travel on the 
island at more than 40 kilometres an hour in any location. 

Hon Colin Barnett continued — 

Western Australia and Australia could have grabbed a rare opportunity to secure not only the 
development of the Gorgon LNG project but also the bringing of that gas onshore and the development 
in that area of a world-class industrial estate. In that way we would not lose projects such as that 
proposed by Methanex Australia Pty Ltd. This Government has missed that opportunity. It has rushed to 
bring in an agreement Act that is ahead of its time. It is not needed for some time. All the 
ChevronTexaco joint venture required for the Gorgon project was security of access to Barrow Island. 
Issues such as bringing the gas onshore, customer projects, gas processing, royalty or revenue-sharing 
arrangements with the Commonwealth, environmental and other benefits to the State and local content 
should have been negotiated over the coming two years. There would have been plenty of time to do 
that. This Premier and State Government have simply thrown all the cards on the table and given the 
project away for the minimum in return. The Commonwealth has not seriously begun negotiations with 
ChevronTexaco. ChevronTexaco has not seriously advanced its ability to physically take the gas into 
the North American market. Why is this Parliament ratifying an agreement that is not necessary at this 
stage? It is a missed opportunity. This is a great project. I wish it well and support it. However, it is a 
missed opportunity for this State and this nation. 

To put that debate in some sort of context, the date was 14 October 2003. Prior to that, the Premier as then 
opposition spokesperson for state development was quoted in a The West Australian article of 20 October 2003 
titled, “Gorgon viable on the mainland” and “Barnett pledges to move Gorgon Gas to mainland”. It is interesting 
that in that article he made it clear that, were he to become Premier, he would force—that is the word he used—
the Gorgon development to the mainland. He had many reasons, and many of them were reasons that I do not 
necessarily support, but from a long-term fiscal point of view, if we were to have a downstream processing 
industry, it would have been the better outcome, and environmentally it would have been a significantly better 
outcome. As far as I can see, only Colin Barnett acknowledged that once it was on the island, downstream 
processing would be inevitable. Interestingly enough, if another company of different origin were to now apply 
to go to Barrow Island to use Gorgon or Jansz-lo gas for downstream processing for a gas-to-liquid plant, an 
ammonia plant or a urea plant, it would be very, very difficult for a new proponent. However, I will bet my 
bottom dollar that if Sasol Chevron were to come back into the marketplace and say, “We, as part of Chevron 
Corporation, want to be able to go to that island and have another area set aside for development”, the 
government of the day, whoever it may be, and indeed the agencies entrusted with managing the island, would 
have a great deal of difficulty in stopping further development on the island. 

As I have already indicated, Barrow Island is an A-class reserve. It was one of the first reserves established in 
Western Australia by the scientific community, and it received A-class reserve status at the time of the first oil 
discovery there in 1964. A number of studies had been carried out by national scientific bodies into the reserve 
status of a lot of land in Western Australia, and they had identified that area as being one of the most pristine in 
Western Australia. Part of the reason for that is the fact that it separated from the mainland some 12 000 to 
17 000 years ago, and was not impacted upon by the dingo, so the animal life there evolved in its own particular 
way. 

I have talked about the crude oil that is developed on the island and what has been going on there. In May 2014 
Chevron, which owns both WAPET and the Gorgon development, celebrated 50 years on the island. Over that 
time it has produced more than 320 million barrels of oil and delivered more than $1 billion in revenue to the 
Western Australian economy since oil was first discovered there, making it the largest onshore oilfield in 
Australia. I like the term “onshore”, because it is actually an island about 56 kilometres off the north west coast. 
Oil production on the island peaked in around 1971 and has been declining ever since, and obviously it is 
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becoming more and more difficult. I cannot remember the exact figure, but less than 10 per cent of what is now 
drawn out of those reservoirs is oil; the rest is water, and that water is re-injected into the area from which the oil 
is extracted to help push and sweep the last remaining vestiges of oil to the surface. 

We are seeing the decline of that oilfield, and it probably will not last many years longer. When WAPET was 
first allowed to go to the island, part of the contractual arrangements was that once WAPET had finished on the 
island, the whole area was to be rehabilitated and the accommodation units were to be removed, including the 
“castle” in the centre of the island, which was the administrative hub, and the whole place was to be returned to 
its pristine and unique original condition. We can see from the Hansard of the day in the other place that that 
was quite clearly understood; this was to be a one-off. There was never to be any other development on the 
island and, indeed, once the oil was gone, the island was to be returned to its original state. It is interesting that if 
people try to get to the island, they cannot do so because of its unique status. People are not allowed on the 
island unless they are going there for commercial operations or as part of a Department of Environment 
Regulation or Department of Mines and Petroleum review. People cannot land on the island by ship or yacht; it 
is forbidden. So it is really quite funny that we have this island that is acknowledged as being Australia’s Ark. 
The general public cannot go there in order to try to keep away invasive species and yet we continue to allow the 
expansion of industry on that island. 

A lot of comments have been made recently on the Chevron Gorgon project cost blowout. There was recently a 
union-commissioned report. In an ABC article on the report, it states — 

The massive project—the biggest in Australian history and expected to add $65 billion to the GDP over 
30 years—will likely cost $54 billion and is not expected to begin production until mid-2015. 

I understand that production is due to start or has just started. However, it was originally slated to cost 
$37 billion and be in production—originally, the two-part process was supposed to be in production by 2012. 
There has been a lot of comment that the cost blowouts are associated with wages, but an ABC news item, 
referring to a union-commissioned report, states — 

Commissioned by the International Transport Workers’ Federation, which is affiliated to the Maritime 
Union of Australia (MUA), it said blaming labour and unions for the cost blowouts “lacks any 
credibility”, and that “fundamental, inherent problems on the project” were responsible. 

These were the problems that Hon Colin Barnett was alluding to in the other chamber, back in 2003. Everything 
that goes to the island costs an awful lot of money, whether it is the water, the rocks, the granite, or whatever has 
to be transported. My understanding is that 7 000 tonnes of concrete has had to go—I will clarify that in a bit; I 
will come back to it. The project has blown out, not least because of the location. These are the sort of things that 
Shell and BP raised with me way back at the conception of the idea of the project going to Barrow Island.  

It is important to read a little bit of what Professor Ellem said in relation to the Gorgon project and why it has 
tended to blowout. I think that Hon Colin Barnett would be almost overjoyed with this statement, 
notwithstanding the fact that it came from the union movement. Bradon Ellem said— 

… Gorgon was an immensely complex project with a construction site based on a Class A nature 
reserve and with materials shipped more than 1,000km from Fremantle. 

He said most projects of a similar size and scope around the world ran over cost and over time, and that 
the cost of Gorgon may have been underestimated and timelines have been too optimistic from the 
outset. 

Contrary to the picture painted by business lobby groups, Professor Ellem said those working on 
Gorgon were often devoted to their jobs and wanted the project to succeed. 

“Part of the solution to this is actually to have much greater dialogue between workers, their union 
representatives when they are unionised, the project managers, the contractors and the subcontractors,” 
he said. 

“There’s an untapped wealth of experience and ideas about how to deliver the project on time and on 
budget.” 

The report said Chevron needed to rethink the issues and stop blaming workers.  

“Meantime, neither Chevron nor the partners and contractors appear to see themselves as in any way 
accountable for the failings on their project,” the report said. 

“In short, both the evidence presented here and the pattern of blame-shifting raise questions about 
management practice and management accountability.” 
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When the project was originally proposed, there was quite a significant campaign against the Barrow Island 
development by the conservation movement and by many others. It was really interesting to note some of the 
comments made at the time. It was also interesting to note that Peter Garrett, then minister for the environment, 
found himself in the firing line. I note with interest the comments being made at that time by the member in the 
other place, Chris Tallentire, as the then leader of the Conservation Council of Western Australia, talking to the 
fact that the development should not have occurred in that area. An ABC article, posted on 26 August 2009 
stated — 

Environment Minister Peter Garrett has given the $50 billion Gorgon gas project the green light 
but the consortium’s plan to bury millions of tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions remains in 
doubt. 
Technical experts working on the carbon capture project at Barrow Island off the Western Australian 
coast found it was possible gas could leak from the geological formation. 

That is, in essence, the very important part that we are dealing with with this piece of legislation. This is what we 
are underwriting. This is what the state and the federal government are underwriting. The article continues — 

Conservationists say that backs their argument that there are more appropriate sites for the project than 
the island nature reserve. 

The project involves injecting 3.5 million tonnes of C02 a year into a reservoir under Barrow Island. 
The carbon capture technique will cost Chevron and its partners more than $1 billion and is the biggest 
geo-sequestration project of its type ever undertaken. 

Gorgon project head Colin Beckett says the 28 additional conditions Mr Garrett put on the project are 
tough, but accounted for in the $1 billion they have allowed for the carbon capture technology. 

“They are rigorous, they are demanding of us as they should be because of the activities we are 
undertaking. We have planned this into the project execution plans,” he said. 

“So these are not new things that we’re going to have to draft onto the project now, these are deeply 
embedded into the way we’re going to go about this project. 

“I think the most important thing I can guarantee — 

I love the word, guarantee — 

is that we’re going to store over 120 million tonnes of CO2, which I think is really the story here. 

“This is an amazing endeavour—it is building on experience in other places in the world, the oil 
industry has been using CO2 to help remove oil for over 40 years and there are three significant 
industrial site schemes already in Norway and Algeria. 

By way of explanation, CO2 is quite often another by-product of the oil industry and that is quite often used to 
re-pressurise the underground reservoirs to pool more oil out. The use of gas or water in oil recovery has been 
long practised. Sometimes it actually gets confused with fracking. We asked some questions, which I got 
answers to yesterday about the so-called fracking on Barrow Island; it is just water re-pressurisation, which can 
cause a frack. It is not a frack as we know it in the fracking industry; it does not use chemicals, sand or other 
components to hold rock strata apart. It merely re-pressurises reservoirs with the hope of expanding the reservoir 
to release more oil or gas. Building on previous experience, we are highly confident that obviously this will be a 
successful operation. We have spent several years selecting the location and have spent over $100 million on 
investigating work to demonstrate that the system will function properly. 

Some doubts have emerged about how safely emissions can be stored. A report by the technical experts 
published in Fairfax newspapers is of concern, according to Gilly Llewellyn from WWF Australia. I will turn to 
that report shortly. She said that in looking at the geological structure and the subservice conditions, including 
the faults, there are questions. She said — 

“I think we need to examine a wide range of sites potentially for the carbon capture and storage, 
including sites further offshore such as in used gas fields.” 

The technical report was commissioned after environmentalists raised concerns about the plan to bury the gases. 
According to the newspaper publication, there is a risk that carbon dioxide could leak from the geological faults 
underground. Ms Llewellyn said recent experiences highlight how much care needs to be taken, saying — 

“I think the events of this past week have shown us that while risks might be low, leaks can occur, as 
witnessed by the leaks at the West Atlas field,” … 
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Peter Cook, chief executive of the Cooperative Research Centre for Greenhouse Gas Technologies, said there is 
no need for concern, stating — 

“It’s been known for some time there are various faults in the Gorgon area, but it’s important to keep 
that in perspective,” … 

“Faults don’t necessarily mean they are going to leak, — 

I hope he is right; I really do — 

very often they do not, sometimes they form very good seals.” 

He said that the geological formations at Barrow Island are encouraging, stating — 

“Certainly the geological formations at Gorgon or at Barrow Island look very favourable for this sort of 
thing,” … 

“The proposal is to inject it down to about 2,000 metres, and the formations are the right sort of 
formations, and they’ve got the right porosity, the right permeability. They’ve got seals over them 
which look very effective—all of those sorts of things, so it’s got the right sort of geology there.” 

We quite often talk about where reinjection has been done and the values. Reinjection has been done in a number 
of areas but quite often the comparisons are completely wrong. We talk about the Dupuy massive sand system. It 
is a Dupuy formation, whereas Sleipner Vest, the other site that is quite often referred to, is an Ultsira formation, 
which is completely different. The reservoir depth of the Dupuy system is 2 200 to 2 500 metres, with 
Sleipner Vest being 900 to 1 100 metres. The Ultsira sandstone and shale is undercompacted and poorly 
consolidated. We know that Sleipner Vest is the only other saline aquifer sequestra project in the world today. 
However, I note that a number of others have been proposed. The reservoir temperatures are quite different. It 
will be interesting to see how that will vector in in terms of the volumes that can be placed and the nature of the 
volumes. 

If we go to the Dupuy system, we are looking at 100 degrees Celsius to 115 degrees Celsius underground 
whereas Sleipner Vest is 29 degrees Celsius to 37 degrees Celsius. The reservoir pressure is 22 megapascals and 
Sleipner Vest is about 10 megapascals. It is about double the pressure values of Sleipner Vest. Carbon dioxide 
compressibility is 1.79E-8 for Dupuy whereas it is 1.11E-8 for Sleipner Vest is. The CO2 formation volume 
factor in the Ultsira and Dupuy massive sand system is similar. However, the PVT conditions of the Ultsira are 
very close to the supercritical threshold where storage efficiency markedly decreases. CO2 viscosity—this is 
what I was talking about earlier, almost what we refer to as the slipperiness of the CO2—is 41.02 micropascals, 
whereas it is 61.1 micropascals for Sleipner Vest. It is concluded from that that the sweep efficiency of CO2 in 
water will be better in the Dupuy massive sand system. CO2 solubility is 50.14 kilograms per 1 000 kilograms for 
Dupuy and 49.19 kilograms per 1 000 kilograms for Sleipner Vest. Solubility in formation water is similar; the 
temperature difference offsets the salinity and pressure difference. The CO2 density for the Dupuy massive sand 
system is 0.53 grams per cubic centimetre whereas in Sleipner Vest it is 0.4 grams per cubic centimetre. The 
density difference between supercritical CO2 and water is greater in the Dupuy system. Salinity in the Dupuy 
massive sand system is 7 000 parts per million whereas in Sleipner Vest it is 35 000 parts per million. There is 
marginally higher CO2 solubility in the Dupuy formation water. I point out that that possibly means that although 
there is marginally better CO2 solubility, it also means that the CO2 in that saline system is not held as well. 

The regional, fault-bounded anticline, regional dip, is around two degrees in the Dupuy massive sand system. In 
Sleipner Vest, it is a regional, low relief structural closure. The larger areal extent of CO2 plume is expected at 
Sleipner Vest. We keep on holding out Sleipner Vest as the shining example of how we can control CO2, yet this 
report identifies that Sleipner Vest has a greater extent of potential for CO2 plume. I would like to thank the 
officers from the department who provided me with some CO2 analysis, which I will come to shortly. 

The depositional environment for Dupuy is deep water turbidite deposits and, again, Sleipner Vest has similar 
deep water turbidite deposits. The reservoir capacity is fine-grained quartzose argillaceous sandstone for Dupuy 
and fine-grained unconsolidated quartz/feldspar sandstone for Sleipner Vest. They have similar reservoir 
compositions; however, the Ultsira sandstone is unconsolidated. The reservoir properties are porosity of 20 per 
cent to 28 per cent for Dupuy and permeability is 10 to 100 millidarcy, whereas porosity is 30 to 38 per cent and 
Sleipner Vest has permeability of 1 000 to 5 000 millidarcy of unconsolidated sand. By comparison with the 
Dupuy massive sand, the Ultsira formation is characterised by rapid CO2 migration. The shining example that we 
are using here is highlighted as not being the shining example. Top seal is the cap rock that goes over the dome 
that forms either the Dupuy or the Sleipner Vest system. Two regional seals and multiple thin intra-reservoir 
shale layers are referred to for the Dupuy system. Shale is the very material where we find further oil and gas 
stored. To manage our bond that, in essence, the state and federal governments are taking up with the Barrow 
Island Amendment Bill 2015, I hope that there is some sort of guarantee that nobody in the future will look at the 
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shale layers to extract their oil or their gas. If that were the case, fracking would have to be utilised and that 
would completely destroy any cap system that may be used over the Dupuy reservoir. 

The Sleipner Vest has a regional seal and multiple thin layers of intra-reservoir shale layers, again with similar 
sealing mechanisms. However, the sealing units at the Ultsira are much shallower in depth than the Dupuy 
sealing units. I need to check this well control data with the latest data as this report comes from earlier on. For 
the Dupuy formations, there are six wells within five kilometres and 27 wells within 20 kilometres with well 
penetrations to the Dupuy or deeper. Sleipner Vest has four wells within five kilometres and 19 wells within 20 
kilometres. Already at this stage, clearly we are going to have a lot more wells and they are within the same area, 
so well control is comparable. However, considerably more formation samples exist for the Dupuy formation. 
Seismic monitoring for the Dupuy system will be by land and for Sleipner Vest it is a marine system. It is 
expected that Sleipner Vest will have a higher quality of monitoring but more monitoring options are available 
onshore. The expected volume of CO2 to be injected is about 129 million tonnes for the Dupuy system and 
approximately only 20 million tonnes for Sleipner Vest. Yet, we are told that this technology has been proven by 
Sleipner Vest, when in fact Sleipner Vest is shown as being quite inferior to what is proposed for Gorgon. They 
expect leaks from Sleipner Vest, yet that is being held up as the shining example. 

I now turn to the documents provided in the departmental briefing and the detailed presentation that we were 
given. I talked about this earlier on. In discussions with BP on 4 July 2003, there was talk about cost and it was 
determined that a pipeline from Gorgon to Barrow would be $100 million and a pipeline from Barrow to the 
mainland would be about $140 million, which is equal to a $240 million total. Gorgon to Karratha was costed at 
$185 million, with return to the Dupuy aquifer being $140 million. Our comment was that it was a mere pittance 
in the scale of this multimillion dollar project. I do not have a particularly large map, but from what I can gather 
here the CO2 storage technology will have a number of CO2 injections into fine grained sandstone. The two 
AC containment risks are potentially leakage through overall sealing units, breakdown of a fault seal, unexpected 
stratigraphy, and high permeability streaks behind well bore leakage. Some sorts of problems that affect the 
fracking wells are potentially also available to these wells where leakage is around the bore casing. That is 
largely to do with the fact that we use significant pressures. 

Looking at these documents, my understanding is that there will be seven injection wells. There will be five drill 
centre surface locations. There will be one planned surveillance well bottom hole location and four planned 
water producer bottom hole locations. There will be about three planned water injectors—it is quite difficult to 
work out on this scaled map. These will all occur at the northern end. For those members who like pictures, this 
is the northern end of Barrow Island and this is the area that was previously set aside. That is the old one from 
WAPET. 

Hon Ken Travers: Didn’t Chevron put its name there? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It was a WAPET one originally. They just changed it and put their name on it. I had a 
fair bit to do with that one, going back in history. 
As members can see from Hon Ken Travers’s map, all the wells are on the southern end and the northern end has 
little or no infrastructure on it. That is where all the new oilfields are going in relation to the CO2 sequestration. 
The area that was set aside by WAPET as a no-go area because they were working on their oilfields mainly at 
the southern end is now going to be heavily impacted. Those oilfields at the southern end, interestingly enough, 
go out in many directions. There are a lot of drills that extend two or three kilometres out beyond and under 
Barrow Island to both the north and south. Those directional drillings do not necessarily just go down; they go 
over a suite of area that is covered by the Barrow Island agreement. But they determined not to do any of the 
drilling on the northern end, to protect the northern end and  that is why I have concerns that we are going to the 
northern end for that development. 

Again, I would like to thank the department for having provided these documents. Although they are indeed 
detailed, and they talk about the density of CO2 at depth, and its compression rates, if we look at density of CO2 
per kilogram/metre squared, and we look at 100 meter squared on the surface, that will go down to, under 
compression, about 0.27 CO2 kg/m squared once we are down at about 2.5 kilometres. However, because of its 
very nature—its changing characteristics—many people have a concern about how it will be managed to that 
depth and whether it will by its very nature create its own block. We need to remember that these are 
engineering, technical and geological estimates of what will happen. We do not actually know, because Sleipner 
does not work at this depth and Sleipner does not work anywhere near these pressures. 

I suppose we now come back to the fundamentals. I hope we do go into committee on this bill, because I have a 
number of questions about what we are actually guaranteeing. It is still less than clear. We are told that we are 
underwriting the project to the point where we are taking the common law liability arising from this 
CO2 injection project. But no-one has yet, through questions in this place, or anywhere else as far as I am aware, 
been able to identify what we are actually indemnifying. Are we indemnifying the leak? Are we indemnifying 
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the cost of the leak? Are we indemnifying the international community under a carbon trading regime? What is 
the indemnity about? I will be trying my hardest to get an understanding from the minister in committee about 
the nature of the indemnity and the nature of risk that is being indemnified. It is very well and good to say, “I 
indemnify you.” Insurance companies usually need to know, if we are driving a vehicle, what vehicle it is, how 
long we have been driving that vehicle for, whether our vehicle is under a certain size or capacity, and, indeed, 
whether we have a history of breaking the law. Insuring is about knowing what we are insuring. As we have 
already identified, Chevron’s record overseas would mean that any indemnity that we are establishing here must 
be under some significant risk, if other governments are entering into billion-dollar lawsuits with this company. 

This is a very, very simple bill. But my concern is that it will hold up the state, and to a larger extent the federal 
government, and us as taxpayers, to some form of indemnity, and we do not know what that is. Therefore, on 
that basis, amidst much cheer from the chamber, I will conclude my remarks. 

Hon Ken Travers: Do you just want to check through your papers to make sure you haven’t missed anything? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am looking now. Thank you! 

Hon Peter Collier: I’ve listened to every word you’ve said. You’ve said everything you need to say! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I think the minister has made a very pertinent point. I will deal in committee with the 
technical appraisal of the feasibility of CO2 sequestering operations, because I want to understand some of the 
guarantees about the feasibility of those operations. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.06 pm]: Madam Acting President — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Oh! There’s more! That was in retrospect, not in anticipation! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I should darn well hope so, Hon Simon O’Brien, after the many contributions that I have 
listened to from Hon Simon O’Brien, and after I have defended him when others have suggested that his 
speeches were a waste of time. I have always been the first to say, “No; it was an enlightening contribution. It 
may not have touched on the topic we are dealing with, but nonetheless we all changed as a result of having 
heard the words of Hon Simon O’Brien.” 

The Barrow Island Amendment 2015 is like some other bills that have been brought into the chamber that deal 
with some relatively complex matters but in my view can be simplified into some fairly simple statements. I 
suspect, as is the case with a lot of these complex bills, that very few members of the house are really able to get 
their heads around it. I am not sure whether this is one of those bills where even the minister who is handling it 
will be around the complexities, which are more about the issues that surround the bill than the bill itself, 
actually. Hon Robin Chapple has dealt with some of the complexities of the issues that surround the bill. But I 
think it is fair to say that the bill itself deals simply with at what point there is the transfer of the risk of the 
geosequestration that will occur as a result of the Barrow Island agreement; and, secondly, sitting outside of the 
bill, is an agreement with the commonwealth that will transfer back to the commonwealth some of the risk that is 
assumed by the state. 

It is interesting, and I will not go through and re-read all of the comments, because Hon Robin Chapple re-
quoted them into Hansard — 

Hon Robin Chapple: You can read them all in! There are plenty more! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Robin Chapple could have also read in the comments of Hon Norman Moore and 
Hon George Cash when the bill went through this house, which were very similar to the comments made by the 
then Leader of the Opposition and now Premier. Of course, it is appropriate to focus on the comments made by 
the now Premier when the original bill was debated in the other place. But the nub of it is that at that time, the 
now Premier was arguing, firstly, that there was no need for the bill at that point; and, secondly, that the 
Gorgon venture should be transferred to the mainland. 

I remember that debate vividly, because I had carriage of that bill through this place, and it is fascinating to 
remember the lines that were then being run by the Liberal Party. The reason Hon Robin Chapple is able to 
mimic those lines so well today is because they are the lines of Hon Robin Chapple—they were on a unity ticket 
on this matter, trying to delay and obstruct development in Western Australia and to delay and obstruct the 
creation of new jobs in Western Australia at the time that we were putting through this bill. WA Labor went 
through a very exhaustive process to deal with the issues that have been raised this afternoon and about whether 
we could get the Gorgon development happening with it being transferred to the mainland and with the stripping 
of the CO2 on Barrow Island. I remember very early in the piece reference to a number of the fields used to feed 
the Gorgon project and obviously greater Gorgon, and I think Jansz-lo is the other one. Often when we talked to 
people prior to the Gorgon agreement the view was that those fields would never be exploited because of the 
high level of CO2 and I think also a relatively high level of —  
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Hon Robin Chapple: Jansz has no CO2  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Gorgon field has a relatively high level of CO2. There is another chemical in there 
as well. For many years a view was often expressed that those fields would never be developed. Imagine what 
Western Australia would have been like over the last five years if the Gorgon development had not occurred. 
Alongside that people focus on the consequences of the boom in the mining industry and what that has done to 
create revenue in particular for the WA state government, but the Gorgon development has created investment in 
Western Australia. Although I believe it could have created more jobs in Western Australia from manufacturing, 
it created jobs in Western Australia that we are now losing as projects come to completion and the construction 
in the mining, petroleum and gas industries fades out. Over the last five years Western Australia would have 
been a very different place if the Labor Party had not taken the decision it took in the early 2000s to get this 
development up and running. As I say, at the time, it was opposed by a coalition of the Liberals and the Greens. 
Admittedly, although the Liberal Party was prepared to oppose it and fight it, when it came crunch time it voted 
with us so that the legislation could pass through the Parliament. Thankfully, it did. Deep down in their heart of 
hearts the Liberals knew that if they were agreeing with Robin Chapple, they might have it wrong. So imagine 
my amazement when I read the other day that the Premier is now saying that the Gorgon development was not a 
Labor Party decision and that we had only prepared the state agreement act—although I think he did 
acknowledge that it was a good state agreement act—and he is now claiming that the Gorgon development was 
his. This is the man who argued that the project should be put on the mainland. If the project was his decision, 
why did he not have it put on the mainland, as we have just heard from Hon Robin Chapple in the debate in the 
last few minutes? The reason he did not put it on the mainland is because it would not have proceeded and those 
jobs would not have been created.  

The question we must ask today is: where is the government’s equivalent of the Barrow Island Act 2003 to 
create the jobs of tomorrow? The government has spent the benefits of the boom and over the last five years it 
has wasted the money that has flowed from both the increased taxes and royalties that have come to the state. We 
now face a perfect storm created by the government’s own incompetence. It is a perfect storm in which the state 
has the highest level of debt ever. The government has introduced its third loan bill within six years, and that will 
take borrowings in this state from $530 million when the Liberal–National Party came to government—that is 
the total amount approved in loan bills, of which $467 million was still available to be borrowed when the 
government took office—to now seeking to take our borrowings through to $21 billion.  

Why is that relevant to this Barrow Island Amendment Bill? It is relevant because this bill is about assuming a 
further liability for the state of Western Australia. The perfect storm the government has created comes from 
high debt, no future stream of jobs, and no work over the last five years to ensure the industries of Western 
Australia that would replace the petroleum, gas and mining industries—science, tourism and agriculture. 
Nothing has been done over the last five years to prepare those industries. We keep hearing about business cases. 
The government’s own backbench gets increasingly frustrated about the government’s inability to focus on 
something as simple as bringing a Doppler radar into Western Australia, which would benefit the state and create 
jobs. The history of this legislation is that the government rode on the back of the work that had been done by the 
Labor government and the Premier had the audacity to pretend the Gorgon development was his. If it was his, 
why did he not do what he argued for and put it on the mainland? He did not do that because the project would 
not have proceeded.  
This bill is about liabilities. I am looking forward to the Leader of the House responding. The Leader of the 
House can correct me if I have misunderstood it, but given the way this bill is structured, after a minimum of 15 
years, if everything is looking good with the geosequestration of the CO2 below Barrow Island, there is capacity 
for the Gorgon joint venture partners to transfer their common law liability to an independent third party, and 
that liability will be fully assumed by the state. That is what this legislation will do. Separately, sitting alongside 
this legislation there is an intergovernmental agreement between the state and the commonwealth for the 
commonwealth to assume 80 per cent. One of the things I need to know, Premier—future Premier maybe!  
Hon Kate Doust: Have you got something to tell us? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I believe the seat of Cottesloe is coming up soon if the Leader of the House wants to run 
for it!  
Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How is the intergovernmental agreement legally binding; does it have an end date on it? 
Hon Kate Doust: Who’s your friend?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Making those sorts of comments is why she is not in the cabinet. She will not get back 
either; he will not let her back. 

How binding is that intergovernmental agreement? We have seen in recent times a number of agreements 
cancelled by the commonwealth. We all know how poorly Western Australia has been treated by 
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commonwealth governments. I believe we are now not cooperating with the federal government unless it gives 
us more GST money. How binding is that element? This bill provides for the state to pick up that liability and 
the separate document will transfer it. I suspect that as a collective group, we would have a very different 
position on this bill if we were unable to be given ironclad guarantees by the Leader of the House that it is not 
just the word of the Prime Minister in 2009 that will carry the guarantee that 80 per cent of that liability will be 
transferred. It should be a rock-solid, ironclad contractual commitment by the commonwealth that cannot be 
broken by the commonwealth without the state’s agreement. Quite simply, I do not trust the commonwealth to 
continue to absorb that liability. Why is it so important? Who is the great beneficiary of the royalties that arrive 
out of the Gorgon development? The great beneficiary of the Gorgon development is the commonwealth. The 
waters of the greater Gorgon field are all commonwealth waters, so the royalties will go to the commonwealth 
government. The benefits that will go to Western Australia are in the form of jobs, but, sadly, there will not be 
enough flow-down benefits to the Western Australian construction industry.  

In the last Parliament Hon Kate Doust had a lot to say about the need for more manufacturing in Western 
Australia as part of the greater Gorgon development—something that incredibly disappointed the Labor Party 
because specific clauses were included in the Gorgon agreement to ensure there were flow-on benefits to the 
construction industry in Western Australia. Some work flowed, and that was great, but in my view, much more 
benefit through jobs could have flowed through to Western Australia and of course the payroll tax arising from 
that. Those are the benefits to the Western Australian economy and the government. The overarching big winner 
out of this project—the one that gets all the dollars out of the ground—is the commonwealth government, so it is 
absolutely appropriate that it take the liability because it will get the benefits.  That is not covered by this 
legislation; it sits as an intergovernmental agreement to the side.  

As I say, there have been significant issues in recent times of the commonwealth government reneging and 
walking away from intergovernmental agreements. They are not like the GST agreement, and of course we all 
know that there is that whole argument, but in reality, constitutionally, the federal government could potentially 
just ignore the agreement with the states and rewrite the whole GST legislation without any actual recourse to 
state governments. It is only a political argument that the federal government would need to consult the state 
governments, not a legal argument. That is the very big question that I think needs to be answered by the 
government. I want to support this bill, but I want to know that there is something that binds the commonwealth 
to assuming that 80 per cent legal liability that we are relying upon, based on the Leader of the House’s second 
reading speech. I do not know whether the government now regrets the level of cooperation it showed the 
commonwealth when that intergovernmental agreement was reached. It is probably fair to say that more than 
80 per cent of the benefits flowing out of the Gorgon development go to the commonwealth. Even if we accept 
that the other 20 per cent comes to Western Australia, with the GST distribution, up to 70 per cent—I am trying 
to remember whether with offshore royalties the rate even goes to 90 per cent—of the benefit of that is 
redistributed to the other states. There is probably an argument that of the 20 per cent liability that we are 
assuming, the other states of Australia should be sharing in some of that liability, because they are beneficiaries 
of the payroll tax and the other taxes we collect in Western Australia as a result of this development. In a bill like 
this that deals with the transfer of liabilities and the revenues that flow out of a project versus the costs that may 
arise in the future, an argument we should put in the debate about the GST, which this government has failed to 
do successfully, is the cost of doing business for a state like Western Australia. I have said before that the way 
we will win the debate about the GST distribution in this country is to show the other states that they have to 
support Western Australia so we can make the pie bigger for everybody. However, to do that we need a greater 
share of the pie today, with the benefit for everyone being that the pie will get bigger. The other thing we need to 
do is show that there are costs to doing business in Western Australia when we are creating the wealth that is 
redistributed across the country. One of those costs is what we are dealing with today. If we can get the 
assurance from the Leader of the House that the commonwealth will take up to 80 per cent of liability, we will 
be assuming a liability of 20 per cent. I suspect that if I ask the Leader of the House what the monetary value of 
that liability is, he will probably shake his head and say he has no idea, it is not possible to calculate. I am sure 
an actuary somewhere in the world would be able to provide a figure on that liability.  

That is another issue raised by this bill. I would look for some indication from the government on how the 
potential liability of this bill will be recorded in the state accounts. Will we seek to get an actuarial assessment of 
the monetary value of that liability and risk or will it simply be recorded in the notes to the accounts of the state 
as a potential contingent liability of which no value has been assessed and leave it for the rating agencies to 
make their own assessment about the risk? I understand that there are incredibly complex issues in a matter like 
this: one, working out the potential risk of failure, and two, if there is a failure, the cost of managing it, cleaning 
it up and the like.  

Hon Robin Chapple: What’s a failure? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Greens! That one is easy! Sorry, I could not resist.  
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It is an important issue. I accept this debate will go on for years. The Gorgon development needs to get up and 
running. The GST calculation needs to be done and 15 years need to elapse after that process before the liability 
can even potentially be transferred through to the state of Western Australia. We all know that the debt level of 
Western Australia is now so high that it is quite possible we will still be paying off the debt of Mr Barnett at the 
time this liability potentially comes to book in the state’s account. We have such a high debt level now thanks to 
the complete wilful disregard for proper management of the state’s finances by the Barnett government. It is 
important that we understand how the government would expect that liability could or would work when it 
potentially comes to the state. I accept that we are talking well into the future, but the reason I ask these 
questions is that a government would normally be expected to deal with these issues as a matter of course and 
daily we get evidence that this government does not look forward in its financial management of the state. It 
moves in the here and now. We have heard plenty of times the Premier saying he does not respect or regard the 
forward estimates that only go forward four years, let alone a project like this and a risk that goes forward for 
many generations. We will already leave future generations a significant debt and we will also leave them a 
significant contingent liability. How will that be managed and brought to account in the books? Again, the way 
rating agencies cover state finances is always interesting. Sometimes they look purely at the debt figure and 
sometimes they look at the net financial liabilities. This goes to the heart of how this government looks at and 
manages issues in the future. 

I made sure I brought my brought my prop in. It is a map of Barrow Island. The reason I brought it in is that I got 
it when we were debating the original Barrow Island bill. I have kept it with some pride as we have seen those 
jobs created in Western Australia as a result of that development and the benefits that have arisen and will 
continue to arise. I did not know that Hon Robin Chapple had his own props, but when he started talking about 
Barrow Island I thought it would be useful to bring this this map so members can get a context. It is only a 
relatively small island, but it has been massively significant for Western Australia’s economic development.  

Hon Robin Chapple interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, yet it has benefits to and a role in the Western Australian economy, including with 
the initial discovery of oil and West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd. When I was a younger lad and played social 
basketball, one of the groups I played with was made up of people who worked for WAPET. Quite a number of 
the people I played those games with were employees of WAPET. It was a significant and dominant employer in 
Western Australia in those days and paid people very well. I remember one of my friends who was a 
geophysicist for WAPET was a very good friend to know because he could get all the toys I could ever think of! 
If we needed a boat to go to Rottnest, my friend, who was not much older than me, already had a lovely boat to 
go to Rottnest because he was a geophysicist for WAPET. Barrow Island provided those benefits at that stage, 
along with the North West Shelf project, and it is really what got Western Australia into the oil and gas area. It 
could be said that eventually the other finds may have occurred, but it is really at the heart of a lot of the 
economic development of Western Australia. It is one of those spots in Western Australia that can be pinpointed 
as having had a significant benefit to the state and to the nation and it will continue to do so with the Gorgon 
development. We must be careful, though, that when all that is completed we have not spent all the money and 
all we have left is a liability that this bill will transfer to the state of Western Australia.  

I hope the Leader of the House can explain to us the nature of that intergovernmental agreement and whether it is 
legally binding. Can the commonwealth renege on it without recourse back to the states, and what recourse do 
the states have if the commonwealth seeks to do that? It may be a future government of any persuasion, so that is 
not a political comment; it is a Canberra–Western Australia comment. Secondly, how does the minister expect 
that this liability will be recorded in the books? Do we expect to attach a monetary value to it at some point 
through actuarial assessment, or will it simply be a set of words to acknowledge the contingent liability? 

With those comments, I indicate that the opposition is keen to support this legislation, and to acknowledge the 
dramatic change of heart of the then Leader of the Opposition and present Premier, and that the unity ticket 
between the Greens and Colin Barnett has been broken. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [3.32 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members opposite for their contributions to the debate on the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2015, and the 
opposition for its indication of support for the bill. I have some specific questions from Hon Ken Travers and 
Hon Kate Doust to respond to, which I will do in a moment. Most of Hon Robin Chapple’s contribution dealt 
with his disdain for Chevron, but I will make some comments on some of the points he has made, and I thank 
him for his very extensive contribution. 

Everyone is aware that the purpose of the bill is to amend the Barrow Island Act 2003 to enable the state to 
indemnify the Gorgon joint venturers for post-closure common law liability claims by independent third parties 
arising from the CO2 injection project. Gorgon is an absolutely massive project, and it is important that we get it 
right, so I do not mind the scrutiny of this legislation and the relevant questions that have been asked. 
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First of all, Hon Kate Doust raised a few questions, and she has indicated behind the Chair that she has a couple 
more that we will deal with in committee. Specific to her second reading contribution — 

Hon Kate Doust: Which was short and succinct. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It was short and meaningful. 

She asked what form the CO2 would be in. In standard conditions CO2 exists in a gaseous state and behaves 
similarly to most non-hydrocarbon gases. When both temperature and pressure reach a critical point CO2 
changes into a supercritical phase. In this state, the CO2 in the Dupuy formation can be expected to have a 
density similar to a light liquid, and a viscosity similar to a gas. This assists greatly with underground storage in 
a saline reservoir formation. I hope the honourable member’s daughter understands that. 

Hon Kate Doust: She will understand that, yes. 

Hon Ken Travers: Basically, it becomes like glue in the salt water. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Is that right? 

As to the duration of 15 years being selected, and not 20 or 50 years, 15 years is consistent with the 
commonwealth’s Offshore Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2006, chapter 3, “Regulation of activities relating to 
injection and storage of greenhouse gas substances”, division 8, “Long-term liabilities”, section 399(c). From a 
technical perspective, as the Gorgon gas field goes into decline, less CO2 would be injected, the CO2 plume 
would stabilise and reservoir pressure would be reduced from its maximum at the end of the Gorgon gas field 
production plateau as water continues to be extracted from the Dupuy. Fifteen years is long enough, after the 
cessation of CO2 injection, to confirm that there is no unexpected movement of CO2 in the subsurface. Clause 8 
of the collateral deed of the section 13 approval specifies that 15 years is the maximum time required, and it will 
still be at the minister’s discretion subject to a series of conditions being met. 

I refer to the specific questions asked by Hon Ken Travers. As to whether the intergovernmental agreement can 
be enforced, and what guarantee there is, I cannot give a guarantee. That is the same as any intergovernmental 
guarantee. I am sure the member will pursue this more in the committee stage. It is the same situation that 
applies to any piece of legislation. If the federal government enacts legislation, that can of course be repealed in 
a subsequent session of Parliament. It is exactly the same as any agreement or any act of Parliament. As to the 
cost of potential risk, the member is correct that it is a contingent liability. The cost of an award depends on the 
nature of the claim, and any potential award granted by the courts or by agreed arbitration.  

As I said, Hon Robin Chapple, made a very extensive contribution but—I must be honest—a lot of it was not 
necessarily to do with this bill, but to do with Gorgon itself, and Chevron in particular. I will answer a couple of 
his specific questions, and anything else can be dealt with during the committee stage. How are Chevron and the 
Gorgon joint venturers to protect the state from third parties? First of all, this will be done through a collateral 
deed that indemnifies the state for the length of the operations of the project. Secondly, a performance bond of 
up to $100 million may be requested of Chevron. Thirdly, public liability insurance of up to $100 million for 
damages of third parties may be requested. What does the indemnity do? Proposed section 14D clearly identifies 
what the indemnity does. It states — 

The State will indemnify the Joint Venturers for their common law liability to independent third parties 
arising after the liability assumption date for loss or damage caused by the injection of Gorgon CO2 in 
the formation where that loss or damage is attributable to an act done, or omitted to be done, in the 
carrying out of CO2 injection operations under the authority of the section 13 approval. 

Hon Robin Chapple: That is the part that I really want a great deal more detail on. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We will certainly give the member that opportunity very shortly. 

It is quite evident that Hon Robin Chapple is not on Chevron’s Christmas card list. 

Hon Robin Chapple: I am, but I keep on sending the cards back. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Do they respond? I thought Chevron was responsible for everything other than cane 
toads, from the member’s contribution. 

Hon Kate Doust: He didn’t mention cane toads, did he? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I do not think Chevron is responsible for cane toads. It is all right, 
Hon Robin Chapple. 

The member mentioned the Board of Supervisors in San Francisco and a lawsuit. 

Hon Robin Chapple: It wasn’t a lawsuit. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is in Hansard as a lawsuit. 
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Hon Robin Chapple: It was a motion, not a lawsuit. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We are not sure whether that motion was actually passed by the Board of Supervisors. 

Hon Robin Chapple: My understanding is that it was. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am not sure whether it was actually passed, but that is irrelevant. It was a resolution 
passed by the Board of Supervisors, as opposed to a lawsuit. As long as the member can clarify that. 

Hon Robin Chapple: It was definitely not a lawsuit; it was a motion. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We know now, so we have clarified that on the public record. 

Hon Robin Chapple had issues with the Environmental Protection Authority reservations about the project, 
Barrow Island in particular. To create some balance here, he also needs to recognise that the EPA has given 
approval for an extension of the land area to 32 hectares. The EPA has also increased the number of workers 
allowed on the island and provided approval for a fourth train expansion. It has actually done that, so we need to 
have a bit of balance there as well. 

Hon Robin Chapple: By way of interjection, if we look at Marandoo or places like that, where the EPA 
opposed the development, and made it very clear that there should be no mining below the watertable, when the 
miner gets to the watertable and then puts in an application, it is very difficult, with the proponent having 
invested millions and billions of dollars into a project, for the EPA to then do anything other than manage the 
situation.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I understand the member’s point. That does not detract from the fact that the 
Environmental Protection Authority has provided these other approvals.  

Hon Robin Chapple: Absolutely.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It has definitely done that. I take on board the member’s comments, which I think are 
quite valid. At the same time it might have been worthwhile Hon Robin Chapple pointing that out in his 
contribution — 

Hon Robin Chapple: It actually did say twice that there were two environmental assessments. On both of those, 
it said no. Even when the government — 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I would like to continue because the honourable member has had plenty of time to 
make his contribution. I would like to get into committee if we possibly could. Believe it or not, this is a simple 
bill. I would like to think that we can expeditiously get through any questions that members might have and 
move forward with the business of the house. Having said that, I commend the bill to the house.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Liz Behjat) in the chair; Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House) in 
charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon KATE DOUST: Most of my questions relate to clause 1. They are fairly general questions. Arising from 
the debate earlier this week, I went home and discussed this bill with my resident geo. We talked about a raft of 
questions, which I thought I might ask the Leader of the House, who has a group of very good advisers with him, 
so I am sure they will be able to provide the answers.  

Starting with the actual geosequestration project: for how long does the government expect the 
CO2 geosequestration project to store the CO2? For what length of time is it expected this will be in place?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is indefinitely.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I was not really all that far off when I talked about 1 000 years or more, was I? 

Hon Peter Collier: That’s right.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Referring to “indefinite”, I am advised that if we are talking about time on a geological 
scale, which could be thousands of years, as we have already referred to, how long will the joint venture partners 
be responsible for any issues that arise because of the injection of CO2? At what point will the state’s taxpayers 
be responsible?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: As soon as the indemnity is offered, they will be relieved of their liability.  
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Hon KATE DOUST: As an “out there” sort of question: what happens if the companies responsible go bankrupt 
before this period is over? What will happen if there is a change in ownership? That is probably a different 
question, so maybe the Leader of the House can deal with the first one first.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: That would lead to a termination of the state agreement.  

Hon KATE DOUST: What does the government see as the biggest risk with this project?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: All I would be doing at the moment is speculating. We have made an agreement, and 
to speculate would be dangerous. It would be anyone’s guess.  

Hon KATE DOUST: The advice I was given to that question was that the greatest risk could be leakage of CO2.  

Hon Peter Collier: I thought you meant with the agreement.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I suppose I should have been a bit clearer about that. When I contributed to the second 
reading debate I made reference to the new definition that has been put into the bill in relation to leakage of CO2. 
We briefly talked about what could happen with leakage. I asked a question about what could happen in that 
circumstance. I was told that where geosequestration projects have been in other parts of the world, or where 
there is natural storage of CO2, over a period of time there have been about 26 deaths associated with leakage of 
CO2. They were in open spaces and in a different sort of environment, and different amounts of CO2, whereas 
this project is pumping, I think Hon Robin Chapple said, hundreds of millions of tonnes of CO2 into this 
cavernous area. I do not want to scaremonger or anything, but what happens in the event that there is leakage in 
that situation and people are working in that environment? What sort of thought has been given to looking out 
for the health and safety aspects of managing potential CO2 leakage from that project?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I probably misinterpreted the first question; I apologise for that. I have been provided 
with a number of options. I thank the member for some prior warning of this question. First of all, new injection 
wells would be drilled in different parts of the reservoir. Secondly, injection rates to direct CO2 plume migration 
would be varied. Thirdly, additional pressure management wells would be drilled. Fourthly, the technology 
would be upgraded and the best practice at the time would be followed, where necessary. This relates to the 
workers et cetera: all of this would be done in consideration of, firstly, the health, the environment and safety; 
and, secondly, the impact on other resources; that is, the potable groundwater and the petroleum resources. 
Should no predicted migration occur, any migration plan would be agreed with the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum to the satisfaction of the minister responsible for the Barrow Island Act.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Another matter that was canvassed with me related to CO2 leakage from that site and it 
filtering back into the areas from where the gas had come. It was explained to me that that area would become 
sterilised, if you like, and that there would no longer be any further mining of that resource from that area if the 
CO2 leached back into that space. I am wondering whether that can be confirmed. Even if the project had not 
been completed and the CO2 leached in, would that mean there could no longer be any work done in that area 
because it had essentially sterilised that space? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have a response that I think will satisfy the member. The proponents are not 
extracting oil or gas at a site where the injection is actually occurring, and there are no petrol permits where the 
plume exists. 

Hon KATE DOUST: So there is no possibility at all of the CO2 moving its way back into the area. The way it is 
captured and stored is totally separated from — 

Hon Peter Collier: Which area do you mean? 

Hon KATE DOUST: We know that the gas is brought in from offshore onto the island and injected on the 
island. Is there a cap on that so that there is no way that it can move backwards through the process of — 

Hon Peter Collier: Through the pipeline? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Through the pipe. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is injected under pressure. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I just thought it was an interesting question. It was put to me that if it did happen,  
Chevron would be unable to go back in and continue work. The contrast that was provided to me was that—the 
minister will be familiar with this, coming from Kalgoorlie—if we go back to the work that was done in mines 
40 or 50 years ago when my grandfather worked at Lake View and Star, which is now a super pit, when the 
component of the ore was at 30 grams to a tonne where it is now about five grams to a tonne, because of changes 
in technology they are able to go back and dig a bigger hole and find mechanisms to garner the ore. It was put to 
me that leakage back through the pipe would not be able to happen in this case, and that is why I canvassed that 
issue.  
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Moving on from there, we have already talked about how having a CO2 sequestration project is a very good way 
for the companies to offset their CO2 emissions, and there was reference in the second reading speech to projects 
in other parts of the world. Does this absolve those companies from trying new technologies or changing 
technologies? I know that we are dealing with a piece of legislation with which we are looking far into the 
future, but is this an easy way out for Chevron? Is there still an opportunity for the companies to participate in 
the development of other mechanisms, if you like, to manage the CO2 issue? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, the company made the commercial decision to go down this path, but that does 
not prevent it whatsoever from canvassing other options. That is always a possibility. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Another matter that was raised with me related to earthquakes. I understand that in March 
2005, Barrow Island experienced an earthquake that was 3.7 on the Richter scale. I understand that there have 
been about 10 earthquakes above 3 on the Richter scale magnitude in the last 30 days. I am just wondering what 
sort of work or modelling is being done to deal with issues in the case of an earthquake that might cause a 
rupture in the geological formations that are holding the CO2 in place. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: We are, of course, talking about an act of God, over which we have no control. It 
certainly could be one consideration in the management plan, but I cannot provide the member any comfort in 
that area. It certainly could be a consideration. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will quickly go to that particular question; I have some more questions on other 
matters. With regard to gas and oil, obviously there is no gas immediately under Barrow Island; the Jansz-lo 
fields and the Gorgon fields are outside it by quite some way. The area around Barrow Island, including the 
Montebello Islands and right the way through, is a known platal movement area. We know that the area is an 
area of platal movement and that there has been a 3.7 earthquake there. The reason we know it is a platal 
movement area is that that is where all the oil and gas is; we actually get oil and gas where there is a seismic 
problem because that is where the faults in the earth’s crust occur. Given we know it is an area of platal 
movement, what guarantee do we have that the structure will not in some way be breached or compromised into 
the future? It might be an act of God, but we also know it is highly likely that over 500 to1 000 years, there will 
be movement in that area. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: We cannot give any guarantees, as I said to Hon Kate Doust. An earthquake or 
movement of the plates would be an act of God. Given the options that were available, 19 sites were considered 
for injection, and Barrow Island was chosen as the best. There was a list of criteria, including geological 
formation, storage capacity, injectivity and containment. They were just some of the criteria that were used. As I 
said, dealing with it in a general sense, they were looking at nine sites, and that was seen as the most appropriate 
site. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Given the nature of the geology of Western Australia, Shell did the original work on 
the potential 15 sites looked at in Western Australia where we could have geological sequestration. A large 
number of those were on the mainland in what we call a solid, stable environment. Western Australia’s 
geological system is about 1 500 billion years old . When we get to the extremities, we start to get platal 
movement along the areas of Leeuwin, Canning Basin and around what is often referred to as the Mawson 
craton, beyond Laverton and Leonora. Even though that statement was made, it was not what Shell found when 
doing the original work on geosequestration in the lead-up to this development. I do not have confidence in that 
statement.  

Hon Peter Collier: I have given my response. I am only going to say the same thing.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Has the department reviewed Shell’s geosequestration documents that were produced 
for this development; and, if not, why not? They outline the risks.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I emphasise once again that the criteria was based on the 19 sites. I stand by my 
earlier response. In addition, five due diligence reports have been completed since 2003. From 2008, there were 
more than 150 recommendations. I think quite forensic assessment of the site was carried out.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will make a comment and then we will move on. I was in the engineering game and 
I am reminded on a number of occasions, working for BHP, Hancock and companies such as that, that we could 
produce due diligence on a range of things to justify when something was capable of being done. I am reminded 
of the hot briquetted iron project. We produced due diligence on that and it failed and people lost their lives. I 
say that by way of comment.  

During the presentation that I was given by the minister’s staff—I again thank them for that—we were shown a 
migration chart. Could the departmental officers explain that migration chart through the Dupuy system?  

Hon Peter Collier: I am listening. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Could the minister produce that chart and show how we are looking at migrating over 
the next 100 to 1 000 years through the Dupuy system? We are talking about the CO2 migration up to the shale 
level and how the permeability impacted on that shale level.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I go back to the due diligence because it is important. I am quite willing to table those 
charts but I will do it at the end of the debate on this issue. The due diligence reviews found that the joint 
venturers have exceeded the scope and quality of assessment of the Gorgon CO2 injection project preceding any 
similar projects and that there were no major technical impediments for the government to approve the project. I 
will table that document.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: When we come to that point of migration, I do not necessarily need the tabled charts 
but could we look at the time line? I think a time line was given in the migration as it permeated through the 
dome to the shale cap rock.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: If the member is talking about the time line that was provided for the member and 
discussed during the briefings, I will table that.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am looking for the years of migration.  

Hon Peter Collier: It is for 1 000 years. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: There are a number of years of migration. We talked about how long it took to get to 
point A and point B. I think it is important that we get those years — 

Hon Peter Collier: They are contained within this document.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I know but I would like to know what they are. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I will table the document; I will give the member the information.  

Hon Robin Chapple: I thought it would be really good to know how many years it takes to move through — 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am not quite sure how I can read through these documents; they are quite visual.  

Hon Robin Chapple: There was one particular chart. It was not the one the minister is holding; it was the one 
where we saw it moving up — 

Hon PETER COLLIER: This goes for 1 000 years. Is that long enough for the member? 

Hon Robin Chapple: Yes. It moves at different levels. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Up to 1 000 years. That is a long time. I seek leave to table the document. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2809.] 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! We will not have a conversation backwards and forwards. I 
think the minister is tabling that document. The document will be available. I think you have the information you 
require. It is 1 000 years.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The Barrow Island Amendment Bill defines CO2; CO2 means carbon dioxide. Are 
any other chemicals or commodities being reinjected at the same time? What are they and are they classified as 
CO2 or CO2e?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, there are minute quantities. The injected carbon dioxide meets each of the 
following chemical specifications: at least 97 per cent molar carbon dioxide; less than three per cent molar 
hydrocarbon; less than 400 parts per million volume of hydrogen sulphide; less than 10 parts per million volume 
of nitrogen; and less than 3 000 parts per million volume of water. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I think Hon Kate Doust touched on this. We are talking about the drill wells 
themselves, or the reinjection wells of CO2—the extraction wells of water in this development. There were two 
components to the question. If the minister said there was seen to be a leak or migration or movement, other 
wells would be established to manage or deal with that. Is that correct?  

Hon Peter Collier: Yes.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Having said that, where would these drills come from, given the nature of the drills 
and the fact that they are not readily available around the world? Would there be one left on Barrow Island to 
deal with this? It usually takes two or three years to book a drill.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: With all due respect, that is an operational issue. I have no idea where Chevron will 
get the drills from and I do not think the minister would know either. I do not know whether he would be 
expected to know that. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Robin Chapple, I hope you are not canvassing the same question. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, on the same question.  

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I will listen but I think you have been given an answer to the question. The minister 
does not know. It is an operational matter.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is a point on that, not that question again. If Chevron is indemnifying something or 
anything, it usually has to have a game plan of how it is going to indemnify it. Beyond 15 years, it becomes the 
responsibility of the state or the federal government; up until 15 years, it is the responsibility of Chevron. Surely 
there needs to be some contingency plan. Having said that it would put new drills down, and it would fix the 
leak—it would do all of that—if the minister does not know how it is going to do it, I am a bit concerned. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is speculating, though. You are speculating. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No. We only have to look at the work that has been done on Sleipner. It has had to do 
that on Sleipner. So I am assuming that that same work will have to be done here.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am a little confused as to what the question is. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Earlier on, in response to Hon Kate Doust, the minister said that if there was 
migration and there was a problem, there would be drilling done—I think he used the word—to alleviate the 
problem.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is one of several mitigation strategies that it has identified. There are a number 
that have been identified. I am not quite sure where the member is going with this. What else does the member 
want to know? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I want to know how it is going to do it. Obviously the minister has answered that he 
cannot answer that, and that is fine. I will move on. 

In relation to the current drill wells for re-injection, can we have on record what the pressures of those drill wells 
will be? The minister does know, because he has told me previously. Given the known rates of transfer of oil and 
gas in current well situations around drill wells, are there any guarantees in any way, shape or form that the 
external casings will not be compromised as they are being compromised in other similar developments that use 
those sorts of pressures? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The maximum bottom hole pressure is 3 800 pounds per square inch.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: In relation to what we already know from other examples around the world about 
these sorts of wells at these sorts of pressures, and their leakage, what guarantees are there in terms of leakage 
externally to the well—that is, around the outside of the well casing and the concrete casing? 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  Chevron will have to meet its obligations under section 13 of the Barrow Island Act, 
which refers to the BI act minister’s approval.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House).  
Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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