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BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Committee 

Resumed from 23 April. The Chair of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the chair; Hon Peter Collier (Leader of 
the House) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Previously, I was asking some questions on clause 1 of the minister with carriage of 
this bill. I think I had touched on this, but I have done some further research and want to hone down on the 
liability and what we are indemnifying here. After 15 years, should the government and the corporation believe 
that they concluded the geosequestration safely, the state government will indemnify for any loss or damage to 
the amount of 20 per cent and the federal government, 80 per cent. We have not been able to ascertain so far 
what that indemnity is in dollar terms. I had a look at what is proposed to be sequestered. I think the figure that 
I used previously was 120 million tonnes of CO2. Let us look at the dollar price of sequestered CO2. The fixed 
price on carbon is $23 a tonne. If that is the case, and there is leakage and we have to work out what that leakage 
may be as a percentage of what is put back in the reservoir, it seems that we are indemnifying to the tune of 
$3.521 billion. Is my assumption correct? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: There is no carbon trading scheme, so there is no carbon tax. I am not quite sure how 
we would ascertain that. I cannot give the member a figure and he cannot expect me to give a figure, because it 
is just not possible. That figure will be determined through the courts or through arbitration, as is covered in the 
bill. I cannot give the member a figure, and I think he must know that. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: If there were to be a leak—heaven help us, I hope there is not—do we then quantify 
how much is leaked and indemnify on the percentage that is leaked, or how do we come up with that indemnity? 
The minister said that he cannot come up with a financial figure, but I would like to know how we establish how 
much is leaked. Obviously, there needs to be some method to establish what is leaked, and if it does leak, do we 
indemnify for the amount that is leaked or for the failure of the system? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: We are indemnifying against anything that is brought before the court; it is up to the 
court to make the determination. That is the process of the court system. Can I say that all the honourable 
member is doing is speculating on something that may occur. I cannot possibly give the member anything—dare 
I say it—more concrete than that about something that may occur in the future on a possible leak that may be of 
a certain amount. That will be determined by the courts if it ever, as the member says, “heaven help us”, were to 
occur. I cannot give the member anything more concrete than that. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I thank the minister for his response, which is the response that I wanted, because 
clearly what we are doing here is indemnifying an industry vis-a-vis an insurance by the state and federal 
governments. I can assure the minister that no insurance company would indemnify any project in the world 
unless it knew what it would financially cost it. The process of indemnification, in my view, is fiscally 
irresponsible. That is by way of comment, not a question. 
Clause put and passed.  
Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed. 
Clause 4: Part 5A inserted — 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: In relation to proposed new section 14B, I would like to understand how the 
interaction with the federal government will occur. How will the state government operate with the federal 
government when it deals with matters after the 15-year period? I would like to get a handle on how the state and 
the federal governments will work together at some stage in the future. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Proposed new section 14B deals with the enlivening of the indemnity and not the 
relationship between the federal and state governments. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, but it refers to how the commonwealth representative will be satisfied about 
certain measures. I am trying to find out who determines at that stage what the issue is, and how does that 
interaction occur with the state? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The proposed new section deals with the enlivening of the indemnity. I am not sure 
what the member means by the “issue”. Perhaps he can explain what he means by the “issue”. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Perhaps we can forget about the word “issue”. I am trying to find out how the 
relationship between the state and federal governments occurs at that stage. How do we ascertain the satisfaction 
of certain matters? Does the state do that? Does the federal government do that? Is it a joint agreement? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: If the state wants to issue a site closure notice, it informs the commonwealth. That is 
the first step. Does the member understand? 
Hon Robin Chapple: Yes. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The commonwealth needs to be satisfied that the plume is behaving as predicted and 
that there is no risk of leakage or other environmental health and safety issues. That is the process. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I think I get it, but the key issue is who provides the commonwealth with that 
information. Is it the state or the proponent? 

Hon Peter Collier: The state. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: If the state provides information to the commonwealth that it is all hunky-dory and 
we are all okay and the commonwealth accepts that— 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes—that is if the commonwealth accepts that it is all hunky-dory, do you mean? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Does that mean that the commonwealth will not do its own assessment; it will rely on 
the state’s evaluation? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It provides for that based upon information provided by the state, provided by the 
proponent. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: If the state provides, through the proponent, information to the commonwealth, which 
in the end is found to be inaccurate or does not meet the standards required—it might do that genuinely, but 
make a mistake—is the state then liable in any way to the commonwealth for failure to provide the right 
information? We may both pick up the 20 and 80 per cent, but the state will be the conduit of that information. 
Does that create a liability for the state in the federal jurisdiction? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That information, as the member would assume, is provided in good faith. The state is 
hardly going to provide that information unless it is in good faith, but it would be assumed that the 
commonwealth would do its own form of assessment. 

Hon Robin Chapple: So it is going to do its own assessment? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We would assume that. 

Hon Robin Chapple: Do we know that? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is certain that the commonwealth would have to be satisfied with the information 
that has been provided. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 5 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.40 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

Division 

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

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Kate Doust Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Samantha Rowe 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Mark Lewis Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nick Goiran Hon Rick Mazza Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Dave Grills Hon Robyn McSweeney  

Noes (2) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Lynn MacLaren (Teller)  
            

Pairs 

 Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Ken Travers 
 Hon Helen Morton Hon Darren West 
 Hon Ken Baston Hon Martin Pritchard 
 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 
 

 [3] 


	BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2015
	Committee
	Report
	Third Reading
	Division


