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UNCONVENTIONAL GAS EXPLORATION AND MINING — MORATORIUM 

Motion 

Resumed from 23 May on the following motion moved by Hon Alison Xamon — 

That this house demands that the government place a moratorium on all unconventional gas exploration 

and mining in Western Australia until such time as it can be assured that such activities will — 

(1) Have no impact on local land users, including — 

(a) no reduction of available agricultural land; 

(b) no reduction in local groundwater levels; 

(c) no saltwater contamination of groundwater; 

(d) no chemical contamination of groundwater; and 

(e) no uncontrolled methane leakage from drilled locations. 

(2) Be governed by government regulations that ensure that — 

(a) absolute transparency is provided to the public about which chemicals are used in all 

unconventional gas drilling and hydraulic fracturing (―fraccing‖) activities; 

(b) rigorous independent testing is conducted on all chemicals before they are used in 

unconventional gas exploration, drilling and fraccing operations to ensure no adverse 

impacts on groundwater, human health and the environment; and 

(c) any liability for contamination of groundwater, land or community assets be borne by 

the company conducting the operations rather than the state and people of Western 

Australia. 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [2.09 pm]: The last time we debated this motion, I was noting 

that at least the Department of Mines and Petroleum had changed its original position since I first introduced this 

motion by recognising that there was certainly a need to review the regulatory framework surrounding fraccing. 

As it stands under the current regime, the reality is that there is no way to be sure about the level of protection 

that will be afforded to the community. I note that the community has already begun to respond to this by 

forming groups to protect its interests in the land and the water. It is also concerned about health. We are seeing 

groups forming in the south west, and we saw that very early on. We are now starting to see groups of farmers 

and landholders in Eneabba and the midwest, where there has already been and where we will continue to see 

fraccing. A few weeks ago, the Shire of Carnamah unanimously moved to support this moratorium motion that 

members have in front of them today. I note that the Western Australian Farmers Federation has also come out in 

support of a moratorium. Everywhere the unconventional gas industry has taken off, not only has the industry 

taken off exponentially, but also the community concern surrounding it has increased exponentially. We need to 

be certain that we have all the regulations and independent monitoring in place before there is any chance of us 

being left behind by what is anticipated to be the rapid growth of this industry. That is why the Greens (WA) and 

many others are calling for a moratorium to be put in place until strong transparent regulation and a clear 

enforcement plan with funding are put in place. 

I want to respond to some of the comments that are often put up around the issue of fraccing in Western 

Australia. For example, I note that industry will often say—it has been repeated by the minister—that this is tried 

and true technology that has been used in Western Australia for 50 years. I think that is a pretty loose 

interpretation of fraccing as we know it today. If we really want to go back that far, we could say that fraccing 

has been occurring since about the 1860s, when people shot water into oilwells with nitroglycerine to rubblise—

that is the word that is used—the formation and to increase flow rates and, ultimately, recovery. Effectively, they 

were chucking dynamite down the wells to enable fracturing. I do not think by any stretch of the imagination we 

should be saying that therefore we have 150 years’ worth of fraccing history to our name. Basically, we are 

talking about a very new type of technology that is being used to extract unconventional gas in this state. It is 

true that hydraulic fracturing has been around in some form since at least the late 1940s, but the reality is that 

advances in technology and the amount of hydraulic pressure that can be applied now mean that the fraccing that 

is done today is a completely different beast from that of the 1950s and 1960s. Thousands of times more pressure 

is available and is being used. So we are talking about a new technology. We are talking about an entirely 

different beast from what we have dealt with in the past. 

Obviously, we know what fraccing is. It involves using a mix of water, sand and chemicals under really high 

pressure to fracture the gas-bearing material, increasing the amount of contact the well has with the reservoir. 

This can be done multiple times in any given well, and it will be if there is reason to believe that it will increase 

gas flow and make money. Warro 3, for example, was fracced in 10 different stages. We know that some 
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unconventional gas reservoirs react poorly to water and have been fracced with base liquids other than water. 

This includes liquid carbon dioxide and diesel, such as we saw in the Whicher Range near Busselton. 

Approximately 40 per cent of the fluid is returned to the surface as produced water and the rest remains 

underground in the well and the fractures. The waste water, especially waste water that comes back from shale 

and coal, is often further contaminated with materials native to that coal or shale, depending on the material. It 

can come back further contaminated with salts, heavy metals and even radioactive particles. We know that we 

are currently storing this water in triple-lined ponds on the surface until disposal. Of course, we know that the 

rest of the water is being maintained within the frac itself. 

One of the specific concerns is that fraccing is a process that uses a lot of water, and the water is usually sourced 

locally. I note that the United States Environmental Protection Agency estimates that about 19 million litres is 

required to drill and frac a well. In answers to questions I have asked, the Minister for Mines and Petroleum has 

estimated that approximately 300 wells are needed to drain a gas field. Using these figures, 5.7 gigalitres of 

water is likely to be required to empty a gas field. To put this in perspective, the Karara Mining Ltd water 

licence, which effectively took the entire allocation of the Parmelia aquifer in the midwest and which local 

farmers were understandably completely outraged about, was for five gigalitres per annum. To put that further 

into perspective, it is 10 times the volume that the Department of Water will currently ask for metering and 

monitoring in areas that are not under pressure, 100 times the amount that the DOW wants to use as that cut-off, 

and 1 000 times the volume required for metering on aquifers that are under pressure. We are talking about huge 

amounts of water. Given the location of the known fields in and around Eneabba and throughout the midwest, 

and the competition that already exists for this water, including by the midwest mining companies, we need to 

seriously consider the implications for licensing the extraction of this much water for the purpose of fraccing. 

We also need to ask ourselves very seriously what is the opportunity cost for these communities and existing 

industries of using the water in this way. 

The disposal of contaminated water is also an issue. As I said, the fluid that returns to the surface must be dealt 

with and disposed of in some way. There have been problems with surface disposal in other parts of the world—

that is, treating the waste water and then dispersing it on land. We know that it has led to vast swathes of forests 

dying in the US, and the solution proposed to that problem was to use yet more clean water to dilute the 

contamination. I have asked questions of the minister about what is intended, and it has been made clear to me 

that it is not intended to use surface disposal ordinarily for the disposal of this fraccing fluid unless it is an 

emergency. So it has not been ruled out entirely. I would be interested to hear further from the minister about 

what is defined as an ―emergency‖. Effectively, it was intended that it would be kept in ponds and evaporated or 

else trucked off-site, which of course raises issues itself. The other disposal technique that is commonly used 

around the world is deep injection wells, but I note that the minister in this place has ruled out deep injection of 

water as a way to dispose of the waste water. Certainly, I hope that that will be the case. 

The issue of earthquakes has emerged around the world. The usual action of fraccing has been associated with 

earthquakes in the US and Britain. Fraccing usually creates microseismic events, because, after all, it is creating 

explosions deep underground. We know that on the Fylde coast in Britain, earthquakes associated with fraccing 

have been even larger at a magnitude of about 2. 

One of the prime concerns, particularly for Western Australian residents, is the issue of the chemicals that are 

used within the fraccing fluids. The chemicals are used for engineering reasons and are therefore, in most part, 

being treated as commercial-in-confidence. The arguments ordinarily used to dismiss concerns about these 

chemicals are that they comprise only a small part of the total volume of the liquid used to frac. The Department 

of Mines and Petroleum says that we are talking about 0.5 per cent. The US EPA says that it is 0.5 per cent to 

two per cent. It is never precise, depending on where the frac is occurring. What we do know is that it can take as 

much as 19 million litres of fluid to frac a well, so that could work out to as much as 85 000 to 380 000 litres of 

unknown chemicals per well. At 300 wells per field, that is a lot of unknown and potentially toxic chemicals to 

be transported and to be fracced into the ground. By ―unknown‖, I mean that the public does not know what the 

chemicals are and the Department of Mines and Petroleum cannot tell us. Of the ones we know might be used for 

fraccing, the National Industrial Chemicals Notification and Assessment Service, otherwise known as NICNAS, 

has so far assessed only four for their environmental and health impact when used for fraccing. The DMP cannot 

even release the material safety data sheets on these chemical mixes, which is supposed to be publicly available 

information, to the owners of the land on which the well is located. We at least have a commitment from the 

minister that no BTEX chemicals will be approved for use—BTEX refers to the toxic chemicals benzene, 

toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes. But in response to public pressure, the industry has started putting on line 

some information regarding the chemicals. I will say that they talk about these chemicals as being household 

chemicals and walnut husks to try to claim that we are effectively looking at no danger at all. I am saying that 

thousands of litres of household chemicals are nothing to be dismissed. There is a reason we do not let our kids, 

for example, drink them. The information available does not say very much at all. More important, we still do 
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not have any of the third-party research from a reputable government or academic organisation to confirm that 

the health effects of these chemicals have been tested and found to be safe for the purposes they are being used 

for and that, more important, they will be safe if accidents happen. Unfortunately, accidents inevitably do 

happen.  

Then there is the issue of methane. Apart from the contamination of unknown chemical additives, there is also 

the concern that methane might get into our groundwater. Methane is not a contaminant in and of itself; it is not 

particularly toxic. It is, however, very flammable. Importantly, it is a very potent greenhouse gas. The United 

States Environmental Protection Authority has just come down with new rules about well completion that mean 

that new well completions cannot vent or flare, but they must track and sequester the gas produced in testing. 

This, hopefully, will serve to substantially reduce the volume of greenhouse gases escaping into the atmosphere. 

At the very least, we will need similar rules in WA.  

Moving onto the issue of greenhouse gases more specifically, unconventional gas is being promoted by the 

petroleum industry as a clean energy, and there has been a lot of discussion about the relative greenhouse gas 

impacts of shale gas in particular. I note that Howarth’s original April 2011 study out of Cornell University put 

the carbon footprint from shale gas drilling at 130 to 200 per cent of that of coal. There has been much modelling 

and much argument about this, but wherever we are at with it, we seem to be at a point where unconventional 

gas emissions are deemed to be equivalent to those of coal. Certainly, that is where the parliamentary committee 

that looked into coal seam gas in New South Wales eventually landed. The point of a transition fill is that the 

footprint is meant to be smaller than the same energy value of a traditional fossil fuel such as coal. The thing is, 

if unconventional gas is no better than coal, even if it is marginally better than coal, and as I say, there are 

arguments to say it is even worse, surely we would hope that the risk associated with extracting it are no worse 

than those for extracting coal. I do not think any of us can make that claim.  

I want to now talk a little bit about how things can go wrong and what happens if this stuff gets into our 

groundwater. There are the issues of the casing and the cement. A properly constructed well uses casing 

cemented to the walls of the well to fully and effectively block the inside of the well from the surrounding 

ground. Ideally and usually, nothing goes wrong and the gas and liquids on the inside of the well remain entirely 

separated from the earth and liquids on the outside of the well. However, let us not be naive; there is a rate of 

failure for casings. I have seen rates of failure quoted at five per cent of casings failing immediately, and at two 

per cent over the course of a decade or so. I asked some questions of the minister on this; I asked about the 

failure rates of wells in WA because I would have been very surprised if the answer had been zero. The response 

I have had at this point is that it would mean that all wells would need to be checked and that that would create 

practical issues of workload. But I have had it confirmed that some corrosion has been identified and 

subsequently remediated. Bearing in mind we are looking at the early ages of the industry at this point, I am not 

particularly comforted by that. Casing can crack, but it is far more likely that the cause of any issues will 

be faults in the cement job. Currently, the schedule of onshore petroleum exploration and production 

requirements 1991 does not require cement logging to confirm that the well is properly sealed and that there are 

no issues. The pressure testing required tests only the quality of the cement bond at the bottom part of the well. 

As part of my response to the draft environmental regulations, I suggested that cement bond logging for the 

entirety of the well should be a requirement. These sorts of regulations will minimise the potential for interaction 

with aquifers. I have recommended that—I have to be honest, I have not recommended it because I am a 

genius—because I have petroleum engineers working with me who work in the industry, who have expressed 

their own concerns and who are making very clear that these are the sorts of things they think are lacking in our 

current regulatory framework and that they want to see included. The issue of the casings remains an ongoing 

concern after wells are abandoned. Time will have its effect on unmaintained casings and cement. As I 

mentioned earlier, a whole lot of the contaminated water remains in the well along with gas flowing at 

uncommercial rates. The potential for contamination through this pathway remains long after the productive life 

of the well has ceased.  

The other really big concern in relation to both chemicals that go into fraccing fluid and the contaminated 

wastewater is the potential for leakages and spills at the surface. Currently, wastewater is usually stored in ponds 

near the wellhead. I have been assured that the ponds are separated from the ground by at least three layers of 

PVC. However, concerns about ponds remain certainly due to volatile organic compounds evaporating into the 

air and the effects of flooding—this will particularly be an issue in the wet season in the Kimberley—and what 

will happen to the site when the gas extraction is finished. How will that site be eventually cleaned up and 

remediated? The chemicals are trucked in so there is always that risk of accidents on the road, but in this motion 

I have not gone into detail of concerns about transport.  

There are also issues about agricultural land. In the specific wording of this motion I have referred to concerns 

about the potential reduction of agricultural land. This is also an issue of major concern to the communities 

starting to be affected by gas exploration in our northern and southern Perth basins. The nature of 
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unconventional gas is that many, many more wells are needed to drain a gas field than are required for 

conventional gas. Each well pad requires approximately three hectares of land plus the space for roads and 

pipelines. When announcing the halving of royalty rates for the unconventional gas industry, the minister noted 

that approximately 10 times the number of wells would need to be drilled to extract the same amount of gas. In 

other jurisdictions, that has looked like a well every couple of hundred metres with a spaghetti of road and pipeline 

connections holding it all together. All we need to do is look at some of the images of the gas fields in Chinchilla 

in Queensland or the shale gas fields in the USA to get an idea of what we are talking about. AWE in the 

midwest has stated that with horizontal drilling and fraccing it hopes to separate its well heads by a couple of 

kilometres. It is a nice hope and I, for one, certainly hope that if this is going to go ahead, it will be able to do so. 

If none of the gas companies is able to do that—from previous experience with the shales in the US, it does not 

look like they will—what will happen to those farms with basically a spaghetti of wellheads and roads and 

pipelines?  

This is not just potentially a huge reduction in agricultural land; it also makes what is left much more difficult to 

farm with the need to dodge gas field infrastructure at every turn. In my discussions with the Western Australian 

Farmers Federation it became clear that not only do they have no right of refusal, which I and other people in 

this place already know, but also their huge concern is that they will be held liable for any damage done to gas 

field equipment while they attempt to duck and weave around it trying to carry out the normal activities of 

farming. Farmers are not permitted to say no. I know of two cases so far in which gas companies have threatened 

to take farmers to court to enforce access to land. As I understand it, one has now been settled but only on the 

grounds of issuing some compensation. This is happening to our farmers in WA right now. I have further heard 

that the issues of the loss of land value and the inability to get business loans that have plagued the farmers over 

east is starting to impact on our farmers here. I am asking how this can possibly be considered a good outcome 

for our rural communities and for our food security into the future. To add insult to injury, the compensation 

offered under the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act is usually only the value of the land required 

for the well pad; not considered are changes to farming practices that are required, all the risks to future business 

and the potential for contamination of land.  

Where is it happening? The Department of Mines and Petroleum has estimated that about 10 per cent of Western 

Australia is prospective for shale gas. We have three basins that we either know or think highly likely will 

contain unconventional gas. The Canning super basin underlies a large part of the Kimberley and is estimated to 

hold at least 200 trillion cubic feet of gas. The Perth basin lies along the coastline from Busselton up to 

Carnarvon and beyond, and is the most advanced in moving towards production. The onshore Carnarvon basin 

lies between Shark Bay and Exmouth and inland. I note that the Officer basin is just starting to be explored, but 

we do not think there is anything in the Eucla basin.  

Right now we are expecting that the next three fraccing jobs to take place will be in the north Perth basin near 

Eneabba; we are going to see Senecio-2, Arrowsmith-2 and Woodada Deep-1 this month. In the Canning Basin, 

Buru is confident that its discoveries in the Valhalla Paradise region will be backed up with more gas shows out 

of the Laurel formation. Other explorers are looking into the Goldwyer formation, which is also in the Canning 

Basin, and which alone is expected to account for more than 200 trillion cubic feet of gas. There is scope for 

considerable commercial interest in unconventional gas resources in the Kimberley. The onshore Carnarvon 

basin is still in the very early stages of exploration, but given the success of the offshore Carnarvon basin gas 

field, I would not be surprised if we end up seeing petroleum onshore as well. 

This means that a large part of our productive farmland lies over the top of areas where we can reasonably 

expect to see shale gas development. We need to get the regulation right now, before there is a massive industry. 

The key things we are asking for are regulations to guarantee that there is no reduction in available agricultural 

land; no reduction in local groundwater levels; no saltwater contamination of groundwater; no chemical 

contamination of groundwater; and no uncontrolled methane leakage from drilled locations. From what I have 

already said, we can see that this is a tricky proposition; it requires land use planning and recognition of the 

primacy of agricultural land for agricultural purposes. It requires the acknowledgement of the very real risks 

posed by fraccing and simply ruling some areas out of contention. It requires absolute expertise in the 

department, strong regulations and a strong monitoring program. It requires the ability to legally enforce these 

things, and it requires industry expertise to operate safely without jeopardising the health of farmland and the 

environment—expertise that appears to be lacking in so many examples globally. 

In relation to regulations and transparency, the Department of Mines and Petroleum last year commissioned Dr 

Tina Hunter to report on the state of regulations covering unconventional gas. The findings of the report were not 

particularly comfortable reading, especially for me, after I had been told time and again that the onshore sector 

was being regulated incredibly well and that there was no need to further review anything. Instead, we found out 

that the environmental management plans—which consist of the promises made by companies in secret, because 

the people of Western Australia are not able to see them—are not legally enforceable. The most that can be 
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enforced is a $10 000 fine for failing to follow a ministerial direction. As members can imagine, that is not very 

impressive when we consider that drilling and fraccing costs millions of dollars. 

As a result of the report, the DMP committed to undertaking some regulatory reform, so we saw draft 

environmental regulations come out for public comment in December 2011; public submissions closed at the end 

of February 2012, and I was one of the people who put in a lengthy submission. I note that fines are yet to be 

determined. The draft regulations provide a bit more transparency. A summary version of the environmental 

management plan is to be made available, but there is no way that one could say that this goes anywhere near far 

enough. The required contents of the summary document are not even specified. I would argue that the entirety 

of the EMP should go public, along with the environmental risk assessments that come before the management 

plan. I would also like to see stringent monitoring requirements and those results made public. Only chemicals 

that have been assessed for safety by a third party, such as the National Industrial Chemicals Notification and 

Assessment Scheme, should be used in fraccing. It would be best if advice on the effects of the specific 

chemicals on the environment and potentially on human health were also to be made available through the 

department. That is absolutely my preference, but I understand that fraccing is going ahead right now without 

that knowledge being made available to anyone outside the department. At the very minimum, the material 

safety data sheets for these chemicals should be available to the public, and especially to those landholders who 

have properties where fraccing is occurring. I cannot overstate the level of community concern about this. The 

government must respond, and by that I do not mean it should just say that everything is fine; I mean it should 

actually ensure transparency so that people can make up their own minds. 

The recommendations of the New South Wales parliamentary inquiry into coal seam gas provided some further 

ideas for reform that could be instituted here. These include putting the monitoring and enforcement of 

environmental conditions on unconventional gas under the EPA to address any appearance of conflict of interest 

and creating a petroleum ombudsman to investigate and make binding recommendations on matters relating to 

the exploration and extraction of unconventional gas. 

I refer now to the Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association Ltd’s code of practice. I met 

with APPEA in the middle of last year and it assured me that it would put together a voluntary code of practice. 

It has done so, and I would describe it as a series of sweet nothings under the name of a code of practice. There 

was some suggestion that a lot of the issues around transparency, community engagement and fair dealings with 

landowners could be managed through industry’s own practices. I would argue that that has not been the case to 

date, so already I think that the spirit of that has not necessarily been followed. In any event, I would argue that 

the code of practice does not go far enough and that it does not consider the future needs and planning of the 

communities where companies wish to operate. Importantly, it is not enforceable—not by APPEA, not by the 

communities and not by government. Even when I met with APPEA, it admitted that there would be nothing it 

could do if a rogue operator came into the picture and violated the code of practice, so my message to APPEA is 

that if it is happy to abide by a code, it should put some meat on it and welcome the enshrining of the specifics 

into binding regulations. Any company that has the intention of doing the right thing in the first place should 

never be afraid of having a code of practice backed up with enforceable laws. 

I turn now to the issue of liability. Given the ways in which contamination can occur and that the possibility of 

problems will not disappear when production shuts down, we need to ensure that any liability for contamination 

of groundwater, land or community assets is borne by the company conducting the operations, rather than the 

state and people of Western Australia. I do not want to see a repeat of what we have seen with the uranium 

industry; there is the real potential for the cost of clean-up operations to go on and on, and the public will be left 

to pay for it. 

Serious risks are associated with fraccing. France, Bulgaria and various townships in the US have voted to ban 

fraccing. The state of Vermont signed its fraccing ban into law just last week. It is a little rich to somehow 

suggest that the Greens or other Western Australian environmental groups are just going around spreading fear 

about this issue; this is a global concern, in the eastern states and right around the world. Why would anyone be 

so naive as to ignore the fact that, wherever this industry has sprung up, concerns have followed? It is a new 

technology that in no way could be considered to have been tried and tested to an adequate degree. In fact, where 

it has been tried and tested, numerous problems have emerged that are yet to be resolved. Clearly, these countries 

and the other states in Australia have seen that the safest way to manage the environmental and health issues 

associated with fraccing is to, at the very least, impose a moratorium until they can actually figure out exactly 

what they are dealing with. More and more of them are moving to ban this practice altogether. We need to look 

at fraccing in depth, and we need to be to be dead sure that our regulations and monitoring regimes can handle it, 

both as the proto-industry it is now and as the behemoth it looks to become. We need to do that before we 

approve any more fraccing. 

To its disgrace, the Environmental Protection Authority has been completely missing in action on this issue. 

Despite referrals of planned fraccs to the EPA, it continues to refuse to assess any of the fraccing operations and 
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says that it is waiting for significant expansion before it is prepared to show any interest. I have referred four 

hydraulic fracturing programs to the EPA: Warro-4, Arrowsmith-2 and Woodada Deep-01 in June 2011, and 

Senecio-2 in August 2011. Despite this, and the fact that we are in the really early days of the industry and now 

would be the time to try to make sure that it is being assessed and is okay, all were deemed by the EPA to not 

require assessment. Warro-4 already had permission from the Department of Mines and Petroleum and was 

fracced in August 2011 while the EPA was considering the matter, so the EPA did shift its consideration at that 

point to Warro-5, 6 and 7. I did subsequently appeal the Warro decision, and I note the Conservation Council of 

Western Australia appealed all the decisions. The Appeals Convener came out with quite an interesting response; 

basically, it recommended that the minister could effectively decide to go either way and compel the EPA to go 

ahead and check what was happening here, or not. Regardless of that, the minister’s decision was to not uphold 

any appeals and to not require that the EPA do its job. Even though, effectively, the Appeals Convenor was 

giving the minister the opportunity to intervene—here I am talking about Minister Marmion—the minister still 

chose to completely turn his back on this issue and did not make the EPA do its job. The EPA produced bulletin 

15 ―Hydraulic fracturing of gas reserves‖, which was published in September 2011. I will paraphrase and give 

members the short version, which is that the EPA was not going to look at any ―proof of concept‖ wells—even 

though it is the same technology and risks and we should be doing it now rather than waiting for a large 

investment. I am sorry, members, that last comment was mine. The EPA said that the cumulative impact needs to 

be better understood. I will just point out that it is the EPA that should be doing that work and not just 

acknowledging the gap—and some more transparency would be nice. Again, the EPA noted that the agency 

taking it up is the DMP, but not to the level required.  

Finally, as an aside, I would like to point out that the EPA has decided to assess precisely zero—that would be 

duck egg—of the 62 proposals referred to it in the 12 months to 31 May 2012. Goodness knows what the EPA is 

doing, because it is certainly not doing its job!  

In some ways, I really do not blame the DMP for doing what it is doing because I recognise that the job of the 

Department of Mines and Petroleum is to extract as much oil, gas and minerals as it can. That is its job. The fact 

that the EPA as the independent regulator is utterly missing in action and is completely failing to do its job is an 

absolute disgrace. We need an independent regulator. The time to assess the industry is now. The Appeals 

Convenor has accepted that there is a sound argument to make the assessment at those early stages; however, as 

usual, Minister Marmion has ignored the opportunity to compel the EPA to do its job. I understand there is a lack 

of expertise within the EPA, but it should source it from elsewhere. The lack of political will on this issue is 

absolutely galling.  

I will say again that I met with the EPA last year, and it had not even been aware that previous fraccs had 

occurred and it had not been confirmed whether there ever was fraccing at Woodada Deep, which should have 

been the subject of an automatic referral under the DMP–EPA memorandum of understanding due to its 

proximity to a wetland. Certainly, the EPA told me that it was unaware of it.  

The New South Wales inquiry confirms what I have been saying all along. We are in a unique position to get all 

of our planning, legislation and regulation right before this industry turns into an unstoppable juggernaut. We 

should put a moratorium on fraccing now. We need to keep it in place until everyone—regulators, industry and 

most importantly the community—are confident that fraccing can be done without putting our environment, our 

livelihoods and our futures at risk.  

I seek leave to move a further amendment to my motion.  

The PRESIDENT: Hon Alison Xamon has moved the motion that is on the notice paper and she is seeking 

leave to move a further amendment to that motion. Is leave granted? 

Hon Norman Moore: No. 

The PRESIDENT: Leave is not granted. 

Hon Norman Moore: Mr President, forgive me. We do not know what we are voting on. The member has 

talked about some form of amendment, but we do not know what it is.  

Hon Alison Xamon: I am happy to read out the amendment, minister. 

The PRESIDENT: I will take it back one step. I will ask for the leave the member is seeking after the member 

has had a chance to read the amendment to the motion and explain it.  

Amendment to Motion 

Hon ALISON XAMON: The reason I am moving this amendment to my motion now rather than when I had put 

this original motion is that I want to add an additional point. I move — 

(1) To insert (a) after ―That this house‖ in the first line. 
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(2) To insert the following paragraph at the end of the motion — 

(b) Calls on the Minister for Environment to direct the Environment Protection Agency to 

thoroughly investigate and review the risks of hydraulic fracturing technology and to 

assess all current and future proposals to undertake hydraulic fracturing in Western 

Australia.  

By way of explanation, as I have already outlined, at the time that I put this original motion on notice, the EPA 

had not had any involvement; since then, it has had multiple opportunities to actually do its job and to assess the 

impacts of fraccing. The EPA has completely refused to do this, and the minister responsible, the Minister for 

Water; Environment has also refused. I still maintain that we absolutely need a moratorium in place to ensure 

that the regulatory regime is sufficient, but we also need the EPA to do its job and to assess the fraccing. 

Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The member’s time is on hold and she is now making another speech, which I do not 

think is quite appropriate. We need to know what the words of the amendment are that she has read out to decide 

whether they can be included.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Just for the process, I would like to read the amendment. It is not good enough for 

the member to read that out and expect us to vote on it. I would like to read the amendment before I make a 

decision.  

The PRESIDENT: I will get copies of that amendment distributed. I have a copy but I will get copies 

distributed as quickly as possible. The clock should not have been on hold. It should have moved on.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: Mr President, I have finished. 

The PRESIDENT: No, you have not, because you have sought leave to add something to your motion and that 

has not been clarified yet.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: On a further point of order: is this considered to be an amendment or is it an 

addendum or something similar to that? I am not about to vote for an amendment, one, that I have not seen and, 

two, that I do not agree with. If it is an addendum, in other words, an addition to the original motion and the 

house can either accept or not that it become part of the motion rather than accepting it as an amendment. I 

would appreciate your advice on that.  

The PRESIDENT: I have a copy of the suggested amendment. It is actually an addition rather than an 

amendment as I read it, but I will wait until copies can be distributed. Then we will go through it step by step so 

that members are absolutely sure about what is being proposed. 

On the same point of order, Hon Max Trenorden. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Even though I have not got the amendment before me, I thought I heard the member 

say that the minister will direct the EPA, and I wonder about the legal ramifications of that. Maybe before we 

vote, Mr President, we need to be clear whether we are voting on something that is legal. To my understanding 

you cannot direct the EPA, but I may be wrong.  

Hon Norman Moore: Hon Alison Xamon would be horrified if the minister tried to direct the EPA on 

something like Margaret River coal!  

The PRESIDENT: The addition to the motion is seeking to do that, but I want to make sure that members have 

a copy so that members are absolutely sure about what is being proposed. Members, let us just work through 

exactly what is in front of us. Hon Alison Xamon has moved the motion outlined on the notice paper and in the 

motion without notice, which is an amendment to the motion, she seeks leave to amend the motion. I will allow 

some minimal comment on this.  

Debate Resumed 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [2.53 pm] — by leave: I will be 

quite happy to give leave for this to be added to the motion on the basis that there is no misunderstanding of my 

support or otherwise for what is now contained in the new words. I am happy to provide leave for them to be 

added, but I will be arguing vigorously against the additional words when the time comes to debate that motion. 

Therefore, obviously there is no misunderstanding that by granting leave we are in any way supporting this, and 

the member should understand that and not inform the public otherwise.  

Motion, by leave, amended.  

Motion, as Amended 
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HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [2.54 pm]: The opposition does not support the motion and I will 

move an amendment later. This is a typical Greens motion in that it tries to make out that it is reasonable in its 

undertakings, but you are damned if you do and you are damned if you do not! There is enough in this motion 

we can agree with and there is a heck of a lot that we cannot agree with. It is based on a whole bunch of 

assumptions and it is very, very selective in what it attempts to cover. To test this, we can go no further than 

paragraph 1(a) which states — 

Have no impact on local land users, including — 

… no reduction of available agricultural land; 

If that was applied to any other mining or resource sector, it just would not happen, and that is right. 

Hon Max Trenorden: And no measure, it could be a square inch. 

Hon JON FORD: This is my speech! 

The motion also states that there be no reduction in local groundwater levels. Why have the Greens not moved a 

motion in this place to get rid of iron ore mining? Iron ore mining in this state has the single biggest effect on 

groundwater of any of the resource industries. I have raised that in this place, Hon Robin Chapple has raised it 

and to my memory Hon Philip Gardiner has, as have other members. However, we do not have a motion to get 

rid of iron ore mining.  

Hon Norman Moore: That’s next week’s motion. 

Hon JON FORD: No, it will not be, because I have a theory about this. This is about a movie called 

―Gastown‖ — 

Hon Alison Xamon: Gasland. 

Hon JON FORD: It is Gasland—there we go. I remember this fantastic scene in which someone lit a water tap, 

and that was due to a gas leakage. But the reality is that in Western Australia that is not the case. In fact, if it is 

the case, it is because there are natural occurrences that would allow that migration of gas to be soluble in some 

aquifers, but I do not know. There is geosequestration for carbon capture. I come from the petroleum industry, 

having worked in it for part of my life, and that technology was developed to do what they call ―sweeping‖ a gas 

field by raising the gas pressure above the dew point so that liquids in the field get gaseous again and the gases 

can be sucked out and the liquid obtained, so it increases the exploitation of recoverable liquids in a gas field. I 

have limited experience of course, but my experience says that if 30 megabars are pumped into the ground and it 

is greater than the pressure that the structure has been fielded at, and that field has not been sitting at 30 

megabars, that is a problem. Where is the research that states that by increasing the pressure in the reservoir there 

are no leaks? Therefore, I am a bit sceptical about that, but in all those considerations for carbon capture or other 

types of uses of that technology, I would expect that researchers and the Environmental Protection Authority 

would look at that. That is where I agree with some of what the Greens are saying. The Labor Party actually 

thinks that the EPA should have some assessment of new extractive technologies. If members listened to Hon 

Alison Xamon’s speech, they would know it was not until right at the end of it that we got to the crux of the 

matter. This motion is not about supervision or looking at this industry to see whether it can be accommodated; 

this is about stopping it dead in its tracks. 

That gets to one of the problems we have, and the Greens enunciated it very well—that is, the issue of land use. 

Like a lot of things, things can be identified that have never been problems before, which all of a sudden become 

problems as prospectivity or an occurrence happens. People who have freehold land have the ability to veto a 

mining operation, but if it is energy, they do not. As the Leader of the House has pointed out, and rightly so, 

energy is seen as a nationally strategic resource and therefore someone just stopping the exploitation of a reserve 

is unacceptable. When that was designed, the issue of compatible land uses and security never really occurred to 

people. We had and still have a sparsely populated state. We think that that needs to be reviewed or at least 

revisited and looked at. I have seen in this place and other members would have seen in this place that even 

when there is a negotiated outcome through an agreement act, the hand of advantage is that of the resource 

company and not of the person sitting on the land. I am talking about agreement acts that we have had here on 

allocated crown land and pastoral leases. Something needs to be addressed to give people on that land proper 

access to proper compensation and/or some right of objection; at the moment that is very, very limited. That 

needs to be addressed. However, that is not a show stopper; it is just something that needs to be addressed. 

This motion wants to kill off this industry. Let us talk about what we have. Unconventional gas is estimated to 

provide at least double, if not three times, the capacity of energy that we have in conventional gas supplies. 

Somebody said to me, ―We don’t need the gas; we don’t need the energy.‖  

We heard some argument there about methane. I have been in this chamber when the Greens have argued for 

methane over coal. I think I was hearing an argument there for coal over methane.  
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Hon Alison Xamon: No.  

Hon JON FORD: That is how it came across to me.  

Hon Alison Xamon: It is not a transition bill.  

Hon JON FORD: Something has to be a transition bill.  

Hon Alison Xamon interjected.  

Hon JON FORD: Good-o. We also argue in this place—I agree with the member—that we do not have 

uranium, but we still need energy. I understand that we need to invest more in renewables, ―but we ain’t there 

yet!‖  

Hon Alison Xamon interjected.  

Hon JON FORD: I am just listening to the commentary behind me. We agree that there should be absolute 

transparency, for the public and everybody, about what is used in the resource sector. How transparent that 

should be will come out when we release our policy. We reckon that we cannot hide behind something that is 

that important. People cannot make a proper assessment of whether any sort of proposal is good or bad unless 

they are supplied with all the information. We think that that works against people, because there is a huge 

amount of fearmongering around this. I do not know why the Greens are concerned with unconventional gas all 

of a sudden. I can never ever put my finger on why the Greens pick on one particular aspect.  

Hon Alison Xamon: It is the method of extraction.  

Hon JON FORD: There was a big debate about Mauds Landing resort development. In my party room, 

although I was a minority, I was a supporter of Mauds Landing because I think controlled tourism is better than 

uncontrolled tourism. We are having this huge debate and I have used this argument before; we ended up with 

three great big oil rigs within eyesight of the cape of Exmouth. There was not one word from the Greens about 

that.  

Hon Giz Watson: That is not true.  

Hon JON FORD: Never heard it. Not one disclosure. I saw stickers that said ―Save Ningaloo‖. I used to say, 

―From what?‖ Friends rang me up concerned because they were working on a field called Vincent and said, ―Do 

you think this is going to spread to us? I said, ―Don’t worry about it, mate. You’re not a tourist resort. You’re 

just an oil company.‖ I was absolutely surprised at this motion. It is the same argument we see with James Price 

Point; we hear all about what will happen to the whales. It is just misinformation and scaremongering. We hear 

about the breakwaters and the amount of acreage and all the rest of it; it is the same that has been said around 

here.  

I will go through the motion, which reads ―no reduction of available agricultural land‖. There needs to be some 

debate and the Labor Party thinks that in the approvals process there needs to be some sort of strategic 

assessment and some discussion about what is compatible land use. Sometimes somebody has to have the 

courage to say, ―These activities aren’t suitable for here.‖ It might be as simple as the people of that area not 

liking it or, strategically, the state wants to keep it the way that it is for some reason other than extraction, and 

make some judgement on what will provide the best economic and social amenity and advantage to those people. 

We agree with that. But that is a debate about approvals and strategic assessments, not picking on one particular 

industry.  

The motion reads ―no reduction in local groundwater‖. I have talked about that. Why do we not have in here 

―This house demands that the government place a moratorium on all iron ore exploration‖? What about 

goldmining? Goldmining has a huge impact on the precipitation of heavy metals and concentrates, but that is not 

in the motion.  

The motion reads ―no salt water contamination of groundwater‖. There is a good one, because I am concerned 

about agriculture in the Kimberley and up around the Fitzroy River area. I am worried about salt and chemical 

contamination of the Fitzroy River, because I know that about 2 000 hectares of ground has been approved for a 

trial agricultural area to be put through there. I am worried because I discovered that there is somewhere between 

18 and 24 endemic species of fish in the fisheries; it is one of those pristine areas, but we are not jumping up and 

down about that in here and nor have we ever had that argument.  

The motion reads ―no uncontrolled methane leakage from drill locations‖. I listened to the argument that 

Hon Alison Xamon made. Why are we not saying ―oil production‖, because we may discover oil, condensate 

and methane and other gases? There is good prospectivity, amazingly enough, or some prospectivity for oil. But 

oil is not mentioned in the motion; it refers only to unconventional gas. Unconventional gas takes a number of 
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forms. Coal-seam gas and unconventional gas sits locked up in shales and rock and other features two or three 

kilometres underground.  

Hon Max Trenorden: We should add in coal.  

Hon JON FORD: We should add in a lot of things. Wait until members see my amendment. When we look at 

those particular subclauses, we see that this motion is designed to stop an industry dead in its tracks. One of the 

problems the Labor Party has—we have not made up our mind because we do not have all the information on 

it—is the way that acreage is leased. Other than prospectivity, there does not seem to be a strategic look at how 

acreage is leased and tendered for in exploration. We think that that needs to be addressed. That goes hand in 

hand with the strategic assessment. Industry needs assurance that it can spend $70 million or $80 million on 

exploration and proving up things with a reasonable chance that it will get a fair go at the other end and probably 

go ahead. Currently, as we can see it—it has been expressed to me by sections of the energy sector—that 

certainty does not exist. In some ways industry would like us to put an embargo on an area and say it cannot be 

explored because then they do not need to spend money on that area. That is part of an approach to strategic 

assessment. A lot of work needs to be done on that. 

We absolutely agree that the Environmental Protection Authority should have an assessment of extractive 

exploration. This motion deals with exploration and production. If a company goes into large-scale production—

Hon Alison Xamon recognises this—the EPA will do an assessment of that. There are some issues around who 

pays, who is the master and the quality of the information that is given versus who is the boss. For instance, I 

would rather the money used for doing an assessment be given to the government, and the government is the 

boss when it comes to producing environmental assessments, than have the proponent paying for it. That is a 

debate that we could have in this house. 

The motion states that rigorous independent testing should be conducted on all chemicals before they are used in 

unconventional gas exploration et cetera. I think that should apply to everything, not just unconventional gas. We 

agree that the EPA should supervise extractive exploration and things should not go ahead unless we have faith 

that there are no social or environmental risks. We also agree that any liability for contamination of groundwater, 

land or community assets should be borne by the company conducting the operations. I think that the 

government probably accepts that as well. The argument has always been over the level of liability, and what 

percentage should be carried by whom. As per our argument about uranium and some of the damage that we are 

seeing, there is a reason to look at where that liability sits. 

The problem with this motion and why we cannot support it and the Greens can is that it is not likely that they 

will ever be burdened with the responsibility of governance. It must be lovely to be in a position to put out wide-

ranging claims knowing that they will never have to explain to somebody in detail how that will work. 

Interestingly, and to her credit, the new leader of the Greens, Senator Christine Milne, said that the main game is 

to be in government. I was quite happy to hear that. With an aim to be in governance, a party has to make 

reasonable claims, be seen to be governing for all Australians, have a method to deal with the issues that it 

claims need to be managed or are mismanaged in a whole swag of governance matters, and take in that balance 

to meet all the community’s expectations of government as best it can.  

As I said, I still think that this motion is based on—what did the Leader of the House say the movie was — 

Hon Norman Moore: It is Gasland. It is actually a work of fiction. 

Hon JON FORD: Okay. There is no doubt that there have been some problems overseas, but there have been 

problems overseas with lots of things. I will talk about something I know more about, which is F111s. When I 

was a young lad, I had a great interest in aircraft and I remember when Australia decided to buy F111s. The 

problem with F111s was that the wings kept falling off. The Australian aircraft were put in the Nevada Desert 

while the problem was fixed. In the long term, it has become one of the best weapons platforms and successful 

aircraft of its type in the world. In fact, it is so good that it still has that capability. 

Hon Ed Dermer: It’s still operational. 

Hon JON FORD: It is operational within the Air Force. The trouble is that it costs so much money to maintain 

and run with today’s technology that it is not worth the dough. Yes, there will be problems, and technologies 

emerge and things become better and better. 

I could look at the old grey motor and how efficient that was in my first car, my first Holden. It might surprise 

members that, with a name like Ford, my first car was a Holden; my second car was a Ford. By today’s 

standards, that Holden was a disgrace when it came to emissions. There is no way in the world that we would get 

that car registered as a new car or that it would pass any sort of test. Now we have cars with airbags and good 

emission control systems. We have V8s that are more efficient than four-cylinder cars. It is not a great argument 
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to talk about examples overseas without talking about the general requirement of what we have had over here. 

Just because problems have occurred overseas does not necessarily mean that they will happen here.  

We agree with the Greens that there needs to be a stringent review and assessment of the regulations and they 

need to be upgraded to the best possible standard. We could have a debate about that because it applies to a 

whole bunch of extractive industries. I still worry about industries associated with goldmining and what they 

emit into the atmosphere and what will end up on the ground. I was happy to see those fantastic slime piles all 

around Kalgoorlie disappear, except for one that is now under the National Trust because new technology came 

along and it was able to be reprocessed. Because of the decisions that were made years ago, I am hoping that 

some technology will get up that will deal with it. That is not to say that we should proceed with this, but we 

need to have all the information in front of us. We cannot knock something out until we know whether it is 

capable of doing it or not. We agree that the EPA should assess this. It should assess any extractive activity to 

make sure that all the interests of Western Australians are met. We agree with that. However, we cannot support 

a motion that is just designed to shoot something into the ground, even though politically that would suit us. We 

know what is going to happen. The Greens and some members of the conservation movement will run around 

and say that the Labor Party supports this industry and, because of that, we are going to have all these wells 

around the countryside. There is nothing we can do about that. But we are not going to ignore the industry and 

we are not going to predetermine what should happen in the future just by saying, ―Stop it now.‖  

The reality is that any real production is quite a few years away. That is basically because of a technical 

bottleneck, as there are not enough machines in the country; they are all in Queensland. That does give us a bit of 

breathing space. We absolutely agree that the Environmental Protection Authority should stop ignoring this by 

having its head in the sand and should assess this industry. From a technical perspective, it would be nice to 

know what it is finding within the existing wells, and it should be open for everybody to see. But, as I said, the 

Labor Party is not in the business of conducting fear campaigns or knocking industries out on hearsay. We have 

tried and true processes in place in this state. We do have arguments. We argue for or against those processes 

when it suits us. I am going to move an amendment without notice. 

Amendment to Motion, as Amended 

Hon JON FORD: I move without notice — 

To delete all words of the motion after ―government‖ and insert — 

ensure the Environmental Protection Authority has assessed extractive activities associated 

with unconventional gas exploration to establish there are no unacceptable environmental and 

social risks associated with these activities 

We agree with the argument that the EPA has had its head in the sand and it needs to be told to get in there and 

have a look. It needs to report to the people of Western Australia for the sake of the industry. If the industry is so 

sure that it is safe, it should not have a problem with that. The EPA needs to be able to argue cogently to the 

people of Western Australia and produce evidence that everything is okay. Of course, if it is not okay, it should 

not go ahead. I suspect that it will be like any other industry: some places just should not be mined for whatever 

reason, such as their location, the substructures or the interconnectability between substructures and the surface 

aquifers and the like. There are risks associated with it; we recognise that. With conventional gas, a tube is stuck 

in; it is like deflating a balloon. It is not pressurised unless it is reinjected. The big problem with conventional 

gas and oil is that water is drawn in; it is not actually pushed out. As I have said, industry has found a way of 

producing life. 

I was interested to hear the advice that Hon Alison Xamon has been given about the risks associated with well 

leakage. It is actually corrosion and sand. If sand is produced, it tends to wear through wells. It is basically shot 

blasting the walls of the well. Wells are constantly worked over. I would be shocked to think that within the 

safety case for production, there would not be some requirement to regularly inspect wells, because I know it is 

the case when it comes to occupational health and safety. But exploration, and what is done with those 

exploration wells, is another matter. We agree with that aspect of the argument. With those comments, we 

oppose the motion as added to by Hon Alison Xamon and we urge the house to support our amendment. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [3.25 pm]: I just 

need to spend a bit of time thinking about the amendment moved by Hon Jon Ford, because some interesting 

observations can be made about the Environmental Protection Authority’s involvement with the unconventional 

gas industry in Western Australia. Before I talk about Hon Jon Ford’s comments, I refer to the addendum that 

Hon Alison Xamon attached to her motion, in which she calls on the Minister for Environment to direct the 

Environmental Protection Authority to carry out certain activities. I would have thought that the last thing the 

Greens (WA) would want would be for ministers to start directing the EPA. 
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Hon Donna Faragher: Could you imagine it? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Had we brought in legislation to give the minister the power to direct the EPA and 

then the minister started directing the EPA, the Greens would be the first people to scream their heads off, 

because they demand that the EPA be independent of ministerial direction. Ministers can take different opinions 

from the EPA. The EPA can make a judgement and the minister can take a different line and reject its advice. 

However, I thought the Greens would be absolutely vehemently and vigorously opposed to the very notion of the 

minister directing the EPA to come up with a conclusion that the minister wanted, yet Hon Alison Xamon has 

moved an amendment to the motion in which she wants the house to tell the minister to do so. I just do not know 

where the Greens are coming from on this. Just recently, the EPA made a decision about coalmining in Margaret 

River. Hon Giz Watson was down there telling everybody what a wonderful decision it was; she took the view 

that because the EPA had taken that decision, it was an organisation that had credibility and respectability and 

made good decisions—because it made one that she agreed with. Now Hon Alison Xamon is getting stuck into 

the EPA because she says that it is not doing its job properly on unconventional gas, when in fact it has already 

made a decision not to assess a particular project. It made the decision that it was not necessary to assess it 

because the environmental consequences were not significant enough to require an assessment. And she 

appealed against it. 

Hon Alison Xamon: Yes, I did. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Of course she did. The EPA made a decision that the environmental consequences of 

this activity were so minuscule that it did not need to assess it, yet the member is now saying in the house that 

the minister should direct it to do things that she thinks it should be doing when in fact it has a completely 

different view from her. 

In respect to Hon Jon Ford’s comments, the EPA has already had a look at this issue. It is not as though it has 

been missing in action; it has in fact already made a decision about two wells, I think, but Hon Alison Xamon 

can correct me. 

Hon Alison Xamon: It is four wells, minister. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It is four wells. As far as the EPA is concerned, the project did not have to be 

assessed. That is, in a sense, an assessment, because, as the member knows, the EPA can make decisions about 

the level of assessment—from none right through to the most onerous conditions it can put on. It is not missing 

in action; it has just come up with some recommendations that the Greens do not like. Here we go again. If they 

get a decision from the EPA that they think is good, they say that the EPA is fantastic and is doing its job well. If 

it makes a decision that they do not like, they come into the house and criticise it, and then suggest that it is 

missing in action on the particular matter.  

Let me just put that to one side for a minute and get down to the motion. When the motion was first put on the 

notice paper, it did not contain the words ―unconventional gas‖. It contained the words ―coal-seam gas‖. Coal-

seam gas has been removed from the motion and replaced by unconventional gas because green lobby groups 

and Greens members of Parliament want to confuse the public about the difference between coal-seam gas 

extraction and shale gas or tight-gas extraction. They want to lump them all into one great big basket and say it is 

all unconventional gas and it is all bad, and if we watch Gasland we will see what we will get from shale gas, 

when in fact Gasland is all about coal-seam gas. The issues in Queensland and New South Wales are about coal-

seam gas. Coal-seam gas is found at relatively shallow levels underground. It is mixed up with coal seams and 

often mixed up with aquifers and requires a lot of wells to extract it. As a result of the industry growing in 

Queensland in particular, a lot of attention has been paid to that industry, from not just environmental groups but 

also farmer groups. I might add that it has raised a degree of interest from consumers of gas in the eastern states 

as well, which I will come to in a minute. That particular industry is different in many, many ways from shale 

gas or tight-gas extraction. Shale gas and tight gas generally relate to the removal of gas from strata in the rocks 

3 000 to 4 000 metres under the ground, well below any aquifers that might exist. They are quite different. I 

think it is disingenuous of the Greens to say, ―Let’s lump everything into one great big environmental campaign 

and say every aspect of unconventional gas is the same as every other aspect‖, when, clearly, it is definitely not. 

As an aside, the quantity of coal-seam gas that has been discovered in Queensland is such that an LNG industry 

will be developed in Queensland. The perverse impact of that is that the gas that is now found domestically 

onshore in eastern Australia will be converted into LNG and will be made available on the international market 

place at international prices. The domestic consumption of gas in the eastern states will, in fact, now become 

competitive with international LNG prices. That will force the price of gas in the eastern states up to the sort of 

levels we pay here. The great irony of all this is that when there is a lot of gas and it can be made available for 

LNG production, the domestic consumers get caught up in the international market situation. We have been 

paying higher prices for gas in Western Australia even though we have loads of conventional gas in this state 

and, indeed, export it overseas. But our domestic consumers, certainly when their long-term contracts expire, 
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will have to compete for that domestic gas in the context of international market place prices, which are much 

higher than exist here.  

The whole gas world has changed quite dramatically with respect to the potential supply of gas to the world. 

When we read a bit about unconventional gas, particularly shale gas as opposed to coal-seam gas, and the quanta 

that are potentially available around the world, we can understand why the Greens want to stop the industry in its 

tracks. There is enough gas to keep the world’s energy demands going for probably hundreds of years. To give a 

simple example, Western Australia had 140 trillion cubic feet of conventional gas reserves already discovered. 

We produce one trillion cubic feet a year, so if our conventional gas at current consumption rates—domestic and 

export—does not grow we will see that last 140 years. There is a lot of gas offshore in conventional reserves. I 

think there is a lot more to be discovered off the north west coast of Western Australia. Indeed, when companies 

put wells down these days it is almost a fact of life that they will find more gas. If we retain that figure of 140 

trillion cubic feet in our minds, it is estimated that Western Australia has 288 trillion cubic feet of 

unconventional gas, mainly shale gas, located onshore in the Canning, Perth and Carnarvon Basins. Being 

onshore is very good for the state of Western Australia because we get the royalties. With unconventional gas 

offshore in commonwealth waters we get nothing, except for what we get from the North West Shelf because of 

a deal done between Sir Charles Court and Malcolm Fraser to get that industry up and running. But from all 

future gas developments—Browse, Gorgon, Wheatstone and so on—the state of Western Australia gets nothing, 

and that is a shame. It is part of the problem with commonwealth-state financial relations. Unconventional gas is 

all onshore. Only recently, the domestic oil and gas company, Buru Energy Ltd, drilling in the Canning Basin in 

the Fitzroy Crossing area, found significant reserves of gas and oil. That demonstrates that exploration and 

activity in the Canning Basin will find potentially very large quantities of gas.  

I would have thought that those people who believe that we have to have more energy in the future to look after 

the interests of seven billion people in the world, would believe that we should be looking for more gas and 

energy resources rather than less. When the Greens look at figures like 140 trillion cubic feet and 288 trillion 

cubic feet and work out our current consumption, they will work out that this will provide hydrocarbon energy 

for a very, very long time. But they do not like hydrocarbon energy at all; they do not like coal, oil or gas and 

now shale gas and, even though it is not a hydrocarbon, they do not like nuclear energy. All they seem to like, 

from what I can gather, is wind and solar power, neither of which provides base-load energy for the sorts of 

industries we have. If it could, it would be at a price that nobody could afford. I do not know how the Greens feel 

about hydro-electricity but I do not think they like dams, so if there is a dam attached they would not like that 

either.  

Bearing in mind that half the world’s population does not have any energy, they do not have a light to switch on, 

a stove to turn on or powerlines coming into their houses—in fact, in some cases, they do not have houses—and 

there are billions of people in that category, the world needs vast quantities of extra energy if we are to give 

those individuals in the world some prospect of a reasonable standard of living. If the green movement thinks the 

world can exist somehow or other on renewable energy, let me say to them that it ain’t going to happen for a 

very, very long time. They say, ―Let’s stop all this hydrocarbon development so that we then force industry into 

investing in renewable energies regardless of what it costs to do the investigation and the assessment of its 

reliability and capability.‖ They do not care how much that costs or what it costs for consumers to buy it. One of 

the reasons electricity prices are higher than they need to be is because governments all over the place are 

committing to a certain quantity of renewable energy as part of the energy mix. As we know, renewable energy 

is far more expensive than traditional coal-fired or gas-fired base-load power stations. We just have to get real as 

human beings if we are to do anything for the future of the world. I am not like that poor Watson fellow who 

thinks there are too many of us and we should get rid of a few. That, I believe, is the political agenda of green 

movements.  

The United States is now self-sufficient in gas. Not that many years ago it was looking at importing LNG from 

Western Australia. Through shale gas and coal-seam gas it is self-sufficient and, indeed, may well become an 

exporter of gas in the not-too-distant future. There is an argument—whether it is right, I do not know—that the 

recent pick-up in the US economy is a result of cheaper energy. That is a good thing, because we actually want 

the United States economy to pick up, just as we would like the Europeans to wake up to themselves and do 

something about their economy. 

We have here a new source of energy called shale gas; it was not so long ago that nobody knew about shale gas, 

but now it is a very, very significant player in the future of the world’s energy supply. The Greens (WA) simply 

do not want it, so they are going around explaining to everybody who will listen to them that this is bad for 

people and bad for the environment and that it should be stopped in its tracks. Hon Jon Ford is absolutely right: 

this motion is about stopping shale gas exploration and development.  
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How can we have no reduction of available agricultural land—full stop? Not one square inch, as I think Hon 

Max Trenorden suggested, could be taken away from agricultural land if we were to adhere to what the Greens 

would require of us. In respect of there being no reduction in local groundwater levels, Hon Jon Ford clearly 

pointed out that the iron ore industry is already a big consumer of groundwater and reduces the levels. Nobody 

wants saltwater contamination; nobody wants chemical contamination. Nobody wants any of these things to 

happen, but let me make this point very clearly: if the rules that the Greens want to apply to this industry had 

been applied to the oil industry when it first began, members would have ridden horses to Parliament today 

because there would not be any oil industry. It could not have survived under those conditions. 

When we argue these matters, particularly with environmentally active politicians, there is the difficulty that 

because we can never give a cast-iron guarantee that nothing will ever go wrong, the assumption is that 

something will go wrong. Murphy’s law is that if something can go wrong, it will. This is the difficulty that we 

have when we try to argue that it is our belief that, on the balance of probabilities, taking into account all the 

risks, we have minimised the risks in a particular industry and it is therefore worth doing. There is always an 

element of risk in whatever we do. If we demand that there be no risks attached to a particular industry and then 

to any other industry, there will be no industry. There is always an element of risk because we are all humans 

and we all make mistakes. However, we are clever enough to make sure that those risks are absolutely 

minimised, and that is the government’s position in respect of this industry. We are very, very keen for it to go 

ahead. I am especially enthusiastic about what might be found around Badgingarra and that part of the midwest 

wheatbelt, because it could provide an alternative source of gas for industry in the south west. I am also enthused 

about the notion of having another look at Whicher Range near Margaret River, because the south west of 

Western Australia needs as cheap a source of energy as it can obtain.  

For those who were not around in 1978 or whenever it happened, the original contracts to get the North West 

Shelf going involved the commonwealth and state governments coming together to reach an agreement on 

domestic gas supply and the building of a pipeline from Dampier to Bunbury to bring gas south. The 

development of that gas pipeline and a domestic gas industry gave the North West Shelf the confidence to go 

ahead and invest the vast amounts of money needed to create the liquefied natural gas industry. Without the 

domestic gas supply and that pipeline, we would never have had the North West Shelf LNG industry. The 

Premier of the day, Sir Charles Court, took a huge risk with that gas pipeline. The then State Energy 

Commission took a quantity of gas on a take-or-pay contract, and there was some suggestion that it would never 

be used and that we would send the state broke. That did not happen and, as it turned out, the pipeline was not 

big enough and had to be expanded to carry more gas; we should always build it bigger than we think we will 

need it to be. 

Secondly, a lot of industry—particularly companies such as Alcoa—also signed up for those gas supplies, and 

got it at a pretty competitive price because the government at the time was looking for people to consume the 

gas. Those contracts enabled Alcoa to build, I think, three alumina refineries in the south west, and BHP to build 

the Worsley refinery, and they are now big employers in the south west. When those contracts expire in, I think, 

2016—Hon Peter Collier could correct me if he were here to help—those companies will then have to negotiate 

in the current gas market. Whilst we have a reservation policy for domestic gas that applies to all producers, the 

likelihood is that the contracts that the North West Shelf, Gorgon or Wheatstone draw with these companies will 

be significantly higher priced than the current contracts. That is why Alcoa has a relationship with a company in 

the Badgingarra area called Latent Petroleum Pty Ltd to find shale gas. If Alcoa can get gas in the south west, it 

could be very easily piped to its refineries, and that would give it the capacity to keep those businesses operating. 

Gas and the energy it provides is a significant component of the process of making alumina. There was talk in 

the past about having aluminium refineries in Western Australia, but we have never been able to because we 

have never had enough gas at the right price for that to happen, but we at least had enough to get the alumina 

refineries up and running. 

The point I am trying to make is that we have the potential in this state to deliver a new source of energy for our 

industries, a new source of energy for the south west and, importantly—bearing in mind the Varanus Island 

issue—better security of supply of gas, if we do not have to rely on one pipeline running from the north to the 

south to deliver that energy. We saw what happened after the Varanus explosion; about 30 per cent of the gas 

was turned off. In my view it would be a very good idea for us to look for as much gas as we can find in Western 

Australia, particularly in the south west. 

I can assure the house, just as I can assure the communities of Eneabba, Badgingarra and other parts of the state 

where these activities are taking place, that the government has good regulatory processes in place, and that we 

are very concerned about doing it properly. It is a bit like the issues around uranium mining, although there has 

been fraccing in Western Australia for 50 years, and there has never been an issue. But nobody ever knew just 

how much shale gas there was until now, either, and that has added another dimension to the political debate 

around it. We have been doing this for a long time, and there has never been an issue. As I said at the beginning, 
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this time around the Environmental Protection Authority said there was no need to assess it because it felt that 

the environmental consequences were minuscule. 

I am mindful of the way in which community debate can go on issues like this, just as I am mindful of the debate 

that goes on around uranium. That is why I said to the house the other day when we debated uranium mining that 

the government would have the very best regulations the department could find to minimise the risks. The irony 

of that debate was that the opposition and the Greens voted against the motion that would have made it even 

tougher.  

Hon Alison Xamon: We supported it.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The Greens voted against the motion at the end of the day, as I remember. 

Hon Alison Xamon: No, we did not; we voted for it—check the record. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: There are so few Greens that I just did not notice them. 

Hon Alison Xamon: The ALP voted against it; we voted for it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Forgive me; obviously the Labor Party could not work it out. I find myself in 

agreement with Hon Jon Ford more and more these days, so I should be careful about what I say about the Labor 

Party on this particular matter. I wish I had known his views about Mauds Landing at the time, because he would 

have found a very strong ally in me, as he might recall. That was a total waste of a really good opportunity; 

however, that is another story for another day.  

When we look at what the motion wants us to do, it will virtually ensure that nothing will ever happen because if 

we had these rules in place we could not operate. Hon Jon Ford is quite right; it is not a motion that says we 

should allow shale gas exploration and development provided it has these conditions attached to it. When we 

attach conditions that are just not achievable, we have to translate that to mean we would rather it did not happen 

at all. It might have been better—I will not say more honest, because that is a bit unfair—if the member has just 

said that this house rejects coal seam gas exploration and development and shale and tight gas exploration 

development because she thinks it is environmentally unacceptable. It would have been better to have done that 

than to go about this quite convoluted process of coming to the same outcome. 

I could probably go through all of the things that the government wants to do about all of this, but I will not 

because I have taken enough time of the house. Hon Alison Xamon is right that the Department of Mines and 

Petroleum is an agency that wants to develop oil, gas and minerals, and the government wants that to happen 

because it is in the best interests of the economy, but we are determined to make sure that the regulatory system 

we have in place is as good as we can possibly get and that we minimise the risks. I cannot get up and say that 

there will never ever be a risk, because there always will be risk. There is a risk when we get in our cars that we 

might not get to where we are going. There is always an element of risk, but I think the risks are manageable and 

I think it has been demonstrated in the last 50 years in Western Australia at least that we have managed it. The 

member is quite right that there will be a lot more activity in the future than there has been in the past, for 

obvious reason, because this demand will come on and we are looking for cheaper gas and more of it. That 

means we have to work harder as an agency to make sure that everything we do is world best practice. There is 

no reason why we cannot have regulations in this state that are world best practice in whatever we do. That is 

what I have said we will do with uranium and what we should be doing and are seeking to do in this industry. I 

recognise the political reality of this; that is, there are some people who go around the place basically frightening 

the hell out of people. They make all these outrageous and outlandish claims that if we allow this to happen the 

world as we know it will end tomorrow. Quite rightly, people are frightened, nervous and apprehensive about 

what might or might not happen, because it is about the unknown. It is incumbent upon governments to give 

people the confidence that they are managing these industries in a way that is environmentally acceptable, and to 

use Hon Jon Ford’s words ―socially acceptable‖. Socially acceptable in the context of the amendment is an issue 

I have a problem with, because I do not know that it is the EPA’s job to determine social issues. I think the EPA 

thinks it is, and it has and it probably will continue to, but I am not sure that is its job; its job is to look after the 

environment and it is the government’s job to look after social issues.  

I want to mention one other thing before I sit down. It was mentioned that the National Farmers’ Federation has 

come out calling for a moratorium. I have sought to respond to that, but there are two issues that the Farmers’ 

Federation wants to deal with. One is the effect of exploration activity, drilling and production on a farmer’s 

land. It is not, as is found with coal seam gas, that we are going to see lots of wells all over the place, which then 

has an adverse effect on the productive capacity of a farm. Let me again draw the distinction: shale gas mining 

really only needs one well to extract gas over a very large area, because the drilling rig goes down to the shale 

gas strata and then goes off horizontally in all different directions. This means that the horizontal well hole can 

go for a very long way from the actual well itself, and then the fraccing operation takes place and the gas can be 

extracted from a very large area through one hole. There is that issue; I acknowledge that but I do not think that 
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is going to be an issue in Western Australia, although I do acknowledge it is an issue in Queensland, where there 

is coal seam gas and not shale gas. The second issue relates to the power of veto that landowners have over 

mining and petroleum activities on private land. The Mining Act provides that the owners of freehold land have 

the power of veto over exploration and mining on their land. That has meant that over time, in my humble 

judgement, the south west and the agricultural areas have denied themselves significant potential economic 

benefits because there has never been any exploration or mining. The great irony I find these days is that I go to 

some places which do not want any mining at all, like Margaret River, and then I go to Katanning, which is 

desperate for a goldmine to be developed because of the employment opportunities it will be provide for its 

young people. It seems to me that the veto has perhaps been a disincentive to develop the mining industry in 

agricultural lands. But I will not argue about that anymore; it is one that has been around for a long time. 

Members may remember that Hon Mark Neville actually brought in a bill to take away the power of veto. It went 

to a select committee and disappeared—nothing ever happened, which does happen from time to time.  

The other issue is petroleum exploration and production. The legislation does not give farmers that veto right. It 

provides for agreements to be reached between the landowner and the oil and gas company over compensation. 

It may well be that the compensation is a bit narrow, and I am happy to look at that and I will, but the power of 

veto does not exist.  

Hon Jon Ford mentioned this, and I agree with him: the reason why this legislation is as it is, is because minerals 

were not seen to be a strategic resource in most cases, whereas oil and gas has always been seen to be a strategic 

resource and it should not be given to a landowner to say he will deny this state a significant source of energy if 

it happens to be under his land. That is why the act is written as it is. However, I am happy to talk to the NFF. I 

do not intend personally to agree that we should provide a power of veto, but I think we could talk some more 

about compensation issues. At the present time, if agreement cannot be reached between the landowner and the 

company, I think it goes to a magistrate or the State Administrative Tribunal for adjudication, and so there is 

compensation payable, but it is not veto, and I do not think it should be anyway.  

I will conclude by saying that the government will not agree to a moratorium on unconventional gas exploration 

and mining in Western Australia. I do not believe the member can obtain from anybody all the requirements that 

she has listed under parts (1) and (2). I think that the government’s regulations will pretty well satisfy the 

demands that the member put in this place. I do not have too many arguments about having regulations of that 

nature that do that, because, as I said, I am very keen to ensure that our regulations are respected and have 

credibility. Finally, as much as I would like the Minister for Environment to be able to direct the EPA—there 

have been a few occasions on which I have even suggested that and been told to not even dare think of it, let 

alone suggest it—I will not support that addendum for that reason. I think it is something that, if Hon Alison 

Xamon thought about in retrospect, she would probably not vote for it either. Would that not be right? 

Hon Alison Xamon: I would certainly want the EPA to do its job, and it is not prepared to do it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will finish where I began. Hon Alison Xamon is happy with the EPA when it says 

that no coalmining is allowed at Margaret River, but she is unhappy with the EPA when it says that it does not 

need to assess this particular drill well. 

Hon Alison Xamon: Minister, I think I have said in this place before that I’m always surprised when the EPA 

makes a decent decision, but I remain disappointed that it just refused to do its job on so many other things. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It is a pity when the member believes that everything she thinks and every view she 

holds is correct, and everyone else’s is wrong. This is one of the issues I have with the Greens. They get on this 

high moral ground; they put themselves on this moral pedestal and tell us all how to live our lives. If anyone has 

a different point of view, as I said once before, they actually laugh. I watched them doing it behind Hon Jon 

Ford’s back when he said things they did not like. Instead of arguing with someone, they just laugh and say, 

―How naive are you? How silly can anyone be to have that point of view?‖ That is the tactic they use and I have 

watched it happen many times. This notion that what the Greens believe is somehow or other the only thing 

worth believing and the only thing that is right and proper is simply wrong; the Greens have it wrong. If they had 

their way and were the government of this state, we would be turning the lights out in a fairly short time. Hon 

Jon Ford has the same view as I; he says that the Greens will never have to worry about their policies because 

they will never be the government. I would interject by saying that we actually have a situation in Tasmania, and 

at the federal level, in which the Greens are in fact virtually in government. In Tasmania they are part of the 

government — 

Hon Max Trenorden: They are doing a great job in both places! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Tasmania is a net loser of people and has no industry, and it has a half-Greens 

government. At the federal level, the Greens have made some extraordinarily silly decisions. I have often said, 

though, that the good thing about the Labor–Greens alliance at the federal level is that when the Greens demand 

something from the Labor Party, they will have to take responsibility for it when it is delivered, if it is decided 
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that it will be delivered. I think that is a good thing because for the first time in the nation’s history the Greens 

may in fact be held responsible for the sorts of issues that they want delivered. That is a good thing, and people 

will judge the Greens for those sorts of issues that they have given to the people of Australia. I just mention the 

carbon tax as a simple example of that. When I heard Senator Christine Milne say that when the carbon tax was 

brought in, it would save the Great Barrier Reef, I thought that political lies had ascended to a level that I never 

thought we would see again, because the Greens know and I know that the carbon tax will not save the Barrier 

Reef. 

Hon Giz Watson: That is where we would differ.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: How is it going to save the Barrier Reef? The Greens have the view that by having a 

carbon tax in Australia, we are somehow or other protecting the environment above the Australian landmass; 

there will be no global warming over Australia because we now have a carbon tax, and that will somehow or 

other save the Barrier Reef. That view ignores the reality of the environment. The world has air that goes right 

around it, and it actually moves. Therefore, if China, Russia, India and every other country in the world keep 

pouring out greenhouse gases, what we do in Australia will make absolutely no difference at all. I think the 

quantity of greenhouse gas emitted from Australia is about 1.4 per cent of the world’s greenhouse gases. Even if 

that could be reduced to nil, the Greens are telling me that they will save the Barrier Reef. Those are the lies they 

tell.  

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [4.05 pm]: I rise to represent the National Party’s view on this 

motion, in which we have a very keen interest, as a number of members in the chamber know and as, I think, 

some of those people in the gallery also realise. Putting fraccing in context, it used to be called well 

stimulation—a very interesting euphemism that implies that the same thing has been occurring in many wells 

around the world over many years. However, with Western Australia’s so-called fraccing in relation to so-called 

gas somewhere under the ground, as the Minister for Mines and Petroleum and Hon Jon Ford have said, we must 

distinguish between the captured levels of where this gas is and the technology being applied to release it. 

Because in this state of ours we do not actually have coal seam gas—we have only the deeper shale gas and tight 

gas—we must be very wary of a general dissemination of information about so-called unconventional gas. As we 

have all understood in this chamber today, there is a significant difference, but the significant differences get 

magnified because, for one reason or another, there is a dissemination of false information, to which Hon Jon 

Ford has referred. However, if any of us did not realise that it was false, we would all be justifiably seriously 

alarmed. If what was reported in the Gasland documentary was true—that is, that fraccing was releasing gas into 

water and mixing it in so that when it came to the surface, a match lit to water poured out of a tap would cause 

flames to emerge from that water—any of us would be not just surprised, but distressed to think that we were 

allowing that kind of exploitation, with that impact, to occur. The trouble is that my research into that 

documentary indicates that that had nothing to do with fraccing. It was almost a simulation of putting gas into 

the water to demonstrate an impact, which was then assigned to fraccing of coal seam gas. It was an American 

documentary. It referred to coal seam gas because that is the easy form of gas to try to target because it is 

shallower gas and is very close to a lot of the shallow water aquifers that exist. Therefore, any reasonable person 

would have said, ―Yes, I can see what is happening. They are putting a hole through these aquifers, the coal 

seams are just below or around it, and when they exploit the gas it gets mixed in with the water. Here is the 

effect when you light it; this gas is mixing with the water and is damaging not just humans, but stock and 

everything else, including the aquifer itself.‖ 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

 


