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BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 November. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.20 pm]: I rise tonight on 
behalf of the opposition to make some comments on the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. Members will 
recall that when the Barrow Island Act 2003 was struck, a significant agreement was put in place at that time. I 
have only a vague memory of it, but I am sure my other colleagues who were perhaps more engaged at the time 
will be able to — 

Hon Ken Travers: We remember it with a degree of clarity! 

Hon KATE DOUST: Good! I look forward to Hon Ken Travers’s contribution to debate on this bill. 

It was a significant piece of legislation. Those of us who have had the good fortune to visit Barrow Island—I 
think I went up there prior to the agreement being reached—know that it is a very interesting place, and a place 
of great opportunity. Certainly, the agreement has initiated significant job creation not only in the activities 
involved in the preparatory work on the island, but also in offshore work around the island. That work, of course, 
had been going on for a significant period leading up to the 2003 agreement. 

I note that the bill we are dealing with tonight was rushed through the other place as an urgent bill. It has been 
sitting in this place for a few weeks now. I understand that there is some degree of urgency on the government’s 
part to pass this bill before we rise in due course. I therefore do not intend to spend an enormous amount of time 
on this legislation. 

As we all know, Barrow Island itself is not a large place. It is only about 20 kilometres by 11 kilometres and has 
an area of about 23 483 hectares. It is a significant space. The original agreement reached in 2003 granted an 
area for use of about 300 hectares. 

Hon Ken Travers: A maximum. 

Hon KATE DOUST: A maximum of 300 hectares was granted for use at that time, although there was some 
debate at the time that it was not enough. Over time, there have been a number of variations to how work is 
conducted on the island and a range of other options involved with that agreement. This amending bill is about 
enabling the Gorgon partners to access an additional 32 hectares of land that they say they need to facilitate the 
final stages of the project, and to enable them to provide for a fourth and a potential fifth train for the liquefied 
natural gas part of the project. They say that they need the additional 32 hectares for both lay-down and storage 
purposes. Although there may be some reasons for us to debate in detail the pros and cons of whether this should 
or should not happen, the Labor opposition is reluctant to oppose this bill. Of course, we fully supported the 
original agreement because we foresaw the benefits that would arise out of the agreement. However, it is 
interesting to note that in 2003 the current Premier gave a quite serious critique in Parliament about the Gorgon 
project. He deliberately encouraged opponents to the project. He said that the accompanying environmental fund 
was corrupt. He said that the plant should be located at Maitland—I am sure my colleagues will provide more 
information on that—and he was quite a vigorous supporter of having the project on the mainland rather than 
Barrow Island. He used very strong language. He certainly spoke against the bill in the Parliament and used the 
word “premature” in terms of how the agreement had been reached and the detail of the agreement. Again, I say 
given that his party—in opposition at the time—supported the bill and even though he spoke against aspects of 
the bill, we saw a repeat of his behaviour when he did not divide on the bill or seek to use his capacity as a 
member of the Liberal Party to vote against the bill. We have seen this replicated in another bill that we will deal 
with tonight. There is a pattern of behaviour with this particular individual who is now our Premier. Although he 
might get up and rant and rail against a particular issue, he does not necessarily have the courage of his 
convictions to vote against it. Now, of course, he is a great champion for the Gorgon project and he is leading the 
charge on facilitating this additional 32 hectares that will assist Chevron in this project. At the time he also was 
very critical of the Gallop government for failing to get a deal from the commonwealth for sharing the revenue 
from the project.  

Those are some of the criticisms of the project that were made in 2003 by the current Premier. He has certainly 
changed his position. I am not going to canvass the reasons why he might have done that and I am not going to 
canvass the issues around the arrangements that were put in place for Chevron to purchase land at the Perth 
waterfront about the same time that this bill was introduced in Parliament. I do not think I have the time to go 
into that—perhaps others will. With that all said, the opposition will support this bill. I understand that the 
Greens will probably take a different view and that a number of environmental focus groups in the community 
will have great concern about additional land being cleared. I quote from a 26 October article in The Weekend 
West titled “Gorgon’s Barrow land grab”, which states — 
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Chevron confirmed yesterday it was using up to 175 hectares of already-cleared land on the island in 
addition to the 300ha footprint granted by the Government for Gorgon’s construction. 

This is a concern. Gorgon is formally seeking an additional tranche of land but the media is telling us that it is 
already accessing other land. One question that the minister might respond to—I know he is listening avidly—is: 
has the 32 hectares that is on the table already been cleared and is that in addition to the 175 hectares mentioned 
in this article? 

Hon Peter Collier: No; I will respond. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I look forward to that. The second question is: why have no environmental offsets been 
proposed for the additional 34 hectares of cleared land? It would be very useful if the minister could answer that 
question as well. 

The reasons we will support this bill are: Gorgon is the single largest industrial investment in the world; it is the 
largest employer in Western Australia; it will generate billions of dollars of petroleum resource rent tax for the 
commonwealth government; it is generating significant payroll tax for Western Australia; it was a project 
championed by the Gallop and Carpenter governments; it will generate massive export earnings for Western 
Australia; and it will become the second domestic gas supplier to Western Australia. 

Those are all significant reasons to guarantee our support for this amendment to the Barrow Island Act 2003. Of 
course, having been involved in the inception of the project, we want to see it continue. We hope the government 
can provide answers to those two simple questions. I will not say much on this; I know the government is keen to 
get the bill through and I am aware others want to make a contribution to the debate on this bill. With that very 
short speech, the Labor opposition will agree to this bill. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [7.30 pm]: I think it is fairly widely understood that we will 
be opposing this bill. We will oppose this bill because of, in essence, the lie. This is not a lie by anyone 
specifically, but it is most probably by Chevron. We have to remember the importance of this place. It is an A-
class reserve. The original agreement with West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd allowed it to be used under very 
special circumstances for the extraction of oil. I recall that there are around 400 donkey pumps on the island 
extracting oil. All of those pumps were supposed to be removed and cleaned, the island was to be slowly 
returned to its natural state, and that was to be the end of it. The original piece of legislation on access to Barrow 
Island was specific that that was the only thing that was ever going to happen. When Chevron came along and 
wanted to put the Gorgon gas project on Barrow Island the Environmental Protection Authority in Bulletin 1221 
of June 2006 advised the government that in its best opinion the development should not go ahead. The EPA 
made a number of observations. I will touch on those observations and deal with how they have all come true. 
Indeed, answers to questions I have asked in this place indicate that no action has taken place even though there 
are significant fines associated with these events. The report makes a number of recommendations on the EPA’s 
observation that development should not occur. The first observation is — 

Due to the limited level of knowledge, multiple threats, probability of impacts, potentially high 
consequences and low level of certainty about how any impact could be effectively managed, the 
EPA does not consider that the risk of significant environmental impacts to the flatback turtle 
population can be judged to be acceptably low. The EPA concludes that the likely impacts on 
flatback turtles from the project as proposed are environmentally unacceptable. 

The report went on to state — 

The EPA considers that, even with best endeavours, the likely impacts of the dredging and 
infrastructure currently proposed would be environmentally unacceptable. The EPA thus 
considers that the proposed scale of dredging and marine infrastructure development should not 
be approved. 

The next recommendation from the EPA on the matter states — 

The EPA considers that the residual risk of the introduction of non-indigenous species to Barrow 
Island Nature Reserve is environmentally unacceptable as the risk has not been demonstrated to 
be acceptably low and no feasible additional quarantine barriers or other control conditions have 
been proposed to achieve an environmentally acceptable outcome.  

I will come back to that in a minute to show how it has come to pass. The report continues — 

With the current level of knowledge, the EPA can only conclude that there is a finite risk that 
these taxa — 

That is in relation to the endemic species on the island—buffel grass, which Hon Mark Lewis would know all 
about. The report states — 
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would be lost and that such an outcome would be unacceptable. Accordingly, the EPA concludes, 
on the current evidence, that clearing of the sites where these taxa occur is environmentally 
unacceptable.  

The report continues — 

The EPA considers the project would be environmentally unacceptable if it did not include a 
scheme designed to inject a high percentage of the reservoir CO2, or implement alternative 
measures to abate the equivalent amount of reservoir CO2 vented to the atmosphere.  

We know that the project is trying to deal with that issue and is proposing to reinject CO2. We have yet to see 
whether that CO2 into the Duprey system will actually work.  

The final recommendation in the report reads — 

The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for the Environment:  

1. That the Minister considers the report on the relevant environmental factors and principles the EPA 
considered relevant to the proposal, as set out in Section 4.  

2. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal cannot meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives and is considered environmentally unacceptable, particularly with regard 
to the risk of impacts to flatback turtle populations, impacts on the marine ecosystem from 
dredging, risk of introduction of non-indigenous species and potential loss of subterranean and 
short range endemic invertebrate fauna species.  

3. The EPA therefore recommends that, from an environmental point of view, the proposal should not 
be permitted to proceed as proposed at Barrow Island.  

4. That the Minister notes the EPA’s other advice presented in Section 6 and Appendix 4 outlining 
essential environmental requirements that the EPA considers would need to be applied to the 
proposal, should the Government decide for other than environmental reasons that the proposal 
may be implemented.  

The government did decide “for other than environmental reasons”, and it was interesting to note—I think 
Hon Kate Doust has already touched on this—that the current Premier, the then state opposition leader, 
Hon Colin Barnett, in an article on Monday, 20 October 2003, in The West Australian by Steve Butler stated — 

STATE Opposition Leader Colin Barnett will try to force the $11 billion Gorgon Gas development 
from environmentally sensitive Barrow Island on to the mainland if he becomes Premier at the next 
election.  

He did become Premier, and he did not do it! The article continues — 

Mr Barnett told The West Australian yesterday he would try to convince the Federal Government and 
developers to spend an extra $1 billion to build the project’s main plant at Maitland, south of Karratha, 
creating the nation’s biggest industrial estate.  

The Greens supported that position at the time. To continue — 

The move would attract up to 20 associated chemical operations which would boost the Karratha 
township and generate local jobs.  

None of this was forthcoming and, as we know, the project has blown out time and again. We are importing 
water from Broome to Barrow Island because there is not enough water on the island. We are importing 
granophyre rock from the Burrup peninsula, an area that Hon Colin Barnett is as passionate about as I am, to 
develop the project on the island.  

As this bill came before us I had a briefing from the department and I would like to thank the department again 
for briefing us on this matter. We also got a briefing from Gorgon and Chevron. Mr David Lee presented to us 
and also Russell Langdon. Russell has been involved in the project from almost the inception. I visited the island 
a number of times in the company of Russell when the project was being thought about. Basically, the briefing 
explained why they wanted the 32 hectares of additional uncleared land south of the gas treatment plant, 
comprising 20 hectares construction support and lay-down and a 12-hectare operation support area for 
warehousing, maintenance, workshops and offices. These are to be kept some distance from the plant because of 
the risks from the plant.  

We asked a question in this place a while ago, and we clarified it with Chevron. As the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition has already said, we know that a significant section of the land has already been used by, in my view, 
a level of deceit. As the WAPET development has been winding down, it has been leaving some of the donkey 
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pump areas empty of donkey pumps, and those areas have now become, in essence, cleared land. They are under 
the jurisdiction of WA Oil, not Chevron. As Chevron is the proponent to both components of the development 
on Barrow Island, it has been in a position to move its infrastructure onto WA Oil land. As such, we now know 
that a significant area—235 hectares—almost the same size as the original proposed area is being used for lay-
down on the island. This was not supposed to happen. When we dealt with the bill in this place originally, there 
was a cast-iron guarantee that we would only use the area that had been allocated. I cannot remember how many 
hectares that was, but I will come back to that. We have already achieved a greater usage on that island by 
almost doubling the footprint already. While questions in the house have indicated that the expansion of the 
airstrip was essentially done for WA Oil, we know that to a large extent that was because we are now taking 
larger planes, more of them and more often into Barrow Island for the purposes of Gorgon. The expansion of the 
airstrip indirectly has also seen an increased usage of the area. We have been told that the 20 hectares of 
construction area that Chevron is applying for, which is to support lay-down on top of the 235 hectares it has 
already acquired from WA Oil, will be returned when the land is no longer required and will be available for 
rehabilitation.  

This is a pretty glossy document. It is full of pictures; we have not come to anything useful. It talks about the 
critical environmental issues identified by the Environmental Protection Authority during the project assessment 
for quarantine, dredging, turtles, carbon dioxide and subterranean fauna. The company went on to tell us that it 
was doing a sterling job. Let us talk about this sterling job. Originally the process of how to minimise impacts 
was laid down by Harry Butler under West Australian Petroleum control. The speed limits of vehicles were kept 
down. There was to be no excessive driving at night. If an animal was struck, one was to record the fact that the 
animal was struck and then one had to get out of the vehicle, remove the animal from the road and take it over to 
the bush so any animals that were predators of that killed animal would not be impacted. People might not 
understand how diverse and incredibly condensed biodiversity is on Barrow Island. If we were outside at night 
on Barrow Island, we would have boodies, short-tailed bandicoots and a range of animals all around us, going 
over our feet and moving across the tables. It is the most amazing place. We can see what Australia was like 
before the advent of the dingo. There is really incredible fauna on the island. For many years we thought the 
bandicoot on the island was a special species because it had a very short, stumpy tail, until people worked out 
that the numbers were so high and the competition for food was so great that it had great pleasure in nipping off 
the tail of other bandicoots. Almost no bandicoot on the island has a tail but it is not actually due to genetics; 
they were so prolific that they lost their tails. The amount, the variation and the size of fauna on Barrow Island is 
interesting. It is five or 10 per cent larger than that of the mainland because it does not run away from anything; 
it does not have natural predators. In one day I have seen 12 different perentie. It is a unique experience to see a 
perentie, but to see 12 really big buggers—excuse my language; sorry.  

The PRESIDENT: I am sure you meant big animals!  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you; they were very big animals. Barrow Island is an amazing place. The 
management of animals on the island has diminished. Injured animals used to be sent to Karratha and a group of 
people in Karratha looked after them. Unfortunately, over time, Chevron has determined that rather than sending 
the injured animals to the mainland they will euthanase them. This corporation does not seem to have the level of 
concern that it used to have. The following was provided in answer to a question we asked in 2011 —  

Chevron has advised that 1,027 vertebrate fauna casualties have been recorded from the commencement 
of construction on the Gorgon Project on Barrow Island in September 2009 until the end of April 2011.  

The EPA said this would happen and the government and Chevron said it would not, but it did.  

The answer continues — 

This includes seven boodies, 59 golden bandicoots, 54 spectacled hare-wallabies and 4 Barrow Island 
euros reported in the 2009/10 annual environmental performance report for the Gorgon Project,  

Because we no longer record injuries, this is just what we knew because that whole recording process established 
under Western Australia oil no longer exists. The Pilbara wildlife carers, who used to look after injured animals, 
were deeply concerned at the level of the project’s impact. They experienced it initially because the number of 
animals they received went up, but to stop the public becoming aware, Chevron decided to go down the path of 
euthanasia. In 2009 we asked about injured animals and quarantine, which I will come to a bit more in a 
moment. On 31 October this year, the Greens asked a question about land currently being used on Barrow Island 
that was not part of the original 300-hectare footprint. The areas of land that are being used outside of that 300-
hectare footprint range in area from 0.14 hectares to 120 hectares. The cumulative size is about 235 hectares. 
They were granted 300 hectares on the basis that they would not use anything else, but they are already using an 
extra 235 hectares and now want to expand even further. The conditions and guarantees that seem to have been 
established at the very beginning of this project do not seem to bear any reality to what is going on.  
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I also asked a question earlier this year about the nature of introduced species on the island. Unfortunately, I do 
not seem to be able to find that answer at the moment, but it was something like 39 minor breaches, two major 
breaches and five critical breaches. The company, in response to the Environmental Protection Authority’s 
determination that there should be no quarantine breaches, said that it could guarantee that. In fact, in 2009 the 
Greens asked a question about this. Question 714 to the Minister for Environment asks —  

With regard to the environmental quarantine requirements stipulated for the development of the Gorgon 
project on Barrow Island — 

(1) Is the minister confident of the ability of Chevron, or companies contracted by Chevron, to 
fulfil the environmental quarantine requirements — 

That there would be no breaches. Hon Donna Faragher replied, “Yes.” We know that is not the case.  

Part (3) of that question asks — 

Does the minister have the power to call to account Chevron, or companies contracted by Chevron, if it 
or they are found to be in breach of the environmental quarantine requirements? 

In answer to that part of the question the minister said, “Yes.” Then when we asked — 

If yes to (3), what powers does the minister have in this respect and what penalties could apply?  

The minister replied — 

Section 48 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 allows the Minister for Environment to make 
orders or take actions to bring about compliance with the relevant conditions or procedures in the 
ministerial statement applying to the Gorgon proposal on Barrow Island. Failure to comply with an 
order served under section 48 is an offence punishable by a maximum fine of $325 000 for a body 
corporate, and a daily penalty of $65 000. 

Has Chevron ever been served with a notice under section 48 for having breached those conditions? We have 
asked the questions and the department has come back to us and said, “Yes, there are breaches going on all the 
time—significant breaches.” Has any action been taken? No. Why not? One would assume it is because the 
government does not want the EPA to rock the boat. This from a company that perpetually puts out 
advertisements in The West Australian and on TV—I think we have all seen them—“It’s time to get serious 
about our energy future”. This is push polling. It asks us to agree. Everybody would agree that it is time to get 
serious about our energy future. They also tell us, “Now is the time to invest in the future.” They ask us to click, 
“I agree.” Everybody agrees with that one, too. “Protecting the planet is everyone’s job.” I agree. There is 
nothing in those advertisements to ask if Chevron is doing any of these things, which clearly it is not. It spends 
millions of dollars each year advertising on TV and in full-page ads in The West Australian and The Sunday 
Times and yet we know it cannot live up to any commitment it has given. We in this chamber—the ones who 
supported the project—believed in what we were told. Clearly, not one thing that we have been told about this 
project and its guarantees has come to pass. 

In my view, we should not give this corporation any further licence to destroy Barrow Island; any further licence 
to expand when it guaranteed to us that it did not need any more space on the island; any more licence to impact 
on wildlife on the island; any more licence to breach quarantine; and any more licence to do any of those things 
that the EPA said—I have to say this is in hindsight—the corporation should not do and that we now know it did 
do. Why did we not listen to the experts at the inception of this project and agree with what the EPA had said? 
The EPA is often referred to as a trusted entity. The EPA came out and said, “No way”, and it has been proved 
right on every single point that it has raised. There was a marine spill, and had it not been for some people in 
Karratha who saw the half-sunken vessel being towed into port, leaking oil on the way, we would not have 
known that that had happened. Eventually we saw photographs that showed that the barge had been holed and 
there had been a release of oil around the island. That is exactly what the EPA said it was worried about, and that 
is exactly what happened. 

Chevron said to the EPA that it would sequester the CO2 and put it in the ground. We know from a couple of 
articles that appeared in energynewsbulletin.net about insurance for this proposal that an agreement was reached 
between the Department of State Development, on behalf of the state, and the federal government to underwrite 
the insurance for that geosequestration project. It was announced on 17 August 2009 that the state and 
commonwealth governments would jointly accept responsibility for any long-term liabilities associated with the 
geosequestration of the CO2 under Barrow Island as part of the Gorgon project. However, by 17 August 2009, no 
modelling had been done to determine the quantum of liability associated with this project. All we know is that 
at some stage in the future—it may be in 75 years—we will establish what that insurance premium is. No-one 
buys a house without the knowledge that they can get that house insured and they can afford the premiums. The 
state and commonwealth governments are underwriting a private development and insuring it. In the answer to 
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my question on notice 1276 of 10 November 2009, I was told that the Department of State Development 
advises — 

No modelling of the potential financial liability of the CO2 injection project post-closure has been done. 

We have signed off on insuring it, but we do not know how to model it — 

The requirement for a post-closure indemnity for the Gorgon Joint Venture … by the Commonwealth 
and the State Government is not expected to occur for at least 75 years.  

We do not know what premium we will pay until 75 years later. No insurance company or public company 
operates in this manner — 

It would only occur after continuous monitoring and modelling by the GJV of the stored CO2 during, 
and for a period of at least 15 years after the CO2 injection project ceases, when the GJV has satisfied 
both Governments that the site is acceptable for the GJV to relinquish responsibility. 

The joint venture is saying that it will monitor it for 15 years and then it will relinquish responsibility. If it goes 
bad, it will come up with a premium and a compensation package some 75 years later that the state and federal 
government will pay. I found the whole dealing around this legislation has been incredibly bad. It is a nightmare. 
It was Australia’s ark; it has been irrevocably damaged and I doubt whether we will get it back to the island it 
was when Harry went there and where I was privileged to go on a number of occasions.  

The joint venture is looking for an extra 520 hectares; 285 are cleared with 10 applications to go up to 300; 120 
in the road network; 64 for a new airport; 29 for CO2 monitoring; and the balance is WA oil land subject to 
tenure, adding to the 300 of totally uncleared land primarily for lay-down, but also workshops, as listed in the 
proposal. I am really surprised that we need to go through a legislative program to give them this small amount 
that it is after given that so much has already been taken without having to come back to the house.  

Hon Ken Travers: Except it is a requirement of the bill that it is restricted to 300.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, but it has used 235 extra anyway without having to come back to the house. It is 
just nonsense. We now know that it is using 535 hectares when it was granted only 300.  

Hon Ken Travers: For the gas processing or other operations on the island?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: For lay-down for the gas processing. All that was originally supposed to be within the 
300 and it did not have room. If the joint venture goes to the extra train it is talking about, it may have to apply 
for an extra area anyway. This has just been a creeping incremental disaster. If we had not found out that these 
lay-down areas were being utilised by the proponent and asked the question, we would have just passed this 
added amount without any question. I question why we are not allowing the joint venture an extra 300 hectares 
so that it can put into its operation all the land it already has by default and by deceit. That would be far more 
honest, would it not? I see that the Leader of the House is laughing, but it would be a far truer reflection of what 
is going on.  

Anyway, we will certainly oppose this legislation. Barrow should have never occurred. As the then Leader of the 
Opposition in the other place stated, it was a bad idea; it should have been forced on the mainland and I concur 
with Hon Colin Barnett.  

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [8.04 pm]: I rise to make some brief remarks on the 
Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. We have already heard from Hon Kate Doust, who indicated that the 
opposition will support this bill. However, I think it is important to place a number of issues on the record.  

Members will be aware that it was in fact the current Leader of the Opposition, Mark McGowan, as the then 
minister who gave environmental approval to the Barrow Island project. At the time, I had spent some time 
working for a range of environment ministers and was well aware of the project and the concerns. I have to place 
on the record—Hon Robin Chapple may not agree with this—that I think Barrow Island is in such a significant 
condition, such a good condition, partly because an oil company has looked after the place for many years. 
Members would know that it was about 1964, almost 50 years ago, when oil was first found commercially on the 
island and it was probably about a year later that extraction happened.  

Members who are not aware of what the island looks like and have seen campaigns run by groups like the 
Conservation Council of Western Australia’s Save Barrow Island campaign may well think that this — 
Hon Robin Chapple: I’m just holding a map for those members who don’t know what it looks like. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: They may well think that it is some Queensland-like rainforest with big luscious 
trees and giant canopies, when in fact that is not what it looks like at all.  
Several members interjected. 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Obviously, a number of members in this place have visited Barrow Island, but for 
those who have not — 
Hon Ken Travers: I haven’t been for a while, so please tell me more about it.  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I will not take Hon Robin Chapple’s interjections because he has already had his 
chance, so I will continue. For members who have not been to Barrow Island, in all seriousness, the trees—I am 
not discounting how valuable the shrubs, flora and fauna on the island are—are not that tall on most of the 
island. It looks nothing like a Queensland rainforest. But that does not mean we should not look after it; 
absolutely we should look after it. However, I want to make the point that it is not the Queensland rainforest.  

It is certainly my belief that the flora and fauna on the island have lasted partly because a company has looked 
after the island for a number of years. In saying that, though, there are obviously some concerns about having 
this facility on the island. To get this project underway, massive dredging took place to enable LNG tankers to 
gain access to the island. There is no doubt that then Minister McGowan’s approval for this project contained 
fairly stringent environmental conditions, some of which related to quarantine, as I think Hon Robin Chapple 
alluded to. Some indigenous animals live on the island and having introduced species such as rats take hold on 
the island could be disastrous. Therefore, those quarantine conditions are very important. Since the project has 
been underway, there have been some quarantine breaches, but there have been very few because the joint 
venture partners have taken this issue very seriously, as they should have, and I think that warrants putting on the 
record. 
Obviously, another condition related to CO2 emissions. I know that Hon Robin Chapple has alluded to the fact 
that this issue is quite untested and that perhaps only Norway has moved into this area of injecting CO2 back into 
the ground. The conditions are strong. As this project is underway, I am sure that the company will ensure that 
these conditions are met. 

I have mentioned the animals on the island. I cannot say that the project has been perfect so far. I have been told 
that there have been about 1 550 accidental deaths of animals on the island since construction began. That is a 
concern. The joint venture partners have to be vigilant on this issue and ensure that they do not kill hundreds or 
thousands of animals on the island and that biodiversity continues on the island. That is on one side. I think the 
Leader of the House alluded in his second reading speech to the fact that 6 000 jobs are attached to this project 
during the construction phase and that, too, is important. Although the project is in my electorate, many of the 
workers on the project would live not in my electorate but in the electorates of all members. There is no doubt 
that the 6 000 jobs during the construction phase have been a boon to the Western Australian economy. I place 
on the record that they have been very important to those people who have worked, and are working, on the 
island. 
Another concern I have with the project is that I do not think the joint venture partners have done all they could 
to ensure that as much of the steel construction for the project has been produced onshore. It is estimated—this 
figure is from the Australian Steel Institute from about 12 months ago, so it is obviously not the most current 
figure—that approximately 190 000 tonnes of steel was used on the Gorgon project. It is not just the ASI that has 
been vigilant on this issue. Unions such as the Australian Manufacturing Workers’ Union; the Construction, 
Forestry, Mining and Energy Union; and UnionsWA have been vocal on this. I understand from the ASI’s 
figures that 100 per cent of the steel construction was produced offshore. It should be a concern to members who 
represent the South Metropolitan Region—Hon Kate Doust, Hon Sue Ellery, Hon Nick Goiran, 
Hon Lynn MacLaren and Hon Simon O’Brien—that this project has not ensured that the workshops in Kwinana 
and Rockingham are full or, in fact, gaining any benefit from this project. I just wanted to place that on the 
record because it is important if governments give this type of approval to projects. Granted, in this case, the area 
will be increased from 300 hectares to 332 hectares, but it is very important for us to ensure that if approval is 
given to these projects, the joint venture partners or the proponents of these projects ensure that more local jobs 
come out of the projects. I wanted to place that on the record too. 

I have touched on the high CO2 levels and how that will be dealt with. I have touched briefly on the history of 
the place, but it is important to remember that this has been an A-class reserve since 1910; I think guano was 
mined on the island in the 1890s. The island has a history of minerals, gas and oil extraction. I think the island is 
in the condition it is partly because of the projects that have existed on it since then. I hate to say it, but the first 
Premier Court made a fairly gutsy decision as Premier of the day to ensure that Western Australia rather than the 
commonwealth derived the benefits from this island —  

Hon Peter Collier: I do not think it was when he was Premier, was it?  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It was when he was Premier, but it was Sir Charles Court rather than 
Premier Richard Court. There is no doubt that he had vision and foresight in a range of areas, and he certainly 
had it in this area. 
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There was some debate in the other place about Chevron and deals and possible deals around the Perth 
Waterfront project—that place where the government is wasting lots of money. I can say that as a regional 
member because I think some of this money should be spent on things such as the education system, hospitals or 
mental health facilities in my electorate; however, it is the government’s prerogative to spend money in that area, 
as it is mine to speak out on the issue. It is not just Chevron that is involved in this issue; Chevron is one of a few 
joint venture partners. As I said, the opposition is supporting the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013, but it is 
important that we remain vigilant and keep some scrutiny over this project. I would hate to think that any of the 
joint venture partners are operating outside of the existing act or that any of them would operate outside this new 
Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. But I do think that our vigilance and that of the company and joint venture 
partners, oil extraction on the island, and indeed the future of the animals of the island, can coexist and have a 
lasting benefit for the Western Australian economy and Western Australian flora and fauna.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [8.18 pm]: I just went to my office because I thought that if 
everyone else was having a show-and-tell, I would go and get my show-and-tell piece for the evening, but I 
discovered that Hon Darren West enjoyed my show-and-tell so much that he had already brought it into the 
chamber! I thought my map was better than Hon Robin Chapple’s map, which is why I brought it in! It is a map 
I have kept since I was the parliamentary secretary who put the original Barrow Island Bill through this place; I 
remember the debate very clearly. I am happy for people to have a look at the map a bit later, but I brought it in 
because it shows all the wellheads. Going back to the point Hon Stephen Dawson was making at the 
commencement of his speech, to suggest that it is a completely pristine island is a misrepresentation. This map 
provides a very good indication of the extent of the wellheads, particularly in the southern part of the island 
where human activity has occurred. When the Barrow Island Bill was first mooted back in the early 2000s, I was 
one of the people who were a little sceptical when I first heard about it. Obviously I did quite a bit of work on it, 
as I was parliamentary secretary to Hon Clive Brown, the then Minister for State Development. Many others 
have tried to claim credit for this project, but it is fair to say that from the view of people involved in government 
who took carriage of and championed the legislation, Clive Brown is the person who stands out. Lots of Johnny-
come-latelies have sought to claim credit in more recent years. Hon Mark McGowan played an important role in 
environmental approvals, and probably took over the baton from Hon Clive Brown. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It is good that you have that on the record; you’ve saved yourself! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, just in case the Leader of the Opposition reads this transcript! I think there was a 
changing of the baton through that process. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Maybe I did something too. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Donna Faragher might have done something as well. I look forward to hearing her 
comments about her contribution to the bill as the debate progresses this evening. 

I remember those who did not support the bill. They may have said that they would support the bill in the 
chamber but then took certain actions outside the chamber. I remember those who sided with 
Hon Robin Chapple on many of these matters. 

Hon Kate Doust: Would that be the Premier? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us build it up for a while yet! The Premier was not the only one. He was not an 
orphan on this matter. I remember it well. Some had noble motives and some had less-than-noble motives. 

As I was saying, I came from a position of questioning whether the bill was a good thing. My initial reaction was 
to say no. However, once I took the time to work through the bill, a couple of issues stood out about this project. 
I have shown members the map. One issue was that although the island has had significant activity on it, it is fair 
to say that the flora and fauna on the island are probably better than the flora and fauna on any of the other 
surrounding islands in that area. I do not know whether Hon Robin Chapple would concede that. If members 
look at the Montebello Islands and even things like — 

Hon Robin Chapple: I do not know about the Montebellos, but certainly on a couple of the other islands, near 
where Varanus operates out of, there is virtually nothing left. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They are full of pests and weeds. 

Hon Robin Chapple: Yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: And flora and fauna—you name it! 
Hon Robin Chapple: We’ve got to that stage on Barrow now. The answers to the questions are showing that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I hope that in the response by the Leader of the House he will assist the chamber in the 
same way the parliamentary secretary who took the original bill through the chamber assisted and answered 
questions that arose during debate. If it is the case, as Hon Robin Chapple says it is, I would be concerned. I have 
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not had the fortune to visit the island for some considerable time, although it is on my list of things to do. At 
some point I hope to get back to the island to look at it. I realise that it is a lot harder to get on the island these 
days because of the level of activity and how busy it is. However, the thing that stood out for me was that the 
island had become basically a sanctuary in that area for protecting large amounts of the native flora and fauna of 
the region. 

Another aspect of the original bill was significantly criticised by the now members of the government, the 
Premier and his friends. Part of the approval arrangements for this bill was an environmental offset account that 
would see money flow into an account to allow the former Department of Conservation and Land Management 
and now Department of Parks and Wildlife to have — 

Hon Robin Chapple: There were two officers on the island. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: More importantly than the two officers, money is available now to do work. Again, I do 
not know whether the Leader of the House is in a position to advise us how much money there is. My 
recollection is that some money would flow initially, but the remainder of the money would really start to flow 
into that account once the system became operative. Could the Leader of the House indicate what has happened 
to that money? At the time one of the projects being considered was Dirk Hartog Island, where some money 
would be spent to make it a sanctuary, as Barrow Island has become. There has been unfettered access to other 
islands in that area, which has brought weeds, pests and—God only knows how they got there—cats. I do not 
need to tell anyone in this chamber about the danger and destructiveness of feral cats. If the former Clerk of the 
House reads Hansard, he will understand this comment: cats are no good. We need to get rid of feral cats that are 
roaming free. 

The issue that we needed to look at and the decision I had to make when the original legislation was put through 
in 2002 was: was there a net benefit for the state and did it have negative impacts on the environment? It was a 
reasonable conclusion to say that it would not have negative impacts on the environment; in fact, if anything, it 
would have positive impacts on the environment, and the social and economic benefits for the state would be 
great. At that stage there was an expectation that we would get greater local content than this government has 
driven from this project. Again, I understand that private companies will always seek the path of lowest cost and 
what they see as the easiest way for their designers. This government has failed to maximise the local content 
from this project for Western Australia. The intent was always there. It was very clearly a part of the original 
agreement. It was going to provide domestic gas to Western Australia; I understand that the domestic pipeline to 
the mainland has been constructed and contracts have been entered into. This will take up the provision of gas 
for domestic use as we see a transition. I recently read an article that stated that the North West Shelf, which has 
been the traditional supplier of gas for domestic purposes in Western Australia, is going to reduce the amount of 
gas it supplies, so more of the Gorgon gas will go into the domestic supply. If anyone was the champion of that 
policy, it was Alan Carpenter. He made sure that domestic gas from these projects was reserved for Western 
Australians’ use. When it was first proposed, it was not always readily supported by everyone in the Western 
Australian community. There were clear economic benefits, but they could have been enhanced by maximising 
the local content. There were clear social benefits, particularly as a result of that offset account. There were two 
benefits in particular: firstly, we would see a continuation of the management of the island as it had been when it 
was an oil-producing region; and, secondly, we would see that offset account delivered.  

The one area in this bill that disappoints me is that the continued seeking of those benefits does not seem to have 
been high on the government’s agenda. It seems to have just agreed to the changes. The Premier, intentionally or 
not, made completely inappropriate comments at a meeting when he linked the purchase of land at Elizabeth 
Quay with the agreement embodied in this legislation. That will always leave a very large question mark over 
whether the benefit that Western Australia sought to obtain from this project was the sale of land at Elizabeth 
Quay that may or may not have occurred, or, if it was going to occur, may not have occurred at the time of the 
government’s choosing without that intervention. 

When I think back to the sort of comments thrown around at the time, not so much by members in this chamber 
who were speaking on behalf of the then opposition, but certainly in the other place and in the public domain, 
about what Labor had negotiated regarding those offset accounts, I find it absolutely extraordinary that the 
Premier made comments clearly allowing this project and the sale of land at Elizabeth Quay to be linked. I think 
that the way he treats this matter shows the absolute hypocrisy of the Premier of Western Australia. I was not 
surprised to hear Hon Robin Chapple indicate that he will oppose this legislation, because that is just what the 
Greens do; they oppose projects such as this regardless of their benefits or otherwise to the state of Western 
Australia, and even to the state’s environment. I would have thought that there was a need, and there should have 
been a role for the government, to get a greater return in terms of at least some further offsets as a result of the 
decision embodied in the bill we are dealing with tonight. I would love the Leader of the House to explain to us 
whether that was even attempted as a part of the agreement. 
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In the debate tonight I would like to get a clearer understanding from the Leader of the House of the bill’s 
original proposal that the 300 hectares was calculated to be 150 hectares for the original trains and 150 hectares 
for future development. I understand that since that time an additional train has been agreed to, and I recall that 
the trains may have slightly increased in size. I would like a more comprehensive breakdown of the original 
300 hectares—that is, the 150 hectares provided for the original two trains and the additional 150 hectares 
earmarked for future development and how that has now been taken up and is being used by the developers. 
Pardon me if I do not accept Hon Robin Chapple’s comments at face value, but I would certainly like to hear the 
Leader of the House give a cogent explanation of the issues raised by Hon Robin Chapple about whether land 
over and above that 300 hectares is being used in a manner not envisaged in the agreement or not provided for by 
the other leases on the island. I would certainly appreciate comments on that by the Leader of the House. 

It is interesting to sit here some 10 years later and reflect upon the debates we heard when this bill originally 
went through the house. In those days, the two main speakers for the Liberal Party were Hon George Cash and 
Hon Norman Moore. They very much ran the line taken by the then Leader of the Opposition, the now Premier. 
At one point during the debate I made the comment that the opposition seemed to be having more bobs each way 
than a bookie at the Melbourne Cup. They were certainly trying to have two bob each way in every single 
direction. 

The Liberal Party was certainly trying to have two bob each way—in every direction! Members opposite argued 
that they supported the concept of the Gorgon development but they did not think it was appropriate to pass the 
legislation at that stage. The reality of a project such as Gorgon is that it needs a long lead time, which will 
provide a degree of certainty in the process to give comfort to the developers. Hon Kate Doust made the 
comment earlier that this is largest manufacturing project anywhere in the world at the moment. This is not an 
insignificant project. It is my view that it was needed at that time. Members opposite said they did not want 
legislation; they just wanted the Labor Party to agree to the project. I think the Liberal government may have 
said it might excise 300 hectares off Barrow Island, but it would not do anything else. The problem with all of 
that was if we owned only part of it, then the negotiating position of the state would have been diminished. It 
was absolutely right for the state to get that framework in place to be able to move forward. However, that then 
required the government to work within the framework to seek to maximise the opportunities for the state of 
Western Australia. That was the first area in which the government tried to have a two bob each way bet on the 
project. Members opposite said they would support it, but they did not want a state agreement act going through 
the Parliament at that stage. I think history has proven the Labor government was right, and I suspect the major 
reason members opposite did not want it to go through as an agreement act was because if the Liberal Party ever 
got back into government members opposite wanted to be able to claim this project as their own, when the real 
genesis of the project was the work of people like Hon Clive Brown and others in the Gallop government, 
followed up by Mark McGowan in the work he did to continue that process.  

I also refer to the agreement that was entered into that saw Fortescue Metals get up and running. It is 
disappointing that we have not seen any more of those sorts of agreements coming through, because there is such 
a long lead time with those projects. The current Liberal government has traded off the environment that was 
created for it by previous Labor governments. This government has not sought to develop the next stream of 
projects to come through.  

The second argument from members opposite was that we should have the project, but it should not be on 
Barrow Island. This was a sign of the way in which Hon Colin Barnett would operate when he became Premier. 
This was a key commercial matter, but when the Premier was Leader of the Opposition, he knew best. It did not 
matter whether the company told him it was economically viable or not. Members will remember that at that 
stage the cost of the project was estimated to be about $11 billion, but the developers estimated it would cost 
well over $1 billion to move it to the mainland, and there would have been other complexities with the Maitland 
industrial area. I will not revisit the whole of that debate, but the company was saying very clearly it was its view 
that it would be significantly more expensive for it not to process gas on the island and to do it on the mainland.  

There were two elements to that. The first was the opportunity for carbon geosequestration on the island to 
reinject CO2. Gorgon gas has a very high CO2 content. Before this development was brought onstream, there 
were many people in Perth who argued that the Gorgon development would never go ahead because the quality 
of the gas, both the CO2—I am not a chemist—and also some sulfur, made it difficult to bring the gas onstream. 
If they had to take it all the way to the mainland, that would be very complex because of issues with pipes. 
Barrow Island was a lot closer, enabling the transhipment cost to be reduced. It provided for geosequestration on 
the island, potentially using some of the wellheads that had been drilled for the original extraction of oil off 
Barrow Island. The company put a very clear position to the government. As far as the company was concerned, 
for the project to be viable it required the project to be on Barrow Island, and moving it to the mainland would 
not make it a viable proposition. Of course, the Premier knew best and refused to accept that. Labor did not try to 
pretend that it knew these things better than the company itself but it did arrange for a private review of the 
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economics of the project. The Allen Consulting Group was asked to do that review and determine whether the 
views being put to the government by the company were correct.  

Again, it is completely appropriate for the government to say that the company has put forward its position. This 
is a very controversial project and an area that it needs to treat with the highest of respect because of its 
environmental values. It needed to know whether the view of the company was absolutely strictly correct that 
this project had to be in this location and what were the costs that would be involved. The Allen Consulting 
Group came back with its report. From memory, the figure that it estimated at that stage was the cost of trying to 
move the project to the mainland. I reiterate that at that point I think the project was estimated to cost 
$11.2 billion. If we did it for that price today, we would probably do about 20 of them! The Allen Consulting 
Group suggested that it would cost an additional $1.2 billion to try to bring it to shore. Labor did not just try to 
pretend that it knew best; it got independent advice to verify whether the claims that were being made were 
correct, and the cost came out at $1.2 billion.  

When we had the debate in this chamber, members opposite sought to tell us that we were wrong, that it should 
be taken to the mainland and that they knew best. One of the things that we did that, again, seems to be 
sometimes adhered to by this government—some of the good ministers do it — 

Hon Kate Doust: Which ones are they? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There are a couple of good ones. I do not want to embarrass them by naming them 
tonight. They know who they are. 

Hon Mark Lewis: And future ones.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I say to those in the Liberal Party who will be around long enough that they might get a 
couple of months before the next election, otherwise they may have to wait a long time. The Deputy President 
(Hon Simon O’Brien) was one of the good ministers in this government who was prepared to make that advice 
available. We not only provided copies of the report of the Allen Consulting Group, but also offered briefings to 
the then opposition so that it could test it. If it thought the Allen Consulting Group had missed something, got 
something wrong or had not considered something that was material to the outcomes of its report, it could have 
that briefing with the Allen Consulting Group.  

The thing that always amazed me when I was carrying the original bill through this house was that members of 
the then opposition did not take up that opportunity for a briefing. At the time they claimed they had read the 
report. I suspect that they read the report and realised the report was right. Why would they not take up the offer 
of a briefing? I suspect it was because they knew that it would be very hard to later come back and try to argue 
that the project should be moved to the mainland. If they had been briefed and they had not been able to find any 
faults in the arguments that were being put at that briefing, they would need to concede that the government was 
doing the right thing. For whatever reason, that did not seem to suit the politics of the Liberal Party. I always 
assumed that the Liberal Party was a party that always put the interests of the state ahead of its own on economic 
matters. That is certainly the approach that I have always taken to these sorts of issues. I realised back then that 
the then Leader of the Opposition, the now Premier, and two of his cohorts in the upper house, both of whom are 
no longer here, were prepared to look at crass political populism rather than the state’s interests. I think Hon 
Steve Dawson commented that we should not forget that when this agreement was being negotiated there was a 
major campaign to keep this project off Barrow Island. That government was trying to be populist around this 
issue rather than looking at it objectively in the state’s interests. Members can imagine my absolute surprise 
when the Liberal–National Party finally got into government and I heard that it was prepared to claim this 
project as its own.  

Hon Kate Doust: As it does with everything.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If we had not had such strong leadership from Geoff Gallop, Clive Brown, Alan 
Carpenter and Mark McGowan, this project may very well have fallen over. People such as Hon Robin Chapple, 
as he is tonight, were opposing this project. Environmental issues were probably given greater consideration in 
those days than they are today. They certainly had far more media prominence than they get today, partly, I 
guess, because Labor has always been prepared to support the environment movement so that it has the 
opportunity to put its case. It does not mean we always agree with it but we believe it is important that the 
various views are put. Of course, the current government takes a more draconian approach of trying to restrict 
debate. It does not financially support groups to ensure that both sides of the arguments are heard. It is amazing 
to hear the government now try to present the Barrow Island Gorgon project as if somehow it was its project and 
that without the Liberal–National government this project would not have occurred. In fact, if the Liberal–
National party had had its way and the stirring of the populist debate had taken off, we would not have seen this 
development progress to where it is today—60 per cent near completion and a future generator for Western 
Australia.  
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The other part of the debate at the time was the claim that more revenue from this project should come to the 
state of Western Australia. Again, there was universal agreement on that issue. The then Labor government was 
able to negotiate an agreement with Kevin Rudd for some of the future revenue streams to come into the state of 
Western Australia. At that stage, when the original bill went through the house, that agreement had not been 
formalised. We tried to get some sort of reasonable consideration by the then Liberal Prime Minister and his 
Treasurer, Peter Costello, but, of course, the doors were constantly slammed shut in Western Australia’s face. I 
would be fascinated to know, Leader of the House, what efforts the current government has made to try to secure 
from the commonwealth government a revenue stream to come to the state of Western Australia as a result of 
this project advancing.  

Having heard the hollow cries of the then Liberal opposition about the need for the state to secure a greater 
financial return from the commonwealth from this project—I do not disagree with the sentiments of it, but it is 
often easier said than done—now that the government has prepared its own new agreement for expansion of the 
amount of land the Gorgon project can use and brought it into the Parliament tonight, I would love to know 
whether the government has even tried to get a better deal out of Mr Abbott and Mr Hockey for financial returns 
for the state. I would add that there was often criticism that no money had flowed as a result of the agreement 
that was reached with Kevin Rudd prior to the 2007 election, but I make the point that that was always 
predicated on the commonwealth government actually receiving money from the project; because it is still under 
construction, it has not and it will be a couple of years away before that money will flow. There was contentious 
debate around this, but it is my view that had the Labor Party been in government at the time that those funds 
flowed, we would have been able to secure that additional revenue for Western Australia. I look forward to the 
Leader of the House explaining what the government has done to get greater financial support for Western 
Australia. This project will be a big revenue earner and a massive windfall for the federal government, yet all of 
the hard lifting in terms of government work has been taken up by Western Australia. 

The Leader of the House is probably now ready for me to wind up my comments. It looks as though he has 
completed all the things he needed to get done while I was speaking, so I will summarise the issues. When 
members support a bill, it is always important for them to explain to the house why they support it. I was 
reminded by the Leader of the House only a few weeks ago that even opposition members need to explain to the 
house why they support legislation, otherwise they may leave themselves open to the criticism that they had not 
properly scrutinised the legislation. I sincerely want a breakdown of how that original allocation of 300 hectares 
and its allocation into two lots of 150 hectares is being used. I would like the Leader of the House to properly 
explain the comments of Hon Robin Chapple.  

Hon Peter Collier: What were those comments of Hon Robin Chapple?  

Hon Robin Chapple: The 235 hectares.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Robin Chapple has claimed that 235 hectares of land is being used for the Gorgon 
Project outside of the 300-hectare cap. Although I do not agree with him, because I think he was wrong, back in 
2002 Hon Robin Chapple said that the cap was 300 hectares and that a future government could change the 
legislation. He was right, and a future government has. I am intrigued. I want to understand why the government 
felt it was absolutely imperative, because that was my view at the time. I wonder how much the government 
really tested it. The Premier linked the two projects and I will forever wonder whether the reason the government 
conceded the 332 hectares is that it wanted to curry favour to sell land at Elizabeth Quay because the government 
was worried with the way the property market was going in Perth, no-one would want land down there and it 
would have a big white elephant on its hands and a massive political problem.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is the reality of it. The Premier was the one who linked the two projects. Do not 
suggest that anyone other than the Premier did that.  

I want to know whether the government looked at the issue of further environmental offsets as a part of the 
approval of this project in the same way as the original project was delivering environmental offsets. Is the 
Leader of the House able to update us on how the environmental offsets are being used? With those comments, 
and a few others, I indicate that I, along with my colleagues in the Labor Party, support this bill.  

If we had been in government, we might have tried to obtain different outcomes for the state of Western 
Australia. I do not know whether the government has had any independent verification of the land areas being 
used and the like. We would certainly have dealt with those issues with a proper process back in 2002. With 
those comments, I indicate that the opposition will be supporting the legislation.  
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HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [8.55 pm] — in reply: I thank 
honourable members for their contribution to the debate on the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013, and I thank 
the opposition for its indication of support. I also thank Hon Robin Chapple for his very learned contribution, as 
always. I do not agree with him, but he is always very passionate and consistent in his views. 

Hon Robin Chapple: You do not necessarily have to agree with me. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Too true. That is why we are in this place. This place represents all walks of life in the 
Western Australian community. Essentially what we have heard this evening is a very good example of the 
wealth of experience that exists within this chamber. It was particularly interesting to hear about the history of 
Barrow Island and the different interpretations of this project and its benefits and potential issues. I found that 
very enlightening.  

The bill authorises the provision of an additional 32 hectares of uncleared land for gas processing purposes at 
Barrow Island. The Gorgon project has the potential to provide enormous gas reserves into the future. It is very 
important from a domestic gas perspective, particularly as the North West Shelf is coming to maturity, that 
projects such as Gorgon on Barrow Island are promoted.  

The cost of the Gorgon project is now in excess of $50 billion. The project is responsible for the employment of 
around 10 000 people, with 6 000 workers operating on Barrow Island. The project is very exciting. I thank Hon 
Robin Chapple—I mean that quite sincerely—for presenting in a very coherent way the concerns that he has. 
The government does not agree with a number of those concerns. However, I appreciate the goodwill with which 
he made his contribution.  

Hon Kate Doust asked a question about the total tenure footprint. The total Gorgon tenure footprint is 
approximately 520 hectares. That comprises 2.2 per cent of the island. This is made up, firstly, of 285 hectares of 
land allocated under the Barrow Island Act for gas processing infrastructure, and 15 hectares of land that is 
allocated but for which the company has still to secure formal tenure, making a total of 300 hectares. It is made 
up, secondly, of 235 hectares of land that was previously cleared by WA Oil. This includes infrastructure such as 
the multi-user Barrow Island airport and the existing roads on the island, which accounts for more than 
175 hectares of the 235 hectares. It should be remembered that the existing 300 hectares uncleared land limit 
always contemplated the use of land previously cleared by the WA Oil joint venture. The Gorgon gas processing 
and infrastructure project state agreement expressly requires the Gorgon joint venturers to make provision as far 
as practicable for the use and sharing of services, facilities and infrastructure on Barrow Island to minimise 
environmental disturbance and the impact of conservation values on Barrow Island.  

The allocation of a further 32 hectares of land does not trigger an increase to the net conservation benefit under 
the state agreement. The net conservation benefit is payable at a rate proportional to the amount of LNG 
produced. This rate is set at $20 million per million tonnes per annum of LNG produced. 

For the current three-train, 15 million tonnes per annum liquefied natural gas project, the benefit payable is 
$60 million in aggregate, and that is indexed. A proportional increase to the benefits would be payable on the 
expansion of the project to the fourth or fifth train. The further allocation of 32 hectares does not trigger an 
increase to the benefits under the state agreement. A $3 million lump sum payment was made on 19 June 2008. 
A $2 million lump sum was paid on 5 October 2009. The current annual payment is $1.66666 million. Payments 
are indexed in accordance with clause 11 of the state agreement and are paid at a rate proportional to the 
production of the LNG—that is, $20 million per five million tonnes per annum.  

Hon Ken Travers asked about the 300 hectares as referred to in clause 5 of the state agreement. The original 150 
hectares was to do the Gorgon joint venture. There is 50 hectares for easements, and that is shared between party 
projects and the joint venture. There is 100 hectares for other parties to provide an opportunity for multiple 
users—for example, another project—and collectively that makes up the 300 hectares. In early 2009 a proposal 
was brought forward to allocate the entire reserved area—300 hectares—for only gas treatment processes. This 
was approved, and therefore, it is dedicated to only the Gorgon project.  

The negotiations with the federal government have already commenced and will continue. I am sure that the 
relationship between the federal government and the state government will continue to be robust and effective. 
Once again, I thank honourable members for their contribution this evening to the debate and I commend the bill 
to the house.  

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Simon O’Brien) casting his vote with the ayes, 
with the following result — 
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Ayes (27) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Adele Farina Hon Mark Lewis Hon Samantha Rowe 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nick Goiran Hon Rick Mazza Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Dave Grills Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Darren West 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Michael Mischin Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton  

Noes (2) 

 Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House), and passed. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): I just remind members of standing order 26, which 
provides, amongst other things, that members should not pass between the Chair and the table. 
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