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BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 April. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [5.10 pm]: I had started dealing with what the Barrow Island 
Amendment Bill 2015 is about. The bill is about the geosequestration of about 14 per cent of the total CO2 
emissions into the Dupuy formation. The Dupuy formation is not the host formation where the gas comes from 
but is a formation above it. It is what is referred to geologically as a dome. It has a cap on it. The Dupuy 
formation is sandstone that is full of salt water and covering that is another rock type. That is the same rock type 
that normally captures some elements of gas in other situations. We know that there have been a number of 
technical appraisals of the ability of the Dupuy formation to capture the gas, and I go back to the technical 
appraisal of the feasibility for CO2 sequestration operations for phase V of the Gorgon gas field development 
proposal prepared by CO2CRC Technologies Pty Ltd. Without going into the full technicalities, I think I said 
yesterday that the Gorgon project is very high in CO2, but the other fields that are to be developed in the region, 
including the Jansz-Io field, are quite low in CO2. 

The sequestration is mainly required for the Gorgon field. Using a series of bores, CO2 will be put underground 
under significant pressure. About 1.5 trillion to 3.1 trillion standard cubic metres of CO2 has to be put 
underground in conjunction with the hydrocarbon gases from the Gorgon and Jansz gas fields. That is my 
reading of the original proposal. There might have been some modification of that. I think I expressed a concern 
that gas is being disposed of in a formation, but we do not know that it has geological integrity, and we expect 
that gas to remain there for tens of thousands of years. If it is to do anything to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
it must be maintained for 1 000 years plus. The problem is that Chevron gets to monitor it for only 15 years. If 
the government is not happy, it can ask for it to be monitored for a little longer, and I will come back to that. 

Let us deal with Chevron as a corporation. It is not one of the most illustrious companies. Chevron has given 
many commitments in a number of other countries and then walked away and left a hell of a mess. We need to 
look at the case of the Ecuadorian oil spill, which was a Chevron project. Chevron went to great lengths to say 
that this was not its problem. But as recently as a few days ago, videos became available that show Chevron 
management discussing attempts to find an area that was not contaminated because of court action by the 
Ecuadorian government. It is described as smoking-gun evidence of Chevron’s complete guilt and corruption in 
the case of the oil spill in the Ecuadorian Amazon. The internal videos leaked to an environmental watchdog 
show company technicians finding and then mocking the extensive oil contamination in the areas that the oil 
giant told courts had been restored. A Chevron whistleblower reportedly sent dozens of DVDs to United States–
based Amazon Watch with a handwritten note stating, “I hope this is useful for you in your trial against 
Texaco/Chevron”, and it was signed “A Friend from Chevron”. The videos are all titled “Pre-inspection”, with 
dates and locations of the former oil production sites where judicially supervised inspections were set to take 
place. The footage was recorded by Chevron during an earlier visit to the site to determine where it could find 
clean samples to take the inspectors to. These tapes show clearly that the Ecuadorian government has to a large 
degree been misled. In February 2011, an Ecuadorian court found the oil giant guilty and ordered Chevron to pay 
$8 billion in environmental damages. 

The point is that, in this case, we are underwriting, via a state and federal agreement, damages by a 
corporation—I will give more examples shortly—that seems to go to countries, give guarantees and then walk 
away, leaving a mess behind it. The ruling was thrown out and it was argued that it was obtained through corrupt 
means. On 20 April, a federal appellate court in Manhattan was to hear oral argument in the appeal of those 
charges. While its technicians were engaged in fraud in the field, Chevron’s management team was launching a 
campaign to demonise the Ecuadorians and their lawyers as a way to distract attention from the company’s 
reckless conduct. Chevron never turned over any new secret videos to the Ecuadorian court conducting the trial; 
nor did the company submit its pre-inspection sampling results to the court. The videos are a true treasure trove 
of Chevron’s misdeeds and corporate malfeasance. Ironically, Chevron itself proved their authenticity by stating 
in the court that, because the videos were Chevron’s property, they were not allowed to be used in the court case. 
According to this article, a letter sent by Chevron’s legal firm Gibson Dunn to counsel for the communities 
states — 

These videos are Chevron’s property, and are confidential documents and/or protected litigation work 
product. Chevron demands that you provide detailed information about how your firm acquired these 
videos and your actions with respect to them … In addition to providing this information, Chevron 
demands that you promptly return the improperly obtained videos and all copies of them by sending 
them to my attention at the above address. 
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The copies were sent, so Chevron got its videos back, but the courts will be presented with the videos, which, by 
their very nature, show Chevron’s complicit behaviour in trying to obfuscate its responsibilities to the 
Ecuadorian government for the oil spill.  

A Reuters article states — 

A Brazilian prosecutor plans to allege this week that Chevron and Transocean should not have drilled a 
deep-water well that leaked in November, legal documents showed, giving a glimpse into expected 
criminal charges that could slow the rush to develop Brazil’s vast offshore oil wealth. 

The accident — 

I think all members are aware of this — 

cracked geological structures in the reservoir and oil will continue leaking from the field until it is 
emptied, the prosecutor Eduardo Santos de Oliveira told Reuters in a telephone interview on Monday. 

The prosecutor’s comments expanded on his investigations and police reports being used to assemble 
criminal indictments against U.S. oil company Chevron, drill-rig operator Transocean, and 17 of their 
executives and employees. 

This is a company that the state government is saying that it trusts, and it will, in my estimation, overwrite this 
project to the tune of around $5 billion. Let us look at the cost of putting this material underground and its offset 
value on the international trading market for sequestration of CO2 or CO2 abatement. The pending criminal case 
in Brazil is an $11 billion environmental lawsuit that the prosecutor launched against Chevron in November.  

It is interesting to note that even in America, Chevron is not particularly well liked. We go to the resolution 
condemning Chevron Corporation for its domestic and international business practices on behalf of Supervisors 
Ammiano, Daly, Mirkarimi and Peskin of the board of supervisors for the city and county of San Francisco. 
Good old America can do it, Brazil is doing it and Ecuador is doing it, but Western Australia is going in exactly 
the opposite direction. The resolution from the San Francisco board reads — 

WHEREAS, Chevron Corporation is a California based company profiteering off of the war in Iraq, and 
facing serious questions about its human rights and environmental record in countries such as Ecuador, 
Burma, Nigeria, Canada, and Angola, as well as in the United States, including Alaska and here locally 
in Richmond, California; and,  

WHEREAS, From 1964 to 1992 Texaco (now Chevron) built and operated oil exploration and 
production facilities in the northern region of the Ecuadorian Amazon, and systematically dumped 
18 billion gallons of toxic waste directly into the rainforest, and Chevron is a defendant in a class-action 
lawsuit in Lago Agrio, Ecuador where thousands of rainforest dwellers are seeking clean-up damages; 
and,  

WHEREAS, A court-appointed expert in the Lago Agrio trial in Ecuador recently issued a report to the 
judge recommending that Chevron be held liable for damages of up to 16 billion dollars, representing 
the cost of environmental remediation as well as an “unjust enrichment” penalty for the billions of 
dollars saved by Texaco (now Chevron) by deliberately using inadequate environmental controls in 
Ecuador; and,  

WHEREAS, Chevron has been implicated in a disturbing pattern of threats and corruption in the 
environmental trial out of Ecuador, and the contractual ties between Chevron and the Ecuadorian 
military strongly suggest that Chevron is responsible for the surveillance and threats against plaintiffs’ 
representatives which were in some cases perpetrated by identified military officers; and,  

WHEREAS, The intimidation of the plaintiffs has become so intense that the Inter-American 
Commission on Human Rights of the Organization of American States, has granted a petition 
requesting precautionary measures from the Ecuadorian government, the United Nations Secretary 
General’s Special Representative on Human Rights Defenders, Hina Jilani, has written a letter to the 
Ecuadorian government urging it to prosecute the perpetrators and protect the plaintiffs and their legal 
team; and,  

WHEREAS, Chevron is accused of polluting land and water resources in its ongoing operations in the 
Niger Delta, and four Nigerian plaintiffs are suing Chevron in San Francisco federal court over a 1998 
incident in which Nigerian military and police paid by Chevron and using Chevron helicopters shot and 
tortured villagers who protested Chevron’s oil activities in the desperately poor Niger delta; and, 

WHEREAS, Chevron’s activities in Richmond, California have been the subject of ongoing 
controversy. The EPA reported almost 300 pollutant spills from Chevron’s Richmond refinery from 
2001 to 2003 alone. These are highly toxic, often cancerous chemicals spilling directly into residential 
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communities. The EPA lists the refinery in “significant noncompliance” for air pollution standards and 
toxic flaring is a regular occurrence. Deadly accidents are a far too common occurrence, including 
massive explosions and fires. Richmond’s cancer and child-asthma rates exceed area, state and national 
averages; and,  

WHEREAS, Chevron’s 2007 SEC 10K tax filing states that the company intends to continue the 
“design and engineering for a project to increase the flexibility to process lower API-gravity crude oil” 
at its Richmond, California refinery. Lower API-gravity crude is heavy crude which is more laden with 
toxins and pollutants. Chevron is telling Richmond residents that it does not intend to burn heavier 
crude in Richmond. Chevron has refused to embrace new, cleaner technology in Richmond. Heavier 
grade crude oil will require more heat and pressure and result in more pollution, potentially increasing 
dangerous emissions from the refinery by an estimated 800 tons per year, according to Communities for 
a Better Environment. Chevron is currently expanding its production in heavy crude areas such as the 
tar sands of Canada; and,  

WHEREAS, Chevron has been an early and eager profiteer of the Iraq war. Representatives of Chevron 
took part in the Cheney Energy Task Force meetings that included the close investigation of Iraq’s oil 
fields and oil productive capacity. Chevron was one of the first corporations to win marketing contracts 
for Iraqi oil following the war. Chevron has continued regular negotiations with Iraq in pursuit of 
contracts while the Bush administration pressures the Iraqis to pass the Iraq Oil Law that would all but 
privatize Iraq’s oil system, opening at least two-thirds of Iraq’s oil to foreign companies with 20–35 
year contracts. If the Bush administration and Chevron are successful, the U.S. military will likely be 
mired in Iraq for decades; and,  

WHEREAS, Chevron is a leading producer in the Alberta tar sands and currently has plans to spend an 
additional two billion dollars to expand its tar sands production. Mining and extraction of the Alberta 
tar sands has extreme environmental and social costs. Tar sand production generates almost three times 
more global warming pollution than does conventional oil production; and,  

WHEREAS, Chevron, through its takeover of Unocal in 2005, is a partner with the military regime of 
Burma in the notorious Yadana natural gas pipeline project which involved mass forced labor and other 
human rights abuses, committed by the army on Unocal’s behalf. Moreover, Chevron Corporation is 
one of the largest foreign investors in Burma. Their Yadana project funnels tens of millions of dollars to 
the regime, money the military needs to retain its stranglehold on power; and,  

WHEREAS, The devastation of the May 2, 2008, tropical cyclone Nargis natural disaster, was 
compounded by the criminal negligence of Burma’s military regime, the refusal to allow relief aid and 
workers prompt access, and going through with the May 10th election during this tragedy while 
criminalizing opposition to the referendum. Burma’s military regime relies heavily on the oil and gas 
sector to sustain itself in power. In its latest report, the New York based Human Rights Watch (HRW) 
pointed out that billions of dollars generated by the oil projects in Burma, which involved at least 27 
companies from 13 countries, helped to fund the military without bringing benefits to ordinary people. 
California-based U.S. oil giant Chevron is one major player cited in the HRW list. This foreign 
investment provides a crucial source of support to the junta, allowing it to ignore demands that it returns 
Burma to civilian rule and end human rights abuses. The regime earned approximately $2.16 billion in 
2006 from the Chevron’s investment, Yadana Gas Pipeline project that channels Burma’s gas to 
Thailand, allowing the regime to tighten its grip on the power greatly oppressing its people and the 
opposition forces; and, 

WHEREAS, In 2002, the Angolan government fined Chevron two million dollars for oil spills from a 
pipeline that polluted beaches and damaged fishing in the Cabinda region; and,  

WHEREAS, in Pandacan, Philippines, oil depots partially owned by Chevron threaten the health and 
safety of over 84,000 residents. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Following on — 

In February 2008, following a deadly tanker explosion, the Philippine Supreme Court reaffirmed its 
decision to uphold a city ordinance forcing closure and relocation of the oil depots, citing the need to 
protect residents from “catastrophic devastation.” Despite community opposition to the depots, Chevron 
has yet to comply; now, therefore, be it  

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco condemns 
Chevron Corporation for a systematic pattern of socially irresponsible activities and complicity in 
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human rights violations that is at odds with the values of the citizens of San Francisco, and at odds with 
the standards of ethical conduct those citizens expect from corporations based in the Bay Area, in our 
own communities, as well as abroad. 

That is the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco “Tails Resolution” file 080788, 
adopted on 10 June 2008. 

Hon Peter Collier: Sorry, who was it who wrote that? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is the board of San Francisco. 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes, but who in San Francisco? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is what they call themselves, their governance. It is the Board of Supervisors of 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

Hon Peter Collier: What does that mean? Is that like the local council? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is their administrative body in San Francisco.  

Hon Peter Collier: A reputable group, are they? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Absolutely. It is the clerk of the board, it is their board.  

In that sense I am concerned that we are, by this piece of legislation, in essence, bankrolling a future outcome 
that may occur. I use the phrase “may occur” because I have studied the geology, I have read the original reports, 
and I have to thank the departmental officers again for having given me a briefing and providing me with quite a 
few details in relation to the proposed methods of deposition into the Dupuy system, which I will come to 
shortly. 

We have to remember, if we go back in history, that when given the proposal to use Barrow Island nature 
reserve—quite often referred to as “Australia’s Ark”—for that operation, the Environmental Protection 
Authority in June 2006 determined on just about every account that it did not support the development on 
Barrow Island. I could bore members to tears and read the whole document — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You don’t need to do that. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you. I will at least read the recommendations. And thank you for the member’s 
loud interjection. For a change I can hear somebody! 

The Environmental Protection Authority’s key assessments and findings regarding the marine environment, 
under the heading “Turtles and other marine fauna”, state — 

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. 

Under the heading “Marine ecosystem and dredging”, the recommendation 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 document then has the heading “Introduced non-indigenous species.” I have a bit more to say about this, but 
I will turn to the EPA’s recommendation first. It 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.  

That is what the EPA had to say; I will come back to that document in a minute. I want to now turn to a couple 
of questions that I have asked in the past about this matter. From the answer to a question asked by me in this 
place in May 2011 we know that 1 027 vertebrate fauna casualties were recorded in the period from September 
2009 to the end of April 2011. If we take that forward based on that number, that would mostly mean a further 
1 500 fatalities to date. We have to remember that although the island species are not protected, they are all 
considered rare and vulnerable because they are unique to Barrow Island. Its species have developed in a 
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completely different way from the species on the mainland. We know from the answer to that question that seven 
boodies, 59 golden bandicoots, 54 spectacled hare-wallabies and four Barrow Island euros were killed in that 
period. As somebody who did some work on Barrow Island, originally for the Department of Environment and 
Conservation in reviewing environmental awards, I visited Barrow Island on a number of occasions. I also 
visited while Western Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd was running the place. It is really interesting to note that 
when WAPET was the sole owner, before Chevron took over, WAPET’s controls were exemplary. There was an 
occasion when, while offloading some pipes, a field mouse was seen, so a perimeter fence was set up over quite 
some distance and then, over a number of weeks, all resident animals that could be found within that area were 
translocated by what was then the Department of Conservation and Land Management to the other side of the 
quarantine area. The area where the field mouse was seen was then fumigated and an investigation was carried 
out until the mouse was found. That is the nature of the problem of quarantine. When the decision was made for 
the project to go ahead, the Environmental Protection Authority stated that quarantine could not be maintained. 
I have asked two questions on this matter, and I really do not think I will get an answer to the question I am 
going to pose here. We know that there is a significant fine for breaching the quarantine. Section 48 of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 allows the Minister for Environment to make orders or to take action to 
bring about compliance with 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. In addition to 
the Minister for Environment’s powers, the chief executive officer of the Department of Environment Regulation 
may exercise powers and commence prosecutions for quarantine-related offences that affect flora and fauna 
under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 and associated 
regulations. 
That is all well and good, but we have to remember that the EPA said that it would not accept Chevron going 
onto Barrow Island because it does not consider that it has been demonstrated that the risk of introduced species 
can be controlled; it has repeated this concern in a subsequent statement. 
We do not know what the current situation is, because very little of this is public, so we have to chase the 
information down through questions. However, we found out that Chevron Australia reported 57 
noncompliances with its conditions in relation to introduced species between September 2009 and April 2010. It 
was literally a very short period. Two of the noncompliances that are under investigation have not yet been 
classified. Of these noncompliances, nine are regarded as non-events; 39 were rated minor or non-serious; two 
were rated as major and serious; and five were rated as critical. We do not know which invasive species were 
critical, but we know that by the time Chevron had taken over and I went out onto the island, buffel grass, which 
is a huge problem, had really got a foothold, and the Kings Park Authority was out there trying to control the 
buffel grass problem on the island. What the situation is currently, I do not know, but by all accounts things are 
not getting any better. 

We know also that there have been translocations of native species from the island to other locations to try to 
ensure the survival of certain species after Chevron went there. I quote from the answer provided to question on 
notice 1582 of Tuesday, 9 September 2014, regarding translocation numbers of animals from Barrow Island — 

1. Golden bandicoot (Isoodon auratus barrowensis):161 animals to Hermite Island, Montebello 
Islands Conservation Park in January/February 2010. 

2. Golden bandicoot: 164 animals to Lorna Glen (Matuwa) in January/February 2010. 

3. Golden bandicoot: 92 animals to Doole Island Nature Reserve, Exmouth Gulf in July 2011. 

4. Spectacled hare-wallaby (Lagorchestes conspicillatus conspicillatus): 104 animals to Hermite 
Island, Montebello Islands Conservation Park in January/February 2010. 

5. Boodie (Bettongia lesueur) (Barrow Island sub species): 36 animals to Boodie Island in 
November 1993. 

6. Boodie: 40 animals to Alpha Island, Montebello Islands Conservation Park in June 2011. 

7. Boodie: 65 animals to Lorna Glen (Matuwa) in January/February 2010. 

8. Northern brushtail possum (Trichosurus vulpecula arnhemensis): 111 animals to Cape Range 
National Park in January/February 2010. 

9. Barrow Island black and white fairy-wren (Malurus leucopterus edouardi): 31 animals to 
Hermite Island, Montebello Islands Conservation Park in May 2010  

10. Barrow Island black and white fairy-wren: 10 animals to Hermite Island, Montebello Islands 
Conservation Park in July 2011. 
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11. Spinifexbird (Eremiornis carteri): 38 animals to Hermite Island, Montebello Islands 
Conservation Park in May 2010 and July 2011. 

12. Spinifexbird: 12 animals to Hermite Island, Montebello Islands Conservation Park in July 
2011. 

With regard to survival rates as of February 2010, the answer continues, further along — 

Golden bandicoots to Lorna Glen — estimated > 95% survival rate after three months; 

Golden bandicoots to Hermite Island — estimated > 65% survival rate after five months; 

It is quite interesting that it started to go down in what is actually quite a protected environment — 

Brushtail possums to Cape Range National Park — estimated < 5 % survival rate after six months; 

My understanding is that there is no ability to record there currently — 

Spectacled hare-wallabies to Hermite Island — estimated > 70% survival rate, but monitoring is 
difficult because of trap saturation by golden bandicoots; and 

Boodies to Lorna Glen — estimated > 75% survival rate after three months. 

There is a very large document that goes into how that proposal was carried out. I know that my former 
colleague in this place, Hon Giz Watson, raised a number of concerns about the translocations and their 
effectiveness. 

The EPA was quite right when it made its recommendation in its report “Gorgon Gas Development: Barrow 
Island Nature Reserve” that, indeed, the area could not be managed in terms of quarantine management. It 
states — 

“The proposed Quarantine Management System rightly concentrates on pre-border measures to reduce 
the likelihood of invasion, but the proponents have not adequately established that this system will be 
effective, and have provided little detail on measures to detect and eradicate successful incursions. 
Lessons from other parts of the world, including many islands, indicate that invasive species can have 
devastating effects on island biota and ecosystems. Hence it is not possible to conclude that the 
conservation values of Barrow Island will be sustained if the Gorgon proposal was to proceed in its 
current form”. 

The EPA also has concerns about the subterranean fauna. The report continues — 

With the current level of knowledge, the EPA can only conclude that there is a finite risk that 
these taxa 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 then goes on to deal with greenhouse gases, which are, in essence, part of the matter that we are 
dealing with here. The report continues — 

Based on benchmarking undertaken by the proponent, this would make the overall greenhouse gas 
efficiency of the project, in terms of tonnes of greenhouse gases emitted per tonne of LNG produced, 
comparable with North West Shelf Train 4 and 5 expansion, and other LNG developments in similar 
environments around the world, provided the injection scheme was implemented.  

The Environmental Protection Authority took into account the injection system, but it is still saying that the net 
outcome—we have to remember that the Gorgon gas field is heavily CO2-rich—would still be equivalent to that 
of the North West Shelf. 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 have to remember that, as I said, I think about 14 per cent of the CO2 is proposed to go into the Dupuy 
aquifer.  

In terms of injection into the Dupuy aquifer, we are putting it into a saltwater packet, so to speak, and it is hoped 
that its reaction chemically with that salt water will lock that gas in place. We have to also remember that once 
we start dealing with significant pressure—we are talking many thousands of pounds per square inch to get this 
gas down underground into the aquifer—the gas, which is then a liquid, becomes what we refer to as to 
thixotropic; that is, it becomes glue-like. The more pressure we apply and the more we put underground, the less 
ability there is for this dome to accept the material. It is a bit like pumping grease into a very, very cold 
environment. It is being pumped in a hot state so it is fairly thin, but by the time it moves into that really cold 
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environment like a fridge or whatever—I am not saying there is a fridge underground, but I am drawing a 
parallel—it becomes very difficult to move because it becomes thicker. The EPA concluded that the percentage 
going underground was not enough, and therefore opposed that development.  

The conclusion was that — 

The EPA recognises that the Government has previously provided in-principle agreement to the Joint 
Venturers for restricted access to Barrow Island for gas processing facilities, as a foundation for the 
development of the Gorgon area gas fields, subject to this environmental impact assessment and other 
statutory approvals. 

Because the EPA does not consider that its environmental objectives could be met, it has not included 
recommended environmental conditions for the management of the proposal in this report. If, however, 
Government was to decide that the proposal may proceed for other than environmental reasons, a set of 
strict conditions and governance arrangements would be required, along with implementation of the 
proponent’s commitments. A draft framework to guide the necessary content of a possible set of 
environmental conditions is included … 

Recommendations 
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 of the day did go against the EPA’s recommendations, and the EPA did set some very, very 
stringent conditions. 

What I wanted to touch on when I was talking about those conditions was whether, given the number of 
breaches, the government has ever actually sought to prosecute Chevron under section 48 of the Environmental 
Protection Act. 

Hon Peter Collier: Which breaches are you talking about?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The introduced species. 

Hon Peter Collier: And that has been proven, has it?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It was a parliamentary question and answer, and they told me which ones. 

Hon Peter Collier: How many species are we talking about? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will go back so that I can tell the Leader of the House. There were 57 non-
conformances. I acknowledge that two have yet to be classified; this was back in 2009, so there may be more by 
now. Of those, nine have been recorded as non-events; I accept those nine as non-events. Thirty-nine were rated 
as “minor, non-serious” but they were still a breach; two were rated as “major, serious”; and five were rated as 
“critical”. It would be interesting to know what the five were. I thank the Leader of the House for his 
interjection. So the EPA — 

Hon Peter Collier: I have learnt my lesson, don’t worry.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Sorry, I missed that one. 

Hon Peter Collier: No, it’s all right, mate.  
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I do apologise. I think members on the other side know I am hard of hearing, so 
interjections will have to be like Hon Simon O’Brien’s—loud and forthright! 

We received a briefing on the bill, and we note that back in 2009, when this was first mooted, I asked the Leader 
of the House, Hon Norman Moore, representing the then Minister for State Development — 

(1) What are the terms of the acceptance of liability and indemnity arising from any failure of 
storage of carbon dioxide in the Dupuy saline reservoir; and, will the minister table any such 
agreement?  

(2) Will the state and/or commonwealth governments be able to reclaim any emissions trading 
value from Chevron arising from the failure of storage of carbon dioxide in the Dupuy saline 
reservoir?  

(3) Will the state and/or commonwealth governments be required to compensate any party, either 
national or international, with a claim arising from the emissions trading conducted by 
Chevron as a result of the failure of storage of carbon dioxide in the Dupuy saline reservoir?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied:  

… 

(1) Terms have not yet been concluded. The terms will be subject to parliamentary approval.  

(2)–(3) It is not possible to make this assessment at this time, as the emissions trading scheme has not 
been finalised. 

We now come to the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2015, and, again, the terms have not been concluded. We 
know that we will take up 20 per cent of the liability, and the federal government will take up 80 per cent of the 
liability, but for what? We actually do not know. We are underwriting a risk but we actually do not know what it 
is and what the value of that risk may be into the future. If we actually look at the potential carbon trading of that 
sequestered CO2, my estimation is that it would be in excess of $5 billion. Are we underwriting Chevron to the 
tune of $5 billion, and who will we compensate? Will we compensate the international trading market or will, 
indeed, we be compensating ourselves? I do not know where this whole compensation overview is. We do 
know—we have been provided with information in the explanatory memorandum—that there will be a period of 
15 years after the closure of the CO2 injection wells when Chevron will have to demonstrate that for at least 
15 years from CO2 injection cessation date there have not been any operations to inject any other substances in 
the formation other than legitimate plume monitoring and management activities. The CO2 injection closure 
notice will have to be monitored for 15 years by Chevron. The government or the minister of the day will be able 
to grant an extension, but it is highly unlikely that any leakage will be identified immediately. I am talking about 
the sequestering of this material, from Western Australia’s perspective, for infinity. Obviously, plate and 
geological movements and other things like that will mean that that will not be the case, but the idea is that we 
are putting CO2 underground because of its impact on climate change, and it is that guarantee. 

I also want to know that if it starts to leak, what processes have already been articulated by Chevron to deal with 
that leakage. We have to understand that although the shale cap over the Dupuy system is, in itself, a hard rock, 
it can be quite permeable. To get gas out of shale, the shale has to be fracked—it moves and it opens up, and the 
gas can be taken out—so it will be very interesting to see whether it is as discrete and constrained as we are led 
to believe. 

In relation to the indemnity, given what has occurred with Chevron in other places around the world and the 
nature of the corporation, do we have enough confidence to say that, firstly, Chevron will hang around for 
15 years, and/or, if the minister requires it to hang around for a further 15 years, it will do so? If CO2 starts to 
leak, will Chevron do a CSR, as happened at Wittenoom, and disappear overseas so that we cannot go after it at 
any stage in the future? If it starts to leak within 15 years, or within 30 years, who will be indemnified then? Will 
Chevron pay the indemnity, because that is not clear, or will the state have to pay that? Many questions arise, 
and I cannot understand why this is happening, given the nature of the subsidies that the state provides to 
industry. An article appeared in the press today that referred to the approximately $5 billion in subsidies to the 
oil and gas industry and the statement of Hon Mike Nahan to the GST review that suggested that the government 
of WA is poor because it subsidises the oil and gas industry to the tune of $5 billion. Western Australia continues 
to subsidise industry in this state, mainly the gas and oil industries. 

The second reading speech was really interesting, and I have mentioned this matter a number of times in past 
debates. We often hear statements to the effect that Barrow Island is a really big gas field and that WA is a major 
producer of gas. I want to identify that. With all of its gas fields, Australia produces only two per cent of the 
world’s supply of gas, so it is certainly not a big player in gas. That figure came from the annual BP Statistical 
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Review of World Energy—a report of all energy producers in the world. Countries such as Iran produce 
18 per cent of the world’s gas, the US produces five per cent, Romania produces 16.8 per cent and Qatar 
produces 13 per cent, so, by any standard, Australia cannot be considered a major supplier of gas. Confusion 
arises from the notion that Australia is indeed one of the world’s largest liquefied natural gas producers—that is, 
turning our gas into liquefied natural gas—and that happens only because Australia is so far away from the 
world market and cannot pipe gas to Indonesia, Europe or anywhere like that, so it has to turn natural gas into 
LNG to transport it. The confusion arises from the notion that Western Australia is one of the world’s largest 
producers of LNG, but that is off a very small base. The two per cent of gas that Australia produces includes all 
the gas produced in the eastern states, the Bass Strait and all the other Australian gas fields. However, in that 
process we also produce a massive amount of CO2. 

I will turn to those figures now because I have not already identified them. CO2 emissions figures can be found 
in the Environmental Protection Authority’s bulletins, including bulletin 1323. I have created a data sheet of the 
figures from various EPA bulletins that shows that the Gorgon gas development in the Barrow Island nature 
reserve has projected emissions that total 5 450 000 tonnes of CO2. The EPA bulletins indicate that this figure 
could possibly be 6 500 000 tonnes of CO2 per annum. I have a feeling that that figure is light on, but Chevron is 
potentially one of the largest emitters of CO2 in Western Australia, especially when we consider that Woodside 
Energy, probably the largest emitter, produces 12 million tonnes of CO2  per annum. The Woodside figure comes 
from a greenhouse and energy information bulletin in 2010–11 and EPA Bulletin 1259. When those figures are 
added, we have to remember that in 1995 at the time of the signing of the Kyoto Protocol, Western Australia was 
producing some 54 million tonnes of CO2 per annum. That figure had risen to some 86 million tonnes per annum 
by 2012, and, obviously, that figure would be higher now. However, the projections that include Gorgon and 
others will lift that figure and it will be about double that in the future. Whereas the rest of the world is heading 
south in its management of CO2, the nation of Australia is now being called into question by the Americans, the 
Chinese and the Europeans. As of yesterday, there were significant concerns in Europe about Australia being 
able to manage its CO2 emissions, and we are seriously heading north and doing very little to manage CO2 
emissions. In fact, when the Appeals Convenor wanted the Environmental Protection Authority to evaluate the 
CO2 emissions for the Wheatstone and Browse Basin projects, the Minister for Environment said that the EPA 
would not manage or oversee recommendations pertaining to the management of the CO2 emissions because it 
was all caught by the price on carbon. We no longer have a price on carbon. It is no longer managed at a federal 
level and we no longer manage it at a state level. It is pertinent at this time to mention the contributions in the 
other place of Hon Colin Barnett, the then Leader of the Opposition in October 2003. He gave a quite lengthy 
speech on the problems of going to Barrow Island. He stated that — 

This is one of the more important matters that will come before this Parliament, and it has implications 
for the State for the next 30 to 40 years, or even longer. It is an important agreement Bill. The Gorgon 
project is massive, and will involve capital expenditure of $12 billion, — 

It has certainly blown out a lot more than that now — 

exports for this State and for Australia of some $2.5 billion a year, a construction work force of up to 
3 000 people and a permanent work force of some 400. On any scale, it is a world project of major 
proportions. It will have a significant impact on this State in particular. It also has major environment 
issues attached to it, not least of which is the proposed use of Barrow Island, an A-class reserve since 
1910, and an area of special, unique biodiversity including a number of endangered and rare species. 
This Bill also raises many issues to do with commonwealth-state financial relations with respect to 
major resource development projects. It also raises issues about long-run energy policy, both for 
Western Australia and for Australia as a whole.  

Just moving aside from this, one of the problems raised by a number of think tanks and a number of papers—I 
went to a conference in the Pilbara on the availability of gas into the future—is that domestically we are quite 
gas shy. In estimates hearings about three years ago, I asked Synergy how it would get gas beyond its contract 
period, which ended in 2015. It was very concerned because at that time its contract with the North West Shelf 
was running out and it was looking elsewhere for gas contracts. Eventually contracts were signed that were 
commercial-in-confidence, but I was reliably informed by people in the know that the price eventually paid for 
the Gorgon gas was significantly more than, if not triple, the price paid to the North West Shelf for gas. I 
proffered an argument that this could possibly impact on electricity prices and the price of gas, bringing it up by 
about 150 to 200 per cent. I was roundly condemned by the Minister for Energy, Mike Nahan, who said, “No, it 
will only be a 100 per cent increase in the gas price.” Given that 43 per cent of Western Australia’s energy in the 
south west interconnected system comes from gas, one can conceivably imagine a significant price increase for 
domestic users in the future. I have to commend Hon Mike Nahan when he recently also acknowledged that this 
will be the case and that Western Australia should embrace renewables at a far more vigorous rate than it has 
been to date. 
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Hon Peter Collier: We have doubled it since we have been in government. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am well aware of that but it is really due to a lot of mums and dads who have been 
putting solar panels on roofs. Unfortunately, that has created some problems in its own right. 

Hon Peter Collier: So the member does not like that? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I love it, but the former Minister for Energy will be aware that it has created some 
network problems. We need to look at how we manage that network to enable more to come on stream, but I 
digress — 

Hon Peter Collier: Does the member like the Collgar wind farm? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. We have Collgar, we have the Greenough River solar farm and a new project 
coming up in Pinjar, which will be stunning. I am with the minister on that. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order, members! Hon Robin Chapple is trying to bring his 
remarks to a close and you are interrupting. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you for the advice Mr Acting President—I appreciate it. Following on from 
my previous comments on Hon Colin Barnett’s remarks, he went on to say that — 

The Liberal Party will support this legislation. We support the project, and at the state conference of the 
Liberal Party in early August I indicated publicly and in the presence of the Prime Minister that we 
would give support to this project. 

… 

First, this agreement Bill, as it has been put together, is premature. It addresses a range of issues that 
need not have been addressed for some time. Indeed, it would be in the interest of the State not to 
address those issues for some time. The Gorgon joint venture requires security of access to Barrow 
Island. It requires an agreement—a bipartisan vote in this Parliament—that will give such access, so 
that the joint venture can have confidence in the option of developing that project on Barrow Island … 

He goes on to identify many of the problems facing the development. It is interesting to note that he also talked 
about how this project needed to address the Kyoto Protocol in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. He said — 

What is happening? People are running around planting trees. That is good. People are investing in and 
sponsoring renewable energy. That is also good. People are talking about demand management on 
energy consumption. That is also good but does it make a difference? Not really. Among developed 
nations, Australia is one of the few, maybe the only developed nation, that has the opportunity to do 
something about greenhouse gases at no cost and with no problem. 

I take on board his comments back in 2003, and what I am saying today mirrors what he said then. If we are to 
take into account the problems with CO2 emissions we need to do far better than this bill will enable. As I said, if 
this bill gets it wrong, future generations will be the taxpayers responsible for paying for the excesses of 
Chevron. Back then there was quite a lot of debate, and a number of investigations into the geology of that time, 
of which I was aware. I had meetings with Shell and BP during that period and I have some notes about what BP 
had to say to me at that time about the need to go to Barrow Island. It identified quite clearly that although there 
would be costs in getting the CO2 back to Barrow Island, it would be equally offset by the savings of coming to 
the mainland.  

Having said that, in hindsight, we can all see that the costs of going to Barrow Island are enormous. We are 
shipping rock out there. We are shipping water from Broome for dust suppression and potable water. There is a 
desalination plant on the island but it cannot keep up with the amount of water required. We have to continually 
ship material to the island. Accommodation has become such an issue that a ship has to be moored off the island 
to be used as a permanent floating hotel. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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