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BARROW ISLAND BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 October. 

Order Discharged and Referral to Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [12.24 pm]:  I move without notice - 

That the order of the day be discharged and the Bill be referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and General Purposes and that the committee have power to consider the policy of the Bill.  

I will keep my comments specifically to the reason for referral, and debate other issues later.  Clause 9 of the Bill 
deals with the proposed excision of no more than 300 hectares in total of uncleared land to be leased or subject to 
licence or easement.  That is quite misleading.  The Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General 
Purposes could establish the true position with the excision of land on Barrow Island for the purposes of 
infrastructure and industrial development.  The 300 hectares will be set aside to construct a certain number of 
trains for the ChevronTexaco joint venture and an area for the development of most probably Sassol Chevron, a 
processing system that utilises the gas off-take from the Gorgon gas field development on Barrow Island.   

However, the two pipelines and their easements are not included in that 300 hectares.  One pipeline, which will 
be approximately 10 kilometres long, will take gas onshore from the Gorgon gas fields to the processing facility.  
Assuming no other attendant developments are near it, that pipeline will need a minimum of a 30-metre 
easement, which amounts to a further 30 hectares.  An additional pipeline will need to be constructed to reach an 
old well at the north end of the island for reinjection into the Dupuy system for carbon sequestration.  That 
pipeline will also need an easement of approximately 30 metres, assuming no other attendant pipelines are on the 
island.  That also will amount to an easement of approximately 30 hectares.  Within this proposal is a notion that 
no further development will be allowed on the island in future because the Gorgon project will be a stand-alone 
operation on 300 hectares.  However, the proponents’ glossy brochure titled “Gorgon Australia Gas”, shows 
other pipelines that will need to run to the island from the Dionysus, Chrysaor, West Tryal Rocks and Spar 
fields.  That could possibly mean further gas pipelines on the island that are not provided for in this process.  Not 
mentioned in this document, but clearly mentioned several times in the Press, is the development of the Io/Jansz 
field, the Eurytion field, the Geryon field, the Urania field, the Maenad field and the Orthrus field.  They will 
need to take their gas onto the island.  Once we have a dedicated pipeline system on the island, the moment we 
wish to put another gas pipeline on the island the easement will extend from 30 to 100 metres.  The next pipeline 
going onto the island will require a further 100-metre easement.  The two pipelines I have already talked about 
will consume a further 60 hectares.  If pipelines from the Jansz or any other fields are to come onto the island, as 
indicated in the Press on a number of occasions, that will expand the easements to approximately 300 to 400 
hectares of land use, which is explicitly identified in this Bill as not being acceptable.  I think that, in many ways, 
we are being misled because, quite clearly, this legislation will have to come back to this place and the other 
place in a hurry to get those easements in place.   

Notwithstanding that, further easements need to be created on the island, as identified in the October 2003 
edition of Petroleum in Western Australia.  There is a particularly good article in the magazine about Barrow 
Island and geosequestration.  One of the requirements of geosequestration is that there be permanent seismic 
monitoring of any material to be geosequestered.  That means that a number of transects across the southern part 
of the island under which the Dupuy system lies will need to cover the southern end of the island.  I provided to 
Hon Norman Moore and Hon George Cash maps that indicate what we are talking about.  The geosequestration 
will need to be monitored.  Interestingly enough, in the October 2003 edition of Petroleum in Western Australia 
there is a quite detailed explanation of the monitoring required.  There is another article that deals with seismic 
survey methods.  It articulates what will be required.  It means that to do 3D seismic survey work, there will 
need to be an extensive network of seismic monitors over the southern part of the island and, to a degree, over 
the ocean floor to the north of the island to carry out continued monitoring of those areas.  In that context, I 
believe it is critical that the committee evaluates whether the proposals for Barrow Island, as articulated in the 
Bill, are representative of what might actually happen.   

Further to that, we are clearly aware that three reports on the development of Barrow Island have been done at 
different times.  First, there is the Conservation Commission’s report of July 2003.  Second is the June 2003 
“Proposed Access to Barrow Island for Gas Development, Advice on Social, Economic and Strategic 
Considerations” report, which was done for the Western Australian Department of Industry and Resources by the 
Allens Consulting Group.  The third report is the environmental advice that was provided by the Environmental 
Protection Authority in July 2003.  It is important to note that those reports were critiqued by Dr David 
Annandale and Dr Ross Lantzke from the School of Environmental Science at Murdoch University in a report 
for the EPA’s service unit.  It is also important to note - without going through the page-by-page analysis - the 
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failure of the Government’s and/or Chevron’s process to get a rational evaluation of what was proposed.  Page 
11 of the latter report deals with conclusions and reads -  

In conclusion, we believe that we have addressed all of the ‘terms of reference’ presented to us by the 
EPA in Mr Tacey’s letter of March 5th, 2003.   

We accept that it is the proponent’s right to present the site selection component as it sees fit.  We also 
accept that a private proponent will often want to weight economic cost criteria highly, either in an 
explicit or implicit fashion.  We have concerns, however, when alternatives analysis is presented as 
rigorous, triple-bottom-line multi-criteria analysis, when this is clearly not the case.   

In our view, the strategic and methodological errors made by the proponent, and explained in some 
detail above, mean that it is impossible to state that Barrow Island is the highest ranked site for the 
proposed GPF, when looked at from the perspective of rigorous multi-criteria analysis.   

The location and site comparison process outlined in detail in Appendix C does not unequivocally show 
that Barrow Island is the highest ranked option.   

That is what the Government and the proponent have stated in all the documentation we have seen to date.  It 
continues -  

The proponent obtains this outcome by ignoring some of the detail contained in Sections 6.4 and 6.5 of 
Appendix 2, and by adding in new ‘key cost driver components’ in Section 4.2.5 of the ESE Review.  
The most that can be said, based on the Normalised Combined Totals at the bottom of Table 6.6, is that 
- based on the scores and weightings chosen by the proponent -  

I make the point that the proponent chose the weightings -  

there is no significant difference between most sites except for Exmouth (South), which has a 
significantly higher constraint, and the Montebello Islands which have a moderately higher constraint.   

While the use of alternatives analysis is to be encouraged, we believe that the process used by the 
proponent in the ESP project is fundamentally flawed.  A strategically and methodologically sound 
alternatives analysis process would have followed a structure similar to the one that we have outlined 
above.   

A report commissioned by the EPA to try to come up with an economic evaluation of whether the best option is 
Maitland or Barrow Island, or another location, has basically found that there is no economic imperative or 
difference that would preclude any of those other development sites.  I am mindful that the Leader of the 
Opposition in the other place has stated that the Gorgon gas project should be moved to Maitland.  It is important 
that this House, which is a House of Review, look at some of those key issues, about which I believe the public, 
the Government and/or both Houses of this Parliament are being misled.  It is beholden on this House to consider 
the motion that a committee of review examine many of the discrepancies that currently exist.   

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [12.41 pm]:  As I have indicated 
to the member previously, the Opposition does not intend to support the referral of this Bill to a committee at this 
time.  The debate needs to be had in this House.  The Opposition supports the Bill.  We have expressed the view 
that the project should be on the mainland.  I think the words used by the Leader of the Opposition in the other 
place were that we support Barrow Island 100 per cent, but we support the mainland 150 per cent, which I guess 
is one way of eating our cake and having it too.  We would like the issue of the mainland location considered 
further.  It is certainly not within the capacity of this House to change the agreement, nor is it within the capacity 
of this House, in the time provided to us, to do an analysis to see whether an alternative site is potentially 
available.  As I have said to the member, the House should debate the second reading and make a decision on the 
policy of the Bill.  If it transpires during the committee stage that there is some issue that the Government is 
unable to clarify or answer, or if issues are raised that are cause for serious alarm and that would be better 
understood by reference to a committee outside of this Chamber, then we will contemplate that at the time.  We 
hope the Government knows all the answers, because there are a lot of questions.   

One of the great tragedies of the second reading speech in my view is that it glosses over issues that are of great 
significance.  I have spent some time in recent weeks learning a bit about CO2 sequestration.  The impression 
created by the second reading speech is that it is old hat; it is done everywhere around the world and is not a 
problem.  However, it is a serious matter and one that needs to be considered.  I must say that I support what the 
company is proposing to do, but only after a lot of consideration and detailed analysis. Hon George Cash and I 
will be asking a lot of questions during the committee stage, and we will be expecting the Government to have 
the answers to those questions.  If the Government does not have the answers and cannot provide information to 
the satisfaction of the House, and if a committee analysis may improve our understanding, then we will certainly 
consider that at the time.  However, now is not the right time.  I indicate very clearly that the Opposition is of the 
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view that this Bill should be passed this year so that the company will have the security and the imprimatur of 
the Parliament to proceed to the next stage.  It is very strongly our view.   

We hope that as the project proceeds beyond the passage of the state agreement Act the company will be 
persuaded to consider other options as it develops the project.  Providing additional information about what can 
and cannot be done might be helpful to the company.  My simple view is that the Commonwealth, not the 
company, must contribute some money; however, that is another story for the second reading debate.  I indicate 
to the member and the House that the Opposition will not support this motion at this time.  However, we want to 
leave our options open.  If we do not get appropriate answers to our questions at the committee stage, we will 
consider reference to a committee at that time.   

In conclusion, the Opposition is keen for this Bill to be passed by the end of this sitting - that is, by the 
Christmas recess - and will not be party to any process that might cause that not to happen. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [12.46 pm]:  I appreciate the comments 
of the Leader of the Opposition.  The Government will oppose the motion.  I have no qualms about members 
asking questions and I will provide answers as we go through the detail of the Bill.  The fundamental issue is that 
members must decide whether they support or oppose this project.  That can be done during the second reading 
debate.  I note that the member moved to give the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General 
Purposes the power to consider the policy of the Bill but that he then spoke about the detail.  The first issue is to 
establish the policy of the Bill and debate the detail in the committee process.  The Government will oppose the 
motion. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [12.47 pm]:  I support my colleague’s motion for a range of reasons, 
including the firm belief that the information that has been provided appears, to say the least, to be misleading.  
However, other very important issues are incorporated in these long-term agreements.  The agreement in the Bill 
relates to the benefits or otherwise that will accrue to the State of Western Australia.  The State will receive no 
royalties under this arrangement.  It is astounding to me, and I think to many people in Western Australia, that 
the State would consider signing such an agreement without trying to get a better arrangement between the 
Commonwealth and the State of Western Australia.  Every time we deal with one of these arrangements, 
whichever Government is in power, someone is breathing down our neck saying that no-one is allowed to 
examine the agreement because it is urgent.  Members have an obligation to look at these long-term agreements 
that the State signs up for on behalf of the people of Western Australia because they may have more costs than 
benefits in total to the community of Western Australia, especially to the Government of Western Australia.   

I wonder whether the Government ever intended to follow the recommendations of the Michael Keating review, 
which states that State Governments should not sign state agreement Acts any more.  The Government’s own 
motion in 2001 was to do that very thing - automatically refer state agreement Acts to a committee for review.  I 
presume the Government will support this motion, as it gives effect to its own motion that was passed by the 
Legislative Council in 2001.  In my view, we cannot afford not to review this type of legislation.  Examination 
must be given to the wider issues of the rush to sell off such enormous amounts of gas at bargain basement 
prices.  In a few years, any State in any part of the world that has access to relatively cheap and CO2 friendly 
energy resources could have the world as its oyster.  The deal that has been signed up to is very ill-considered.  
We are not only recommended but also obligated to ensure that this deal is in the best interests of the people of 
Western Australia.  If it is not, we should recommend that the Bill be opposed and a better deal be signed.  
Therefore, I strongly support my colleague’s motion to refer the Bill to the committee.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (5) 

Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp Hon Giz Watson Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 
Hon Jim Scott 
 

Noes (23) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon Adele Farina Hon Barry House Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Kim Chance Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Bruce Donaldson Hon Jon Ford Hon Norman Moore Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ray Halligan Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  

Question thus negatived. 
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Second Reading Resumed 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [12.55 pm]:  The long title of the Barrow Island Bill 2003 
succinctly sets out what this Bill attempts to achieve.  It is important that the long title be read into Hansard so 
that anyone interested in this debate can understand the Government’s intention with this Bill.  The long title 
reads -  

An Act - 

•  to ratify, and authorise the implementation of, an agreement between the State and the 
Gorgon joint venturers relating to a proposal to undertake offshore production of natural gas 
and other petroleum and a gas processing and infrastructure project on Barrow Island; the 
agreement having been entered into having regard to the need to minimise environmental 
disturbance on Barrow Island (a class A reserve) and providing for the support of 
conservation programs relating to Barrow Island and other parts of the State; 

•  to make provisions to enable land on Barrow Island (but no more than 300 ha in total of 
uncleared land) to be used, under the Land Administration Act 1997, for gas processing 
project purposes; 

•  to make provisions as to the conveyance and underground disposal of carbon dioxide 
recovered during gas processing on Barrow Island, 

and for incidental purposes. 
That is what this Bill is all about.  It is divided into five parts, plus a schedule.  Part 1 covers preliminary issues; 
part 2 deals with the ratification of the agreement; part 3 deals with the use of the reserve under the Land 
Administration Act 1997; part 4 deals with conveyance and underground disposal of carbon dioxide; and part 5 
deals with miscellaneous matters.  Those parts of the Bill comprise 15 pages.  The agreement contained in 
schedule 1 commences on page 16 and continues to page 59 of the Bill.  I raise that matter to indicate that the 
agreement already agreed to by the Executive Government and the joint venturers is subject only to ratification 
or otherwise by this Parliament.  Parliament is not in a position to alter the agreement signed on 9 September of 
this year.  This is a contract that exists between the State of Western Australia and the joint venture partners.  It 
is now for Parliament to accept or reject the agreement in the form presented to it.  In fact, the Bill deals with the 
ratification of the agreement in these express terms - 

5. Agreement ratified and implementation authorised 

(1) The Agreement is ratified.   

(2) The implementation of the Agreement is authorised. 

(3) Without limiting or otherwise affecting the application of the Government Agreement Act 
1979, the Agreement operates and takes effect despite any other Act or law.   

Members need to be clear on what we are dealing with in this Bill.   

As I have only a few minutes to speak today on this Bill, I indicate that the Opposition supports the legislation.  
However, it supports it with some reservation as it believes that the Government has acted hastily in entering into 
an agreement between the State and the joint venture partners.  The Opposition believes it may have been 
necessary to establish the joint venturers’ right to use Barrow Island, which is an A-class reserve, but many other 
matters contained in the agreement could have been negotiated at a later date when more information was 
available to both the State and the joint venture partners.  However, this agreement locks the State in, as of 
today, to matters yet to be determined.  That is a very dangerous proposition.   

Again, the Opposition will support this extremely important Bill, which deals with a very significant gas 
resource located off the north west coast of Western Australia.  In fact, this is one of the most important Bills to 
come to this House, certainly in respect of a gas resource located off the Western Australian coast, since Sir 
Charles Court’s Government agreed to the North West Shelf joint venture arrangements many years ago.   

For the benefit of members who may not know the exact location of the gas reserve with which this Bill deals, it 
forms part of the greater Gorgon area that lies off the north west coast of Western Australia.  The Gorgon area is 
an area west of Onslow and extends 100 kilometres to the west of Barrow Island, which is located approximately 
80 kilometres off the Western Australian coast.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

Sitting suspended from 1.01 to 2.00 pm 
 


