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MINING AMENDMENT REGULATIONS (No. 2) 2017 — DISALLOWANCE 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.17 pm]: We 
concluded before question time with my commenting on the fact that it is only since the gazettal of the regulation 
that we have seen the substance of what was proposed. It is not simply just changing the royalty rate, but the 
regulation also — 
Hon Sue Ellery: Honourable member, I checked the assertion the member made before the break about no 
briefings being offered. I checked with the Treasurer. A briefing was offered to the shadow Treasurer, and, indeed, 
other Liberals, including in this house, spoke directly to the Treasurer for information, Treasury officials and 
ministerial staff in the Treasurer’s office. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It has not been offered to us. 
Hon Sue Ellery: I am advised by the Treasurer that the shadow Treasurer was offered a briefing. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Well, that is not a briefing to this house. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am not going to get into a debate. The fact remains that my assertion is that the 
Leader of the House in the Legislative Council has not engaged with any members on this side of chamber, 
certainly not with me, or as I understand it, the Leader of the Opposition, in order to put a case. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Can members take it outside? 
The PRESIDENT: Absolutely. Hon Michael Mischin has the floor and will continue with his remarks, please. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Work it out behind the shed or something. I maintain the position that this regulation 
is not being tabled in the Legislative Assembly. As I understand it, it has not even appeared in the 
Legislative Assembly. It has appeared in this place and there has been no foreshadowing of any discussion with 
members of this place, including the Leader of the Opposition or me. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Madam President, I am trying to put an argument. If the Leader of the House wants 
to raise herself onto her hind legs afterwards and say something, that is entirely up to her, but at this stage — 
The PRESIDENT: Member, stop! Sometimes debates in this place can drop down and sometimes the language 
that can be used is quite appalling and quite personal, or could be seen to be insulting to people. I ask that when 
you refer to other members, perhaps you might moderate the language or the tenor that you use. I ask that there be 
no further interjections, albeit some may or may not be helpful, and the member be allowed to continue to make 
his remarks until the conclusion of his time. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you, Madam President. As I was saying and as I maintain, and I am sure that 
the Leader of the Government is now trying to organise another media conference on the radio or tweet — 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: But I get back to the point, and she has not contradicted it, that there was no attempt 
by the Leader of the House to engage this side of the house about a regulation that has been tabled in this place 
and which she and the government expected to pass through to the keeper. 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: And she apparently cannot take instructions from the Chair about not interjecting. 

The PRESIDENT: Perhaps you should refer your comments to me, member, and not to other members in the chamber. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: As I was pointing out, this is more than simply an increase in the royalty rate. There 
is also a requirement for it to be calculated in particular ways at particular sites. None of that has been explained 
nor any indication of the rationale behind it given. We are left with the first opportunity to deal with the substance 
of the regulation now, and without the government attempting to persuade other elected members with 
responsibility to their constituencies that this is something that not only is essential for the fiscal position of the 
state, but also will not have unforeseen consequences. In fact, we do not know what the consequences will be. We 
have had a debate in the media with the industry saying that there will be dire consequences, and dismissive 
comments by members of the government that there will not be. There was, quite clearly, no mandate to increase 
the royalties without proper discussion. Indeed, prior to the election, assurances were made by the Labor Party that 
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told us about the dire state of the state’s finances, but there was nothing to suggest that there would be an increase 
in royalties—quite the contrary; the idea was dismissed.  

I will get to some of what was said several years ago based on what appears to be the same evidence that is being 
relied on now—namely, a Treasury review. There was no mandate to risk jobs or the viability of the gold industry, 
especially without consultation with the gold industry. Answers to the questions that I asked earlier today have 
indicated there was no attempt to do that before the royalty increase was announced. On the contrary, the industry 
has been reassured, until recently, that there would be no increase in royalties. Lastly, there was no mandate to 
apply whatever revenue may have been obtained by this increase in royalties to simply fund election commitments. 
We have heard the government propose a debt reduction account of some fashion into which any windfalls would 
be paid, but there has been no suggestion that this money would pay off debt rather than election commitments, 
which were so rashly entered into before the election campaign. When I asked questions to ascertain simple 
information such as when and to whom did the Treasurer give reassurances that there would be no increase in 
royalties, I got generalised comments such as he made it clear that all key revenue and spending decisions would 
be outlined in the 2017 budget. That is not an answer to a question; that is an evasion of the question. When I asked 
what consultation he has conducted with goldminers on an increase in the gold royalties, and when he did that and 
with whom, the answer I got was that the Treasurer and his office had met with a number of gold companies and 
industry representatives to discuss the gold royalty change. That is not consultation, and certainly not if it took 
place after an announcement was made. Once again, we cannot get any reliable answers or any facts. We get 
prevarication, evasion and fob offs. Likewise, although I have to say with somewhat more detail, we get the same 
from the Minister for Mines and Petroleum who said that conversations were had after the election. 

I will remind some of those ministers of what their government has said until relatively recently. I am informed 
that up to even a week before the budget the Treasurer was soothing concerns and trying to quash rumours that 
had been put to him by representatives of the gold industry by saying, “Don’t worry about it.” It may be the 
Westminster tradition not to announce what is going to be done in the budget, but it is another thing to lie to people 
in advance of it so that it hits them without warning. As far as the mandate to do what has been proposed goes, it 
is not as though there was a suggestion prior to the election that the Labor Party would have to see the state of the 
books before it formulated its election commitments. It was quite the contrary, and also quite the contrary to 
what the now Premier has said in the past. I will refer to a couple of newspaper reports, the first of which is 
dated 19 May 2014 in The West Australian. This report is interesting because of the manner in which it is framed. 
It states — 

State Opposition leader Mark McGowan has made the bold declaration “Labor will come back in the 
Goldfields” in the aftermath of the State Government’s controversial Budget. 

It was contentious in the Goldfields because of the $1 billion cap on Royalties for Regions’ annual 
spending being enforced and a forecast increase in royalty revenue. 

The additional $560 million over three years from 2015–16 is expected to come from an increase to the 
2.5 per royalty miners pay at present. 

This is despite the review into gold royalties not yet being completed. 
It goes on to refer to a comment made by Wendy Duncan, MLA, and then states — 

Mr McGowan said he did not support any mining tax, especially one which would hurt the struggling 
gold industry. 
“The Liberal and National parties are putting in this massive increase in the royalty, and gold mines will 
close as a result, make no mistake,” he said. 

Hon Darren West: What was the gold price then? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: What were the overheads then, member? 
Hon Darren West: You don’t know. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, I do not, and I am not interested in the member’s comments either. It is one 
thing to talk about the gold price, but it is quite another if we ignore how the overheads may have increased also. 
As I said, back then there was no question of it. The now Premier said — 

“We were damaged by the mining tax at a State level when we had nothing to do with it. 
“I do not support the mining tax, make that plain, but this is the State Government’s mining tax, and it is 
ripping the money out of components of the mining industry that can least afford it.” 
Mr McGowan believed this increase could pave the way for a return to the Goldfields for the Labor Party. 
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Maybe there lies the germ of why there has been a sudden change of mind: there was no return by the Labor Party 
to that particular seat, so as a punishment it is fair game. We know the way the Labor Party thinks, because before 
the election now minister Fran Logan made quite plain what would happen to people who crossed the Labor Party 
and tried to sue it—people who wanted to stand up for their rights. A Labor McGowan government would 
remember where they lived and they would be punished accordingly. Because there is no Labor member in 
Kalgoorlie, as was foreshadowed, this is the McGowan government’s punishment. The article continues — 

“Labor will come back in the Goldfields,” Mr McGowan said. 
“We’ve always been the party of people who work hard for a living, and the Goldfields is full of people 
who do exactly that. 
“At some point in time we will return, but this is a classic issue where a region is being taken for granted 
by government, or two political parties, who think they have this in the bag.” 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What was that comment about the pot calling the kettle black we had a moment ago from 
the Leader of the House? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: What was that comment about governments forgetting Kalgoorlie? 
The PRESIDENT: What about that comment about no interjections, members. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is interesting because this article also states — 

Labor only has one member in the Upper House representing the region, Mining and Pastoral region MLC 
Stephen Dawson, based in South Hedland. 

“Start ad blitz, Labor tells goldminers” was published in The West Australian of 28 February 2015. The article 
states — 

Opposition Leader Mark McGowan has urged the gold industry to launch a politically damaging 
advertising campaign against the Barnett Government over its possible plan to raise royalties on the 
precious metal. 

Point of Order 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Madam President, I am struggling to hear Hon Michael Mischin make his valuable 
contribution this afternoon. I ask that you draw his attention to that. 
The PRESIDENT: There is a fair bit of chat happening around the chamber that makes it difficult for Hansard to 
hear what Hon Michael Mischin is saying. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I had trouble listening to myself given some of the interjections from across the 
chamber. 
The article continues — 

Mr McGowan made the suggestion after a request from the goldminers’ lobby group for a Labor 
commitment to support a disallowance motion in Parliament against any increase to gold royalties. 
The Gold Royalties Response Group—a lobbying coalition of 11 goldmining companies and three 
industry associations — 

The very people that the Labor Party now in office has dismissed as partisan and said that their arguments have no 
substance, I should add — 

has secured written commitments from Mr McGowan, Labor’s leader of the Upper House Sue Ellery and 
Greens MLC Robin Chapple to support any disallowance motion that is brought to the Legislative 
Council. 

How about that! Yet we are told that it would be improper to do that in this place—a written commitment. The 
article continues — 

Royalty rates are set by regulations linked to the Mining Act and can be disallowed in the Upper House. 
There is nothing preventing the Government from trying to reintroduce a disallowed regulation but it 
would be a black eye for the Government. The Nationals WA has indicated it also opposes any gold 
royalty rise, threatening another big policy split between the Liberal and National partners in Government. 

Of course we never proceeded with that rise because we listened to industry and to the people. Unlike the 
McGowan government, which cannot even listen to itself. The article states — 
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While Nationals leader Terry Redman has stopped short of committing to support a disallowance, he 
wrote to the GRRG late last year stating the party’s policy position. 
Mr Redman told The Weekend West: “It’s my understanding that any change would be subject to 
a parliamentary process. 
“I’m very clear on what my party’s view is on this issue and I will reflect that in any discussions in 
Parliament or elsewhere.” 
In a letter to the GRRG, Mr McGowan wrote: “(A) disallowance motion alone is not going to prevent an 
increase in gold royalties, if that is the course of action the Barnett Government eventually decides to take. 
“What is also needed is a strong advertising and public campaign against the Government and its plans 
... similar to the campaign that was run against Federal Labor during the mining tax debate.” 
The Barnett Government’s Budget has already factored in about $600 million of revenue from its royalty 
review process, which is yet to be formally decided by Cabinet. 

That is interesting because we were told that by blocking this measure—$300-and-something million over four 
years, of which a fair proportion will go to the other side of the country in GST—we are budget wreckers, yet, 
back in the day, the Labor opposition, having got written commitments from its members in this place that it would 
disallow any regulation to increase the gold royalties, was quite prepared to do that and our financial position 
suffered as a result. One side’s budget wreckers at the time apparently have had a change of mind about the 
significance of this gold tax and its viability. 
A transcript of then Leader of the Opposition Mark McGowan from October 2015, speaking to anyone who cared 
to listen, states — 

The Premier doesn’t like the gold industry. In the 90’s they brought in th gold royalty against the promise 
they made at the election. 
The last three years it’s provided, it was, it provided huge uncertainty for the mining industry in the 
goldfields because it was sitting there in the Government’s budget and the industry was told it was going 
to happen irrespective of the outcome of the inquiry they launched. Then they backflipped and pulled it 
back at the last moment. 
But it did provide huge consternation. It may well have affected investment decisions by local companies. 

We have not heard any argument from the government on this occasion about that. Mr McGowan continues — 
It provided a very poor atmosphere for the industry here in the goldfields. 
If you increase gold royalties, we lose GST. So for every dollar we get in gold royalty we lose ninety 
cents in GST. So at the end of the day for every dollar of royalty increase, the state gets ten cents. 
So really it’s a pretty counter-productive way of trying to raise revenue. 
The Liberals and Nationals have destroyed the states books. They provided the first deficits in years, they 
have increased the state’s debt from $3 billion when they arrived in office to $25 billion today and 
predicted to go to $36 billion within a few years so they’re scrambling around trying to get money from 
anywhere. 
The idea that they have is you’ll get some royalty income and that will help fix the state’s finances, but 
the reality is for every dollar we get of royalty we lose ninety cents of GST. So basically it’s a waste of 
time to put up the royalty because it impacts employment and jobs and the health of the industry for 
limited benefit. 

So um, I don’t support it. 

Now that the royalty review’s been conducted, now that it’s sitting in limbo — 

As an aside, we have heard this afternoon that that review was precisely the basis for the reconsideration of this 
initiative by the Treasurer — 

and it might be picked up by future government’s whether that’s in two, four, six, eight years’ time, is 
that something you can rule out later doing? 

Obviously, the government cannot do that if it has honest Mark McGowan as Premier. The transcript continues — 

We’re not going to do it. We’re not going to do it. Labor has a very strong connection to Kalgoorlie and 
whilst we might be down at the moment we plan on coming back here and providing a healthy 
employment oriented gold industry is very important for the future of the state, and secondly, as I said, 
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for every dollar of royalty you get you lose ninety cents of GST so it’s a waste of time putting up the 
royalty. 

What has changed? We do not know because we had no consultation in the lead-up to this announcement. If I rely 
on the ministers’ answers to my questions yesterday and today—to the extent that they are answers—as being 
accurate and comprehensive, it would seem that there was no consultation that the government can point to. It 
looked at the review that we did not proceed with when we were in government in 2015, because we considered it 
flawed and because the industry and the population came out against it. We found that it would not help the state 
but would cost jobs and business opportunities without realising the income that it was hoped it would generate; 
otherwise, nothing has been done to change things. Hon Darren West piped up about the gold price, but he did not 
say what the overheads were and what they are now and what is taken into account by some of these marginal 
miners in order to meet the modest price—not the profit margin—that makes them viable. 

He will not address that. No doubt he will be able to inform us of the underlying costs of running a goldmine and 
the costs for each of the marginal companies. I understand that potentially 15 mining companies might go under 
because their profit margins would be reduced to the point that they would need to mothball their mines into care 
and maintenance. In any event, any of that information could have been provided by the government to persuade 
the parties here that the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies 
and the other industry representatives were wrong. I do not know what the answer is. I have heard two conflicting 
versions of events, and the government has not attempted to revise the arguments it was putting until relatively 
recently. The Minister for Mines and Petroleum was not able to tell us the date and time and who he consulted, 
but I remind him that on 27 March, several weeks after the election, he had a bit to say about approving uranium 
mines in the goldfields and was ruling out increasing mining royalties to help the state’s deteriorating financial 
situation. The article I refer to states — 

A proposal to raise the gold royalty in 2014 triggered a split in the Liberals and Nationals, with the Barnett 
government eventually abandoning the proposal. 

“We won’t increase the gold royalty,” Mr Johnston said. 

“Labor worked with the gold industry to stop that happening, and we won’t do it now.” 

The minister also dismissed any prospect of increasing iron ore royalties, describing it as a “badly misconceived, 
silly idea”. 

It is on all those bases that I support the disallowance motion. There is no mandate to for it. It is contrary to every 
comment the Labor Party has made both in opposition and in government, and up until the budget. It has been 
done without consultation and any exploration of the consequences that would satisfy anyone. In the absence of 
evidence, it would be irresponsible to allow something like this to pass this house. It is not even a piece of 
legislation that could be properly considered either in Committee of the Whole or in the course of debate. It is 
simply a regulation that has been tabled—an executive action of the Parliament of this state—either in the 
Assembly or here. Therefore, I support the disallowance motion in the circumstances. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [5.52 pm]: I note that we are almost at the end of day two of 
debating this disallowance motion and no member of the government has risen to defend its budget decision. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I am the person who will respond. I am keen to hear everybody’s comments and will seek 
to address those when I make a contribution. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Martin Aldridge has the call, and I am sure he is very keen to say a few words 
about this disallowance. I think we should listen to him in silence. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you, Madam President. 

The PRESIDENT: He should not encourage interjections either. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I respect the position of the minister, and if I were him, I would be waiting to get 
many more speeches on the record before addressing some of the concerns that have been raised. However, it 
would be interesting for some members of the government to rise to speak rather than interjecting. There have 
been plenty of interjections during the consideration of this matter so far but, nevertheless, I will continue. 
I would like to acknowledge Hon Jacqui Boydell for moving the disallowance before us today. As the house has 
heard, this issue dates back a number of years, to March 2015 when the former Liberal–National government 
released the “Mineral Royalty Rate Analysis Final Report 2015”. Indeed, recommendation 7 of that review 
recommended an increase in the gold royalty rate, a recommendation that the government ultimately did not 
accept. However, there was a period of some consternation among the industry and the community about whether 
the government would accept that position. It ultimately did not, for a number of reasons. 
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We have been told since the state budget’s release that the gold royalty increase is a budget repair measure. That is 
something I want to canvass in my contribution this afternoon. We have also heard that the government has a mandate 
to do this and that we should not stand in its way. That is another matter I will talk about in my contribution. One 
thing that is for sure is that the Labor Party’s election strategy was to be a small target. It found it easy to say yes to 
almost everything that was put to it, including a campaign by the gold industry in this respect only two years prior to 
the Labor Party winning government. I want to talk about those few matters in my contribution. 
Some extraordinary things have been said in the debate so far by way of interjection. I looked at yesterday’s 
uncorrected version of Hansard. It is unfortunate that some of frontbench interjections were not accurately 
captured by Hansard, because they were extraordinary. I will address some of them in my contribution. One 
interjection stated that this Legislative Council should essentially be a rubberstamp for what the government wants 
in the other place. If that is the view of members of this place, it most certainly brings into question the retention 
of a bicameral system. If members of the government feel that it is our role to simply agree to everything that their 
mates in the other place think, perhaps they should bring a bill to this house that abolishes this Legislative Council. 
Of course we would not agree with that because we see the value of a bicameral system in Western Australia. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Perhaps some members are indicating that they want to see what is on offer first—on your 
left there. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: A deal. 
It is not our job to simply agree with everything the government says despite government members telling us on 
numerous occasions in this debate that it is our job to not stand in the way of the government. The Labor Party’s 
record in opposition was quite different, and I want to talk about that today, because it has been interesting to hear 
that perspective. I have heard from former members of this place on this matter; I have exchanged comments on 
Twitter with Hon Ken Travers. He suggests that it would be completely inappropriate and a breach of convention 
for the Legislative Council to block revenue measures. That is a stretch of the Westminster tradition if I ever saw 
one and certainly a generalisation of how it applies to the supply and appropriation of cash to government. 
Let us look back on the past few years in this place and some budget measures of the former government that were 
not blocked but opposed by members of the Labor Party. They include the Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015 and 
the Land Tax Amendment Bill 2013. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: We didn’t vote against them. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Labor opposed them in this house. A division was not called in this place, but it 
was called in the Assembly. Labor members in the Assembly opposed those two bills. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: We are talking about in this place—here. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am making this speech, not the parliamentary secretary. She is more than entitled 
to seek the call. I will come to the parliamentary secretary’s record shortly. 
Those two bills were vigorously debated. I think at least one of them might have been debated in an all-night 
sitting. I cannot recall. I am pretty sure that one of the land tax bills was dealt with in an all-night sitting, and 
I think the other was an asset sales bill. Those bills were vigorously opposed by the Labor Party. A division was 
not called in this place, although in the Legislative Assembly it was. That is rather interesting. 
Then, of course, there was the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 that extended payroll taxation to fourth 
limb charities, something that had evolved over time at common law and had to be dealt with by amendment to 
the act. Again, the Labor Party stood in the way of that measure. Who can forget the bill related to the sale of the 
Perth Market Authority? That was definitely one of the all-night sittings that we had in this house. The Utah Point 
sale, which I think was dealt with in the Pilbara Port Assets (Disposal) Bill 2015, and the Perth Market (Disposal) 
Bill 2015, if my memory serves me correctly, were both budget measures and were divided on during the second 
and third readings by members opposite in the Labor Party. The double standard that exists between the 
Labor Party’s positions in opposition and in government is quite interesting. The Labor Party also announced its 
opposition to other asset sales; those of Western Power and Fremantle port. Clearly, government members have 
a different standard for us in opposition than they had for themselves. 

Yesterday the Leader of the House interjected and said that it was all right for Labor to oppose things in opposition 
because it did not mean anything. It meant that the bill would still pass, so it was all right for it to oppose! But now 
that the government does not have the numbers in the house, it is not appropriate for the opposition to oppose its 
measures because it means something. How weak and insipid is it that that admission was made by the 
Leader of the House, that the appropriate way to act as an opposition is to form a position based on the outcome 
rather than what members believe? It was astonishing that she made that interjection yesterday. 
It is interesting that it has now been generalised to the point that revenue bills, or a bill of any nature that seeks to 
raise money for the government, whatever it may be, is to be treated under the Westminster tradition that opposing 
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those things would be blocking supply to the government, which is complete and utter nonsense. One of the first 
things that this government did when it came to office was to introduce the Loan Bill 2017, which was the first 
money bill that we saw in this place. The Labor Party moved to raise the state’s credit card limit by $11 billion. 
That was introduced in the other place, as all money bills should be, on 17 May 2017. That bill was received four 
months before a state budget was handed down, which is a quite extraordinary set of circumstances. When I spoke 
on that bill at the time, I did not criticise the Labor Party for the need to take a very careful approach to the 
formation of the budget because, indeed, if there had not been a change of government, we would have been in 
a very similar circumstance—that is, having a delayed budget—with the continuation of the Liberal–National 
government. The record shows that when the Loan Bill 2017 was dealt with in this house, the division was 
30 members in favour of the bill and three members against the bill. The three members who voted against the bill 
were Hon Colin Tincknell, Hon Aaron Stonehouse and Hon Charles Smith. Overwhelmingly, that was an 
indication from members in the Liberal and National Parties and other parties in this place that we were not going 
to block supply to the government. Essentially, with some appropriate scrutiny we guaranteed the government 
another $11 billion in cash to spend over the forward estimates—before it had even tabled a budget in this house. 
It is a complete nonsense that this side of the house intends to break convention and somehow endanger the 
government’s supply. 
I want to talk about the National Party’s position, which I think has been quite clear since 2015. Hon Michael Mischin 
just gave a very good historical account of some of the circumstances that led to the former government arriving 
at its position. That position, albeit only shortly before the last election—that is, mid-term of the last Parliament—
is probably the most important factor for me on the position that we hold today. We took a position to the election 
that we would not increase the gold royalty. We made that very plain and clear from 2015 and maybe even earlier, 
towards the end of 2014, when the review was underway. I contrast this with the Labor Party, which did not take 
its current position to the election. The position that it took to the election was the same as our position, which was 
that there would be no increase in the gold royalty. At that time there was quite a vigorous campaign as the then 
Liberal–National government formally formed its position in response to the review that I mentioned this 
afternoon. Labor broke early to try to score some political points on the gold royalty issue. The current Premier 
was very active in the debate, as were many other members of his party. I am reminded of a photograph, in which 
I featured, on the front steps of Parliament House. Hon Stephen Dawson was reminded of this photograph a bit 
earlier this week. In case Hon Stephen Dawson cannot remember, I have circled his head on the right-hand side! 
Starring in the centre of this photograph is our now Premier, Hon Mark McGowan. To his right is 
Hon Mick Murray, who is another member of the cabinet, and to the minister’s right is Hon Alanna Clohesy, who 
is a parliamentary secretary in the government. Four members of the now executive of the Labor Party, three of 
whom participated in the cabinet decision to bring down the budget and increase the gold royalty, are photographed 
standing proudly on the steps of Parliament House saying that they would never do such a thing if elected to 
government. I think that says a lot about the integrity of the members in this debate. If for no other reason, I am 
satisfied in my position to support the disallowance of this increase to the gold royalty purely on the position that 
we took to the last election. I will not be breaching my integrity or what I said to my voters following the election 
in 2017; nor should members opposite. 
Hon Darren West: They can afford it. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That is an interesting comment. I thank Hon Darren West for that interjection. I was 
not going to use my whole 45 minutes, but interjections certainly assist. That brings me to a very important point. 
I have heard the Premier in the last week say that these mining companies are making millions from our resources. 
Hon Darren West: They are. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That sentiment was just echoed by Hon Darren West. The National Party certainly 
took a different plan to the last election. We did not intend to be budget wreckers but we took two clear positions: 
one was that we would not support an increase in the gold royalty, and the other was that we needed to reform and 
reduce payroll taxation. We took those two very clear policies to the last election and we will not change our 
position because the Labor Party is making up a fictitious story about budget repair. The reality is the Labor Party 
is making the budget far worse. It will add some $11.1 billion to net debt over its forward estimates. It will not pay 
down a single dollar of net debt in the next four years for which it has been elected to govern. The Labor Party 
should not come to this place and tell us that this is about budget repair. It is about the Labor Party being able to 
fund the election promises that it made but it simply cannot deliver. 

I will come back to the comment about who can afford to pay. Some information I have seen indicates that the 
combined earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation and amortisation from five WA gold operations was 
$1.3 billion in 2017—in a whole financial year. Rio Tinto’s underlying EBITDA—earnings before interest, taxes, 
depreciation and amortisation—was $5.6 billion in the first six months of this year. Hon Darren West’s point was, 
“Don’t you think they can afford to pay? They’re making lots of money from the minerals that we own” so why 
are we targeting the gold sector while letting off the iron ore sector scot-free? 
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Hon Darren West: Because they have state agreements. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is a very interesting argument. Hon Darren West is very good at recycling the 
talking points he has been provided by his minister, and I think he will be kept on a bit of a tighter leash from now 
on as we have heard a bit of inconsistency starting to appear in this place. State agreements are no protection for 
the iron ore industry; and if they were, why did the state Treasury—the same Treasury that is now advising 
members opposite—bring a plan to the last government to address and reconsider the special lease rental that 
applies to BHP and Rio Tinto? If it is illegal, it cannot be done and all these other things, why would the best 
financial people in our state, sitting in our Treasury, advise the government to bring such a proposal to Parliament? 
It is very interesting indeed. 

Hon Darren West: It wasn’t supported by the Libs either; it wasn’t supported by your own side. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank Hon Darren West for the interjection; that is another interesting point! 

Hon Darren West: I know you need some help! 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you! I know that members on this side are compelled to stand and contribute 
to this debate because, clearly, there is a lack of appetite to stand, particularly from the member’s good self who 
would rather just continue to make unruly interjections. Nevertheless, that is giving me lots of other areas to address. 

Of interest is Hon Darren West’s interjection that we cannot possibly have a position, a policy, an idea, a belief or 
a view because the nine members of the National Party will never be in a position to form government. That is an 
interesting point of view and one, obviously, that I disagree with. The National Party has never sought to form 
government in its own right in Western Australia in the more than 100 years it has existed, since 1913, when the 
party was formed in Kellerberrin. If I have some more time, perhaps I will indulge Hon Darren West in some history 
towards the end of my contribution. That is certainly not our intention. A case in point of why we have a different 
view to members opposite is that if we were to take their view, we would never have taken a policy to the election 
in 2008 called royalties for regions. The royalties for regions policy is not slowly, but quickly, being unwound by 
the metropolitan members of the Labor Party in its metro-dominated party room. The reason is that the Labor 
government party room has no regional conscience and, if it does, it is certainly not doing its job because government 
members come into this place and tell this house and their voters that this is the best budget the state has ever seen 
when really, from a regional perspective, it could not be much worse to be honest. We do not accept that. 

In 2008, we took a policy to the election called royalties for regions. I am digressing because of Hon Darren West’s 
interjection, but remember that the Labor Party opposed the policy during that election campaign. It was probably 
about three nanoseconds after midnight of the 6 September 2008 election that Alan Carpenter was on the phone 
saying, “I wish we could have a conversation; sit down and have a coffee.” All of a sudden, a briefing pack arrived 
in the mail and there was a $1 billion price tag on the offer to form government with the National Party. It is 
a nonsensical argument that only parties in this place that can form government in their own right should be entitled 
to a view, because if that were to apply, there would probably have been rare occasions in history when the Liberal 
Party had enough numbers to form government in its own right. Should the formal opposition therefore not be 
entitled to have a view, a policy or a belief on a particular position? Of course, that is just rubbish. Even 
Independent members or unaligned members of this house are entitled to have a view. We will not be bullied by 
members opposite, particularly metropolitan ministers who are now running the regional development and 
agriculture and food agenda in the state so poorly. 

Hon Darren West: You’re a metropolitan member. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That is complete rubbish, Hon Darren West. 

Hon Darren West: You live in the metropolitan area. Your office is in the metropolitan area. You’re a metropolitan 
member. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That is another great interjection. I thank Hon Darren West. He is the gift that keeps 
on giving! I am sure his colleagues would not agree with me but never mind. 

Getting back to the debate because we are digressing a little bit by some very stupid interjections this afternoon — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Don’t be led astray, member! 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Maybe Hon Stephen Dawson could rein in some of his frontbenchers! 

That brings us back to the debate we are dealing with on the gold disallowance motion. The budget was handed 
down in early September. I think the budget speech was on a Thursday and a sitting week immediately followed. 
Tuesday, 12 September, followed budget day on 7 September. We reaffirmed our position in the party room on 
that date, which resulted in the Leader of the National Party and our deputy leader announcing to the media that 
our position had not changed about gold royalties and that the Labor Party could not count on our support to ensure 
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the motion’s protection from disallowance in the Legislative Council. That was a relatively easy decision to make 
because of what had happened in the period leading up to the election and after it. Obviously, if we were freshly 
dealing with an issue such as a foreign property tax or something that had not been widely canvassed before and 
the issues needed to be delved into further, I would have thought the decision would have been more prolonged. 
Instead, this decision was quite clear-cut for us given all that had gone before. 
I will read a passage from The West Australian on Tuesday, 3 October 2017. It is an opinion piece by 
Hon Mia Davies, Leader of the WA National Party, titled “Timid Wyatt lets iron ore miners escape pain”. Further 
to Hon Darren West’s interjection—he seems to have retired to silence now; maybe he is preparing notes for his 
contribution following me—the opinion piece stated as follows — 

The Treasurer confirmed to an estimates hearing last month that if the royalty slug came to fruition, the 
gold sector would contribute $400 million extra for Budget repair over the next four years. 
Meanwhile, the iron ore industry will only kick in an extra $177 million. 
This cannot be considered “sharing the pain” when BHP recently announced an annual profit just shy of 
$6 billion—the vast majority dug up from the Pilbara. A breakdown of Rio Tinto’s Pilbara results reveals 
it was banking $US18.3 million profit per day for the first six months of the year. 
Iron ore mining provides much higher profit margins on much larger tonnages than the gold industry. So 
why is Mr Wyatt fixated on gold? 
The answer can only be that Labor is afraid of having a hard conversation with the big iron ore miners. 
Mr Wyatt witnessed BHP and Rio’s wrath during the election campaign after the Nationals dared ask 
them to pay a bit more. He has labelled us “wreckers” for not supporting his gold increase but our position 
should come as no surprise. Back in 2014, it was the Nationals that led the charge (alongside Labor) in 
opposing an increase to the gold royalty rate. 
The Nationals have long recognised the gold sector is a capital-intensive industry with much thinner profit 
margins than other commodities. The Nationals have been nothing but consistent, unlike Labor. 
Now that the gold industry finds itself in the crosshairs of a cash-hungry Treasurer who needs to fund his 
party’s election promises, many in the sector are asking why BHP and Rio aren’t also being asked to help 
get the Budget get back on track. 
The Nationals’ policy, which unlike Labor’s “Plan A” was known at the election, to revisit an existing 
fee paid by the big iron ore miners would have raised $7.2 billion over the forward estimates. This would 
have eliminated the need to keep sacking public servants and eased pressure on household fees and 
charges. And the integrity of Royalties for Regions would have been maintained. 
The Treasurer says gold miners can afford to pay his new royalty because they are currently operating at 
profit margins between 40–50 per cent. 
BHP last year produced 231 million tonnes of iron ore. The average price received per tonne was US$58, 
with the cost of production about US$14.60. That’s an average margin of US$43.40 per tonne. It is 
unreasonable for the Treasurer to ask the gold sector and WA households to pay more when he refuses to 
do the same for iron ore. 

They were the comments of Hon Mia Davies in an opinion piece in The West Australian on 3 October. 
We have heard some rather interesting interjections in the debate so far today, although no member opposite has 
risen to seek the call. I respect the minister’s decision to make a contribution later in the debate once more debate 
has occurred. 
It is interesting that we in the National Party were brave enough to take a position to the election, which was not 
popular in all places, in all industries and amongst all people, but we knew that something needed to be done to 
help deal with the state budget, largely as a result of declining revenue but most notably as a result of the 
distribution of the GST. I noted in a contribution earlier this year that we repeatedly made these comments in 
government and they were hosed down by then opposition members, who said that we should be able to predict 
the GST better, we should be better able to respond to the GST and all these things. Now they are in government, 
their position has softened and it is all about the GST. We were brave enough to take that position to the election. 
Contrary to the view of the Minister for Regional Development who claimed in a contribution in members’ 
statements last night that the National Party had lost a seat in the Agricultural Region, we had not, and our vote 
increased. I would think it is quite extraordinary for the vote of a party that loses government to increase in an 
upper house region. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It’s from all the pork-barrelling you did in the wheatbelt. Just saying how it is. You know 
you want to respond. Get it in the Hansard. 
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Hon Jacqui Boydell: I thought it was the Ord or Pilbara Cities or something like that. That’s what’s been suggested 
previously. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: In the wheatbelt? 
Hon Jacqui Boydell: No, we pork-barrelled in those areas in the wheatbelt. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, only one person has the call and it is not the two interjecting. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the minister for the interjection. He raised an interesting point. The point is 
often made in this place that royalties for regions was not spent wisely and it was a big part of the budget situation 
that the government is now in. We just went and spent with haste and drove into town and literally threw money 
out the window! I was not going to embark on my speech on the budget, but given that this is a budget repair 
measure, it does lend itself to quite a wide-ranging debate on the budget. 
During the election campaign, the first thing that Labor members said was, “We’ll deliver royalties for regions 
better.” I am not quite sure how those regional members can go back to their electorates and say that they stand by 
their promise that they took to the election because I do not think anyone would say that they are delivering 
royalties for regions better six months into government. Although they criticise royalties for regions and the 
decisions that the Liberal and National Parties made on royalties for regions, when asked to name projects, they 
rarely come up with something. In fact, I think the biggest critic over a project funded through royalties for regions 
was Hon Ken Travers. He was the biggest critic of the Ord development. He took great opposition to the 
government’s investment in the Ord and all the opportunities that came with it in economic and regional 
development but also Aboriginal engagement. That was rather interesting because obviously the state’s biggest 
partner in the Ord was Kevin Rudd and the federal Labor government. Clearly, they did not agree with 
Hon Ken Travers about the expansion of and investment in the Ord River irrigation scheme. We stand by those 
decisions. Often flippant remarks get made about stopping expenditure on petunias and amenity and beautification 
projects. I thought we could wait to see what the budget entailed; maybe we would see something that matches the 
rhetoric that we have heard from the metro Minister for Regional Development since her election to this place in May, 
but her elevation to the cabinet in March. Blow me down, in chapter 7 of budget paper No 3, we see $200 000 for an 
entry sign to Bunbury. Wow! 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse: How much was that? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It was $200 000 for an entry sign to Bunbury. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: What does it do? Does it have musical things? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am not sure. Maybe it flashes and says “Vote 1, Labor” as we approach an election 
or something. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Who paid for it? Did we pay for it or you? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It was the government’s project; it was announced in the budget. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It was pork-barrelling if you did it. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That was the point I was making. I thank Hon Stephen Dawson for that admission. 
I really thought for a moment, foolishly, that we were going to see some real restraint in this budget from the 
government. I am not just talking about royalties for regions; I am talking more broadly. First of all, the election 
commitments that the Labor Party took to the election were extravagant, and many of them are still not in the 
budget. 
I have focused on Geraldton Hospital, which Hon Darren West keeps telling us is in the budget, and then the 
Premier goes to Geraldton and tells them that it is not in the budget. Again, I think that leash is getting tighter and 
tighter. The reality is that Geraldton Hospital is not the only hospital and it is not the only project in the budget. 
I do not have the leaked talking points with me because I am drifting into my budget speech but they admit to this 
point. Only a portion of Labor’s election commitments are in the budget. I think it was suggested that Labor took 
$5 billion worth of commitments to the election and I think the leaked talking points said something like 
$3.6 billion or $3.7 billion worth of commitments were in the budget. Maybe members opposite might get up and 
correct me because they were their talking points that they kindly shared with us. 
Getting back to this debate, I feel no compulsion whatsoever to support the measure before us. As I said, that is 
for no other reason than the fact that we took to the last election a very plain, clear, simple position that had been 
formed two years ahead of the last election, along with the Labor Party and the Liberal Party. Our position was 
clear—that we would not pursue an increase in gold royalty for a range of reasons, which I will not have time to 
address in the remaining time before members’ statements. Members opposite keep interjecting and saying that 
circumstances have changed and things are different. One of the common interjections is, “Have you checked the 
gold price?” We have heard that about 500 times in the last two days. This is a really interesting point. If the 
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government bases this decision purely on today’s gold price, that is a really unsound way of making a decision 
that will impact on an industry. This is not like the payroll tax policy of the Labor Party, which has a five-year 
sunset clause. This will become the royalty rate for gold in Western Australia. As we have seen, looking at the 
gold prices over the last two years, there is volatility in that market. Making a decision today purely on the spot 
price is a sure way of ensuring that we endanger the prospects of an industry. Although there is lots of information 
out there about the economic impact of a gold royalty increase, I have not quoted any of those documents today 
and I do not intend to. I am saying that a very simplistic approach to setting royalty prices based on the spot price 
at any point in time is a very bad way to develop public policy on what we should be charging for the state’s 
mineral resources. That is the situation before us. I am sure that some members opposite will rise to enlighten us 
on why they have had a change of heart. 
I am glad that the parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Health has joined us because I think she was away 
from the chamber when I featured her. I will show her the other photo. This was the photograph taken facing back 
towards Parliament House. 
The PRESIDENT: Member, it is a bit difficult to show a photo unless you are prepared to table a copy for Hansard. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: No problems.  

Point of Order 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is standard practice in this place that when a member is away from the chamber, 
it is referred to as a member “being away on urgent parliamentary business”. 
The PRESIDENT: Yes, you are correct. I am sure Hon Martin Aldridge will note that for the future. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I did not mean to upset members opposite, but due to their unwillingness to 
participate in the debate, I clearly have. I apologise to the member. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I seek leave to table the photograph of the member in question.  
Leave granted. [See paper 744.] 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the house for its indulgence. We can all now share in those lovely 
photographs. I have pointed out the members who feature in four red circles. They are four members of the now 
executive Labor government. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


	MINING AMENDMENT REGULATIONS (No. 2) 2017 — DISALLOWANCE
	Motion


