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RAILWAY (BBI RAIL AUS PTY LTD) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 June. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Minister for Regional Development representing the Minister 
for State—sorry! The question is the bill be read a second time. I call the Leader of the Opposition. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [4.02 pm]: Thank you, Acting President. 
I appreciate the attempt to elevate my position, but give it a bit of time! 
The Railway (BBI Rail Aus Pty Ltd) Agreement Amendment Bill 2021 is a fairly simple piece of legislation that 
deals with an attempt by a company to start exporting iron ore up north. The company is, basically, looking to pick 
up some iron ore tenements that exist midway between Karratha and Port Hedland in the southern end of that area. 
This legislation has a fairly long history in that the original agreement that was put together to allow this extraction 
and export occurred under the previous government. I know that the Minister for Regional Development likes 
history and references to the previous government, so I am quite pleased to assist there.  
This bill was put together by the previous Liberal–National government. It required a state agreement act to be put 
together, and that state agreement act was put into place in 2017 under the current government in the last term of 
Parliament. As I say, it is a fairly simple piece of legislation, but it requires a couple of questions. I indicate that 
the opposition supports the bill before the house, and I think we can probably proceed at a reasonable rate of knots 
through the process, but there are a couple of critical questions that I think need to be answered. If we can get 
fulsome answers from the minister in her second reading response, it might obviate the need to go into the committee 
stage of the bill. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Do not hold your breath! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We will test the waters and see how we go. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I always consider your contributions to be intelligent and capable ones. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: You are too kind. We are here to help, minister. Effectively, there are some iron ore 
tenements that a company in particular would like us to be able to export. It would require the construction of 
a new railway and the development of a port precinct. When it was first mooted back in 2017 and previously, it 
was expected to be a $5 billion to $6 billion exercise, which is not inconsiderable. In November 2017, so under this 
government and the previous Parliament, a state agreement act was put in place. We know that the Greens have 
a longstanding antipathy to state agreement acts, and I am sure Hon Dr Brad Pettitt will continue the good work 
of Hon Robin Chapple when he was here — 
Hon Martin Aldridge: In opposing everything. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is a big call, opposing everything, but I am sure that we can find some things 
in common. The contribution of Hon Robin Chapple on this particular bill was pretty solid. Anyway, he has always 
opposed state agreement acts. The opposition and the government have always suggested that state agreement acts 
are a necessary evil for the long-term stability of major projects, and that is a philosophical difference that we will 
always have. 
We are not here today to question whether this is a good thing, and the debate from November 2017 is reasonably 
fulsome. Pretty much everybody expresses support for the bill. I refer to a couple of members, in particular, my 
good friend, Hon Kyle McGinn, who is away on urgent parliamentary business, who was very concerned about the 
local content and local jobs. We might try to seek an update on that. In 2017, the Minister for Regional Development, 
who was the representing minister, commented that there will be local community plans to ensure that there is local 
content, and those local community plans would be put in place after the legislation was passed. Those plans may 
well have been developed, but it would be useful to have an update from the minister on precisely where those 
plans are. I am sure Hon Kyle McGinn will be most interested in how that has progressed. I am just looking after 
his interests while he has been urgently called away. We will be looking to see how that goes. 
There is another significant question. Obviously, I do not think we need to go into massive detail about exactly 
what the proposal is. I will just give a brief overview. It is effectively taking iron ore out of leases that I understand 
are substantially held in a company structure with significant Chinese interests, and I ask the minister to confirm 
that the company structure has not changed since that original proposal and that there has been no significant variation 
to the ownership model. I understand that it was originally something of a joint venture with some New Zealand 
interest and some Chinese interest, and it would be interesting to get a breakdown of exactly what that interest still 
is. It effectively required the development of, I think, 160 kilometres of standard-gauge rail and 220 kilometres of 
conveyers connecting the mine to that rail point, and that would then go to a new port for export. Picking up on 
that iron ore, I think that the Whim Creek region in particular is where many of those leases are held. 
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It is a simple bill that does not have many pages or clauses. It would be nice to get a reasonably fulsome answer 
to why we need to extend the time frame. The bill before the house does not substantially change the project in 
any way, a project that was supported by all sides previously. In a simple sense, it extends the time frame available 
to the company to proceed. Most of the important part of the bill, which, effectively, is a seven-clause bill over 
three pages, goes to the amendment to the schedule. On page 6 of the bill under clause 7 is the critical component 
to vary the date by which substantial activity and completions have to be developed from 31 March 2019 to 
31 March 2022 and to vary the developments from 1 October 2019 to 1 October 2022. The extension of effectively 
a couple of years to this project requires some explanation, in my view. 
In the second reading speech, the minister said that the bill will extend the agreement on the deadline for submissions 
by the company for the initial railway project proposals by 18 months, from 30 September 2020 to 31 March 2022. 
This is simply an extension of the time frame, even for the proposal. The critical question is this: at a time when 
the price of iron ore is so high to be somewhat incredible, a price that we potentially will not see again for a very 
long time, what is the complication that has prevented this company from developing its proposal to the point at 
which it would not meet the requirements of the state agreement act that was agreed to and passed in 2017? I suspect 
that we will not have a better set of circumstances for iron ore than we have had from February 2019, to date, and 
potentially, I suspect, as I have said in other speeches in this place, for another 18 months to two years. It probably 
will not get any better than this. What has fallen over in this proposal that means that at the best time to develop 
an iron ore export facility, the project has been unable to proceed? I do not object to an 18-month extension to the 
project. I doubt whether anybody would, other than those who are opposed to exporting iron ore. I will be interested 
to hear where Hon Dr Brad Pettitt stands on this; he may make a contribution in a bit and I am very keen to hear 
where he stands. If we can get an adequate answer to the critical question I have, perhaps we will not need to go 
to Committee of the Whole to ask the question again. I will cut the company some slack because the bill was 
passed in 2017. In February 2019, the price of iron ore hit $US190 a tonne, although the price has dropped to about 
$US180 a tonne to date, which is not a bad price. My critical question is: what set of circumstances for a proposal 
to export iron ore from Western Australia has held up this company from meeting its obligation under the original 
state agreement act? To be honest, I cannot see the conditions for exporting iron ore being any better or any more 
conducive to export development than they are currently. I hope the government does not hide behind commercial 
in confidence. I would like to think that we could get as fulsome an answer as possible, apart from if the company 
was unable to obtain finance. However, given the amount of investment in the world, I would think that would be 
stretching credibility for an iron ore proposal. Perhaps there were structural issues that held this up. I would be 
interested to know whether the project was impacted by native title issues or environmental approvals, for example, 
bearing in mind that we are extending the proposal, in the first instance. 
As the first dot point of the minister’s second reading speech says, we are extending the current deadline for the 
submission of initial proposals for the railway project. I do not think we are dealing with all the minutiae that we 
will have to get to, including local content rules and all the community impact matters that we might want to deal 
with over time. I suspect that, effectively, we are dealing with some other structural problem that has prevented 
this project from being developed. Those other bits are important. I am sure Hon Kyle McGinn and I are in agreement 
about the need to have a local benefit for these types of projects. The member was out on urgent parliamentary 
business, but I was defending his honour—sorry; I am not sure whether that was parliamentary.  
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2422.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.16 to 4.30 pm 
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