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IRON ORE AGREEMENTS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 22 November. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [1.51 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [1.51 pm]: I rise to make some brief statements on the Iron Ore Agreements 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2011, as well as the Iron Ore Agreements Legislation (Amendment, Termination 
and Repeals) Bill 2011. I have looked over the draft Hansard from last night, and I thank the government for its 
generosity in allowing both me and, in particular, the member for Pilbara the very special chance to speak to this 
legislation, because I was otherwise occupied after question time yesterday and the member for Pilbara continues 
to be otherwise occupied today. The comments I will make are simply to reinforce the comments that have 
already been made by the member for Rockingham. 

The Minister for State Development has outlined what this legislation intends to do. Indeed, although the 
negotiations to get us to these bills have been ongoing for some time, it was only in the 2011–12 budget that we 
saw the financial impact of the increase in fines royalties from 3.75 per cent to 5.625 per cent and, from 1 July 
2013, to 7.5 per cent. This is a good move. The member for Rockingham has outlined the history of the two bills 
going back to the 1960s and the fact that the bills amend some 11 pieces of legislation. 

I noted that the history of fines versus lump got some interesting debate last night during the second reading 
stage of this bill. However, the Economic and Fiscal Outlook highlights the net impact of these changes—some 
$378 million in the 2012–13 financial year and some $824 million in the 2013–14 financial year, before coming 
back to $722 million in 2014–15. That will increase the royalty take by the state government for iron ore fines by 
nearly $2 billion. It is worth noting the extraordinary increase in the real dollar value of royalties flowing in to 
Western Australia between 2008–09 and 2011–12. In the 2008–09 estimated budget, it was $3.4 billion, which at 
the time was 17 per cent of the general government revenue for the government of Western Australia. That has 
now been bumped up to 19 per cent of general government revenue. However, the real impact is to increase the 
flow of royalty income to Treasury from $3.4 billion in 2008–09 to $4.8 billion in 2011–12, which is a not 
insignificant impact. But in terms of the overall pie of the government revenue, it will be moved up from 17 per 
cent to 19 per cent. 

Certainly, the Treasurer has made the point and there has been much argument about the potential threats of the 
reduction in commonwealth grants to the state government versus royalty flow. I think the Treasurer made the 
point that royalties provide the state with a source of revenue over which the state has direct control. It can 
allocate that royalty revenue as it sees fit as opposed to commonwealth grants, other than GST, which are 
inevitably linked to a particular spending area or spending proposal and which often require additional spending 
by the state government before the money comes on stream for the state. The value of royalties is considerably 
higher than the value of commonwealth grants. I know the Treasurer has made these points in the past. Of 
course, the Leader of the Opposition, in support of the Premier’s statements, made the point about protecting the 
state’s absolute rights over royalties and controlling royalty rates, regardless of other policies that the federal 
government may have in place. As the member for Rockingham indicated in his contribution to the second 
reading debate—I do not intend to quote from the blue, Mr Speaker, but I will highlight the fact—the legislation, 
as the Premier pointed out, has been split into two bills. Effectively, they are the BHP Billiton Ltd bill and the 
Rio Tinto Ltd bill. Certainly, the BHP bill will effectively clear up a lot of land-use issues around the former hot 
briquetted iron plant, which of course has been dismantled, and the beneficiation plant, which has been on care 
and maintenance for some time since the HBI plant was closed in 2004. It will allow BHP to progress its plans 
for the construction of the outer harbour, which hopefully and no doubt will progress over the coming years, 
allowing more stockpiling of BHP property in those areas that have previously been leased to BHP for the use of 
downstream processing primarily at the HBI plant. 

Some debate from the member for Rockingham and the member for Willagee in particular focused on the local 
industry participation benefits plan and the community development plan. I will make some comments about 
both those plans shortly. But certainly the community development plan gives a very good opportunity for local 
contractors in particular to be much more involved in the work undertaken by both BHP and Rio Tinto. I think 
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organisations such as Ngarda Civil and Mining Pty Ltd, which has been a particularly successful company, 
would certainly be very pleased to see that the community development plan requires “assistance with skills 
development and training opportunities to promote work readiness and employment for persons living in the 
Pilbara region of the said State”. Certainly, BHP and Rio Tinto know the difficulties in increasing their 
Indigenous employment percentage, which I think they tend to do very effectively. Often the local Aboriginal 
people who are already ready to work tend to be recycled from company to company without making a dent in 
the percentage of the population which simply is not ready to take on employment and which has never 
experienced the requirements of shift work or turning up reliably and regularly to work on time. That is simply 
because they have been in a family situation in which they have never had a mentor and seen that as being a 
normal part of life. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 9705.] 
 


