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IRON ORE AGREEMENTS LEGISLATION  
(AMENDMENT, TERMINATION AND REPEALS) BILL 2011 

Third Reading 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [3.41 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [3.41 pm]: I want to speak to the bill once again. I thought that I had run 
out of opportunities, but obviously I have not! Madam Acting Speaker (Ms A.R. Mitchell), I notice how strict 
you were with the Premier, and of course I assume that you will be just as strict with me. I am pleased that he 
said what he said at the end of his reply to the third reading of the previous bill, and I will remind him again of 
what I said before because he obviously did not listen. I said that there will be an infrastructure fund under the 
minerals resource rent tax and the infrastructure fund is the third leg of the proceeds of that. On the radio this 
morning, the Premier said that all this is about Mr Swan getting a surplus, whereas we all know that the minerals 
resource rent tax will be spent only on tax cuts for small business, an increase in superannuation for working 
Australians and an infrastructure fund. They are the three things that the MRRT will be spent on. The 
infrastructure fund is, I think, the smallest component of the three. The Premier is putting about that the way it is 
structured at the moment Western Australia will get only $200 million. All I am saying to the Premier and all I 
am saying to the federal government is, “Give each state a return on the infrastructure fund according to its 
contribution.” If that is the case, I think Western Australia will do far better than the suggested $200 million. It 
seems to me — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Is your support contingent on that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Premier, the bill has passed. All I am saying is that is the arrangement that we should be 
seeking. Instead of going out there and attacking Penny Wong and saying how bad the Prime Minister is and all 
those sorts of things, the Premier should—I suspect that he will now that I have said this because he gets most of 
his ideas from me — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Only the bad ones! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: You copy my ideas in your legislation, Premier. You have admitted it! 

I expect that the Premier will go out and say that Western Australia should get its fair share of the infrastructure 
fund based not on a per capita share, but on a contribution share. If that is the case, Western Australia will do 
very well out of that infrastructure fund, because, as I said before, we are providing somewhere between 50 per 
cent and 65 per cent of the total revenue of the minerals resource rent tax. Therefore, why should Western 
Australia not get a bigger share of the capital fund? I agree that we have these big responsibilities in terms of 
roads and so forth. I am very familiar with Great Northern Highway. I once had a very dramatic experience on 
Great Northern Highway—it was the most dramatic experience of my life—and I am therefore very aware of the 
condition of that road. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Madam Acting Speaker, I believe the member for Forrestfield is out of his seat. 

I am very familiar with the state of that road. I am very familiar with the state of some of the requirements for 
power generation and provision to some of the mining industry around Western Australia. Some of the 
infrastructure issues around the state are massive, and whenever members go out there, those issues are raised 
with them. It would be great if the commonwealth provided Western Australia with its share from the 
infrastructure fund on the basis of its contribution to the tax. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who do you think they will give the money to? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Maybe the Premier should be out there arguing for that. Maybe that is where he should be 
going now. I expect that that will be his new tack on this issue. Of course, we will remind the Premier where that 
idea came from. I urge the Premier to get out there and do that now and not verbal people in this house about 
what they have had to say, because what I have had to say — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who did I verbal? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: You were verballing me! You asked why I was endorsing a $200 million contribution 
when Great Northern Highway needs all this work done on it. I agree that Great Northern Highway needs work 
done on it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes; it does. Is that verballing you? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: You were not listening to what I was saying. You were deliberately misleading people 
about what I had to say and that is why I have had to stand again, when I was not going to, to take this 
opportunity to make sure the minister is fully and properly informed about those matters. 

This morning on the radio, the Premier said all sorts of other things that I could go into. He misled in relation to 
the surplus and he said that Western Australians will not get anything out of the MRRT. I am sure that the people 
in small business who are getting a tax cut probably think that they might get something out of it, and all the 
people who are getting an increase in their superannuation from nine per cent to 12 per cent — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: So you are a strong supporter now of the MRRT? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I feel a lot of empathy for people in small business. I would like to see their lives made 
easier. On the radio this morning, the Premier said that there were all these issues out there for small business, 
and he asked why the commonwealth was not doing something about them. It is providing a tax cut, but the 
Premier seems to ignore that. I do not know what goes on in his mind, but sometimes he defies reality and runs 
two sides of one argument at the same time. 

In any event, I think the pressure now goes onto the federal Leader of the Liberal Party, Mr Abbott, and it is now 
up to him to clarify where he stands on these issues. We have already seen the rumbling inside his — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: He voted against the bill. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He voted against the bill. Okay. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: True to his word. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The law is now in; what will he do in terms of rolling it back? That is where everyone’s 
attention will now turn. Will he provide an $11 billion benefit to some of the biggest companies in Australia? 
Will he do that for companies predominantly owned by overseas shareholders? Will he do that at the expense of 
the commonwealth budget? Will he do that? Clearly, the answer is he will not. Clearly, he will not do that! 
Everyone knows that. He has had his cake. He has run the arguments; he has been out there. I think it is all about 
trawling for support from some elements in the mining industry and I think the amount of support received at the 
last federal election verifies that. But we all know that when he gets to government, there is absolutely no 
way — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: He may not follow the Julia Gillard policy. He may be a different person from Julia Gillard. 
Remember “There will be no carbon tax if I am Prime Minister”? It might be a different standard. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We all know. How is he going to fund it? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Liberal does not behave like Labor. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Back to that issue now that the Premier has raised it: he is on the record supporting an 
emissions trading scheme—at length and a number of times. I am seeking his advice on what the difference is. I 
know there is a difference between a carbon tax and an emissions trading scheme, and maybe the Premier can 
explain why he supported an emissions trading scheme without a price on carbon. But I do not think that he can 
do that, and I wish someone would put him under a bit of pressure to get him to answer that question outside this 
place. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is your job. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Well, I am putting you under pressure now. There you go! Here is an opportunity for the 
economics professor, or lecturer, to tell us what the difference is. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We all know that the minister is on the record as supporting an emissions trading scheme, 
but now we seek advice about how we can have an emissions trading scheme without a price for carbon — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, this is the third reading. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am responding to the Premier’s interjection, Madam Acting Speaker. If the Premier 
interjects on me, am I just to ignore the slings and arrows that he throws at me? I do need to respond to what he 
has to say.  

Returning to the Iron Ore Agreements Legislation (Amendment, Termination and Repeals) Bill 2011, we once 
again indicate our support for the bill and seek its passage. We will ensure that it is passed through this house by 
four o’clock this afternoon. 
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MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.50 pm]: I, too, rise to speak on the third reading of the Iron Ore 
Agreements Legislation (Amendment, Termination and Repeals) Bill 2011 and the Iron Ore Agreements 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2011, which were to be dealt with cognately, but we now know they are not being 
dealt with cognately on the third reading, which is much to our pleasure over here in opposition.  

I refer to the 2011–12 state budget, which actually had the financial impact of the increase in royalties from these 
two pieces of legislation. It will bring some $1.9 billion to the state. On page 74 of the Economic and Fiscal 
Outlook the Treasurer made some particularly political statements. Referring to the $378 million and the 
$800 million that the royalty increase will bring, it states — 

However, this will be accompanied by an ongoing reduction in the State’s GST revenue, commencing 
from 2014–15. The net impact of these changes is an additional $1.9 billion in revenue over the budget 
period. 

It went on to state — 

In the absence of fundamental reform to the CGC process — 

The Commonwealth Grants Commission process — 

… these changes could trigger an even higher GST ‘penalty’ beyond the forward estimates period. 

Some conversations were had, and I tried to get the Premier’s attention when he was on his feet in the first 
reading, so I look forward to him jumping to his feet and answering this question during the third reading. Kevin 
Rudd, first as opposition leader and then as Prime Minister, confirmed his commitment that, when Gorgon was 
up and running, he would guarantee $100 million a year from Gorgon to the Western Australian government. 
Importantly, that commitment would be outside the Commonwealth Grants Commission process; that is, the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission cannot consider that revenue when it goes about penalising, as the budget 
papers say, the WA GST return. 

That has been committed to by the Labor opposition and the Labor government. Tony Abbott, as opposition 
leader, needs to find $75 billion in spending cuts—a not insignificant sum of money. I do not think that 
percentage of the federal budget has ever been found. I have severe doubts about Tony Abbott’s ability to find it, 
bearing in mind that one minute he is opposing the increase to superannuation, then supporting it, then opposing 
it, much to the annoyance of those in his party room.  

I have no doubt, as the member for Rockingham has said, that there is absolutely no way that Tony Abbott will 
repeal this legislation. What I would like to know is whether the Premier has asked Tony Abbott whether he is 
committed to this $100 million a year from Gorgon. Is he committed to ensuring that it is outside the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission process? That is the important issue. As the Treasurer and the Leader of the 
Opposition have said, when state revenues are compared, it is an absurd anomaly in the way the federation’s 
finances work that pokies revenue does not get caught up in the process and yet royalties, which is a productive 
revenue stream, do. That is why we ask the question. Surely the Premier may have asked him when he has had 
discussions with Tony Abbott. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: He has not had any discussions with Tony Abbott? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I said I do not have many. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think a very important question is: what is Tony Abbott’s commitment to Western 
Australia? Will he commit to the $100 million, which is not an insignificant sum of money? I know the Premier 
was laughing at $200 million a short time ago, but that is $100 million a year over 20 years or 30 years from a 
revenue stream that the state is not ordinarily entitled to—money that goes straight to the federal government. 
The Labor Party has committed to making sure that $100 million comes to the state of Western Australia outside 
the Commonwealth Grants Commission process. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Every year? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Every year, outside of the Commonwealth Grants Commission process.  

I refer to a piece by Paul Murray, a very strong fan of Julia Gillard and the federal Labor government. He made 
the point of the $100 million a year outside the grants commission process. That is not a bad outcome from a 
project that ordinarily would not generate any royalty flow to Western Australia. I know the Premier does not 
speak to Tony Abbott very often, but I hope — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Member for Victoria Park, we are dealing with the third reading 
of the Iron Ore Agreements Legislation (Amendment, Termination and Repeals) Bill 2011. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: You are right, Madam Acting Speaker. I will go straight back to the budget papers in a 
minute.  

Bear in mind that $1.9 billion is over the next three years, which is what the Premier’s legislation will do. It is 
$100 million a year over 30 years, which is what has been committed to by the federal Labor government when 
Gorgon is up and running. I hope that the Premier, in one of his rare conversations with Tony Abbott, gets the 
opportunity to ask him whether he is committed to that. At the very least, when Tony Abbott wonders what 
Gorgon is and wonders whether he can find another $100 million a year—he does not seem to have too much 
trouble finding spending cut commitments; he is committed to that. I look forward to hearing about the Premier’s 
very enjoyable, productive and, hopefully for Western Australia, financially lucrative conversations with the 
federal opposition leader. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


