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MINERALS RESOURCE RENT TAX 
Motion 

Resumed from 15 May on the following motion moved by Hon Nick Goiran — 

That the Legislative Council — 

(a) congratulates the Barnett government for its strong and determined representations against the 
minerals resource rent tax imposed by the Gillard Labor government on iron ore and coal 
producers in Western Australia and other states; and  

(b) calls on the Gillard Labor government to immediately scrap this complex and inefficient tax.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.10 pm]: It seems only a 
short while since we began debating this motion, even though it was in the last Parliament of this chamber. 

I firstly take this opportunity to welcome all the new members who were sworn into this chamber today, and I 
look forward to participating with them over the next four years. Unfortunately, the new members will not be 
able to participate as loudly as they would like during the next 20 minutes, I am sure, because we have not heard 
their first speeches. But I look forward to that.  

Last week Hon Nick Goiran moved a motion attacking the federal government’s minerals resource rent tax. He 
was encouraging those of us on this side of the chamber to call on the Prime Minister of Australia, Julia Gillard, 
to scrap the tax. I think that is the gist of what he wanted. He went through his 10 reasons for why the tax should 
be scrapped. I encourage the new members opposite to read it. I might go through and discuss some of the points 
he made. Upon reflection, after reading Hon Nick Goiran’s comments in Hansard I felt that he had made a 
couple of interesting points. But, unfortunately, I did not find myself agreeing with the rest of it. For those 
members who are new to this place, the MRRT was introduced by the federal government and passed, and it is 
now in place. The explanatory memorandum for the MRRT bills defines a taxable resource as follows — 

(a) iron ore; 

(b) coal; 

(c) anything produced from a process that results in iron ore being consumed or destroyed without 
extraction; and 

(d) coal seam gas extracted as a necessary incident of mining coal.  

Those are the key areas this tax covers. We know that when the federal government passed the legislation to 
introduce this tax it had some very clear ideas about the amount of revenue it wanted to raise. I think that is part 
of the issue Hon Nick Goiran was talking about. He said that it has obviously not made much money, it 
disadvantages our state and it is a complex and an unfair tax. I will come back and talk about those things.  

The federal government introduced this tax because it wanted long-term reform to look to secure Australia’s 
future. It wanted to raise a significant amount of money from the resources sector so that it could be spread 
across the whole of the country so that every Australian would receive the benefit of the mining and resources 
boom happening in various parts of our country. One would think that would be a good idea. Of course, during 
peak times, we want to capture the best of it and pay it back into the community and say that for that period 
when we were in a great financial place, we had the return.  

As we go back through Australia’s history and the various periods of prosperity, particularly those linked to the 
mining sector, we need only look around the country so see the changes that have occurred because governments 
were smart and decided to tuck a bit away for a rainy day and create opportunities for people in this country. I 
suppose we see a bit of it happening here with Premier Barnett’s visions for stadiums and projects such as 
Elizabeth Quay—that is what Hon Ken Travers prefers to call it, while I think “Betty’s Jetty” is a bit more 
appropriate. Sometimes during boom periods governments put this investment back into monuments. I had an 
opportunity many years ago to visit the Victorian Parliament, which is a great example. One of our new 
members used to reside in that Parliament, so I am sure that at some point he will be able to talk to us about the 
rococo cupids that reside in the walls of the Victorian Parliament’s library and the gilt features on the walls, and 
the other extravagances of that period.  

Hon Ken Travers: But they don’t have a portrait of Norman!  

Hon KATE DOUST: I will come to that at a later stage of tonight’s sitting, I think.  

In this period of boom the Victorians said, “Let’s put something back in.” They built a beautiful building for the 
benefit of all the members of their state. But I am not saying that is what we should do. The federal government 
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said, “Let’s capture this money; let’s get this income from these mining companies and put it to good use and 
consider how we can support people into the future; let’s kick the bucket and put some money back into 
superannuation for all workers.” I do not think anyone could argue against every worker in Australia having a 
good retirement nest egg. We want to make sure that every worker can live comfortably when they retire. That 
was part of the government’s reasoning behind wanting a tax like this in place—to ensure that money could flow 
back in and be invested in the people of this country. The federal government wanted to make sure it could fund 
tax breaks for small business and invest more money in infrastructure. We have certainly been the beneficiary of 
that. I understand that on the boundary of my own electorate—Hon Ken Travers will be full bottle on this—
something like $686.4 million has been invested in the Gateway project. As we look around the country, we see 
that the federal government has developed similar projects in partnership with the respective state governments.  

These projects can only come about in the future if money is in the bank. That money needs to come from 
somewhere, so part of the thinking behind establishing this tax was about how we fund these projects. If we talk 
to people in our electorates they will tell us that they want better roads, better hospitals and new schools. They 
would love a really good train system in Western Australia, but, unfortunately, we did not win the last election 
so we will not get one. There are lots of things we need to look to the future for, but they all cost dollars and the 
money has to come from somewhere. These are some of the key areas the federal government wanted to focus 
on. I do not think anyone can argue against the need to have these things. I do not think anyone can argue against 
all Australians receiving the benefit of the resources sector that operates in our country. Certainly, one thing I 
agree with Hon Nick Goiran on, and I think a couple of the other speakers last week agreed—it is the one thing 
Hon Mark McGowan, the leader of the state Labor Party, said with great clarity on the MRRT—is that support 
for the MRRT is conditional on the basis Western Australia gets its fair share. I think that is something we can 
all agree on, as I think Hon Nick Goiran himself said in his early comments. The same applies to a range of other 
taxing arrangements. Regardless of whether it is a Liberal or Labor government, we are always calling for our 
fair share of the goods and services tax, so there are lots of issues. But I have not seen that motion yet.  

This tax was put in place for a range of quite significant reasons. It is about looking to the future and how we pay 
for things we need in the future. I am certainly not critical of the government for wanting to do that. As I said last 
week, I certainly will not be agreeing with Hon Nick Goiran’s call to ask the Prime Minister to scrap the tax. 
What is interesting is that not long after the minerals resource rent tax came in, the state government sought to 
increase its royalties from the resources sector. In fact, Premier Barnett announced that Western Australia would 
benefit from changes to state agreements and that the royalties that go to state government coffers would change 
significantly. I understand that between 2008 and 2013, there has been an increase in the benefits reaped by the 
state government from the mining sector via state royalties from $1.4 billion to $4.5 billion. We have not had a 
debate about that and how that could negatively impact mining companies. Government backbenchers cannot be 
critical of only the federal government; they need to look at their own patch as well. If the state government has 
jacked up royalties so high that it is causing difficulties for the mining companies, it cannot attack the feds for 
the tax that, in some cases, comes in over and above that. Rather, it needs to look at how they work hand in hand. 
That is a significant issue that is being ignored.  

Let us be real—we are less than four months from the federal election in September. I daresay that a number of 
motions—the same can be said about this motion—that will be put on the notice paper over the next couple of 
months will be put there by members of the government, particularly those on the backbench, because they want 
to generate debate that will peel the state Labor Party away from the federal Labor Party. I can tell members that 
that will not happen—it certainly will not happen on this occasion. Quite frankly, we have no control over the 
decisions made about these taxes because we are in state Parliament, not federal Parliament. On matters over 
which we have some control, I would hope that members on the government backbench have the courage to take 
up Hon Norman Moore’s call last night to act with some independence in the chamber. Perhaps they could talk 
about the problems that the government is facing or the broken promises that we and the community are having 
to deal with that arose from the election. Perhaps they could talk about the financial mismanagement of this state 
government, which now cannot afford to pay its bills. Indeed, the government is now looking to all its ministers, 
some of whom are in this chamber, to cut back on expenditure and programs, which is to the detriment of this 
state. Rather than being purely political and trying to distract us from our day-to-day business of dealing with 
what is vitally important to Western Australians and the services on which they rely on a day-to-day basis, the 
government should let us have a proper debate about issues that are closer to home. It is those issues about which 
I hope we can engage with members opposite in the next couple of months. I am not saying that debate on these 
issues is irrelevant or unimportant; rather, at this particular point in the electoral cycle, it is disappointing that the 
first cab off the rank is this attack on the federal government.  

I will refer to Hon Nick Goiran’s corrected Hansard on this debate. Some of his key points were about the 
complexities of taxes. I am not an accountant, but I daresay that for a range of taxes in place—Hon Nick Goiran 
referred to the volume of the documents that mining companies have to deal with and the level of compliance—I 
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imagine that the same type of compliance would apply regardless of the type of tax that people have to deal with, 
be it pay-as-you-go tax or the goods and services tax. I imagine that superannuation tax would take quite a bit of 
compliance given that the tax rules for superannuation seem to change on an annual basis. Arguing that a certain 
tax document is too long or its detail too technical does not justify the scrapping of a tax. Another argument Hon 
Nick Goiran put was about the deal being done in secret with the three key large miners. I am sure, given the 
nature of those three mining companies, that if they had not been prepared to negotiate with the government and 
sign off on the legislation to introduce the tax, they would not have done so. There must have been a degree of 
compliance and agreement from the companies involved.  

I will refer to the corrected Hansard during my last couple of minutes to consider Hon Nick Goiran’s 12 reasons 
for scrapping the tax. He said that the tax should be scrapped because it discriminates against Western Australia. 
This comes back to the point that we should get our fair share. It does not discriminate against us entirely 
because we are getting some benefit from the tax. The federal government has not raised the amount that it said 
it would initially, but, let us face it, some of the commodity prices have changed significantly since the tax was 
introduced and the $126 million that is being raised would not be raised if the tax had not been place. That is 
$126 million into the government’s coffers that would not be there if the tax did not exist. Our job is to ensure 
that we get our fair share and to determine exactly what our fair share is. Hon Nick Goiran went through a range 
of reasons. I understand why he has done this—it is about generating a political debate to try to cause division 
over and uncertainty about our view and the relationship between state and federal Labor. It will not happen. On 
this occasion Hon Nick Goiran will not receive the bipartisan support for which he had hoped. As I have said 
before, our position is this: we offer conditional support as long as Western Australia gets its fair share of the 
MRRT. It is obviously a matter to which the state government’s federal colleagues have given serious thought 
given that they have publicly expressed support for the petroleum rent resources tax. The federal opposition is 
not budging on that. I predict that at some point it will change its position on the MRRT. The state government’s 
federal Liberal colleagues have made this a vicious political exercise at the federal level. It has been about 
generating publicity and negativity about this tax. In my cynical view it has been about generating financial 
support for the Liberal Party. I have already referred to the $7.3 million that flowed into Liberal Party coffers in 
the lead-up to the 2010 election, which has been used very smartly to ensure that it stayed on the government 
benches.  

The opposition will not agree to this motion, which is a political and divisive exercise. Government members 
must encourage the Premier to talk to the federal government about how to achieve a better return for the state. 
The basic principles behind the establishment of this tax—to reform superannuation, assist small business and 
provide for the future infrastructure of this state—are, indeed, sound principles.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.28 pm]: In rising to speak on this motion, I point out that, 
interestingly, I agree with many parts of the motion moved by Hon Nick Goiran; however, I will draw on what is 
actually needed to be done to fix the problems he has identified. I agree with Hon Nick Goiran’s second reason 
for suggesting that the tax be scrapped—this is from Hansard—that it was negotiated in secret by the Prime 
Minister and it caused an error. Unfortunately, those meetings with BHP Billiton, Glencore Xstrata and 
Rio Tinto meant that the three major mining corporations in this context ended up not really participating in the 
payment of those taxes. The total revenue of BHP, Rio Tinto, Woodside Petroleum Ltd, Newcrest Mining Ltd 
and Xstrata for the previous financial year is about $167 billion and the total federal government budget is about 
$330 billion. So, in effect, these five companies made enough money to fund half of the Australian national 
budget. Unfortunately, as we have recently discovered, most of those funds go offshore. They do not come to 
Western Australia or to Australia in general. Part of the problem is that Australia is now starting to import 
international debt via the major mining corporations, artificially lowering their profit margins in this country. 
Both sides of Parliament at the federal level are concerned about this and are trying to do something about it.  

The companies are not only not paying their fair share, but also not doing enough to ensure that the trickle-down 
effect flows onto the community. Gone are the days under Sir Charles Court’s leadership when mining 
companies invested in towns and infrastructure. In the 1970s, when I worked in the Pilbara in the mining 
industry, the towns, community services, and swimming pools—everything—were developed and supported by 
the mining industry. Gone are those days and we now have fly in, fly out workforces, which do not bring any 
economy of scale into regional areas. Royalties for regions money is being used to prop up the very things that 
the mining industry, under its conditions in the state agreement acts of the 1970s, were supposed to provide; in 
fact, we are paying more to support the development of those industries.  

I need to make something very clear: quite often the former Leader of the House would say that I was opposed to 
mining. I am a miner. I worked for Lang Hancock and Peter Wright. I worked for BHP and Hawker Siddeley in 
establishing most of the power stations in the north west. But I am concerned that the mining industry needs to 
pay its fair share, because we are dealing with a non-sustainable commodity. I turn to the Association of Mining 
and Exploration Companies 2002 report, which states — 
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It is this point, the interface between the industry and the community, where mistakes will be made, and 
indeed are being made right now. Perhaps one of the biggest is by the mining industry in trying to 
convince its critics that mining is sustainable. Everyone involved with the mining industry want to 
believe this to be true, and if enough miners and their lobbyists say it often enough, they might even 
start to believe it themselves.  

Sadly, mining is not sustainable, and deep down every miner, like every grade three child, knows it 
isn’t.  

It is not sustainable. The report continues — 

Mining is an extractive industry, it’s as simple as that. Dig it up and its gone for good. To pretend 
otherwise, and to argue that other uses can be found for the minesite after the ore has been worked out 
is fatuous. Yes, other people might come along and use the mining town, or the open pit as a lake, but 
the business of mining is over, and the miners have moved on to the next orebody.  

We have to realise that Australia, and indeed Western Australia, holds somewhere in the region of 40 per cent of 
the globe’s mineral resources. We are significant, incredibly significant. But if we just allow this material to go 
offshore without the companies paying their fair share, future generations will indeed be highly critical of what 
the current state and federal governments have done to ensure that there is a diverse economy in the future.  

I now refer to royalties, something I have had a fair bit to do with. It is quite often trotted out that royalties are a 
state right—which they are—and are better than a tax. However, after having worked in large and small mining 
companies, I have found that royalties inhibit the development of small miners because they tax the ore and not 
the profit. So when a small mine wants to develop its resource, and unless it gets a concession from the 
government—that is usually only a minor concession—it immediately pays a royalty. If a profit tax is paid, or in 
this case a super-profit tax, new miners can come onto the ground and start without any fiscal impediment at all. 
It has been long argued—the Henry report dealt with this—that the taxation of profit rather than royalty is a 
better way to go. Western Australia has been wedded to royalties for a long time and they are certainly bringing 
in money to the coffers. The problem with royalties—the former Leader of the House acknowledged this—is that 
it comes as net identifiable revenue to the state. It is then discounted in our GST allocation at around a rate of 
70 per cent. So, in simple terms, if Western Australia earns $10 million in royalties, it gets to keep about 
$3 million and the federal government, through GST equalisation, gets the other $7 million. This all occurs 
through vertical equalisation, and we need to understand that whilst royalties help us they also help the other 
states because that money is equalised through the fiscal budget. I support a tax, but I also support a tax that 
means Australian coffers can be built up so that alternative technologies and industries can be established for the 
day when mining no longer exists.  

People often say that mining will always exist, but one has only to refer to the industry’s own reports, which 
refer to iron ore being available for between the next 78 and 200 years. Those two figures are often trotted out. 
Three major goldmines coming on board are Boddington, the Super Pit and Tropicana Joint Venture, but most of 
the other goldminers are now in decline or actually closed. KCGM was putting out the scuttlebutt in the 
Kalgoorlie region recently that it was going to close in 25 years. People would have believed that if it had not 
been for my research, which looked into its drill logs and identified that in fact it has another 45 years to go. I 
made that public and it eventually admitted as much. It was scaremongering. KCGM, Barrick–Newmont, 
Boddington and, indeed, Tropicana will keep going for a long time. However, in the scheme of things, gold will 
probably be one of the minerals that run out first. This has been identified in the studies at Monash University in 
Melbourne recently in a number of papers that deal with those matters. 

So mining is finite. What we need to do is take a deep breath and understand that we, in this place and in the 
federal arena, have a responsibility to future generations. That responsibility is to develop infrastructure, a 
society and jobs into the future. To knock the minerals resource rent tax principally because it has failed in a 
number of issues, that it should be scrapped, I would disagree with. It has failed in a number of issues because of 
the ineptitude of the federal government. What we need to do is to restructure what is there, as the Henry tax 
review has said, and many other people—and I will talk to some of the submissions made to the federal inquiry 
shortly.  

There is another myth that is quite often thrown around in this debate—I am pleased to say that I did not hear it 
from Hon Nick Goiran—which is, if we tax the mining industry, they will pack up and go away. Well, they will 
not. I have worked for the mining industry; I have consulted to them—and, just to recount something I did in 
Esperance. Many years ago, I think it was Portman Mining Ltd who at that stage were going to develop a port in 
Esperance, and it basically told the community, “Well, we’re going to have an iron ore shipping facility in 
Esperance.” It was sort of a lump it or leave it approach. The community, the local chamber of commerce, the 
business sector, and the shire all said no. They said, “If you’re going to develop a port in this town, you’re going 
to develop it as a dust-free port. We’re not going to be another Karratha or another Hedland.” Portman turned 
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around to the community and said, “Fine, we’re going away. We’re going to go to Kwinana. They don’t mind.” 
So the community said, “Well, if that’s what you want to do, we’ll accept that. Off you go.” Two days later—not 
a week, not two weeks—Portman committed to invest an extra $16 million in that port to make it the world’s 
first iron ore dust–free port. I recall Paul Omodei, the minister, actually put in place a regulation that there would 
be no dust. Portman was quite happy. It did not affect its bottom line on the stock market or anything else, 
because all mining companies will do for a long time is give you bluff and bluster that they will take their bat 
and ball and go away.  

As I have already said, the mining industry likes Australia. It has good stable governance; it is far better than 
anywhere else to mine. The only other place that has anything like the minerals that we have here is the Carajas 
mine in Brazil. The issue is because we have 40 per cent of the world’s resources here in terms of iron ore and 
coal; they are not going to go away. But it is really interesting to note that if they do go away, what happens? 
Somebody else jumps into the hole very quickly. I am reminded about some activity that took place in this 
house—I have to try to think of the year—in 1971. It is an issue that I became quite familiar with from working 
for Lang Hancock and Peter Wright just after that period. Many people will not know that for many years Lang 
Hancock and Peter Wright owned the Pilbara. Basically they had every tenement sewn up. Jimblebar, as we now 
know it, was called McCamey’s Monster and there were many other deposits—namely, West Angelas, Rhodes 
Ridge and Marandoo just to name a number of other mines.  

What Lang was on about was actually quite interesting. He was very parochial; he did not want international 
mining corporations in this country taking our profit offshore. He had some quirky ideas. I recall that he wanted 
to use an atomic explosion on what was then McCamey’s Monster, which is now called Jimblebar; but he did 
actually want the profits to remain in Australia. It is because of that and the pressure put on by, at that stage—
and I will try to come up with the companies—ARMCORP, Rio Tinto and the then Mt Newman Mining 
companies at that time who, basically from an international perspective, all said to the government of the day, 
“We want a slice of your cake.”  

What the government did, in six days of Parliament, was—this is where I say that if a mineral tenement is taken 
away, somebody else will jump in quick smart—enact legislation that passed through both houses of Parliament 
and got royal assent to confiscate just about 90 per cent of Lang Hancock’s tenements from him and hand them 
over to major multinational corporations. It is telling when we see the government wanting to do things it can do 
and the mining industries cannot do anything about it. I think we have reached the stage from our involvement 
with the mining industry where it has become one of a fawning nature; that somehow we feel that they run the 
country and the state and we dare not upset them. Nothing is further from the truth.  
In the establishment of the minerals resource rent tax I started looking at what was happening in terms of profit 
margins. I know it is sort of a common thing to do these days, but I want to hold up a few charts to show the 
profit margins. The first one I really want to look at is the total employment by the industry sector. We know 
there is a flow-on in employment from mining, certainly into the industrial sector, but the mining industry 
employs in Australia about 1.8 per cent of the population; we are right down the bottom end. Above mining are 
the following industries: arts and recreation; IT and media; education and training; rental hiring and real estate 
services; agriculture, forestry and fishing—which I point out is about five per cent of the population—wholesale 
trade; transport, postal and warehousing; health care and social assistance—that is up at around nine per cent of 
employment. Therefore, until we actually get to the retail trade, which is up at about 12 per cent, we can see that 
it is not about being a particularly big employer, but about massive profits.  
Then when we look at the profit margins by industry—and this is also telling, I want to touch on this—we see 
that the retail trade, which we noticed was the highest employer, has the least profit at about 3.9 per cent. The 
total industries of which we can ascribe a significant percentage to the mining industry are around about 11.2, 
and the mining industry runs a profit margin of just under 40 per cent at 37.1. Again, it is the smallest employer, 
the largest profit.  
We then need to look at the proportion of businesses that made a profit. This really becomes quite diverse and is 
interesting to understand. For example, health care and social assistance made a massive 83.8 per cent profit, 
whereas mining was down at the other end running at 51 per cent. I want to talk about why it occurred and also 
try to put it in some context. When it comes to the profit margins that I have just talked about in respect of chart 
3, only 51.2 per cent of all mining firms were actually profitable in 2008–09, which is the year we have to work 
on, and is actually the lowest of all industry classifications, even though the industry-wide aggregate profit 
margin for mining was the highest of any industry classification in Australia, coming in at a whopping 37.1 per 
cent. Even though the aggregate profit margin for large mining firms is even larger, at 46 to almost 50 per cent, 
when we balance all of the mining sector we get an anomaly in that the proportion of businesses that actually 
made a profit was only 51 per cent. None of the miners who do not make a profit are going to pay any tax, 
because that is the benefit: it actually helps junior miners get up and running; that is the very thing that a junior 
miner wants—to get on the ground without any costs. The resource super profit tax, as originally envisaged by 
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the Henry review, would affect only the big end of town. What went wrong was the deals that were made with 
Xstrata, BHP and Rio Tinto, which basically gave exemptions to the three biggest miners.  
I turn now to what a number of different people have said during the recent review of the minerals resource rent 
tax in the federal Parliament. As Hon Nick Goiran rightly pointed out, there were a number of dissenting views 
about what should actually be happening, perhaps none more important than those the honourable member made 
mention of—the comments made by Professor Quiggin and Dr Denniss. Unfortunately, the honourable member 
did not read out in full what has been said about the tax, and I am referring to the dissenting report by the 
Australian Greens, which makes reference to comments made by Professor Quiggin and Dr Denniss. When we 
have a high dollar, people do not come to Australia, and therefore Australians miss out and the tourism sector 
suffers. The agricultural industry, the manufacturing industry—all these industries are experiencing substantial 
pain as a result of the mining industry’s gain. What happens when the mining industry experiences a boom is the 
exchange rate goes up, and that crowds out other industries. This is what happens, so I think it is odd that an 
industry that employs such a small percentage of the workforce would make such exaggerated claims about the 
rest of Australia riding on its back. There is no doubt that imported cars are much cheaper thanks to the mining 
industry; I am sure that many Australians are happy about that. Similarly, there is no doubt that people employed 
in making cars in Australia are quite anxious about that. The idea that what is good for mining is good for 
Australia, and what is bad for mining is bad for Australia, is simply nonsensical. 
Dr Denniss drew on the work of the Australia Institute, which showed that while mining exports increased by 
around five per cent of gross domestic product since the beginning of the mining boom, non-mining exports have 
declined by five per cent of GDP, so there is a direct correlation over that period. The Minerals Council of 
Australia claimed in a submission to the inquiry that any move to further increase the tax burden on the iron ore 
and coal sectors would undercut the very foundation of modern Australian prosperity. In response to that, 
Professor Quiggin told the committee on 3 April 2013 that he thought it was a nonsensical claim, and that it was 
clear that, on the contrary, while the mining sector had generated very substantial returns to investors in the 
mining industry and some significant benefits—although not gigantic ones—to employees, the foundations of 
Australia’s prosperity were, as they had always been, in the productivity of Australian workers generally; of 
whom people associated with the mining sector were only a very small proportion. Balancing these factors, 
Professor Quiggin concluded that the mining boom had already reached and passed its peak, and that most 
Australians had seen little or no benefit from the results.  

We need to actually fix the tax rather than scrap it. We need to go back to what was originally proposed—the 
application of a 40 per cent rate, as applied to the petroleum resource rent tax; the extension of the MRRT to all 
minerals; and rebating only those royalties in place as of July 2011. That is where the federal government made a 
real hash of the process—I was going to use another word then. By allowing royalties to be offset through the 
MRRT, as Hon Kate Doust has already mentioned, as soon as the MRRT came into play, we had a number of 
regulations coming through this place—one would only pick up on this if one monitors regulations—and a lot of 
minerals were going up from 2.5 per cent, while other minerals were going from a five per cent to a 7.5 per cent 
royalty. What we had was this government suddenly realising that it could have a discounting effect on the 
MRRT. The only other thing that we need to do is allow depreciation on only the book value of the amounts 
actually spent on mining infrastructure, because what we now see is debt being brought into this country from 
the international marketplace within those major miners. 

Whilst I acknowledge that Hon Nick Goiran made a number of very, very salient points about what was going 
on, he should have been saying, “Let’s fix it”, not, “Let’s scrap it”. What we are trying to scrap at the moment is 
not really, as Hon Nick Goiran has already said, generating a lot of income, although it was noted in the recent 
inquiry that it is anticipated that, again using Treasury estimates, it will pick up in a couple of years and get back 
to that $2 billion mark that was being talked about. 

Without reforming the MRRT, the federal government is in danger of wasting the mining boom and allowing the 
mining industry to ride roughshod over the rest of the economy. My issue in this place has always been: I am not 
here for me; I am not here for the here-and-now; I am here for the future of Australia and Western Australia. My 
concern is if we do not think long and hard about where we are going into the future, we will relegate our 
expanding population and our children and their children to a country devoid of any industry, because we are 
losing it, and devoid of any plan to develop industry beyond the mining boom. 

I have worked in the mining industry; I worked at BHP rail. We had three workshops there: the railcar shop, the 
normal maintenance shop and what we called the top shop, where immediate repairs were done. The main loco 
overhaul shop used to have 60 workers in it; that was amalgamated many years ago to a joint between the top 
shop and the major overhaul shop, and my understanding is that we are now down to about 20 employees, all of 
whom are on contract and fly in, fly out. When we extract that and go even further, and we start talking about 
driverless trains being operated by a young lad in an office down here in Perth through a computerised system, 
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that takes another huge sector of employment out of the region. We know that Rio is looking at driverless trucks 
and expanding that fleet; it has done the experiments and it is working.  

Therefore, actual employment in the mining industry will continue to decline as more automation comes into 
place, and yet the profit margin continues to go up. It is imperative, in my view and in the view of the Australian 
Greens, that we capture some of the profit, which mainly goes offshore, of the minerals resource which is finite 
and of which we have 40 per cent—the largest percentage anywhere in the world. It is also imperative that we 
capture some of those funds and put them in future funds and into developing new industries and new economies 
for the long haul. I know that this government has done similar things with its future fund, insuring against the 
future. We need to ensure that we are not — 

Hon Ken Travers: Their future fund is all borrowed money. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I know it is all borrowed money. 

Hon Ken Travers: It’s not insuring against the future. In fact, I think at the current interest rates it is probably 
losing them money.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I hope that Hon Ken Travers will talk about that shortly. 

Hon Ken Travers: I hope that when we get the state budget we are told whether they are making money out of 
the future fund. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members, I do not want you to give any bad ideas to some of our new members that 
you can interject continuously. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am really concerned about where we will be in the future as a nation and as a state. 
In my view it is imperative that we look beyond the next four-year fiscal cycle, and I concur with what Hon Ken 
Travers has alluded to; that is, we, as well as the federal government, are in deep fiscal doo-doo, and we need to 
know where the state will be in the future. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.02 pm] — in reply: What an extraordinary debate we have had 
about this matter. It was interesting that this afternoon the lead and sole speaker from the ALP, Hon Kate Doust, 
decided to — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let the one member on his feet have the floor. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is remarkable that all I have said so far is that there was a sole speaker from the 
opposition and that somehow created hysterics on the other side. I was about to say that it is very interesting that 
this sole speaker from the ALP this afternoon decided she would commence part 2 of her speech—Mr President 
will recall that there was part 1 last week—by indicating that she would give some advice to the new members 
who had the opportunity and the privilege to be sworn in earlier today. I just indicate to those same members, for 
advice, that in this place on Wednesday, for two hours, generally between 2.00 pm and 4.00 pm we have the 
opportunity to debate these motions. The debates can go for a maximum of four hours—two hours on any 
particular week. The norm when it comes to these particular motions is that someone will move a motion and a 
person from the other side will have the opportunity to respond. When there is an interest from more than one 
speaker, the Chair will generally allow each side to have a turn. Of course, new members who were just sworn in 
were not in this place last week, so it is my duty to inform them about what happened last week. Last week we 
had a remarkable situation in which the learned members opposite — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I make the point that if a new member had got to their feet to make a contribution in 
that debate, it would have been counted as their inaugural speech and I do not believe that a new member would 
want to make an inaugural speech on one particular topic. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I wholeheartedly concur, Mr President. My comments this afternoon are for the benefit 
of new members to understand what took place last week, because naturally, unless they had the benefit of 
reading Hansard or witnessing the proceedings, they will not be aware of them. Last week there was absolute 
silence on the other side. Interestingly, for the benefit of the new members, what will happen is that the question 
is put by the Chair — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! We heard other speakers in relative silence and I want that trend to 
continue. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: What normally happens is that when nobody stands up, the question will be put by the 
Chair — 

Point of Order 

Hon KATE DOUST: I question the relevance. The member is supposed to be replying to the comments of the 
detail of the motion. He is simply having a debate about who should have spoken when, where or how, and I do 
not believe that is relevant to what he should be doing in his reply. 

The PRESIDENT: The substance of the motion is the minerals resource rent tax. I was listening to the member 
and trying to deduce how he would get back to the actual motion. I am sure he will manage to convince us how 
he will explain that. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is it not remarkable that the members opposite want to plead the right to silence? They 
do not actually want to contribute to this debate. Instead, they want to object to the possibility that we might say 
that their silence on this motion stands for their position on it. It is outrageous that the honourable member who 
was the lead and sole speaker from the opposition on this motion suggested and hypothesised in her comments 
last week, by crystal ball gazing, that it was likely that Mr Abbott and Mr Hockey would change their views on 
this tax; that was the proposition put last week. Worse than that, as much as the honourable member thought she 
had a very clear crystal ball and could already predetermine — 

Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Kate Doust, you have made your contribution, I believe. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The honourable member thought she might be able to predetermine the outcome of the 
election on 14 September this year, which was very interesting in and of itself; nevertheless, there was this 
remarkable question put to me about whether I would have had the courage to put the same motion on the notice 
paper were there a federal Liberal government. What is incredible about that question by the member opposite is 
that I would like to think that after four years in this place she would know full well that I would have had 
absolutely no problem in doing that whatsoever. It is remarkable that the opposition wants to take these cheap 
shots across the chamber, rather than debate the substance of the motion. 

I outlined 12 reasons why we should scrap the tax and there has been the barest of rebuttals put forward in 
relation to those. The member who tried his best, I might add, ironically enough, was Hon Robin Chapple, who 
this afternoon made a contribution. According to my notes, he agrees that the tax was negotiated in secret. For 
the benefit of members who were not here last week, we were talking about the fact that the Prime Minister and 
the federal Treasurer decided they would negotiate this tax in secret, behind closed doors, with the three big 
miners. That is a point that has been agreed to by Hon Robin Chapple and I acknowledge his graceful gesture in 
agreeing to that. Further, he went on to agree that this negotiation caused an error. In essence, Hon Robin 
Chapple has also said that he effectively agrees with the opinion of the lead and sole speaker from the ALP on 
this motion; that is, we should not scrap it, but we should fix it. That shows that obviously in the great desire to 
plead the right to silence there has been a general lack of listening. If members decide not to contribute to debate, 
that is fine; no-one forces them to stand and contribute to a motion. However, I would have thought at the very 
least that those members would use those things on the side of their head called ears and make sure they properly 
understood the 12 reasons why the federal Labor government should scrap the tax. 

For the benefit of members who were not in this place last week, I will outline those 12 reasons. Firstly, we said 
the tax discriminates against Western Australia because it is aimed at the iron ore industry. Secondly, it was 
negotiated in secret by the Prime Minister and that was an error. Thirdly, the three biggest miners paid minimal 
tax at best. I will interject on myself at this point to refer to some comments made this afternoon that asked what 
the problem was with the three biggest miners being a part of this—“Of course they’re going to be a part of it, 
otherwise they’re not going to be happy with the outcome.” The incredible thing is—again, for those members 
who were not listening last week—that what actually happened is that the three biggest miners negotiated in 
secret with the Prime Minister and the federal Treasurer to make sure they paid minimal tax. If that is to be the 
case, of course they are going to be part of the negotiations—I would as well! I do not think we can blame the 
three biggest mining companies for being part of the negotiations; the blame lies squarely with the Prime 
Minister and federal Treasurer.  

Fourthly, I suggested that the words of the mining tax supporters should speak for themselves; I encourage 
members to read Hansard to see what was said by a couple of those supporters. Fifthly, I said even Fortescue 
Metals Group will not pay for at least a decade. The sixth point was the significant cost to small miners because 
of the complexity of the tax. The lead and sole speaker from the ALP on this motion went to some lengths this 
afternoon to explain, “Well, it’s not a big deal if it is complex; it is not a big problem if you have to fill out too 
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many forms.” What is remarkable about that is that it was then followed by some rhetoric—“Well, you’re going 
to have to comply anyway.” Again, if members were listening to what happened last week, they would know that 
FMG has said, in its evidence to the Senate committee, that it has cost it $2 million just to comply with a tax it 
does not even have to pay. That means that if this tax was not such a farce, it would not have had to pay the 
$2 million. So I would suggest to members opposite and new members that if they are going to contribute to a 
debate, they should make sure they understand what the motion is about and make sure they have read all the 
Hansard and try to rebut the points with some degree of competence.  

The seventh point raised last week was that the tax is failing to raise revenue; the eighth was that it is barely a 
step forward once we factor in the administration costs and once they are offset. From memory, we were talking 
last week about the fact that the federal government’s budget, released last week, suggested that $200 million 
had been raised by this farcical tax; about $50 million is estimated as the sum it has cost in administration, which 
leaves us with a net benefit from this farcical tax of $150 million. The ninth point was that Australians have been 
misled. Last week I went through it in detail and indicated all the things the federal Labor government told us we 
would get as a result of this wonderful tax. Of course, it has resulted in us receiving next to nothing; 
$150 million, in the scheme of a federal budget, is an absolute joke. The tenth reason was that it interferes with 
Western Australia’s sovereignty over the minerals it owns. Again, we had some ridiculous comments made this 
afternoon—with all due respect—that somehow the state government was at fault for lifting some of the royalty 
rates. I say to the honourable member who made those comments: understand the difference between a royalty 
and a tax. Clearly, that is not the case, because the minerals are owned by the people of Western Australia. They 
are not owned by the people of Australia; they are owned by the people of Western Australia. It is the duty of 
this state government to implement a form of rent, if members like, for the use of those minerals, and that is 
called a royalty, which is quite different from a tax.  

Something that was, again, remarkable was that someone in their contribution this afternoon—I think it was Hon 
Robin Chapple—decided to suggest, according to my notes, that “the mining industry needs to pay its fair 
share”. I do not understand that; what is meant by “the mining industry needs to pay its fair share”? These miners 
are companies; that means they pay a 30 per cent tax rate, just like every other company. Why is it not fair—
because they are miners? If someone happens to invest and start a company in any other industry than mining, 
they have to pay 30 per cent tax, but if it is mining, well that is not fair—people actually want them to pay more. 
There is absolutely no logic in that. It is just incredible that someone could propose that in this house. I ask Hon 
Robin Chapple to go back and have a good hard look at Hansard to see what he graced us with this afternoon. 

In moving to the conclusion of this debate I recall that the eleventh of the twelve reasons mentioned last week 
was that the minerals resource rent tax may be unconstitutional. As we know, there is a case before the High 
Court specifically on this point. No doubt the Attorney General—who, unfortunately, is not in this place at the 
moment because he is away on urgent parliamentary business—will be watching that with interest, because as 
you will be aware, Mr President, Western Australia participated in those proceedings; if I recall correctly, so did 
Queensland. We will be watching with interest to see what the High Court says about the constitutionality of that 
particular tax.  

The last reason raised last week is that regardless of all that—let us imagine for a moment that the High Court, in 
its wisdom, decides that it is actually constitutional for the federal government to have done what it has—at the 
end of the day this tax is manifestly bad for Western Australia. That seems to be a point that has been lost on 
members opposite, who have decided to plead the right to silence on this motion, with the exception of the one 
lead sole speaker for the ALP on this particular motion, who, as I say, did her very best to get the crystal ball out 
and try to predict what will happen on 14 September. I might say that I enjoyed her enthusiasm, because, like 
her, I hope that Mr Abbott is elected as the next Prime Minister of this country, because what I can say about that 
particular honourable gentleman is that he would not do the farcical things that have occurred with this tax. I am 
confident in saying that he, with his Treasurer, would not have tried to negotiate in secret with the three mining 
companies. That whole situation was grossly unsatisfactory, and leaves us in the position we are today. We can 
have absolutely no confidence in this particular federal government because of its multiple failures, so why 
should we then expect to have any confidence that it will be able to fix the mess it started. We cannot—no 
reasonable person can—and I strongly disagree with those who have suggested it ought to just be fixed rather 
than scrapped.  

As we conclude this debate, I certainly encourage all members to give strong consideration to supporting the 
motion. I am disappointed that members opposite have indicated, through their sole speaker on this motion, that 
they will not be. As I indicated, I have a history in this place of moving motions I seek bipartisan support on. I 
would have thought that members opposite, who represent the people of this state, would have put that ahead of 
any potential division with their counterparts in Canberra. But the lead and sole speaker from the other side this 
afternoon said that there will be no division, and she made that very clear. So, it is more important to members 
opposite that there be no division between them and their federal counterparts than that they stand up for the 
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people of Western Australia, which is an absolute disgrace. I cannot believe that members opposite would allow 
that to happen. I am very surprised that Hon Ken Travers, who is a very knowledgeable member on economics 
and tax matters —I am pleased to see he will be chairing the estimates committee—was unable to contribute to 
this motion. It is unfortunate that he has not been able to do that, because I am sure he would have made a very 
good contribution, being the knowledgeable gentleman he is. Nevertheless, that did not happen, and it was left 
up to one member on the other side to be the sole speaker, the lone speaker for them on this motion. As I say, 
that is a disgrace, because at the end of the day they have pled the right to silence rather than stick up for the 
people of Western Australia.  

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (21) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Peter Collier Hon Col Holt Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Brian Ellis Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Donna Faragher Hon Mark Lewis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Rick Mazza  
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Robyn McSweeney  
Hon Jim Chown Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Michael Mischin  

Noes (13) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Sue Ellery Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Darren West  

Question thus passed. 
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