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STATE AGREEMENTS LEGISLATION REPEAL BILL 2013 

Second Reading 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [10.50 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The purpose of this bill is to ratify an act to repeal various state agreement acts, and for consequential and related 
purposes. Once passed by Parliament, the bill will repeal the following obsolete acts relating to state agreements 
that have been terminated: the Broken Hill Proprietary Company Limited Agreements (Variation) Act 1980; the 
Broken Hill Proprietary Company’s Integrated Steel Works Agreement Act 1960; the Broken Hill Proprietary 
Steel Industry Agreement Act 1952; the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997; and the Nickel 
Refinery (Western Mining Corporation Limited) Agreement Act 1968. 

To put this bill in context, I will provide some background details on the acts that will be repealed. The Broken 
Hill Proprietary Steel Industry Agreement Act 1952, the Broken Hill Proprietary Company’s Integrated Steel 
Works Agreement Act 1960 and the Broken Hill Proprietary Company Limited Agreements (Variation) Act 
1980 relate to two state agreements that established a steel-rolling mill, blast furnace and pig iron mill at 
Kwinana, as well as iron ore mining operations at Koolyanobbing and Cockatoo Island. The BHP state 
agreements were terminated through the ratification of the BHP Billiton (Termination of Agreements) 
Agreement Act 2005 because the Kwinana operations had ceased, and the Koolyanobbing and Cockatoo Island 
iron ore mines were operating under general laws of the land. 

The Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997 relates to a state agreement that was negotiated to facilitate 
the establishment of iron ore mines and an iron and steel plant in the midwest region of Western Australia. The 
iron and steel agreement was determined by agreement between the parties in 2002. 

The nickel refinery state agreement was terminated through the ratification of the Nickel Refinery (BHP Billiton 
Nickel West Pty Ltd) (Termination of Agreements) Agreement Act 2008 because it had achieved its 
development aims, the company had met its obligations for further processing and it was no longer mining nickel 
in the Kambalda region. BHP Billiton Nickel West continues to operate the concentrator, smelter and refinery 
under general laws of the land, and the mineral leases were sold to junior miners, which resulted in the re-
opening of a number of mines around Kambalda. As a consequence of repealing the nickel refinery act, an 
amendment is required to be made to the definition of “principal agreement” in the 2008 termination agreement 
so that it does not refer to the nickel refinery act. The consequential amendment deletes the definition of 
“principal agreement” in section 5(1) of the 2008 termination agreement and inserts — 

principal agreement has the meaning given to the term the Principal Agreement in Recital A to the 
scheduled agreement; 

This bill is consistent with the government’s commitment to remove obsolete acts in Western Australia. I 
commend the bill to the house. 

Declaration as Urgent 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [10.52 am]: In accordance with standing order 168(2), I move — 

That the bill be considered an urgent bill. 

By way of explanation, this bill was introduced into Parliament last year. It did not complete its passage through 
this house but we have started the process again rather than simply reinstate the bill. The bill simply repeals 
obsolete state agreements. No doubt there will be some debate but there is no real policy component to this. I 
would hope that members opposite support this motion. I understand that the opposition would not want to 
debate this bill immediately but it would allow us to debate the bill next week and that would allow time for a 
renewed briefing for members opposite if they so wish. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Can I confirm that whilst a bill in identical form was introduced, it was never debated in the 
chamber? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It got to the second reading stage. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: The Premier second read it but there was no debate on the floor of the chamber. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is correct. It will no doubt engender some debate about resources projects and the 
like. If members of the opposition do agree to this motion, we will wait until such time as they have had a 
briefing and are happy to proceed to the debate, but I do not believe it is necessary to wait for three weeks to 
debate the repeal bill.  
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MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [10.54 am]: I note that there was no indication on the daily program that we 
received today that the government intended to declare the State Agreements Legislation Repeal Bill 2013 
urgent. This is an indication of the shambles that the government is in. Given that this bill was introduced into 
Parliament last year, why on earth could we not have been advised on the opening day of Parliament that this 
was something the government wanted to bring on? Why in that first week that we sat did the government not 
introduce this bill into the house and lay it on the table? If the government had done that, we would have been 
put on notice some three weeks ago and there would be no need to declare this bill urgent. 

This motion smacks of total incompetency. This is a government without a legislative agenda. It failed to 
introduce other legislation and failed to get legislation ready that it should have had ready, such as the legislation 
to give workers’ compensation to firefighters, an issue on which the opposition introduced a bill into this house 
last year. The government said it supported it. Now 12 months later it is saying that it is expediting that 
legislation. No doubt it is expediting it now but it has taken a whole year. It has not got organised and brought it 
into this house. When Parliament resumed sitting three weeks ago, the government had an opportunity to outline 
the legislative agenda and introduce bills. We asked whether it would be reinstating any of the bills. We were 
told it was a new government and everything would be considered afresh. I assumed that bills would then be 
introduced either in the same or a different format and would lay on the table for three weeks. There is an 
argument for the bill to lay on the table for three weeks because, as the Premier has pointed out on previous 
occasions, there are new members of this house and members who are no longer with us who were in the house 
last year when this bill was introduced. There are new members on the Premier’s side of the house and on our 
side of the house who were not here when this bill was introduced last year.  

I am not sure how many bills were on the notice paper when Parliament was prorogued but I am guessing that it 
was more than 20 bills. Given that the Premier said that we are starting afresh, I do not think any of the new 
members would have a clue which bills the Premier would bring on. If this state agreement repeal legislation is 
so important, why was it not concluded last year? If it is genuinely so urgent that it needs to be declared urgent 
now, why did the Premier not know that three weeks ago and why did he not give notice of this bill in the first 
week that Parliament sat this year?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not urgent in that sense but it is a pretty trivial piece of legislation that I think the 
Parliament could deal with.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This is about filling the parliamentary sitting days over the next couple of weeks 
because the government does not have other legislation ready to go. The Premier has pretty much clarified that. 
It is not that this is urgent in and of itself; it is just that this house has little government business before it. This is 
a bit of business that it can bring on and deal with. It is not urgent; it is just a matter of incompetence and 
mismanagement by a government that has no proper legislative agenda.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10.58 am]: I will not speak for long. I make the observation that the 
State Agreements Legislation Repeal Bill was introduced in identical form on 8 November last year. There was 
only one week of sittings after 8 November. I did not seek a briefing from the Department of State Development 
because I was advised by the Premier that the bill was not coming on for a vote. I have not received a briefing 
from the government on this matter. If this bill had been debated last year, there would not be a problem 
declaring it urgent on this occasion, given the nature of the bill.  But I do not think it is appropriate to declare it 
urgent when the opposition has not been briefed on the bill. We have not gone through our usual procedures 
because, in accordance with our party rules, we cannot vote in favour of legislation without the support of our 
caucus. It will not be possible for this bill to be considered by the caucus of the Labor Party and dealt with in 
accordance with our rules in the fashion that is being suggested at the moment. The bill was introduced so late in 
the legislative program last year that even the government never sought to have the matter debated or voted on. I 
do not think that is an appropriate course of action. Had the bill been debated, we might be having a different 
discussion, but given it was never debated I do not think it is appropriate to handle it in the way that is being 
requested. 

Question put and passed. 

Second Reading Resumed 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms S.F. McGurk. 
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