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MINING AND RESOURCES SECTOR 
Motion 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [4.01 pm]: I move — 
That this house — 
(1) acknowledges the contribution the mining and resources sector makes to the Western Australian 

economy in terms of investment, employment, research and development and community 
support; 

(2) notes the failure of the Minister for Mines and Petroleum to advocate for the mining and 
resources industry, given — 
(a) the Labor government has put a stop to uranium mining and the associated jobs it would 

create; 

(b) the Labor government has placed a moratorium on hydraulic fracture stimulation, 
putting at risk the onshore oil and gas sector and associated jobs; and 

(c) the Labor government has sought to impose a $400 million impost on the goldmining 
sector, which would jeopardise thousands of jobs and investment; and 

(3) calls on the minister to apologise to the many thousands of workers in the mining and resources 
sector for failing to represent their interests in cabinet. 

It gives me no pleasure to stand in this place and debate this motion today, because we are a proud Parliament of 
Western Australia representing a proud group of Western Australians who have for the history of this great state 
of ours been very proud of the mining and petroleum sector. As a community, we fully understand how important 
and significant the mining and petroleum sector is to the people of Western Australia, because it is that sector that 
drives the economy and jobs growth for the people of WA. When the mining and petroleum sector is in full flight 
and going great guns, we know that businesses grow in metropolitan Perth. 

Ms S. Winton interjected. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: We know they grow in Wanneroo. We know that small service providers set up jobs, 
set up small businesses and grow teams of five to 20 people to be able to service some of these mines communities 
with their entrepreneurial spirit. But when that mines sector slows or investor confidence in the sector slows, it 
impacts on the mums and dads in the suburbs who are working hard in small businesses, either as employees or as 
owner–operators, because it means their capacity to service that sector is reduced. That means we end up with 
fewer projects in the mines and petroleum industry environment to be able to take on more contractors and it means 
that the flow-on effect in not only regional Western Australia but also metropolitan Perth is that fewer people have 
disposable income to spend on small businesses such as cafes, restaurants, taxis et cetera. Again, that impacts on 
the incomes of those mums and dads and their capacity to sustain businesses and spend in their communities. 

The mines sector is critically important. It is like the canary in the coalmine for the people of Western Australia; 
if it starts to get sick, the whole economy of Western Australia starts to get sick. It is of deep concern to me as 
a former mines minister and indeed as the Liberal Party’s shadow minister for mines to see what the Labor 
government, in just a short space of time, has not been doing and what it has been doing under this Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum. On the one hand, the government has not been supporting the growth of the sector. The 
minister has not been doing his bit to ensure the security of the mines and petroleum sector into the future. At the 
same time, what has the government been doing? It has been slugging this sector with decisions that impact on the 
success of the sector now and in the future, and that is also under this mines minister’s watch. This motion that we 
read here in the notice paper is a very serious one. The fact that we are looking at this sector carefully and 
understanding that this minister needs to apologise to the many thousands of workers in the mining and resources 
sector for failing to represent their interests in cabinet means that this is a serious motion. It is not one to be taken 
lightly. All people of Western Australia rely upon the minister. They rely upon a strong-willed, capable, confident, 
competent and committed minister to make sure that the industry is well supported. 

The Minister for Mines and Petroleum is the custodian overseeing this significant industry. In 2016–17 the industry 
was valued at around $105 billion to Western Australia. That is not only a huge amount of money in 
Western Australian terms, but also a big number nationally. The industry directly employs over 100 000 people. 
Again, that is a big number. The iron ore sector employs over 53 000 people, the gold sector—we will talk a little 
bit about gold today—employs more than 23 000 people and nickel employs more than 5 000 people. Any damage 
done to these sectors alone will impact on those jobs and will have a flow-on effect through the economy. To put 
it in the context of where the Western Australian economy is at at the moment and the importance of the mining 
sector to it, we only need to read a recent article in PerthNow from 8 October 2017 stating that the number of 
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Western Australians claiming the dole has jumped by more than one-third in just three years. More than one-third 
more people are seeking welfare benefits than just three years ago. That indicates to us that there has been 
a significant downturn in activity in the economy of Western Australia. 

Where would a person put all their energy if they were the new mines minister? They would put it into the mines 
and petroleum sector because they would have a strong understanding of the fact that getting the sector back up 
on its feet as quickly as possible will grow jobs throughout Western Australia and that those other businesses will 
follow. If they get the mines and petroleum portfolio wrong, the entire economy of Western Australia will suffer. 
As a custodian of the portfolio, the current minister follows a long list of mines ministers throughout 
Western Australia’s history. The mines ministers who get it right are those who are backed by industry. The mines 
ministers who get it wrong are those whom industry becomes very, very concerned about. The industry does not 
know how to have conversations with the minister, it does not know whether it can trust that minister and it lacks 
confidence in the minister. When industry members go to trade shows throughout Australia and overseas, they 
start talking to each other; they start asking whether their industry is being looked after and whether 
Western Australia is a safe place to invest under this minister and under this Labor government. They are the types 
of questions that are very personal, but very real. I urge the minister to take this seriously, because he is a custodian. 
The portfolio is not his forever. There will be other mines ministers who follow him. Indeed, he is the second 
mines and petroleum minister in this Labor government this year. We do not understand the ructions that 
caused that change. We know he was the shadow mines and petroleum minister for all of the last term of the 
Liberal–National government, but he was not made mines minister straightaway. We do not know why. There was 
a cover story that it was due to a conflict of interest, but that conflict of interest could have existed in the housing 
portfolio as well for the guy who had it before—whatever. We do not know the real reasons, but the fact is there 
was a change. We all, as Western Australians, will look to the new mines and petroleum minister to see his 
conviction compared with what he said when he was in opposition. In opposition, this Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum said that he was a strong supporter of the mines and petroleum sector but in just six months as the 
minister, he has had a regrettable performance. 

We know that the minister likes to play the man. He often stands in this place, points to me, and says that when 
I was the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, we made no decisions. He stands in this place and he makes 
accusations. He said we made no decisions and we did nothing. I can tell members that we did a bit in the 
12 months when I was the Minister for Mines and Petroleum. I did a fair bit with the support of my cabinet 
colleagues and the support of the former minister, the member for Nedlands. I had to go around to my cabinet 
colleagues and continue to remind them of the importance of the sector and to continue to feed to them information 
that was coming to me as minister from industry to ensure the safety and security of that sector for the 12 months 
when I was the custodian. No doubt the former Minister for Mines and Petroleum, the member for Nedlands, 
would have done the same thing. He would have been going around, checking what the industry needed, and he 
would have made sure that Treasury kept its hands off his sector because he understood, as I did, that if we look 
after the sector, it looks after Western Australia. In the 12 months when I was minister, we achieved a two-year 
extension of the magnetite royalty rebate scheme. I took that to cabinet. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It’s still going. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: It is still going. Under my watch, we achieved the three-year funding extension for the 
Minerals Research Institute of Western Australia. We achieved a three-year extension of the exploration incentive 
scheme. Industry lobbied me pretty hard about that on the day of my appointment. I held meetings. I then went 
around to my colleagues and spoke to them. I went to the Treasurer and the Premier. I will not divulge what 
happened in cabinet, but I got a pep talk from the Premier with words to the effect of, “You got your $30 million. 
I’d shut up now if I were you, minister”, because that was an achievement. People in the industry were grateful 
because when that was announced in that budget, they phoned me and thanked me for making that decision and 
for getting that through cabinet. We also did other things such as establish a land access working group to deal 
with the difficulties of different stakeholders in Western Australia for hydraulic fracture stimulation in particular 
and the concerns some people might have had. We also expanded the Perth Core Library. We extended the price 
relief for the Utah Point port facility. During the last 12 months of the previous government while I was minister—
no doubt it was a continuation of the work of the former minister—we processed 97 per cent of minerals 
prospecting licence applications within 65 days, which was the target we set. We achieved 99 per cent of the target 
for processing program of work exploration applications within 30 days. We achieved 100 per cent of the target 
for processing petroleum pipeline licence applications within the time frame of 90 days. 

When the Minister for Mines and Petroleum is asked a difficult question in question time—which is not being 
asked because we are trying to be difficult; it is being asked because we are representing the people of 
Western Australia—the people of Western Australia do not want to hear him stand and start playing the man and 
throwing abuse across the chamber and not answering the question. They want a Minister for Mines and Petroleum 
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who has the data and the fortitude to answer the question on behalf of industry and not to behave like an opposition 
shadow minister and just think that he can throw abuse and that is all he needs to do as a minister. Frankly, that is 
not good enough for the people of Western Australia. It is certainly an abuse of privilege for a minister in cabinet 
to behave like that. It shows a lack of preparation to come to question time without the knowledge to answer the 
question properly but to rather play the man and throw abuse. It is an outrage and it should stop. 

For the aspiring backbenchers in this place who hope to be a frontbench cabinet minister one day, I give them 
a word of advice. The example that this minister is showing them is not the example to follow. The example to 
follow is one where we learn our stuff. We understand our industry. We stand up for our industry and we fight for 
our industry so that our cabinet colleagues know that if they are going to do a job on us, we go down fighting. All 
we have seen this year in the first six months is a minister who rolls over time and again, allowing this sector to 
be abused. Not only does he roll over, he goes AWOL. We do not even see him when the going gets tough. That 
is disappointing for those hardworking mums and dads, entrepreneurs and company heads. It is a disappointment 
to have a mines minister who is not serious about the job but seems rather more interested in the machinations of 
the leadership of his own government or the union movement that he came from. It almost seems as though he is 
not dinkum about being the custodian of the mines and petroleum sector; rather, he is dinkum about the politics of 
the Labor Party and the union movement. That is all we see of any substance from this mines and petroleum 
minister in the media. We are certainly not seeing anything about the portfolio progressing. 

Instead of worrying about what we did in 2016, I recommend that from now on the minister focuses—draws a line 
in the sand—on what he is doing for the mines and petroleum industry from 2017 onwards. He should focus on 
his job and not on what we did, because our record is there. Industry knows what we did. Industry knows what we 
could have improved and the minister will get those briefs from industry. He should focus on improving the sector 
instead of whingeing about what he thinks we did or did not do, because he will get more respect from not only 
us, but also his own colleagues and certainly industry. 
Let me read members an article titled “WA takes dubious title of riskiest State”, which states — 

It’s official, if incredible. And for many mining companies operating in WA it may not come as a surprise. 
WA, the country’s supposed resources powerhouse, is now considered the most risky State for resource 
development in the country, according to a survey of 3000 senior mining and oil and gas industry 
executives worldwide. 
Concerns about red tape, green tape, land access and infrastructure have delivered a knock to the State’s 
reputation as the country’s mining capital, according to ResourceStocks’ 2008 World Risk Survey. 

Some people in this chamber may think that was written in October 2017, but it was not. It was written in October 
2008. That is a reminder that the last time a Labor Minister for Mines and Petroleum was a custodian of this ship, 
the mines and petroleum industry, that was written about them. It is a bit of deja vu. I sense that history may well 
repeat itself and I hope I am wrong. 
Today, the Minister for Mines and Petroleum seems to be doing everything he can to replicate that reputation from 
2008, and he needs to lift his game. In 2008, he was the state secretary of the Labor Party of Western Australia, so 
he knew full well the performance of cabinet ministers in 2008. He would have known full well the performance 
of the mines and petroleum industry in 2008. Therefore, he should have come well prepared after eight years of 
opposition for this role, certainly having spent a fair bit of time as the shadow minister. Let me read members 
something else from that time. It relates to the $25 billion Inpex gas hub project that was lost to Darwin. Again, 
the minister today will say that is false and that it was under our watch. That is rubbish. If we ask anybody in 
industry under whose watch that project was lost and where the groundwork was laid for that project’s demise, 
they will firmly point the finger at the Labor government of Western Australia at that time. No-one in industry 
will dispute that.  
If the minister decides to dispute that in his input today, it would be rubbish. Everybody knows that. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Minister, you will have a chance to reply. Let the member for 
Churchlands continue. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Let me read this article on 2 October 2008 from Business News titled “What the Inpex 
decision means”, which states — 
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Most places around the world would have pulled out all stops to secure a project that involves capital 
spending of $US20 billion ($A24 billion) and will employ up to 2,000 workers at the peak of its four-year 
construction phase 

Yet this government and the Labor government when it was last in power did not do that. That is a shame. It was 
also a time when mining was grinding to a crawl under the Labor government. Not only was it losing big projects 
at that time, but also the capacity for the sector to progress was grinding to a crawl. I will read from the 
6 October 2008 article headed “WA minister ‘disgusted’ by risk ranking”. When the then new mines minister came 
in, he saw the risk ranking and he was disgusted. That was Norman Moore back then. He knew he had a big task 
ahead of him, but the chief executive of the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies at the time, 
Justin Walawski, said — 

… the average time for explorers seeking application to undertake works in WA was between 12 months and 
18 months, and that there was a backlog of some 13,000 mining and exploration licences awaiting approval. 
“That is a nonsense for WA,” he said. “And in the past decade there has been a 22 per cent decline in the 
level of mineral exploration.” 

History teaches us lessons. Again, this Minister for Mines and Petroleum will play the man when he gets to his 
feet, but these facts of history stand—and the facts of history from 2016, from when I was the Minister for Mines 
and Petroleum, are there for all to read. Members can ignore whatever the minister conjures up today, because the 
facts remain. We were a Liberal–National government for that eight and a half years that understood the 
significance of this sector. We stood up for this sector, supported it and encouraged it and the investment flowed 
to the point at which we achieved the Fraser Institute’s number one ranking as the investment destination in the 
world for mining and petroleum investment. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It never happened. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: It did, too. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, it didn’t. Go and read the Fraser Institute. We were ranked fourth. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: No. We reached number one. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes, we did. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No—only in the category of natural resource. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! Is the member taking interjections? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will wait for them to finish. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Please continue. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. That is another example of this Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum being more interested in attacking us than listening to the feedback he should be getting from industry 
out in the community. He should be taking note that if he wants to play the politics of which survey in the 
Fraser Institute surveys ranked us as one and which was four, frankly, he should be ashamed, because his number 
one goal should be to look at all the survey outcomes and say that goal is number one. The goal is not to argue the 
semantics in this place over which was one, which was four and when. The fact is that when the Liberal–National 
government was in power, it achieved outstanding results in that sector. It achieved near 100 per cent results in the 
target set for approvals processes—consistently. 

If we fast-forward to 2017, we have a new Labor government. What are some of the things in the first six months 
that have put WA’s status at risk to get that number one Fraser Institute ranking in mines and petroleum, or 
whatever survey the minister wants it to be? When he has his opportunity to get the ranking up to number one, 
what has he done that has put it at risk? I can tell him what he has done. He has halted exploration, research and 
development, and investment in the uranium sector. That is the first thing he did. The second thing he did was 
scrap all investment in onshore gas exploration linked to the hydraulic fracture stimulation gas industry. The third 
thing he did was the most unprecedented disregard and dereliction of duty to the men and women of 
Western Australia and the mines and petroleum sector that we have seen in such a short space of time: he has 
overseen a 50 per cent increase in the gold royalty on an industry that is literally propping up the rest of the mines 
and petroleum sector in Western Australia—the industry most closely connected to mum-and-dad businesses, 
suppliers, services and workers throughout regional and metropolitan Western Australia. Those are the three 
significant events under this minister in such a short space of time. 
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Let us look at the uranium aspect. On 27 March, ABC News reported a quote from the Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum, who said — 

… Mark McGowan has made our position very clear. Those projects approved by the previous government 
will be able to proceed,” … 

Certainly, companies for projects such as Toro Energy’s project in Wiluna, Vimy’s mine at Mulga Rock and 
Cameco’s mine at Yeelirrie would have breathed a sigh of relief at hearing him say that. That was probably a good 
thing for them at that point in time. But as the minister well knows, the headline of The West Australian on 
18 April 2017 was damning: “Unions rap minister on uranium”. Here we have the minister supposed to be 
representing the mines and petroleum sector now torn between his ties as the former state secretary of the ALP in 
Western Australia and now the Minister for Mines and Petroleum who has been told to pull his head in. The article 
states — 

Speaking on regional radio, Mr Johnston said “those projects approved by the previous government will 
be able to proceed”. 

As I said, but the article continues — 

AMWU State secretary Steve McCartney was quick to say the minister had been misquoted and 
“there is no way in the world” the projects would be able to go ahead. 

Who is the puppet? Who is the puppet when the Minister for Mines and Petroleum has a union boss who thinks 
that he can say something as obscene as that in the public domain—namely, that a cabinet minister representing 
the people of Western Australia is not allowed to lead the mines and petroleum sector with his own view on what 
should be the case with uranium mining, but rather he should acquiesce to the demands of a union leader? From 
that point on, we have seen the wriggling of the Minister for Mines and Petroleum on this topic. We have seen him 
squirm around again on the semantics of things that were or were not said and playing with words, which he loves 
doing in this place. He can get away with it in this place in opposition, but he cannot get away with it out there in 
industry. They are straight shooters. They will make investment decisions based on the minister’s words. If he 
starts using sneaky language out there, they will start putting their hands in their pockets and leaving their money 
in their pockets. They are not keen at all. We know that the minister has used those weasel words about the future 
of the uranium projects to give himself a caveat that has enabled the unions to be happy with his performance—
the unions, not the mines—by saying that if these projects do not come to production by the date that approval 
expires, then it is highly unlikely he will let another approval go through. They know that; we know that; industry 
is watching that. That is appalling. 

I move on to the second topic I raised—namely, hydraulic fracture stimulation for onshore shale gas. A media 
release from the Minister for Mines and Petroleum and Hon Stephen Dawson, MLC, Minister for Environment, 
on 5 September is headed “McGowan Government implements fracking commitment”. The heading alone is 
obscene because the word “fracking” is used by the anti-mining lobby to conjure up emotions of evil to do with 
the mining industry. To put that in a minister’s media release, to use a term that is used by the anti-mining lobby, 
not only is unprofessional, but sends the wrong message. It sends a message to the community that this mines and 
petroleum minister thinks that mining is dirty, bad and evil. How is that representing the interests of the industry 
and the sector and the people of Western Australia? The media release states — 

The McGowan Government has implemented its ban on fracking … 

They are loaded, emotional terms. Again, shame on the minister. He is not representing the industry properly. He 
is bagging the industry and he is kicking it while it is down at a tough time in the economy of Western Australia. 
The media release continues — 

The State Government’s ban and moratorium prohibits companies from using fracking during exploration 
or production. 

The communication that the companies and the mum-and-dad investors hear from the minister’s media release is 
that they have been doing something bad; that they have been doing something dirty. That is not how to treat the 
mines and petroleum sector. That is not how to grow jobs in the mines and petroleum sector. We know from when 
we were in government that that particular sector, the hydraulic fracture stimulation sector, is important. We know 
that we have regulated as a state onshore petroleum activities in Western Australia for the past 60 years without 
compromising public health, safety or the environment. We know that. The government knows that, so why give 
in to the anti-mining lobby? Why weaken to people who think that mining is bad and that non-mining is good and 
operate in these simple parameters? 

We know that stringent multiagency approvals processes have been in place involving the Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation, the Department of Health and the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and 
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Safety and the Environmental Protection Authority. We know that because we set it up and we ensured that it 
stayed robust. We also fully understood that the last thing a responsible government would do is risk the health of 
the people of WA and risk other major industries in WA. That is why there has been no hydraulic fracture 
stimulation approvals for the south west of WA. All the minister has been doing is communicating the negative, 
communicating that it is bad, instead of promoting the opportunity and promoting investment, research and 
development, and jobs growth into the future for sectors that in time could produce cleaner, safer and more 
affordable energy sources. The Minister for Mines and Petroleum—and indeed when he was the shadow energy 
minister—will know perfectly well what is going on on the south east coast of Australia right now with regard to 
energy costs and the fact that our ability and capacity to secure energy supplies for the people of Western Australia 
at cheaper rates, with safer, cleaner energy sources should be a number one priority of any government, yet the 
minister has rubbed that sector. He has wiped it off the map and he has abused the people who have been engaged 
in that sector by making it a dirty word. Shame. 

Where do we go from here? Scrapping the R&D and investment in all of those sectors will do nothing more than 
impact on future jobs. That is ultimately what the Labor Party went to the election saying was the number one 
priority—jobs for the people of Western Australia. The mines sector is the number one place to start. As I said at 
the beginning of my speech, if the government gets that right, the rest will follow. If it gets it wrong, this economy 
will continue to struggle. 

Let us now talk about the treacherous 50 per cent increase in the gold royalty. 

Ms S.F. McGurk: Treacherous? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: It was treacherous. I will tell the member why it was treacherous: this Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum said it would not happen. This Labor government under McGowan said it would not happen. 
The Treasurer said that it would not happen. I will tell members what the word “mandate” means because there 
seems to have been a little bit of confusion within the Labor government as to what a mandate actually is. 
A mandate is something a party takes to an election. That is what a mandate means. 

Mr M.J. Folkard: Well your mandate has walked out: the Nationals are no longer in here listening to you. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: We took to the election a mandate to sell half of Western Power. 
Mr S.A. Millman: No, you sought a mandate. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Yes, we sought a mandate. 
Mr S.A. Millman: You did not take a mandate; you took a proposal. You sought a mandate. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I appreciate the interjection. We sought a mandate from the people of Western Australia 
and we took it to the election to sell half of Western Power. We lost. Did the government seek a mandate from the 
people of Western Australia to increase taxes? No, it did not. Did the member? 
Mr S.A. Millman: You are asking for my advice? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Yes, I took the member’s interjection. Did he seek a mandate from the people of 
Western Australia to increase taxes? 
Mr S.A. Millman: The one thing I campaigned on in Mount Lawley was restoring and repairing the budget. That 
was the most important — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: You are weak! And I will tell you why you are weak! You are a weak member of 
Parliament because you are not prepared to answer a question that you know the answer to. You are a disgrace! 
You should walk out—walk out now, you weak member of Parliament! 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Order! I have been on my feet for about 10 seconds. I had asked you 
to please be quiet. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I could not hear you, Mr Acting Speaker. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Please continue your remarks through the Chair. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will move on. 
What did Labor take to the election? Let us have a think about that. I know that one of the things it took to the 
election was a promise. It took to the election a promise that it would not increase taxes and would not introduce 
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new taxes. That was a promise made by the Premier and repeated in the media. That was a promise made. The 
government broke that promise with the 50 per cent increase in gold royalty. The people of Western Australia 
know that the government broke that promise. Breaking a promise once it is in government, the government cannot 
retrospectively say that it had a mandate to break the promise because it did not fully understand the finances. 
Mr D.T. Punch: You have a mandate to repair the budget. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: A government does not have a mandate to break a promise. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: You do have a mandate to fix the finances. 
Mr D.T. Punch: Fix the finances without selling Western Power? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will take that interjection, and I will tell members why I will take it. What the 
government did take to the election was pretty simple. It understood that the Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement had debt at 30 June of $33.2 billion and in 2020 at $41.1 billion. The government knew the situation. 
Mr D.T. Punch: And then we took it right down. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The government knew the situation. Then the Treasurer said, knowing that situation, 
that he would create a debt reduction account. His plan A was a debt reduction account that involved 50 per cent 
of the iron ore royalty to be put aside when the iron ore price reached $85 a tonne and when the GST reached 
65c per capita. That was the government’s plan. We knew that was a pipedream plan when the government said 
it, so, really, it was all just spin to the people of Western Australia—nothing more; just straight-up spin. 
When the Labor Party came to government, it upgraded that spin in its post-election budget and created a debt 
repayment account for, and I quote, “unanticipated or windfall revenue”. That was the government’s revised plan 
A; it is remarkable. Now we have a Minister for Mines and Petroleum who is being pressured by the government 
to actually go and do something about it and hit the gold sector with a royalty increase to try to raise around 
$400 million, under the premise of a lie and no mandate. It now has the audacity to come into this place and say, 
“Lies are okay if we need to lie in order to fulfil our unfunded election commitments.” 
Ms S.F. McGurk: “Fully funded, fully costed”? You have no credibility. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Hang on a second; this is the time for the minister to shine. This is the time for the 
minister to gain her credibility. Where is her credibility? Where is hers? She is in government now. 

Ms S.F. McGurk: We’re trying to make responsible decisions and you keep blocking them. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: By lying. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member on his feet directly said to the minister that she had lied. That is exactly what 
he did. Up until now he has been using the term in a generic sense and I have taken no objection, but on this 
occasion he said to the minister that she had lied. He therefore needs to withdraw. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Member for Churchlands, I did not hear that. Is that what you said? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: No. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Further to the point of order, I think you should rule. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: He has ruled. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The opposition is entitled to respond to a point of order. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No, it’s not. It’s not a debate. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Just a moment, please. I did not hear that. Is the member saying that he did not say that? 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: You know I did not. You know I am using it in the general context. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I did not hear it; if you say that you did not say it, I will continue. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I said it, but not directed at the minister. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: If you did say it, I ask you to withdraw. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I withdraw. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Just for the record, I was not directing my comment at the minister; I was directing my 
comment at the Labor government going into an election, during the campaign, so we are clear. 
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Debate Resumed 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: We need to move on. On 21 February 2017, before the election, WA Labor pledged no 
new taxes; we know that. It also vowed that there would be no rise in the gold royalty. I refer to an article that 
appeared in the Kalgoorlie Miner of Thursday, 29 October 2015, which in part states — 

Mark McGowan says a Labor Government will not increase gold royalties, labelling the move 
a counterproductive method for raising revenue for the State. 

He got that right, because jobs are more important. We have to get the jobs, because if we grow the jobs, we grow 
the wealth of the state. If we grow the wealth of the state, we get the returns in royalties and taxes, but having 
people on welfare is not the answer. We have to get people into jobs. 
The Premier’s hypocrisy can be found in some of the other comments he has made in the past. Another article that 
appeared in the Kalgoorlie Miner of 19 May 2014 is titled “Labor plots its comeback in Goldfields”. The then 
Leader of the Opposition was reported as saying that he did not support any mining tax, especially one that would 
hurt the struggling gold industry. The gold industry is saying that it is just starting to recover from a long struggle, 
but the Premier is saying that it does not matter and that those words do not count. 
If members opposite understood the gold sector, they would understand that many projects operate at the margin. 
Some will be able to survive this 50 per cent hit at $1 650 an ounce, no doubt. But a survey of 27 mining companies 
found that five operate right at the margin between zero and 10 per cent profit margin with this increase. If the 
price drops to $1 400 an ounce, a further five will hit that danger zone, and if it drops to $1 200 an ounce, something 
like a further four will hit it. Fourteen mines are in that zone of risk because they operate right on the margin. 
People need to understand that mining for gold is not like mining for iron ore. They do not dig big pits and have 
a relatively stable ore grade to mine for 10 years. Gold has to be found, which in itself is very hard. Sometimes it 
is extremely deep, and it does not last for very long. They have to keep looking for the next aspect of gold in that 
ore body. They have to find it, and it is often on a very narrow band. For those who have gone out and seen 
open-cut mines, they may have seen the gold vein, as it is called, which might be only two metres wide in a pit 
300 metres across. These are huge capital operations to try to get onto this grade of ore. Some of them are mining 
grades of ore at 1.5 ounces per tonne of ore, and there are some less — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Grams. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Sorry; grams per tonne, and some are less than that. To keep these projects going is 
very capital intensive. Members should not think for one moment that it is as simple as some of the other aspects 
of mining may look or appear to be. 

Interestingly, the Minister for Mines and Petroleum was quoted after the election as saying that the Labor Party 
had no interest in looking at an increase in the gold royalty, and he knows it; he was public about it: “We’re not 
interested in increasing royalties; we’re not going to increase the gold royalty.” That brings into question his 
capacity to argue the case coherently, properly and forcefully with his cabinet colleagues, because he was clearly 
overruled by the Treasurer and the Premier. When he was overruled, he went absent from the public debate. We 
are now holding him to account in this place on behalf of industry and the people of Western Australia and asking 
him what he is going to do about this sector into the future, because he has been AWOL for the first six months. 
Yes, the minister has had some tough times with his cabinet colleagues, no doubt; but we are not seeing him fight 
in the public domain. Maybe that is a Labor caucus thing; I do not know. We on this side of the chamber are quite 
used to seeing people advocate and fight for industry. The people over that side may think it is odd that there may 
be differing views on our side and that we might go out saying, “Hang on, this is important.” We encourage debate 
and we encourage industry to talk to us. We encourage open and transparent conversations amongst our peers in 
the party room. Then, when we make our decision, we hope it is a decision that has been informed by everybody, 
so that everybody understands and locks in behind that decision and we move forward from there. But we do not 
know how hard the minister fought; we did not see it. We did not see it in the media and we did not see it in 
this place, the Parliament of Western Australia, and we continue to be bemused by his lack of energy in 
representing his industry. We need him, on behalf of the people of Western Australia, to step up and have a go, 
because this is important. 

What would be the impact on jobs of the gold royalty increase alone? The Chamber of Minerals and Energy, in 
some of the analyses of the situation that it has put out to the people of Western Australia, has shown that the gold 
sector was the main investor in exploration expenditure in 2016, accounting for 48 per cent, or $446 million, of 
WA’s total mineral exploration spend. That is an important number because those drill rigs contain crews. If we 
keep drill rigs going, looking for the next ore bodies, we keep people employed. They are not rich people; they are 
workers. They are supposed to be the workers in the electorates of members opposite. In fact, we had a look at the 
electorates and found that the electorates with more than 60 businesses servicing the gold sector, which will be the 
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hardest hit by this increased royalty, are Perth, Belmont, Victoria Park, West Swan, Balcatta, Cannington, 
Wanneroo, Midland, Fremantle and Cockburn. It would be hitting businesses in the electorates of members 
opposite. They are turning their back on their own people. I can tell them now, and the Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum will know this because he has been a state secretary of the Labor Party so he understands polling and 
how people think, that the new swinging voter is the tradie. The tradie is no longer the blue-collar, loyal-to-the-left 
employee they used to be.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: And boy did they swing to us in droves.  

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The Attorney General is right. That is exactly my point, Attorney General. They swung 
to Labor in droves. Does he know why they swung to Labor in droves?  

Mr J.R. Quigley: Yes.  

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will tell him why. They are not loyal to any political party. They are loyal to their own 
lifestyle. If they think a party is offering them a better opportunity — 

Mr M.J. Folkard: We sold them a better future. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is what they were sold; the member for Burns Beach is spot on.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is exactly what Labor sold them.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: If, member for Burns Beach, the government does not deliver what Labor sold them—
the mines and petroleum minister knows this—they will swing and swing hard. When the government hits their 
hip pockets by destroying jobs in their industry that are in Labor members’ electorates, they will not stand at the 
polling booth in four years and say, “Yes, but we’re loyal.” They are not Dockers supporters, member. These 
people vote based on what they think will do the best thing for them and their kids. I can tell the member now that 
based on that bit of analysis, his seat is in danger if the government keeps this up. They are not interested in the 
big debates in here; they are interested in whether they have a job. The mines sector is the number one sector in 
which to start making sure people have jobs. If we get that wrong, we lose their vote and government members 
are losing their vote right now by doing this.  

There is a huge list of the top 20 suburbs in which gold sector employees and their families live. I make particular 
mention that Burns Beach, Kalamunda and Joondalup are on that list. As the member for Burns Beach knows, the 
seat of Burns Beach was won by a 2.5 per cent margin; Kalamunda, 2.5 per cent; and Joondalup, 0.6 per cent. I can 
tell members now that there is not a lot of scope there to get it wrong. This mines and petroleum minister is not 
batting for the member; he worries about the unions but he is not batting for members on this and they need to get 
this sector right. They need to make sure they are backing the people if they want to get re-elected. We hope they 
continue to get it wrong so that we can get re-elected but we do not want them to get it wrong and destroy jobs for 
the people of WA. Jobs first is the number one goal.  
In wrapping up, the minister needs to understand that this is a $105 billion sector. More than 100 000 people are 
directly employed in this sector. We know that these are difficult times for the people of Western Australia and, 
as I said, those Centrelink results of the last three years show a one-third increase in the number of people needing 
support, which tells us that we must support the big industries that support jobs in Western Australia. The mining 
and petroleum sector is the most important and significant engine room of jobs growth in this state. We should do 
everything we possibly can to get it right. We should not only focus on supporting existing industries to get things 
right, but also encourage other aspects of that industry to grow. We should not place moratoriums on sectors of 
that industry so that no jobs can exist in it. We should not ban developments so that no research and development 
and jobs growth in that sector can go ahead. It is hypocritical to do so. All members know full well that some of 
the produce from those uranium mines is used very much in some very important science and medicine aspects of 
our society to look after the people of this great country of ours. It is hypocritical to think they can acquiesce to 
the anti-mining lobby and give in to interest groups and not stand up for the industry and grow jobs in it.  
The minister needs to stand up for the industry and the people of Western Australia. I reiterate: stop playing the man 
in this place and start understanding the data and setting key performance indicators for himself and his department 
to grow the industry. Engage the industry and understand it. The more the minister plays and bags us, the more he 
looks to the people out there listening as though he is not on top of what he should be on top of, and they are listening. 
He should stop eroding confidence and stop taxing the sector that is the engine room of the economy of 
Western Australia and make sure he apologises for his lack of performance to date, because this state needs a minister 
who will do the right thing and will stand up for the industry and grow the sector for Western Australia.  
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DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [4.56 pm]: As the member for Churchlands pointed 
out, in many ways, mining and petroleum are the state’s most important industries. They create the largest added 
value, are very large employers and are very large areas of industrial development. If we look at 
Western Australia’s history, we can see that this is a very wealthy and fast growing state, which has largely sprung 
from the mining and petroleum sector. That is because we have, generally, done that industry well. Ask the 
question: when China experienced a boom 15 years ago or so, why did a large-scale investment in the world’s 
mining sector to facilitate the growth of China come here? An amount of $600 billion has been invested in LNG, 
oil and gas, infrastructure and mining over the last 15 years. It is amazing. That is why all our electorates have 
flourished in recent years and why there has been a large increase in household income, wealth, population growth 
and infrastructure. It is down to this sector. As the member for Churchlands indicated, it is a $100 billion-plus 
a year industry, with over 100 000 people directly involved and investment in hundreds of thousands of others. It 
is a real privilege to be the Minister for Mines and Petroleum in Western Australia. It is the key job, particularly 
now when there is so much opportunity out there. We need a person who is on his game, focused on the industry 
and the needs of the industry not only for the community and industry but also, most importantly, within cabinet. 
A range of challenges face the industry from people who have issues with resources development and the minister 
has to stand up objectively. They must argue the case on the basis of science and evidence, not just succumb to it. 
That is not what a good mines and petroleum minister does. They stand up and argue the case within cabinet and 
the community. They represent the industry to society and regulate appropriately.  
As the member for Churchlands pointed out, the member for Cannington was the shadow Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum for four years. Now he is the minister and in that role he has categorically failed to do that in a short 
period. He has always had a personal issue with uranium mining and the use of uranium. I have had discussions 
with him on that, but that is beside the point. Western Australia has large, if not the largest, reserves of uranium in 
the world. Australia is the world’s second largest exporter of uranium. The largest mine in the world is across the 
border in South Australia. Uranium is used for a range of purposes, but particularly the generation of electricity. 
A large expansion of nuclear power is going on in countries that are our major trading partners—India and China. 
If we are to do anything to restrain the emissions of greenhouse gases worldwide, it is arguable that the expansion 
of nuclear power, in those two countries in particular, is vital. Those two countries think so, and that is why they 
are doing it. They look to us as a source of low-priced uranium. The uranium industry has been going through 
a really tough patch because of the decrease in demand as a result of the problems in Japan, to a large extent. 
However, expectations are that it will come back. A place like Western Australia would be smart to allow people to 
take the huge risk of drilling, exploring and developing ore bodies that are ready to go when and if the price picks up, 
just like we did for a range of other minerals in history—gold, nickel and iron ore. A raft of people around the world 
would like to ban uranium mining and nuclear power, but we have a responsibility to ourselves and to our trading 
partners, if we have a resource like uranium, to allow people to come and take the risk of developing it, if it picks up 
and becomes viable. But what does the minister do? He bans further growth. That is idiotic. 
As we see on the eastern seaboard, we have an absolute crisis in the gas sector. We have some of the world’s highest 
prices for gas, a lack of supply and inadequate gas to replace coal or to fill in the intermittency in growing 
renewable energy. As a result, there is uncertainty of supply and, importantly, some of the highest electricity prices 
in the world. That is a complete failure of policy, because state governments are locking away drilling for gas—
onshore, offshore, fracking and conventional. It is economic suicide. For those people who are interested in the 
manufacturing sector, watch what is going to happen on the eastern seaboard. We will see the demolition of the 
energy-intensive manufacturing industry on the eastern seaboard. It is going to go, unless we subsidise it. We have 
avoided that, to date. We have a good open policy based on science to allow people to drill, in both property rights 
and drilling, and we monitor fracking and all their activities. What happened? We became the second largest 
exporter of liquefied natural gas in the world. We have plentiful supplies of gas at relatively low prices. We are 
sitting pretty in our energy mixture, unlike the eastern seaboard. And what is the minister doing? He is going to 
introduce the fourteenth inquiry in recent times into fracking. The thirteenth inquiry was done by an upper house 
committee of this Parliament, whose deputy chair is now the Minister for Environment. That committee report 
concluded that there was no scientific evidence that fracking affected the watertable, and if we do certain things—
which we do—it is safe. Why have another inquiry? Why have a ban, especially since the present Minister for 
Environment gave it the tick? It is because he is not interested in the growth of the industry. He is interested in 
pursuing his own Labor Party political pressures. That is it; he is not supporting the industry at all. 
I would most like to talk about the gold issue. I have been involved in monitoring the gold industry for some 
30 years. I left the university to join the government to participate in an inquiry into mineral royalties in 1985–86. 
At that time, a Labor government had decided to place a profit-based royalty on the industry. I was brought in 
along with a number of other people to undertake that inquiry. It took place very intensively over three years. 
I learnt a lot about the gold industry and other industries and about the Department of Mines and Petroleum. It is 
an expert group. Nobody knows as much about, in this case, the gold industry, as DMP. It raises royalties, monitors 
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the industry, knows the producers individually, and has probably the best geological survey outfit in the world. It 
understands the industry thoroughly, and understands the impacts of royalties, and the economics, geology and 
regulation of the industry. When we decided to do that inquiry, we used the DMP heavily. 
We were directed to look at a profit-based royalty, but we decided at that time that a royalty should be put on gold, 
but no more than 2.5 per cent ad valorem—that is, on the value of the gold mined. A royalty of more than 2.5 
per cent had a number of negative impacts. It locked ore in the ground, undermined exploration, led to smaller 
mines and led to mines being unproductive. Even if a mine is profitable—ad valorem is not a profit-based tax—at 
the margin it could be unprofitable. At that time, we were thinking about Telfer, and Boddington was being 
developed. Telfer was a new greenfields project—very large and very high cost. Boddington had an output of 
1.6 grams per tonne of ore and declining. These things were very marginal. They make a lot of profit because 
billions of dollars are invested but, at the margin, putting this tax on will kill them. The proposal was to have 
a maximum royalty of 2.5 per cent, and if we wanted to have a profit-based royalty, it would go on top of that. 
Successive governments have decided not to place a profit-based royalty on gold, and that is fair enough. 
When we were elected to government, Christian Porter was the Treasurer, and he decided to have another review 
of royalties—specifically gold, but it was wide ranging. Again, DMP was in charge of this. I had many discussions 
with the minister and the department. I was first Minister for Finance and then Treasurer at this time. Of course, 
we were under huge pressure—much more so than the present government. Our revenue was in freefall. In 2015 
I wrote off $14 billion in revenue. Put in context, that is 50 per cent of one year’s total revenue to the state. We 
were under pressure, so we expedited the inquiry, and looked at it thoroughly. Treasury said, “Do it; put it on there; 
tax it; get the money. We don’t care what the royalty rate is, just do it.” We relied on DMP to provide the evidence, 
because we needed the revenue, but we also needed jobs, growth, investment, exploration and a future. We went 
thoroughly through this, and we made the decision in cabinet. The mines minister at the time, the member for 
Nedlands, argued the case articulately in cabinet, based on evidence from DMP and the industry, that if we 
increased the royalty rate by 50 per cent, from 2.5 per cent to 3.75 per cent, we would lose jobs and investment. 
I agreed, and cabinet agreed. We did not do it. The Labor Party was in opposition, and it was running around 
vigorously stating the same thing—in opposition or government, it would not increase the royalty rate on gold, 
because that would destroy jobs and industry. We had a unity ticket, based on published research from DMP, 
argued by the then Minister for Mines and Petroleum, and agreed to by Treasury.  
Okay; they were right. We decided not to do it. Members opposite also argued and promised that if we did increase 
the gold royalty, they would use their numbers in the upper house to block it. The then Leader of the Opposition 
said repeatedly in public that if our government increased the gold royalty, they would block it in the upper house 
with the Greens and perhaps the National Party. This was at a time when revenue was in freefall. If that is not 
fiscal wrecking, that is a distortion of the word. Members opposite lecture us about fiscal wrecking. What 
hypocrites! After the Labor Party won the election, members continued the facade that they were not looking at 
increasing the gold royalty. The Minister for Mines and Petroleum told the gold industry not to worry about it. The 
government was worried that the gold industry would run a campaign against it, so it misled it. We only need to 
look at the string of untruths from this McGowan government. It is phenomenal.  
The government had a long preparation time for the budget. Treasury came up with a lot of revenue collection 
mechanisms. The Treasurer was in complete desperation to get more money. He was willing to do anything to get 
more money, so he decided to increase the gold royalty. The Treasurer has demonstrated that he does not 
understand the gold industry. However, it is up to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum in cabinet to represent his 
industry. He is the custodian of the expertise in government for the gold industry. He has access to the data and 
has the knowledge about the gold industry. He understands it. He regulates it. It was his responsibility to bring the 
issues before cabinet. However, he did not do that; or, if he did do that, he failed. The minister’s explanation is 
just like the explanation we have been given from other government ministers. The minister said that all goldminers 
are a bunch of rich fat cats and that they all live in Peppy Grove or City Beach. I can tell members opposite that 
the 25 000 people who work in that industry are working-class people. They are good hardworking people who 
live in the electorates of members opposite and in the electorates of members on this side. They are not rich. Many 
of those people have lost their jobs in the past year and are unemployed. They are often working fly in, fly out. To 
have them denigrated by saying that they are a bunch of fat cats, particularly by the bloody Labor Party, is — 

Mr R.R. Whitby: Average. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Not average. Members opposite are going to pay for this electorally. As the member for 
Churchlands said, many of those people live in Labor electorates. They voted for the Labor Party. The Labor Party 
said that it would not tax their industry and their jobs, but that is what it is trying to do. The Labor Party is 
denigrating these people by describing them as fat cats. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, sorry to interrupt you, but I want to give you a bit of 
a language warning. I am not sure that the word you used a few sentences ago is parliamentary language. So 
continue, but I just want to put that on the record. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Madam Deputy Speaker, I am reiterating words used by your ministers. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: In the house? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, today, by the Minister for Local Government. 

Ms S.F. McGurk: You said “bloody”. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Bloody? Okay. Sorry. I withdraw that. I thought it was the words “fat cat”.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Minister for Mines and Petroleum failed to undertake his major task, which is to advise 
the government of the importance of not excessively taxing the gold industry. That is particularly important in 
light of the Labor Party’s promises before the election. Jobs should be a higher priority than bringing in revenue. 
The minister has failed to stand up for the gold industry, just as he has failed to stand up for the uranium industry 
and the gas industry. The government has made a serious error. This proposal has caused all sorts of dissension 
and concern in the gold industry. I want to make one thing clear to the government. The data is obvious. It has 
been in the paper. The gold industry is telling the truth. As the member for Churchlands said, sure, some goldmines 
will not be impacted at all by this measure. They will lose money, but they will not have to reduce their operations 
too much. The situation with all mines is that some are marginal and some are marginal at the margin. I will give 
members an example. Telfer goldmine is an old mine. It is a deep mine. It exists only because the capital has been 
sunk. Its profit rate per ounce of gold is $21. The proposed increase in the gold tax will take $20 of that, and the 
proposed payroll tax increase will take the rest. The owner of that gold mine, Newcrest Mining Ltd, has to invest 
to keep it going in the future. Telfer goldmine has 1 550 fly in, fly out employees. The government is putting that 
at risk. Yes, other factors impact on the viability of a goldmine, such as a variable gold price and exchange rates. 
However, the government does not control that. The government controls the royalty rate. The government is 
putting those 1 550 positions at risk. We know that. The Labor Party knew that in the past. The Treasurer and the 
Premier have said repeatedly that this increase in the gold royalty will not put jobs in jeopardy. That is absolute 
rubbish. In fact, it is stupidity. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is completely moronic to say that no jobs will be put at risk. However, the fault does not lie 
with those two ministers. They are just spinning a line, as usual. The fault lies with the Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum for not setting them straight on the facts. It will put at risk jobs, investment and exploration for future 
growth. There is no doubt about that. The question is by how much.  

I have two questions for the Treasurer and the Premier. What work has been done to justify a 50 per cent increase 
in the gold royalty rate? None! How much consultation has been done? None! I thought we had a revenue unit in 
the Department of Treasury and Finance that is supposed to review all regulatory proposals. This proposal would 
not pass muster. Every time in the past when we have looked at increasing royalty rates, we have conducted 
in-depth reviews, public processes and discussion with industry. The Labor Party did not do that. It promised at 
the election not to increase the gold royalty. It told everybody that it was not thinking about doing that. It allowed 
Treasury to cook up a bunch of numbers for average price, average cost and average profit and said goldminers 
are making money; therefore, they can absorb an increase in the gold royalty with no consequences. That is just 
silly. The Department of Mines and Petroleum knows the cost structures of goldmines and which mines can 
withstand an increase in the gold royalty and which mines are marginal and cannot withstand an increase. DMP 
can measure how this increase will impact on the amount of ore that will be left in the ground and how it will 
impact on exploration. However, the views of DMP have not been expressed to the Treasurer and the Premier, or 
to the public. The views of DMP have been suppressed by the Minister for Mines and Petroleum. The minister’s 
failure to defend the gold industry is putting at risk thousands of jobs in this industry. That is on top of the thousands 
of jobs that are at risk because of the bans on fracking and uranium mining.  
I go back to the importance of the gold sector. It is the backbone of this state. It creates this state’s wealth. It creates 
employment. It helps the suburbs that we represent flourish. The Minister for Mines and Petroleum knows better. 
He knows what he should do. He knows the gold industry. However, he has chosen to pursue the political aims of 
the Labor government over the interests of this industry, and he should resign. The minister has a wide range of 
responsibilities, including industrial relations. The rumour I hear is that the minister will be given the energy 
portfolio, because the Treasurer is otherwise occupied. That would be a complete disaster. In the run-up to the 
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state election, the minister was pursuing an energy policy identical to the policy that has been adopted in 
South Australia, with 50 per cent renewables. We have seen how successful that policy has been. It has basically 
destroyed the electricity sector in South Australia. We have held the government to account and stopped it from 
doing great damage to one of our major industries and to employment in this state. We have done what the 
government failed to do. In the last three and a half weeks we have consulted widely with industry and consultants 
who know the industry. We have not had access to the full expertise of the Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety that the government has and that is a shame, but we spent three and a half weeks going 
through the data on this and made a conservative estimate. Yes, we might not know exactly how many jobs are at 
risk—there could be 3 000—but there will be thousands. The statement by the Treasurer announcing that there 
will not be 3 000 job losses or at least a significant number was just false. The statement today by the Premier that 
I said that our decision not to support an increase in the gold royalty was construed as fiscal repair was false. This 
whole policy around gold is surrounded by duplicity, falsehoods, a lack of honesty and a lack of consultation. Let 
us put this into context. This is the mining sector; this is the gold sector. This is the essence of the strength of our 
economy and the government is treating it with disdain.  
The government describes all the people in gold as rich fat cats who can pay for a royalty increase. In my electorate 
there are 38 firms—I have actually lost them because they are in the Canning Vale industrial area—including 
Ausdrill. I think Ausdrill is still one of the largest drilling companies in Western Australia. It has drilling operations 
around the world. There is BGC, of course, which contracts to Ausdrill. There is a dynamics company, which is 
a beautiful firm, that has invented an electronic detector that goes down boreholes. By the way, most of the drilling 
and blasting in mining in Western Australia is done in the gold sector. In the past, to get core samples, measurements 
had to be made in the pits and took days to do. These new electronic devices can make instantaneous readings of 
the chemical composition and various other aspects of the ore. Based on sales to the gold industry in 
Western Australia, the company is taking the device around the world. That shows the diversification of technology. 
Another small engineering firm has specialised in building various types of conveyor belts and other facilities for 
the gold industry and it still does it. It now does much work offshore in WA, as does Ausdrill. These companies are 
set up by entrepreneurial people. They employ thousands of people. They do not necessarily work directly in the 
mining industry, but they are indirectly related to it. They are vital for our economy. They are the entrepreneurs of 
this state. The gold industry, more than any other sector, feeds, develops, nurtures and gives them growth. All those 
people have been completely forgotten by the minister in the debate about increasing the gold royalty. I know them 
because I am a good local member, but also, when we were considering increasing the gold royalty two years ago, 
I went to the industry and asked it to talk, and it did. I sat down as Treasurer and discussed their businesses at length 
and asked them what impact an increased gold royalty would have on them—all of them. The Labor Party did not 
do that. If it had, it would not have made the decision to extract $400 million out of this industry, of which it would 
keep only $160 million, and then claim it would have no impact on jobs, because it would. 
I would like to correct other few missives from the Treasurer and the Premier. The Treasurer justified the backflip 
from two years ago when he said there would be no increase in the royalty on gold because it would kill jobs and 
investments. He said the difference now is that the gold price has gone up, and it has, but costs have gone up too, 
yet he forgets about that. He said there is a margin of about $200 per ounce on average, which is probably true—
I am not arguing with that—but that is across industry as a whole. That is like adding up the incomes of everybody 
in Parliament, taking an average and finding out the average mortgage rate and saying it applies to everybody. It 
is ridiculous. The Treasurer could have made an effort. He said there are some mines that are making good profit, 
and they are, but there are quite a few that are marginal, and they are some of our largest, oldest and most 
labour-intensive goldmines. I will mention some of them. The Telfer mine employs 1 550 people. The Super Pit 
employs 1 600 people—very marginal. Boddington employs over 2 000 people. If we add those up, it is a hell of 
a lot of people. That is over 5 500 people working in very, very marginal mines. All those projects, maybe not 
immediately, but in the future, would be put at risk by this 50 per cent increase in the gold royalty. What did we 
do? We held the government to account on its primary objective. Yes, the Labor Party said it wanted to increase 
the gold royalty, but its primary objective and the reason it won the election is that it put itself up as the champion 
for employment and job creation. 

MR S.A. MILLMAN (Mount Lawley) [5.26 pm]: I rise to make some brief comments about this motion and this 
debate more generally. I thank the members who have already made a contribution for their comments. During my 
response I will probably allude to some of the comments made by the Leader of the Opposition and the shadow 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum. I start by taking members to the constituent parts of the motion. The first part 
states — 

That this house — 
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(1) acknowledges the contribution the mining and resources sector makes to the 
Western Australian economy in terms of investment, employment, research and 
development and community support. 

I think it is fair to say that there is broad consensus across the chamber about the importance of the mining industry 
in Western Australia. I think the member for Churchlands has already alluded to some of the matters, but I thought 
that in the context of the debate it would be worthwhile for me to illuminate to the house some of the interesting 
statistics. For example, in 2016–17, WA’s mineral and petroleum industry reported sales of $105 billion. That is 
a 19 per cent increase in overall sales and it was led by better than expected iron ore prices, growth in liquefied 
natural gas volumes and the continued strength of the gold sector. The three sectors with the major contributors to 
the industry value were iron ore sales, up 31 per cent; LNG sales, up 18 per cent; and gold sales, up seven per cent. 
The house would do well to be aware that gold sales broke the 200 tonne mark for the first time since 2000–01, 
with 205 tonnes or 6.6 million ounces sold last year. The increase in volumes, combined with strong gold prices, 
delivered that seven per cent increase in the value of the sector from $10.1 billion in 2015–16 to $10.8 billion in 
2016–17. As the member for Churchlands has already alluded to, the mining and petroleum sector employs in 
excess of 100 000 people. There are in fact an average of 108 769 people employed in the resources sector, and in 
the last financial year this is a four per cent increase in employment.  

According to the ABC, the $22 billion invested in WA’s mining industry in 2016–17 represented more than 
57 per cent of investment expenditure in the national mining industry. That is 57 per cent in the whole of the 
Australian mining industry. According to the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation, mining 
accounted for 23 per cent of our gross state product in 2015–16. For comparison with other industries and sectors, 
construction accounted for 13 per cent and business and property services accounted for 10 per cent. Members can 
see how significant the mining industry is in Western Australia and what an important contribution it makes to our 
lives, our wellbeing and the economy overall.  

In addition to all these factors, we must bear in mind that a significant proportion of the mining industry is 
obviously dependent on private capital expenditure. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members, can you keep your chatter down. Thank you. 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: In 2016–17, 77 per cent of new private capital expenditure in Western Australia was in the 
mining and petroleum industry. Members can quite readily see the significant and important contribution that the 
mining industry makes to the Western Australian community. Let us just pause there. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: This will be good. 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: I thank the member for Dawesville. People living in his electorate, Churchlands, Nedlands, 
Southern River, Darling Range and Mount Lawley all benefit from a well-regulated, well-run, well-resourced 
mining and petroleum industry. Everyone in this chamber is supportive of the industry. All of that goes without 
saying, so let us not talk down the mining industry or have a debate between ourselves about the benefit that the 
mining industry provides to the community, because that is all taken as read. But let us also balance the 
commitment to the mining industry that the McGowan Labor government has demonstrated by the policies that it 
took to the election and the policies that it has implemented and the work that it has done since the election with 
our fundamental democratic commitment to deliver on the election promises that we made. 

Paragraph (2) of the motion calls for the house to note the failure of the Minister for Mines and Petroleum to advocate 
for the mining and resources industry given that the Labor government has put a stop to uranium mining and the 
associated jobs it would create. I want to make a few comments on paragraph (2)(a) of the motion proposed by the 
member for Churchlands. He mentioned mandate and I think it is an important consideration in the context of this 
debate, because prior to the election, the McGowan Labor government took a policy to the electorate that we would 
ban uranium mining. If we were successful in winning government, we would ban future uranium mining in WA for 
any uranium mines that had not had approval by the time the election took place. Certainty and decisiveness—
precisely the sorts of attributes that private capital investors and markets look towards. Having made that 
commitment, we delivered on that commitment. We made a commitment to the people of Western Australia, who 
put their trust in us. The result is before us—41 seats, stretching all the way around the chamber.  

I notice that for the entire duration of this debate, we have not had one single representative from the 
National Party. I am at a complete loss to understand why that is. I can only assume that due to the policy that they 
took to the election of crushing the iron ore industry by tearing up state agreements and imposing massive 
sovereign risk to this state, they have had the good grace to absent themselves from the chamber for the course of 
this debate. I look around the chamber, I note the absence of the National Party, and I see all the members of the 
Labor Party who were elected on a mandate that included, amongst its elements, a commitment to the people of 
Western Australia that if we were elected, we would ban uranium mining.  
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Criticism was levelled by the member for Churchlands at the Minister for Mines and Petroleum for invoking union 
secretaries and union leaders and all the rest of it because the member for Churchlands does not believe in free 
speech. We believe in free speech and that people in the community should have the opportunity to participate in 
the debate. Lo and behold, somebody who had an interest in the debate, the secretary of a trade union, put forward 
his opinion. Guess what happened, member for Dawesville? We maintained our policy position. We were true to 
our word and we did exactly what we said that we would do. Those mines that received approval remain in that 
process. Every other mine and exploration proposal for uranium mining is banned. That is exactly what we said 
we would do and that is exactly what we did. We are alive to the issues of sovereign risk. 
We can go on about the uranium industry. Those mines will come onstream if uranium becomes profitable once 
again. But look at what is going on all around the world, shadow minister, in uranium mining. This 
twentieth-century technology has run its race. The time for uranium mining is over. Western Australia will be at 
the forefront of a new age of renewable energy and we will not need to rely on uranium mining. We are at the 
forefront of technological advancements and innovation and engineering expertise and we are sticking to our word. 
We went to the electorate and said that we are not going to have uranium mines and we are not. That brings me 
quite helpfully at this stage to paragraph (2)(b), which states that the Labor government has placed a moratorium 
on hydraulic fracture stimulation or, as the broad community knows it—not only the anti-mining community, 
member for Churchlands—fracking. It is a moratorium on fracking. Unlike the Liberal Party, the McGowan Labor 
government will not stand by and allow the Swan Valley and Margaret River wine regions to be fracked by the 
oil companies. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr S.A. MILLMAN: That is exactly what the member for Vasse wants. Member for Dawesville, we are banning 
fracking in the Peel region. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: That is completely inappropriate. I understand if you want to complain, but would 
you ask to interject and put your complaints that way. If the member wishes to take the interjections, go ahead. 
Mr S.A. MILLMAN: The fact of the matter is that we took to the electorate a very clear, honest straightforward 
policy. We would ban fracking in the south west, the Peel region and Perth, and we would introduce a moratorium 
on fracking in the rest of the state so that the necessary scientific investigations could be undertaken and the 
community of Western Australia could be enlightened with a proper understanding of all the risks and consequences 
of this exploration and extraction method. 
Ms S.E. Winton: Did we get a mandate for that? 
Mr S.A. MILLMAN: Absolutely we got a mandate for that. I will take that interjection. 
Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
Mr S.A. MILLMAN: I will take that interjection that referred to facts. I might come back to facts. Facts are very 
important. Facts are vital to a proper understanding of this debate. One of the things that the Leader of the 
Opposition raised during his discourse I thought was a worthwhile point. The McGowan Labor government will 
nurture and support all those developing innovative technologies. The Leader of the Opposition said although 
profits and the price of gold have gone up, costs have also gone up.  
The Leader of the Opposition said this sentence immediately after he said that an innovative company in his 
electorate had developed drilling techniques that significantly reduced the cost of drilling and the time taken to 
determine whether a mineral field would be profitable. Costs are actually going down. The good miners are driving 
down costs across the board so that they can yield greater profits, thereby yielding greater profits for shareholders 
and greater benefits to the community. As good miners and good corporate participants they can drive down those 
costs. They become profitable and the industry becomes more efficient and effective. 
Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 
Mr S.A. MILLMAN: Member for Nedlands, it is a free market operating beautifully. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: The issue might be right for dividends for the big mining companies, although they are at 
the margin, but for small goldminers the entire profit goes back into exploration. If they have extra money in 
royalties, there is less money going to exploration. In my electorate of Nedlands, there are 90 companies that 
support via consultancies, and for some of them, 20 or 30 per cent of their business is supporting mining 
companies, whether it be through assaying or geological surveys. When you take away some of the money that 
they have at their disposal, which is their profit, they can’t invest. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member, this is not a debate. 
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Mr S.A. MILLMAN: I am happy to take the interjection. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I am interested in the member’s comment. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Get the question out. 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: I thank the member for his interjection. I respect that unlike the most recent Minister for 
Mines, who was Minister for Mines for less than a year, the member for Nedlands was the Minister for Mines for 
a significantly longer period and comes at this debate with a proper appreciation derived from his history as an 
engineer. I will come back to the member’s interjection when I reach the third point that I was coming to, which 
was about the goldmining sector. I am on the second point of the motion, which is the hydraulic fracture stimulation 
proposition advanced by the shadow Minister for Mines and Petroleum. When I read the motion criticising the 
McGowan Labor government for putting at risk onshore oil and gas sector production and jobs, I could not help 
but chuckle to myself, just a little; it was schadenfreude. It was amazing that this allegation could be levelled at 
the McGowan Labor government. What was the biggest onshore gas processing project over the last decade? It 
was James Price Point. Do members know who got it absolutely wrong? The previous Barnett Liberal government, 
because it stacked the Environmental Protection Authority with all of its mates who had conflicts of interest and 
the thing was knocked down. In response to claims about a lack of activity on the part of the minister, I just want 
to run members through a couple of things. This McGowan Labor government has introduced legislation to 
promote mining to generate revenue for the state. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Where? 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: Thank you very much, member for Churchlands. I refer to the Railway (BBI Rail Aus Pty Ltd) 
Agreement Bill to facilitate the Balla Balla project. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: That was ours. 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: The legislation was introduced by us. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: We did it! 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: Where was the bill? The member for Churchlands was voted out of office and was replaced 
by all of us. We have introduced the Petroleum Legislation Amendment Bill 2017 for our golden rocks offshore. 
We have introduced the legislation to make sure that we get a fair distribution of the revenue. 

We are also protecting the safety of workers. There was a fantastic parliamentary inquiry into the mental health of 
fly in, fly out workers with members of the opposition. Former members of the Barnett government were active 
and worthwhile participants in this inquiry. Hon Graham Jacobs, Hon Rob Johnson and Hon Murray Cowper are 
no longer here, unfortunately. Notwithstanding the absence of those members, this McGowan government is 
committed to implementing some of the recommendations from that inquiry into the mental health of FIFO 
workers and looking after their occupational health and safety. Madam Acting Speaker, I wonder whether I could 
have a short extension. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Provided you start calling me Deputy Speaker, not Madam Acting Speaker! 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: I am so sorry. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Granted! 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: My apologies, Deputy Speaker. 

Members will have heard today the ministerial statement from the Minister for Health, Roger Cook, about a new 
mental health research project to further support the FIFO sector. I can only assume, not being in cabinet myself, 
that this is a representation made by the Minister for Mines and Petroleum to look after the mental health and 
safety of workers employed in that industry. This allegation levelled at the Minister for Mines and Petroleum is 
wrong. It states — 

… on the minister to apologise to the many thousands of workers in the mining and resources sector for 
failing to represent their interests in cabinet. 

Look what he has done. He has spoken up for the mental health of FIFO workers and we have seen the results in 
the ministerial statement made today by the Minister for Health. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Has the Minister for Mines and Petroleum spoken on that release? 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: We recognise cabinet solidarity and we recognise portfolio responsibility. This is a mental 
health issue so the Minister for Health speaks on this. But, who can say? I presume this because he is an advocate 
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for workers. He has always been an advocate for workers; he is a former state secretary of the Shop, Distributive 
and Allied Employees Association. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, I am not. 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: I beg your pardon, a former official and organiser of the SDA, out there on the shop floor 
speaking to workers representing their interests. Once again, he is in cabinet. I am sure he shares my dismay that 
today, on this very day, the Turnbull government has allowed the Fair Work Commission’s decision to strip away 
the penalty rates of retail workers to stand. That is not a decision that the Minister for Mines and Petroleum would 
ever contemplate as fair, because he is an advocate for workers. Furthermore, today we heard the second reading 
speech of the Mines Safety and Inspection Amendment Bill 2017. This is a bill to increase penalties for people 
who are victims of occupational health and safety breaches. We are looking after the workers. Clearly, the third 
item in the motion should be done away with. 

Let me come back to the gold sector. Do I want to see a new tax imposed? I represent the residents of 
Mount Lawley, the good people of Menora, Coolbinia, Dianella and Yokine. Not once did the previous Barnett 
government impose a land tax increase, not twice, but three times, significantly effecting my constituents. This 
was often raised with me. They could not understand why the Barnett government, on the back of three 
revenue-raising land tax increases, had still driven the state’s economy into multibillion-dollar debt. As the 
member for Churchlands would be aware from our brief interactions during his speech on this motion, it was raised 
with me often during the course of the election campaign that people in my neighbourhood community were 
concerned about the state’s finances. My view is that the entire community of Western Australia has to put its 
shoulder to the wheel and share some of the burden of budget repair. My ardent hope is that we can discharge this 
obligation in my generation, because I look at my two sons and think, “How can we be passing on this debt and 
deficit legacy to them?” We must do what we can to remediate and rectify this and to restore the Western Australian 
state budget so that the benefits can be shared fairly by a prosperous society, and people can really reach the true 
and full potential of their abilities. 

Let me speak specifically on the gold industry. It is obvious, from the comments of the Leader of the Opposition, 
that a gold royalty increase is not a bolt from the blue. This is not something that has just come out of left field; 
this is something that has been given consideration by governments in the past. Unfortunately, for whatever 
reason—perhaps they did not have the bottle—the previous government did not introduce an important remedial 
revenue measure. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: You did not support it. 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: I was not here. 

In the past 12 months, the number of employees in the gold industry rose from 19 587 to 23 556. This significant 
increase in the number of employees employed in the gold industry, within the mining and petroleum industry, was 
attributed to—I am quoting from an article by David Allan-Petale that appeared in WAtoday on 11 February 2017 — 

… a soaring gold price and a strong Australian dollar in 2015. 

Further along, the article continues — 

… the gold sector increased in value for the second consecutive year, up more than 10 per cent to reach 
a record value of $10 billion on the back of rises in the Aussie dollar. 

But wait, there is more; I beg members’ indulgence. I direct members’ attention to two articles; one by Sean Smith 
in the Business News section of the The Weekend West, “Miners must take some of blame for talking down costs”, 
and secondly, “No seismic shift for miners”, by Stuart McKinnon, in the Business News section of today’s 
The West Australian. That article points to the capacity of the gold industry to share the burden of the 
Western Australian community by doing its bit to repair the fiscal situation that the Western Australian 
government finds itself in. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: Having regard to the points I have made, I wish to move an amendment to the motion. 
I move — 

To delete all words after “community support”. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [5.51 pm]: I am very pleased to 
rise as the lead speaker for the government, so I should get 60 minutes rather than 20 minutes on the clock. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Sorry, the question is that the words to be deleted, be deleted. It is 20 minutes. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay, so I get another 60 minutes if we lose the amendment. That is excellent! 

I make the point that I would have expected that if the opposition was going to spend three hours of its time talking 
about a matter here in the chamber, it would have chosen an issue critical to the state. Let us be honest here; as 
much as I dislike this fact, if one were to go to Hay Street Mall in the city and ask people who Bill Johnston is, 
nine out of 10, at least, would not know who that person is. That is just the reality. Those of us in state politics 
need to face the fact that we are not famous people. If politics is show business for ugly people, we are disappointed 
with ourselves, because quite clearly state politics is not a place to become famous. If members were to go down 
to the city and ask, “Who’s Bill Johnston?”, no-one would know, yet the opposition seems to think that I am so 
important that it wants to spend three hours of the Parliament’s time talking about that. The allocated time for the 
opposition is 4.00 pm to 7.00 pm, and the most important thing it can do is talk about me. I think that is a great 
compliment. 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Dr A.D. BUTI: I am probably within two metres of the minister and I am battling to hear him because of the 
interjections from the other side that he is not asking for. Could you please bring them under control? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I take your point, member, and I am sure members of the opposition do, too. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I would have thought that if the opposition was going to spend three hours of its time 
talking about me, it would have come in here and made a case for why it thinks the allegations it has written down 
on a piece of paper are accurate. 

On 30 March, I went to the WA Mining Club; on 5 April I went to the mines inspectors’ forum; on 27 April I was 
at Paydirt Media’s Australian Graphite Conference; on 27 April I was at the Australia China Business Council’s 
energy and resources committee sundowner; on 1 May I was at the 2017 minesafe international conference, and 
that night I went to the dinner — 

Point of Order 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The minister is clearly reading from a document and it seems to be his diary. We ask 
that it be tabled, please. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I continue. On 5 May I went to the Australian Mining and Petroleum — 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister, could you give me a second, please? We have been asked to table 
a document. Is that document in a state that it can be tabled? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. First of all, I am not holding any document; I am quoting from a document that I have 
prepared for the purpose of this debate, which I understand is exempt from the relevant standing order because it 
is not an official government document, and it certainly is not my diary. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I am just reading the instructions to reassure myself. A minister who has quoted from 
an official document will table that document if requested by any other member during or immediately after the 
conclusion of the remarks which include the quotation. If a member asks a minister to table a document they have 
quoted from, the Chair must first ask the minister whether they have quoted from that document. Minister, have 
you quoted from that document? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am reading excerpts from a document that I have prepared for the purpose of this debate. 
It is not an official document and it is certainly not my diary. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Fine, minister. I am quite happy with your explanation and I think we should move on. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: On 9 May I went to meet prospectors up in Kalgoorlie; on 14 May I was at the Australian 
Petroleum Production and Exploration Association annual conference and exhibition; on 19 May I was very 
pleased to speak at the Latin America Down Under dinner; I went on a Pilbara site visit; on 1 June I was at the 
Gold Industry Group annual networking sundowner, and I could go on and on. The most interesting thing was that 
I never saw the shadow minister at any of these events. Is it not interesting that the shadow minister comes in here 
and accuses me of not being in touch with the industry, yet every time I go — 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I did not catch a jet to the Hyatt Hotel, member. Perhaps it is because he no longer has 
a driver that he cannot find his way into the Terrace! I actually drive myself to many of these events because I see 
no reason not to. I have never taken a government car and I often drive myself to these events.  

I make the point that I never see the shadow minister at these events. It is strange that the shadow minister’s 
allegation is that I am not in touch with the industry, when every time I go and talk to the industry, the shadow 
minister is not to be found. The great joke is that I actually called myself the shadow minister; there was a great 
cartoon in The West Australian. Is it not interesting that the one thing I know is that I am never troubled by the 
shadow minister? There is no work being done on the other side. What was the allegation that was being made 
about me? The opposition comes in here to spend three hours of the Parliament’s time. What is it that it said? The 
opposition said that there was a one-third increase in welfare demand in Western Australia while it was in 
government; that is what it said. It said that there was a one-third increase in welfare when it was running the state. 
What a disgrace. The shadow minister comes in here boasting about having reduced funding for mining industry 
research. I restored the funding that he cut. The opposition talks about looking to the future, but then quotes news 
reports from 2008. That is the opposition’s future. Its future is in the rear-view mirror.  

I thought for a second the shadow minister might have had something because he came in here and quoted an 
article in which Steve McCartney said that what I had said in the media was not going to happen. The shadow 
minister developed this argument, saying, “Oh, he had to follow what he was told because Steve McCartney’s an 
important person and he wouldn’t be able, as a minister, to do anything that Steve McCartney didn’t say he could.” 
Then what happened? The government’s decision was exactly what I described in the media, so the shadow 
minister’s entire debate on the question of uranium was rubbish. It did not reflect this government’s decisions; nor 
did it reflect the decisions I made in my portfolio responsibility. This is the problem for the shadow minister. He 
does not get the interests of this state. He does not get the fact that if we want to put the interests of this state first, 
we have to get out and talk to the industry. We have to get out there and do the hard work, just as I am doing. That 
is what I am doing. Industry tells me I am the first minister to make sure I talk to them before I make decisions. 
Let me give members another couple of examples. I am very happy to table this document if the shadow minister 
wants me to. It is a document that I prepared myself but if the shadow minister wants me to table it, I am very 
happy to do so. I remind the shadow minister of a Mining Warden’s decision on 2 May 2016 on exploration licence 
E70/4570. It went to the minister on 26 December 2016 and no decision was made. I remind him of a matter that 
went to him on 29 March 2016, miscellaneous licence L08/143 on which no decision was made. A matter of 
31 August 2015 went to the then minister on 16 December 2016 regarding three exploration applications. The then 
Department of Mines and Petroleum notified the interested parties that the minister would make a decision 
within 21 days. There was no decision. Another matter of 11 March 2016 that arrived on his desk on 21 July 2016 
was left for me to make a decision on. That is the former government’s history. 

I draw attention also to matters regarding nickel royalties. I recently had to re-gazette the royalty regime for the 
nickel industry in this state. Members should ask why. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I had to do that because a company had found a way around the royalty regime and was 
claiming deductions that it should not have been claiming. I cannot tell members which company because these 
matters are confidential but the former minister had his entire time in office to fix this problem. It took me to fix 
it, so if members opposite want to talk about putting the interests of Western Australians first, tell me why every 
day he was in office he did not fix that problem that cost this state millions of dollars? Millions of dollars were 
lost to this state because the shadow minister did not do his job. I fixed it. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member, please. I think you had your opportunity to talk before. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much. I fixed that and gazetted a new regulation only two weeks ago and 
that matter is now in the past. That is all it took. It took just gazetting a new regulation and that fixed it. That 
problem no longer exists because I fixed it. The shadow minister wants to come in here and accuse me of a lack 
of activity. What about Vasse Coal Management? I am sure the member for Vasse would be very interested in this. 
Many years ago, in 2014, the Liberal Party made a great play about banning coalmining in Margaret River. In fact, 
Hon Norman Moore made great play about this decision. Let me make a point. The method used to ban coalmining 
in Margaret River was modelled on the Gallop government’s decision about uranium mining. They applied that 
method to Margaret River but that would have left a problem because a company called Vasse Coal Management 
has an active mining licence in the Margaret River region. Its specific application for environmental approvals was 
not granted but the former government did nothing about the underlying mining licence. That meant that any time 
that company could have asked for a mining proposal to be considered for Margaret River. The former minister, 
the member for Churchlands, granted that company an exemption from its expenditure requirements, and that 
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meant the company was able to continue to hold that mining lease in Margaret River. Guess what? Last week 
I cancelled the mining lease. I took that action because the company was not complying with its obligations under 
the Mining Act and Margaret River should not be the subject of a coalmine, just as Norman Moore said. But unlike 
the former minister, I made the decision; I took the action. I did not grant an extension to Vasse Coal 
Management’s rights to mine in Margaret River and I am sure the member for Vasse would like to know that the 
member for Churchlands granted the continuing right to mine coal in Margaret River. But he comes in here and 
accuses me of being sneaky. Where was the media release when he made that decision to extend the mining rights 
down there? 

The opposition has been going on about the ban on fracking. I will tell them what, there will be no fracking in the 
south west, the Peel region and the Perth metropolitan area. If members opposite are opposed to that, tell the 
member for Vasse and the member for Swan Hill that they think fracking in the Swan Valley is a good idea. I do 
not think it is. That is the whole point. There is a ban on fracking in three parts of the state—the south west, the 
Peel and the Perth metropolitan region. Members of industry, the mining industry and the oil and gas industry 
constantly come and talk to me about how pleased they are that they have a minister who is prepared to ring them 
up and talk to them. 
Another major issue left to me is the mine safety levy resource for the resources safety division. The shadow 
minister asked me about this in the estimates hearings. He clearly did not understand what was going on. The 
former minister allowed more than a $10 million deficit to appear in the mines safety levy account. Let us 
understand it—mines safety operations are funded by the industry. They are not funded by taxpayers; they are 
funded by a levy on the industry itself. That levy needs to cover costs and ensure there is no deficit. Of course, the 
department has spare cash and can fund the deficit but that means it is taking money out of other activity to put in 
the mines safety division. The member for Forrestfield, a former mine worker himself, will understand the need to 
ensure that there is no deficit. The former minister knew that the mines safety division was not collecting enough 
money to pay for the work being done in the industry, but what did he do about it? Nothing. It took me to come in 
and make the tough decision to get that fund back on track. The other thing I did was to introduce a mechanism to 
ensure that the industry gets to look at the costs. The way he ran it was to have no accountability from the then 
Department of Mines and Petroleum back to the industry to make sure the department was not padding its costs. 
I am creating a transparent mechanism modelled on what is done by the National Offshore Petroleum Safety and 
Environmental Management Authority to ensure the industry has confidence that the money is being spent 
properly. I am filling in the hole that was left by him in that area. Now he comes in here and says, “Don’t play the 
man.” What is this resolution all about? I am the person named in it and members opposite have said do not play 
the man. Not once did they provide a single item of importance—not a single thing to explain what I had done or not 
done, or that I was not doing what I was supposed to do. It was ridiculous. I just wish they had done a bit of research. 
Members opposite have criticised us for implementing our election commitment on hydraulic fracturing; in fact, 
they went further and said that using the term “fracking” is bad. While I was sitting here I googled the 
Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association website and came up with over a dozen references 
to fracking in its media releases. The idea that the word “fracking” is not used in industry is dumb. It is probably 
because when the shadow minister was the minister he never spoke to anyone in the industry and now he is 
a shadow minister, we know he does not. I was the first Minister for Mines and Petroleum to attend the annual 
dinner for the Petroleum Club of Western Australia. Within days of becoming Minister for Mines and Petroleum, 
I had already attended my first Petroleum Club function, and the first speaking engagement I had as minister was 
the Mining Club. I am out there all the time talking to the industry. I know the shadow minister is not doing that, 
because every time I am at those conferences, he is not. It is easy to come in here and give grandiloquent speeches, 
but the tough thing is to actually do the work, and that is why I am so proud to be the Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum. When I went to Kalgoorlie and spoke at the Diggers and Dealers Mining Forum—the first minister to 
speak at the conference since 2007—I was very proud to do that. One of the points I made to the assembly there 
was about how proud I am to have the best job in the world. Let us make it clear: this is the best job anyone can 
have, because Western Australia is the best place in the world for mining, oil and gas. 
I will make a point about the Fraser Institute report. It contains two indexes; the first is called the investment 
attractiveness index, and the second is called the mineral potential index. Western Australia rates best on the 
mineral potential index, because that is an index of the geography and the geology of the state. It is not about 
government effort; it is an index of the potential of mineralisation, as created by God in the earth’s crust, if you 
like. It is not an index of the capacity of the minister. When the former minister comes in here and boasts that 
Western Australia was ranked number 1 on the Fraser Institute’s mineral potential index, let us understand what 
he was claiming credit for. He was claiming credit for the operation of the earth’s crust in delivering mineralisation 
and other potentialities for the state. They say in the petroleum industry that the problem is that the dinosaurs died 
in the bad places. The dinosaurs died where nobody wants to live. The dinosaur, currently, is the member for 
Churchlands. That is the problem. He is living in the past. He comes in here and talks about the future and then 
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quotes newspapers from 2008. He talks about the need to get out and speak to industry, and then he does not do it 
himself. He does not run into me, because I am out there. When was the last time he went to a mine opening? 
Every time a company opens a mine, it invites the opposition, so how come the shadow minister never goes? 
Member for Churchlands, get on with it. Do not be childish like this. If the member is going to waste the time of 
the Parliament talking about me, he should come in here with something interesting. 
MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [6.13 pm]: I rise to speak against the motion before the house; that is, to ensure 
that we retain parts (2) and (3) of the motion, specifically noting the failure of the minister. 
Mr T.J. Healy: Then you are speaking against the amendment. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am speaking against the amendment, which will ensure that parts (2) and (3) will remain; 
that is, noting the failure of the Minister for Mines and Petroleum to advocate for the mining and resources industry. 

The position of mines minister harks back to 1894. It was a position in the first cabinet of John Forrest. Since that 
time, there have been 42 mines ministers, and every single one of them, up until this minister, has been an advocate 
and champion for the resources sector. When the Liberal Party was last in government, our mines ministers were 
all advocates for the industry. They got up every day and championed the industry, making sure that they supported 
job-creating, innovative resource companies that contribute much to our great state. The Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum waxed lyrical, over and over, and somehow in making a statement that could have been summed up in 
about one minute about how great he is, took about 20 minutes to get there. In reality, what he has done and what 
he has contributed to this place pales in significance—he is not even in the chamber, as the member for Bateman 
has pointed out—in comparison to the contribution of — 

The SPEAKER: Member you do not comment on whether a member is in the chamber or not, so could you just 
keep that down? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate your guidance, Mr Speaker. 

His contribution pales in significance in comparison to the state’s thirty-ninth and fortieth mines and petroleum 
ministers, specifically the members for Nedlands and Churchlands, who did fantastic work during the time of the 
previous government. I will not go on specifically about the achievements of the Liberal Party in government, because 
I think everyone has canvassed that, but I think all members here can see that, unlike the state’s forty-second minister, 
the Liberal Party actually supported the industry. Unfortunately, now Western Australia has a minister who in a short 
period has done everything he possibly can to be anti-mining, anti-resources and anti-petroleum. He is part of 
a government that introduced the gold tax. As the member for Churchlands quite rightly points out, he uses 
scaremongering language, with the use of the word “fracking”. He ensures that he is part of a government that does 
not support the uranium sector. The minister has absolutely failed the state of Western Australia, which is why it is 
important that we keep parts (2) and (3) of the motion, noting the failures of the minister. 

It is more than a failure. It is also that this minister is just incredibly lazy. He is “Low-energy Bill”, as some might 
say, but I realise that that is language for others, not necessarily me. I would never say such a thing! It is out of 
character for me to suggest that he is “Low-energy Bill”. When I say lazy, we only need to look at his performance 
when it comes to parliamentary questions. He has more parliamentary questions outstanding than any other 
minister in this place; 59 questions asked of this minister are overdue. That is because this minister is too lazy to 
answer questions that his own cabinet colleagues have mustered up the energy to answer. Is that not fascinating? 
I think when he sits around with the no friends that he has got, he thinks he is being quite smart, but the reality is 
that he is trying to shame the rest of his colleagues. He is showing absolute arrogance and laziness by not answering 
questions from this Parliament. He does not think he is accountable, and I look forward to him continuing not 
answering those questions, and not supplying this place with the information that has been asked of him. That is 
exactly who he is. He is lazy and arrogant. 

More importantly, we on this side all see that he is a total and utter failure as a minister. He has failed the industry, 
and that is why this side of the house stands to condemn him. More than that, failure actually follows this minister 
around like a bad smell. He has a record longer than any other member on that side of the house of total and utter 
failure time and again. I will go through that very quickly, given that we are speaking now to the motion about 
whether to include the references in the motion about him being a failure, and I only have 15 minutes. I will go 
through the long list of his failures very quickly. I first met the member for Cannington when he was state secretary 
of the Labor Party. 

Point of Order 

Mr S.A. MILLMAN: Very briefly, Mr Speaker, I wonder whether the member for Dawesville can be reminded 
of the importance of relevance, because the motion refers particularly to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, 
not the member for Cannington. Secondly, we are addressing the amendment to the motion. 
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The SPEAKER: There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The minister is one and the same as the member for Cannington, but he was not then; he 
was the state secretary of the Labor Party. The first time I met the now minister was when he was the state secretary 
and we were sitting together at the Senate ballot paper draw in 2007. It was a public draw of the list of the 
WA Labor Party ticket. At that point, I had never met the member for Cannington. He turned to me and said that 
he had complained that the Labor Party did not make him a Senate candidate. Right then and there, I took his 
measure. I can see what the mining industry sees in the Minister for Mines and Petroleum today—a bitter and 
unpopular person who is a failure as a minister. As state secretary of the Australian Labor Party, he was a failure. 
He could not muscle the support of his own party on the same ticket. 

The SPEAKER: Member, are you talking to the motion or are you talking about the minister? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am absolutely speaking to the motion, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: No, you are not. You are talking about the minister’s previous history. We are talking about the 
amendment at the moment, so could you get back to that, please. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Yes, Mr Speaker. I will clarify. The second part of the amendment notes the failure of the 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It is the substantive motion with those parts included. I seek your guidance, Mr Speaker. 
May I continue? 

The SPEAKER: Yes. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you. I will try to keep this brief, because everyone seems to be taking umbrage at 
what I am saying. 

Mr S.A. Millman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mount Lawley! 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: As I was saying, it is important to note the failure of this minister to get support from his 
own caucus, and certainly his failure when he was state secretary to gain nomination as a Senate candidate. I want 
to mention a couple of iterations of that failure. In the respective state and federal election campaigns in 2007 and 
2008, in which we worked opposite each other, the Labor Party, under the then state secretary and now member 
for Cannington, managed to go backwards in the number of seats it held. The delivery of the federal Labor 
campaign in Western Australia was dismal. That is why the Liberal Party, very proudly, gained the seats of Swan 
and Cowan. 

Ms A. Sanderson: You have to live on past glories. That’s why things are so bad for you right now! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Morley, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The member for Morley makes the point that things are so bad right now. Are things really 
as bad now for the Liberal Party as they were in 2008, when we were electorally behind, we had a churn of leaders, 
and controversy seemed to follow us? 

Ms A. Sanderson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Morley, I call you to order for the second time. Can the member get back to the 
point, please. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sure, Mr Speaker. I can make many points about the continual failings of the Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum during his time in this office. The minister’s failures now are reflective of the minister’s 
continual history of failures. I note the member for Cannington’s failure in the 2007 campaign to harness the 
popularity of Kevin Rudd in Western Australia, and his failure in the 2008 campaign to win an election that the 
Labor Party was slated to win. The minister serves as a great indicator of what not to do when one is in opposition 
and is a shadow minister. The litany of failures of the now minister before he was elected to this place has continued 
since he was elected. The minister tried to roll the member for Rockingham as Leader of the Labor Party. That 
failed coup somehow made the member for Rockingham more popular than he was before the coup. We had 
a fantastic person in Stephen Smith, a former Minister for Defence and a good performer in the federal 
Labor Party. The coup failed to get rid of the member for Rockingham as Leader of the Labor Party, and it tainted 
a man who used to be very popular, all because he followed the advice of the failed chief, the member for 
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Cannington. It is remarkable that a person who tried to get rid of the man who has become the thirtieth Premier of 
the state of Western Australia is now a minister and serves in cabinet. That bad judgement, bad political 
manoeuvring and bad campaigning has followed the minister to this day. The minister is so poorly supported in 
his own caucus that it is no wonder he is a failed minister. That is what this motion should continue to reflect. It is 
no wonder, when we talk about the minister’s failures, that he has been overruled by his own Premier on things 
like the renewable energy target. That is yet another failure of the Minister for Mines and Petroleum and member 
for Cannington. 

Before I conclude, I will address the motion. It is important to note that I absolutely respect political staffers, 
I respect political campaigners, and I respect current, serving and former state secretaries of the Labor Party. 
I understand that people such as the member for Cannington have spent their entire life and energy—wrong energy 
in this case—trying to get elected. Usually this means they are driven by a number of political and personal 
convictions that get them elected to this place. Talk about failure! There is no greater failure than the failure of the 
member for Cannington and Minister for Mines and Petroleum to himself. The so-called quiet conservative who 
sits on the front bench wants to tax the gold industry. He does not want to support the uranium sector. He wants 
to stop hydraulic fracturing. The minister, who stands on what I think is the progressive right, is now repressing 
every one of his personal convictions so that he can tenuously hold onto his ministerial position. I suspect the 
minister knows that the reason he has to repress the views and convictions that he holds so dearly is there are 
people who sit on the back bench of the Australian Labor Party who are far more talented, far more intelligent, far 
more likeable, far better performing and far more deserving of a ministerial position than the member for 
Cannington. The minister has continued to fail the resource industry. All members in this place should question 
why that is the case. It is simply because that is exactly what this minister does time and again. Failure continues 
to haunt this minister like a wolf stalks a lamb. This minister fails industry. He fails Western Australia. 
Unfortunately for all of us here, previously the minister’s failures have harmed only the state Labor Party. The 
minister’s failures are now starting to harm the state of Western Australia. This state’s forty-second mines and 
petroleum minister is now harming the great state of Western Australia. He is harming the mining and resource 
sector. The minister should take this opportunity to resign and save himself the embarrassment of being inevitably 
pushed out by his Premier. We will stand in this place in months to come and say it is no wonder the Premier got 
rid of the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, because the minister is a failure at every turn! 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands) [6.26 pm]: Mr Speaker — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Nedlands, you have been a bit quiet tonight! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Speaker, it is very hard to follow the member for Dawesville’s very animated approach 
to the debate on the amendment to the motion. I draw members’ attention to the amendment. That is what I will 
talk about. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will be opposing the amendment. 

I want to talk to the substantive motion. A couple of points were made by the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 
during the debate on the amendment. The minister questioned the ability of the former Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum to make decisions. He highlighted decisions made by the Warden’s Court and the ability of the 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum to make a determination and overturn a warden’s decision. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You should tell the truth, member! Tell the truth! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am just giving the facts. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, you are not. You are misrepresenting. That is not what happened. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not going to continue until I get Mr Speaker’s attention. Mr Speaker, I am just 
explaining the facts. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Go on—just pretend you’re ordering a couple of beers at Captain Stirling! 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, withdraw that; and I call you to order. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Sorry; I withdraw that. I should have said at Steve’s! 

The SPEAKER: I ask you to withdraw that. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I withdraw. 

The SPEAKER: I call you to order for the second time. 
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Debate Resumed 
Mr W.R. MARMION: In making a decision, the Minister for Mines and Petroleum has extraordinary powers. I am 
talking about the facts. I am not talking about the minister or anyone in particular, so the minister should not take 
personal offence. I am talking about the process, so just relax, minister. The due process that is followed by the 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum in making determinations is that after the warden has made a determination, if 
the minister proposes to make any changes, or if someone makes a representation, the minister will send to the other 
party, and their lawyer, which in most cases the party will employ, whatever that party has put forward and give 
that party the opportunity to respond. Then, when they respond, it has to be sent back to the other party. This is quite 
a long process and it can take many years. In fact, when I became Minister for Mines and Petroleum, one particular 
court case had been going on for about four or five years, and I have heard there have been longer cases than that. 
The current Minister for Mines and Petroleum talked about the previous minister taking three months to make 
a decision, but that is a very short time when coming up to a caretaker period. I just wanted to make that point. 

This motion is about the negative impact that the current mines and petroleum minister has had on the industry 
itself. The next time that the Fraser Institute index comes in and rates Western Australia there is no way we will 
be in the top 10. It would be terrific if we were — 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Speaker, no-one interjected when anyone else was speaking. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is the point I want to make. The minister’s key performance indicator will be when 
the Fraser Institute index showing our ranking comes out. The minister said that we had never made number one 
and then he used some semantics to say that we were number four but made number one in a couple of categories. 
I will be looking forward to us making number one under the minister’s watch—I do not care in which category; 
that will be an achievement, so good luck. If that is the case, I will acknowledge it. 

Last week I took the opportunity to visit Kalgoorlie. It is Mental Health Week this week and it was launched in 
Kalgoorlie on Saturday afternoon. I decided to drive to Kalgoorlie and I got there on Thursday night. I had the 
opportunity to spend three nights in Kalgoorlie. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Where did you stay? 

The SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The Minister for Planning is a habitual interjector, and she was when she was on this side. 

I spent three nights in Kalgoorlie and had the opportunity to see how Kalgoorlie — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I spent three nights in Kalgoorlie and had the opportunity to see how Kalgoorlie is going 
currently. I was very disappointed. We are talking about a slight rise in the economy, and I must say that the people 
are very resilient and put on a brave face, but I was very disappointed that the main street, Hannan Street, had lots 
of shops for sale and vacant property. The people of Kalgoorlie are resilient and they rely on the gold industry. 
The gold industry keeps Kalgoorlie and the region of the goldfields going. I had the personal experience of three 
nights and four days in Kalgoorlie. 

A member interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The minister might fly into Kalgoorlie and she might laugh, but she is not in her seat. 

The SPEAKER: You can laugh anywhere; you are just not allowed to talk. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Kalgoorlie needs the gold industry and any slight change to the industry will affect the 
whole town. 

The SPEAKER: Members on both sides, if you have a meeting, go outside. The member is on his feet. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Kalgoorlie has not been going well and the only constant there has been gold. If the gold 
price had not been at $A1 600 or thereabouts over the last three years, Kalgoorlie would be in a lot of trouble. The 
one stable thing in Kalgoorlie has been the gold price and the government wanted to make it harder for the gold 
industry in Kalgoorlie and the whole state. There are three types of companies that produce gold. There are the 
large companies, there are the medium companies and, of course, there are small companies and prospectors, and 
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any increase in the gold royalty will affect all of them. Obviously, the large companies can be more resilient if 
they have a good deposit, but as we know, the Telfer mine, the Boddington mine and even the Super Pit in 
Kalgoorlie rely on fairly small grades of gold per tonne. Even though they might make a reasonable sort of profit, 
it is at the margins, so any change to the royalty rate an ounce will affect them. We know that the Telfer mine in 
particular had a big cutback to expand its operations, and when there is a big cutback on a mine, there is a lot of 
overburden and that costs a lot of money—tens of millions of dollars—before they even hit gold. That was a big 
capital decision made by Telfer to expand its mine, and any change in the royalty rate affects it. I give credit to the 
big companies in that they sometimes have enough profits to pay dividends, which go to the shareholders. Any 
profits that medium-sized companies make are 100 per cent invested in exploration, as I said in my interjection. 
I will not mention a particular company, but let us say it makes $60 million profit at the end of the year. That 
$60 million is reinvested into exploration. If there is an increase in the royalty rate and the company has to pay 
$20 million extra in royalties, there is only $40 million left to reinvest into exploration. Exploration is essential to 
medium-sized goldminers because gold is a distinct quantity and unless more reserves are found, time runs out to 
mine the gold. All the money that medium-sized companies make gets reinvested. What is that money? It goes to 
employ a whole lot of people. In fact, as part of the debate, people are asking whether gold companies will survive 
and whether jobs in gold companies will still be there, and everyone is saying they will be. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Before I was so rudely interrupted, I was talking about the medium-sized companies. 
I was explaining that their profits are 100 per cent injected back into the sector. I suggest that the multiplier 
effect — 

The SPEAKER: Members, if you want to have a meeting, go outside. The poor old member for Nedlands keeps 
interjecting! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not know the figure, but I suggest that the multiplier effect of the investment by gold 
companies in exploration is probably about four. Using the example I gave before, if $20 million was taken from 
the money companies invest into exploration, it would have a multiplier flow-on effect of taking out about 
$80 million from the sector. As I alluded to in my interjection earlier, a company quite often outsources exploration. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Companies quite often outsource the plan of where they are going to do their exploration. They do not just go and 
drill willy-nilly; they have to do some research and analyse geological surveys, and someone does the report on 
that. The person doing the report might be someone working my electorate of Nedlands; they might be in the 
electorate of Mount Lawley. 
Mr S.A. Millman interjected. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: It very well could be. 
A plan is done and a significant part of the income of the person doing the plan might come from the gold sector. 
One company in my electorate said that up to 25 per cent of its business has been through the gold sector. When 
I walk along my street, people regularly accost me. In the last two weeks, for the first time in my life people have 
said, “You mightn’t remember me, but I am in your electorate and I want you to vote against this royalty increase.” 
Mr P.C. Tinley: How many goldminers are there in Nedlands? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I explained that. The Minister for Housing was obviously asleep. 
Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: He was not asleep. I only got to the consultants who tell companies where to put their 
drilling rigs. Another flow-on effect is that we lose the drilling rigs. Then we have assays. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Minister for Transport, I call you to order for the second time. Member, I am just a bit vague on 
how you are talking about the amendment. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: This relates, Mr Speaker. I am very happy to relate that. The amendment relates — 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr W.R. MARMION: For Christ’s sake! The amendment deletes — 
Several members interjected. 
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Point of Order 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Mr Speaker, the member for Nedlands is trying to speak. 
The SPEAKER: I know. I was just about to call the Leader of the House. Leader of the House, I call you to order 
for the first time. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I explain that the amendment states that all words after “community support” be deleted. 
That includes the deletion of paragraph 2(c), which I remind the Leader of the House reads — 

the Labor government has sought to impose a $400 million impost on the goldmining sector, which would 
jeopardise thousands of jobs and investment. 

I am talking about the paragraph proposed to be deleted by the amendment. Therefore, I think it is perfectly 
reasonable to talk about it. 
Mr P.C. Tinley: You are supporting the amendment. Good. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not supporting the amendment. I am talking about why we do not support it. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: That is right; for how many hours? 
The SPEAKER: Members, please. You have your own member on his feet. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I have only got to the actual drilling. After a company has done the drilling, it gets drilling 
samples that have to be stored and might have to be transported to the assay lab, and then the assay lab assays 
them. Then the lab writes a report and, hopefully, it finds some gold. Someone looks at the report on the gold and 
they work out whether the tenement is economically viable. We are in a bit of a loop now, because it may be that 
because the royalty rate has gone up, it is not viable and we are back to where we started. That is the problem. 

I mentioned the big and medium-sized miners, but I have not mentioned the prospectors. This is where it hurts 
really badly. If we multiply 2 500 ounces by $1 600, we get $4 million, so a prospector mining 2 500 ounces is 
doing okay. If someone happens to be mining, let us say as an example, 4 000 ounces of gold, under the proposed 
amendments to the royalty rate they would end up paying $60 000 in royalties because for the first 2 500 ounces, 
no royalty is paid. I can tell that the smart man, the member for Mount Lawley, gets this. I think he is future 
Premier material. The 4 000-ounce mine will pay a royalty of $60 000. Under the new scheme, it would pay 
$240 000. That is a four times increase in costs. It affects the viability of the little $3 million or $4 million 
prospector. Obviously, it also impacts the smaller miners. That is evident. That is now in Hansard. 

I turn to the regulations. We would think that it is a simple case of changing the rate from 2.5 per cent to 
3.75 per cent, but it is a bit more complicated than that. I am surprised that the plan was to push it through so 
quickly, because the regulations need to be checked out properly. The Legislative Council likes to check these 
things out thoroughly. We could not fast-track this through the Council anyway. The amendment moved is to 
delete all words after “community support”. That includes paragraph 2(c) of the motion, which concerns the 
increase to the gold royalty. I now talk about the actual regulations. Regulation 86AA(4) is quite simple. It states 
that subject to subregulation (5) the rate of royalty payable for gold metal produced during the period commencing 
1 July 2000 and ending on 31 July 2017 is 2.5 per cent. That means the status quo will remain up until 31 December 
this year; so, 2.5 per cent is in until the end of this year. That is fairly clear. I then look to the next clause, which 
states that after that it is going to be 3.75 per cent. However, it is not as simple as that. Six extra clauses have been 
included. It will actually get quite complicated because there is a transition period. 

May I have an extension, Mr Speaker? 

The SPEAKER: No, you cannot. 

[Leave denied for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I have three minutes to go. In summing up, the point I make about the regulations is that 
they are not simple. I have the following example of another complication that might arise. What will happen when 
a mining tenement produces over 2 000 ounces and the tenement is sold and the new owner proceeds to mine 
another 2 000 ounces in the next six months? That tenement will have gone over the 2 500 production limit. What 
happens in that case? Who is liable? Is the first 2 500 ounces that is produced free, and they only have to pay for 
the next 1 500 ounces? Who will pay that? Will it be the new owner? What if that went over a period of time? 
There are whole lot of things that need to be sorted out. I am very disappointed that the Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum has not explained this. This is another of his failings. When this proposed royalty increase was brought 
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in, it was paramount that the minister responsible for this particular increase would have explained the intricacies 
around this and any problems that might eventuate. 

I do not support the amendment so I will be voting against the deletion of all words after “community support”. 

MR K.M. O’DONNELL (Kalgoorlie) [6.49 pm]: Greetings, Mr Speaker; it is my turn again. I probably should 
not have been sitting here. I wish to speak against the motion. 

Ms A. Sanderson: The motion? 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I meant to say the amendment. Thank you to the member for Morley. I woke up this 
morning to a large commotion outside my unit in East Perth. All I could hear was “Hell no! We won’t go! Hell 
no! We won’t go!” and then some profanities about the Prime Minister. I looked out when I went downstairs to 
get on the Red Cat and I saw the member for Mount Lawley, dressed in a suit, walking amongst all these huge 
units holding Eureka standards, protesting. There were about 150 people. 

The SPEAKER: Are you speaking to the amendment, member? 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Sorry, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: That is okay; continue with your story. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I saw the member for Mount Lawley there. He was the only one in a suit 

Mr B. Urban: I was in a suit! I didn’t have a tie on, but I had a suit on. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: No, the member for Mount Lawley was there. I thought that I would find out what was 
going on, because the member for Mount Lawley would protect me if they found a Liberal out there. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: No; the member for Mount Lawley is very good. He protected me, even though they 
were rowdy and unruly, unlike the rallies that I organise. They are polite.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: And we do not bus them in. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Ms A. Sanderson: Dusted off the high-vis from the bottom office drawer! 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: No. It is good to see. 

Point of Order 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I would like the member for Kalgoorlie to get into the rhythm of his speech and I feel 
that the interjections are preventing him from doing that. 

The SPEAKER: Do you want to have no interjections, member for Kalgoorlie?  

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I do not mind!  

The SPEAKER: Carry on. Just keep going.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I apologise to the member for Churchlands. I am also using this experience to speak in 
front of all the Labor people. It is quite easy to stand up in front of a sporting club. It is quite easy to get up and 
talk in front of an unruly crowd to disperse them. I find that very easy, but for some reason this is a hard gig; I give 
members the big tip. 

The SPEAKER: It gets easier as you go, member.  

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I will get back to gold. I am against the increase in the gold royalty. In 1996, I was told 
to take three months’ long service leave from the police department. I did not want to, but I was told I had to; I had 
too much leave. One of my best friends was in charge of field exploration. He wanted somebody he could rely on 
to work seven days a week for six weeks over Christmas and summer.  

Ms A. Sanderson: That is reasonable!  
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Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes! There were no days off. It was to find out whether the Kanowna Belle goldmine 
was feasible. They were bringing in a one-metre wide drilling rig from South Australia. My job was to be the 
“fieldy”; that is, when they drill and bring up the dirt, it is brought over and put on a mat and my job was to mix 
up all the dirt and bag it to get it analysed. I thoroughly enjoyed it. Therefore, I have had experience in the gold 
industry, albeit that way, and I have also arrested a shedload of goldminers and gold workers in my time.  

Mr S.J. Price: And you come from Kalgoorlie 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes! With the gold industry, I used the word “hiccup” the other day, but it is 
a roller-coaster ride. The gold industry is up and down. I have seen the good times. I got to Kalgoorlie. People 
could buy a house in Carine for less than the cost of a house in Lamington in Kalgoorlie. It was $46 000.  

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: The member for Dawesville was not even at school then. What I am getting at is it is 
a roller-coaster ride. I refused to buy a house for $46 000 in Kalgoorlie. I thought that was a disgrace in the 1980s. 
It was huge.  

A government member interjected.  

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes, I got on, but it had gone up after that.  

We cannot take anything for granted in the mining industry. One minute, gold is going well, so all of a sudden 
house prices go up. When it was going great guns, people in Kalgoorlie were selling their house for a couple of 
hundred thousand dollars and buying a block of land in Coolgardie 40 kilometres away. It is similar to Mandurah. 
They bought a block for $10 000, put a transportable on it, bought a brand-new car for the husband and wife and 
still had $50 000 to $60 000 in their pocket. The downside is that in Coolgardie, the houses are still worth the same 
as or less than they paid for them, and the housing industry in Kalgoorlie–Boulder is not going forward, similar to 
the situation in the major cities.  

Mr B. Urban: The rental market is, though. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes, because no one wants to buy, so now they are renting. There is a little bit of a boom 
there. The problem is that if one wants to buy a house to rent to improve one’s asset portfolio, one needs to have 
more than a 10 per cent deposit. 

Mr B. Urban interjected. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes.  

I will get back to gold, but another thing I want to talk about is fracking. The member for Churchlands mentioned 
the word “fracking”. I do not know a lot about fracking, but now I have got into Parliament, I will have to learn. 
I agree with him that the word turns you off. I found out that it is hydraulic fracture stimulation. 

Mr S.A. Millman: That turns you on? 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I apologise! I will have to find out about it. When I came into Parliament, the minister 
said that there will be no more fracking. I know that we on this side are very pro-mining. I need to find out for 
myself the pros and cons of hydraulic fracture stimulation, because there are always two sides to a story. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You’re making me feel very uncomfortable! 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: The word is just—fracking hell!  

The SPEAKER: Member, can you get back to your little speech? 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I cannot really have a crack at the government about that. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes, I thank the minister for having his door open. 

With regard to uranium, a few people approached me during the election campaign; Vimy Resources was one. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Have you been out to Mulga Rock? 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: No, I have not. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You should ask them. They took me out there; it’s very interesting. It’s in the middle of 
absolutely nowhere. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes, I will get out there. 
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We allowed two uranium mines; I cannot see how having two, four or six — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: We’re at four. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: We are up to four? That is even better. That adds to the weight of the argument. I just 
think we can go more. That in itself could create jobs — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Only if they’re financially viable. None of them is financially viable yet. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Not yet, no. But hopefully if they do become financially viable, the government 
might — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: They’ve got their approvals. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes.  

To get back to gold, I stood up to say no to the gold royalty increase, because it is an impost on the people of the 
goldfields and the gold industry per se. I cannot forget about Boddington; there is gold down there. It impacts 
greatly every time any government wants to impose a tax or anything like that. Also, the market can be a bit 
buoyant; it goes up and down, and that also impacts on it. 

I have coached kids in T-ball, footy and soccer for 20-odd years, and there is nothing worse than turning up to 
training and asking, “Where’s Billy and Johnny?” 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! I am on my feet. Leader of the House, you should set a better example. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: When I am coaching and kids do not turn up, it is because dad has been retrenched and 
mum has left with the kids and they have gone. That is a common occurrence whenever there is a downturn in the 
gold industry. In the last number of years, we have been going great guns in Kalgoorlie, and similarly in Laverton, 
Leonora and Norseman and we want that to continue. That is why I had to stand up and fight to stop that royalty 
increase going ahead. It is only a small part of the battle; it still has to go to the other place. We just have to stand 
up for what we believe is right. I openly admit that I know that the Treasurer was doing his job, but we cannot just 
stand by and watch. It is pleasing to me when people come up to me when I am shopping.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 
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