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MINING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 30 October. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.18 pm]: I rise to make some remarks about the Mining Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2013. We will need to go into consideration in detail briefly, because a couple of issues need to 
be clarified. Again, I thank the minister for the professionalism of the advisers who briefed me on the bill, and 
they were able to come back this morning to brief the member for Gosnells in his capacity as the shadow 
Minister for Environment. Of course, this legislation includes a range of aspects that relate to the environment 
and the management of mines in the environment of Western Australia. The opposition will support the bill, but 
we want some issues clarified on the record during the consideration in detail stage. Noting the time, I do not 
think that we will get to consideration in detail of the bill today, but I am sure that when we do get to it that it 
will not take us particularly long. 

I will start by making the observation, which I have made before, that the reason the Labor Party is such a strong 
supporter of the resource sector in Western Australia is that we are the party with jobs at our heart. We are the 
“labour party” and that is why we are so strongly supportive of the resource sector in Western Australia and we 
have had a long history of doing that. That is not to say that we ignore the questions of the environment because, 
of course, everybody now has a very strong view that it is important to protect the environment. If we look back 
at what may have happened in the 1950s or 1960s, that is no longer the nature of the mining sector. The other 
night the minister gave us five pages of his 35-page speech at the Chamber of Minerals and Energy’s Christmas 
drinks. Looking around the room, the most immediate thing I noticed was the fact that the formalities for the 
session started with an Indigenous welcome to country. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As the member for Warnbro, who was present, just commented, it was very good. I am 
sure that the minister enjoyed such a welcoming to country by Indigenous Australians as much as we did. That 
really contrasts with — 

Mr D.J. Kelly: We should do it with Parliament really. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have made that point but that is for another day, member for Bassendean. 

The observation I was going to make is that I recall when I was assistant state secretary of the Labor Party, 
sitting in the courtyard at Parliament House after a meeting between representatives of the Chamber of Minerals 
and Energy and the then Labor opposition—the Leader of the Opposition at the time, Dr Geoff Gallop, and other 
senior members of the Parliamentary Labor Party, including Hon Tom Stephens. The Chamber of Minerals and 
Energy was asking the Labor Party to support watering down the native title legislation. It is only 13 years later 
that there is a completely different nature to the mining sector in Western Australia, and I think everybody 
welcomes that. Those days of old-fashioned setpiece conflicts have gone, and that is to be welcomed as it shows 
a dramatic maturity. 

I will make one other little point about the other night. I know that the minister would have thought this was just 
as funny as everybody else did. When the president of the Chamber of Minerals and Energy was speaking, a 
light plane carrying a banner flew behind him. He was giving his serious presentation and we were all in fits of 
laughter because the banner said, “Lindsay, I love you. Will you marry me?” It was very amusing. Sadly, some 
of us might have felt a bit disrespectful laughing, but it was very, very funny. 

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I know I am getting a little away from the Mining Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, 
Madam Acting Speaker, but I did notice that the plane travelled faster when it headed to the east than when it 
returned from the east, so I think perhaps Lindsay was in a restaurant in South Perth because the plane would 
have been coming back slowly in front of South Perth restaurants. Therefore, I assume there were some star-
crossed lovers in South Perth enjoying themselves while we were doing the important business of representing 
the state with the interests of the mining sector. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It could have even been that! 

I have some questions, and I have my notes from when the minister’s representatives briefed me. I want to 
ensure that there will be no reduction in the documentation made publicly available through the amendments that 
we are dealing with in this process. I understand that the bill moves obligations from the current act and creates a 
power in regulations so that there can be more flexibility about the documentation that is to be made public. 
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Obviously, it is important to have as much information as possible about the mining sector available online 
because that helps not only people watching the mining industry but also the mining industry itself. Companies 
can see whether another company is doing a project over the same or similar ground, and that information is 
helpful to them. I was assured by the minister’s representatives that this bill is about widening the range of 
information that will be made publicly available. At the appropriate time, I am sure that it will take the minister 
two minutes — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: That’s the intent. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is the intent and that is what we are trying to achieve. The representatives of the 
Department of Mines and Petroleum gave us that assurance, but it will be good if we can have it confirmed 
because that is obviously very important to us. We want to have proper openness and transparency on this issue, 
not only for the benefit of the environment, but also, as I say, because it is potentially of benefit to the resources 
sector as well if resource proponents can glean information out of the information that is made available. 

At the moment, there are named offices under the existing act that provide approvals. This bill will delete 
references to prescribed officials and insert the term “Director General of Mines”. The minister’s staff explained 
that then there will be not delegations but rather authorisations within the department. This is obviously a much 
more modern approach because if we have specific named offices and the department reclassifies, changes its 
internal structure or renames a particular position, those prescribed offices cease to exist and that can cause 
difficulty for the department in its operations. It is a more modern approach that we are happy to have occur. I 
would not mind the minister providing a bit of clarification about the process of authorisation, but that will 
probably be one of the few questions that we zip through in our brief journey into consideration in detail. 

The Mining Legislation Amendment Bill 2013 also amends the Mining Rehabilitation Fund Act 2012, which we 
only recently brought into Parliament and dealt with. It created a new process for guaranteeing the rehabilitation 
of mines. In the past, environmental bonds were a difficulty for, particularly, junior companies and even some 
major companies because they had to have working capital tied up in providing the bonds. Now we are moving 
to a system in which companies make a payment into the mining rehabilitation fund, and that fund effectively 
insures the state against the potential need for future environmental rehabilitation. That is a much better system 
for not only the state but also the industry. I have asked the minister questions on notice and he has provided 
quite a long list of companies that have had their bonds returned to them. Therefore, quite a number of 
companies clearly are going down this path. I must say that that was much quicker than I had understood it 
would be when the legislation passed this house in the previous Parliament. My understanding from the minister 
at the time—I think that the current minister might have been the minister representing the Minister for Mines 
and Petroleum at the time — 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Yes. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: My understanding is that that process would have been slower, but I do not know. It is 
not a criticism — 
Mr W.R. Marmion: It’s been voluntary, so I think the state of the economy in the mining industry is why 
there’s been a quick uptake. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Sure. Anyway, it has been faster than I expected. That is not a bad thing; it is just an 
observation. We will continue to watch what happens with that because — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Also, if people do take it up over this voluntary period, we don’t get all of them coming in 
on 1 July next year. It would be too hard and then they’d be grizzling, “We haven’t got it yet.” 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am sure that there are many administrative measures that the department can use to 
make things easier. 
That was just an aside. If a tailings pond leaks, a waste dump collapses or some environmental calamity occurs 
due to the failure of the mining company to properly deal with the environmental challenges on site, with this 
amendment the CEO will have the power to act to remediate that environmental damage. Under the legislation, 
the costs that arise from that will be a debt for the fund that can then be recovered through a court. This is a great 
idea; it is quite sensible and the opposition is very happy to support it because it will improve protections against 
environmental missteps in Western Australia. When we briefly go into consideration in detail I will have a 
couple of questions about the transparency of the calculations and cost processes. I am sure it will take the 
minister only a couple of minutes to answer those questions. 

The bill also provides a change for how notice is to be given when there are two or more holders of a mining 
authorisation. As I understand this—I am interested to see whether I will be corrected—authorisations might 
overlap, might be jointly held, or might be for different activities on ground that overlaps. In those cases, how 
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will the department decide who is responsible? I understand this provision will allow the department to serve a 
notice on one entity and that entity is deemed to be notice to everyone involved in that authorisation. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Sort of; I will explain later. You are on the mark. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am happy to have it clarified more. It is not exactly a controversial issue and we are 
happy to support it. As I say, the mining industry is very important to Western Australia and we enjoy many 
benefits arising from it. One of those benefits is royalties. I will not go through the detail I did the last time 
mining legislation was before the house, when I went through every single category of royalties in the budget. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Every single mineral. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes; and I explained how the royalty review would necessarily fall down on gold. I will 
not do that again, minister. I was not intending to have this conversation but because of what happened in 
question time, I have spent the last 15 to 20 minutes getting some documentation sent to me from my office 
because the question of what happened to magnetite and the royalties provided by the magnetite industry have 
suddenly become a focus for us today. I will quote from a transcript that was provided by the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet media monitoring unit, dated Wednesday, 21 November 2012, with the headline “Subject: 
Barnett midwest mining conference”. In question time today, I said it was in October, but it was in November. 
Last year the Premier went to the midwest mining conference and made some comments. I will quote from the 
transcript provided by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet media monitoring unit, which reads — 

And also we will sit down with each of the iron ore producers and discuss with them and provide a 
royalty concession through the initial start-up stages of the project Now that hasn’t been determined, it 
hasn’t been decided by Cabinet, but senior people, myself, and Mines Minister and the Treasurer agree 
that we want to show not only that financial support during those expensive start up stages, we also 
want to give a very clear signal both in this State and across this nation and into China and into Japan 
that the West Australian Government is not going to tax this industry out of existence, we’re going to 
do exactly the opposite and we’re going to lower royalty rates during those start up years to give a 
positive endorsement and to see this industry get underway. 

I think that is pretty straightforward, even though there is no question that the Premier said the rate had not been 
determined and he said that he would sit down with each of the iron ore producers. I repeat: he said, “We’re 
going to lower the royalty rates during those start-up years and give a positive endorsement and to see this 
industry get underway.” I do not know that he could have been any clearer about what was said. During the 
election campaign, when I was shadow Minister for State Development, the opposition was approached by the 
Geraldton Iron Ore Alliance and in media comments we were criticised by the alliance because we had not 
matched the government’s promise. That led me to write to the representative body of the industry. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Mr Jefferies. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, it was Mr Jefferies. In the end we wrote two separate letters—one letter to Mr 
Jefferies about infrastructure issues and we wrote separately to the Magnetite Network, MagNet—because we 
were asked to do that by the industry. They said that the Geraldton Iron Ore Alliance was focused, not on the 
royalty rates—even though the alliance had provided criticism of us in the media—but on infrastructure issues. 
We wrote a detailed letter to the alliance making undertakings about the infrastructure in the midwest and 
separately, at the request of the industry, we wrote to the Magnetite Network and set out undertakings. I will 
read, if I may, from my own letter to the Magnetite Network, in which I said — 

I make the following three points about this — 

“This” being the comments by the Premier. To continue — 

1. The speculated royalty rate cut has not been included in the Pre-election Financial Projection 
Statement. This means that it is not currently State Government policy to reduce royalty rates. 

2. The speculated royalty rate cut does not form an election commitment by either the Liberal 
Party or the National Party. That means if Mr Barnett is re-elected as Premier, he has made no 
specific or binding commitment on royalty rates. 

3. My comments at the time related to the media reports that the Premier was linking the royalty 
concession to the Oakajee Port and Rail project. WA Labor considers any linking of the 
suggested concession to the Oakajee Port project to be bad public policy. My comments at the 
time included the fact that we were always prepared to discuss the proper royalty rate for the 
industry, but it could not be tied to building any particular piece of infrastructure. 
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Now, turning to the future, WA Labor is happy to say that if we are able to form government after the 
election on 9 March we would immediately enter discussions with your organisation and its members 
about setting an appropriate royalty rate for the industry. 

In this regard, we have heard the industry’s suggestion of a discount of 50% on the royalty for the first 
three years of production from any project, and we think this is a sensible suggestion. While we are not 
able to make a specific commitment (particularly noting that the Barnett Liberal Government has made 
no specific commitment, and in the absence of robust financial modelling of the budget impact of such 
a concession), we would in Government begin good faith discussions to establish a proper royalty rate 
that reflects the unique situation of your industry. 

Until today, everyone in the magnetite sector had been working on the assumption that the government, I think 
in April this year, had announced the royalty concession for the Karara project. The government announced, I 
think in April this year, the royalty concession of a 50 per cent concession for the first 12 months of operation of 
the Karara project. That, of course, was not what the Premier talked about in advance of the election at that 
November conference, nor subsequently. It was significantly less than the undertaking we had given to the 
resource sector. There were understandings around the industry—whispers; I am not putting words in anyone’s 
mouth—that representatives of the Premier had spoken to CITIC Pacific to give it comfort that royalty relief 
would be provided to its project in the Pilbara, which is a massive $7 billion project. If there have been problems 
for Karara, there are problems tenfold for CITIC, and that is well understood in the industry. Today the Premier 
walked away from that concession. He did leave the door open. He did not say that there was not going to be a 
concession, but there is now clearly confusion about exactly what the government has promised. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: There are rules. There are criteria. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What are the criteria? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I haven’t got them with me. It’s for three years and 50 per cent, project by project. 
Everything the Premier said is correct. Nothing is stopping them from — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Nothing is stopping it from asking. The minister said that it had other issues rather than 
worrying about the royalty rate it is paying the state government. My point is that it is a long way from the 
comments of the Premier at the conference last year. I note the reporting of this matter. An article on page 1 of 
the business section in The West Australian of 22 November 2012 headed “Premier makes royalty offer” 
states — 

Premier Colin Barnett has offered West Australia’s emerging magnetite miners hope of royalty relief, in 
a move aimed at attracting more Asian investment into the fledgling industry. 

In a surprise move yesterday Mr Barnett announced to a Mid West mining conference he will back an 
industry push for a royalty holiday for magnetite miners. 

While Mr Barnett said no concrete proposal had yet been approved by Cabinet, it is understood the 
State Government is considering a three-year royalty holiday for companies once they have begun 
production. 

Later in the article it states — 

The move surprised industry observers, as Mr Barnett had previously waged a long campaign to wring 
additional payments from BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto by ending a historic differential rate on the 
Pilbara hematite ore they sell. 

Later in the article it states — 

… Mr Barnett denied the move was an attempt to revive its fortunes, — 

That is, Oakajee Port and Rail — 

saying the decision was an important step to attract more investment in magnetite projects from China, 
Japan and other Asian economies. 

The article goes on — 

He told WestBusiness the move was a “modest but important” step to demonstrate the State 
Government’s support for the emerging industry to offshore investors. 

It then quotes Bill Mackenzie, Asia Iron Australia’s managing director. It continues — 

… Bill Mackenzie agreed yesterday a royalty holiday would send an important message that WA was 
serious about the industry. 

“In overall returns to the owners the royalty burden is not a ‘go or no go’ decision,” he said. 
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“In our case, it is 5 per cent and I don’t think there’d be any investors where if your project didn’t fly at 
95 per cent revenue you’d make the decision not to proceed.” 

It is very clear that the industry believed that there was an undertaking for the whole of the magnetite sector. 
That is in contrast to the Premier’s answer today, because the Premier specifically linked the need for royalty 
relief to the needs of the midwest. The largest magnetite project in the state is in the Pilbara. No-one who has had 
any dealing with CITIC Pacific Mining will say that that project has been smooth running. Everybody 
understands that there has been a range of challenges that that project has had to face. I also note an article in the 
Pilbara News of 28 November 2012 headed “Hopes of magnetite royalty relief”. The article states — 

PREMIER Colin Barnett has offered WA’s emerging magnetite miners hope of royalty relief, in a move 
aimed at attracting more Asian investment into the fledgling industry. 

In a surprise move on Wednesday, Mr Barnett announced to a Mid West mining conference he would 
back an industry push for a royalty holiday for magnetite miners. 

While Mr Barnett said no concrete proposal had yet been approved by the cabinet, it was understood the 
State Government was considering a three-year royalty holiday for companies once they have begun 
production. 

Later in the article it states — 
Executive director Megan Anwyl – 

She is the executive director of the Magnetite Network — 
said they had been lobbying for the concession for more than 18 months. 
“I am confident that this policy change will send a very strong signal to potential investors, many of 
whom are based overseas,” she said. 
“It shows that the Premier and his cabinet are serious about attracting new large-scale investment to this 
State and this is critical given that magnetite projects exist in many other places that could receive 
investment before our projects.” 

Clearly, an impression was created that the magnetite sector would get this benefit. The magnetite industry is 
confused about this matter, and I think the government needs to explain itself to make it clear exactly what will 
happen with this royalty concession. As I say, we are very happy to see the royalty concession; we think it is an 
appropriate outcome and that is why we made a commitment at the time of the election that if we were elected, 
we would sit with industry and make a sensible policy. Our view was that a sensible policy was a 50 per cent 
rebate over three years. We could not cost that at the time of the election because the information was not 
available to the opposition. But people can see what has happened. The Premier deliberately created the 
impression that there would be a particular policy outcome, but, in government, he has not followed through on 
that policy outcome. That is a sovereign risk. He particularly linked the royalty concession to attracting 
investment from Chinese, Japanese and other Asian investors. They are not my words; they are his words. Now 
we do not know what will be done in this regard. 

As I say, it was not my intention when I sat down this morning to prepare my comments on this bill, but when 
the Premier said what he said at question time, I was surprised. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Have you spoken to the magnetite industry today to see whether it is confused? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. The first thing I did at the end of question time was to talk to people in the industry 
to find out whether what the Premier had said was consistent with what they understood he said in 2012 prior to 
the election. As I say, the Geraldton Iron Ore Alliance went to the media to criticise the Labor Party for not 
having matched the Premier’s commitment, yet our commitment was stronger, apparently, than the commitment 
made by the Premier. 

I do not intend to speak forever on this bill, because there is no reason to do so. I know that my colleague the 
member for Gosnells intends to speak for a while about issues that are very important to him, but I want to finish 
on the issue of the government’s royalty review. An amount of $376 million has been booked into the forward 
estimates for the royalty review. The last time I spoke to a mining bill, I explained why that means gold. We 
know that is what it means. The Gold Royalties Response Group is campaigning against this issue. I spoke with 
representatives of the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies the other day. Both the minister and I 
were at the AMEC Christmas function. I spoke to the people from the Chamber of Minerals and Energy when 
the minister and I were at its function about how important it is that the industry make a decision whether it 
supports what the government is doing and whether it will be part of the royalty review or it will oppose the 
review. It is clear when we talk about magnetite that the government has not done what it created in an 
impression it would do after the election. 
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In respect of the royalty review, our view is that this is not the time to raise royalties in those other sectors. As 
the Minister for Mines and Petroleum commented, I went through in detail every mineral industry in the state 
and explained why they have particular problems at the moment and why a $180 million a year increase in their 
royalties will negatively impact on employment in those industries. We do not support increasing royalties. But 
we also make it clear to the mining sector that if the current government does in fact increase the royalty rates, it 
will not be possible for a future government to reverse those royalty increases, because it is too big. It will be 
$1 billion over four years. There is no government, born or unborn, that will have the money to take $1 billion of 
expenditure out of the budget of Western Australia. This is their opportunity. We encourage them to be stern, 
stand up for their own interests and not give into the government on this issue, because we do not think the 
government needs the $180 million. 

This will negatively impact on working people, with fewer jobs available to workers in this state. I remind 
everybody that this money is exactly the same amount as the federal mining tax charge. This will have the same 
impact as that of the mining tax on the Western Australian economy. In fact, it will be worse because the mining 
tax applied to only the mining industry sector that is making a decent level of profit, which is the iron ore sector. 
This will almost certainly be applied to the gold sector, which is currently in a parlous situation in this state. We 
encourage the mining sector to do what it needs to do. It had a successful campaign against the federal Labor 
Party so it knows the sorts of things it needs to do. It needs to run TV, radio and newspaper ads, and it needs to 
put stalls up at the airport telling fly in, fly out workers of the impact this will have on their employment 
prospects. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: You are predicting the outcome of the royalty review before it is even — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister is part of the government. He has already written in the royalty review 
outcome and said that $180 million will be indexed over the forward estimates. That is in the budget. I did not 
put that in the budget, the government put it in the budget. The minister sits in cabinet. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: The member is conjecturing that it is all about gold. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But it is. The minister is in cabinet and has made the decision to include $180 million in 
the — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Why is the member linking it to gold? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Which sector is it then? Will it be the mineral sands sector or will it be nickel or 
alumina? Which sector is it? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It is an open review. There could be a reduction in royalty. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No there cannot, it must be $180 million extra. It has to be a 35 per cent increase in the 
royalty income for this state in all sectors except for — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: We will see what the review reveals. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is what the minister has said, unless he is saying that the budget papers are wrong. 
The minister is in cabinet and signed off on the budget so he is bound to that. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I will be signing off on the review next year. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but the minister has already signed off on the outcome—$180 million, which is an 
extra 35 per cent on the non–iron ore sectors of the mining industry in Western Australia. If the minister wants to 
come up with a lower figure then good on him; he should talk to the Treasurer. The minister approved the budget 
as a member of cabinet, and in terms of solidarity he is bound to support it. That is his decision and it has 
nothing to do with me. I am not in cabinet; I did not make the decision. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Where are they in the forward estimates? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I quoted the page number the last time we spoke. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: What does the word “estimate” mean? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, it is an estimate, so what is the correct figure minister? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I rest my case. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister cannot rest his case. The government’s estimate is 35 per cent extra. Is it 
34 per cent extra, minister? Is that a better estimate? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I will respond in the second reading reply. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is the problem; the usual weasel words of the Barnett Liberal government. Its 
members write down one thing and then they want to go to their friends and say something completely different. 
This is exactly what happened in the magnetite sector prior to the election, when the Premier deliberately created 
the impression that there would be a particular outcome, and instead delivered something completely different in 
government. Now the minister writes into his budget a 35 per cent increase and, as I say, if the minister wants 
the page number I am happy to give it to him at the end of my presentation. I gave it to him last time — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I know where it is. It is not in the budget, it is in the forward estimates. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is in budget paper No 2. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: I know it is in the budget paper. It is not in this year’s budget: 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes it is. It is in this year’s budget papers. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: This financial year is 2013–14. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, the minister does not understand the way budget papers are presented. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: The member is using semantics. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will give the minister the opportunity: next year he can come to the session run by the 
Public Accounts Committee where we get the Under Treasurer to explain the presentation of the budget papers. 
Perhaps then, even though the minister is in cabinet and has approved the budget before it is presented to this 
chamber, he can understand what he has approved in that process. It is embarrassing that the minister does not 
understand his own obligations to his oath as a minister. He is a member of cabinet. If he does not agree with the 
outcome of a cabinet decision, he must resign, which is the Westminster principle. If he says that $180 million is 
not an accurate estimate, then he has an obligation to tell us what is an accurate estimate. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I have not said that at all. The member is putting words into people’s mouths. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have not put words into anyone’s mouth. All I have done is read the budget papers. If 
the minister says that the budget papers are wrong, he should explain why the budget was presented in this 
chamber, approved by him, and it is wrong. If the minister wants to do that, I am sure he will have plenty of 
opportunity to do so instead of inanely interjecting on things. Yes, every single line of the budget is an estimate, 
which is why it is called a budget. A budget outlines expected outcomes, and that is why we have a separate 
appropriation process and an annual report of state finances at the end of each financial year, because then we 
know the final outcome. In the meantime, everything is an estimate, which is why we have a budget estimates 
procedure and why, in the budget estimates process, I asked the minister about the amounts in the forward 
estimates for the royalty rate review. If there is to be a lower outcome for the royalty rate review, I welcome that. 
I think $180 million is too much. We do not support the figure of $180 million or a 35 per cent increase in the 
royalties for the non–iron ore sector. There is no proposal for an increase in the iron ore sector; it is only the 
non–iron ore sector that is included in the royalty rate review. I note that the alumina industry is covered under 
the state agreement acts and I am interested to know whether the minister believes that state agreement act 
companies can have a royalty rate increase.  

The minister chooses not to interject now. It will be interesting to see what comes out of this because the 
government has a problem; its budget is a shambles, which is why we lost the AAA credit rating in this state. 
One reason it was lost is because the rating agency said that it did not believe the government was prepared to 
carry through with the decisions it made. If the minister says it will not carry through with its decision in respect 
of a 35 per cent increase in royalties, the opposition welcomes that because we think it is a bad decision, but that 
means we will have a $180 million hole per annum in this state’s budget, rising in the out years by some index. 
We are effectively talking about close to a $1 billion over four years. I am not inventing these estimates. These 
estimates have been included in the budget papers by the government of Western Australia and, the last time I 
looked, I was not a member of the government of Western Australia. Funnily enough, the Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum is a member of the government, so we are concerned about what will happen and we do not want to 
see jobs lost in the industry: 

The minister has kept me speaking for 10 minutes longer than I wanted to and it looks like I will not leave much 
time for my colleagues, so I will make a few closing remarks in respect of this legislation. When we dealt with 
the Mining Rehabilitation Fund Bill 2012, I talked about the possibilities in future of using the earnings from that 
more widely than is currently permitted. At the moment, the earnings of the fund can be used to rehabilitate 
legacy damage to the environment from the mining sector. That fund will continue to grow and produce larger 
and larger surpluses, so at a future date we must look at how we can best use those earnings and whether there is 
any possibility of widening the rules that apply to the fund and how that money can be used. I am talking about 
the possibility of using the money only for the mining industry, and not in any other way. It is important that we 
do not allow the money in that fund to be siphoned off in the same way as happened with the waste levy, which 
is simply being used to fund the ordinary functions of government rather than specifically benefitting the waste 
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sector. We would not want to see the money in the rehabilitation fund used to fund general operations of the 
department. There are opportunities for that fund to have a bit more flexibility. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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