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STATE AGREEMENTS LEGISLATION REPEAL BILL 2013 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 May. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.01 pm]: Thank you very 
much. I congratulate both members who have made their inaugural speeches tonight. I know it is always very 
difficult to speak here for the first time, but as it is over I am sure they are feeling very good and looking forward 
to their next occasion to speak in this place.  

I am very pleased to rise tonight to make some comments on behalf of the opposition in support of the State 
Agreements Legislation Repeal Bill 2013. The bill has only three parts; it looks relatively simple and it repeals a 
number of state agreements that have been in place for quite some time. But in dealing with this bill, once we 
remove what is regarded as the obsolete shells of these agreements that no longer actually operate, we wipe out 
some quite significant and colourful history—that is, events that arose in the mining sector as a result of these 
agreements being in place. I will talk about each of them because they all have different types of history in this 
state. Five agreement acts will be repealed once this bill is passed through the Parliament: the Broken Hill 
Proprietary Company Limited Agreements (Variation) Act 1980, the Broken Hill Proprietary Company’s 
Integrated Steel Works Agreement Act 1960, the Broken Hill Proprietary Steel Industry Agreement Act 1952, 
the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997 and the Nickel Refinery (Western Mining Corporation 
Limited) Agreement Act 1968.  

As members would note, one of these agreements goes back to the original commencement of state agreements 
in Western Australian in 1952, and the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997 is the latest one. As I 
understand it, the three Broken Hill Proprietary company acts essentially have not been in operation since 2005; 
they were then terminated and the processes for those places were shut down sometime in the 1980s. I 
understand that the agreements we are dealing with that will be repealed relate to two state agreements that 
established a steel rolling mill, a blast furnace and a pig iron mill at Kwinana. I would have thought that the 
development of the Kwinana strip would have been a very significant area of employment and manufacturing in 
our state as well. This would have been a significant agreement at the time. Also those agreements established 
iron ore mining operations at Koolyanobbing and Cockatoo Island. I understand that the BHP state agreements 
were terminated through the ratification of the BHP Billiton (Termination of Agreements) Agreement Act 2005 
because the Kwinana operations had ceased and the Koolyanobbing and Cockatoo Island iron ore mines were 
operating under general laws of the land. In looking at those three state agreements, I note they are significant in 
their own right in operating in a range of places in our state and obviously they established quite significant areas 
of work and return to our state as well.  

The fourth agreement that will be repealed under the bill, the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997, is 
quite a significant agreement that relates to Kingstream. I will not talk at length about that because I know that 
there may be others in this place who have a better memory and understanding of what happened at that time. I 
note that our current Minister for State Development and Premier, Hon Colin Barnett, was also the then minister 
responsible for that particular agreement. I think it is quite interesting as the circle goes around to note that he is 
still holding on to that same area of interest, but I am sure that my colleagues will go into that in more detail. In 
fact, that particular state agreement was negotiated to facilitate the establishment of iron ore mines and an iron 
and steel plant in the midwest region of Western Australia, which was Kingstream. The iron and steel agreement 
was determined by agreement between the parties in 2002. As we now know the Kingstream project never 
actually got off the ground, but I am sure others will provide the detail about that.  

The fifth state agreement act that will be repealed under the bill is the Nickel Refinery (Western Mining 
Corporation Limited) Agreement Act of 1968. I understand the act had been terminated through the ratification 
of the Nickel Refinery (BHP Billiton Nickel West Pty Ltd) (Termination of Agreements) Agreement Act 2008. I 
understand that this occurred when parts of the operation were sold off to a range of junior miners. It also was 
due to the fact that it had achieved its development aims and the company had met its obligations for further 
processing and was no longer mining nickel in the Kambalda region.  

I know the minister will be very familiar with the nickel smelter at Kambalda. I can recall as a child in primary 
school being dragged out on a school excursion to the nickel smelter with some politician who, I think, may have 
been Sir Charles Court, to watch him plant a tree at the smelter. It was a very significant day. In fact, it is one of 
those days burned into my memory as a kid. I do not think we were terribly excited about it at the time, but I 
know that the smelter was a very significant place in the development of Kambalda.  

A member: I doubt that the tree survived! 

Hon KATE DOUST: The tree is probably not there.  
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Hon Peter Collier: I had no idea what a smelter was and I kept being shown this smelter out at Kambalda. I 
remember it vividly.  
Hon KATE DOUST: I remember it because we used to go out there. My father was the first postmaster in 
Kambalda when they operated out of one of the houses in Kambalda East. We used to have to travel out every 
few weekends to see him out there. It was all about the same time that the agreement was struck. I just thought I 
would throw that anecdote in to liven up the debate about what is a very simple bill.  

In terms of the smelter, BHP Billiton Nickel West continues to operate the concentrator, the smelter and the 
refinery under general laws of the land, and the mineral leases were sold to junior miners, which resulted in the 
reopening of a number of mines around Kambalda. I know that in the last 20 years to 30 years we have seen 
significant change in that Kalgoorlie–Kambalda–Coolgardie area with its revitalisation, new exploration and 
processing systems. It all makes quite good sense in considering how all those arrangements have changed, 
therefore not requiring the type of agreement that was in place in 1968. I understand that also in part 3 of the bill 
there are some consequential arrangements that fall into place. Given that the nickel refinery act has also been 
terminated, a new definition has to be put in place so that the termination agreement does not refer to the nickel 
refinery act. 
I had a very quick briefing on this State Agreements Legislation Repeal Bill 2013 yesterday. I understood that, 
although this type of repeal bill to deal with these five acts has taken quite some time to come into the 
Parliament, given that with either the operation ceasing some time ago, parts of a company being sold or other 
arrangements being put in place, I was advised that, in future, rather than waiting an extended period to wrap up 
and put that final nail in the coffin of these agreements, there will be a much faster repeal and termination 
process to remove what are regarded as obsolete and empty shells of legislation. It is a relatively simple bill that 
does not require any detailed discussion. In the other chamber there was extensive discussion about matters 
pretty much related to Kingstream, not so much the smelter.  

One of the other issues I picked up on was that when the Premier announced in 2012 that he would be 
introducing this legislation into the Parliament—the legislation fell away because we went into an election 
period—he put out a press release on 8 November 2012 headed “Inaugural repeal day to cut red tape” and talked 
about how he would repeal these state agreements and that, towards the end of the year, in both houses of 
Parliament a day would be allocated to getting rid of unnecessary red tape and obsolete legislation. I have a 
question for the minister: given that the Premier made that announcement in November, what progress has been 
made by this government to deliver on the Premier’s commitment and what date should we in this chamber 
anticipate a red-tape cutting day later in the year? I found this press release and thought, “What a wonderful 
thing he has announced.” Members who have been around for a while will have read some of the legislation we 
deal with and wondered, “Gee, why is that hanging around; why has it not been dealt with?” Hon Ken Baston, as 
a fairly new backbencher, was part of that red-tape reduction team and brought to Parliament quite a significant 
report with a couple of hundred recommendations about how to cut red tape in Western Australia to improve the 
lot of businesspeople, the mining sector and a range of other organisations and work processes. We have not 
seen any outcomes. Minister, I wonder whether, as a result of the Premier’s announcement, we might have that 
red-tape reduction day towards the end of the year when we can do something with the valuable work Hon Ken 
Baston was involved in and perhaps look at what other obsolete legislation is still rattling around the place that 
we might decide to devote a day to tidying up, if you like.  
Hon Ken Travers: A push for cabinet. They don’t do much apart from create red tape.  
Hon KATE DOUST: I know Hon Ken Travers will get to his feet and talk, so we will wait to hear from him.  
Hon Liz Behjat: Even his own side is telling him.  
Hon KATE DOUST: No; I know he has lots of very valuable things to say. I do not want to lose my train of 
thought.  
Minister, as a result of this discussion and given the Premier’s enthusiasm for getting rid of obsolete legislation, I 
am really keen on knowing when we can look forward to that as an annual event. I think it is something we could 
really look forward to in this place. Just as we look forward to estimates and events like that, we could have a 
red-tape reduction day and make a really big deal of it!  
Hon Ken Travers: A joint sitting.  

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I would not go that far. It might create a bit more red tape to get us there.  

The other thing I thought about when I looked at this bill was how we are wrapping up what is deemed to be 
obsolete legislation now but at the time was very significant legislation as state agreements because it would 
have facilitated quite large smelting operations and created a large number of jobs. But we are wrapping them up 
in the cycle in Western Australia when the mining industry is starting to reduce, as we see here in Western 
Australia from time to time. I thought it was an interesting time to be dealing with a bill like this and seeing that 
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decline again in our state. It prompted me to think about something I have talked about a lot here. As a state 
where we are constantly digging up things and flogging them overseas, this government still does not have a plan 
for alternative industries when we go into downturn. Should I use the word “science” again, Hon Ken Travers? I 
thought it was an appropriate time to talk about how we need alternative arrangements so that when we have a 
downturn and we do not have the need for these arrangements, we have a fallback plan in our state.  

The only other question I have for the minister is that, in clause 2 “Commencement” under part 1 “Preliminary”, 
2(a) and (b) state — 

(a) sections 1 and 2 — on the day on which this Act receives the Royal Assent; 
(b) the rest of the Act — on a day fixed by proclamation, and different days may be fixed for 

different provisions.  
I was wondering whether the minister could explain why there will be different days for different provisions. 
Which provisions, which days and why will they be proclaimed in such a staggered way? That was a fairly 
simple question. As I said, it is not complicated legislation; it is a bill to repeal a set of state agreements that do 
not operate, that are obsolete and that, for a range of reasons, are empty shells. When we look at each singular 
agreement, we can see that they carry with them significant pieces of history in our state that created 
considerable change. It struck me that perhaps this legislation is not as simple as it appears. When this bill is 
passed, with the stroke of a pen, we will be closing the door on some quite interesting periods of our mining 
industry. Hopefully, we will not see the same types of issues arise again.  

With those few words, the opposition supports this bill. I hope the minister will be able to provide answers to 
those two simple issues about the commencement date and the red-tape reduction day, which we look forward to. 
I imagine that this bill will proceed through this chamber in a fairly timely manner.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [8.18 pm]: Those of us who have been here for a long time 
might remember we have had a lot to say about state agreement acts over the 10 or so years, or even longer than 
that, in this place. It is interesting to see that we are now repealing a number of state agreement acts. The essence 
of what we are repealing are seven principal bills and the consequential Nickel Refinery (BHP Billiton Nickel 
West Pty Ltd) (Termination of Agreements) Agreement Act 2008. Obviously, there are in Western Australia—I 
am not up to speed with the actual number—about 72 state agreement acts. Other states have, according to my 
recollection, about 10 state agreement acts. We have used state agreement acts repeatedly in this state over many 
years to do a number of things: to establish agreements between corporations and the government, or the people 
of Western Australia. We have a great deal of trouble dealing with them once they are established.  

The state agreement acts of today are a far better model than they have been. Many of the early ones precluded 
the Environmental Protection Authority and dealt with Aboriginal rights in a manner that was not very 
conducive, but as these agreement acts have progressed over time, they have at one level gotten better. Shortly 
we will deal with a state agreement that sets a brand-new parameter in having state agreement acts over 
exploration, which I will talk to at length when we get to that bill. 

I have worked with state agreement acts over many, many years and I have seen the original ones and the 
modifications. I spent quite a bit of time in what was then the Department of Minerals and Energy looking at the 
whole notion of state agreement acts. There are many fundamental principles that cause us concern. Obviously, 
the competition policy issue was that they established an uneven playing field against any other mining company 
in this state that might have a similar project but was not the recipient of a state agreement act. The Broken Hill 
Proprietary Company Limited Agreements (Variation) Act 1980 was repealed and has obviously been replaced 
by many other agreement acts. 

When Sir Charles Court established the first state agreement acts, he did so under a number of principles. Firstly, 
he got mining companies such as Rio Tinto and others to come to this state and mine our resources for their own 
benefit, but in doing so he established a number of things. He was very mindful that these were finite resources. 
He said that if mining companies were to have state agreements with the government, they would develop towns 
and provide services and they would be part of the community in developing our way of life. Unfortunately, over 
time these state agreement acts have been watered down and they no longer have the imperative that was 
established under Sir Charles Court. One of the things Sir Charles Court established in all those early state 
agreement acts was that there would be downstream processing. Unfortunately, every time we come to the 
crunch—that is the 20-year period or the 20-by-20-year period in these state agreement acts—the government of 
the day goes to water. Instead of prosecuting the intent of the state agreement acts—that is, downstream 
processing for other things—they have been watered down. For example, instead of the BHP agreement in Port 
Hedland having downstream processing, it was allowed to build a gas-fired generation system for the region, 
which was then handed over to the government and became part of the Horizon Power process. But that was a 
trade-off; that was so that BHP did not have to build it. A little later on, further pressure was put on BHP with its 
idea that it wanted an iron ore processing facility. BHP came up with the hot briquetted iron ore plant, which was 
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basically doomed from its inception, because all BHP did was get hold of a South African plant, multiply it by a 
factor of four without any proper engineering and put it up. As we know, it lasted about half a year. In the end, it 
killed, I think, three workers and injured several others and is now no more. 

Hon Ken Travers: It was the economics of it that killed them. I am not diminishing the importance of the 
deaths. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I worked on that project and, having done the analysis and an assessment of the 
project, I can assure the member that both from within BHP and externally, it was never going to work. The 
reason it caused death was that there was to be a 21-day cooling down of the main chamber to de-slag it every so 
many months, and the contractor decided that he wanted to try to change that regime because it was costing a lot 
of money to go through it, and so it was changed to a 14-day period. The vessel was opened up, water was put in 
and the water became hyperventilated and turned into oxygen and hydrogen and, whoosh, three people were 
burnt to death. The control system for that was always away in a bunker. They knew the problems. I do not 
particularly want to go into the broader concept of what happened there. But at every stage that we have had a 
steel industry agreement, we have eventually reneged, and I think that has been to the detriment of Western 
Australia.  

What I really want to touch on is the Iron and Steel (Midwest) Agreement Act 1997. This act deals in essence 
with the good old hoary chestnut, Oakajee. When we come up with anything to do with Oakajee, it somehow 
fails. Unfortunately, the press releases in 1997 were done in about six-point font, so members will excuse me if I 
have some trouble reading it. It is the ministerial media statement of Colin Barnett, as he was then, from 
3 January 1997. It is headed “Merger of Kingstream Resources NL and An Feng Steel Co Ltd welcomed” and 
states — 

Resources Development Minister Colin Barnett has welcomed and congratulated Kingstream Resources 
NL and An Feng Steel Co Ltd on the merger of the two companies announced today. 

Mr Barnett said he was pleased that the new company, to be known as An Feng Kingstream Steel Ltd, 
would be listed as an Australian company and would be based in Perth.  

“The merger is a significant milestone for the two companies in light of their intention to jointly 
develop the $1.4 billion Mid West Iron and Steel project …  
… 
Mr Barnett said the State Government would continue to work closely with An Feng Kingstream Steel 
Ltd to develop the … project at Oakajee near Geraldton. 

He said the project would be the first major industrial development in the Mid-West for some time.  

Unfortunately, we have a history—I am not putting this at the Premier’s feet—of trucking out big projects that 
never come to anything. I am reminded of the eight projects that were going to go on the Burrup Peninsula. We 
invested $180 million in infrastructure and got nothing. There have not been eight projects that have eventuated 
there, so we continue to do this sort of thing. 

What is interesting about the An Feng Kingstream Steel Ltd process is that it became subject to a very famous 
Four Corners program. A number of people were cited in that program for having manipulated the whole 
process. Indeed, the Yamatji Land and Sea Council, as it was then, did an internal review of the process. The 
Four Corners program “Secret White Men’s Business” went to air and outed a large number of people in that 
process. I do not particularly want to go through who was involved because there are many names, but certainly 
it brought the then Department of Indigenous Affairs into disrepute. It led to a major conflict between 
archaeologists to the point at which different archaeological associations were born out of that dispute. It also 
identified that money was being paid to Indigenous people to put claims over competing mineral developments, 
and the money was coming out of St Georges Terrace. I will not mention the names because I do not think it is 
important; they were all named in the Four Corners report. What was clear was that cheques were being signed 
for native title claims over competing industry. That was the way this company did business in those early days. 
It has been a sorry state of affairs. It was a real problem for many people both in the Aboriginal community and 
within industry and the departments that got embroiled in this process. For those who want to look a little 
further, I am sure there will be copies in the Parliamentary Library of “Secret White Men’s Business”. I suppose 
it is with some relief that I see this particular issue coming to a final closure. The unfortunate thing is that we are 
still talking about Oakajee. Members may have gone back and read the reports about Oakajee. Given its nature, 
given its location, given the dredging, given the north-westerly wind flow, and given the fact that it contains 
hundreds of bommies that are used by the cray industry, it was never going to fly and probably will never 
actually fly. Anybody who touches that project ends up going to the wall fiscally. Here we see the final closure 
of what was a very, very bad stain on legal process and, indeed, corruption within the Western Australian remit. I 
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think that is all I have got to say. We will be supporting the legislation. Anything to do with getting rid of a state 
agreement act will be beneficial. I think the closure here on An Feng is very, very welcome.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [8.31 pm]: I want to make a few comments on the State 
Agreements Legislation Repeal Bill 2013. Before I do, I join with Hon Kate Doust in congratulating the two 
members who have given their inaugural speeches this evening, and I welcome them to the chamber. Mr Deputy 
President (Hon Simon O’Brien), I congratulate you on your election as a deputy president. It reminds me of how 
the world turns. I have had a sense of deja vu in standing up on this side of the chamber and speaking to you in 
the chair. That was the first sense of deja vu that I had tonight; the second was to be dealing with a bill relating to 
the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997. I was one of the members, and there are only a few of us left 
in this chamber, who was here when this bill came through. It did not surprise me to once again hear the Greens 
talking down the opportunity for good economic development in Western Australia. That has been a constant in 
this Parliament. The other constant in this Parliament has been members on the other side overpromising what 
they will deliver in terms of economic development for this state and then failing to do it. The biggest culprit, as 
Hon Kate Doust referred earlier, is the current Premier. As Minister for Resources Development, he was 
responsible for the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997 being passed. That is the act we are dealing 
with today.  

I recall that we were given, with great fanfare, promises of jobs and the like. It is interesting that we are having 
this debate. These acts were really about downstream processing, which is about securing job opportunities for 
Western Australians from our resource development. It is, I think, a complete coincidence that we are dealing 
with this bill on the day that we got an expression from many workers who are very fearful about their jobs and 
are very angry about the fact that this current government has not secured sufficient work out of the economic 
opportunities that this state has seen over the past couple of years. We saw that this morning. I assume that was a 
spontaneous process of those workers who, over the last couple of weeks, have seen job opportunities going, 
have seen people being laid off and have seen a shutdown, and are starting to get very nervous about their 
futures. Those of us who arrived at Parliament House early today would have experienced that protest. That was 
a protest about people wanting jobs to come out of the opportunities that are presented. The state agreement acts 
that we are repealing today had promised jobs well beyond those just in the construction of the mines; they were 
promising further downstream processing. Of course, those things have not eventuated; that is why we are sitting 
in this chamber tonight dealing with the repeal of these acts.  

I recall many attempts over the years to encourage downstream processing. I was working for Ian Taylor when 
he was a minister and Deputy Premier. He was very active in seeking to renegotiate state agreements. At that 
stage, clauses had been included in many state agreement acts for downstream processing, like we see here, yet 
by the late 1980s and early 1990s those downstream processing opportunities had not eventuated. Clauses on 
downstream processing had been included in the original state agreement acts, but there was always a catch 
clause about it being subject to economic circumstances or the economic viability of the project. Of course, we 
constantly were told that it was not economically viable at that time. The hot briquetted iron plant was an attempt 
to get a greater degree of downstream processing in Western Australia. It is unfortunate that that project was 
unsuccessful. The Rio Tinto HIsmelt project in Kwinana was another attempt to get further downstream 
processing of Western Australian iron ore. It was at a very low level; it was about improving the value and 
quality of the iron ore, mainly into pellet forms, in the HBI case, and HIsmelt involved a different way of 
processing to try to manufacture steel. There were many attempts by governments in the past. Although they 
were unsuccessful, they got work into Western Australia and they got that opportunity for downstream 
processing. But what we have seen over the past couple of years is a government that has been asleep at the 
wheel in trying to continue that. The government has just sat there and has not kept the pressure on the projects 
that have been developed within Western Australia to try to ensure the maximum amount of work in 
manufacturing. I went out and talked to a couple of people outside Parliament House this morning. They told me 
stories about companies that had done everything that one would ask of them; they had tooled up, they had 
invested in robot technology, they had done the work to try to get contracts, they had tried to compete on price 
and they had matched the price of their overseas competitors, yet the work was still not coming here. I cannot 
believe a government would allow that to happen. There are basic things the government should have been doing 
but has not been doing. The end result is that we are dealing with a bill tonight to repeal acts under which state 
agreements had been entered into with the intent of getting greater downstream processing. Not only have we not 
achieved that, but also over the past four years we have had a government that has not even tried to maximise the 
opportunities flowing from the expansion of the mining industry and the oil and gas industry to secure work for 
Western Australian workers.  

I want to spend just a little time talking about the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997. I recall the 
now Premier, the then Minister for Resources Development, hailing this as the future. It was going to create jobs. 
The government was going to Geraldton and telling people that this would secure the future of Geraldton. I even 
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remember the bulldozers being sent out to clear the land where the Oakajee port and development was going to 
be. Not surprisingly, that happened just months before the 1996 election, at which Hon Simon O’Brien and I 
were elected.  

Hon Kate Doust: And Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: And Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; that is right.  

There were many great promises made to the people of Geraldton yet again about that. Then, for the next four 
years, nothing but spinifex blew across the land that had been cleared in the lead-up to the 1996 election. It was 
not dissimilar to the tunnels that were built for the proposed Mandurah railway line prior to the 2001 election as 
part of the Liberal government’s failed Kenwick deviation, or to the current government’s promises for light rail 
into the northern suburbs of Perth prior to the last election. A lot of money was spent on developing brands and 
pitching names, but very little else. 

For four years nothing happened, and I recall the depression that was experienced in Geraldton. I remember 
going up there just after we were elected because I became the parliamentary secretary to the then Minister for 
State Development, Clive Brown. The whole town of Geraldton at that time was depressed, and I do not mean 
economically depressed; people were negative about their future. It was a very depressing place to be; it was a 
town that did not see a future for itself because the people had been made these promises that had never been 
delivered. 

Hon Darren West: It’s happening again. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Absolutely, Hon Darren West. We have a Premier who goes out, promises the world, 
and delivers—a bus ticket, I reckon. A free trip around the world, and if they are lucky they will get a bus ticket, 
but they will have to pay for it themselves! 

I pay tribute to the former member for Geraldton, Shane Hill, who was also elected in 2001. The then mayor’s 
name, I think, was Vickie Petersen. Vickie and Shane were not great political buddies when they were elected to 
their respective positions, but they were elected at the same time. Vickie Petersen tried to get facilitators to come 
into Geraldton to talk about how the town could be turned around. People thought that was a bit weird and out 
there at the time, but they actually did change the psychology of the town; they changed it with the support of a 
state government that understood how to get developments going, instead of going out there and saying, “We’ve 
got this great big vision that’s going to change the world and it’s going to all happen with a big bang theory.” I 
often think the Premier might be the Sheldon of Western Australian politics, for those who watch The Big Bang 
Theory. That is his approach: everything will happen with a simple big bang, and he does not have to have a plan 
or a strategic, progressive way of getting there. 

Not only did that Labor government set about changing the psychology of the town, there was also investment in 
the southern rail corridor. There was the expansion and deepening of the Geraldton port, which allowed the 
future to occur up there. It allowed for things like the Karara Mining project, which started just a few months ago 
and sent its first shipment of magnetite iron ore off to China. That occurred because the port was deepened. The 
Labor government, in the first part of this century, undertook a plan to build an iron ore industry. I know that 
Geoff Gallop, as an old Geraldton boy, was very proud to have been the Premier who oversaw the export of iron 
ore from the Geraldton port. I think it was the first time in 30 years that we saw iron ore being exported out of 
that port. I know that was a very proud moment for the former Premier. 

There was a plan; it was not the big bang approach of the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997, which 
is one of the acts we are to repeal through the State Agreements Legislation Repeal Bill 2013, but it was a plan to 
grow, to get some mines up and running, and to expand the port to allow that to occur. At the same time, we had 
obviously entered into an agreement and commenced a process to get a company to build the port and collect the 
cost of building the port through user fees, and the port itself was to return to the state. That was a very good 
arrangement that had been won through a competitive tender. But of course that was going along; the mines were 
starting to operate, the port had been deepened and there was the opportunity for Oakajee to come back at the 
signing of the state agreement act. In fact, it is relevant because one of the companies, if I remember correctly, 
had bought the rights to the state agreement act and there was an issue about what rights that gave the company 
to construct the port at the time. We then saw the Premier, without a tender process or any proper process, 
simply renegotiate the agreement that had been reached after a very thorough competitive process with probity 
auditors and the like. The Premier walked in and changed the agreement in a couple of really significant ways. 
He put in state and federal government money, which was actually not required because the company had agreed 
to build it and bequeath it back to the state. The Premier tried to create a misconception in the community, which 
is something we saw later he became very good at; that is, to take something and to completely twist it and to 
continue to tell the lie often enough in the hope that people will ultimately believe it, even though there is no 
foundation to that lie. The Premier started to say that the Labor Party would allow somebody else to own the 
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port. That was not true; it was always going to be owned by the state. It would be built by private enterprise, 
which would collect the cost of it and carry the risk, and it would, through the collection of user fees, get repaid 
for its investment in building the port.  
The other important thing that the Premier did was to grant exclusive rights to the rail infrastructure. In my view, 
and the view of many people whom I have spoken to, that led to the fact that today Oakajee is not built. It was 
that linking of exclusive rights to the rail infrastructure with the construction of the port that actually caused the 
problem. Yet again, Geraldton is left holding the can. Great promises were made by the Premier, but the Premier 
failed to deliver, just as he did when he brought the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Bill 1997 into the 
Parliament, when I think Hon Norman Moore, recently retired, read that bill into this house. Linking those 
exclusive rail rights with the construction of the port meant that there was no competitive tension to allow some 
of the mines to the south of Geraldton that had the capacity to get underway quickly to provide their own rail 
option; they had to use the rail option that was being developed to go north out of Oakajee port. We are now in 
the situation in which it is considered highly unlikely in the foreseeable future for the Oakajee port to get up and 
running. Once again, tumbleweeds will blow across the land that was cleared, just as they did when it was 
cleared after the signing of the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement in 1997. 

The question is: where do we go now? There is a very simple answer. What we need in the midwest is to 
establish a couple of strong performing iron ore companies to get exports going and to get strong balance sheets. 
There is Karara, but that will eventually be constrained by the capacity of the Geraldton port. A couple of other 
mine development opportunities up there could be brought on stream, if there was the capacity to export the iron 
ore through Geraldton port. As I understand it, the current estimate is that we could probably export 22 million 
tonnes through Geraldton. A couple of minor changes could be made to the berths and there is an argument that 
if we did the research, we might be able to build some breakwaters that would lessen the long wave swell that 
causes difficulties in loading on certain days of the year. That would allow the capacity of the port to increase to 
well over 30 million tonnes a year. That would allow us to get two good producers producing 12 million to 
15 million tonnes building their balance sheets. They would be the customers that would underpin the 
development of the Oakajee port and we would finally see the vision for Geraldton realised.  

In the same way that Labor set about the task in 2001 of restoring the confidence of the people of Geraldton and 
getting it back on track, getting a mining industry going within that community and getting an iron ore export 
industry going through the midwest region, we need to go back to the drawing board. One option is for this 
government to eat humble pie and get on and do that over the next four years, otherwise I expect that in 2017 it 
will again be left to Labor to pick up the pieces. Let us hope that by that stage Geraldton has not gone into the 
depression that it did after it was so significantly overpromised by the now Premier when he introduced the Iron 
and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act 1997. It is a sad end, a sense of deja vu, as I said at the beginning, to see 
this act being repealed. From memory, Hon Simon O’Brien was a Deputy President back in the early 1990s. To 
have him back in the chair when we were dealing with this bill gave me a great sense of deja vu.  

I am sure I will remember the passage of this bill because of that protest that we saw around Parliament House 
by a range of Western Australian workers expressing their frustration at the failure of this government to secure 
local manufacturing jobs for Western Australia. They were expressing their fear of the future as they see a 
downturn. We have seen unemployment in Western Australia increase from 3.5 per cent to something like five 
per cent over the past couple of months. These workers were expressing their anger at the arrogance of this 
government that just does not seem to care about those people who want to make a contribution. They want to 
see those opportunities that come out of a resource-rich state. If all we end up with at the end of the mining boom 
is a whole lot of holes in the ground, with no real assets and without a manufacturing industry—we know the 
Future Fund is nothing but a fraud—it will be a very sad day. I do not blame Western Australian companies. 
They have done everything asked of them. In a time when we probably have not seen great productivity in this 
country for the past few years, they were prepared to take the investment decisions, put money into upgrading 
their factories and be competitive on a world scale, yet they were still not able to secure that work. Mr Barnett, 
both as the minister responsible for the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act and the minister now 
responsible for its repeal, has sat by for over 16 years and really failed to secure it.  

I just have to remind members that these projects take an awfully long time to occur. Gorgon was established 
and the bills that established the state agreement act to get Gorgon up and running, the thing that has 
underpinned one of the major projects in the Western Australian economy for the past few years, were 
established in the early part of this century. I was also privileged to be the parliamentary secretary who guided 
those bills through this chamber. I did that with great pride. There was opposition to those bills from the Greens, 
voting against them on the last night, and constant opposition in their speeches by members on the other side 
telling us that we should not be building on Barrow Island; we should be building on the mainland, even though 
we had reports from independent consultants saying it would not happen if we forced them to build on the 
mainland. We secured those projects for Western Australia. We have put mechanisms in place that would have 
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given this government the opportunity to keep the pressure on for local employment and local content in the 
construction of that project, but the ball was dropped by the Minister for State Development, the same man who 
failed to deliver the Iron and Steel (Mid West) Agreement Act. This bill is a testament to the failures of the 
current Premier.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [8.54 pm]: — in reply: I thank 
members very much for their contributions. I have thoroughly enjoyed being in charge of the State Agreements 
Legislation Repeal Bill 2013—I am serious! I read the contributions of members of the other chamber and found 
them quite fascinating. 

Hon Ken Travers: The history of it is interesting.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is! It really has been quite fascinating, and it is quite correct that the five acts 
represent the colourful past of Western Australia, particularly, I note, with the Oakajee project, which has of 
course had a very chequered history and probably still has a way to go. Those acts represent a whole host of 
areas in terms of infrastructure development throughout Western Australia, and also social infrastructure, and the 
labour force issues that have been addressed by various members.  

I have a couple of things to say. With regard to the nickel refinery, Hon Kate Doust stimulated some fond 
memories for me that I will just recap. I remember quite vividly that smelter being built in Kalgoorlie. 

Hon Kate Doust: Thankfully, you weren’t there for the day of the tree planting! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: With Sir Charles?  

Hon Kate Doust: Yes.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It might not have been Sir Charles then; he came in 1974. 

Hon Kate Doust: Yes, early 1970s.  

Hon Ken Travers: He would have been really grumpy if he could have gone and he forgot to!  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I hope not!  

I remember vividly the smelter being built, because at the time a trip to Kambalda on a Sunday was quite the 
order of the day. In those days there was not a Kambalda West, there was just Kambalda; I am not sure if Hon 
Kate Doust has been there recently, but when I go back there now and see what has happened to Kambalda East, 
I despair; it has virtually gone to wrack and ruin compared with Kambalda West, which has come on in leaps and 
bounds. I meant what I said: I was only a little tacker, and I did not know what a smelter was. When we went 
there we were told it was this great thing for the goldfields et cetera, and it was going to be this wonderful 
development that would add to the prosperity of the goldfields region — 

Hon Ken Travers: When the Smurfs turned up, did you think you would find a — 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I do not think we had Smurfs in those days; I had my horse and tennis and that was 
about it!  

Two questions were asked about red tape—I will not waste too much of the chamber’s time by reminiscing. 

Hon Ken Travers: Feel free! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: If I can just draw from the Premier’s media statement. 

Hon Kate Doust: You’re running this show; you can do whatever you like now—shorten it, lengthen it! 

Hon Ken Travers: You won’t have Norman telling you to sit down now, minister! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, but I can!  

With regard to the repeal date, the Premier’s media statement states — 

Mr Barnett said the operation of Repeal Day would be a matter for each House of Parliament to 
determine, however, it was expected to be held towards the end of each year. 

That is what can be expected, Hon Kate Doust. 
Hon Kate Doust: So, you’re actually going to do it? 
Hon Ken Travers: Is that a promise? 
Hon Kate Doust: Is that a promise? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. 

Hon Ken Travers: You’ll resign if it doesn’t happen? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: No, no; I would not go that far!  

Hon Kate Doust: You’d better let us know, so we can put a date in our diaries!  

Hon Ken Travers: We’ll even come in and start early on that day! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: With regard to the commencement, I agree; I sought some advice on it. The bill has 
different commencement dates and there is a consequential amendment, which is part 3 of the bill.  

Hon Kate Doust: Okay.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: That has to be made, and that will then take effect before the agreement is terminated; 
it is a consequential amendment. That covers that.  

Aside from that, this is a very simple bill, and I thank all members for their contributions and support of the bill. 
I commend the bill to the house.  
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House), and passed.  
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